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PREFACE 

The major purpose of this study was to determine the extent to 

which the publics disagree on the various functions of the 14 public 

junior colleges in Oklahoma. The publics studied were local citizens, 

students with an occupational major, students with a liberal arts or 

pre-professional (transfer) major, teachers of occupational subjects, 

teachers of the liberal arts and general education, administrators, and 

trustees of each college. The functions studied were community services, 

transfer education, occupational education,"guidance and counseling, re­

medial education, and general education. 

The study synthesized 47,790 pieces of data furnished by 1,394 re­

spondents. The difficult task of collecting the data was made possible 

by the cooperation of the respondents and the special assistance of the 

junior college presidents and others too numerous to mention, for which 

I am most grateful. 

Sincere appreciation is ext~nded to Dr. Donald s. Phillips for the 

interest, support, and encouragement which he continually gave to me 

throughout the graduate program and dissertation study. 

Appreciation and thanks are extended to the members of my advisory 

committee, Dr. Donald S. Phillips, Chairman; and to Dr. Norman N. Durham; 

Dr. William D. Frazier; and Dr. Lloyd L. Wiggins. 

Special gratitude is expressed to my wife, Diane, who has been a 

constant source of encouragement, assistance, and inspiration; and to 

our children, Angie and Jeff, who have sacrificed mueh and to whom this 

study is dedicated. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The most phenomenal recent development in higher education in this 

country has been the striking growth of an uniquely American institution, 

the junior college. The growth of these colleges for the entire decade 

of the sixties approximated one per week with an equally exciting growth 

in student enrollment. 

The developments of the junior college within the State of Oklahoma 

have reflected the general development of the junior colleges across the 

country. Since 1965, Oklahoma has seen one state-owned junior college, 

located in Lawton, grow to become the seventh state-owned, four-year 

college; the development of a new state-owned metropolitan junior college 

located in Tulsa; the development of two new community junior colleges 

in the Oklahoma City metropolitan area, one in Midwest City and one in 

south· Oklahoma City; the converting of one community (municipal) junior 

college at Altus to a state-owned (supported) junior college; and the 

converting of a military academy at Claremore to a state-owned junior 

college. 

The state now has eight state-owned junior colleges (supported by 

student fees and state aid) located in Altus, Claremore, Miami, Tisho­

mingo, Tonkawa, Tulsa, Warner, and Wilburton; and six community junior 

colleges (supported by student fees, local ad valorem taxes, and 

1 
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supplemental state aid) located in El Reno, Midwest City, south Oklahoma 

City, Poteau, Sayre, and Seminole, These institutions enroll approxi­

mately one in three lower division (freshmen and sophomores) students in 

the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education. And, if these institu­

tions assume the responsibility for absorbing the bulk of the new student 

growth between now and 1980, they may by the end of the decade enroll 

almost one-half of all lower division undergraduate students in the state 

system of higher education. 

Statement of the Problem 

In reGent history, the junior colleges in Oklahoma have evolved at a 

rapid pace. They have assumed new responsibilities. They are diverse 

and ever changing. To arrive at a contemporary definition of this dy­

namic educational phenomenon would be most difficult. A survey of the 

current voluminous literature on the subject would give one a general 

definition. An examination of the courses, programs, and services de­

scribed in the institutions' catalogs would provide a more literal def­

inition. The most useful and interesting definition of all would be 

derived from knowing what they would be like tomorrow; but this, of 

course, is impossible. The junior GOlleges of tomorrow, however, will 

be shaped by the people who work and study in and around them today. 

These peoples' perceptions of the appropriate education services of their 

institutions will guide them in making the many decisions which steer 

today's institutions into the future. 

To gain some understanding of what these colleges may become and of 

what the obstacles in achieving their goals may be, the perceptions of 

those involved in the decision-making process must be determined. Little, 



however, is known of these peoples' perceptions of the junior college 

movement and of the functions and goals of the institutions. 

Purpose of the Study 

3. 

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the functions 

of public junior colleges in Oklahoma as perceived b~ selected publics. 

The selected publics were local citizens (lay public) in each institu-

tion's community; junior college stuoents with a major in an occupa­

tional area; junior college students with a major in a liberal arts, 

pre-professional, or university parallel (transfer) area; junior college 

instructors of occupational subjects; junior ~allege instructors of the 

liberal arts and pre-professional subjects;,f1Inior college administra-
:_;,1{~~~.·- . 

tors; and junior college trustees (adminis~±ive board members and re-

"Ji gents). ·~ 

1 
Need for the Study 

Oklahoma junior colleges are in a state of transition. In ten 

years, the enrollments in these colleges have doubled. At the beginning 

of the decade of the sixties, these institutions offered predominantly 

academic programs in the liberal arts and pre-professional fields. Dur­

ing the sixties, they began implementing programs which exhibited a new 

awareness for the educational needs of the people in their respective 

service communities. Today, almost all of these colleges offer some 

technical and occupational programs, remedial courses, student counsel­

ing, special evening courses for working adults, community services, 

and programs of a cultural nature. In short, the junior colleges in 

Oklahoma have taken great steps toward becoming comprehensive community 
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colleges. 

The transition from a two-year 1 i bera 1 arts co 11 ege to a compre­

hensive community college may be hampered by various obstacles. First, 

there tends to be a reluctance on the part of some faculty and staff to 

involve themselves and their institutions in something that is other 

than academic. Secondly, it is recognized that there is a need for 

both remedial courses and a student counseling program, but often the 

staffs are unsure of how remedial the courses should be (from remedial 

mathematics and English to adult basic education) and what kind of coun­

seling activities are needed to provide the necessary services to their 

students. Thirdly, there sometimes appears to be a conflict in what 

certain state policies and funding procedures will allow in the area of 

community services and what the institution$ may be expected to deliver. 

Finally, the comprehensive community college is supposed to be the dem­

ocratizing agent of higher education in that it provides the opportunity 

through its "open door" for what may become universal two-year, post­

secondary education. Yet most junior colleges are not able to cope with 

the diverse abilities of all the students who can come through the "open 

door. 11 The junior colleges in a sincere effort to become a comprehen­

sive community college may, in fact, be offering many students a "re­

volving door. 11 

If these junior colleges are to be successful in attaining their 

goal of comprehensiveness; i.e., complete post-secondary educational 

services to all people in their communities who want, need, and can 

benefit from such services, then the obstacles to success, transition, 

and effectiveness must be identified. The basic assumption of this 

study is that the people who live, work, and study in and around these 
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colleges largely determine what their respective institutions shall be 

and are wholly responsible for their development. These people then, 

may themselves, be the major obstacles in attaining comprehensiveness. 

The need of this study, therefore, was to determine the attitudes and 

perceptions of the people who affect the decision-making process regard­

ing programs, curricula, degrees, courses, personnel, long- and short­

range plans, facilities, financing, and allocation of resources. 

The utility of this knowledge is that if the perceptions of the 

selected publics regarding the functions of the institutions and the 

general priorities of those functions are found to be diverse and op­

posing then an obstacle in attaining comprehensiveness has been dis­

covered. The size of the obstacle is, of course, dependent upon the 

degree to which the selected publics• ~ttitudes and perceptions differ 

and oppose one another. The leadership in the institutions, cognizant 

of these differences, can seek to resolve them so that those concerned 

may have a similar philosophy and can work toward the achievement of 

common goals. 

This knowleqge can also be helpful in understanding why and how 

certain existing institutional phenomena (programs, administrative 

structure, allocation of resources, personnel, etc.) came about and how 

they are likely to change in the near future. 

Description of Selected Publics 

The following is a description of and the selection rationale for 

the groups of people who were chosen to furnish the data for this study: 

1. Local Citizens. Local citizens who reside in the service com­

munity of each junior college possess a set of ideas of what their 

/ 



community is doing and whom it is serving. They have read about it in 

the newspapers; they may know some of the staff or students; they have 

seen it; they may have been on its campus; and may have. through their 

property tax, paid for its support. These citizens. through their gen­

eral understanding and acceptance of the institution. determine to some 

extent what the junior college will be. This is particularly true in 

communities where the local junior college receives support through ad 

valorem taxes. 

6 

2. and 3. Junior College Students. Junior college students are 

playing an ever-increasing role in the institutional decision-making 

process. These students feel that this so-called comprehensive open­

door institution must offer them more than an opportunity for failure 

and misdirection. And, when policies, rules, and traditions begin to 

violate their sense of justice and fair play, they will demand as citi­

zens, as voters, and as human beings that their voices be heard and 

changes be made. Since the students have had experience with the in­

stitution, they will have definite ideas of what it is doing, what it 

should be doing, and what it should not be doing. Students with a major 

in an occupational area form the second public and students with a major 

in a liberal arts or pre-professional major (transfer major) form the 

third public. It was felt that the two groups might have different at­

titudes and perceptions. 

4. and 5. Junior College Faculty. The junior college faculty will 

have their own ideas of what their institution is, should, and/or should 

not be doing. The faculty because of their unique backgrounds, values, 

and experiences will tend to favor certain types of programs, activities, 

and students and will work for their emphasis and expansion. Teachers 



of occupational subjects comprised the fourth public, and teachers of 

liberal arts and pre-professional subjects comprised the fifth public. 

Since these two groups were primarily involved with separate institu­

tional functions, it was felt that they might have different attitudes 

and perceptions. 

7 

6. Junior College Administrators. The most important and influ­

ential person in a junior college is its top administrator. In the fi­

nal analysis, the most significant determinant of institutional success 

and quality (or failure and mediocrity) is the competence of the presi­

dent or the top administrator b¥ any_ other title. There are also other 

very influential administrators on the campus, and these are the presi­

dential assistants, the vice-presidents, the deans, the directors, and 

the coordinators. And, these too by their attitudes and perceptions re­

flected in their day-to-day decisions shape their respective institu­

tions. The determination of the attitudes and perceptions of all these 

administrators would be important indicators of what the junior college 

might become. 

7. Junior College Trustees. The junior colleges' boards of trust­

ees function as the administrative governing boards for the institutions 

and have the power and duty to supervise, manage, control and otherwise 

set the policies for the operation of their institutions. The attitudes 

and perceptions of the functions and goals of junior colleges held by 

the individual trustees would have direct bearing on what their respec­

tive institutions are and ultimately become. And since the trustees 

directly affect the present and future status of their respective junior 

colleges, their attitudes and perceptions should also be determined. 

For the purpose of this study, these seven groups were considered 
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the publics of Oklahoma Junior Colleges. Although there may be other 

groups that affect the status of these institutions; e.g., Oklahoma 

State Regents for Higher Education, the State Legislature, the Oklahoma 

Commission on Education, etc.; these non~ocal groups were felt to be be­

yond the scope of this study. The seven local publics were felt to be 

more influential than others in determining the shape of their respec­

tive institutions. 

Hypotheses 

Generally, the results from the study will determine the degree of 

differences, if any, among the publics' perceptions of the appropriate 

extent of the colleges' involvement in the various functions. The hy­

potheses were proposed to guide the study and to identify the specific 

areas of inquiry this descriptive research was to embrace. The data for 

the study were obtained in two forms. The first form represented the 

publics' perceptions of the appropriate extent of the junior colleges' 

involvement in the various functions. The research hypotheses for this 

first portion of the study stated in the null form were: 

1. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in corrmunity services. 

2. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in transfer programs. 

3. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in occupational programs. 



4. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in guidance and counseling services. 

5. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in remedial programs. 

6. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in general education. 
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The second form of the data for the study was the percentages of 

institutional resources the publics assigned to the various functions, 

The research hypotheses for this portion of the study stated in the null 

form were: 

7. There are no differences among the percentages of 

institutional resources the publics would assign or 

distribute to community services. 

8. There are no differences among the percentages of 

institutional resources the publics would assign or 

distribute to the transfer programs. 

9. There are no differences among the percentages of 

institutional resources the publics would assign or 

distribute to the occupational programs. 

10. There are no differences among the percentages of 

institutional resources the publics would assign or 

distribute to guidance and counseling services. 

11. There are no differences among the percentages of 

institutional resources the publics would assign or 



distribute to remedial programs. 

12. There are no differences among the percentages of 

institutional resources the publics would assign or 

distribute to general education. 

Since the data were analyzed by institution, the hypotheses were 

tested for each of the 14 public junior colleges. 

Definition of Terms 

11 Public junior colleges 11 refer to those types of institutions 

called community colleges or junior colleges. For the purpose of this 

study they were the two-year colleges supported in part by state funds 

and are a part of the Oklahoma State System of Higher Education. Ex­

cluded from this group are the private denominational junior colleges. 

The junior colleges included in this study were: 

1. Altus Junior College, Altus, Oklahoma. 

2. Carl Albert Junior College, Poteau, Oklahoma. 

3. Claremore Junior College, Claremore, Oklahoma. 

4. Connors State College, Warner, Oklahoma. 

5. Eastern Oklahoma State College, Wilburton, Oklahoma. 

6. El Reno Junior College, El Reno, Oklahoma. 

7. Murray State College, Tishomingo, Oklahoma. 

8. Northeastern Oklahoma A&M College, Miami, Oklahoma. 

9. Northern Oklahoma College, Tonkawa, Oklahoma. 

10. Oscar Rose Junior College, Midwest City, Oklahoma. 

11. South Oklahoma City Junior College, Oklahoma City, 

Oklahoma. 

12. Sayre Junior College, Sayre, Oklahoma. 

10 



13. Seminole Junior College, Seminole, Oklahoma. 

14. Tulsa Junior College, Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

To insure the anonymity of these institutions, the letter names A 

through N were incidentally assigned to them. Throughout the balance 

of this report, the institutions will be referred to by their letter 

names. 

11 

11 Function, 11 the function of an institution refers to the purpose(s) 

for which it was intended. It implies an allocation or assumption of 

responsibility which the institution ultimately defines as programs. 

For the purpose of this study, the terms 11 role 11 and 11 function 11 are used 

synonymously. 

11 Community services function 11 refers to those programs or courses 

especially tailored to meet the needs of adults and part-time students. 

This also refers to the type of services the institutions may provide 

to local businesses or industries and professional services provided to 

all types of community enterprises and organizations. The courses are 

usually non-credit and the programs may be of the cultural variety and 

include art exhibits, concerts, plays, and miscellaneous entertainment. 

11 Transfer function 11 refers to those programs the institution offers 

for students who want the first two years of a baccalaureate program, 

and who intend to transfer to a senior college or university for its 

completion. It also includes the liberal arts and pre-professional pro­

grams. The terms 11 transfer educati on 11 and 11 transfer programs 11 are used 

synonymously. 

11 0ccupational function 11 refers to those programs for students who 

want the knowledge and skill which makes for competence in some field 

of endeavor for the purpose of immediate employment. Although they may 
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have slightly different meanings, the terms 11 vocational education, 11 

11 technical education," 11 career education, 11 and 11 occupational education 11 

are used synonymously. 

11 Guidance and counseling function 11 refers to those organized ser­

vices or programs whereby students obtain advice, guidance, encourage­

ment, direction, and counseling from trained counselors and the regular 

instructional staff on their academic, vocational and personal problems. 

This often includes personality, vocational interest, psychological, and 

· academic achievement testing. 

11 Remedial function 11 refers to programs of basic education, usually 

English, mathematics, and reading, for students whose aptitudes and 

achievement in these areas are less than that which would normally be 

expected of entering college freshmen and who could not successfully 

handle collegiate level work in these areas. The terms 11 compensatory, 11 

11 remedial, 11 and 11 developmental 11 are often used synonymously. This may 

also include a program for adults to complete the equivalent of a high 

school diploma or pass the General Education Development (G.E.D.) Test. 

11 General education function 11 refers to an organized and structured 

sequence of experiences to impart a common body of knowledge to all stu­

dents for the purpose of perpetuating the culture, helping them to func­

tion efficiently in society and becoming a 11 well-rounded citizen. 11 

11 Institutional resources 11 refers to those basic ingredients the 

institutions have at their disposal to carry out their functions and 

which include physical facilities, personnel, and capital (funds or 

monies). 

11 Local citizen 11 refers to those people who resided in the same com­

munity or city in which each of the public junior colleges is located. 
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Since those who completed the instrument were selected from telephone 

directories, this group may be more exactly defined as those people in 

each of the fourteen communities who had a listing in the telephone di­

rectory which also contained the listing for the local junior college. 

The 11 local citizens" of Oscar Rose Junior College were selected from the 

Midwest City portion of the Greater Oklahoma City Telephone Directory, 

and the "local citizens" of the South Oklahoma City Junior College were 

selected from the same directory using only those numbers with the pre­

fixes indicating a southwest Oklahoma City residence. The terms "local 

citizen, 11 11 general public, 11 and 11 citizens 11 are used synonymously. 

"Occupational students" refers to those students at each of the 

fourteen public junior colleges who were majoring in an occupational 

area. They were selected from student rosters furnished by each college 

which listed the name and major, among other things, of every student 

enrolled. Selection was based on the student's major only and data re­

garding the student's sex, age, year of study, and whether or not she or 

he was a full-time student was ignored. 

"Transfer students" refers to those students at each institution 

who were majoring in a liberal arts or pre-professional area. Gener­

ally, students in these programs intend to complete the first two years 

of a baccalaureate degree at the junior college and then transfer to a 

senior college or university for its completion. These students were 

selected from student rosters furnished by each college which listed the 

name and major, among other things, of every student enrolled. Selec­

tion was based on the student's major only and data regarding the stu­

dent's sex, age, year of study, and whether or not she or he was a full­

time student was ignored. Students listed on the rosters with urdeclared 



majors were included in this group since the courses they are usually 

enrolled in are more akin to the liberal arts than to the occupational 

subjects. 
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"Occupational teachers" are those faculty members at each junior 

college who teach courses related to an occupational major and those who 

are members of a department or division within a junior college whose 

exclusive business is occupational education even though some of the 

members may teach only courses of a general or supportive nature. 

"Liberal arts teachers" are those faculty members at each junior 

college who teach liberal arts or general education courses or courses 

related to a pre-professional major. 

11 Administrators 11 refers to those professional staff members at each 

junior college who have administrative and supervisory responsibilities. 

Administrators include presidents, vice-presidents, deans, coordinators, 

and department or division chairmen. The department or divisional 

chairmen were not considered administrators at those colleges where they 

taught almost a full course load and where their administrative respon­

sibilities were limited. 

11 Trustees 11 refers to those members of the general administrative 

and policy-making group for each of the junior colleges. The groups are 

called boards of regents or boards of trustees and the members called 

regents or trustees, respectively. The two words are used synonymously 

in this study even though the names of the groups are officially and 

legally specified. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

A study dealing with the functions of junior colleges merits a 

clarification of terminology so the reader can gain some perspective and 

understanding of the general subject matter. Those who devote attention 

to the functions of educational institutions often fail to offer some 

definition of the term 11 functions. 11 Before the author embarks upon a 

narrative of junior college functions, it seems appropriate to provide a 

definition at the outset. 

The word 11 function 11 implies a purpose or reason for existence. It 

is the action for which a thing is specially fitted or used. The term 

11 functions, 11 as it pertains to higher education institutions, refers to 

an allocation or assumption of responsibility which commits an institu­

tion over a broad sphere of activity for a considerable length of time. 1 

The Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education indicate that func-

tions would encompass such objects as: 

1. The level at which an institution shall operate; 

2. The broad kinds of educational programs to be 
undertaken; 

3. The geographic area for which the institution 
is to be responsible; and, 

4. The extent to which it is to engage in research, 
public service, extension activities, and the 
like.2 

Monroe offers a definition of functions which is interpretable for 

15 



16 

local level operations. In discussing a detailed set of functions for a 

specific institution or for a specific type of institution he says: 

(They) become the immediate blueprint for the 
guidance of the faculty and administration in 
formulating the operating practices~ the cur-
riculums, the various services and activities, 
and the rules and regulations ~hich the college 
attempts to put into practice. 

In reviewing the literature related to the role and function of 

junior colleges, it appears that the pertinent information can be cate­

gorized into four general groups. These four general groups which form 

the structure of this chapter are: (1) the role and function of the 

junior college as perceived by the notable, learned, and published ex­

perts in the field; (2) the role and function of Oklahoma junior col­

leges as defined by the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education; 

(3) the role and function of the Oklahoma junior colleges as defined by 

the junior colleges themselves; and, (4) the role and function of junior 

colleges as perceived by noneducators and the public. 

The Experts' Perceptions of 

Junior College Functions 

Many te~ts or monographs dealing with the junior college will in­

clude in their early chapters an extensive elaboration of its roles, ob­

jectives, or functions. The &uthors feel a need to provide some defi­

nition of the junior college's distinctive character before they parti­

cularize the other aspects of these institutions. The following 

paragraphs are representative of what the many writers in the field feel 

the functions to be. 

Thornton offers six junior college functions under two headings. 

The first four functions come under the heading of the developmental 
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function which are those dealing with the cultivation of the humane 

qualities of the student and include (1) improvement of learning skills 

for disadvantaged students; (2) general education for all students; (3) 

part-time education and community service for the entire post-high school 

population; and, (4) counseling and guidance of students. Under the 

heading of preparatory functions which are defined as those concerned 

with occupational or professional competence come (5) technical and vo­

cational education of post-high school level; and, (6) education for 

transfer to professional study. 4 

Monroe's list of functions of the junior college are lengthy and to 

some extent unique. His list includes (1) transfer curriculums; (2) 

citizenship and general education; (3) occupational training; (4) re­

medial programs; (5) general studies; (6) adult and continuing education; 

(7) counseling and guidance; (8) salvage function; (9) screening functi~; 

(10) goal-finding or cooling-out function; (11) custodial function; and, 

(12) co-curriculums or student-activity function. 5 

Monroe's general studies function refers to a body of study for stu­

dents who are unable to decide what major to pursue. They are similar 

to the liberal arts and general education courses but are geared to less 

rigorous standards of academic achievement. The completion of a general 

studies program is recognized by an associate in general studies degree 

rather than an associate of arts degree. 6 His salvage function is re~ 

lated to both the remedial and counseling functions and is intended to 

help the low-level students as well as the non-motivated but intellectu­

ally-able student. 7 The screening function has the objective of main-

taining a status-oriented society. Since college was meant to serve the 

elite, the leadership class, and the ruling element; it naturally screens 
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out the poor, the minority groups, and the depressed classe~. 8 The goal~ 

finding or cooling-out function helps to solve the problems caused by 

permitting free choice of curriculums and courses. This function helps 

those students who have no serious educational goals or plans when they 

enter or have plans that are so unrealistic that they are not attain­

able. 9 The custodial function refers to the safekeeping of certain stu­

dents until they grow up. It is felt that many students in college, 

even in the so-called prestige colleges and universities, have no parti­

cular motivation or purpose for being there other than that attending 

college is better than loafing on the streets, going to work, or joining 

the mi 1itary. 1 O 

Landrith offered the ~sual list of functions but also included the 

function of popularizing higher education. His idea was that since ju­

nior colleges are mostly attended by students who live within commuting 

distance and since the college caters to the part-time adult student, 

the net effect is to bring people to the college that would have other­

wise never attended, thus it popularizes higher education. 11 

The Carnegie Commission report on junior colleges indicated that 

junior colleges often assume many functions but felt that the most im­

portant ones were: 

1. The function of providing transfer programs; 

2. The function of providing occupational programs; 

3. The function of guidance and counseling; and, 

4. The function of remedial education. 12 



The Higher Regents' Functions 

for the Junior Colleges 
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The Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education are directed by the 

Constitution of Oklahoma to "determine the functions and courses of 

study" of institutions in the state system. 

Oklahoma State System of Higher Education. All in­
stitutio~s of higher education ~upported wholly or 
in part by direct legislative appropriations shall 
be integral parts of a unified system to be knawo as 
'The Oklahoma State System of Higher Education. I 13 

Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education - Estab-
1 ishment - Membership-· Appointment-' Terms -Vacancx -
Powers as coordinatin9 board of cbntrol. There is 
hereby established the Oklahoma State Regents for 
Higher Education, consisting of nine (9) members, 
whose qualifications may be prescribed by law. 

The Regents shall constitute a co-ordinating board 
of control for all state institutions described in 
Section 1 hereof, with the following specific powers: 
(1) it shall describe standards of higher education 
applicable to each institution; (2) it shall deter­
mine the functions and courses of study in each of 
the institutions to conform to the standards pre­
scribed; (3) it shall grant degrees and other forms 
of academic recognition for completion of the pre­
scribed courses in all of such institutions; (4) 
it shall recommend to the State Legislature the 
budget allocations to .each institution, and; (5) 
it shall have the power to recommend to the legis­
lature proposed fees for all of such institutions, 
and any such fees shall be effective only 1 ~ithin 
the limits prescribed by the legislature. 

In analyzing various publications of the Oklahoma State Regents for 

Higher Education, it is evident that the functions the Regents assign to 

the state's junior colleges have been changing slightly in recent times 

which again confirms the dynamism of the institutions. In the 1~70 pub­

lication on the role and scope of Oklahoma Higher Education, the Regents 

report the functions of the junior colleges as follows: 



These ... colleges have similar functions in that 
they provide undergraduate, lower-division study 
with emphasis on programs to achieve these purposes: 
(1) provide general education for all students, (2) 
provide education in several basic fields of study 
for the freshman and sophomore years for students 
who plan to transfer to senior colleges and complete 
requirements for the bachelor's degree, (3) provide 
terminal education in several fields of vocational 
and technical study, and (4) provide both formal and 
informal programs of study especially designed for 
adults and out-of-school youth in order to serve the 
community ge~5rally with a continuing ed~cation 
opportunity. 
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The identical wording is used to describe the junior college functions 

in the Regents' report on the system's budget needs for the 1972 fiscal 

year. 16 

The Regents' 1970 report on junior college education in Oklahoma 

outlines the functions of the junior colleges as follows: 

Functions of junior colleges related to kinds of 
education at the lower division or level normally 
include academic courses designed to: 

l. Provide basic general education; 

2. Provide for transfer credit to 
institutions offering advanced 
programs; 

3. Provide technical-vocational 
education; to prepare students 
for entry into employment after 
completing the junior college 
programs; and, 

4. Provide compensatory instruction 
for the student whose high school 
preparation has not qualified him 
for college-level work.17 

This junior college report which was published at approximately the same 

time as the role and scope report drops adult and continuing education 

and adds compensatory education as the fourth function. 

Finally, in the Regents' State Plan for the 1970's a fifth function 

is added to the list and the report suggests that the responsibilities 



of these institutions may become broader in the future. 

Functions of junior colleges related to kinds of 
education at the lower division or level normally 
include academic courses designed to: 

1. Provide basic general education; 

2. Provide for transfer credit to institutions 
offering advanced programs; 

3. Provide technical-vocational education to 
prepare students for entry into employment 
after completing the junior college programs; 

4, Provide compensatory instruction for the 
student whose high school preparation has 
not qualified him for college-level work; 
and, 

5. Provide guidance and counseling. 

Most state-supported junior colleges and some of the 
corrmunity junior colleges provide all five functions 
relating to kinds of education, to some degree. It 
is probable in the future, however, that these in­
stitutions will need to assume a greater share of re~ 
sponsibility for providing adult education, counsel­
ing services for both young person~ and adults to , 
enable them to make wise vocational choices, programs 
of community services to improve the cultural, econo­
mic and technical-vocational education of a post­
secondary level to meet the needs of an industrialized 
economy.18 · 

The Functions Reported by the Junior Colleges 

The author examined the catalogs of all 14 of the public junior 

colleges in Oklahoma. The number of functions listed by each institu­

tion ranged from a single statement to nine. Generally, four major 

functions were listed by the colleges. The following paragraphs de­

scribe typical listings of the schools. 

The philosophy and functions of the Tulsa Junior College were de­

scribed in one statement. 

21 



Tulsa Junior College is a comprehensive two .. year 
college designed to serve the needs of the Tulsa 
metropolitan area, as well as the surrounding area. 
The college is concerned with providing a wide 
range of educational opportunities for its students, 
covering university .. parallel programs in pre .. pro .. 
fessional and general education, occupational and 
technical programs, ~nd community service programs. 
The college also provides counseling and advising 
services to help students find the area of study 
best suited to their interests and abilities. Tulsa 
Junior College operates on a continuous program 
schedule from early morning through late evening 
and seeks to provide balanced educational oppor­
tunity for both day and evening students. ihe col­
lege is concerned with producing quality graduates 
from every program it offers; people who can effi~ 
ciently use the knowledge they have gained whether 
it be university transfer or direct applied skills.19 

The functions delineated in the Murray State College catalog were 

the most detailed although not the most numerous. 

In keeping with the needs and backgrounds of its 
students, the changing community which the college 
serves, and the requirements of our society for its 
members, the faculty and administration of Murray 
State College are dedicated to the accomplishment 
of the following purposes: 

1. To provide a general education. for all students 
which will prepare them for effective livins: 
Many courses contribute to the general education 
objective, but certain courses chosen because of 
their special contributions to general education 
are required of all candidates for the degree 
granted by the college. These courses are de­
signed to develop the attitudes, ~kills, and 
knowledge which are necessary for effective 
living in our society. 

A diversified program of student activities 
and student personnel services outside the class­
room contributes to general education by en­
riching classwork, by providing avenues for the 
expression and development of special interests 
and abilities, and by providing opportunities 
for the development of spiritual, social and 
civic skills, and values. 

2. To prep~re stydents for adv~nced standing in 
other. col)ege? or ynj Y~CS i ti es: The transfer 
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function is achieved by offering courses which 
are equivalent to lower division courses in 
the four-year colleges in the liberal arts and 
in the professions such as bu?iness, engineer­
ing, and law. 

3. To prepare students for employment in certain 
vocations: The vocational function is accom­
plished through courses that provide the in­
formation, skills, and attitudes which make 
for vocational compe~ence in agriculture, 
business, homemaking, and technology. 

4. To provide continuin9 education for adults: 
Both credit and non-credit classes in Tlberal 
arts, vocations and general education are 
scheduled during the day or evening for adults 
who either cannot or do not desire to pursue 
studies on a full-time basis. ' 

5. To provide certain special services for the 
betterment of the community of which the 
col l ege is a p'art: The co 11 ege makes its 
physical plant available for the use of com­
munity organizations and supplies the spe­
cial talents, leadership, and influence of 
its professional staff for promoting the 
economic, civic, and cultural life of the 
community.20 

The Seminole Junior College, one of the six municipal community 

colleges, listed the most functions. 

1. To provide a comprehensive, two-year, post­
high school program of education for the 
citizens of the junior college area. 

2. To provide a two-year program of education 
in the liberal arts and sciences, culminat­
ing in the awarding of the Associate in Arts 
ano Associate in Science degrees. 

3. To provide a limited number of vocational 
and technical programs for students who will 
terminate their formal study at the end of 
two years or less to seek employment in the 
various job fields. 

4. To provide a quality transfer program which 
will include a wide range of liberal arts 
and pre-professional subjects that will en­
able the individual completing such a course 
to transfer to a four-year college and pursue 

' ' 
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his major to the completion of a baccalau­
reate or professional degree. 

5. To provide continuing education in the com­
munity - to serve the needs of the young 
and older adults to improve themselves on 
the job, to advance in their positions and 
for self-satisfaction in further education. 

6. To provide a program of remedial education 
for those whose previous educational ex­
periences have not fitted them to achieve 
at collegiate levels. 

7. To provide a balanced program of student 
activities for the development of person­
ality, social living, and effective citi­
zenship. 

8, To provide a program of services designed 
to improve the cultural, economic, and so­
Gial environment of the community, 

9. To provide a general education to all stu­
dents having as its goal to make the in­
diyidual a happier and more useful citizen 
in society.21 
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These examples of functions which have been reported by the junior 

colleges themselves are very typical of the functions reported by all 

the junior colleges in the state. The smaller institutions tend to 

offer the longer more detailed lists than do the larger ones. 

One notable item had been omitted from all the lists. None of the 

junior colleges included counseling and ~uidance as one of their specif­

ic functions even though the Regents had, since 1971, indicated that this 

was one of the functions of the state's junior colleges, Although coun-

seling and guidance appeared on the Regents' lists of the junior college 

functions in the 1971 Plan for the 1970 1 s, most of the catalogs which 

the author examined had been printed since that date. 



The Publics' Perceptions of the 

Junior College Functions 
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The author found no research dealing with the publics' perceptions 

of specific functions of the junior college. However, two studies were 

found which dealt with the publics' attitudes toward the junior college 

in general. 

Hewitt's 1969 study of non-education professional peoples' percep­

tions of two Nebraska junior colleges found general agreement regarding 

the junior colleges' purposes although the perceptions of the respon­

dents tended to parallel the traditional liberal arts and pre-profes­

sional programs of four-year colleges. The respondents generally agreed 

that (1) the programs of their local junior college contributed to the 

total welfare of the community, (2) that the junior college was a vi­

able constituent of higher education, (3) the junior college had weak-

nesses in the areas of teaching, staff, curriculum, and selected aspects 

of student life, and (4) occupational and technical education was not an 

accepted part of the instructional program. 22 

Snyder and others in their 1971 study of community attitudes toward 

a community college sought the view of high school students, educators, 

black adults, self-employed professionals, business and industria1 ex­

ecutives, school board members, parents of junior college students, and 

labor union members. Overall, there was a high degree of awareness 

among adults about the college and its operation, Best informed were 

school board members and parents of junior college students. Least in­

formed were the blacks, the executives, and the union members. Students 

had a fair degree of awareness about the college but less knowledge than 

the parenta 1 group. More than half of a 11 the res pendents had seen the 
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campus. All groups overestimated the cost of tuition and fees and under­

estimated the school's enrollment. A majority of the respondents rated 

the college quite favorably. Eighty-six percent (86%) estimated the 

value of the college to the taxpayer as excellent or good. Among the 

adults, the parental group was the most favorable in their ratings. The 

students were somewhat less favorable in their ratings. Over 80 percent 

of the adults and 60 percent of the high school students rated the col­

lege as having a unique value, rather than being just another college to 

h. h d . . . 23 w ic a m1ss1on is easy. 

Summary 

In summary, the writers in the field of junior college education 

generally agree on six functions although some lists may include more 

than this number. The six most generally accepted functions of the ju-

nior college are: 

1. The function of providing transfer programs for students who 

intend to pursue an advanced degree after junior college; 

2. The function of providing occupational programs for students 

who plan to go to work after junior college; 

3. The function of guidance and counseling for students who have 

not developed clear education or vocational goals and/or who are vul­

nerable to interrelated financial, academic, and personal pressures; 

4. The function of remedial education for students whose academic 

achievement is 1 ess than that which is normally expected for an enter­

ing college freshman; 

5. The function of general education to afford all students more 

effective preparation for the responsibilities that they share in common 
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as citizens in a free society and for wholesome and creative participa­

tion in a wide range of life activities; and, 

6. The function of continuing education and community service 

whereby the college provides for the continuing education of the people 

of the community regardless of age or employment status and provides 

both human and physical resources to the community for its development. 

The Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education by the Authority of 

the Oklahoma Constitution have determined the following functions for 

the Oklahoma Junior Colleges: 

1. Provide basic general education; 

2. Provide transfer programs; 

3. Provide occupational and technical programs; 

4. Provide remedial and compensatory programs; and, 

5. Provide a program of counseling and guidance. 

The 14 public junior colleges in the state officially report the 

acceptance of these functions except the last one dealing with counsel­

ing and guidance. Even though all the colleges provide some counseling 

and guidance services, they do not list it as a specific function. 

The research dealing with cormiunity attitudes toward junior colleges 

revealed that the various publics generally agree with the institutions' 

functions, purposes, and programs with the exception of occupational and 

technical education. All the publics rated the junior colleges favor­

ably and felt that they had a unique value. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study was·to investigate the functions of the 

public junior colleges in Oklahoma as perceived by the selected publics 

and to determine the degree of differences, if any, among the publics' 

perceptions of the appropriate extent of the colleges' involvement in 

the various functions. This chapter is devoted to reporting the method­

ology used to accomplish the purpose of the study and is divided into 

the following sections: (1) Design, (2) Instrumentation, (3) Population 

and Data Collection, and (4) Statistical Treatment. 

Design 

The design of this study is considered to be descriptive research 

of the survey type. Descriptive re~earch attempts to describe the char­

acteristics of individuals, groups, or situations by drawing inference 

from data primarily with an informative rather than heuristic purpose. 

The purpose of a survey is to collect detailed descriptions of existing 

phenomena with the intent of employing the data to justify current con­

ditions and practices or to make more intelligent plans for improving 

them, In this case, the purpose was to determine the degree of differ­

ences existing among the publics' perceptions of the appropriate extent 

of the junior colleges• involvement in the various functions to aid in 

~n 
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the explanation of current institutional phenomena to help understand 

how these phenomena may change in the near future, and to determine if 

existing differences in the publics' perceptions of those functions at 

any of the institutions may be so large as to constitute an obstacle in 

the attainment of comprehensiveness.' 

Instrumentation 

Since the study required information frem a large number of people, 

a questionnaire was deemed to be the most practical instrument for ob­

taining the relevant data. The closed-form or structured questionnaire 

where specific questions, or situations, or activities are isolated for 

consideration tend to objectify, intensify, and standardize the obser­

vations that respondents make, 1 The fact that the data was standardized 

made it feasible to use electronic data processing to aid in the tabu­

lation and analysis of the data. 

The instrument used in this study was a 40 item, closed-question­

naire including a respondent categorical indentific;:ation form developed 

by the investigator (see Appendix A). The qyestior:maire is essentially 

divided into four parts. The first part, Items 2 through 27 (Item l is 

an example), is composed of a series of described ~ctivities or programs 

with which a junior college might involve itself. The r~spondent is 

asked to respond to the activity or program PY indicating the degree to 

which he feels this activity or program is appropriate for his junior 

college.to involve itself. 

The second part of the instrument is a single item, not numbered 

in the instrument, which lists the six normally accepted functions of a 

comprehensive junior college. The respondent was asked to assign a 
' 
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percentage to each of the functions so that the sum is equal to 100 and 

which would indicate the manner in which he feels the available institu­

tional resources should be allocated to each of the functions. 

The third part of the instrument, ltems 28 through 39, is composed 

of a list of situations relative to the type of students to be admitted, 

the sources of operational revenues, and the methods of administration. 

Since it was felt that data ob~ained from this part of the instrument 

would not be helpful in understanding the selected publics• perceptions 

of the junior college functions, it was omitted from the analysis. 

The fourth and final part of the instrument, Item 40, is a cate­

gorical identification form for the respondent to indicate to which pub­

lic he belongs and to which institution he is related. 

The items in the instrument evolved from a rnassive list of every 

type of junior college program or activity the writer had ever read or 
' . 

heard about. The items in the list were categorized into the six func­

tional areas. With the assistance of the writer 1 s graduate advisory 

committee and others knowledgeable of junior college activities, the 

number of items was reduced. The reduction was accomplished by c;ombi.n­

ing similar items and rewriting some items to eliminate unnecessary 

words, phrases, or duplications that may have existed. 

The instrument was administered to a small group of upp~r division 

university students for the purpose of chec~ing its readability. It was 

determined after this test that the instrument•s reading level was too 

high to be easily read and understood by j~nior college students and the 

lay public. After repeated rewritings and with the help of curriculum 

specialists at the Oklahoma State Department-cf Vocational and Technical 

Education, the reading level was lowered to a l0~6'·grade level. The 
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reading grade level analysis was done by State Department personnel 

using a technique which bases the test on a ratio of the number of sen­

tences to syllables in a given size passage. Every effort was made to 

develop an instrument which was brief, straightforward, and to the point. 

Each of the items for the first part of the instrument, that deal­

ing with the publics• perceptions of the appropriateness of the func­

tions, was structured so the r~sponse could be made with a check to in­

dicate, on a scale of A to E, the degree to which the respondent felt 

the activity was appropriate for the junior college to involve itself. 

An A response would indicate a proper and expected activity and an E 

response would indicate a wrong or improper activity with the remaining 

response, B, C, and D, indicating intermediate degrees between the two. 

To convert these lettered responses into data suitable for statistical 

analysis, the letters were assigned numerical values on a scale of five 

to one; i.e., A=5, B=4, C=3, D=2, E=l; and the raw data for the statist­

ical test was the sum of the numerical values of the items dealing with 

each of the functions. 

To prevent the respondent from having to deal with consecutive 

items relating to a single function and to encourage him to analyze each 

based on its own merit and not its relationship with a specific function, 

the items dealing with each of the functions were randomly assigned num­

bers and distributed evenly throughout the first part of the instrument. 

For the community service function, the raw data was the sum of Items 2, 

3, 8, 9, 15, 16, and 21. For the transfer function, the raw data was 

the sum of Items 17 and 22. For the occupational education function, 

the raw data was the sum of Items 4, 10, 11, 18, and 26. For the guid­

ance and counseling function, the raw data was the sum of Items 5, 12, 
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19, and 24. For the remedial education function, t~e raw data was the 

sum of Items 6, 13, and 27. For the general education function, the raw 

data was the sum of Items 7, 14, and 20, Since each of the functions was 
~ 

analyzed separately, it made no difference that the ~umber of items for 

each function were unequal or that the sums of the raw data were not av­

eraged or equalized. Since over 95 percent of all the respondents reacted 

to Items 23 and 25 in an extremely negative fashion, a decision was made 

to eliminate them from the analysis. This was the only decision relating 

to the statistical design of the study which was made ex post facto. 

The raw data for the second part of the instrument, that dealing 

with the percentage of resources the publics would assign to the various 

functions, was simply the assigned percentage. 

Population and Data Collection 

The population of the study was the seven selected publics. These 

were: (1) citizens or lay public, (2) students with an occupational 

major, (3) students with a transfer major, (4) teachers of occupational 

subjects, (5) teachers of the liberal arts or transfer subjects, (6) 

administrators, and (7) trustees or members of boards of regents. 

An attempt was made to get 25 respondents for each public for each 

institution on a random basis. For some publics, where the total pos­

sible population was less than 25, an attempt was made to get all those 

in the public to respond. This situation occurred every time for the 

trustees which have a total size of 5, 7, or 9; and for administrators; 

and it frequently occurred for teachers of occupational subjects. 

The method of collecting the data was as follows: 

1. The investigator personally visited with the pr~sident of each 

of the colleges, explained the nature and purpose of the'study, and 
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requested his permission to administer the instrument to selected mem­

bers of his staff. The president was also requested to forward copies 

of the instrument to his board for completion. Generally, the requests 

were granted and in most cases the president enthusiastically volunteered 

to aid in the administration of the instrument. 

2. At each institution, the investigator obtained a list of the 

student body which incl~ded each st~dent's major. He also obtained a 

list of the faculty which included their teaching responsibility. From 

a table of random numbers, the investigator selected from these lists 25 

students with an occupational major, 25 students with a liberal arts or 

transfer major, 25 instructors of occupation~l subjects, and 25 instruc-
... 

tors of the liberal arts, general education, or transfer subjects. At 

each institution, the president or someone on his staff saw to it that 

all those who had been selected received the instrument with instruc­

tions on where and when to return the completed form. The president, 

trustees, and all administrators at each institution also received the 

instrument. The completed instruments were returned to the president or 

his designate who in turn forwarded them to the investigator. 

3. The investigator obtained a telephone book for each of the 

cities with a junior college. From a table of ra~dom numbers, the in­

vestigator selected from each of the telephone books residential list­

ings and made personal calls to these residents, The purpose of the 

call was to request cooperation in completing the instrument after the 

nature and purpose of the study was explained. The investigator made re­

peated calls until 25 residents in each of the cities had agreed to com­

plete the instrument. The investigator mailed to each of the residents 

the instrument and a stamped, self-addressed enve 1 ope, No fa 11 qw .. up 
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procedure was used to increase the number of respondents. 

All samples, where the population size was greater than 25, were 

selected using Kendall and Smith's Table of Random Numbers from Popham. 2 

The first three digits of all the columns in the first, second, and 

third thousand tables were used. Where the population size was less 

than 25, the total population was used as the sample. 

Statistical Treatment 

The data obtained from the first and second parts of the instrument 

was analyzed using the Kruskal-Wallis H One Way Analysis of Variance by 

Ranks. The statistic is a non-parametric which tests k independent sam­

ples under the null hypothesis. The test assumes that the variable un­

der study has an underlying continuous distribution, and it requires at 

least ordinal measurement. 3 A Mann-Whitney Z Follow-Up Test was used to 

further isolate differences in the samples if the null hypothesis was 

rejected by the Kruskal·Wallis Test. 4 

The H values relating to each function at each institution for both 

the first and second parts of the data are presented in tabular form la­

ter in the text. The a = .05 level of statistical significance was used 

as the basis for rejecting the null hypothesis, Since the degrees of 

freedom for all the tests were the same; i.e., the data from the seven 

publics was analyzed each time, reference to the chi-square table indi-

cates that any value of H larger than 12.6, df = 6, is p,!:.05 for every 

table, The decision was to reject the null hypothesis each time the H 

score was 12.6 or greater. For the information of the reader, the chi­

square table in Bruning and Kintz discloses the following H scores and 

the related probability levels with df = 6: 5 



H Score 

12.6 
14.4 
16.8 
18.5 
22.5 

Probability 

p = .05 
p = .025 
p = . 01 
p = .005 
p = .001 
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The Mann-Whitney Z Table is presented each time the Kruskal-Wallis 

Test indicated a significant H. The Z scores in the table can be used 

to determine between which groups the differences 11 e. Again, the Z 

values will have the same meaning from table to table. Reference to the 

Z table in Bruning and Kintz discloses the following Z scores and their 

related probability levels: 6 

Z Score 

1.96 
2.24 
2.57 
2.81 
3.30 

Probability 

p = .05 
p = .025 
p = . 01 
p = .005 
p = . 001 

In addition to the values of the Kruskal-Wallis H Scores and the 

Mann-Whitney Z Scores, there have also been computed the mean response 

of each institution's publics with regard to the appropriateness of the 

functions and the mean percentage of institutional resources each in­

stitution's publics assigned to the functions. These means are pre-

sented in tabular form in Chapter IV. 



FOOTNOTES 

1 D. B. Dolen and W. J. Meyer, Understanding Educational Research 
(New York, 1966), p. 302. 

2w. James Popham, Educational Statistics (New York, 1967), p. 381. 

3sidney Siegel, Non-Parametric Statistics for the Behavor1al 
Sciences (New York, 1956), p. 184. · 

4Gary Folkers, 11 Kruskal-Wallis Computer Program Software Manual" 
(Oklahoma State University, 1967), p. 3-4. 

5James L. Bruning and B. L. Kintz, Computational Handbook of Sta­
tistics (Glenview, Illinois, 1968), p. 221. 

6 Ibid., p. 217. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

The data relating to the research questions and the hypotheses are 

analyzed and presented in this chapter. The first part of the chapter 

consists of a brief description of the sizes of and responses from the 

selected publics. The second part is the description of the data relat­

ing to the differences among the publics 1 perceptions of the appropriate 

extent of the junior colleges' involvement in the various functions. 

The final part of the chapter is the description of the data relating to 

the differences among the percentage of institutional resources the pub-

1 ics would assign or distribute to the various functions. 

The Selected Publics - Sizes and Responses 

The sizes of the seven selected publics at each of the institutions 

are presented in TABLE I. The table reveals that responses were sought 

from 1,804 people and that the sizes of the groups ranged from 5 to 25. 

As indicated in Chapter III, the sizes of all the samples were set at 

25 except for those groups where the total population itself was less 

than 25 and in these cases the samples were the total population. 

TABLE II presents the summary of responses from the selected pub-

1 ics. A total of 1,394 responses were received which represents 77.5 

percent of the total number of persons composing the selected publics. 



TABLE I 

SllltARY OF THE SIZES OF THE SELECTED PUBLICS 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
Students Students Teachers Teachers Adminis-

Institution Citizens Occuptnl Lib.Arts Occuptnl Lib.Arts tra tors .. Trustees Total 

A 25 25 25 11 19 8 7 120 
B 25 25 25 10 13 5 5 108 
c 25 25 25 12 25 5 7 124 
D 25 25 25 14 25 6 9 129 
E 25 25 25 25 25 6 7 138 
F 25 25 25 18 18 5 5 121 

G 25 25 25 15 25 7 7 129 

H 25 25 25 25 25 11 9 145 

I 25 25 25 25 25 7 7 139 

J 25 25 25 25 25 17 7 149 

K 25 25 25 15 25 8 7 130 

L 25 25 25 12 16 6 .7 116 

M 25 25 25 10 17 5 7 114 

N 25 25 25 25 25 10 7 142 

TOTAL 350 350 350 242 308 106 98 1804 
~ 
0 



(l) (2) 
Students 

Institution Citizens Occuptnl 

A 17 20 
B 18 29 
c 14 26 
D 16 28 
E 16 13 
F 11 15 
G 11 27 
H 14 37 
I 14 28 
J 12 25 
K 12 12 
L 14 24 
M 18 27 
N 18 24 

TOTAL 205 335 

TABLE II 

SUt-14ARV OF RESPONSES 

(3) (4) 
Students Teachers 
Lib.Arts Occuptnl 

13 11 

17 10 

18 12 
15 14 
10 18 
16 18 
20 12 
22 20 
18 16 
20 18 

16 15 
22 12 
31 10 
26 12 

264 198 

(5) (6) (7) 
Teachers Adminis-
Lib.Arts trators Trustees Total 

18 8 4 91 
11 5 4 94 
15 5 6 96 
17 6 9 85 
16 6 6 85 
13 6 5 84 
9 7 6 92 

14 11 9 127 
20 7 5 108 
13 17 7 112 
15 8 6 84 
14 6 4 96 
14 5 7 - 112 
12 10 6 108 

201 107 84 1394 
~ __, 
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The number of students responding·from institutions Hand M totaled 

more than the originally set sample size of 50 (25 from each group) be­

cause extra instruments were left at these schools for replacements in 

the event that some students lost or misplaced theirs, and the persons 

coordinating the return of the instruments at these schools misunder­

stood the purpose of the extra instruments and had additional students 

complete them. These additional students were selected from the original 

list of students who had been randomly selected from total population of 

each group. The extra students were selected because students often 

drop out, become ill, skip classes, or otherwise become difficult to lo­

cate. Even though the size of the groups responding at these institu­

tions was larger than 25, they nonetheless had been randomly sampled 

from the total population and the data they provided was felt to be val­

id and useful. 

One of the two student groups at institutions B. C. D. G. I, and N 

was also larger than 25 but for a different reason than cited above. 

The difference was the result of an interesting phenomenon. Some of the 

student respondents who were majoring in one area (occupational or gen­

eral education, liberal arts or pre-professional) representative of the 

group they were selected from, indicated that they were majoring in the 

other area; i.e., some liberal arts, general education, or pre-profes­

sional majors indicated in the instrument that they were occupational 

students and vice versa. The fact that many more occupational students 

than liberal arts, general education, or pre-professional sutdents re­

sponded can be explained by this phenomenon. TABLE II reveals that the 

occupational student group was larger at 10 of the 14 institutions and 

that their total number for all the institutions exceeded the others by 

71, an average of five per institution. 



The Differences Among the Publics' Perceptions 

of the Appropriate Extent of the 

Junior Colleges' Involvement 

in the Various Functions 
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The data relating to the differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' involvement in 

the various functions is in two forms. The first form is the data an­

alyzed by the Kruskal-Wallis One Way Analysis of Variance by Ranks sta­

tistical test and is represented by an H score for each of the six hy­

potheses at each of the 14 inst1tut1ons. When the H score is significant 

(any value of H equal to or larger than 12.6 represents a probability 

which is euqal to or less than .05; the a = .05 level of statistical sig­

nificance was used as the basis for rejecting the null hypothesis), it 

is accompanied by a table of Z values which were computed by the Mann­

Whitney Z Follow-Up Test for the purpose of further isolating the dif­

ferences in the samples. The H values and their accompanying Z tables, 

where appropriate, are presented in APPENDIX B, TABLE VII. 

The summary of the probabilities related to the H scores is pre­

sented in TABLE III. TABLE III is structured so that the functions 

across the top of the table represent the first six hypotheses of the 

study. The table clearly reveals which hypothesis at each of the in­

stitutions was accepted or rejected. Any value of p in the table which 

is equal to or less than .05 indicates that the perceptions of all the 

publics with regard to the appropriate extent of a junior college's in­

volvement in a specific function are significantly different. When an 

H score was insignificant, the letters NS were entered in the table to 

indicate that the value was "not significant." 



TABLE III 

SUMMARY OF PROBABILITIES {p) RELATED TO lllE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG THE PUBLICS 
ON THE APPROPRIATENESS OF lllE FUNCTIONS TO THE INSTITUTION 

Corrmun Occuptnl. Guid and Remedial General 
Total 

Ho 
Institution Service Transfer Education Counseling Education Education Rejections 

A <.005 < .005 <.005 NS <.05 NS 4 

B < .001 <.025 NS < .001 NS < .01 4 

c <. 001 <.025 <.001 <.005 NS <.025 5 
D <. 01 <.05 NS NS NS NS 2 
E <. 01 NS <.Ol < .001 NS NS 3 

F <.om <.005 <.Ol NS NS NS 3 

G <.025 NS NS NS NS NS 1 
H < .001 NS <.025 <.025 NS <.05 4 

I < .005 NS <.05 NS NS NS 2 
J <.01 < .001 NS <.001 NS <.05 4 

K < .001 < .001 < .01 <.001 NS <.001 5 

L <. 001 <.05 <.001 NS <.005 NS 4 

M < .001 < .001 <.005 <.001 < .01 <.001 6 

N < .001 NS <.01 NS NS NS 2 

-
Total 

H Rejections 14 9 10 7 3 6 49 
Note: The null hypothesis (H 0 ) is rejected when p ~ .05. The sign 11 <11 means "less than." 

NS means 11 not significant. 11 ..i:::-
..i:::-
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The second form of the data is the mean responses of each of seven 

publics for each of the six funct1ons of each of the 14 institutions. 

These data are presented in TABLE IV. The data 1n the table reveal, in 

simple terms, the intensities w1th which the pub11cs responded to the 

functions and the relative differences among those responses. These 

data are presented for the information of the reader. The data in this 

form had no bearing on the decisions to accept or reject the hypotheses. 

It is interesting to note that all pub11cs agreed all functions 

were appropriate to all 14 institutions, The lowest mean was a 3.3 by 

trustees in Institution I toward the remedial education function which 

is well above the mid-point on the appropriateness continuum. 

The Differences Among the Percentage of 

Institutional Resources the Publics' 

Assigned to the Various Functions 

The data relating to the differences among the percentage of insti­

tutional resources the publics' assigned to the various functions is in 

two forms. The first form is the data analyzed by the Kruskal-Wallis 

One Way Analysis of Variance by Ranks statistical test and is represented 

by an H score for each of the six functions at each of the 14 institu­

tions. Where the H score is significant {equal to or larger than 12.6), 

it is accompanied by a table of Z values which were computed by the Mann­

Whitney Z Follow-Up test for the purpose of further isolating the dif­

ferences in the samples. The H values for this part of the data and 

their accompanying Z tables, where appropriate, are presented in APPENDIX 

C, TABLE VIII. The summary of probabilities related to those H scores is 

presented in TABLE V. The functions which are listed across the top of 



TABLE IV 

THE MEAN RESPONSE* OF EACH INSTITUTION'S PUBLICS WITH 
REGARD TO THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE FUNCTIONS 

PUBLICS 
Students Students Teachers Teachers 

INSTITUTION FUNCTION Citizens Occuptnl Lib.Arts Occuptnl Lib.Arts Admin. Trustees 

Com Serv 3.6 3.9 4.0 4.4 3.8 4.0 4. l 
Transfer 4.7 4.6 4.7 5.0 4.9 5.0 4.7 
Occup Ed 4.4 4.2 4.4 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.7 

A Guid & Cou 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.6 4.6 4.7 4.2 
Rem Ed 3.9 3.8 4.2 3.8 3.6 3.6 3.9 
Gen Ed 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.4 4.0 

Com Serv 3.8 3.7 3.8 4.6 4.0 4.6 4.3 
Transfer 4.2 4.6 4.6 4.9 4.8 4.9 4.5 

-Occup Ed 4.3 4.1 3.9 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.4 
B Guid & Cou 4.4 4.5 4.4 4.8 4.8 4.7 3.8 

Rem Ed 4.0 4.2 3.8 4. l 4.5 4.3 4.3 
Gen Ed 4.4 4.3 4. l 4.9 4.5 4.4 4.5 

Com Serv 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.7 4.4 4.8 4.5 
Transfer 4.4 4.6 5.0 4.5 4.7 5.0 4.5 
Oce-up Ed 4.2 4.3 4.0 4.9 4.2 4.2 4.8 

c Guid & Cou 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.4 4.9 4.9 
Rem Ed 4.0 4.1 3.6 4.3 4.2 4.9 4.3 
Gen Ed 4.5 4.1 4.2 4.8 4.4 4.7 4.4 

*Based on a 5 point continuum where 5 equals most appropriate and l equals least appropriate. ..i:=. 
O"I 



TABLE IV (Continued) 

PUBLICS 
Students Students Teachers Teachers 

INSTITUTION FUNCTION Citizens Occuptnl Lib.Arts Occuptnl Lib.Arts Admin. Trustees 

Com Serv 4. 1 3.9 3.9 3.9 4.3 4.5 3.6 
Transfer 4.7 4.3 4.7 4.8 4.7 5.0 4.5 
Occup Ed 4.3 3.9 4.1 4.2 4.2 4.4 3.8 

0 Guid & Cou 4~6 4.5 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.6 
Rem Ed 4. l 3.9 4.3 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.5 
Gen Ed 4.5 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.4 

Com Serv 3.9 3.7 3.9 4.2 4.2 4.7 4.0 
Transfer 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.8 4.9 - 5.0 4.9 
Occup Ed 4.0 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.6 

E Guid & Cou 4.2 4.3 4.8 4.5 4.8 5.0 4.5 
Rem Ed 4.3 3.5 4.3 4. 1 3.6 4.2 4.1 
Gen Ed. 4.2 3.9 4.2 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.3 

Com Serv 3.4 3.7 4.2 4. 1 4.2 4.1 4.0 
Transfer 4.0 4. 1 4.9 4.7 4.8 5.0 4.6 
Occup Ed 3.7 3.6 4.2 4.4 4.0 4.4 3.8 

F Guid & Cou 4.2 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.6 
Rem Ed 3.8 4.0 4.2 4. 1 4.6 4.7 3.9 
Gen Ed 3.7 4.3 4.-5 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.5 

Com Serv 4.0 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.4 4.5 4.2 
Transfer 4.4 4.5 4.7 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.5 
Occup Ed 4.3 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.4 4.5 4.1 

G Guid & Cou 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.8 4.8 4.5 
Rem Ed 3.8 4. 1 4.2 3.8 4.3 4.5 3.5 
Gen Ed 4. 1 4.1 4.3 3.8 4.6 4.0 4.2 

-i:» 

"""" 



TABLE IV (Continued) 

PUBLICS 
Students Students Teachers Teachers 

INSTITUTION FUNCTION Citizens Occuptnl Lib.Arts Occuptnl Lib.Arts Admin. Trustees 

Com. Serv 3.8 3.9 3.9 4. l 4.3 4.4 3.6 
Transfer 4.3 4.5 4.9 4.7 4.9 4.8 4.6 
Occup Ed 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.5 4.5 4.6 3.7 

H Guid & Cou 4.3 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.6 4.8 4.6 
Rem Ed 4.5 4.1 4. 1 4.0 4.3 4.2 3.5 
Gen Ed 4.0 4.1 4. l 4.2 4.7 4.6 4.4 

Com Serv 4. 1 3.8 4.0 4.0 4.2 4.6 3.8 
Transfer 4.8 4.6 4.9 4.5 4.9 4.9 4.7 
Occup Ed 4.3 4.2 4.2 4.5 4.3 4.8 4.2 

I Guid & Cou 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.8 4.4 
Rem Ed 4.0 3.9 4.0 4. 1 3.8 4.2 3.3 
Gen Ed 4.2 4.3 4.3 4.0 4.2 4.6 4.1 

Com Serv 4.0 3.7 4.1 4.2 4.4 4.0 4.2 
Transfer 4.8 4.5 4.9 4.7 4.9 5.0 4.2 
Occup Ed 3.9 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.2 

J Guid & Cou 4.5 4.2 4.5 4.5 4.7 4.3 4.7 
Rem Ed 4.4 4.0 4.3 4. l 4.3 3.9 3.6 
Gen Ed 4.2 4.1 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.4 

Com Serv 4.0 4.0 3.8 4.5 4.3 4.5 3.7 
Transfer 3.9 4.9 4.9 5.0 4.7 4.8 4.8 
Occup Ed 4.2 4.5 4.6 4.3 4.4 4.8 4. l 

K Guid & Cou 4.5 4.7 4.5 5.0 4.9 4.6 4.5 
Rem Ed 3.8 4.4 4. l 4.3 4.3 4.1 4.0 
Gen Ed 4.2 4.2 4.7 4.7 4.8 4.4 3.7 

..j:>. 
CX> 



TABLE IV {Continued) 

Students Students 
INSTITUTION FUNCTION Citizens Occuptnl Lib.Arts 

Com Serv 4.0 4.0 3.8 
Transfer 4.7 4.7 4.9 
Occup Ed 4.2 4.3 4.2 

L Guid & Cou 4.5 4.4 4.4 
Rem Ed 4~3 4.3 4.7 
Gen Ed 4.3 4.4 4.4 

Com Serv 4.3 3.8 3.9 
Transfer 3.6 4.6 4.5 
Occup Ed 3.9 4.2 4.2 

M Guid & Cou 4.2 4.4 4.6 
Rem .Ed 3.7 4.1 4.4 
Gen Ed 3.9 4.2 4.4 

Com Serv 3.8 3.7 3.9 
Transfer 4.5 4.6 4.8 
Occup Ed 4.1 4.2 4.0 

N Guid & Cou 4.3 4.5 4.5 
Rem Ed 4.0 4.2 3.8 
Gen Ed 4.2 4.2 4.4 

PUBLICS 
Teachers Teachers 
Occuptnl Lib.Arts 

4.4 4.3 
4.9 5.0 
4.9 4.8 
4.5 4.5 
4.7 4.2 
4.5 4.8 

4.6 4.5 
4.6 5.0 
4.5 4.4 
4.8 4.8 
4.5 4.4 
4.7 4.8 

4.3 4.3 
4.8 4.7 
4.6 4.6 
4.4 4.7 
3.9 3.9 
4.4 4.3 

Admin. 

4.3 
5.0 
4.5 
4.6 
4.4 
4.6 

4.4 
4.9 
4.5 
5.0 
4.5 
4.9 

4.3 
5.0 
4.7 
4.8 
3.5 
4. 1 

Trustees 

4.5 
5.0 
4.5 
4.7 
4.4 
4.7 

4.4 
4.9 
4.8 
4.9 
4.4 
4.8 

3.8 
4.7 
4.3 
4.3 
3.8 
4.2 

~ 
l.D 



so 

the table correspond to Hypotheses 7 through 12 which deal with the same 

funct1ons, 

TABLE V clearly.revea'!s which hypotheses at each institution were 

accepted or rejected. Any value of p in the table which is equal to or 

less than .05 1nd1cates that the percentages of 1nst1tut1ona1 resources 

the publics assigned to the various functions are significantly differ­

ent. When an H score was insignificant, the letters NS were entered in 

the table to indicate that the value was 11 not signif1cant. 11 

The second form of the data 1s the mean percentage of institutional 

resources each of the institutions' publics assigned to each of the six 

functions. These means are presented in TABLE VL Even though the 

total of the percentages each respondent assigned to the functions to­

taled 100, the figures in this table are averages of those percentages; 

and, therefore, may not always tot~l 100. The data in the table reveals 

the average distr1but1on of the pe~centages the publics assigned to the 

functions and the relative differences among both those distributions 

and the percentages themselves. 



Institution 

A 
B 

c 
D 
E 
F 
G 

H 
I 
J 

K 

L 
M 
N 
-

Total 
H Rejections 

TABLE V 

SUMMARY OF PROBABILITIES (p) RELATED TO THE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES AMONG 
THE PERCENTAGES OF INSTITUTIONAL RESOURCES ASSIGNED TO THE FUNCTIONS 

Commun Occuptn1 Guid and Remedial General 
Service Transfer Education Counseling. .Education Education 

<. 001 <.001 <. 01 < .001 <.05 <.001 
NS <.005 <. 005 NS <.005 <.005 
NS <. 01 < .001 NS <.01 <.005 
NS <. 001 <.025 NS NS NS 
NS <.005 <. 001 NS <.05 <.001 
NS NS < .001 NS NS NS 
NS NS <.05 NS NS NS 
NS <. 001 <.025 NS NS NS 

<.05 <.025 <.005 <.005 NS NS 
NS <.005 <.025 NS NS NS 

<.05 < .001 <. 001 NS <.05 <.001 
< .001 <.001 <.005 NS NS NS 

NS NS <.001 <.025 NS NS 
NS <.001 <.05 <.001 <.05. <.001 

3 ll 14 4 6 6 

Note: The null hypothesis {H 0 ) is rejected when p 6 .05. The sign 11 <" means "less than. 11 

NS means 11 not significant. 11 

Total 
Ho 

Rejections 

6 

4 

4 

2 
4 

1 

1 

2 
4 

2 
4 

3 

2 
5 

44 

U1 _,, 



INSTITUTION FUNCTION 

Com Serv 
Transfer 
Occup Ed 

A Guid & Cou 
Rem Ed 
Gen Ed 

Com Serv 
Transfer 
Occup Ed 

B Guid & Cou 
Rem Ed 
Gen Ed 

Com Serv 
Transfer 
Occup Ed 

c Guid & Cou 
Rem Ed 
Gen Ed 

TABLE VI 

THE MEAN PERCENTAGE OF INSTITUTIONAL RESOURCES EACH 
INSTITUTION'S PUBLICS ASSIGNED TO THE FUNCTIONS 

PUBLICS 
Students Students Teachers Teachers 

Citizens Occuptnl Lib.Arts Occuptnl Lib.Arts 

4.9 7.7 10.0 20.0 6.7 
13.9 14. 7 21.0 20.0 28.9 
16.2 29.0 18.6 22.7 23.9 
18.5 13.0 13.8 14.5 6.7 
6.6 10.7 9.2 7.3 7.2 

37.9 24.9 27.3 15.5 27.8 

7.8 7.8 10.4 6.0 7.5 
24.4 16.5 21.2 28.5 34.5 
23.9 17.9 14.9 29.5 20.9 
9.4 13.3 15. l 15.0 12.7 
7.8 10.9 18.7 6.0 8.5 

26.7 32.2 29. l 15.0 15.9 

10.0 10.6 9. 1 11.7 10.8 
17 .2 21.6 29.9 24.2 29.7 
19.3 18. l 15.8 40.0 17.5 
13.6 12. 7 13.0 6.7 12.7 
13.6 11. l 10.8 6.7 9. 1 
26.4 25. l 20.9 10.0 19.8 

Admin. 

9.3 
21.3 
18.5 
6.8 
5.8 

36.3 

6.0 
34.0 
27.0 
13.0 
6.0 

14.0 

14.8 
35.2 
13.8 
11.2 
6.6 

17.2 

Trustees 

11.3 
36.3 
21.2 
11.3 
9.3 
9.5 

8.8 
33.7 
27.5 
7.5 
3.8 

18.8 

6.7 
25.0 
38.3 
10.0 
6.7 

13.3 

U1 
N 



TABLE VI (Continued) 

PUBLICS 
Students Students Teachers Teachers 

INSTITUTION FUNCTION Citizens Occuptnl Lib.Arts Occuptnl Lib.Arts Admin. Trustees 

Com Serv 8.1 10.4 8.4 8.3 8.4 7.0 7.0 
Transfer 19.0 14.3 19.3 15.3 31.2 21.4 33.4 
Occup Ed 24.1 26.0 15.7 21.4 18.4 25.9 24.7 

D Guid & Cou 13.8 13.5 12. l 12.9 10.2 10.0 8.9 
Rem Ed 10.6 10.4 12.7 10.7 8.7 11.7 7.7 
Gen Ed 23.8 24.4 31.7 30.0 22.9 24.2 18.3 

Com Serv 8.8 7.4 6. 1 8.6 7.8 12.7 9.2 
Transfer 13.1 15.4 30.2 21.8 29.4 26.7 19.2 
Occup Ed 15.6 35.0 20.5 39.3 25.5 41.7 29.2 

E Guid & Cou 13.1 12.8 11. 2 8.9 13.3 10.0 12.5 
Rem Ed 6.9 9.5 8.5 7.5 6.8 4.0 10.8 
Gen Ed 42.5 19.9 23.5 15.0 17.3 5.0 19.2 

Com Serv 10.9 8.1 10.3 9 .1 15.8 12.5 7.0 
Transfer 17.3 22.0 25.2 25.5 24.6 30.8 29.0 
Occup Ed 15.9 16.5 14.3 25.0 14.2 17.5 31.0 

F Guid & Cou 13.2 15.0 15.3 11.0 9.2 12.0 9.0 
Rem Ed 11.8 10.7 8.3 7.3 10.0 8.8 7.0 
Gen Ed 30.9 27.7 26.8 22.2 26.2 18.3 17.0 

Com Serv 9.7 10.7 8.7 11. 1 8.6 7.4 6.7 
Transfer 20.4 17.0 18.9 13.3 25.6 27.2 23.4 
"'!ccup Ed 26.8 29.3 28.2 ~~~.4 25.6 28.6 36.7 

G G.iid & Cou 9.8 13.6 12.7 1 ~ 2 10.9 11.7 9.2 
Rem Ed 9.6 11.0 8.6 8. 8. l 8.2 10.8 
Gen Ed 23.6 18.4 23.5 16. 7 21.4 17.0 13.3. 

U1 
w 



TABLE VI (Continued) 

PUBLICS 
Students Students Teachers Teachers 

INSTITUTION FUNCTION Citizens Occuptnl Lib.Arts Occuptnl Lib.Arts Admin. Trustees 

Com Serv 8.3 6.5 8.2 10.9 10.7 7.5 7.0 
Transfer. 18.3 19.4 24.7 22.5 30.3 30.9 33.4 
Occup Ed 22.0 32.0 22.2 33.5 23.9 26.8 24.7 

H Guid & Cou 12.8 10.8 11.1 8.6 7. 1 8.0 8.9 
Rem Ed 10.7 9.7 9.0 7.7 7.9 8.5 7.7 
Gen Ed 27.9 21.2 24.8 16.3 20.0 18.4 18.3 

Com Serv 11. l 6.6 8.2 9.5 12.5 11.4 6.0 
Transfer 20.7 19.8 30. l 20.2 25.0 27.9 12.6 
Occup Ed. 22.2 24.3 19.4 33.3 22.5 27.9 23.4 

I Guid & Cou 14. 7 14.3 10.0 10.2 9.9 10.0 16.0 
Rem Ed 11. 1 10. 7 9.3 9.8 11.4 7.9 5.0 
Gen Ed 20.4 23.2 23.2 17. l 18.8 15.0 37.0 

Com Serv 6.3 9.2 10.3 9. l 12.0 10.5 8. l 
Transfer 34.2 15. 2 19. 1 25.2 27.6 23.8 28.3 
Occup Ed 19.2 32. l 17.3 25.0 21.l 19.3 23.6 

J Guid & Cou 10.4 9.8 12.9 11.0 9.3 13. 1 12. l 
Rem Ed 6.7 9.6 8.2 7.3 10.4 9.7 6.1 
Gen Ed 23.3 24.4 32.2 22.2 20.0 23.5 22.2 

Com Serv 10.8 9.6 12. l 8.3 10.0 8.5 7.5 
Transfer 9.2 17.5 20.4 26.7 31.0 24.6 35.0 
Occup Ed 30.0 26.7 15.3 33.3 23.0 26.5 30.0 

K Guid & Cou 11. 7 13. l 9.3 13.3 10.0 14.3 12.5 
Rem Ed 13.3 11. 5 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.7 3.5 
Gen Ed 25.8 21.7 34.3 8.3 16.0 14. l 11. 5 

01 
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TABLE VI (Continued) 

Students Students 
INSTITUTION FUNCTION Citizens Occuptnl Lib.Arts 

Com Serv 9.5 7.9 8.2 
Transfer 22.8 13.9 24.9 
Occup Ed 20.9 34.2 20.9 

L Guid & Cou 12. 1 11.9 12.6 
Rem Ed 9.8 7.9 8.4 
Gen Ed 25.0 24. l 24.6 

Com Serv 9.8 10.0 8.0 
Tran sf er 15.4 20.6 25.6 
Occup Ed 17.2 25.6 18.9 

M Guid & Cou 15.6 l 0. 7 12. l 
Rem Ed 10.9 12. l 12.0 
Gen Ed 31. l 20.7 22.0 

Com Serv 7.8 9.5 8.2 
Transfer 20.5 13.3 30.6 
Occup Ed 27.8 25.6 19.0 

N Guid & Cou 13.9 15.5 12.8 
. Rem Ed 8.9 10.6 10.6 

Gen Ed 21. l 25.5 18.8 

PUBLICS 
Teachers Teachers 
Occuptnl Lib.Arts 

12.2 5.8 
12.2 20.0 
32.2 25.8 
8.8 9.2 

i3;5 9.2 
21.0 30.0 

11.0 12.9 
16.0 25. 7. 
36.0 12.9 
7.6 9.3 

17.0 9.3 
12.4 29.3 

11.0 10.0 
28.0 27.4 
33.5 27.9 
7.5 8.6 
7.2 12.0 

12.8 13.9 

Admin. 

4.0 
25.0 
30.0 
9.0 
5.3 

25.0 

11.6 
28.0 
17.0 
12.0 
11.4 
20.0 

13.9 
33.9 
32.8 
7.3 
7.4 
4.7 

Trustees 

5.0 
25.0 
25.8 
7.0 
5.3 

32.0 

10.7 
21.4 
22.2 
12.9 
11.4 
21.4 

10.0 
40.0 
30.0 
5.0 
5.0 

10.0 

01 
01 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduct1on and Review 

This final chapter of the study reviews the purpose and hypotheses 

of the study, summarizes the major findings, presents the subjective im­

plications resulting from the study in general, and finally presents the 

conclusions and recommendations. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the functions of the 

public junior colleges in Oklahoma as perceived by the selected publics 

and to determine the degree of differences, if any, among the publics' 

perceptions of the appropriate extent of the colleges' involvement in 

each of the various functions. This information can be used to aid in 

the explanation of current institutional phenomena, to help understand 

how these phenomena may change in the near future, and to determine if 

existing differences in the publics' perceptions of these functions at 

any of the institutions may be so large as to constitute an obstacle in 

the attainment of comprehensiveness. 

The selected publics were (1) local citizens (lay public) residing 

in each institution's community, (2) junior college students with a ma­

jor in an occupational area, (3) junior college students with a major 

in a liberal arts or pre-professional (transfer) area, (4) junior col­

lege instructors of occupational subjects, (5) junior college instruc­

tors of liberal arts or pre-professional subjects, (6) junior college 
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administrators, and (7) junior college trustees (administrative board 

members and regents). The six most readily accepted functions of the 

junior colleges with which this study has been concerned were (1) conmu­

nity services, (2) transfer education, (3) occupational education, (4) 

guidance and counseling services, (5) remedial education, and (6) gen­

eral education. 

Data for the study was obtained 1n two forms. The first form re­

presents the pub 1ics 1 perceptions of the appropriate extent of the junior 

colleges' involvement in the various functions, The research hypotheses 

for this first portion of the study stated in the null form are: 

l. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in community services. 

2. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in transfer programs. 

3. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in occupational education. 

4. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in guidance and counseling services. 

5. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 

involvement in remedial programs. 

6. There are no differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the public junior colleges' 
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involvement in general education. 

The second form of the data for the study was the percentages of 

institutional resources the publics assigned to the various functions. 

The research hypotheses for this portion of the study stated in the null 

form are: 

7. There are no differences among the percentages of insti· 

tutional resources the publics would assign or distribute 

to community services. 

8. There are no differences among the percentages of insti­

tutional resources the publics would assign or distribute 

to the transfer programs. 

9. There are no differences among the percentages of insti­

tutional resources the publics would assign or distribute 

to the occupational programs. 

10. There are no differences among the percentages of insti­

tutional resources the publics would assign or distribute 

to the guidance and counseling services. 

11. There are no differences among the percentages of insti­

tutional resources the publics would assign or distribute 

to the remedial programs. 

12. There are no differences among the percentages of insti­

tutional resources the publics would assign or distribute 

to general education. 

Since the data was analyzed by institution~ the 12 hypotheses were tested 

for each of the 14 public junior colleges. 

The data was analyzed using the Kruskal-Wallis H One Way Analysis 

of Variance by Ranks and the Mann-Whitney Z fol1ow-up test to isolate 
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the differences in the samples if the null hypothesis was rejected by 

the first test. The a = .05 level of statistical significance was used 

as the basis for rejecting the null hypothesis, and since the degrees of 

freedom for all the tests were constant, any H value that was equal to 

or larger than 12.6, df = 6, was p,.05. 

The data was also analyzed by computing the mean response of each 

institution 1s publics with regard to the appropriateness of the func­

tions and the mean percentage of institutional resources each institu­

tion 1 s publics assigned to the functions. 

Summary of Major Findings 

This study involved collecting and analyzing data provided by 1,394 

persons who were termed publics of the 14 state-supported junior col­

leges in Oklahoma of which 205 were local citizens, ~35 were occupational 

students, 264 were transfer students, 198 were teachers of occupational 

subjects, 201 were teachers of liberal arts, 107 were junior college ad­

ministrators, and 84 were junior college trustees. The total number of 

respondents represented 77.5 percent of the total number of persons com­

posing the selected publics; i.e., a 77.5 percent return was realized. 

Of the 84 hypotheses that were tested relating to the publics 1 per­

ceptions of the appropriate extent of the junior colleges 1 involvement 

in the various functions, 49 were rejected. The following is a surrmary 

of those rejections: 

1. Institution A. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 5 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the publics 1 perceptions of the 

appropriate extent of the colleges 1 involvement in community services, 

transfer programs, occupational programs, and remedial programs. 
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2. Institution B. Hypotheses 1, 2, 4, and 6 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the publics' perceptions of the 

appropriate extent of the colleges' involvement in community services, 

transfer programs, counseling and guidance, and general education. 

3. Institution c. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 were rejected; 

i.e., there were significant differences among the publics' perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the colleges' involvement in community ser­

vices, transfer programs, occupational programs, guidance and counseling 

services, and general education. 

4. Institution D. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were rejected; i.e., there 

were significant differences among the publics' perceptions of the ap­

propriate extent of the colleges' involvement in community services and 

transfer programs. 

5. Institution E. Hypotheses 1, 3, and 4 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the publics' perceptions of the 

appropriate extent of the colleges' iAvolvement in community services, 

occupational programs, and guidance and counseling services. 

6. Institution f. Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the publics' perceptions of the 

appropriate e~tent of the colleges' involvement in community services, 

transfer programs, and occupational programs. 

7. Institution G. Hypothesis 1 was rejected; i.e., there was a 

significant difference among the publics' perceptions of the appropriate 

extent of the co 11eges 1 i nvo 1 vement in community services. 

8. Institution H. Hypotheses 1, 3, 4, and 6 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the publics' perceptions of the 

appropriate extent of the colleges' involvement in co1T111unity services, 



occupational programs, guidance and counseling services, and general 

education. 
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9. Institution I. Hypotheses l and 3 were rejected; i.e., there 

were significant differences among the publics• perceptions of the ap­

propriate extent of the colleges• involvement in community services and 

occupational programs. 

10. Institution J. Hypotheses l, 2, 4, and 6 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the publics• perceptions of the 

appropriate extent of the colleges• involvement in co1T111unity services, 

transfer programs, guidance and counseling services, and general educa­

tion. 

11. Institution K. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 were rejected; 

i.e., there were significant differences among the publics• perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the colleges• involvement in community ser­

vices, transfer programs, occupational programs, guidance and counseling 

services, and general education. 

12. Institution L. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 5 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the publics• perceptions of the 

appropriate extent of the colleges• involvement in community services, 

transfer programs, occupational programs, and remedial programs. 

13. Institution M. Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 were rejected; 

i.e., there were significant differences among the publics• perceptions 

of the appropriate extent of the colleges• involvement in all six of the 

functions. 

14. Institution N. Hypotheses 1 and 3 were rejected; i.e., there 

were significant differences among the publics• perceptions of the ap­

propriate extent of the colleges• involvement in community services and 



occupational programs. 

Of the 84 hypotheses which were tested related to the differences 

among the percentages of institutional resources that the publics as­

signed or distributed to the various functions, 44 were rejected. The 

following is a summary of these rejections: 
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1. Institution A. Hypotheses 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 were re ... 

jected; i.e., there were significant differences among the percentages 

of institutional resources the publics would have assigned to all six of 

the functions. 

2. Institution B. Hypotheses 8, 9, 11, and 12 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the percentages of institutional 

resources the publics would have assigned to the transfer programs, oc­

cupational programs, remedial programs, and general education. 

3. Institution C. Hypotheses 8, 9, 11, and 12 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the percentages of institutional 

resources the publics would have assigned to the transfer programs, oc­

cupational programs, remedial programs, and general education. 

4. Institution D. Hypotheses 8 and 9 were rejected; i.e., there 

were significant differences among the percentages of institutional re­

sources the publics would have assigned to the transfer programs and 

occupational programs. 

5. Institution E. Hypotheses 8, 9, 11, and 12 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the percentages of institutional 

resources the publics would have assigned to the transfer programs, oc­

cupational programs, remedial programs, and general education. 

6. Institution F. Hypothesis 9 was rejected; i.e., there was a 

significant difference among the percentages of institutional resources 
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the publics would have assigned to occupational programs. 

7. Institution G. Hypothesis 9 was rejected; i.e., there was a 

significant difference among the percentages of institutional resources 

the publics would have assigned to occupational programs. 

8. Institution H. Hypotheses 8 and 9 were rejected; i.e., there 

were significant differences among the percentages of institutional re­

sources the publics would have assigned to transfer programs and occu­

pational programs. 

9. Institution I. Hypotheses 7, 8, 9, and 10 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the percentages of institutional 

resources the publics would have assigned to the community services, 

transfer programs, occupational programs, and guidance and counseling 

services. 

10. Institution J. Hypotheses 8 and 9 were rejected; i.e., there 

were significant differences among the percentages of institutional re­

sources the publics would have assigned to transfer programs and occu­

pational programs. 

11. Institution K. Hypotheses 8, 9, 11, and 12 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the percentages of institutional 

resources the publics would have assigned to the transfer programs, oc­

cupational programs, remedial programs, and general education. 

12. Institution L. Hypotheses 7, 8, and 9 were rejected; i.e., 

there were significant differences among the percentages of institutional 

resources the publics would have assigned to community services, trans­

fer programs, and occupational programs. 

13. Institution M. Hypotheses 9 and 10 were rejected; i.e., there 

were significant differences among the percentages of institutional 



resources the publics would have assigned to occupational programs and 

guidance and counseling services. 
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14. Institution N. Hypotheses 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 were rejected; 

i.e., there were significant differences among the percentages of in­

stitutional resources the publics would have assigned to transfer pro­

grams, occupational programs, guidance and counseling services, remedial 

programs, and general education. 

To further summarize the extent to which the publics disagreed 

among themselves with regard to their perceptions of the functions, the 

hypotheses dealing with the community service function were rejected 17 

out of 28 times; the hypotheses dealing with the transfer function were 

rejected 20 out of 28 times; the hypotheses dealing with the occupational 

education function were rejected 24 out of 28 times; the hypotheses deal­

ing with the guidance and counseling function were rejected 11 out of 28 

times; the hypotheses dealing with the remedial education function were 

rejected 9 out of 28 times; and the hypotheses dealing with the general 

education function were rejected 12 out of 28 times. 

Finally, to summarize by institution, of the 12 hypotheses that 

were tested for each school, ten were rejected at Institution A; eight 

were rejected at Institution B; nine were rejected at Institution C; 

four were rejected at Institution D; seven were rejected at Institution 

E; four were rejected at Institution F; two were rejected at Institution 

G; six were rejected at Institution H; six were rejected at Institution 

I; six were rejected at Institution J; nine were rejected at Institution 

K; seven were rejected at Institution L; eight were reject~d at Institu­

tion M; and seven were rejected at Institution N. 
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Subjective Implications 

It seems appropriate to point out the seemingly questionable aspects 

of the analysis and to offer explanations for them. First, while the 

two data forms were not unrelated, some of the results did not correlate 

well. In fact, an inspection of TABLES III and V shows that in the case 

of the hypotheses related to the community services function, there 

appears to be a high negative correlation in the rejection pattern. It 

is felt that the analysis and findings from the second data form (the 

percentage of institutional resources the publics assigned to the func­

tions) may, in some cases, be more valid than the first (the publics' 

perceptions of the appropriateness of the functions) because it did not 

rely upon fragmented, instiutional-activity types of definitions of the 

functions. If the items in the first section of the instrument did not 

effectively define the function, then the analysis of the data from the 

second form may be more meaningful. If the functions were effectively 

defined, then the respondents may have held poor concepts of them. 

Second, the implications of the analysis for the second part of the 

data which involved the assignment of institutional resources to the 

functions may not be very broad. It should be remembered that just be­

cause the respondents may have assigned a function a relatively small 

percentage of the resources, it does not necessarily hold that they feel 

that the function is less important. It is possible that they felt this 

function was very important but that it simply required fewer resources 

to be handled effectively. On the other hand, the respondents were 

asked ·to assign the resources to the functions based on the value, pri­

ority, or emphasis they would give each. 

And third, the implications of the results are restricted by the 
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limitations of the statistics which were used for the analysis. It 

should be remembered that the a = .05 level of statistical significance 

was used as the basis for rejecting the null hypotheses. In simple 

terms, this means that for any one of the 168 tests (Kruskal-Wallis H) 

the probability that the data for a specific test was distributed as it 

was purely by chance was 5 percent or less. In other words, in one out 

of twenty or more times, the distribution of the data for a given test 

could possibly have occurred the way it did purely by chance. And since 

168 tests were run, it is possible that eight or nine of the H values 

which were found to be significant may have been that way by chance oc­

currences. However, TABLES III and V reveal that many of the H values 

were significant at levels beyond the .05 level; i.e., .025, .01, .005, 

and .001 levels of significance were found; and these levels, of course, 

diminished the probabilities of chance occurrences. 

In spite of the questions which may arise, the findings are valu­

able. They are interesting and informative, and they could be used as 

the bases for change or further investigation. 

The question must be asked, What is the difference between Institu­

tion G whose publics held perceptions of the functions which were so 

congruent that only two of the twelve hypotheses tested for that insti­

tution were rejected, and Institution A whose publics held perceptions 

of the functions that were so diverse that only two of the twelve hy­

potheses were .!!Q1 rejected? What is the uncommon denominator? How can 

the perceptions of six groups of people toward the functions and actiti­

vities of one institution (G) be so similar and congruent? Perhaps, the 

answers to these questions were at the heart of the inquiry. 

It can certainly be said that the publics of Institution G had a 
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better understanding of the goals, objectives, functions, and priorities 

of their institution than did the publics of Institution A or the publics 

of the other institutions. This is not a judgment statement of the ap­

propriateness of the functions and activities of the institutions but a 

judgment statement of that which constitutes the objective reality of 

them - identity. 

This study asked the question of the publics of each institution, 

What should the institution be doing and what are the priorities? It 

was felt that the answers to this question revealed two things about the 

institutions. First, the answers provided one type of definition of the 

institution. If the answers from the six publics of Institution X in­

dicate that they agree on the activities which are felt to be appropri­

ate for their institution and further agree on their priorities, then it 

is known what this institution is about. It is known where this insti­

tution is going. This agreement, sameness, congruence, unity, and per­

sistence reveal the substance of the institution. If, however, the 

answers from the six publics are all different or substantially differ­

ent, what is known of the institution? If the trustees disagree with 

the administrators who disagree with the faculty who disagree with the 

students who all disagree with the local citizenry with regard to the 

priorities of the institution 1 s functions, does anyone know what this 

institution is about? Even though a set of functions for this institu­

tion may be printed in the catalog, no one can be sure which ones are 

being carried out or likely to be carried out. 

Secondly, the answers provide some indication of the success poten­

tial an institution may have in achieving its objectives and functions. 

If the publics agree on the functions and objectives of the institution, 
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the likelihood of attaining their cooperation to achieve the objectives 

and to carry out the functions are great. If, however, no agreement 

exists on the functions or their priorities, little can be achieved be­

yond the maintenance of the status quo. An institution can achieve few 

objectives or make few changes unless those comprising the institution 

can agree upon the objectives to be achieved and upon the changes which 

should be made. Any measure of institutional success without the co­

operation and commitment of its publics will most likely be superficial. 

And further, a step beyond success is an institutional condition which 

most junior college educators, worth their salt, dream grandiose dreams 

about - excellence. The fundamental question here is, Can an institu­

tion attain excellence unless its publics accept a common purpose and 

cooperate towards its achievement? If the answer to this question is 

no, or even perhaps not, then the findings of this study are worth pon­

dering. 

With regard to comprehensiveness, this too is an institutional con­

dition but one which is almost beyond definition. Certainly no generic 

definition exists which could be used to measure the activities of each 

of the more than 1,000 junior colleges in operation today in the United 

States. What comprehensiveness may be in California would be different 

in Missouri, Texas, New York, Florida, or Oklahoma. What comprehensive­

ness may be for the Tulsa Junior College may be different for the Altus· 

Junior College, the Northern Oklahoma College, or the Claremore Junior 

·College. 

If comprehensiveness is defined by the educational needs of the 

people served by a given junior college, then the definition may be 

broad and comprehensive in and of itself. If comprehensiveness is 
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defined by a political entity such as the Higher Regents, then the de­

finition may be narrow and subject to convenient interpretations. And, 

since an institution can little afford to ignore the needs of its pub-

1 ics or certain political realities, each institution's definition will 

be different and the result of a combination of the two. 

In addition to the problem of defining comprehensiveness, there 1s 

the problem of measuring it. If the administration of an institution 

says, 11 We are comprehensive because we are multi-functional and the pro­

grams and activities we conduct are such and such, 11 are they really com­

prehensive? Or if it is said, 11 The Higher Regents define our functions 

(the usual); and we have 23 liberal ~rts and transfer programs (they 

were initially a liberal arts institution), one program to train secre­

taries (whose graduates usually transfer and major in business), a coun­

selor to student ratio of 1 to 500 (they only have one counselor and she 

teaches two courses of introductory psychology), and we offer remedial 

English and social studies on Monday evenings for adults," are they 

really comprehensive? Comprehensiveness may be multi-functionalism or 

the offering of a little bit of everything in the book. But if this is 

so, then excellence or even success in junior college education is to­

tally and completely unrelated to the concept of comprehensiveness. And 

excellence, the most noble of institutional endeavors, can never be 

attained by the assumption of responsibilities simply for the sake of 

comprehensiveness. 

Many junior colleges try to do too much with too little. They have 

taken on new programs and activities more in the name of comprehensive­

ness than in the name of excellence. This problem came about primarily 

because for years their leaders and proponents sought the status that 



rightfully should have gone to a part of higher education. But in an 

attempt to dispel their image as a 11 high school with ashtrays 11 they 

eagerly assumed almost everything. They were like a new pledge, eager 
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to do whatever the older members asked in an attempt to become a part of 

the group. However, an institution, like a man, must have a self-concep4 

an identity, and a sense of purpose if it is .to be successful. Until the 

junior colleges gain a distinct identity, their effectiveness and success 

will be unclear. It is not conceivable that the interest of taxpayers, 

parents, students, faculty, administrators, trustees, and legislators 

will be sustained without a clear concept of the institution. 

These institutions need to decide what they can do better than any­

thing else and set about it in the name of excellence publicly demonstrat­

ing their achievements and successes all along the way. To do this they 

must openly account to themselves and to their publics for student learn­

ing. They must dispel the illusion that there are no educational pro­

blems so long as the doors are open and all people are allowed to attend 

even though this is all they ever really promised. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

The results of the study indicate that the publics of the junior 

colleges disagreed a great deal on which activities were appropriate and 

on the priorities of the functions. The publics 1 perceptions of the ap­

propriate activities and the priorities of the functions were so di­

verse at some of the schools that over 83 percent of the hypotheses were 

rejected. ~Jhile a majority of the rejections occurred because the per­

ceptions of the citizens and students differed with those of the other 

publics, differences were found between all the publics, even between 



71 

administrators and trustees. And, the differences between the citizens 

and students and those in-house are just as critical to the harmonious 

operation and development of an institution as the differences between 

the administrators and trustees. 

It was hoped that the results of the study could aid in the deter­

mination of the obstacles to the achievement of comprehensiveness. The 

discovery of many large differences among the publics' perceptions would, 

it was felt, constitute such obstacles. Since all of the public junior 

colleges now claim comprehensiveness, to say that they are not by saying 

that there are obstacles in the attainment of such a condition, would be 

to misconstrue the findings of this study. However, it is not conjec­

ture to say that evident differences among the publics' perceptions of 

the appropriate activities and function priorities of their respective 

institutions constitute an obstacle in the achievement of educational 

goals, particularly the goal of excellence. 

The results of this study were such that it is felt that the per­

ceptions of the appropriate activities and function priorities of the 

institutions held by the publics of all the colleges with the possible 

exception of one were so divergent as to constitute an obstacle in the 

achievement of educational excellence . 

. Recommendation 1. To improve the identities of the public junior 

colleges in Oklahoma, the leadership of these institutions should seek 

to de-emphasize their functional orientation, emphasize educational ex­

cellence, become instructional oriented and primarily concerned with the 

student learning, and implement systems to account to their publics for 

their products not their processes. 

Recommendation 2. To reduce the disparities between the perceptions 
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held by students and citizens and those held by instructors, administra­

tors, and trustees regarding the goals of the colleges, comprehensive 

public information programs and expanded student orientation programs 

should be implemented to communicate the roles, purposes, functions, and 

objectives of the institutions. 

Recommendation 3. To reduce perceptional disparities between in­

structors and administrators, the leadership should implement continuous 

inservice orientation programs for the entire staff, new, tenured, and 

administrative staff alike. The major objective of such programs would 

be to assist all those concerned in developing a similar philosophy of 

junior college education so that cooperation for the achievement of com­

mon purposes can be gained and maintained. 

Recommendation 4. To reduce perceptional disparities between staff 

and trustees, some mechanism to provide for communication between the 

two should be implemented. Closed-door institutional forums or get­

acquainted sessions might suffice. Although most junior college presi­

dents adhere to an administrative philosophy which divorces the staff 

from the trustees, it seems that some activity of this nature would be 

healthy and worth trying. 

Recommendation 5. To reduce the very critical perceptional dis­

parities between the administrators and the trustees, the president, as 

the middle man, must be cognizant of any differences and seek to resolve 

them so the essential philosophical agreement between these groups is 

achieved and maintained. 

Recommendation 6. To gain more detailed information of what the 

publics really understand about the junior colleges, the staffs at each 

of the institutions should undertake a project as a continuous and 
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routine part of their institutional research activities to assess their 

publics' knowledge, understanding, and perceptions of the schools' acti­

vities, functions, goals, and successes. This effort should be used to 

design a system to obtain input from all publics to the institutional 

philosophy goals and functions. 
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To whom it may concern: 

This brief questionnaire is the basis of a study of the public 
junior/community colleges in Oklahoma. It has been 
designed to survey attitudes and opinions of citizens, 
students, faculty members, administrators, and members of 
boards of regents or trustees. 

The intent of the items in this survey is to obtain your 
point of view of what the features of the public 
junior/community colleges ought to be. I think you will 
find the items both interesting and thought provoking. 
Space has been provided on the last page for any additional 
comments you may wish to make. Such comments are a 
welcome addition to a survey of this nature. 

Please do not place your name on this document. The 
informationrequested will be published only in the form 
of statistical summaries. 

Your cooperation in this survey is deeply appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

?~~,~~ 
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The following is a list of statements, situations, and activities related to public 
junior/community colleges. Please read each item and respond to it by 
expre.ssing your personal feelings. 

1. (Example) Provide classrooms and 
competent instructors for the stu· 

A . ./ dents. B. c._ D. E. -
2. Loan,. at no or small charge, 

college facilities to public service 
and civic groups. A._ 8._ c._ 0. E. - -

3. Sponsor cultural events such as art 
exhibits, concerts, and plays. A._ B._ c._ D. E. -

4. Provide two-year associate degree 
programs in various occupational 
areas at the technician, 
mid-management, or 
semi-professional level. A. B. c. D. E. 

5. Offer students a complete 
guidance service which would 
incfude testing facilities and a 
full-time counseling staff. A. B. c. D. E. 

6. Provide special courses such as 
reading, composition, and 
mathematics for students whose 
aptitude and achievement in these 
areas is less than that which wou Id 
normally be expected of entering 
college freshmen. A. B. C. D. E. 

7. Provide for all students a general 
education program consisting of 
courses such as U.S. history and 
government, humanities, English, 
science, mathematics, and physical 
education in addition to courses in 
their major. A. B. c. D. E. 
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8. Offer on-campus courses, with or 
without college credit, of public 
interest or for local business, 
industrial, or professional groups. A. B. c._ D. E. - - -

9. Offer off-campus courses in local 
businesses or in nearby 
communities, with or without 
college credit. A._ a._ c._ D. e._ 

10. Provide two-year associate degree 
vocational programs to prepare 
students for such occupations as 
carpenters, machinists, 
stenographers, and practical 
nurses. A. 8. c. D. E. 

11. Provide certificate programs 
similar to those in item 10 above 
but less than two years such as 
one semester or one year 
programs. A. 8. c. D. E. 

12. Provide a professional counseling 
staff to help students with their 
academic, personal, and career 
selection problems. A. 8. c. D. E. 

13. Provide a basic education program 
for adults regardless of their 
previously attained grade level or 
reading level which would lead to 
a level of proficiency and 
achievement that would normally 

D._IE._ 
be expected of high school 
graduates. A. 8. c. 
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14, Provide all students with a 
sequence of learning activities 
directed by special teachers who 
provide students with a 
knowledge, an understanding, and 
an appreciation for our culture, 
past and present; for the various 
means of our communications, 
graphical, written, and spoken; 
and for the physical, social, and 
political world in which we live. A._ B._ c._ D._ E. 

15. Operate art and/or historical 
museums on campus for the 
cultural development of students 
and community alike. A._ B. c._ D. E. 

16. Offer the services of the college 
library to students and general 
public alike. A. B. c. D. E. 

17. Provide the first two years of a 
four-year college degree for 
students who plan to transfer. A. B. C. D. E. 

18. Provide associate degree programs 
in cooperation with business and 
industry to train students for 
various occupations and which 
would include a good deal of work 
experience for college credit 
combined with classroom work 
and acquiring up to three years of 
study. A. B. c. D. E. 

19. Use the talents of both a 
professio na I counseling staff and 
the entire faculty to provide the 
counseling and guidance services. A. B. C. D. E. -



20. Offer several general education 
programs with different objectives 
to meet the specific needs of 
adults, occupational students, or 
liberal arts-transfer students. A. 8._ C. D._ E. 

21. Provide extensive course offerings 
in the evening especially tailored 
to fit the needs of part-time and 
adult students. A. 8._ C._ D. E. 

22. Provide two-year liberal arts, 
general education, and 
pre-professional programs for each 
student who plans to transfer. A. 8. C. D. E. 

23. Provide programs to train highly 
skilled technologists in medicine, 
engineering, business, agriculture, 
etc., and which would require 
three years of full-time study. A. B. C. D. E. 

24. Provide counseling services to 
evening and part-time students as 
well as for full-time day students. A. B. C. D. E. 

25. Offer only courses which will 
transfer and meet the 
requirements for a bachelor's 
degree. A. B. C. D. E. 

26. Offer technical and occupational 
programs in the evening for adu Its 
to upgrade their skills or to train 
for new jobs. A. B. C. D. E. 

27. Provide a special program for 
adults to complete a high school 
diploma. A. 8. C. D. E. 
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The following is a list of six typical functions of a comprehensive 
junior/commu'nity college. In your opinion, how should the available resources 
(money and/or staff) be assigned or distributed to these functions? It is realized 
that there may be some overlap or duplication between some of the functions. 
The idea is to determine what your general priorities would be or what weight, 
value, or emphasis you would give each. Please assign a percentage to each 
of the functions so that they will total 100. 

% Community Services 

% Liberal Arts, Transfer, and University Parallel Programs 

% Technical, \'orational, and Occupational Programs 

% Guidance and Counseling Services 

% Developmental or Remedial Programs 

% General Education 

100% Total 

For the following items please respond by indicating the extent to which you 
agree or disagree with the idea as it relates to public junior/community colleges. 

28. "Open Door 
II 

(unrestricted) 
student admission policy should 
be in operation. No person who 
desires admission should be 
denied. A. B. c. D. E. 

29. Out-of-State students should pay 
higher tuition rates than do the 

IE. residents. A. B. c. D. 
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'"" ~ 
30. A public junior college should be 

run by its own board or trustee 
group who resides in the college's 
community or service area. A. B. c. D. E. 

31. Junior/community colleges should 
admit only those students whom 
they can serve and provide a 
chance for success. The college 
should realize that it cannot serve 
the needs, abilities, and interests 
of all people and should not admit 
those that it can not serve. A. B. c._ D. E. - -

32. Junior college tu it ion and fees 
should be zero or very minimal 
especially for residents. A. B. c. D. E. 

33. Any adult, regardless of previous 
scholastic achievement, should 
be permitted to enroll. A. B. c. D. E. 

34. Qualified students should not be 
denied admission to a public 
junior college because he or his 
family cannot afford it. A. B. c. D. E. 

35. The current system of 
administering junior colleges with 
the State Higher Regents 
coordinating the functions, 
activities, and funds of each 
school through lesser boards of 
trustees is the best system 
considering other options. A. B. c. D. E. 

36. Public junior colleges should be 
I supported totally from state 

funds. A. B. c. D. IE. 



37. The local administration and 
trustee group with the advice from 
students, faculty, and local 
citizens are best prepared to 
determine the services, programs, 
and course offerings for their 
junior college. A. B. C. D._ E. 

38. A public junior college should 
receive some local funding. A. B. C. D. E. 

39. All public junior colleges in the 
state should be administered from 
a single, common state junior 
college board or trustee group. A. B. C. D._ E. 

40. Please check one of the following which most accurately describes 
your status and complete the two items l..ielow: 

Local citizen 

Student with an occupational major 

Student with a liberal arts or general education major 

Teacher of occupational subjects 

1 eacher of liberal arts or general education subjects 

Administrator 

Member, Board of Regents or Trustees 

City of Residence 
---~----~------~~ 

Name of Junior College--------------
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APPENDIX 8 

STATISTICAL TABLES ON THE APPROPRIATENESS 

OF THE FUNCTIONS 

The Z tables are easily interpreted. As an example. the data in 

the transfer function at Institution A reveals an H value of 20.607 

which means that there were significant differences among the publics' 

perceptions of the appropriate extent of this institution's involvement 

in the transfer function, The two-dimensional matrix of Z values which 

follows the H score reveals the degrees of differences which may have 

existed between specific groups. A Z value equal to or greater than 

1.96 represents a probability of a real difference equal to or less than 

.05. The numbers at the top and left-hand side of the matrix correspond 

to the population group identities as in TABLES I AND II, with group 1 

being local citizens, group 2 being occupational students, and so forth. 

The Z matrix in this table reveals, for instance, that a Z value of 

3,229 at the top of the fifth column indicated a significant difference 

between the local citizens (group 1) and the administrators (group 6). 
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TABLE VII 

THE KRUSKAL-WALLIS H SCORE AND THE MANN-WHITNEY Z TABLE ON THE 
APPROPRIATENESS OF SELECTED FUNCTIONS BY INSTITUTION 

Community Service Function at Institution A 

PCP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 08 S RANK 

************************* 
lSCLA 17 30188 
zscu 20 38113 
3SCLA u 51112 
4SCLA 11 'l'l 145 
5SCLA U 431 2i 
6SCLA 8 53125 
TSCLA 4 601 75 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 2"ol03 

2 SC.LA UCLA ltiCLA 5SCLA 6SCLA TSCU 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• lSCLA* 11060 2 .• 305 a.508 1.562 11&00 ~16tio1 

2SCLA* 01~00 11483 31437 01441 11484 1,99) 
lSCLA* o.ooo 01odo 2.i62 6.766 Q.~23 0.101 
4SCLA* Q,000 0,000 0,000 21918 11644 0.631 
5SCLA• o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o;ooo o.1a1 i.zos 
oSCLA* o.ooo 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.176 

·············································~··········~··•! 

Transfer Function at Institution A 

2SCLA 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 OBS RANK 

************************* 
l SC LA l 7 32 .12 
2SCLA 20 38.07 
3SCLA 13 44.50 
4SCLA 11 60. 00 
5SCLA 18 54.28 
6SCLA 8 60.00 
7SCLA 4 45. 75 
***********************~* 

H= 20.&07 

3SCLA 4SCLA 5SCLA &SCLA 7SCLA 
************************************************************* 

lSCLA* 0.248 1.203 3.620 3.023 3.229 0.976 
2SCLA* 0.000 0.672 2.555 2.198 2.214 J.391 
3SCLA* 0.000 0.000 1.964 1.338 1.691 0.070 
4SCLA* 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.126 0.000 1.658 
5SCLA* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.962 0.856 
6SCLA* O.OOO 0.000 0.000 0.000 O.OOO 1.414 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Educ•tion Function at Institution A 

· PQP NO OF AV ER4GE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1SCLA 17 33.88 
2SCLA 20 33.27 
3SCLA 13 44. 19 . 
4SCLA 11 62.55 
5SCLA 18 58.28 
6SCLA 8 60.38 
7SCLA 4 37.50 

************************* 
H= 20.025 

2SCLA 3SCLA 4SCLA 5SCLA &SCLA 7SCLA 
****************************************•******************** 

lSCLA* 0.543 1.007 3.680 3.108 2.030 J.093 
2SCLA* 0.000 1.246 2.764 2.845 1.970 0.431 
3SCLA* 0.000 0.000 1.901 l.4i2 lel76 0.401 
4SCLA* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.385 0.903 la968 
S~CLA* C.000 0.000 0.~90 0.000 q.587 ·l.427 
6SCLA• o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.ono 1.247 ..........•............................ ~ ................ , ... . 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution A 

PCP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLA 17 38.41 
2SClA 20 49.07 
3SCLA 13 56.38 
4 SC lA 11 40 • 5 5 
5SCLA 18 52. l 7 
6SCLA 8 39.25 
7SClA 4 29.88 
************************* 

H= 7.811 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution A 

PCP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID 08$ RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1SCLA 17 56,15 
2SCLA 20 47,57 
3SClA 13 62,46 
4SCLA 11 •&.50 
5SCLA 18 31.17 
6SCLA 8 35.25 
7SCLA 4 48.38 
************************* 

H= 13 .143 

2SCLA 3SCLA "tSCLA 5SCLA 6SCLA 7SCLA 
*****************************•~······························ 

lSCLA* 0.249 1.823 0.380, 2.939 1.606 0.050 
ZSCLA* 0.000 1.247 0.251 1.077 0.82b J.078 
3SCLA* 0.000 0.000 l.762 3.021 2.204 0.750 
4SCLA* 0.000 0.000 O.OOO 2.501 1.388 0,071 
SSCLA* 0.000 Q,000 0.000 0.000 0.346 0.969 
6SCLA* 0.000 0.000 0,000 0.000 0.000 Q.692 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

General Education Function at Institution A 

POP 
10 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLA 
2SCLA 
3SCLA 
4ScLA 
5SCLA 
6SCLA 
7SCLA 

17 
20 
13 
ll 
18 

8 
4 

37.32 
45.25 
54.42 
41.55 
54.72 
46.88 
30. 50 

************************* 
H= 7 .12 7 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution B 

, ··: ,,., •,' J~ ,; ,; ~'J •,\ ' , , • ., , ,1 ~ , \ , " , 1 h ' • 

'. PCP NU OF AVERAGE 
ID 'bSS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1 SCLB 18 39e 17 
2SCLS 29 n.n 
3SCL8 17 39e 5o 
4SCl.8 LO 81.70 
5SCL8 11 5le91 
6SCLB 5 79.40 
7SCLB 4 69 .50 

*•······················· H• 34. 718 

2SCL8 3SCLB 4SCLB 5SCLS 6SCLB 7SClf:I 

···~························································· lSCLB* 0.641 . O.Ob7 30970 10362 20782 2.410 
2SCLB* OoO'lO Oe70C 40222 le&r.9 2o91l 2.389 
3SCL&* 0.000 o.ooo 3.927 1.354 lo7bl z.395 
4SCLB* 0.000 OoOOO 0.000 3.072 ~.584 2.039 
sscLs• o.ooo o.co~ o.ooo o.ooo ,.104 i.1a; 
oSCLB• OoOOO 0.000 OoOOO 1hO.OO o.o,.,r. lo2B5 

···~~························································ 

Transfer Function at Institution B 

2:)CLB 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAl.iE 
RA~K 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1SCL6 18 3 5 .11 
2SCL8 29 45.21 
3SCL8 17 45 062 
4SCL8 10 57. 05 
5SCLB 11 65.50 
6SCL8 5 58.50 
7SCLB 4 40. 75 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Ho: 14.623 

3SCLb ltSCLo 5SCLB 6~CLtl 7 5 CL ti 

···~························································· lSCLB* 1.576 1.255 20093 ,.934 1.7~7 r.551 
2SCLB* a.ooo 0.013 1.475 2.757 l.Zllt ~·.401 
3SCLb* O.OOO o.ooo 1.230 20384 lo04~ ~.30~ 
4SCLB• o.noo o.ooo o.ooo l.5l' o.oao 1.2~9 
5SLLB• o.ooo n.ooo o.ooo o.non t.483 l.43~ 
oSCLB• 0.010 o.ooo ~.ooc o.ooo o.o~o i.111 

···~························································· 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution B 

PCJP 
10 

NO OF 
OBS 

AV ERA GE 
RANK 

···········•************* 
lSCLB 18 57.72 
2SCLB 29 40.91 
3SCLB 17 36.09 
4SCLB 10 51.55 
5SCLB 11 49.45 
6SCLB 5 10.ao 
7SCLB 4 53.13 
************************* 

H= U .520 

Guidance and Counseling Function ai Institution B 

PCP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************'************ 
lSCLB 18 ~9.22 
2SCLB 29 42.29 
3SCLB 17 41.06 
4SCLB 10 65.70 
5SCLB 11 77.50 
6SCLB 5 56.00 
7SCLB 4 11.25 
************************* 

H= 30 .812 
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2 SCLB 3SCL B 45 CLB 5SCLB 6SCLB 7SCLB 
************************************************************* 

lSCLB* 0.514 0.202 2.485 3.740 1.292 2.077 
2SCLB* 0.000 0.186 2.647 4.021 1.292 2.842 
3SCLB* 0.000 0.000 2.352 3.666 1.121 2.090 
4SCLB* 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.910 0.978 2.501 
5SCLB* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.746 3.692 
oSCLB* o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.boo o.ooo 2.262 

*******************************************•***************** 



.'r 

TABLE VII {Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution B 

PQP NO OF AVcRAGc 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLB 18 49.0o 
2SCLB 29 48.~Z 
3SCLB 17 35. 24 
4SCLB 10 41.ao 
5SCLB 11 61.77 
6SCLB 5 54.10 
7SCLB 4 51.25 
************************* 

H: 7 • c06 

General Education Function at Institution B 

2SCL8 

PUP 
ID 

NO UF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLtl 18 45. 33 
25CLB 29 J8.3b 
3SCLB 17 41.47 
4SCLB 10 75.45 
5SCLB 11 57.d2 
6SCL8 5 4b,d0 
7SCL8 4 51.75 
************************* 

H= 17.210 

3SC LB 4$CLB 5~CLB 7S CLB 
******************************************•****************** 

lSCLB* l.233 0.514 3.482 1.537 0.079 ~.35b 
2SCLB* 0.010 0.270 ~.b45 1.943 O.b~l 0.738 
~SCLB* 0.000 0.000 2.961 L.475 0.~05 0.64C 
4SCLB* o.onn a.coo o.oryo 1.615 2.1~1 i.?4~ 
5SCLB* 1.000 o.oo~ 0.000 ~.oao c.765 1.11s 
bSCLB* n.n~o o.noo o.ooo o.ooo o.ono n,251 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VII (Conti nu·e.d) 

Community Service Function at Institution C 

POP NO OF· AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLC 14 31. 61t 
2SCLC 26 36.25 
3SC LC 18 39.22 
4SCLC 12 78. 33 
5SCLC 15 54.07 
6SCLC 5 82.10 
7SCLC 6 67.17 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 36. 844 

ZSCLC 3SCLC 4SCLC 5SCLC bSClC 7SClC 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

iscLc• o.sn o.au 1t.n2 2.098· 2:a5o 2.733 
ZSCLC• ~.~oo 0.672 4.108 2.106 2.910 2.376 
35,LC• ~.oo~ O.OOQ 4e020 le803 2.890 2.41~ 
4SCLC* n.ooo · o.ooo o.ooo 2.568 1.529 t.174 
5SCLC• o.n~o o~ooo o.o~o o.ooo 2.oao i.1ao 
oScLc• o.n~o o.ooo ~.o~o o.ooo o.~oo t.517 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Transfer Function at Institution C 

PCP 
HJ 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE: 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLC 14 39.29 
2SCLL 26 44.04 
3SCLC 18 63.22 
4SCLC 12 36. 33 
'SCLC 15 51. 37 
6SCLC ; 67.50 
7SCLC 6 4b. 50 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 15.652 

2SCLC 3SCLC 45CLC 5SCLC &S:LC 7SCLC 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLC* 0.579 2.880 0.217 1.254 2.075 i.532 
2SCLC• o.ooo 2.760 c.1374 0.889 l.9o5 0.106 
3SCLC* o.oo~ o.ooo 3.252 l.673 o.7o3 1.439 
4S~LC• o.noo o.ooo o.ooo i.4q7 l.3lb ~.397 
5SLLC* o.ory0 o.ooo ~.no~ o.ooo L.439 0.465 
6SCLC* O.OOC 0.000 O.OOC 0.000 0.0('1) lo3bl 

***********•*•*********************************************** 



TABLE VU (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Instit~tion C 

·p~ ~ ~ A~UGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLC 14 38050 
2 SCLC 26 44 .92 
3 SC LC 18 33 • 97 
4SCLC 12 82.67 
5SCLC 15 42093 
6SCLC 5 49050 
7SCLC 6 75067 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 320 200 

2SCLC JSCLC 4SCLC 5SCLC 6SCLC 7SCLC 

···M························································· lSCLC* Oo835 Oo848 40410 Oo355 Oo658 20867 
2SCLC* OoOOO 10448 40278 Oo302 Do27Z Zo647 
3SCLC• o.ooo OoOOO 40305 0.985 o.7&9 lo83q 
4SCLC• 00010 00000 ooocn 3~718 1.666 "o45~ 
5SCLC• o.ooo OoOOO OoOOO o.ooo o.310 z.384 
6SCLC.• o.ooo o.'.loo o.oo~. o.oo~ 1J.noo. 1~1+ri1 

·························································••** 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution C 

2SCLC 

lSCLC* 0 • .Hl:I 
2SCLC* OoOOO 
3SCLC* o.ooo 
4SCLC* o.ooo 
~SCLC* o.ooo 
6 scu;.• 0 oOOO 

NO Of 
OBS 

Al/ERAliE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLC 14 35071 
2SCLC 26 41.10 
3SCLC 18 52086 
4SCLC 12 560 l 7 
5SCLC 15 4lo20 
oSCLC 5 75080 
7SCLC 6 17050 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 19.438 

3SCLC 4SCLC 5SCLC 

; 2 olOl 1.915 Oo448 
l.444 1.472 o.ou 

·:. o.ooo 0.446 lo 316 
n .')t)O 1).000 1.399 
n.ooo o. 000 OoOOO 
OoOOO o.ooc 0.000 

oS CL C. 

20949 
2. 326 
2. 1)35 
1. 3;1 
t.. 3 7o 
:J • ') C0 

7SCLL 

3o 215 
2 .b l2 
2.348 
lo 609 
2.042 
"· 21 tl 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution C 

PCP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 OBS RANK 

************************* 
lSCLC 14 45.00 
2 SC LC ,2 6 4 6 • b 0 
3SCLC 18 34.39 
4SClC 12 59.67 
5SClC 15 52.43 
bSCLC 5 67.00 
7SCLC 6 59.67 
************************* 

H= 10. 739 

General Education Function at Institution C 

2SCLC 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
085 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLC 14 53.93 
2SClC 26 36.46 
3SCLC 18 41. l 7 
4SCLC 12 69.67 
5SCLC 15 50.10 
6SCLC 5 62. 30 
7SCLC 6 52.17 
************************* 

H= 15.568 

3SCLC 4SCLC 5SCLC 6SCLC 7SClC 
************************************************************* 

lSCLC* 2.144 1.452 1.943 0.363 0.692 ~.O 
2SCLC* 0.000 0.544 3.286 1.515 1.990 1.120 
3SCLC* 0.000 0.000 2.637 0.938 l.447 0.886 
4SCLC* o.ooo OoOOO 0.000 1.983 0.7l~ 1.243 
5SCLC* 0.000 0.000 0.000 o.ooo 0.946 o.o 
6SClC* 0.000 0.000 o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo C.379 

************************************************************* 

95 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution D 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 ass RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLO 16 55.06 
2SCLD 28 45.45 
3SCLD 15 45.87 
4SCLD 14 56.93 
5SCLO 17 72.32 
6SCLD 6 71.08 
7 SCLD 9 30. 06 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Ha 1 7.064 

2SCLD 3SCLD 4SCLD 5SCLD 6SCLD 7SCLD 

···~·····~··················································· lSCLO* 1.034 0.680 0.419 1.311 1.202 2.071 
ZSCLO* 0.000 0.013 1.182 3.086 l. 777 l.610 
3SCLD* 0.0)0 0.000 1.143 2.602 l.643 l.5Q3 
4SCLD• o.o~o o.ooo o.ooc 1.763 0.917 1.900 
5SCLD• o.o~o o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo 0.1 77 2.792 
6SCLD* 0.0,0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.251 

···~·························································· I 

Transfer Function at Institution D 

2SCLD 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
UBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLO 16 55.69 
2SCLO 28 39. 75 
3SCLD 15 56.97 
4SCLO 14 64.50 
5SCLD 17 55.12 
6SCLO 6 74.00 
7SCLO 9 46.94 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 14.116 

3SCLO 4SCLD 5SCLO o SCL 0 7SCU.; 

···~···················································~····· lSCLO* 1.797 0.139 1.179 0.124 1.699 0.881 
2SCLD* 0.000 lo885 2.408 1.893 2.4o0 0.890 
jSCLD* O.COO 0 0 000 0.931 0.219 1.564 0.906 
4SCLD* 0.000 OoOOO 0.000 1.292 0.951 1.627 
5SCLO* o.ooo o.ooo o.oor o.ooo 1.010 n.892 
oSCLD* o.roo o.ooo o.ooc o.ooo 0.000 2.110 

···~················································•••****** 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution D 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 OBS RANK 

************************* 
lSCLO 16 57.~4 
2SCLO 28 43.04 
3SCLD 15 50.73 
4SCLD 14 66.07 
5SCLO 17 57~71 
6SCLD 6 66.83 
7SCLD 9 40.56 
*******************•••••• 

Ha 9.358 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution D 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLD 16 57.88 
2SClD 28 42.73 
3SCLD 15 54.47 
4SCLO 14 54.36 
5SCLO 17 64.24 
6SCLD 6 53.75 
7SClD 9 50.00 
************************* 

H= 6.407 
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TABLE.VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution D 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************• 
lSCLD 
2SCLO 
3SCLO 
4SCLO 
5SCLU 
6SCLO 
7SC.LD 

16 
28 
15 
14 
17 

6 
9 

58.56 
50.23 
10 .ro 
41.07 
55.59 
54.1 7 
35. 11 

************************* 
H= lle 463 

General Education Function at Institution D 

PCP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLD 16 62.06 
2SCLD 28 55.96 
3SCLD 15 48.30 
4SCLD 14 34.36 
~SCLD 17 56.26 
6SCLO 6 62.50 
7SCLO 9 52.00 
************************* 

H= 8.453 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution E 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

************************* 
lSCLE 16 36.63 
ZSCLE 13 29.19 
3SCLE 10 34.05 
4SCLE 18 48.31 
5SCLE 16 49.72 
6SCLE 6 72. 1 7 
7SCLE 6 4le83 

************************* 
H= 16.992 

2SCLE 3SCLE 4SCLE 5SCLE bSCLE 7SCLE 
************************************************************* 

lSCLE* 0.398 0.160 1.490 l.3b6 2.229 ~.371 
2SCLE* 0.000 0.437 2o5bl 2.274 3.257 1.013 
3SCLE* 0.000 0.000 10690 1.513 2.736 0.548 
4SCLE* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.452 2.693 ,.472 
5SCLf* O.COO O.OOO O.OOO 0.000 2.225 0.630 
6SCLE* o.ooo o.ooo 0.000 o.ooo 0.000 2.139 

************************************************************* 

Transfer Function at Institution E 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLE 16 34.94 
2SCLE 13 33.58 
3SCLE 10 37.65 
4SCLE 18 46.81 
5SCLE 16 50.41 
6SCLE 6 56.00 
7SCLE 6 49.67 

************************* 
H= 12.232 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution E 

POP NO .OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLE 16 23. 88 
2SCLE 13 38.38 
3SCLE 10 39.60 
4SCLE 18 56.36 
5SCLE 16 46.00 
6SCLE 6 !12ol 7 
7SCLE 6 52.42 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 170 800 

2SCLE 3SCLE 4SCLE 5SCLE 6SCLE 7SCLE 
*********••·················································· 

lSCLE* 2.006 1.971 3.514 20206 2.394 20471 
2SCLE* OoOOO 0.127 2.298 Oe9ll 1.1&3 le170 
3SCLE* 0.000 0.000 1.978 0.747 Oo991 le04B 
4SCLE• o.ooo ri.ooo o.OOCI 1.110 o.375 11.375 
5SCLE* OoOOO OoOOO OoOOO OoOOO Oo4B5 Oo48& 
&SCLE* 0,000 0,000 O,OOC 0,000 0,000 o,o 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution E 

2SCLE 

POP 
10 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLE 16 2 5. 50 
2SCLE 13 28.73 
3SCLE 10 53,40 
4SCLE 18 45.17 
5SCLE 16 52.41 
6SCLE 6 66.33 
7SCLE 6 48,33 
************************* 

H= 23.680 

3SCLE 4SCLE 5SCLE bSCLE 7SCLE 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLE* 0.223 3.122 2.175 3.469 3.477 1.436 
2SCLE* 0.000 2.714 1.706 2.905 2.919 0.949 
3SCLE* 0,000 0.000 0.765 0.056 1.512 O.O 
4SCLE• o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.726 1.820 o.321 
5SCLE* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0,000 1.712 0.159 
6SCLE* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.841 

***"********************************************************* 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution E 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RA~K 

************************* 
lSCLE 16 53.63 
2SCLE 13 34.46 
3SCLE 10 52.15 
4SCLE 18 45.56 
5SCLE 16 28.41 
6SCLE 6 47.67 
7SCLE 6 44.50 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 12.161 

General Education Function at Institution E 

POP NO Of AVERAGE 
IO OBS RANK 

***••···················· 
lSCLE 16 36.44 
2SCLE 13 29.96 
3SCLE 10 38.80 
4SCLE 18 53.72 
5SCLE 16 47.91 
6SCLE 6 53. 33 
7SCLE 6 40.17 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 10. 795 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Coml!'lunity Service Function at Institution F 

.,..' ,'i 

-'•i' 
~,,..,.,, j. 

POP NO OF . · · A I/I; RA(iE 
IO OBS .ANK 

************************* 
l SC LF 11 l 7 • 05 
2SCLF 15 28.67 
3SCLF 16 54.00 
<tSCLF 18 49. 31 
5SCLF 13 54.54 
6SCLf 6 51.42 
7SCLF 5 36.70 
************************* 

~i = 2b. 404 

I 
I 
i 

2SC'"F 3SCLF 4SCLF SSCLF bSCLF 7SCLF 

···~························································· lSCLF* 1.5:>3 3.7db 3.437 3.288 2.423 1.9~4 
2 S<. Lt-* 0 • OI) 0 3. 11 5 2 • 5 Sb 2 o 4 79 1 , b t! l l • l db 
3SCLF* O.OoC 0,000 Q,632 0,448 O,O lo Bbl 
4SCLF• o.ooo 0.000 o.oor o.769 0.303 i.2a2 
5SCLF• o.ooo ~.ooo o.ooo o.ooo 0.111 1.541 
bSCLF* c.ono o.ooo ~.occ o.ooo o.ooo l.Olb 

**********•·················································· 

Transfer Function at Institution F 

PCP 
10 

"40 OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLF 11 23.00 
2SCLF 15 33.oO 
'.iSCLF 16 50.50 
4SCLf 18 44.83 
5SCLF. 13 49.62 
bSCLf 6 60.00 
7SCLF 5 38.bO 
************************* 

H• 19.232 

2SCLF 3SCLf 4SCLF ~StLF 6SCLf 7SCLF 
************************************************************* 

lSCLF* 0.932 3.110 2.629 2.733 2.8d9 1.578 
2SCLF* 0.000 2.082 1.411 1.845 2.340 0.458 
3SCLF* 0.000 0.000 0.877 0.059 l.316 1.287 
-scLF* o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.681 i.151 o.5A3 
~SCLF* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.248 l.1b5 
oSCLF* o.oo~ o.ooo o.occ o.ooo ~.ooo 2.09b 

***~******************************************D************** 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution F 

POP NO Of AVERAGE 
IO ass RANK .. ··-····················· lSCLf 11 35.50 

2SClf 15 26.37 
3SCL~ 16 47.88 
4SCLF 18 56.33 
5SCLf 13 38.58 
6SCLF 6 56.17 
7SClf 5 33.10 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 17 .3iO 

2SCLF 3SCLf 4SCLF SSCLF 6SCLF 7SCLF 
************************************************************* 

lSCLf* 0.912 1.257 2.253 0.322 le633 0.171 
2SCLF* 0.000 2.480 3.239 1.553 2e430 0.792 
3SCLF* o.ooo o.OOO ~.915 01985 D.833 1.184 
4SCLF* ~.ooo o.ooo o.ooo 2.196 n.169 z.113 
5SCLF* o.ooo ~.ooo o.ooo o.oo~ 1.551 o.350 
6SCLF* 0.000 0.000 0.000 OeOOO 0.000 1.702 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution F 

PCP NO OF . AVERAGE 
10 OBS RA~K 

************************* 
lSCLF 11 29.77 
2 SC lf 15 43 • 40 
3SCLF 16 46.25 
4SCLF 18 40.64 
5SCLF 13 46.42 
6SCLF 6 48.&7 
7SCLF 5 44.90 

************************* 
H= 4.491 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Inst1tut1on F 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
IO OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLF 11 36.14 
2SCLF 15 37.50 
3SCLF 16 40194 
4SCLF 18 39,67 
5SCLF 13 56.88 
oSClF 6 59.08 
7SClF 5 29,40 
************************* 

H= 10. 794 

General Education Function at Institution F 

POP 
ID 

NU OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLF 11 23.55 
2SCLf 15 43.63 
3SCLf 16 48.94 
4SCLF 18 39.97 
5SCLF 13 46.27 
6SCLF 6 54.33 
7SCLF 5 45.30 
************************* 

H= 10.133 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution G 

PCP NO Of AVSRAG~ 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLG 11 49.23 
2SCLG 27 39.54 
3SCLG 20 34.77 
4SCLG 12 48.21 
5 SC LG 9 64. 3 3 
6SCLG 7 69.07 
7SCLG 6 55.42 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 15 .635 

2SCLG 3SCLG 4SCLG 5SCLG oSi;LG 7SCLG 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLG* le034 1.304 0.093 1.183 1.324 o.504 
2SCLG* O.OOO 0.756 0.978 2.3b7 2.740 1.431 
3SCLG* o.ooo o.OOO 1.348 2.580 2.858 1.682 
4SCLG* o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo l.2as 1.697 0.614 
5SCLG* 0,000 0.000 0.000 0.000 o.o 0.951 
oSCLG* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.154 

************************************************************* 

Transfer Function at Institution G 

POP 
ID 

NU OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
1 SClG 11 45.68 
2SCLG 27 44.19 
JSCLG 20 49,85 
4SCLG 12 34.00 
5SCLG 9 57.22 
6SCLG 7 58.21 
7SCLG 6 42.50 
************************* 

H= 7.019 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution G 

POP NO OF AV&RAG! 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l SClG l1 45. 73 
2SCLG 27 48.63 
3SCLG 20 39eb3 
4SCLG 12 43. l3 
5SCLG 9 58.61 
b SC LG 1 51. 5 0 
7SCLG 6. 37.00 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 5. 5CIO 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution G 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
l SClG 11 39. 86 
2SCLG 27 42.04 
lSCLG 20 48.65 
4SCLG 12 42.92 
5SCLG 9 59.00 
6SCLG 1 59.50 
7SCLG 6 44.83 
************************* 

H= 5. 721 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution G 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 oes RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLG 11 42e86 
2SCLG 27 4Se06 
3SCLG 20 48.95 
4$CLG 12 37~~6 
SSCLG 9 54.39 
6SCLG 7 63.07 
7SCLG 6 24192 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 9.473 

General Education Function at Institution G 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 OBS RANK 

************************* 
lSClG 11 46.23 
2SCLG 27 45.00 
3SCLG 20 52.27 
4SCLG 12 32.96 
5SCLG 9 61.33 
6SCLG 7 37.36 
7SCLG 6 50.00 

************************* 
H= 8 .064 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution H 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
[0 OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLH 14 52.54 
2SCLH 37 55 .99 
3SCLH 22 ~6.61 
4SCLH 20 72.07 
~SClH 14 88. 71 
6SCLH 11 96.64 
7SCLH 9 36.56 
************************* 

H• 25. lo2 

2SCLH 3SCL H 4SCL H 5SCLH oSC 1.H 7SCl.H 
************************************************************* 

lSCLH* 0.308 0.310 1.605 2.611 2.893 l.140 
2SCl.l-t* o.ooo 0.166 1.665 2.6~4 2.950 1.240 
3SCLH* 0.000 o.OOO 1.648 2.641 2.786 1.576 
4SCLH* 0 .000 0 .000 O. 000 l. 720 2. 394 2. 760 
5SCLH* o.ooo o.ooo 0.000 a.coo 0.912 3.tos 
6SCLH* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 3.102 

************************************************************* 

Transfer Function at Institution H 

PCP 
ID 

NO Of 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLh 14 47.93 
2 SC LH 3 7 57.b1 
3SCLH 22 73.50 
4SCLH 20 65.47 
5 SC LH 14 77. 86 
6SCLH 11 75.14 
7SCLH 9 53.61 

************************* 
H= 11. 7 30 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution H 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLH 14 57. 57 
2SCLH 37 58.89 
JSCLH 22 62.2~ 
4SCLH 20 69.67 
5SCLH 14 80.57 
6SCLH 11 85. 86 
7 SCLH 9 34.28 

************************* 
H= 14.485 

2SCLH 3SCLH 4SCLH 5SCLH 6SCLH 7SCLH 
···~·••****************************************************** 

lSCLH* 0•085 0.459 0.989 1.616 1.857 1.530 
2SCLH* O.OJO 0.174 1.005 2.189 2.254 1.990 
3SCLH* O.OOO O.OOO 0.624 10313 1.526 1.734 
4SCLH* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.•78 1.151 2.2dl 
5SCLH* 0.000 o.ooo o.OOC 0.000 0.764 3.172 
6SCLH* o.ooo o.ooo o.oo~ o.ooo o.ooo 2.719 

···~*****************************************~*************** 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution H 

POP NO Of AVERAGE 
10 ass RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLH 14 39.64 
2SCLH 37 62024 
3SCLH 22 68.23 
4SCLH 20 56.32 
5SCLH 14 80.93 
6SCLH 11 87.68 
7SCLH 9 60.56 
************************* 

H= 15.850 

ZSCLH 3SCLH 4SCLrl 5SCLH 6SCLH 7SCLH 
************************************************************* 

lSCLH* 1.916 2.347 1.499 2.915 3.013 1.506 
2SCLH* 0.000 0.632 0.496 l.605 1.932 0.085 
3SCLH* 0.000 0.000 1.099 1.112 lo631 0.583 
4SCLH* 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.094 2.542 0.315 
5SCLH* 0.000 0.000 0.000 o.000 0.638 1.457 
6SCLH* o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.oon i.a1a 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution H 

POP 
ID 

NO Of 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLH 14 83.21 
2SCLH 37 62.35 
3 SC LH 2 2 6 1. l 8 
4SCLH 20 61.27 
5SCLH 14 66.39 
6SCLH 11 65.50 
7SCLh 9 33.61 
************************* 

H = 10. 6<'8 . 

General Education Function at .Institution H 

2 SCLH 

PCP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLH 14 46.82 
2SCLH 37 56.5~ 
3SCLH 22 64.41 
4SCLH 20 62.42 
5SCLH 14 86.43 
6SCLH 11 82.lo 
7SCLH 9 66.39 
••••********************* 

H= 13. 028 

3SCLH 4-S CLH 5SCLH 6SCL H 

110 

7SCLH 
*********************************************•*************** 

lSCLH* 0.919 1.393 1.206 2.704 2.377 1.376 
2SCLH* 0.000 0.780 0.551 2.613 2.132 ~.814 
3SCLH* 0.000 0.000 0.154 1.724 l.jl7 0.133 
4SCLH* 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.892 l.436 0.264 
5SCLH* 0.000 0.000 0.000 Q.000 0.462 1.507 
6SCLH* 0.000 0.000 O.OOC 0.000 0.000 1.136 

************************************************************* 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution I 

2 SCLI 

PCP 
lO 

NO OF 
oss 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
1 SC LI 14 59. 79 
2 SCLI 28 41. OS 
3SCLI 18 49.39 
4SC LI 16 53 .63 
5SCL I 20 65. 50 
bSCll 7 90.43 
7SCLI 5 41.90 
************************* 

H= 18 .686 

3SCL l 4SCL I SSCL l 6SCLI 

111 

7SCLI 
***************************************.********************* 

lSCLI* 1.809 1.031 0.607 0.510 2.323 0.975 
2SCLI* o.noo i.030 1.362 2.636 3.375 o.oso 
3SCLI* O.OOO 0.000 o.573 1.484 3.130 0.600 
4SCL1* o.OOO 0.000 0.000 1.250 2.794 0.747 
5SCLI* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 l.837 1.607 
6SCLI* 0.000 o.OOO 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.138 

************************************************************* 

Transfer Function at Institution I 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLI 14 53.82 
2SCLI 28 53.66 
3SCLI 18 59.44 
4SCL1 16 43.19 
SSCLI 20 58.97 
6SCLI 7 62.64 
7SCL1 5 so.20 

************************* 
H= 5.353 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution I 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID ass RANK 

·~······················· lSC(l 14 53.07 
2SCLI 28 46.21 
3SCLI 18 50.00 
4SCL1 16 45.31 
5 SCLI 20 53 .35 
oSCU 7 87. 93 
7SCL1 5 44.30 
************************* 

H= 13.021 

2SCL1 3SCLI 4SCll SSCll bSCLJ 7SCLl 

························*···································· lSCLI* 0.632 0.404 lelS4 0.035 2.38~ 0.560 
ZSCLI* o.ooo 0.420 2.oq6 o.7Q6 3.018 o.051 
3SCLI* 0.000 0.000 le416 0.237 2.742 0.304 
4SCLI* 0.000 01000 0.000 11032 21028 11468 
5SCL1* 01000 01000 01000 0~000 21308 01514 

6SCLI:*****~-~~z*****~;~~~*****~;~22*****~:~2~*****2:~~~*****:~::: 
' 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution I 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCll 14 45. 29 
2SCLI 28 55.50 
3SCLI 18 46.94 
4SCL I l6 56. 53 
5SCLI 20 59.63 
6SCLI 1 11. 79 
7SCLI 5 42.30 .. ., ....•................. 
H= 7. 795 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution I 

POP 
10 

NO OF 
08 s 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLI 14 60.25 
2SCLI 28 52.b3 
3SCll 18 t>0.06 
4SCll 16 60. 50 
5SCL1 20 45.80 
6SCLI 7 67.79 
7SCLI 5 ~5.80 

**•********************** 
H• 8 • 940 

General Education Function at Institution I 

PGP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AV ERA GE 
RANK 

**•********************** 
lSCLI 14 50.50 
2SCLI 28 52.00 
3SCLI 18 67.61 
4SCLI 16 44.09 
5SCLI 20 51. 60 
6SCLI 1 13.19 
7SCLI 5 50.40 

•••********************** 
H= 8.513 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution J 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK ........................... 

lSCLJ 12 54.46 
2SCLJ 25 36122 
3SCLJ 20 62195 
4SCLJ 18 571'+2 
5SCLJ 13 79.31 
6SCLJ 17 58. 24 
7SCLJ 7 65.07 

************************* 
H• 17, 709 

2SC1.J 3SCLJ 4SCLJ 5SCLJ 6SCLJ 7SCLJ 

···~··················**································~···· lSCLJ* 11554 01744 01237 11869 01224 01732 
2SCLJ* 0.000 21497 21464 31708 21114 21244 
JSCLJ* 01000 01000 01573 11223 01444 OoO 
4SCLJ* 01000 01000 01000 21259 01050 01702 
!SSCLJ* ':11000 o.ooo o.i:ioo 01000 Lo646 11164 
oSCLJ* 01000 01000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0,3S2 

***' ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Transfer Function at Institution J 

2SClJ 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OtlS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLJ 
2 SCLJ 
3SClJ 
4SCLJ 
5SClJ 
6SCLJ 
7 SClJ 

12 
25 
20 
18 
13 
17 

1 

56. 92° 
4l.3d 
65.05 
54.67 
69.27 
10. 91 
31.21 

************************* 
H= 22. 726 

3SClJ 4SClJ 5SCLJ bSCLJ 7SClJ 
***'********************************************************* 

lSCLJ* 1.656 1.039 0.339 1.433 1.821 2.048 
2SCLJ* 0.000 2.611 11469 2.742 3.211 0,856 
3SCLJ* 0.000 0.000 1.209 0.439 0.761 2.578 
4SCLJ* 0.000 0.000 Q.000 1.580 lo9b2 1.879 
ssCLJ* ~.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.2s4 2.1s2 
6SClJ* 0.000 0,000 0,000 0.000 0.000 3.129 

***~********************************************************* 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Inst1tut1on J 

POP NC 0, AV&AAQ! 
lD oes RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LSCLJ 12 45.21 
2SCLJ 25 53.3b 
3SCLJ 20 64.20 
4SCLJ 18 57.89 
5SCLJ 13 64.04 
6SClJ 17 56.76 
7SCLJ 7 46.86 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 40230 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution J 

PCP ~O Of AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLJ 12 5~.~) 
ZSCLJ 25 •~.48 
3SCLJ 20 58.10 
'SCLJ l~. 54.97 
~SCLJ !J 77.81 
6SCI 17 76059 
7~~!J 7 60.21 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 27.052 

2SCLJ 3SCLJ 4SCLJ 5SCLJ oSCLJ 7SCLJ 
************************************************************* 

lSCLJ* 1.561 0.565 0.411 2.319 2.J69 0.693 
2scLJ* o.ooa 2.551 2.413 3.s11 4.002 2.2aa 
3SCLJ* C.000 0.000 0.257 1.779 1.793 0.174 
4SCLJ* 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.244 2.311 0.403 
5SCLJ* 0.000 0.000 C.OOC 0.000 0.026 l.613 
6SCLJ* o.ooo 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 l.601 

************************************************************* 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

R~medial Education F~nction at Institution J 

POP 
I I) 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

**•********************** 
lSCLJ 12 66. 63 
2. SCLJ 25 52 .48 
3SCLJ 20 67.47 
4SCLJ 18 55. 78 
5SCLJ 13 60.23 
oSCLJ 17 48. li 
7SCLJ 1 37.43 

************************* 
H= 7.765 

General Education Function at Institution J 

POP 
ID 

NO OF·. 
uBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLJ 
2 SCLJ 
3SCLJ 
4SCLJ 
5 SCLJ 
6SC LJ 
7SCLJ 

12 
25 
20 
18 
13 
17 

' 1 

50. d3 
40.22 
68.07 
52.36 
67.42 
67.35 
55.29 

************************* 
H= 13. 3t6 

~SCLJ 3SCLJ 4SCLJ 5SCLJ 65CLJ 7$ClJ 
********************************************•~*************** 

lSCLJ* 0.640 t.247 0.260 1.115 1.2.26 0.3Pl 
2SCLJ* o.ooo 2.892 1.149 2.635 2.744 l.J03 
3SCLJ* o.ooo o.ooo. 1.398 b.211 0.1~8 1.088 
4SCLJ* 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.331 1.436 J.309 
5SCLJ~ 1.000 0.000 0.000 0~000 ~.022 0.939 
6SCLJ• 0.000 o.noo o.ooo a.ooo o.ooo o.948 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Co1T1Tiunity Service Function at Institution K 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLK 12 39. 42 
2SCLK 12 36.21 
3SCLK 16 26.88 
4SCLK 15 61.83 
5SCLK 15 51.20 
6SCLK 8 52.50 
7SCLK 6 19.50 
************************* 

H= 25. 820 

2SCLK 3SCLK 4SCLK 5SCLK oSCLK 7SCLK 
************************************************************* 

lSCLK* 0.409 lel20 2.492 1.036 1.165 1.698 
2SCLK* 0.000 1.172 2.974 1.559 1.555 1.713 
3SCLK* 0.000 0.000 3.983 2.742 2.160 0.226 
4SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.955 0.822 3.583 
5SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.292 2.828 
6SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.379 

************************************************************* 

Transfer Function at Institution K 

POP NO OF A VE RAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLK 12 22.oa 
2SCLK 12 45.8.3 
3SCLK 16 46003 
4SCLK 15 55. 50 
5SCLK 15 39040 
6SCLK 8 44.88 
7SCLK 6 37. 75 

************************* 
H= 20. 841 

2 SC LK 3SCU< 4SCLK 5SCLK 6SClK 7SCLK 
************************************************************* 

lSCLK* 2.591 2.892 3.ti36 2.343 2.074 1.752 
2SCLK* 0.000 0.123 2.012 0.878 0.102 0.849 
3SCLK* 0.000 0.000 2.041 1.153 O.lo2 1.095 
4SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.o76 1.980 2.887 
5SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.572 O.O 
6SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.687 

************************************************************* 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution K 

POP NO Of AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLK 12 ~~~9~ 
2 SCLK 12 45.13 
3SCLK 16 5le88 
4SCLK 15 37. 17 
5SClK 15 44.30 
6SCLK 8 63.50 
7SCLK 6 26. 2 5 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 17. 904 

2SCLK 3SCLK 4SCLK SSCLK 6SCLK 7SCLK 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLK* 1.926 2.543 2.014 1.786 2.597 0.293 
2SCLK* 0.000 0.756 0.900 0.074 1.777 1.710 
3SCLK* o.ooa o.ooo 2.047 o.847 1.32a 2.265 
4SCLK• o.oao o.ooo o.ooo o.cna 3.lt'4 1.249 
5SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 L.788 l.440 
bSCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 t'.000 ~.0"0 2.590 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution K 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1 SCLK 12 23 .DO 
2SClK 12 38. 75 
3SCLK 16 45.56 
4SCLK 15 61.00 
5SCLK 15 53.30 
6SCLK 8 40 .31 
7 SC lK 6 1 0. 5 0 

************************* 
H= 36.890 

2SCLK 3SCLK 4SCLK 5SCLK 6SCLK 7SCLK 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSClK* 1.260 2.711 4.864 3.604 1.752 2.348 
2SClK* 0.000 0.775 3.023 1.847 ~.124 2.766 
3SCLK* 0.000 0.000 2.580 1.039 0.549 2.821 
4SCLK* 0.000 o.OOO 0.000 1.795 2.932 4.472 
5SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.429 3.944 
6SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.097 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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TABLE VII (Continued) . . 

Remedial Education Function at Institution K 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

**********************••· 
lSCLK 12 34.83 
2SCLK 12 51.25 
3SCLK 16 46.13 
4SCLK 15 46.67 
5SCLK 15 44.10 
6SCLK 8 35. 94 
7SCLK 6 25.0Q 

************************* 
H= 7.644 

General Education Function at Institution K 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
lD OBS RANK 

************************* 
lSClK 12 25.33 
2SCLK 12 40.50 
3SCLK 16 52.88 
4SCLK 15 51.00 
5SCLK 15 56.10 
6SCLK 8 37.19 
7SCLK 6 5.00 

·············~··········· H• 32.895 

119 

2SCLK 3SCLK 4SCLK 5SCLK bSCLK 7SC&.K .............................................................. 
lSCLK• le860 3e1d4 2.862 3.635 0.978 3.018 
2SCLK* 0.000 1.591 1.184 2.252 0.560 3.470 
3SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.233 Oe409 1.619 3.770 
4SC&.K* 0.000 O.OOO 0.000 0.362 1.280 3.784 
5SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 l.891 ~.705 
6SCLK* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 2.925 

************************************************************* 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Functfon at Institution L 

2SCLL 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCll 14 43.86 
2SCll 24 42. 54 
3SCLL 22 31.32 
4SCll 12 61.38 
5SCll 14 66.14 
6SCLL 6 63.00 
7SCLL 4 72. 88 

************************* 
H= 23.064 

3SCLL 4SCLL 5SCLL 6SCLL 7SCLL 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLL* O.O 1.093 1.401 1.855 1.412 1.554 
2SCLL* 0.000 1.504 2.051 2.534 1.907 2.105 
3SCLL* 0.000 0.000 3.173 3.592 2.329 2.801 
4SCLL* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.628 O.O 0.925 
5SCLL* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.501 0.430 
6SCLL* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.218 

···························································~· 

Transfer Function at Institution L 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLL 14 41.82 
2SCLL 24 40.17 
3SCLL 22 48.14 
4SCLL 12 49.63 
5SCLL 14 60.50 
6SCLL 6 60.50 
7SCll 4 60.50 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 12 .<143 

ZSCLL 3SCLL 4SCLL 5SCLL 6SCLL 7SCLL 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lS~Ll* 0.138 0.900 0.948 2.415 1.637 1.355 
2sCLL* o.oon 1.201 1.183 2.744 1.865 l.542 
3SCLL* 0.000 0.000 0.211 2.106 1.411 1.162 
4SCLL* 0.000 O.OOC 0.000 l.950 1.304 1.074 
5SCLL* o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo a.coo o.ooo 
6SCLL* o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.aoo o.ooo 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution L 

2SCLL 

PCP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLL 14 37.4• 
2SClL 24 43.81 
35(.;LL 22 32. 32 
4SCLL 12 78.00 
5SCLL 14 68.07 
oSCLL 6 4,.67 
7SCLL 4 45.50 
************************* 

H= 31.443 

3SCLL 4SCLL 5SCLL 6SCLL 

121 

7SCLl 
************************************************************* 

lSCLL* 0.868 0.3o0 3.259 2.682 1.J05 ~.859 
2SCLL* 0.000 l.497 3.•99 2.831 0.3o7 0.100 
3SClL* o.oco O.OQO 4.276 3.875 1.410 1.260 
4SCLL* 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.552 2.246 2.819 
5SCLL* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 10389 2.007 
oSCLL* o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo 0.000 o.JOO o.o 

************************************************************* 

Gu'Jance and Counseling Function at Institution L 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
ass 

AVERAGE. 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLl 14 44. 57 
2SCU .24 52.98 
3SCLL 22 44.34 
4SCLL 12 45. 50 
5SCLL 14 49.43 
oSCLL 6 53.00 
7SCLL 4 57.25 
************************* 

H= 2.2.ll 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution L 

2SCLL 

PCP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLL 14 50.61 
2SCLL 24 49.90 
3SCLL 22 30.30 
4SCLL 12 71.00 
5SCLL 14 50.36 
6SCLL 6 52.50 
7SCLL 4 52.88 
************************* 

H= 18.184 

3SCLL 4SCLL 5SCLL bSCLl 

122 

7SCLL 
************************************************************* 

lSCLL* 0.092 2.157 1.912 0.096 0.338 0.108 
2SCLL* 0.000 2.473 2.274 0.094 O.l59 0.168 
3SCLL* 0.000 0.000 3.769 2.177 l.7o5 1.810 
4SCLL* 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.903 l.811 1.602 
5SCLL* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.519 0.114 
bSCLL* 0.000 0.000 O.OOC 0.000 0.000 0.458 

************************************************************* 

General Education Function at Institution L 

PCP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLL 14 39.36 
2SCLL 24 42.56 
3SCLL 22 45.84 
4SCLL 12 48.75 
5SCLL 14 67.36 
bSCLL 6 51.17 
7SCLL 4 60.00 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 10.580 



TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution M 

2SCLH 

POP 
ID 

NO Of 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLM 18 45. 22 
2 SC LM 27 40 • l 7 
3SCLM 31 47.52 
4SCLM 10 82. 70 
5SCLM 14 83.54 
6SCLH 5 84. 50 
7 SCLM 7 76. 79 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Ha 34. 280 

3SCLM 4SCLH 5SCLH 6SCLH 7SCLH 

···~························································· lSCLM* 0.748 0.209 3.002 3.528 2.573 2.276 
2SCLM* 0.000 0.970 3.231 3.953 2.634 2.547 
3SCLM* 0.000 0.000 3.109 3.447 2.364 2.155 
4SCLH• a.ooo o.ooo o.ooo 0.119 o.o 0.099 
5SCLH* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.143 0.605 
6SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.410 .............................................................. 

Transfer Function at Institution M 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
LSCLM 18 24• 83 
2SCl.M 27 59.35 
3SC LM ll 55.23 
4SCLM 10 58.20 
SSCl.M 14 78oll 
6SCLM 5 72.90 
7SCLH 7 75.21 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Ha 33. 362 

2SC LH 3SCLM 4SCLH 5SCLH 6SCLH 7SCU4 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLH* 3.687 3.473 2.739 4.386 2.806 3.283 
2SCLM* o.ooo 0.559 O.li6 2.280 1.020 1.402 
3SCLH* 0.000 0.000 0.234 2.704 1.341 1.751 
4SCLM* o.ooo a.ooo o.ooo 2.010 1.034 1.345 
5SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.783 0.513 
osCLM* o.aao o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo 0.251 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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TABLE VII (Continued} 

Occupational Education Function at Institution M 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLM 18 31.56 
2SCLH 27 56. 72 
3SCLH 31 53.40 
4SCLM 10 70.40 
5SCUI 14 62. 89 
6SCLM 5 71.10 
7SCLM 7 90. 43 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 22.237 

2SCLM 3SCLH 4SCLH 5SCLH 6SCLH 7SCLM 

***"**•••···················································· lSCLH* 2.663 2.133 3.008 2.960 2.643 3.603 
2SCLM* 0.000 0.393 1.075 0.625 0.896 2.694 
3SCLH* 0.000 0.000 1.353 0.926 1.107 2.567 
4SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.772 O.O 1.129 
5SCLH* 0.000 O.OOO 0.000 0.000 0.515 2.192 
6SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.421 

···~························································· 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institut~on M 

POP NO Of AVERl'.GE 
IO OBS ~ANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1 SCLM 18 29. 78 
2SCLM 27 46.94 
3SCLH 31 55-26 
4SCLM 10 73.80 
5SCLM 14 75. 54 
6SCLM 5 89.50 
7SCLM 7 81.21 
·····················•*** 

H= 34.064 

2SCLM 3SCLH 4SCLM 5SCLM 6SCLH 7SCLH 

•••-1<••······················································· lSCLH* 1.855 2.908 3.036 3.967 3.406 3.378 
2SCLM* 0.000 0.988 2.296 2.823 2.802 2.565 
3SCLM* 0.000 0.000 1.669 2.170 2.406 2.101 
4SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.154 1.038 0.441 
5SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.299 0.599 
bSCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.845 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education.Function at Institution M 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLM 18 34.33 
2SCLM 27 48.06 
3SCLM 31 63. 79 
4SCLM 10 70.50 
5SCLH 14 67.11 
6SCLM 5 70.50 
7SCLM 7 62.57 

************************* 
H= 16.882 

2SCLM 3SCLM ft.SCLH 5SCLM 6SCLM 7SCU4 
********************************•**************************** 

lSCLM* 1.457 2.985 2.723 2.897 2.125 2.309 
2SCLM* 0.000 1.914 1.845 1.760 1.398 1.173 
3SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.534 0.277 0.402 0.039 
4SCLM* 0.000 OoOOO 0.000 0.363 O.O 0.811 
5SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.286 0.655 
6SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.680 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

General Education Function at Institution M 

PCP 
ID 

Ntl OF 
OBS 

AV ERA GE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l SCLM 18 32• 72 
2SCLM 27 46.52 
3SCLM 31 5lo 23 
4SCLM 10 78 020 
5SCLM 14 78o.7l 
6SCLM 5 92e00 
7SCLM 7 78.71 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 34.754 

2SCLH 3SCLH 4SCLM !5SCLM . 6SCLM 7SCLM 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLM* 11390 l.941t 3.318 4.261 30338 3.395 
2SCLM* 0.000 0.565 2.590 3.127 2.779 2.412 
3SCLM* 0.000 0.000 2.252 2.767 2.536 2.119 
4SCLM• 0.000 OoOOO 0.000 0.384 0.881 0.322 
ssctM• o.ooo o.ooa o.ooo o.ooo l.444 o.o 
6SCLM* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.296 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution N 

2SCLN 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLN 18 47.50 
2SCLN 24 43.19 
3SCLN 26 42.40 
4SCLN 12 76.63 
5SCLN 12 74.50 
6SCLN 10 76.05 
7SCLN 6 53.00 

************************* 
H= 23.7C9 

3SCLN 4SCLN 5S.CLN 6SCLN 7SCLN 
************************************************************* 

lSCLN* 0.307 0.361 2.212 2.215 2.271 0.135 
2SCLN* 0.000 0.010 2.930 2.851 2.868 D.677 
3SCLN* 0.000 0.000 3.112 3.062 3.144 0.730 
4SCLN* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.436 0.432 1.321 
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5SCLN* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.~67 l.414 
6SCLN* o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.ooo o.ono i.106 

************************************************************* 

Transfer Function at Institution N 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
IO ass RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLN 18 4&.83 
2SCLN 24 51.98 
3SCL~ 26 56.15 
4SCLN 12 51. 75 
5SCLN 12 54.88 
6SCLN 10 73.50 
7SCLN 6 53.50 
************************* 

H= 7.059 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution N 

PCP NO OF AVERAGE 
[0 oas RANK 

··~······················ LSCLN 18 41.83 
2SCLN 24 52.40 
3SCLN 26 42.48 
4SCLN 12 67.58 
5SCLN 12 68.83 
6SCLN 10 79. 10 
7SCLN 6 57.17 

************************* 
H= 18.O10 

2SCLN 3SCLN 4SCLN 5SCLN 6SCLN 7SCLN 
************************************************•············ 

lSCLN* 0.922 0.072 2.443 2.516 3.238 0.806 
25CLN* 0.000 0.970 1.191 1.366 2.158 0.262 
3SCLN* 0.000 C.000 2.440 2e264 3-.189 1.072 
4SCLN* 0.000 0.000 0.000 Oe358 O.ij88 0.670 
5SCLN* o.ooo o.ooo o.oot1 o.ooo o.'aoo o.677 
oSCLN* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.029 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution N 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLN 18 44.22 
2SCLN 24 53.63 
3SCLN 2b 54.67 
4SCLN 12 55.71 
SSCLN 12 62.50 
6SCLN 10 68.60 
7SCLN 6 46.17 
************************* 

H= 5.524 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution N 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLN 18 60. 61 
2SCLN 24 62.56 
3SCLN 26 46~98 
4SCLN 12 52.38 
5SClN 12 48.79 
6SCLN 10 58.50 
7SCLN 6 45.50 

**•********************'* 
H= 4. 982 

General Education Function at Institution N 

PCP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

************~************ 
lSCLN 18 49.~9 
ZSCLN 24 52.17 
3SCLN 26 57.96 
4SCLN 12 60.54 
5SCLN 12 54.17 
6SClN 10 55.85 
7SCLN 6 50. 50 
************************* 

H= 1.548 
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APPENDIX C 

STATISTICAL TABLES ON THE PERCENTAGES OF 

RESOURCES ASSIGNED TO THE FUNCTIONS 



TABLE VIII 

THE KRUSKAL-WALLIS H SCORE AND THE MANN-WHITNEY Z TABLE 
ON THE PERCENTAGE OF RESOURCES ASSIGNED TO 

SELECTED FUNCTIONS BY INSTITUTION 

Community Service Function at Institution A 

POP NO OF AV ERA GE 
IO OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLA 17 28026 
2SCLA 20 400 75 
3SCLA 13 5lo 38 
4SCLA 11 85000 
5SCLA 18 3 60 33 
.6SCLA 8 50o13 
7SCLA 4 58ol3 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 38 0518 

25 CLA 3SCL A 4SCL A 5SCL.A 6SC LA 7SCLA 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLA* lo644 20465 4o6l4 lol34 lo54l loi49 
2SCLA* OoOOO lo377 4.543 Oo598 Oo96l lo488 
3SCLA* 0.000 0.636 4ol21 20012 b.227 Oo535 
4SCLA*********** OoOOO 80647 4.780 40071 30692 
sscLA••••••••••• o.o,c 00000•••••••••• lo450 2o047 
6SCLA*********** OoOOO OoOOO O.O OoO Oo7l9 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Transfer Function at Institution A 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
10 oa s RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLA 17 30003 
2SCLA 20 3lo50 
~SCLA 13 4bob9 
4SCLA 11 52. 50 
5SCLA 18 620 5o 
6SCLA 8 54000 
7SCLA 4 75.75 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 26.794 

2SCLA 3SCLA 4SCLA SSC.LA 6SCLA 7SCLA 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLA* Ool87 1.847 3.497 2.977 20920 2~947 
2SCLA* OoOOO 1.714 2.912 2.806 2.295 2.639 
3SCLA* OoOOO Oo636 0.713 1.740 Oo670 l.890 
4SCLA*********** 0.000 8.647 2.558 O.O 3.080 
5SCLA*********** 0.000 Oo000********** 1.472 0.869 
6SCLA*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 1.956 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Ed~cation Function at Institution A 
' .. ·, 

POP NO·OF AVERAGE 
10 085 RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
l5CLA 17 ze.12 
25 ClA 20 53. 92 
35CLA 13 37.04 
45CLA 11 54.09 
SSCLA 18 57.83 
6SCLA 8 40.50 
75CLA 4 4 7. 00 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 16.861 

2SCLA 3SCLA 4SCLA 5SCLA . 6SCLA 7SCLA 

······································~······················ 15CLA* 2.555 0.702 3.680 3.132 1.119 2.153 
25CLA* O.COO lob&2 0.149 O.O 1.192 0.475. 
3SClA* O.O'JO 0.636 1.901 1.837 0.224 1.001 
4SCLA*********** 0.000 8.647 lo487 1.067 0.980 
55CLA••••••••••• o.ooo o.ooo•••••••••• 1.594 i.421 
6SCLA*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O. 0.380 

······································~······················ 

Guidance and Couns•ling Function at Institution A 

POP NO Of AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLA 17 67.85 
2SCLA 20 49 .oz 
35CLA 13 . 51. 58 
45CLA 11 55.86 
55CLA 18 2i. 50 
65CLA 8 22075 
7SCLA 4 45.00 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 36 .427 

2SCLA 35CLA 4SCLA 5SCLA 6SCLA 7SCLA 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLA* 2.459 l.681 1.789 4.846 3.308 2.045 
2SCLA* 0.000 0.246 0.766 3.453 2.452 0.406 • 
3SCLA* 0.000 0.636 0.451 3.226 2.334 0.765 
4SCLA*********** 0.000 B.647 3e939 2.724. 1.055 
5SCLA*********** o.ooo o.ooo•••••••••• o.767 2.618 
6SCLA*********** 0.000 0.000 OoO O.O 1.582 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution A 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OiS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLA 17 33003 
2SCLA 20 55042 
3 SCLA U 540 85 
4SCLA 11 43086 
5SCLA 18 450 94 
6SCLA 8 3lo50 
7SCLA 4 60038 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 12.912 

2SCLA 3SCLA 4SCLA 5SCLA 6SCLA 7SCLA 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLA* 20624 20390 10440 lo505 Oo360 10402 
2SCLA* OoOOO Ool56 lo399 lol27 2.190 Oo526 
3SCLA• o.ooo Oo636 lo208 Oo972 20082 o.535 
4SCLA*********** OoOOO 80647 Oo459 10380 lol88 
5SCLA••••••••••• 00000 00000•••••••••• 10221 1.535 
6SCLA*********** Oo 000 Oo 000 OoO OoO l 0224 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

General Education Function at Institution A 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLA 17 69003 
2SCLA 20 40. 67 
3SCLA 13 45.96 
4SCLA 11 24036 
5SCLA 18 46.44 
6SCLA 8 55 .50 
7SCLA 4 13038 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 28.636 

2 SCLA · 3SCLA 4SCLA 5SCLA 6SCLA 7SCLA 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLA* 2.985 3.209 4.504 2.946 0.240 3.166 
2SCLA* 0.000 Oo705 1.513 0.827 1.228 2.034 
3SCLA* 0.000 0.636 2.384 0.202 0.729 2.341 
4SCLA*~******4** 0.000 8.647 2.735 1.866 1.712 
5SCLA••••••••~•• o.ooo o.ooo••••••~••• o.1qz 2.435 
6SCLA********~** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 1.713 

********~****************************n*******•*************** 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution B 

2SCLB 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
oas 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLB 18 48.06 
2SCLB 29 48,33 
3SCLB 17 59.88 
4SCLB 10 33.65 
5SCLB 11 44.64 
6SCLB 5 35.50 
7SCLB 4 43188 
************************* 

Hz 8e't87 

Transfer Function at Institution B 

POP 
IO 

NO Of 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLB 18 44,l 1 
2SCLB 29 34.69 
3SCL8 17 43,0b 
4SCLB 10 62.25 
5SClB 11 65,91 
6SCL8 5 67.70 
7SCLB 4 61.~0 

************************* 
H= 19. 256 

3SCLS 4SCLB 5SCl.B oSCLd 
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7SCLB 
************************************************************* 

lSCLB* 0,468 0,067 l.328 1.478 1.217 0,704 
2SCLB* o.ooo 1.354 3.561 3.098 2.aoo 1.490 
3SCLB* 0.000 0.636 2.188 2.422 1.949 1.360 
4$CLB*********** 0.000 8.647 11298 1.100 0.976 
5SCLB*********** 0,000 0.000********** 0.232 O.O 
oSCLB*********** o.ooo ~.ooo o.o o.n o.254 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution B 

PCP 
ID 

NO OF. 
08 s 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

•************************ 
1SCL8 18 49.28 
2SCLB 29 39.50 
3SCLB 17 33.35 
4SCLB 10 73.90 
5SCLB 11 48. 50 
6SCLB 5 64.10 
7SCLB 4 68.l3 
************************* 

H= 21.353 

2SCL8 3SCLB 4SCl-8 SSCLB 6SCLB 7SCLB 
************************************************************* 

lSCLB* 1.127 1.751 i.360 0.230 r..907 l.298 
2SCLB* 0.000 0.991 3.988 0.794 l.83' 2.285 
3SCLB* 0.000 0.63o 3.546 1.417 1.901 2.17g 
4SCLB*********** 0.000 8.647 1.833 O.l63 0.812 
5SCLB*********** o.ooo o.OOO********** 0.s12 1.078 
bSCLB*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O o.o ry.437 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution B 

PCIJ 
ID 

NU OF 
OBS 

AV ERA GE 
RANK 

************************* lSCLB 18 34.94 
2SCLB 29 49,69 
3SCL~ 17 54.12 
4SCLB 10 61.00 
:>SCLB 11 · 48. 32 
6SCLB 5 4b.70 
7SCLB 4 25.00 
************************* 

H= 10.775 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution B 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLB lS 43. 94 
2 SCLS 29 60 062 
3SCLB 17 51. 53 
4SCLB 10 29.55 
5SCLB 11 47.05 
6SCLB 5 30. 10 
7SCLB 4 18.38 

************************* 
H= 20.166 

2SCLB 3SCLB 4SCLB 5SCLB 6SCLB 7SCLB 
************************************************************* 

15CLB* 2.158 0.845 1.480 0.340 1.046 1.813 
2SCLB* 0.000 1.242 30060 1.612 2.333 2.690 
3SClB* 0.000 0.636 2.325 0.431 1.708 2.303 
~SCLB*********** 0.000 8.647 10742 0.414 1.508 
sscLB*********** o.ooo o.ooo•••••••••• i.302 2.024 
6SCLB*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.~ 1.342 

********************************•···························· 

General Education Function at Institution B 

'\. 
~,~... ",,, 

POP NO OF."'-. ·nhAGE 
ID o~s RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLB 18 51.5b 
2SCLB 29 59.97 
3SCL8 17 53.88 
4SCL8 10 29.00 
5SCLB 11 28.73 
6SCLB 5 27.10 
7SCLB 4 35.13 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 21.172 

2SCLB 3SCLB 4SCL6 5SCLB 6SCLB 7SCLB 
************************************************************* 

lSCLB* 1.236 0.267 2.571 2.313 1.817 1.034 
2SCLB* 0.000 0.802 3.285 2.893 2.371 1.497 
3SCLB* n.coo o.636 2.608 2.311 1.821 1.129 
4SCLB*********** 0.000 8.647 0.764 0.731 o.o 
5SCLB*********** 0.000 0.000********** 0.058 Q.136 
oSCLB*********** 0.000 OoOOO O.O O.O 0.261 

········~··············································*•**** 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution C 

2 SCLC 

PCP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLC 14 46.14 
2SCLC 26 49.21 
3SCLC 18 45.14 
4SCLC 12 52.50 
5SCLC 15 51.27 
6SCLC 5 69.00 
7SCLC 6 29.00 
**~********************** 

H= 7.lo5 

Transfer Function at Institution C 

PCP 
ID 

~O OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLC 14 29.29 
2SCLC 26 40. 60 
3SCLC 18 58.42 
4SCLC 12 51.83 
5SCLC 15 57.97 
6SCLC 5 72.70 
7SCLC 6 47.33 
**-********************** 

H= 17.101 

3SCLC 4$ CLC 5SC.L C b5CLC 7SCLC 
************************************************************* 

lSCLC* 1.094 3.074 2.575 2.652 2.741 1.200 
2SCLC* 0.000 2.089 1.235 1.841 2.203 ~.536 
3SCLC* 0.000 0.636 0.617 0.055 1.171 O.PlO 
4SCLC*********** o.ooa a.o47 o.s97 2.011 0.395 
5SCLC*********** o.ooo o.OOO********** 0.977 o.715 
6SCLC*********** C.000 0.000 o.o O.O 1.314 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VIII {Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution C 

2SCLC 

PCP 
ID 

NO Of 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLC 14 43.14 
2SCLC 26 43.56 
3SCLC 18 37.64 
4SCLC 12 77.67 
5SClC 15 41.83 
6SCLC 5 36.90 
7SClC 6 83.00 

************************* 
H= 29 .05~ 

3SCLC 4SCLC 5SCLC 6SC LC 7SCLC 
************************************************************* 

lSCLL* 0~58 0.542 3.150 0.134 0.379 2.867 
2SCLC* 0.000 0.851 3.709 0.223 0.617 3.468 
3SCLC* 0.000 0.636 3.706 0.478 0.152 3.368 
4SCLC*********** 0.000 8.647 3.362 2.401 O.O 
5SCLC*********** 0.000 0.000********** 0.442 3.0bl 
6SCLC*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O 0.0 2.598 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution C 

POP 
IO 

NO Of 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLC 14 5 7. 43 
2SCLC 26 50.08 
3SCLC 18 53.19 
4SCLC 12 25. 00 
5SCLC 15 51.87 
6SCLC 5 51.90 
7SCLC 6 42.50 
************************* 

H= 11. 771 

137 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution C 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLC 14 60.93 
2SCLC 26 56. 98 
3SCLC 18 53.08 
4SCLC 12 28.56 
5SCLC 15 45.40 
6SCLC 5 34.40 
7SCLC 6 28.50 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 18.221 

2SCLC 3SCLC 4S CLC 5SCLC 6SCLC 7SCLC 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLC* 0.480 0.796 3.064 1.655 1.873 2.431 
2SCLC* 0.000 0.402 3.022 1.472 1.791 2.327 
3SCLC* o.ooo 0.636 2.331 0.883 1.365 1.815 
4SCLC*********** 0.000 8.647 1.938 0.476 O.O 
5SCLC••••······· o.oo~ 0.000••········ 0.841 1.547 
6SCLC*********** 0.000 O.OOC O.O O.O 0.404 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

General Education Function at Institution C . 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLC 14 60.07 
2SCLC 26 56.85 
3SCLC 18 53.47 
4SCLC 12 20.0CI 
5SCLC 15 47.57 
6SCLC 5 47.20 
7SCLC 6 30083 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 2lo 142 

2S':LC 3SCLC 4SCLC 5SCLC 6SCLC 7SCLC 
. •••••••**********•···············•••********•~··············· 

lSCLC* 0.373 Oo849 3.533 1.338 lo241 20024 
2SCLC* o.ooo 0.302 4.100 l.123 0.684 10853 
3SCLC• o.~oo Oo636 30224 0.695 Oo764 l,549 
4SCLC*******O** OoOOO 80647 3.383 3.437 O.O ssctc••*•••••••• 00000 o.ooo•••••••••• 0.090 10359 
6SCLC*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 0.755 

·············································~··············· 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Cornrnuni ty Service Function at Institu:ti on D 

ZSCLD 

PCP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLO 16 53.56 
2 SC lD 2 8 6 2 • 7 9 
3SCLD 15 51.30 
4SCLD 14 50.21 
5SCLD 17 51.47 
6SCLD 6 39.~8 

7SCLD 9 40.56 
************************* 

H= 6.527 

Transfer Function at Institution D 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSClO 16 53.06 
2SCLO 28 34.82 
3SCLO 15 54.83 
4SC LO 14 38.2 9 
5SCLD 17 78.76 
6SCLD 6 53.83 
7SCLD 9 80.06 
************************* 

H= 33.628 

3SCLO 45 CLO 5SCLD oSLLD 7SClD 
************************************************************* 

lSCLD* 2.415 0.289 1.538 2.888 o.o 2.618 
2SCLD* 0.000 2.363 0.246 4.172 l.30b 3.958 
3SCLD* 0.000 0.636 1.578 2.719 O.O 2.143 
4SCLD*********** 0.000 8.647 3.371 1.006 3.092 
sscLD*********** o.ooo o.ooo••******** 1.598 0.321 
6SCLD*********** 0.000 O.OOC . O.O O.O 1.493 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution D 

2SCLO 

POP 
IO 

NO UF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLO 16 57.00 
2SCLO 28 64.84 
3SCLO 15 31. 33 
4SCLD 14 50.00 
5SCLD 17 43.15 
6SClD 6 60.92 
7SCLO 9 63.17 
************************* 

H= 15.820 

3SCLD 4SCLD 5SCLD 65CLD 
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7SCLD 
************************************************************* 

lSCLD* 0.915 2.449 0.685 1.331 0.151 0.577 
2scLD* o.ooa 3.197 1.686 2.so9 0.092 0.010 
3SCLD* 0.000 0.636 2.046 l.477 1.694 2.010 
4SCLO*********** 0.000 8.647 0.744 0.767 1.227 
5SCLO*********** 0.000 0.00C********** 1.145 l.673 
6SCLD*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 0.119 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution D 

PCP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLO 16 61.69 
2SCLO 28 59.79 
3SClD 15 53.40 
4SCLD 14 58.64 
5 SC LO l 7 41 • 6 2 
oSCLO 6 42.17 
7SCLD 9 35.72 

**•********************** 
H= 11 .051 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution D 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLO 16 56.38 
2SCLO 28 52.88 
3SCLD 15 64.83 
4SCLD 14 57.14 
5SCLD 17 41.74 
6SCLO 6 60.08 
7SClD 9 37.78 
************************* 

H= 8.777 

General Education Function at Institution D 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLD 16 52.38 
2SCLO 28 48.61 
3SCLD 15 64.43 
4SCLD 14 65.21 
5 SC LO 1 7 46 • 5 9 
6SCLD 6 56.50 
7SCLO 9 39.50 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 7 • 771 
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TABLE VIII {Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution E 

2SCL E 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLE 16 45.50 
2SCLE 13 39.54 
3SCLE 10 32.15 
45ClE 18 41.53 
5SCLE 16 41.41 
6SCLE 6 65.50 
7SCLE 6 48.08 

************************* 
H= 8.456 

Transfer Function at Institution E 

POP 
ID 

NU OF 
OBS 

AVERAl>E 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLE 16 25.2~ 
2SCLE 13 30.92 
3SCLE 10 54.80 
4SCLE 18 44.22 
5SCLE 16 59.25 
6SCLE 6 53.67 
7SCLE b 39.17 
************************* 

H= 2 2 • 2f'l 2 

3SCLE 4SCLE 5SCLE: bSCLE 
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7SCLE 
************************************************************* 

lSCLE* 0.634 2.680 2.233 3.581 2.567 2.llo 
2S~LE* 0.000 2.154 1.471 3.083 l.d59 0.842 
3iCLE* 0.000 0.636 1.109 0.134 0.22~ l.2~5 
~set~*********** ~.000 e.647 l.a1s o.Br9 ~.574 
~SCLE*********** n.ooo 0.000********** 0.59~ 2.557 
6SCLE*********** 0.000 n.000 O.O 0.n 1.169 

************************************************************* 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution E 

2SCL E: 

PGP 
lD 

NO OF 
085 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLE lb 18.56 
ZSCLE 13 52.J8 
3SCLE 10 21.30 
4SCLE 18 59.03 
5SCLE 16 40.09 
6SCLE 6 70.17 
7SCLE 6 46.50 

************************* 
rl= 37.406 

3SCLE 4SCLE 5SCLE 6SCLE 7SCLE 
************************************************************* 

lSCLE* J.642 1.732 4.342 2.781 3.449 2.477 
2SCLE* J .000 2.465 0.773 1.185 l.245 0.666 
jSCLE* 0.000 0.636 3.552 1.772 3.181 1.649 
4SCLE*********** 0.000 8.647 2.525 1.217 1.219 
5SCLE*********** 0.000 0.000*********~ 3.295 0. 798 
6SClf*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 1.967 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution E 

POP 
IO 

NO UF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLE 16 44.o9 
2SCLf 13 50.~8 
3SCU:. 10 44.25 
4SCLE 18 33. l.l 
SSCLE 16 45.09 
6SCLE 6 39.33 
7SCLE 6 48.83 
************************* 

H= 4.937 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution E 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLE 16 40. 13 
2SCLE 13 49.12 
3SCLE 10 49.95 
45CLE 18 41.78 
5SCLE 16 39.44 
6SCLE 6 19.33 
7 SCLE 6 62.67 

************************* 
H= 13.050 

2SCLE 3SCLE 4SCLE 5SCLE oSCLE 7SCLE 
************************************************************* 

lSCLE* 1.078 1.262 0.149 0.085 2 .428 2 .297 
2SCLE* 0.000 0.065 0.810 l.087 2.430 1.144 
3SCLE* 0.000 0.636 0.789 1.188 2.595 1.242 
4SCLE*********** 0.000 8.647 0.294 1.743 1.680 
5SClE*********** 0.000 0.000********** 1.932 2.149 
6SCLE*********** 0.000 0.000 ').0 0.') 2.687 

************************************************************* 

General Education Function at Institution E 

2SCLE 

POP 
10 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLE 16 69.13 
2SCLE 13 43.12 
3SCLE 10 47.45 
4SCLE 18 32o l 9 
5SCLE lo 37.31 
6SCl.E 6 11.so 
7SCLE 6 440 75 
************************* 

H• 32. 857 

3SCLE 4SCLE 5SCLE 6SCL E 7SCLE 
************************************************************* 

lSCLE* 3.098 20454 4.160 3.645 3.591 2.853 
2SCLE* 0.000 0.409 L.312 o.729 2.416 0.180 
3SCLE* 0.000 0.636 1.600 1.095 3.072 o.392 
4SCLE*********** 0.000 B.647 0.646 2.271 1.589 
5SCLE*********** 0.000 0.000********** 2.731 0.936 
6SCLE*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 3.108 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Corrmunity Service Function at Institution F 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLF 11 49.68 
2SClf 15 36.53 
3SCLf 16 38.56 
4SCLF 18 39.61 
5SCLF 13 54.08 
6SCLF 6 49.25 
7 SC L F 5 2 9. 4 0 
************************* 

H= 8.106 

Transfer Function at.Institution F 

POP 
10 

NO OF 
Ol:iS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLF 11 29.82 
2SCLF 15 36.53 
3SCLF 16 43.36 
4 SC LF 18 4 7. 5 0 
5SCLF 13 43.27 
oSCLF 6 53.50 
7SCLF 5 52.30 
************************* 

H= 6. 799 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution F 

2 SC LF 

POP 
ID 

NLl OF 
OBS 

AVE RAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLF ll 37.db 
ZSCLF l~ 36.LO 
3 SC LF 16 31 • t ,,i 

4SCLF lt1 59. 7'.> 
5SCLF 13 32.23 
6 SC Lf 6 4 0. 33 
7SClf 5 73. 4fi 
************************* 

H = 24. oC3 

3 SC LF 4SCLf 55CLF 6SCL F 
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7SCLF 
************************************************************* 

lSCLF* 0.3lb n.652 z.528 0.561 0.154 2.633 
~SC Lr* o.oao 0.044 2.952 o.568 n.479 2.65L 
JSCLF* O.J00 0.63b 3.299 O.lj5 0.905 2.9~1 
~SCLf*********** 0.000 B.647 3.121 l.983 1.871 
5SCLF*********** ~.000 0.000********** C.818 Z.9a2 
bSCLF*********** 0.oao o.0oc o.o 0.0 2.347 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution F 

POP 
w 

NO O.F 
uBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLf 11 47.09 
2SCLF 15 52.10 
3SCLF 16 49 .06 
4SCLF 18 37. 50 
5SClf 13 31.38 
6SCLF b 42.2~ 

7SCLf 5 2 9. 80 
************************* 

H= 9. 66b 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution F 

POP 
IV 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

***********************~* 
lSCLf 11 54.4:> 
2SCLF 15 49.90 
3SClf lo 39.69 
4SCLf 18 33.64 
5SClf 13 45.~3 
6 SC Lf 6 4 0. l 7 
7SCLF 5 30.60 
************************* 

H = d. 821) 

General Education Function at Institution F 

POP 
ID 

~O OF 
Ob S 

AVERAGE 
KANK 

************************* 
lSCLF 11 46.55 
ZSCLF 15 47.33 
3SCLF 16 44.o3 
4SCLf 18 38.89 
5SCLF 13 43.o2 
6SCLF 6 34.b~ 

JSCU 5 31.60 
************************* 

H= 3.086 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution G 

POP 
lU 

NO OF 
iJBS 

AVERAuE 
RANK 

************************* 
1 SC LG 11 4 7 d 2. 
2SCLG 27 53.35 
3SCLG 20 40.22 
4SCLG 12 52.o3 
5SCLG 9 43.67 
6SCL(:; 1 40.14 
7SCLG b 34.59 
************************* 

H= 5. 745 

Transfer Function at Institution G 

i:>CP 
ID 

NO OF 
ues 

AVER Abt 
KANi<. 

************************* 
lSCLG 11 ~0.27 
~SCLG 27 41.48 
35CLG 20 46.20 
4SCLG 12 30.40 
5SCLG 9 62.17 
bSCLG 1 60.57 
7SCLG b 55.33 
************************* 

H= 11.550 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution G 

.:'.SCLG 

PC.P 
ID 

NU OF 
JBS 

AV ERAGI: 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLG 11 38.7J 
2SCLG 27 '+4.~9 
3SCLG 20 38.07 
4SCLG 12 o6.4o 
~scu; 9 ,.1.oj 
oSCLG 1 44.57 
7SCLG 6 65.42 
************************* 

H= 13.381 

3SCL (:, 4SCLG 5SCLG 6SC LG 
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7SCLG 

•************************************************* 4******** 
lSCLG~ o.704 0.146 2.393 0.311 c.~ . 1.884 
ZSCLG* ).000 0.952 L.384 0.242 0,.144 1.7?8 
JSCLG* n.ooo o.63o 2.bbC 0.40~ 1.~14 z.~59 
4SCLG*********** 0.000 8.047 i.232 ~.Jl2 a.19~ 
5SCLG*********** J,000 D.000********** n,164 l.855 
6SLLG*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O 0.1 l.oO~ 

~************************************************************ 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution G 

PCP 
H.1 

NO OF 
QB S 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLG 11 ;8.18 
.:. SCLG 27 51. 9o 
jSCLG 20 4tl.3tl 
45CLG 12 48.79 
5SCLu 9 39.94 
bSCLG 1 47.JO 
75CL1.> b 35.SU 

************************* 
H::: 4.1!>1 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution G 

POP 
10 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
l SC lb 11 4 7 • 00 
2SCLG 27 53.57 
3SCLG 20 4~.38 
4SCLG 12 43. 00 
'SCLG 9 38.ll 
6SClb 1 4l.8o 
7SCLG 6 52.5C 
************************* 

Ii.: 4. 332 

General Education Function at.Institution G 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERA.;E 
RANI\ 

***********.************* 
lSCLG 11 54.82 
2SCLG 27 43.93 
3SCLG 20 54.10 
4SCLG 12 40.46 
5SClG 9 49.28 
6SCLG 7 40.~3 
7SCLG 6 32.5C 
************************* 

H: 5.779 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Conmunity Service Function at Institution H 

2 SCLH 

POP 
lD 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

*********************•*** 
lSCLH 14 b6u~l 
2SCLH 37 50.40 
3SCLH 22 65.J7 
4SCLH 20 74. 5 7 
5SCLH 14 82.ll 
6SCLH 11 04.50 
7SCLH 9 61.33 
**•********************** 

H= ll.324 

Transfer Function at Institution H 

PCI' 
lU 

NU OF 
UBS 

AVERA"E 
RANK 

**~********************** 
lSCLH 14 45.25 
ZSCLH 37 4~72 

3SCLH 22 67.66 
4SCLH 20 b3.97 
5SCLH 14 86.61 
oSCLH 11 88.50 
7 SC LH 9 82 • 00 
********•**************** 

H= 23.050 

3SCLH 4$ ClH 5SCLH 6SCL H 
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7SCUi 

*******************•***************************************** 
lSCLH* 0.472 1.869 1.737 2.671 £.472 L.092 
2SCLH* 0.000 l.890 1.739 3.436 3.040 2.353 
3SCLH* 0.000 0.63o 0.357 l.495 1.547 l.057 
4SCLH*********** O.~JO 8.647 2.051 2.056 1.545 
5SCLH*********** 0.000 0.000********** 0.392 1.258 
bSCLH*********** 0.000 C.000 O.O O.O 0.540 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution H 

PCP NO O~ AVERAGE 
10 OBS ~ANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLH 1~ 46e43 
~SCLH 37 72104 
jSCLH 22 471do 
4S,LH 20 d2eo7 
SSCLH 14 St:l1d2 
b SCLH 11 o7 109 
'TSClH 9 63101 
··~********************** 

H• 151.H.2 

2SCLH 3SCLH 4SCLH SSCLH 6SCLn 7SCLH 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLH* '10lJ 013~6 .2,770 01d62 114~5 11148 
~SCLH* 01000 21317 01934 11411 ~1510 n1730 
lSCLH• 01000 ~.b3b 31l6d 11004 1.~19 l1lQS 
4SCLH*********** 01~,o ~.o47 2.156 11215 11314 
5SCLH~********** o.ooo n.oco•••******* 0.1~4 ~1;40 
osc~H*********** o.ooo 01000 o.~ c.~ ~1269 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution H 

l'OP 
lU 

NU OF 
UBS 

AVERAGE: 
RANK. 

************************* 
lSCLH 14 73, ots 
2SCLH 37 62,81 
j5CLH a 78.l~ 
4SCLH 20 ol.10 
5SCLH 14 49.o4 
t>SCLH 11 54. d.2 
7SCLH 9 59.17 
************************* 

H::: 7.996 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution H 

POP 
ILl 

Nu OF 
UBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lS~LH 14 71.CO 
25CLH 37 63.dl 
3SCLH 22 b6.82 
't SC L H 20 5 8. l 7 
5SCLH 14 bl.50 
6SCLH 11 66.09 
7SCLH 9 61.26 
************************* 

H= 1.396 

General Education Function at Institution H 

PUP 
llJ 

NO OF 
JBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
1 SC LH 14 71 d 9 
2SCLH 37 bl.70 
J~CLH 22 77.68 
4SCLH 20 53.52 
5SCLH 14 64.40 
6SCLH 11 55.55 
7SCLH 9 61.39 
************************* 

H* o.112 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) ' 

Community Service Function at Institution I 

2SCL I 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANi<. 

************************* 
lSCll 14 60.18 
2 SC LI 2 8 40 • 5 7 
3SCLI 18 50. 72 
4 SC LI lo 60. l 9 
5SCLl 20 08.00 
6SCL1 7 68. 14 
7SCll 5 38.90 

************************* 
H<= 14. 392 

3SCll 4SCLI 5SCLl 6SCLI 7SCLI 
************************************************************* 

iscu• 1.635 0.025 o.303 o.s4o 0.261 1.138 
2SCLI* 0.000 l.297 2.336 3.147 2.214 O.lo4 
3SCLI* 0.000 0.036 lol04 lo856 l.3o7 0.834 
4SCL1*********** 0.000 8.647 0.920 0.~35 1.508 
SSCLI*********** o.ooo o.OOO********** o.029 1.870 
6SCL1*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.I) 1.603 

************************************************************* 

Transfer Function at InstitutioD I 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OllS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCll lit 46. 04 
2SCll 28 46.91 
3SCL1 18 70.28 
4SCL1 16 48.91 
5SCLI 20 60.05 
6SCL1 1 76.07 
7SCLI 5 29.40 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H.. 15. 203 

ZSCll 3SCL1 4SCL1 5SCL1 6SCLI 7SCLI 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCll* 0.163 Z.485 0.190 l e336 Z.422 1.315 
2SCLI* 0.000 2.345 0.296 l.462 2.093 1.398 
JSCll* 0.000 0.636 2.055 1.082 0.495 2.188 
4SCL1*********** 0.000 8.647 1.141 1.798 1.248 
SSCLI*********** 0.000 0.000********** 1.233 1.889 
6SCLI*********** 0.000 O.OOC O.O O.O 2.105 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VlII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution I 

PCP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLI 14 45057 
2SCLl 28 55.27 
3SCLI 18 Ho ~2 
4SCLI 16 79 o9 l 
5SCL1 20 't8. dO 
6SCLI 7 72029 
7SCLI 5 5lo50 

••4•••··················· H= 20 .231 

2S C.LI 3SCLI 4SCLI 5SCLI 6 S:: LI 7SCLI 

···············································~············· lSCLI* 0.925 6.858 3.112 0.180 2.464 0.238 
~SCLl* 0.000 1.801 2.457 0.658 l.179 0.229 
3SCLI* -0.000 0.636 3.697 lol64 l.7d9 J.566 
4~CLl*********** 0.000 80647 3.036 l.304 lo3l2 
ssCLI••••••••••• 00000 00000•••••••••• lo902 Oo034 
6SCLI*********** c.ooo o.ooo o.o· o.o 0.782 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution I 

PCP 
lO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AV ERA GE 
RANK 

••4••···················· lSCLI 14 70.39 
2SCLI 28 65.54 
3Sc.L 1 18 43 •. 50 
4SCLl lb 44.59 
5SCL1 20 44.05 
bSCLI 7 44.07 
7 SCLI 5 75 .90 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 18 0500 

2SCLI 3SCLI 4SCLI 5SCLI bSCLl 7SCL1 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLl* 0.344 2.489 2.565 2.598 2.049 0.531 
2SCLI* 0.000 2.314 2.265 Z~383 1.707 0.625 
jSCLl• o.ooo o.636 o.21a o.079 0.1&8 2.112 
4SCLI*********** OeOOO 80647 0.055 O.O 2.224 
5SCLI*******·**** o.ooo o.ooo••········ 0.031 2.176 
oSCLl*U*****...,** 0.000 01000 uoC 0.0 1.918 

******************************••••••*********~··············· 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution I 

PCP 
ID 

Nu OF 
UBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLI 14 62.25 
~SCLI 28 5ti.75 
3SCL1 16 52.81 
4SCLI lo 53.00 
5SC Ll 20 60."tO 
6SCLI 1 42.14 
7SCLI 5 24.80 
************************* 

H-= 8.275 

General Education Function at Institution I 

POP 
IU 

NJ OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
KANK 

**•********************** 
lSCLI 14 57.00 
2SCll 28 59.09 
3SCLl 18 bl.11 
4SCLI lo 45.j4 
:-,scu 20 47. 35 
bSCLl 1 37.93 
7SCLI 5 79.10 
**•********************** 

H-= 9 .172 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution J 

2SC LJ 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLJ 12 39.58 
25CLJ 25 57.32 
3SCLJ 20 b0.07 
4SCLJ 18 55.14 
~SCLJ 13 68.85 
65CLJ 17 61. 00 
7SCLJ 7 42.00 
************************* 

H= 7.656 

Transfer Function at Institution J 

POP 
lG 

NJ OF 
uBS 

AVERA(;E 
K.ANK 

************************* 
lSCLJ 12 68. 71 
2SCLJ 2~ 36.48 
jSCLJ 20 47.15 
45CLJ 18 66.89 
5SCLJ 13 64.77 
6SCLJ 17 60.53 
75LLJ 7 Bl.93 
************************* 

H= 20. 4o7 

3SCLJ 4SCLJ 5SCLJ 
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7$ CLJ 
************************************************************* 

lSCLJ* 2.565 1.854 0.279 0.523 0.62b C.735 
2SCLJ* O.OJO 0.865 3.425 2.633 2.358 3.429 
3SCLJ* c.OJO O.bjb l.764 1.548 l.1,n ~.238 
4SCLJ0t ******** 0.000 8.647 0.163 o.5n3. l.Jbl 
5StlJ*********** 0.000 n.oOO********** 0.425 1.167 
oSCLJ*********** o.)JJ ~.ooo o.o J.n 1.2Jb 

*¥*********************************************************** 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution J 

2SCLJ 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLJ 12 40.50 
ZSCLJ 25 71.30 
3SCLJ 20 43.52 
4SCLJ 18 68. 06 
5SCLJ 13 52.lj 
bSCLJ 17 47.97 
7SCLJ 1 61. 21 
************************* 

H= 16.104 

3SCLJ 4SCLJ 5SCLJ 6SCLJ 
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7$CLJ 
************************************************************* 

lSCLJ* 2.511 0.138 2.459 0.964 1.021 l.301 
lSCLJ* 0.000 2.698 0.550 1.755 2.300 0.438 
3SCLJ* 0.000 0.63o 2.315 0.859 0.571 l.4d8 
4SCLJ*********** 0.000 8.647 t.449 2.170 0.278 
5SCLJ*********** 0.000 0.000********** 0.404 1.168 
6SCLJ*********** O.ODO 0.000 O.O O.O l.54d 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution J 

POP 
ID 

f\10 OF 
08 s 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLJ 12 53.50 
ZSCLJ 25 48.48 
3SCLJ 20 61.27 
4SCLJ 18 56.ol 
55CLJ 13 49.40 
6SCLJ 17 6,.od 
7SCLJ 1 67.14 
************************* 

H= 5.09b 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedi~l Education Function at Institution J 

POP 
IU 

NO OF 
\JBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

**¥******•*************•* 
lSCLJ 12 41. dJ 
2SCLJ 25 oL.26 
3SCLJ 20 ~3.57 
~SCLJ 18 50.92 
~SCLJ 13 69.19 
6SCLJ 17 b3. 85 
75CLJ 7 4£.Jo 
*********•*************** 

rl= d. 749 

General Education Function at Institution J 

POP 
ID 

NLl OF 
uBS 

AVt:RA1.>E 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLJ 12 52.58 
25GLJ 2~ 58.90 
3SCLJ 20 67.j5 
4SCLJ 18 51. 80 
55CLJ 13 46.o5 
bSCLJ l7 57.21 
·1 S C L J 7 5 l. 5 7 
************************* 

H= 'te44l 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution K 

2.SCLK 

PCP 
w 

ND OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
KANK 

************************* 
lSClK 12 44.08 
2SCLK 12 43.21 
3SCLK 16 48.00 
4SCLK 15 35.50 
SSCLK 15 48.10 
6SCLK 8 37.81 
7SCLK 6 33.00 
************************* 

H= 4.746 

Transfer Function at Institution K 

PCP 
lU 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVE: RAGE 
KANK 

************************* 
lSCLK 12 15.42 
2SCLK 12 Jl.17 
3SClK 16 33.38 

.4SCLK 15 51.67 
5SCLK 15 60.80 
6SCLK a 46.63 
7SCLK 6 09.50 
************************* 

H=. 38.637 

3SCLK 45 CLK 5SClK 6SClK 
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7SCLK 
************************************************************* 

lSCLK* 2.194 2.551 3.008 4.439 3.743 3.425 
2SCLK* 0.000 0.486 1.762 3.40~ 2.283 2.870 
3SCLK* 0.000 Oa636 2.027 3.626 1.7~7 ~.232 
4SCLK*********** 0.000 a.647 O.jl9 0.993 1.246 
5SClK*********** 0.000 0.000********** 2.414 l.454 
6SCLK*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 2.802 

************************************************************* 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Educatton Function at Institution K 

2SCLK 

PCP 
IU 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLK 12 54.17 
2SClK 12 42.42 
~SCLK lo lb.56 
4SCLK 15 b2.o1 
5SCLK 15 36.20 
bSClK 8 44.44 
7SCLK b 51.25 

************************* 
H= 34.Ul 

3SCLK 45 CLK 5SCLK bSCLK 
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7SCLK 
************************************************************* 

lSCLK* 1.201 3.662 0.510 l.410 1.005 0.609 
2SCLK* 0.000 3.052 2.478 0.529 0.276 0.438 
3SCLK* 0.000 0.6jb 4.859 2.902 3.136 2.533 
4SCLK*********** 0.000 8.647 3.730 2.408 0.639 
5SCLK*********** o.ooo o.OOC********** o.795 1.oao 
oSClK*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 0.399 

*********************************************************'*** 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution K 

POP 
ID 

NO Of 
UBS 

AV ERA!;E 
RANK 

************************~ 
lSCLK 12 43.75 
2SCLK 12 46.i7 
~SCLK 1~ 29.~8 
4SCLK 15 50.00 
5SCLK 15 37.30 
bSCLK 8 53.81 
7SC LK 6 45. 50 
************************* 

H= 8.916 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution K 

2SCLK 

PGP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AV ERA GE 
RANK 

************************* 
l SCLK 12 53 .50 
2SCLK 12 47.08 
3SCLK 16 38. l 9 
4SCLK 15 43.33 
5SCLK 15 43. 50 
6SCLK 8 46.06 
7SCLK 6 13 .50 I 

************************* . 
H= 12. 789 

3SCLK 4SCLI<. 5SCLK 6S: LK 7SCLK 
************************************************************* 

lSCLK* 0.764 l.616 l.259 1.220 l.174 2.005 
2SCLK* 0.000 l.023 0.512 0.4;o 0.083 2.588 
3SCLK* J.000 0.636 0.623 0.622 0~899 2.281 
4SCLK*********** 0.000 8.647 O.O 0.339 3.049 
5SCLK*********** 0.000 0.000********** 0.202 2.964 
bSCLK*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 2.985 

************************************************************* 

General Education Function at Institution K 

POP 
[l) 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLK 12 55.58 
2SCLK 12 51.96 
3SCLK . 16 60. 81 
4SCLK 15 18. 50 
;SCLK 15 39.70 

. 6SCLK 8 33. 56 
7SCLK 6 27.50 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H:.. ·32 • 9 31 

2SCLK 3SCLK 4SCLK 5SCLK 6SCLK 7SCLK 
************************************************************* 

lSCLK* 0.529 0.844 30793 1.793 2.188 2.567 
2SCLK* o.ooo 1.801 3.917 1.448 2.oso 2.120 
3SCLK* 0.000 0.636 3.641 3.011 2.229 2.691 
4SCLK*********** OoOOO 8.647 2.943 1.901 1.916 
5SCLK********n** 0.000 ~.000********** 0.796 10427 
6~CLK********r** OoOOO 0.000 O.O O.O 0.398 

********~**************************************************** 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Corrununity Service Function at Institution L 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
iJBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLL 14 55.14 
2SCLL 24 48.33 
3SCLL 22 53.23 
4SCLL 12 74.50 
5SCLL 14 30.07 
6SCLL 6 21.00 
7SCLL 4 28. 00 
************************* 

H= 29. 729 

2SCLL 3SCLL 4SCLL 5SCLL bSCll 7SCLL 
************************************************************* 

lSCLL* 0.787 0.315 1.938 2.480 2.410 l.803 
2SCLL* 0.000 0.660 2.871 2.135 2.348 l.441 
3SCLL* o.ooo 0.6jo 2.128 2.112 2.101 2.023 
4SCLL*********** 0.000 8.647 4.144 3.634 3.248 
5SCLL*********** 0.000 C.000********** 1.019 O.O 
oSCLL*********** 0.000 O.OuO O.O O.O 1.225 

************************************************************* 

Transfer Function at Institution L 

POP NO OF AV ERA GE 
ID uBS RANK 

•••********************** 
lSCLL 14 53.4~ 
2SCLL 24 34.02 
3SCLL 22 65.66 
4SCLL 12 25 .88 
SSCLL 14 46.2\1 
6SCLL 6 69.l 7 
7SCLL 4 68.25 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H• 29 .635 

2SCLL 3SCLL 4SCLL 5SCLL 6SCLL 7SCLL 
************************************************************* 

lSCLL* 1.993 1.187 2.634 0.607 1.106 0.885 
2SCLL* 0.000 3.901 0.750 1.275 2.939 2.316 
JSCLL* 0.000 0.636 4.088 1.946 0.114 0.073 
~SCLL*********** 0.000 8.647 1.655 3.617 3.224 
5SCLL*********** 0.000 0.000********** 1.523 1.302 
oStll*********** 0.000 o.ooo o.o O.O '·O 

************************************************************* 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution L 

ZSCLL 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

**~********************** 
lSCLl 14 32.68 
2 SC LL 24 63 .OB 
JSCLL 22 33. 75 
4SCLL 12 62.63 
5SCLL 14 44.57 
6SCLL 6 59. 83 
7SCLL 4 51.88 

************************* 
H= 22. 360 

3SCLL 45Cll 5SCLL 6SCLL 
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7SCLL 
************************************************************* 

lSCLL* 2.787 O.U.O 2.436 1.171 2.019 1.4:>0 
2SCLL* 0.000 3.2J2 0.460 2.205 0.630 l.092 
3SCLL* 0.000 J.bJ6 2.813 1.73~ z.734 2.118 
4SCLL*********** 0.000 ti.647 2.211 0.594 1.508 
5SCLL*********** o.oao o.ooo•********* 1.241 o.343 
6SCLL*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 0.527 

************************************************************* 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution L 

POP 
10 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLL 14 50.57 
2SCLL ~4 54.02 
3SCLL 2.2 56.25 
4SCLL 12 41.25 
5SCLL 14 38.14 
6SCLL 6 45.83 
7SCLL 4 27.~0 

************************* 
H= 9. d20 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution L 

POP 
IO 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSClL 14 52.68 
2SCLL 24 45.5b 
3SCLL 22 48.45 
4SCLL 12 67.63 
5SCLl 14 46.07 
6SCLL 6 31.jJ 
7SCLL 4 28.,0 
************************* 

H= 11.804 

General Education Function at Institution L 

p~µ 

IU 
NO OF 

OBS 
AVERAG~ 

RANK 
************************* 

lSCLL 14 50.93 
2SCll 24 43.06 
jSCLL 22 48.64 
4S~LL 12 37.~0 
5SCLL 14 53.93 
oSCLL 6 54.50 
7SCLL 4 76.88 
************************* 

H= 8.086 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution M 

PLP 
I lJ 

NO OF 
\JBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLM ld 52. 78 
2SCLM 27 55.54 
3SCLM 31 5Q.b9 
4SCLM 10 bl• 50 
SSCLM 14 64.89 
6SC.LM 5 64. 90 
7SCLM 7 65.57 
************************* 

H= 3.680 

Transfer Function at Institution M 

POP 
w 

Nu OF 
uBS 

AVERAl.JE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLM 18 41. Oo 
.2SCLM 27 53.07 
~SCLM 31 b3e0b 
4SCLM 10 43.80 
'SCLM 14 67.04 
bSC1.M 5 73.40 
·1sC.LM 7 b5. 3b 

************************* 
rl.:: 10. l:3't3 
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TABLE VIII (Continued 

Occupational Education Function at Institution M 

POP NO Of AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLM 18 47111 
2 SCLM 27 681 b1 
3SCLM 31 50147 
4SCLM 10 92.50 
5SCLM l't 29. 75 
bSCLM 5 48.50 
7SCLM 7 68.21 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 30.1 a7 

2SCLM 3SCLH 4SCLH 5SCLM 6SCLM 7SCLM 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLM* 2.364 0.256 3.872 2.684 0.479 2.613 
2SCLM• - o.ooo 2.o~a z.132 3.343 1.423 0.478 
3SCLM* 0.000 0.636 J.466 2ol07 Oo046 1.454 
4SCLM*********** 0.000 8.647 3.757' Zo644 2.533 
5SCLM••········· o.ooo o.ooo••········ i.681 20435 
6SCLM*********** 0.000 0.000 OeO O.O le415 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution M 

POP NO OF AVERA~E 
10 OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLH 18 75.44 
2SCLM 27 52.91 
3SCLH 31 58•06 
4SCLM 10 31.40 
5SCLM !if lt.J. 75 
6SCLH ' 62.80 
7SCLM l 68.71 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 16.183 

ZSCLM 3SCLH 4SCLM 5SCLH 6SCLM 7SCLM 

······••,J<••·················································· lSCLM* 2.641 1.712 3.067 2.694 1.040 0.710 
2SCLM* 0.000 0.576 1•971 1.120 0.845 1.516 
3SCLH* 0.000 0.636 1•997 1.265 0.236 0.622 
4SCLM*********** O.OOO S.641 0.854 1.781 2,239 
5SCLM*********** o.ooo o.ooo••········ 1.314 1.751 
6SCLM*********** 0.000 0.000 O,O O.O 0.561 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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TABLE VIII (Continued 

Remedial Education Function at Institution M 

POP 
ID 

NO OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLM 18 53.78 
2SCLM 27 58.48 
3SCLM 31 56090 
4SCLM 10 o5o90 
5SCLM 14 4~o79 
6SCLM 5 56.~0 
7SCLM 7 62.14 
************************* 

H= 3.139 

General Education Function at Institution M 

POP 
lU 

NU OF 
OBS 

AVERAGE 
RANK 

************************* 
lSCLM 18 69.39 
2~CLM 27 52.04 
j$CLM 31 ~j.53 

4SLLM 10 33.10 
5~CLM 14 70.50 
6$CLM 5 55.20 
7~CLM 7 b0.07 
************************* 

H= 11.684 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Community Service Function at Institution N 

2SCLN 

1-'CP NO Of. AVERA<iE 
lD OBS RANK 

··~······················ 1 SCLN 18 48. ~3 
2SCLN 24 57,0b 
j)CLN lb 49.~b 
4SCLN l~ 55.00 
5SCLN 12 ~7.3~ 
6SCLt-l 10 71.21) 
7SCLN 6 46.33 
************************* 

H= 51367 

Transfer Function at Institution N 

PCP 
w 

NO OF 
UBS 

AVERAGE 
RANI'. 

************************* 
lSCLN 18 47.67 
2SCLN 24 31.44 
3SCLN 26 boobO 
4SCLN ll 58. 08 
5SCLN 12 61.50 
6SCLN 10 73.bO 
75CLN b 61. a3 
************************* 

H= L.2.. .943 

3SCLN 4SCLN 55CLN oSCLN 
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7SCLN 
***********************************************•************* 

lSCLN* 1.705 2.075 0.860 1.336 2.035 0.678 
2..SCLN* 0.000 4.LL4 2.375 J.lOd 3.338 1.217 
JSCLN* 0.000 1.o36 0.635 0.494 0.73~ 0.097 
4SCLN*********** 1,JJ1 8.647 0.089 l.3nb 0.~1b 
5$CLN*********** 0.000 0.000********** l.J07 3.48Q 
b~CLN*********** 0.010 0.000 O.O 0.1 0.220 

*******************~***************************************** 



TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Occupational Education Function at Institution N 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
IO OBS ~ANK 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLN • 18 sa.oo 
2SCLN 24 57.40 
3SCLN 26 37.90 
4SCLN 12 64. 75 
5SCl.N 12 58.75 
6SCLlll 10 71. 90 
7SCLN 6 46. 33 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 13. C39 

2SCLN 3SCLN 4SCLN 5SCLN 6SCLN 7SCLN ............................................................. 
lSCLN* 0~02b 1.884 0.385 0.086 0.872 0.956 
2SCLN* OeOOO 2.511 0.~32 0.15~ 1.534 0.687 
3SCLN* 0.000 0.6J6 2.192 2.115 3.185 0.198 
4SCLN*********** 0.000 8.647 0.700 0.100 0,948 
5SCLN·•·········· o.ooo o. ooo••········ 1.101 0.672 
6SCLN*********** 0 .000 0 .OOO O,O O. 0 O. 992 

·······~····················································· 
.'\ 

Guidance and Counseling Function at Institution N 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLN 18 59094 
2SCLN 24 75044 
3SCLN 26 59094 
4SCLN 12 34.75 
5SCLN 12 45042 
6 SCLN 10 l1 .50 
7SCLlll 6 16.83 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 31.9~7 

2 SCLN · 3SCLN ~S CLN 5SCLN · 6SCLN 7SCLlll 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLN* 2.243 o.076 2.851 10463 2.438 3.760 
2SCLN* 0.000 1.343 J.701 3,064 3.371 30585 
3SCLN* 0.000 0.636 z.107 10343 1.798 20767 
4SCLN*********** OoOOO &0647 1.084 Oo280 1.570 
5SCLN*********** 0.000 &OO<l"••******* 0.759 2.053 
6SCLN***********. o.OQO 0.000 G.O O.o 1.132 ............................................................. 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Remedial Education Function at Institution N 

POP NO OF AVERAGE 
ID OBS RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLN 18 52.72 
2 SCLN 24 64. 25 
3SCLN 26 61.38 
4SCLN 12 'tl olt2 
5SCLN 12 61t. 25 
bSCLN 10 40.30 
7SCLN b 21.33 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 16 .990 

2SCLN 3SCLN 4SCLN 5SCLN 6SCLN 7SCLN 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCl.N* 1.329 0.980 0.989 O. 876. loll6 2.265 
2SCLN* 0.000 C.328 2.i76 0.261 2.171 3ol67 
JSCLN* 0.000 0.636 10956 0.404 1.868 2.897 
4SCLN*********** 0.000 8.647 1.685 0.138 lo480 
5SCLN••••••••••• a.coo o.ooo•••••••••• 1.598 2.1t20 
6SCLN*********** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O 1.321 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

General Education Function at Institution N 

POP NO Of AVERAGE 
ID oas RANK 

••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
lSCLN 18 66.28 
2SCLN . 24 n. '+2 
3SCLN 26 60.54 
4SCLN 12 38. 96 
5SCLN 12 44.50 
bSCLN 10 18 .45 
7SCLN 6 211. 50 
••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

H= 34. 711 

2SCLN 3SCLN 4SCLN 5SCLN 6SCLN 7SCLN 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lSCLN* 0 •. 1101 0.826 2.461 1.813 3.726 2.37'+ 
4SCLN* 0.000 l.!>t.9 3.054 2.671;1 4.345 3ol74 
3SCLN* 0.000 0.6J6 2..097 1.633 3.655 2.502 
4SCLN*********** o.ooo 8.647 o.352 1.720 o.684 
sscLN********"** o.ooo o.ooo•••••••••• 2.2s1 i.zsa 
6~CLN********•** 0.000 0.000 O.O O.O le026 

********9**********************************•·~··············· 

171 



VITA 

James Barry Ballard 

Candidate for the Degree of 

Doctor of Education 

Thesis: THE ROLE AND FUNCTION OF PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES IN OKLAHOMA 
AS PERCEIVED BY CITIZENS, STUDENTS, FACULTY, ADMINISTRATORS, 
AND TRUSTEES 

Major Field: Higher Education 

Biographical: 

Personal Data: Born in Charleston, South Carolina, March 27, 1945, 
the son of James H. and Marie Ballard. 

Education: Graduated from Duncan High School, Duncan, Oklahoma, in 
1963; received an Associate Degree from the Oklahoma State Uni­
versity Technical Institute with a major in Drafting and Design 
Technology in 1966; received the Bachelor of Science Degree 
from Oklahoma State University with a major in Trade and In­
dustrial Education in 1967; completed requirements for the Mas­
ter of Science Degree in Technical Education at Oklahoma State 
University in August, 1969; completed requirements for the 
Doctor of Education Degree at Oklahoma State University in July, 
1973. 

Professional Organizations: American Institute of Design and Draft­
ing, American Technical Education Association, American Voca­
tional Association, National Education Association, Oklahoma 
Technical Society, Oklahoma Vocational Association, Oklahoma 
Education Association, and Red Red Rose. 

Professional Experience: Civil Draftsman for the City of Stillwater, 
Oklahoma, 1966-67; Structural Steel Detailer for Ricketts­
Weaver Engineering Service, Stillwater, Oklahoma, 1967-68; 
Drafting Instructor for the Technical Institute at Oklahoma 
State University, Stillwater, 1966-67; Instructor of Drafting 
and Design Technology at Northern Oklahoma College, Tonkawa, 
Oklahoma, 1967-69; Coordinator of Occupational Programs at 
Northern Oklahoma College, Tonkawa, 1969; Assistant State Su­
pervisor of Technical Education for the Oklahoma State Depart­
ment of Vocational and Technical Education, Stillwater, 



Oklahoma, 1969·72; Special Consultant on Technical Education to 
the Ministry of Education, PRODEM, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, for 
Oklahoma State University, 1973. 


