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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Definition of Terms
Throughout this paper, the term "junior college"
refers to two-year schools which offer courses beyond high
school and confer Associate, but not Baccalaureate, degrees.
The term junior college was first used because the only
function of these schools was to relieve four-year schools
of the burden of teaching freshmen and sophomores.

Later,

as their functions changed and multiplied, the term
"community junior college" was coined; and today this has
evolved into simply the "community college."

These various

functions are explained in greater detail in Chapter II of
this paper.

The technical differences between the junior

college and the community college are not the concern of
this paper, and the term "junior college" is used
throughout.
This paper is concerned with junior colleges which
serve two main functions; the first is the "transfer
function", and this refers to the act of preparing students
to transfer credit hours to four-year or upper-level
schools.

These courses are, on should be, equal to freshman

and sophomore courses which are taught at the senior
colleges.

The second is the "terminal function"; this
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refers to the preparation of students who do not plan to
continue their education beyond junior college.

These

terminal courses should prepare the students to become
productive members of our society with the two-year
Associate degree, or less.
In contrast to junior colleges, the term "senior
colleges" covers all four-year schools which offer at
least a bachelors degree, regardless of size. All colleges
which meet these conditions and which accept transfer
courses from the junior college are described by this term.
"Native students" is the term used to describe students
who, as entering freshmen, enrolled in a senior college
rather than a junior college.
Bockqround Information
The junior college movement in the United States,
as well as Texas, has boomed to such an extent that a
rapidly increasing number of students are transferring to
senior colleges or entering society as productive members
with Associate degrees.

To both groups, the quality of

economic education which is acquired in the junior college
is of the utmost importance, both for the individual and
for our democratic society.
During the past decade (1960-1970), the number of
junior colleges in the United States increased from 665 to
1,076, at an average rate of forty-one new junior colleges

per year.

At the same time, the student body, both full

time and part time, increased from 659,022 to 2,485,436.
For the state of Texas, the number of junior colleges
increased from forty-seven in 1960 to fifty-six in 1970,
or almost one new school per year.

Of more importance, the

student population in these Texas schools, both public and
private, increased a phenomenal 191 per cent from 1960 to
1970.

Texas had 40,774 students in 1960 and 118,720 in

1970.

The number of students enrolled in junior colleges

per 10,000 population is one measure of the importance and
size of the junior college movement in any state.

In

comparison with the rest of the United States, Texas ranked
sixteenth from the top in this category of total enrollment
per 10,000 population.

As of 1970, junior colleges in Texas

provided jobs for 3,692 full-time faculty members, 1,681
part-time faculty members, and 630 administrators (1).
Analysis of the above statistics discloses some
very pertinent facts.

Junior college education is a large

and growing factor in today's process of higher education.
At least 25 per cent of the nation's college students
attend junior colleges.

Approximately one-half of all

freshmen are at present enrolled in junior colleges (78:1).
It is certainly evident that a significant portion of the
population is using the junior college to further their
education beyond the high school level.

Twenty years ago, at the genesis of the growth of
the junior college movement, teachers and administrators
were commonly hired away from high schools and even elementary schools.

Today, the trend has moved toward the

hiring of teachers with a newly taken Masters degree from
a senior college (53:13); this has opened up a vast job
market for people with Masters degrees.

In today's academic

circle, if one is planning to teach with less than a
terminal (Doctors) degree, the junior college warrants
serious consideration.

More than ever before, senior

colleges are becoming aware of the personnel needs of the
junior college systems.

Junior College Centers at our

state universities are many and growing; the one at the
University of Texas in Austin is probably the most active
in Texas.

Recent graduates from the the University of Texas

in Austin have taken jobs as the presidents of colleges
in Florida, Texas, and other states.

Texas Tech University

has a Junior College Center for Professional Development
which concentrates its efforts in the West Texas region.
At such centers and departments, courses in the study of
the junior college are offered to prepare graduates to
teach and function more effectively in the junior college
system.

Also, these centers endeavor to provide better

understanding, in general, as to what the junior college is,
and what it is not.

Misconceptions still abound; however,

one fact is evident—the time is past when teachers and

administrators can dismiss the junior college as simply
two more years of high school.
Because of the very magnitude of the junior college
movement, administrators and faculty members at senior
colleges must be aware that the junior colleges are a
growing source of students for junior- and senior-level
courses.

Although many junior college students, at the

time of enrollment in post-high school courses, are unsure
of their future goals, definite trends have been observed.
From a sample of the junior college students in the United
States, it has been found that two-thirds of the entering
junior college freshmen plan to continue their education
beyond the junior college; and, in fact, one-third actually
make the transition (15:64).

The interesting point here is

that the one-third who actually transfer from junior college
to senior college are only known after the fact.

In Texas,

this means that senior colleges have a potential source of
students each year whose number is close to 40,000; but
these 40,000 actual transfer students cannot be identified
among the group of 80,000 potential senior college transfers
who enter the junior college system each year.

This is one

of the major problems of the junior college today, since
the junior college instructor cannot always separate the
transfer students from the terminal students.
Junior colleges serve many legitimate functions
other than just the transfer function.

The terminal

function, which includes occupational and technicalvocational skills, is an integral part of the junior college
curriculum.

Continuing education for the community at

large, including night schools or the evening college as
well as other adult education programs, must also be
included when considering junior college functions.
student body is (guite diverse, to say the least.

The

It is

safe to say that this diversity of the student body, both
in background and future goals, is probably the main
problem of the junior college today.

This paper takes a

closer look at how Texas junior college teachers handle
the problem of student diversity, as well as other important
problems.
Statement of the Problem
Senior colleges in Texas, as well as other states,
accept transfer students from at least a portion of Texas
junior colleges.

Texas Tech University is no exception;

the Fall of 1971 saw approximately 600 students come to
Texas Tech from Texas junior colleges alone.

Since these

students are readily accepted into degree programs at such
large state universities, it will be beneficial to find
out more about the educational process and teaching methods
at junior colleges, especially in the field of economics
and economic education.

Since it prepares many students for the transition
from junior to senior college, the Texas junior college
must be assumed to have relatively high quality teaching.
This assumption is based on the simple fact that many
courses (math, English, history, and even economics) are
accepted by the senior colleges as being equal to their
own freshman and sophomore courses.

For example, principles

of economics (the two-semester course) which is taught at
South Plains College or Odessa College can be substituted
for and assumed equal in quality to principles of economics
as taught at Texas Tech.

But, is this really the case?

Many senior college instructors would doubt it; others
would not.

Also, junior college economics instructors

should have the proper academic background and training
in economics before they are allowed to teach transfer
courses.

How many junior college instructors have an

economics degree?

Are their credentials adequate?

Again,

in reality few facts are known about this group of
educators.
Textbooks used, class sizes, courses offered, and
other variables must be considered if concerned parties
are to understand how economics is being taught at the
junior college level.

Because of the increasing influence

of junior colleges and because of a lack of original research
in the specific area of economic education at these schools,
a fact-finding study is in order.

It is the contention
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of this paper that too little is known about economic
education as specifically applied to the junior colleges
in the state of Texas.
Importance of the Study
Original research in the area of economic education
at junior colleges could benefit a number of different
groups in the realm of higher education in Texas.

At the

senior college level, information concerning economic
education at junior colleges v/ould benefit the various
economics departments and economics instructors since it
could give them a more realistic picture of what is going
on in this rapidly growing field of junior college education,
There is still much confusion as to what the junior colleges
are and are not doing.

Research in this area could confirm

or deny many preconceptions and misconceptions which now
exist about junior colleges, especially in the state of
Texas.
From the other end of the spectrum, the Texas junior
college instructors who participate in this study and see
the results of the survey will perhaps have a better idea
of how their institutions compare to other similar institutions in the state.

Participating schools can see how

their courses, teacher education, class sizes, et cetera,
compare with other schools.

A junior college may be above

or below average, and certain changes could be considered.

Last, and possibly the most important, the junior
college student, both the terminal and the transfer student,
can benefit from research in this area.

Anything which

might possibly improve the teaching of economics, either
principle of economics or other courses, would directly or
indirectly benefit the junior college student.

Terminal

students who have been in courses geared to fit the needs
of the transfer student have been perhaps neglected, and
this is possibly the case if there is a very limited
schedule of economics courses offered.

What courses do

the junior colleges offer and who do they try to reach?
This is one of the questions which this study attempts to
answer.

Better teaching at the junior college level could

possibly stimulate more students to transfer to the senior
college.

In Texas, in general, and at Texas Tech, in

particular, the number of incoming junior college transfer
students who plan to major in economics is so small as to
be insignificant.

Of the approximately 600 junior college

transfer students who came to Texas Tech in the Fall of
1971, only four listed economics as their probable
major (112).

Even though the choice of majors is subject

to change after the student gets oriented in the senior
college, it is a very poor showing indeed.

Since over

50 per cent of all junior college transfer students to
Texas Tech go either to the College of Business or the
College of Arts and Sciences, the number of economics
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majors is appallingly low; this would seem to imply a lack
of stimulating economic education experiences at the junior
college.

It is also possible that the junior college is

concentrating either too much or too little effort on the
transfer student.

To whom the junior college is directing

its economics courses is most important, and the answer
will help to identify trends, both good and bad, in the
teaching of economics at a significant number of Texas
junior colleges.
Persons who aspire to teach in junior colleges will
also benefit from research in this area.

It is all too

easy to go from graduate school to the junior college with
a less-than-adequate knowledge of the inner workings of
these important institutions.

To view the junior college

as an extension of the high school is to be out of step
with the times and to put an unnecessary burden on the
junior college student.

Masters degree candidates (and

others) who will someday, either by choice or by chance,
teach in the junior college must know how economics is
being taught there (6:163, 53:12).
need to be made.

Perhaps some changes

By looking at trends in junior college

teaching, assessment can be made as to what, if anything,
needs to be done in this area.
It now should be evident that a survey of economic
education in Texas junior colleges can and will provide
much useful information to a number of people.

The junior

11
college teachers and students can see how they compare, in
many areas, with their counterparts on a state-wide level.
Economics instructors and prospective teachers who are now
(or will be) graduate students at Texas Tech will know
more about how their subject is being handled at the junior
colleges.

A look at the major feeder schools to Texas

Tech will give a better idea about what is going on in the
field of economics and economics departments at these
nearby junior colleges. A closer interinstitutional relationship and better communications between the junior
college and the senior college, as well as between the
junior colleges themselves, could be another benefit of
a study of this type.
Benefits may also accrue to other departments on
the Texas Tech campus.

The Texas Tech University Center

for Economic Education, under the able guidance of John C.
Gilliam, can perhaps use the information from the results
of this survey as it attempts to assist those in high
schools, junior colleges, and senior colleges who are
interested in raising the level of economic understanding
of their respective students.

No research has been done,

as far as the author knows, in the area of economic education which specifically directed at the Texas public
junior college system.

The purpose of this study, then,

is to survey the teaching of economics in our Texas public
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junior college system and to make a contribution, however
small, to the field of economic education as applied to
these schools.

CHAPTER II
A SURVEY OF THE LITERATURE
The Junior College
A survey of the literature related to junior
colleges contributes to a better understanding of the
junior college movement, the teachers and students in the
movement, and the evolution of the numerous functions of
this institution.

Historically, the development of the

junior college in the United States was a direct result
of the efforts of a number of senior college administrators
(92:143).

These German-trained scholars thought it

desirable that the first two years of post-high school
education was better left to some institution other than
the professional and research oriented university.

Since

this was the trend in Germany, where many of the administrators had recently studied, it was natural that the idea
of fourteen years of preparatory work prior to entering
the university began to be accepted by many educators in
the United States.
The genesis of the junior college movement came
from the University of Chicago.

Ross and others agree

that William Rainey Harper, President of the University
of Chicago, was the father of the junior college movement
(43, 15). In 1896, the school was divided, not physically
13

14
but academically and administratively, into the Senior
College and the Junior College.

Each college had its own

faculty, staff, philosophy, et cetera; this was the beginning of the junior college in the truest sense of the word.
Four years later, in Joliet, Illinois, the first two-year
college, independent of both the senior college and the
high school, was established.
college had begun.

The evolution of the junior

California and Kansas, in 1907 and

1917 respectively, were the first states to take legislative
action to support and fund the formation of state junior
colleges (23:10, 92:144).
The next turning point in junior college development, according to a number of authors, was the formation
of the American Association of Junior Colleges in 1920
(23:10, 43:55).

This organization was responsible for

establishing communication among the fledgling schools.
Eventually, the philosophy of the junior college as an
educational institution began to evolve.

This early

philosophy of the junior college was clearly stated by
Alexis F. Lange who said:
The junior college will function adequately only
if its first concern is with those who will go
• no farther, if it meets local needs efficiently,
if it enables thousands and tens of thousands
to round out their general education, if it turns
an increasing number into vocations for which
training has not hitherto been offered by our
school system (23:11).
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The American Association of Junior Colleges, in
1930, began a publication which today still serves as the
professional journal for the junior college movement.
The Junior College Journal.

The association also publishes

the Junior College Directory which provides a wealth of
statistical information relating to junior college growth
and development (1).
The late 1930's saw the junior college evolve into
the "community junior college," following the guidelines
of the general statement of objectives quoted above.

The

idea that education was a right rather than a privilege
was being more accepted, and service to the community was
on the increase.

The opportunity for students to finish

only high school was no longer adequate to meet the needs
of a rapidly changing and maturing society.
In Texas, public junior colleges have been in
existence since as early as 1921, with the establishment
of Weatherford College at Weatherford, Texas (1:74).
However, state aid to junior colleges did not come until
1941.

By 1948, there were thirty-three public junior

colleges in Texas which were receiving state aid (44:141).
In 1965, the legislature established the Co-ordinating
Commission on Higher Education, and junior colleges were
finally accepted as a vital part of Texas higher education.
One division of this commission. The Committee on Junior
Colleges, works to insure qaiality in Texas junior college
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education and governs such activities as reviewing general
academic courses, developing new programs, and working
with the state legislature on junior college policy recommendations (44:144).

By making Texas junior colleges a

part of the state's far-reaching Master Plan for development
of higher education, steps were taken which will insure
that Texas, along with California, Florida, Illinois, and
others, will continue to be a leader in the junior college
movement (15:29).
Functions of the Junior College
The functions of junior colleges have grown to
include much more than education only for transfer to the
four-year university.

Along with the terminal function,

today's junior colleges provide a host of services to the
community and its indigenous population.

A modern compre-

hensive junior college serves the transfer function, as
well as the career-oriented terminal function. Technicalvocational training, various community services, as well
as continuing education also are legitimate functions of
the junior colleges.
Technical-vocational education is a vital part of
a vast number of junior colleges.

Experienced people from

the trades are hired, many on a part-time basis, to teach
everything from nursing to welding (15:70, 43:179).
Health services, city planning, and the industrial arts
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are taught in programs ranging in length from a few months
to two years.

Job re-training also is a vital part of this

aspect of the junior college and has become increasingly
important as technological displacement has increased due
to rapid change in the structure of society (87:101).
Many students who would not pursue an academic degree are
given skills which were not available to them a few years
ago.

Because of this one role of the junior college,

educational opportunities for a large sector of the population has been greatly expanded.
Community services provided by the modern junior
college range from trying to alter the cultural makeup
of the community to providing junior college facilities,
both recreational and educational, to interested groups,
including many civic and local organizations (39:12).
In some cases, the junior college "speaker series" brings
many prominent speakers, entertainers, and other cultural
events to the community and provides a service which otherwise vADuld not be available to many areas. Courses in the
junior college curriculum are often designed to meet local
needs, and include such things as sewing courses, dog
grooming courses, and the like.

As these services have

grown and developed, it is easy to see why many people use
the term "comprehensive community college" and have tended
to avoid the use of the term "junior college."
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Continuing education in the junior college is an
area which falls between purely academic education and
community services.

Many people simply take courses with

no intention of transferring to the senior college or
changing jobs and are only interested in self-fulfillment.
Housewives, and others with the time and inclination, help
to fill many junior college classes.

These people are

usually older than the average student and tend to take
courses related to such things as child-care, homemaking,
and general culture-oriented courses (39:157).

The con-

tinuing educational function overlaps another important
area of junior college service—that of part-time education
Part-time educational services are mainly the duty of the
evening division of the junior college.

Most of these

students are again above the average age of the regular
day student and are mainly concerned with bettering their
economic and occupational position, even though it is
necessary for most to work full time.

These people often

transfer to senior colleges after taking a number of loverlevel courses, but this is the exception rather than the
rule (25:426).
The best known writers in the junior college field
generally agree that the five functions listed above, even
though there is some overlapping, are probably the most
important of the junior college as it has evolved up to
this time (5:24, 25:435, 38:2).

If the present trend
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continues, the functions of today's rapidly growing, multifaceted junior college will surely continue to change and
expand.
The Junior College Student
The student in the modern junior college has been,
and still is, the subject of perhaps more research than
any other segment of the junior college movement.

Cross

and others have chosen to look very closely at the junior
college student as he functions in the first two years of
his college career (10:47, 25:269).

Motivation, socio-

economic background, and academic ability are among the
main areas which are studied in this phase of the literature.

The most outstanding fact which is evident from the

many comprehensive studies of the junior college student
is this:

there is no such thing as a "typical" junior

college student.

Diversity of the student body is evident

to a greater degree than can be imagined by most senior
colleges.
Many students chose to attend the junior college
because of their financial situation.

There are many

advantages to living at home while continuing one's
education, and the community college is an ideal institution
to help the student meet this need.

It has also been shown

that more junior college students hold more jobs, either
part time or full time, than their senior college
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counterparts.

The necessity of having to work affects the

overall academic performance of junior college students
and makes the comparison of junior college students with
senior college students most difficult, if not impossible.
Other variables, such as the parents' education, student
goals and motivation, age, self-concepts, maturity, et
cetera, are all known to affect the junior college student
and his performance.

The student in the modern junior

college tends to be more oriented to the practical aspects
of his education than is the average senior college student.
In a large portion of the literature in this area,
it is recognized that the above description of the junior
college student fits the terminal student and not necessarily
the transfer student.

However, research related to the

transfer student is very much in evidence (24, 34, 43).
This research on the transfer student is, of necessity,
after the fact.

Before transfer, it is impossible to

determine, simply by student characteristics, which students
will transfer and which will discontinue their education
after two years of study in the junior college (57).
Knoell and Medsker are the recognized leaders in this
field of study (24, 34, 71). A pioneer in the junior
college field, Leonard V. Koos, also has published works
concerning the junior college student, from 1924 to the
present.

His writings tend to be more technical than the

works of either Knoell or Medsker, and make most of Koos'
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work difficult for the layman, but not the professional,
to read and understand (25). Also, most of the books
published in the junior college field, which are of a more
general nature than the above writers, usually have at
least one chapter devoted to the problems and prospects of
the transfer student (24, 34, 43).
Studies relating to the transfer student are
usually very statistically rigorous.

Attempts are made to

follow selected control groups, both from the junior
college and the senior college and from the freshman
level until graduation.
many trends are evident.

From such comprehensive studies,
On the whole, junior college

students do not perform as well as do the native students.
Transfer students take longer to complete the four-year
senior college program; but the reasons for this are many
and varied and include uncertainty of goals and choice of
majors, lack of self-confidence, credits lost in transfer
from junior to senior college, et cetera (24:177).

Grade-

point averages for junior college transfers, both while
working on a degree and at graduation, are usually below
those of students who started at the senior college.

The

first semester in the junior college sees the grades of the
transfer student drop below average, only to show a steady
increase until graduation (24:176).

Dismissal from the

senior college due to grade-point deficiencies is not as
great as would be imagined, usually less than 10 per cent
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of all junior college transfers (71:6).

Many drop out due

to financial problems, marriage, and often failure to see
the relevance or the practical aspects of the senior
college curriculum.

Even though the junior college transfer

students seem to have a more difficult time, academically,
than the native senior college students, a majority of the
transfers nevertheless stay until graduation.
The Junior College Teacher
Research relating to the junior college teacher is
not as comprehensive as are studies concerning the student,
but there is still concern in this area of the junior
college movement.

Most of the current literature seems

to be in agreement as to what academic qualifications a
competent teacher should have if he is on the faculty of ^
today's multi-faceted junior college (14:8, 15:115, 20:221,
23:52).

A Masters degree in the teaching specialty is

considered to be sufficient, since there are no junioror senior-level courses taught in the junior college.
Because of the complexities of the junior college, which
were previously mentioned, it is also desirable that junior
college teachers have certain courses in higher education
related to junior college characteristics, students,
curricula, et cetera.

Certification for the junior college

teacher was also required in the early part of the movement,
but most states have followed the lead of California (1966)
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and are today moving away from this practice.

Many teachers

tended to view teacher certification as part of the "high
school syndrome" of the junior college and the Masters
degree now signifies competence in the teaching field
(15:2, 53:13-15).
As another qiiality of the junior college teacher,
it is also desirable that they be able to teach in more
than one subject area (75:22).

Enrollment in many junior

college courses, including economics, is relatively light;
course offerings are somewhat limited (as the next chapter
of this paper shows); and teachers are often unable to
devote 100 per cent of their time to a single field
(15:113, 59). There also exists the possibility for
teaching in the evening division of the junior college, and
the teacher must accept this fact if he teaches in the
junior college.
Along with dual teaching assignments, there are
many other problems associated with junior college teaching.
Since the junior college is primarily a teaching institution,
and emphasis on research is almost nil, course loads of
fifteen to eighteen hours per semester are not uncommon,
with an average of two to three preparations.

This heavy

teaching load means lack of time for the instructor to
keep abreast with changes in his field, as well as lack
of time for other forms of professional refreshment.

A

lack of clerical help, office space, office supplies, and
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physical facilities, in general, also contribute to the
problems of junior college teaching.

These shortages

occur mainly because of the limited junior college budget,
which is another of the major problems in the junior
college today (14:9).
The diverse background of the junior college student
is also a problem to junior college teachers.

Open door

admission's policies in the junior colleges tend to admit
students who have poor academic backgrounds, and such
policies can make the teacher's job even more difficult
(14:21, 39:24, 43:280).

In higher academic circles, junior

college teachers do not seem to enjoy a good reputation;
they are criticized for lack of academic background, lack
of college teaching experience, failure to do research,
lack of membership in professional organizations, and so
forth (85:209).

It should be noted, however, that Knoell

and Medsker have researched the junior college teacher,
mainly with the goal of finding out about education and
experience, and have found their respondents to be adequately prepared for junior college teaching (6:137, 34:172).
Also, the next chapter of this paper deals, in part, with
Texas junior college teachers, their qualifications, and
preparations.

Since the junior college is an independent

entity in the field of higher education, its teachers should
be viewed not in the light of what would be considered "good"
for high school or senior college teachers, but in the
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light of what is needed to be considered "adequate" for
the two-year institution.
Within the last twenty years, the movement has been
toward more and better preparation for junior college
teachers.

As late as 1950, not a single college or

university offered a program dealing with the preparation
of the junior college faculty members (20:217).
this is not the case (15:116).

Today,

Junior College Centers in

education departments around the country are making great
strides forward, but still more effort is needed if the
junior colleges are to be supplied with better qualified
instructors.

Qualified teachers mean that the junior

college students will have a better chance at (quality
education, and this quality in education is one of the
main goals of the teaching-oriented junior college today.
As of 1968, over 200 colleges and universities reported
that they do something toward the preparation of junior
college teachers, and 100 of these said that such programs
were "extensive" preparation programs (15:116, 23:49).
However, the effect of this increased effort toward junior
college teacher training is still relatively unknown, and
further study is vitally needed in this area.
From the literature, the most apparent effects of
teacher preparation seem to be that two-year institutions
can now hire competent, well-trained teachers without
having to draw as heavily as before on former secondary
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school teachers (39:14).

True, many secondary school

teachers are still hired to teach in the junior college,
but their percentage as a portion of new junior college
teachers hired is on the decline (15:115).
This survey of the literature relating to the junior
college is far from exhaustive.

There are many other

general works concerning the movement, its problems, and
its characteristics.

The material cited in this portion

of the survey is meant only to be representative of such
works, and the authors cited are generally acknowledged
to be the leaders in their field.

From the survey of the

literature, there seems to be a great amount of agreement
among junior college scholars as to junior college problems
and prospects which confront this relatively new institution
in American higher education.
Economic Education
The Need for Economic Education
It is a commonly recognized fact that the operation
of a democratic society rests upon an educated populace.
In the past half century, our society has grown and evolved
to a point where it can no longer tolerate a great amount
of illiteracy, especially economic illiteracy.

The United

States and its people are in a position of world leadership,
and decisions made through our democratic process affect
the whole of mankind.

By viewing the United States position
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in this light, the importance of an adequately informed
people becomes readily observable.

Many people would

agree that economic decisions are among the most important
decisions of the day.

Without a certain level of economic

understanding, a majority of the people cannot possibly
understand the current system of government, modern business
structure, inflation, other economic systems, and a host
of other problems.

Without such understanding, the main

news events of the day, in newspapers and on television,
will go unnoticed, or worse, misunderstood, by a large
segment of our society.

This is a threat to the very

existence of our system, as well as the existence of any
other working democracy.

To quote Ben Lewis:

"The case

for economics is made of the same stuff as the case for
democracy itself" (74:665).

Also, individuals of our

nation are almost daily (and especially at election time)
faced with decisions which require a degree of economic
intelligence.

At other times, citizens must use their

limited resources to reach many diverse goals.

This

minimum understanding about the nature of production,
consumption, and distribution can only be imparted through
the efforts of those concerned with economic education.
To see the importance of economic events and their
impact on society, it is necessary to look back only a
few years.

The Great Depression and the stock market

crash of 1929 scarred a great many Americans for life.
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Yet, it is doubtful that a majority really understand what
happened or why.

The same is true for rapid changes in

government, business, and labor during the early part of
this century.

The 1940's, with World War II and other

events, have had implications for the growth of government,
the national debt, production, distribution, et cetera;
the list is without end.

It is not difficult to see that

many social and political malfunctions of the times were
the result of a lack of understanding of basic economic
events and their consequences.

Unless such events are

understood and viewed objectively, there is always the
danger of repetition of past mistakes.

Objectivity, in

turn, implies wisdom in decision-making (choice) on the
part of the people and is a must for our society.

In fact,

a liberal education would seem to be less than complete
without at least a certain amount of economic education.
The purpose of economic education, then, is to assist the
people in the democratic decision-making process, with all
of its complexities, uncertainties, and repercussions, as
well as to assist those who enter the business world.
Yet, many competent authorities doubt that these
functions of economic education are being properly
performed (67:9, 73:5, 100:1, 110:3).

A brief look at

the history of thought on economic education shows that
this is not a recent phenomenon (72:21-26).
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A Historical Review
Prior to the Civil War, the study of political
economy was concerned with what was to become the study of
economics, but the period of the late 1800's saw the
economics profession per se take an interest in economic
education.

As early as 1890, there was concern by the

economics profession about the teaching of basic economics
(72:21).

Economists began to see that a basic understanding

of our rapidly changing society was beyond the grasp of
many of our citizens.
The American Economic Association (AEA) , founded
in 1885, was an effort to correct and prevent many misconceptions about economics and economic problems.

At the

birth of the association, Richard T. Ely stated that:
One aim of our association should be the education
of public opinion in regard to economic questions
and economic literature. In no other science is
there so much quackery and it must be our providence to expose it and bring it into merited
contempt (7 2:22).
Concern for economic education is one, but not the only,
aim of this reputable professional organization.

The first

efforts of the AEA were directed toward commercial and
business education and the relationship of economics to
these fields (72:28).

These efforts coincided with the

trend of the times when almost all people left or graduated
from high school and went into industry with less than a
Baccalaureate degree.
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In 1918, the first report was given to the AEA by
its committee which dealt with economics in the secondary
schools (90). The main emphasis of this report was upon
teaching approaches used in high schools.

It was found,

through the use of mailed questionnaires, that the "theory"
approach was less favored than the "problems" approach
or the "history" approach (90:310).

The early 1920's saw

interest in economics education grow as college enrollments
increased and business and industry began to become more
complex and more intellectually demanding (91, 93). As
John Maynard Keynes, the New Deal, and the depression
evolved to create and explain new macroeconomic problems,
the concerns about the teaching of economics did not
lessen, but were simply redirected (94, 95). In the early
1940's, the AEA proposed the formation of and appointed a
committee to
. . . consider the contents of the elementary
course in economics and other courses for the
war and post-war period; integration of economics
and other social-science subjects; cooperation
with associations and foundations in promoting
education in economics (100:vii).
This committee on the Undergraduate Teaching of Economics
and the Training of Economists was composed of Paul O'Leary,
Laurence Phalan, J. J. Spongier, Blair Stuart, Albert Wolfe,
and Chairman Horace Taylor (100:xii).
With the submissin of the "Taylor Report" in 1950,
the economics profession, through the medium of The
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American Economic Review (AER), became fully dedicated to
the proposition that " . . . conditions must be created
to encourage the effective study and experimentation with
economic education and to facilitate the communication of
the results" (100:33).

This committee and its sub-

committees surveyed, again via mailed questionnaires, such
areas as elementary economics courses, social science
courses, high school economics, use of visual aids, and
other topics (100:1,72,96,107,180). Because of this report
and other related events, the period from about 1946 to
1950 marks the genesis of the modern era of concern about
economic education.

Another revival was to come in 1965,

and since that time concern about economic education has
increased in geometric proportions.
In 1956, the AEA appointed a standing Committee on
Economic Education which is still very active in the field
(88:623).

In 1965, this committee redoubled its efforts,

due to a mandate from the AEA, and began to be more aware
of the need for research in certain areas of economic
education (89:615, 45:565).

Research was conducted on

programmed learning (using before and after tests),
televised economics courses, and other teaching methods
(47:549, 69:556).

The committee began to compile the

results of experiments in the teaching of economics in
order to build a body of knowledge on the subject and
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provide better channels of communication for the results
of these research projects (18).
As would be expected, the AEA, with its committees,
programs, projects, et cetera, has been the leader in the
field of economic education; and this is a proper role
for the organization.

However, it would be a mistake to

think that the AEA is the only concerned organization.

In

recent years, other organizations have been active in the
field of economic education.
The Joint Council on Economic Education (JCEE) is
fast becoming the leader in the field.

The Council sponsors

twenty-four regional councils, numerous \Nrc)rkshops, seminars,
in-service training programs, et cetera (16:147).

The

Council publishes research reports in the area of economic
education as well as the relatively new Journal of Economic
Education (JEE) , which started in 1969 (103:5).

M. L.

Frankel says about the Joint Council that:
It is this organization, and only this one, that
has the close affiliation and cooperation of the
AEA, the regional Economic Associations, and the
major professional groups of the National Education
Association in carrying out its programs (13:11).
The Journal of Economic Education promises to be
a valuable asset to those interested in economic education.
Selected articles deal with experimentation, evaluation,
methodology, teaching aids, et cetera (103:5).

The JEE,

along with the works of Gerald G. Green and K. G. Lumsden,
represent the results of efforts to compile and combine
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the most outstanding works in the field of economic
education (16, 29, 30). These attempts at compilation of
the literature are badly needed, for without such efforts
at a synthesis of research in this area, researchers may
continue to repeat experiments rather than build on an
existing body of knowledge.
As the field of economic education has grown, almost
every professional economics journal has published articles
about the teaching of economics today.

Although to a

lesser degree than the AER, the Southern Economic Journal
(SEJ) seems to be devoting a considerable amount of space
to articles on economic education, mainly due to the efforts
of Rendigs Fels (63, 64). Interest in the subject area
has also been expressed in articles in the Texas Outlook,
The Educational Record, The Balance Sheet, and others
(27, 52, 86, 97).
Other Concerned Organizations
Along with The American Economic Association and
the Joint Council on Economic Education, the Committee for
Economic Development (CED) plays a major role as an educational agency in the field of economic education.

The CED,

in conjunction with the AEA, was responsible for the formation of the Joint Council on Economic Education in 1949.
The CED states its general policy as that of trying to:
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Initiate studies into the principles of business
policy which will foster the full contribution
by industry and commerce to the attainment and
maintenance of high and secure standards of
living for people in all walks of life through
maximum employment and high productivity in the
domestic economy (108:2).
The CED is composed of over 200 businessmen and educators
and is financed by voluntary contributions from numerous
business firms (16:150, 108:2).

This agency sponsors

research, publishes relevant materials and teaching aids,
and in general tries to collect and distribute information
which will raise the level of economic understanding of
the American people as well as preserve and strengthen the
capitalistic system.

Various committees within the CED,

such as the Business-Education Committee, the Research and
Policy Committee, and the Materials Evaluation Committee,
work toward specific objectives, make reports and recommendations, and are the infrastructure of this agency
(108:2,6,35).
There are also a number of philanthropic agencies
concerned with various problems in economic education
(16:152).

The Foundation for Economic Education, Inc., which

publishes the monthly journal, the Freeman, is a somewhat
less-than-objective organization which expounds the virtues
of the free-market economy through a series of lectures,
conferences, speakers, et cetera (16:154).

However, a

far more objective foundation which is also concerned with
economic education is the Calvin K. Kazanjian Economics
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Foundation (16:154, 113). Organized in 1947, this agency
strives "to help bring greater happiness and prosperity
to all through better understanding of economics" (113:1).
The Kazanjian Foundation promotes and supports research in
the field of economics and social sciences through grants,
awards, scholarships, symposia, lecture series, et cetera.
They also make and distribute film strips, radio and television programs, as well as a variety of printed materials.
In cooperation with the JCEE, the Kazanjian Foundation
encourages experimentation in the teaching of economics
by sponsoring an annual awards program for economics
teachers.

The results are published annually in a volume

entitled Economic Education Experiences of Enterprising
Teachers (11).
It is evident from this brief survey that there are
a number of different kinds of agencies and journals which
promote economic understanding through economic education.
Each has its own specific purpose and objectives but
ultimately all are concerned with raising the level of
economic understanding of the American people.

A more

comprehensive list of agencies and their functions can
be found in the massive work by Green (16:143-158).
Following the historical overview of the field of
economic education and after a brief look at a number of
concerned agencies, both educational and philonthropic,
it is beneficial to look at what has actually been, and is
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being, done in this area at the present time, according
to the current literature.

However, before moving into

the area of the current "state of the art" of the teaching
of economics, two points must be made.
The first point is that a majority of the research
prior to about 1950 tended to be concerned with the teaching
of economics in secondary schools (72:29).

The main focus

of study was not yet on the college course and its impact
upon the individual student.

However, the literature in

the 1950's and 1960's (especially the last five years of
the 1960's) generally reflects a reversal of this trend
(27:3).

As college enrollments grew, it was not unexpected

that the focus of economic education would be broadened
to include colleges and universities, while interest in
secondary school courses and instructors also continued to
grow.

In a general sense, economics in both the secondary

schools and the colleges basically deal with the same
problems—how to best impart economic understanding and
what methods can be used to best insure a minimum level of
retention of the knowledge of the subject matter.
The second point which must be made deals with the
area of subject matter.

Before economic understanding can

be measured, certain criteria must be established.

In a

course in introductory economics, one must know what the
student should learn and what concepts and ideas must be
grasped in order for the student to have an acceptable
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level of economic understanding.
some agreement in the literature.

In this area, there is
Most writers agree that

the main thing which the student should get from the
introductory course is the ability to deal objectively
with economic facts (61, 106, 107, 108, 109, 113). The
National Task Force on Economic Education, which is reviewed
in more detail below, says that:

"First, the most important

step toward understanding in economics—as in other branches
of knowledge—is the replacement of emotional, unreasoned
judgement by objective, rational analysis" (107:7).

Course

content should also impart basic understanding about "the
economic problem" (the "what, how much, and who" question)
in our society.

The Task Force covers these topics in

what is called "an overview of the economic system" (107:8).
Understanding is also needed in the area of comparative
economic systems, with emphasis on our basically freeenterprise economy.

If the student is to be able to

understand a part of these broad subject areas, it is
necessary that he have a working knowledge of a few basic
tools.

A study of supply and demand, costs and revenues,

government activity, unions and corporations, scarcity and
choice, and other economic concepts is very important.
These basic facts of economic life must be mastered, at
least partially, by the student in the introductory course,
since it could well be the only economics course he will
ever take, either in high school or college.
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The early 1960's marked the real beginning of
systematic research in the area of economic education (27:3).
The National Task Force on Economic Education established
the criteria for what the students needed to learn, and
research was begun to try and discover whether or not the
prescribed learning was taking place.

Research and experi-

mentation were also concentrated on finding the most
appropriate ways to facilitate this learning.

It should be

noted here that the National Task Force on Economic Education
was announced jointly by the AEA and the CED.

The AEA

appointed the members of the Task Force, which included
such economists as G. L. Bach, Paul Samuelson, R. A. Gordon,
Ben Lewis, and Lester Chandler (107:1, 108:25).

Although

financed by the CED, the Task Force is independent of the
influence of either group and strives for objectivity in
its findings and recommendations.

G. L. Bach, Chairman of

the Task Force, says that the report of his committee
"would describe for high school administrators and teachers
and for citizens a minimum core of economic understanding
fundamental to good citizenship and reasonably attainable
by most high school students" (4:18).
Another event which was to stimulate a great amount
of research in economic education was the formulation of
the "Stigler hypothesis."

Professor George Stigler, at

the AEA annual meeting in 1963, made the following comments
about the introductory economics course:
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The student will memorize a few facts, diagrams,
and policy recommendations, and then ten years
later will be as untutored in economics as the
day he entered class. I propose the following
test: Select an adequate sample of seniors (I
would prefer men five years out of college),
equally divided between those who have never had
a course in economics and those who have had a
conventional one year course. Give them an
examination on current economic problems, not on
text book questions. I predict that they will
not differ in their performance (98:657).
This statement is in line with the opinion expressed by
Stigler and others that the present economics texts and,
in fact, the whole course is too broad and has too little
emphasis on current economic problems (98, 109). In
resulting experiments by Bach and Phillip Sanders with
high school social studies teachers, high school students,
and college students, Stigler's fears were confirmed.

The

"Stigler hypothesis" was shown to have more validity than
most economics teachers would suspect, as numerous experiments
have shown (3, 49, 50, 51).
Experiments with different ways to impart basic
economic understanding have taken many forms during the
last decade.

Many economists are trying to find new

approaches to the teaching of economics and experiments
run from innovative changes in the standard lecture method
to the use of television, programmed texts, tapes, efforts
at increased student participation, et cetera.

The

remainder of this section deals with findings, as expressed
in the literature, of these experiments.

40
In order to measure the effectiveness of economics
courses, it was necessary that a set of before-and-after
tests be devised.

By using such tests, experiment and

research findings could be more scientificaly evaluated
and changes made in the economics course as needed.

Two

such tests are now in existence (114, 115). The first
effort in this area was the development of the Test of
Economic Understanding (TEU) which was published in 1963
(114).

The TEU was developed to test understanding in the

general areas recommended by the National Task Force on
Economic Education (107, 108:27).

The formulation of the

test was financed by the CED, through the JCEE, but was
actually developed and pre-tested by the experts involved.
The committee for the development of the TEU was headed
by Dr. John Stalkner, President of the National Merit
Scholarship Corporation, and also included E. O. Edwards,
Bach, Lewis, J. A. Kershaw, and Lewis Wagner (4:21, 104:69).
The test is designed primarily for grades nine through
twelve, but can be used at higher levels.

The TEU contains

objective (multiple-choice) (questions in the area of basic
macro and microeconomics, international economics, comparative systems, and the technical details of supply and demand
analysis.

The test is made up of two parts, A and B, to

give an opportunity for testing before-and-after effects
of the introductory course in economics (114).

The

second effort in this area was the publication, in 1968,
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°^ ^^® Test of Understanding in College Economics (TUCE)
(62, 115). The TUCE is a more sophisticated instrument
than the TEU and was designed for use on college economics
courses, mainly as a research tool.

As Bach says:

A major purpose of this new test is to provide
for teachers of economics throughout the country
a standardized test with which they can compare
the performance of their students with that of
students at other institutions and also the
performance of students taught in different ways
(4:24).
The committee which developed this college-level test was
chaired by Rendigs Fels, and included Bach, Samuelson,
Gordon, Stigler, and others (104:62).

The developing

committee was established, on recommendation of the AEA,
by the JCEE and represents a step beyond the TEU.

Further

information regarding these tests, and where they may be
obtained, can be supplied by the JCEE, 1212 Avenue of the
Americas, New York, New York, 10036, or from the Center
for Economic Education, Texas Tech University.
Television and Economic Education
The use of television in the teaching of economics
was first tested, on a large scale, with the production of
The American Economy.

This nationally televised economics

course was co-sponsored by the National Task Force on
Economic Education, the Learning Resources Institute, the
AEA, and the JCEE.

It was shown on over 240 television

stations in 1962-1963, and of the approximately one and
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one-half million viewers, over 4,000 viewed the course for
college credit (18:22).

Lectures were taped by Professor

John R. Coleman, and the TEU was used to test the results
of the experiment.

It was found that The American Economy,

and television in general, could be a useful tool in the
teaching of economics, especially if supplemented by a
short discussion after each taped lecture (56, 81, 96).
Recent research has tended to confirm the usefulness of
television in the elementary economics course in imparting
a general, but not analytical, knowledge of economics
(35, 36, 80, 81). Since the relatively successful completion
of The American Economy, the use of television has grown,
as a survey of the literature reveals (18:22, 113:7).
If television can compete with the standard lecture method,
and it is evident from certain research that it can, then
this innovation will have broad implications for faculty
loads, use of teaching assistants, course revisions, use
of teaching aids (charts, diagrams, et cetera), teaching
large sections, and other areas.

However, there is still

the need for the compilation of all information on experiments and results which deal with the teaching of economics
via television.

Most experiments to date seem to reveal

the same trends, and there is a need to move on to different
experiments in this promising area of economic education.
It is noticeable in the literature that many of
the possible disadvantages of televised instruction in
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economics have not been mentioned, though there are many.
It should be noted that television allows no immediate
feedback from the student to the instructor.

Lectures

must of necessity be prepared in advance, which tends to
limit topical and spontaneous discussion about current
events, such as wage-price controls, growth rates of GNP,
inflation-depression, et cetera.

Also, the cost of a

complete television course would perhaps make change
difficult and allow the lectures to become dated.

Instead

of getting a number of approaches and philosophies about
economics, students who take a televised course are all
subjected to the same lectures.

Perhaps a choice of

instructors would better suit the needs of a wider variety
of students.

Last, and possibly most important, the

televised instruction can progress at a rate only as fast
as the slowest student in class can learn.

In a very large

section, the chances are that there will be many students
who are held back and to whom the economics course will
be a frustrating experience.

This list of problems con-

cerning televised instruction is not exhaustive, but it
should be recognized that this method of instruction has
advantages, as well as disadvantages, when compared to
the standard lecture method.
The television course The American Economy may be
purchased or rented from the Audio-Visual Center, University
of Indiana, Bloomington, Indiana, 47401.

There are two
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versions of this series; one is the 160-session original
version, and the other is a condensed 60-session segment.
Also, information relating to study guides for the series
can be obtained from the JCEE (102:19).
Programmed Learning and
Economic Education
Research concerning programmed courses has shown
this method probably to be the most promising new pedagogical
tool available to teachers of economics today.

A programmed

text is a workbook where analysis proceeds by gradual steps
and in which written responses are usually required.

After

filling in the proper blanks, the student can immediately
check his answers and thus knows whether or not he has
mastered a certain idea and should move on to subsequent
and more complex ideas.

Programmed instruction is mainly

a self-teaching device, and it is the subject of an abundance
of current research (9, 18, 31, 48). As a means of trying
to supplement and improve on current methods, the use of
the concept of programmed learning has many advantages.
Individual differences in students can be accounted for,
the learner becomes active in the learning process and is
immediately presented with knowledge of the results of his
efforts, and he will know he is learning the material
without waiting for a test to be given (9). That a student
can learn at his own rate and have access to a professor
(or teaching assistant) when he needs help would seem to
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make the use of programmed learning and programmed texts
most desirable.

The (question is this:

Can this method

compete with other methods of instruction in the amount
of economic knowledge which is transferred?

The results

of the current research show the answer to that question
to be yes.

Programmed instruction is at least as good

and is often better than other methods of teaching economics
(46, 48, 64, 77, 82).
In this area of research, most experiments consist
of using programmed texts for one group and various other
methods of instruction, such as television and lectures,
for a second and/or third control group, and comparing the
results by using the TEU of the TUCE.

In none of the

current literature surveyed for this paper was programmed
instruction found to be significantly less effective than
other teaching methods (18, 46, 47, 64, 65, 82). Programmed
instruction was always equal to or better than other methods.
The implications of programmed learning for economics
courses has far-reaching effects, much the same as the use
of television.

The possibility of having larger classes

with each member getting personal attention as needed seems
to be the main feature of programmed learning.

If teaching

assistants are used to supplement larger classes, this
could leave full-time faculty with more time to devote to
the development of junior, senior, and graduate courses.
Again, programmed instruction will have an impact on
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budgets, course loads, visual aids, et cetera; this should
be considered as a very promising teaching device by
economics instructors.

If the method of instruction makes

little difference, perhaps these benefits, which accrue
to those using other than the lecture method, will
promote the use of different teaching methods to the end
of improving economic education.

Programmed learning can

do away with the passive role of the student (which becomes
an active role only at test time) and has many implications
for motivation and stimulation to learn, especially in
economics.
From the current literature on programmed learning,
one somewhat negative point must be made.

Most of the

research is simply a repetition, on a larger or smaller
scale, of previous experiments and, as noted, the results
are virtually the same in each case.

There needs to be,

and no doubt will be, tests made on students who have used
programmed learning in economics and the degree of their
retention of economic concepts, perhaps two, five, or ten
years after the course.

The usefulness of programmed

instruction as related to the "Stigler hypothesis" is
still a relatively unresearched area (98).
For the benefit of teachers of college-level
economics who are interested in programmed instruction, it
will be noted that the Fall, 1969, issue of the Journal
of Economic Education was devoted mainly to the subject of
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programmed learning (102).

Also, the following list of

college-level programmed texts is generally available for
use in the introductory economics course (102:19):
1.

Robert C. Bingham, Economic Concepts: A
Programmed Approach. 3rd ed. Highstown, N.J.:
McGraw-Hill, 197 2.

2.

Donald W. Paden and Eugene Moyer, Lectures in
Economics/ Part 1, A Programmed Introduction to
Macroeconomics and Part 2, A Programmed
Introduction to Microeconomics. New York:
Stipes Publishing Co., 1969 (84:33).

3.

Richard Attiyeh; Keith G. Lumsden; and G. L.
Bach, Macroeconomics: A Programmed Book
(1970) and Microaconomics: A Programmed Book.
Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1970
(68, 8 4 ) .

Of the various methods now being tested and used to
impart economic understanding, television and programmed
learning are by far the most important and have generated
the greatest amount of research.

It must be recognized,

however, that these are not the only areas of experimentation
in the fast-growing field of economic education.
Individualized Instruction
In order to get more student participation in the
study of economics and to make the introductory economics
course apply to real-life situations, the use of "games"
or "role-playing" is often used.

A sample of this process

can be found in the writings of John W. Lloyd, Myron L.
Joseph, and others (7, 60, 68, 69, 7 6 ) . Most articles,
especially the one by J. C. G. Boot, give examples, rules.
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et cetera, of the games which are used and the role of the
student (7). This teaching method has been shown to give
the student a "feel" of the market and its problems, and
in many cases caused significant changes in attitude (68:93)
Since learning can be described as a significant change in
behavior or attitude, this teaching method, with its
implications for student involvement (from passive to
active), is growing in importance and is another alternative
to the straight lecture method, since it may give the
student an even better understanding of many economic
problems and concepts.
Modern technology has made the use of the computer
most valuable in the efforts to achieve an increased amount
of student involvement in economics, and experiments using
a number of "computer games" can be found in the current
literature on economic education (22, 37, 40, 54, 70). The
computer responds to student answers to certain problems
and again allows the student to progress at his own rate.
Students can still pause at intervals for personalized
tutoring from the instructor as needed.

The use of com-

puters provides another example of how it is possible for
the instructor to "teach" less and yet often allows the
student to "learn" more by progressing at his own rate.
Since the current thought in higher education is that
learning is idiosyncratic, the many different methods of
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trying to individualize instruction should warrant serious
consideration by today's concerned instructor of economics.
It is impossible for this survey of the literature
on economic education to be comprehensive.

In the past

few years, this has been one of the most popular subjects
in the professional journals, both in economics as well
as in the field of education.

However, from the present

survey, it should be evident that much has been written
about the problems of economic education as well as about
what is being done to overcome these problems.

The method,

or combination of methods, which an instructor can best
use to impart economic understanding has yet to be agreed
upon by the current experts in the field of economic
education.

Unlike the body of literature concerning the

junior college movement, the field of economic education
has yet to become consolidated as to what needs to be done
to change the image and enhance the effectiveness of the
introductory economics course, either at the high school or
the college level.

The next ten years should be very

important to this field as those concerned with economic
education begin to reach some firm conclusions, make strong,
valid recommendations as to the "right" method of teaching
economics, and seek the "right" mixture of teaching
techniques.
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Economic Education in the Junior College
So far in this survey of the literature two
important areas have been covered—the junior college and
the field of economic education.

Since this paper deals

with a combination of the two, it now will be beneficial
to look at a third area, that of economic education in the
junior college.
To the present, concern for economic education in
the junior colleges has been practically non-existent.
George Dawson, Director of Research for the JCEE, reports
that of over 900 studies dealing with economic education
within the last twenty years, only twenty-seven have been
directed toward the junior college (12:109).

In the

comprehensive 1962 work by Gerald Green, only two research
projects and five articles were found dealing with economic
education at the junior college level (16).
From Chapter I of this paper, and the figures cited
there, it is clear that the junior college is a growing
movement.

If these institutions enroll one-half of all

college freshmen, as predicted for the near future, then
there is definitely a need to know more about how economics
is being taught at junior colleges.

This increasingly

important role of the junior college in relation to the
teaching of economics was noted by L. C. Marshall as early
as the 1920's (79:603).

At that time, there were only
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250 junior colleges in the United States, but Marshall
was most accurate in his prediction about the future growth
of the junior college movement.

Since the junior college

teaches the first two years of college, and economics is
most often a sophomore level course, it is only natural
that there be concern about junior college economics.
However, this concern for economic education did not grow
as the junior college movement grew.

From the beginning

of the junior college movement, it has been a common
practice to hire faculty members who can teach in more than
one field; this means that the junior college economics
instructor is not usually concerned with only a single
discipline.

This diversity of fields—which even today is

considered a good trait for the prospective junior college
teacher—could mean diversity of interest and in many cases
a lack of concern.

Experimentation and innovation is more

likely to come from the "specialist," rather than the
"generalist" (99:24).
Regarding the current literature in this vital area,
it is clear that George Dawson is the major contributor,
which is not surprising because of his position as Director
of Research with the JCEE (11, 12, 59). The Joint Council,
mainly through the efforts of Dawson, Darrell Lewis, and
the relatively new Journal of Economic Education, is also
beginning to make significant contributions to this body
of literature.

Recently, a major portion of an edition
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of the JEE was devoted to economic education, specifically
at junior colleges (99). While conducting the previous
survey of the literature on economic education in general,
as published in the AER, not a single article was found
dealing specifically with economic education in the junior
college.

There simply is not much being written, at this

date, about this new field of economic education in the
junior college.

From 1940 to the present, there were six

projects and reports dealing with economic education in the
junior college, as a review of the JCEE bibliography of
1970 will show (105).

Of the 133 projects which Lewis

and Charles C. Orvis say "would classify as 'generic
research'—i.e., research with a clear-cut design, sound
methodology, replicability, etc.," only two deal with
junior colleges (27:102-03).

There has been nothing

written in the Junior College Journal since 1960 about the
subject, although J. K. Davies, in 1962 in a very dated
article, describes the shortage of economics instructors
in the nation's junior colleges (58).
It is apparent that the trend of the concern
about economic education has moved in two stages.

The

first stage was marked by concern with economics in the
secondary schools, while the second stage dealt with senior
colleges.

Research concerning the junior college as a

vital force in higher education has been virtually ignored
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and very limited, as far as the economics profession is
concerned.
Dawson has conducted a comprehensive descriptive
survey of economic education in New York junior colleges,
and Fred A. Thompson has done the same for the California
junior college system (12, 27, 59). Dawson studied course
offerings in New York junior colleges and found them to be
minimal, and also called for more research in this area to
see if junior college economics courses are really equal
to those in the senior colleges (59:20).

Thompson used the

TEU to pre-test and post-test junior college economics
students.

Although there was a significant change in the

level of economic understanding after the junior college
course, he noted that only about 5 per cent of junior
college students in his state ever enrolled in at least
one course in economics, which makes his findings somewhat
less than significant (27:103).

In a 1970 study by Ruth M.

Healy, thirty-three junior college students in Illinois
were compared with a control group of senior college
students, and it was found that the junior college students
had a lesser understanding of economic concepts after their
course than did the senior college group (66). This was
attributed to such variables as poor teaching in the junior
college, low level of reading ability of the junior college
student, and absenteeism in the junior college classes.
Again, the scope of this survey must be considered before
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any conclusions can be drawn.

Richard V. Clemence and

Thompson have recognized that the diverse student body of
the junior college makes it mandatory that the economics
teacher be trained specifically for junior college teaching;
this is a must if the junior college economics course is
to be popular, as well as useful in imparting economic
understanding (55, 101).
In conclusion, it is evident not only that the body
of literature on economic education in junior colleges is
not yet drawn together but that, in fact, no body of
literature exists.

There is no one main stream of thought

about junior college economics or a clearly defined set of
problems which would make research possible in any given
area.

Specific problem areas must be defined, specific

research must be conducted, and the results of the research
must be used as the base on which to build a scholarly
body of knowledge concerning economic education in the
junior college.

Descriptive surveys, along the general

lines of this paper, can make possible the communication
of findings in certain areas of this new field and perhaps
stimulate further research in this vital area of economic
education in the junior college.

The next chapter looks at

the results of a statewide survey of economics and at some
of the mechanics of teaching economics in Texas public
junior colleges.

CHAPTER III
THE MAILED SURVEY
Methodology of the Survey
In order to obtain the broadest possible coverage
of junior colleges in Texas, it was decided that a mailed
questionnaire should be used.

This type of instrument was

considered to be the best research tool for this factfinding survey.

It was beyond the capability of this survey

to visit the campus of each of the forty-five Texas public
junior colleges and conduct personal interviews or to
observe first-hand the various methods used to impart
economic understanding at these institutions.

To know how

much students learn, it would be necessary to administer
pre-tests and post-tests to different classes of economics
at different junior colleges, but this again is not feasible
in this limited project.

It was felt that a mailed question-

naire with questions concerning various aspects of the
junior college economics courses, teachers, and students
could be useful in discovering trends in the teaching of
junior college economics if the junior college economics
teachers were interested and if returns were somewhat above
the 50 per cent level.
The research instrument was not pre-tested in any
formal manner.

Advice and criticism about the design of
55
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the qiiestionnaire came from various professors in the
departments of Economics, Business Education, Marketing,
and Higher Education.

The author is solely responsible

for the design of, and any errors in, the final draft of
the questionnaire, even though many valuable ideas were
obtained from other sources.

The high rate of response to

the survey (as shown below) seems to indicate that the
design of the instrument was most suitable for this particular project.
Of the 900 research projects which have been completed in the field of economic education, over 40 per cent
have been categorized, as is the present survey, as factfinding projects, descriptive studies, or surveys (27:5).
A fact-finding survey could be the first step in improving
the status of economics in Texas junior colleges since
problem areas must first be described before changes can
be instigated.

As Dawson says:

"If a center of council

intends to work for the improvement of economic education
in a given area, it must first know what the existing
situation is" (12:94).

The results of this survey, as

interpreted in this chapter, represent an attempt to describe
the present state of economics at selected Texas junior
colleges.
On October 21, 1971, a (questionnaire was mailed to
64 economics teachers in Texas public junior colleges.
Self-addressed, stamped envelopes were provided for the
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convenience of the respondents and to facilitate the return
of the questionnaire.

Names of instructors were obtained

by a thorough search of the current catalogues of all Texas
public junior colleges.

An attempt was made to contact

100 per cent of the economics instructors in these public
junior colleges.

It was found, however, that a lack of

information made this impossible.

Many junior college

teachers teach in two or three fields and teach only one
economics course.

Also, some courses are taught by part-

time instructors, and the number of instructors can vary
from semester to semester.

It can only be said with

certainty that the 64 instructors, contacted in the manner
described below, represent an average of approximately
1.3 economics teachers per school.

Since most junior

colleges are small (average about 2,000 students), 1.3
economics instructors per school seems <quite reasonable.
The most important requirement of the method was to contact
100 per cent of the schools selected for this survey.

As

shown in Table 2, page 63, an 82.2 per cent response was
obtained from the 45 Texas public junior colleges.
Questionnaires were mailed by name (whenever
possible) to the selected economics teachers.

The search

of the current junior college catalogues yielded 37 names,
each of whom got a personal envelope containing the
questionnaire.

The remaining 27 questionnaires were

addressed to simply the Instructor of Economics at the
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given college.

It was anticipated that the greatest per

cent of the responses would come from the instructors who
received the questionnaire addressed to them by name,
rather than the less personal Instructor of Economics.
However, this was not the case.

The 37 personal incjuiries

netted 21 returns, or a 56.8 per cent response.

The 27

inquiries directed to the Instructor of Economics netted
21 returns, or a 77.8 per cent response, with five anonymous
responses completing the 47 total.

No real explanation

of this reversal of expectations can be given.

Perhaps the

catalogues of the junior colleges, even though all were
either 1970-1971 or 1971-1972 editions, were out of date,
or perhaps the group of named instructors simply was not
interested.

The implications of these findings, especially

for this survey and possibly for future similar surveys,
are that time spent trying to personalize mailed instruments
is of questionable value.

Instruments to Dean of Instruction,

President, or Instructor of Economics can, in at least some
cases, provide sufficient responses if a properly designed
questionnaire is provided.

Table 1 reflects the per cent of

responses to the two methods of directing the questionnaires
used in this study.
The directory of the American Association of Junior
Colleges lists 44 public junior colleges as of 1971, and
one new school. Western Texas College at Snyder, was added
to the list to bring the total to 45 schools (1:74).

The
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TABLE 1
RESPONSE TO THE ALTERNATE METHODS OF DIRECTING
THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE JUNIOR COLLEGE
ECONOMICS TEACHER
Number of
Mailed Items
(N)

Number
of
Responses

Envelope addressed
to Instructor of
Economics, by name

37

21

56.8%

Envelope addressed
to Instructor of
Economics at
Selected Colleges

27

21

77.8%

Anonymous Responses

—

5

64

47

Totals
Source:

Per
Cent
Response

Response to questionnaire in Appendix A.

junior college at Snyder was not listed in the 1971 directory
because it opened in September of 1971, and the 1971
AAJC Directory covers the period from October, 1969, to
August, 1970. Western Texas College will undoubtedly, in
the near future, supply transfer students to Texas Tech
University and, therefore, should be included in this
survey.
An attempt was made to cover as many schools as
possible and still have a fairly homogeneous group.

For

this reason, only public junior colleges were surveyed in
this study.

Because of the diversity and philosophical
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of the church-supported schools and independent junior
colleges, they were not included in the current survey.
The 45 junior colleges selected for this survey
have the following characteristics in common:
1.

All are supported by public funds.

2.

All serve at least two groups of students—
transfer students and two-year terminal or
technical-vocational students.

3.

All except three are members of the American
Association of Junior Colleges.

4.

All are co-educational institutions.

5.

All of the schools selected are fully
accredited, either by a state agency (10 schools)
or by the Southern Association of Colleges and
Secondary Schools (35 schools).

After the completion of the mailing, returns came in at
various intervals until January, 197 2.

The following pages

deal with the results of the survey.
The response of Texas junior colleges to the mailed
(questionnaire was quite high.

Of the 45 schools chosen

for the survey, at least 37 responded.

A list of the schools

included in this survey can be found in Appendix C.

This

response indicates that replies were received from 82.2 per
cent of Texas public junior colleges.

The percentage

figure, 82.2 per cent, reflects the returns which were
counted after duplication was accounted for.

Some schools
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had more than one economics instructor, and in some cases
two replies were received from the same school.

Since

blanks were provided for the respondent's name, address,
and school, it was an easy matter to tell which schools
returned multiple responses.

However, five questionnaires

were returned anonymously and were not used to compute the
82.2 per cent response from the 45 schools.

Since from

0 to 5 more schools could have been represented by the
anonymous responses, it is evident that the 82.2 figure
for response by schools is biased downward, if it is biased
at all.
The response from Texas junior colleges economics
teachers was also quite high.

Of the 64 teachers surveyed,

47 returned the questionnaires; this represents a response
of 7 3.4 per cent.
It also should be noted here that the survey had
a follow-up mailing.

Sixty-five questionnaires were mailed

originally, of which 41 were returned.

In December, 1971,

20 economics instructors received a follow-up mailing and
a second questionnaire, of which six were returned.
One further comment is in order concerning the
mailing of the questionnaire.

In surveys of this type, it

is a common practice to code the questionnaires in order to
identify the respondents.

This practice was not used in

the current case because it was felt that since space was
provided for personal comments, the respondents should
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have the option of remaining anonymous.

In order to remain

anonymous, question 13 could be left blank and this would
affect only the usefulness of the responses to the first
three questions in the questionnaire, while questions
numbered 4-14 would still be useable.
In the following pages, certain inferences will be
drawn regarding trends, characteristics, problems, et cetera,
in Texas public junior colleges.

Table 2 verifies that

such inferences include information from 82.2 per cent of
the selected schools and 7 3.4 per cent of the selected
junior college economics teachers in Texas public junior
colleges.

The size of the returns also verifies that this

fact-finding, descriptive survey is precisely that, due
to the high rate of response to the mailing.
The reasons for the large number of responses to
this survey cannot be determined, but a number of possibilities exist.

The interest of Texas junior college

economics teachers in the subject matter of this survey is,
of course, the main reason for the large response.

Perhaps

the instrument was properly structured, the questions
properly worded and easy to answer, all of which should
lend themselves to increased responses.

The use of self-

addressed, stamped envelopes also made the response easier
and less time consuming for the junior college economics
teachers.

Also, the cover letter of the (questionnaire

(see Appendix A) was signed jointly by a professor of
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economics and the director of the Center for Economic
Education at Texas Tech University.

This is quite proper

since the Department of Economics authorized and financed
this survey, and Lewis E. Hill and John C. Gilliam provided
an abundance of information and ideas about the teaching
of economics, the field of economic education, as well as
problems and prospects in these areas.

The interest of

these professors served to lend an air of credibility to
this survey and should have been partially responsible for
the large number of responses.
This survey was also instigated in the very early
part of the Fall semester and was possibly better received
than it would have been at a later, busier time toward the
end of the term.

The remailing of the 24 questionnaires

also provided approximately 13 per cent of the responses,
which was a worthwhile effort.

The relatively small (45

schools) size of the group surveyed also may have lent
itself to a high response.

Space was provided in question 14

for a personal response from those who returned the
questionnaires.

Their desire to express opinions and to

communicate with others interested in the field of economics
could have led to a larger than usual response to a mailed
questionnaire.

The reasons are many, complex, and mostly

speculative, but the main thing is that returns are adefquate
for drawing certain conclusions, inferences, and detecting

65
certain trends about Texas public junior colleges and their
economics teachers and courses.
Another way to view the overall response of the
current survey is to recognize that less than 18 per cent
of the public junior colleges in Texas are not accounted
for in the results of this survey, while less than 27 per
cent of the identifiable economics teachers are not considered.

Table 2 shows figures for the overall response

to the survey.
Summation and Presentation of the Data
The questionnaire consisted of two pages and 14
questions, divided roughly into four main parts.

Part 1

dealt with the school's economics course offerings.
Part 2 with the teacher's experience, training, et cetera,
and Part 3 dealt with certain student characteristics.
Questions 12 and 13 provided general information and were
not categorized into a specific fourth part.

Question 14,

unlike the previous cjuestion, consisted of a series of
open-ended (questions designed to elicit personal responses
about certain problems in today's junior colleges.

A copy

of the research instrument can be found in Appendix A.
Part 1 of the questionnaire, or questions 1-3, dealt with
the respective schools and it was important that at least
one response from as many schools as possible be received.
Duplicate responses were accounted for and not considered.
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Only 17.8 per cent of those schools contacted were not
represented in the first three (questions.
Table 3 depicts the response to question 1, "What
courses in economics are offered in your college?"

The

most positive fact discernable from Table 3 is that all
public junior colleges offer at least one course in
economics, or an average of 1.3 economics courses for each
responding school.

Aside from this, it is quite evident

that course offerings are extremely limited.

In terms of

the respondents, only one school. South Plains College at
Levelland (which offers four courses), offered more than
two economics courses.

Tarrant County Junior College

(Northeast campus) plans to add a one-semester course at
a later date but still offers only Principles of Economics.
Table 4 shows the response to cjuestion 2 which
provided blanks for the respective instructors to list the
"Description of the Principles of Economics textbook."
From the information in Table 4 relating to textbooks, it
was hoped that some comparison could be made between the
textbooks used in Texas junior colleges and textbooks used
in senior colleges in the United States. Although it is
not possible to get exact sales figures for the leading
principles of economics texts, it is probable that a
national ranking would show Samuelson (41) and McConnell
(33) occupying the top two spots, with the number one
position going to the text with the latest revision (111).
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TABLE 3
ECONOMICS COURSES OFFERED IN TEXAS
PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES
Course

Number of
Responses
(N)

N as a
Per Cent of the
Respondents

37

100.0%

Consumer Economics

4

10.8%

Economic Geography

2

5.4%

Principles of Economics
(1 semester)

1

2.7%

Economic History

1

2.7%

Agricultural Economics

1

2.7%

Personal Finance

1

2.7%

Principles of Economics
(2 semesters)

Economic Development
of the Gulf Coast
Source:

2.7%

Response to Question 1 of (questionnaire in
Appendix A.

Other top selling texts would be Bach (2), Lipsey and
Steiner (28), Spencer (42), Heilbroner (19), and possibly
Hailstones and Brennan (17). A comparison of the above
list with the responses in Table 4 indicates, surprisingly,
that the McConnell text seems to be suited to both the
senior college and the junior college.

Students at both

types of institutions are exposed to the same pedagogical
tool, mainly a theoretical textbook.

Further research is

is needed to tell whether or not textbooks used are really
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TABLE 4
TEXTBOOK USED IN PRINCIPLES OF ECONOMICS COURSES
IN TEXAS PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES
Rank

Author

Number of
School-S
(N)

N as a
Per Cent of the
Respondents

1

McConnell

12

34.4%

2

Hailstones and
Brennan

11

29.7%

3

Heilbroner

5

13.5%

4

Bach

3

8.1%

5

Samuelson

3

8.1%

6

Brandis

2

5.4%

7

Leftwich

1

2.7%

Total

37

100.0%^

^Percentage totals in tables will vary up to .1% due
to rounding errors.
Source:

Response to Question 2 of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.

important for imparting economic understanding.

This

research could also tell whether or not both types of
students understand what they read, and research also
could provide answers to a host of related questions.
The text by Hailstones and Brennan, along with the
Heilbroner book, was expected to rank high on the list of
junior college economics texts, because of the use of a
somewhat less analytical and more problem-oriented approach.
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Also, Samuelson's text was expected to rank rather low in
its usage in the junior college due to its analytical and
theoretical rigor.

Table 4 confirms these expectations.

Brandis (8) and Leftwich (26) are not yet popular junior
college textbooks.
In conclusion, it is apparent that the idea that
Texas junior colleges use less adequate texts than senior
colleges must be seriously questioned.

The idea that junior

colleges use inferior texts is one of the misconceptions
about junior colleges which can be either confirmed or
denied by further, more rigorous research in the area
relating to the use of textbooks as a pedagogical tool.
From the review of the literature in Chapter II of
this paper, it was discovered that many devices, such as
programmed texts, television, vidio-tape, et cetera, are
being used to assist economics teachers in imparting a
minimum level of economic knowledge.

The second half of

question 2 in this survey was an attempt to identify
"supplementary materials used, if any" in Texas public
junior colleges.

Many instructors reported that they use

more than one supplement, and Table 5 reflects the major
items which Texas junior college economics teachers use
to supplement the textbook.
Two comments about Table 5 are in order.

First,

after the extensive discussion of the use of programmed
texts in Chapter II of this paper, it is encouraging to

70
TABLE 5
SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS USED TO TEACH PRINCIPLES
OF ECONOMICS IN TEXAS PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES

Programmed texts

N as a
P 3r Cent of the
Respondents

CO

Workbook which
accompanies text

Number of
Times Used
(N)^

21.6%

00

Items Used

21.6%

Readings book which
accompanies text

18.9%

Transparencies which
accompany text

6

16.2%

The Wall Street Journal

5

13.5%

"Handouts"

5

13.5%

Filmstrips which
accompany text

3

8.1%

Vidio-Tapes

2

5.4%

Book reports

1

2.7%

Federal Reserve Film Strips

1

2.7%

^In this table, N represents the number of times a
particular supplement was used, and because of multiple
responses, this N will be larger than either the number
of schools or the number of teachers covered in this
survey.
Source:

Response to Question 2 of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.

see that such a large percentage of those junior college
teachers who use supplements use programmed books as an
aid, since the ability of the texts to impart economic
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understanding has been documented earlier.

Second, it is

probable that the budgets of most junior colleges prohibit
more extensive use of films, television, vidio-tapes,
et cetera.

Only Tarrant County Junior College, which was

shown in (question 14 of the mailed survey to have no
budgetary problems, utilized vidio-tapes.
Table 6 shows the response to cjuestion 3, "Economics
is located in which of the following departments:
being 'Business,' 'Social Science' or 'Other.'"

choices
This

table indicates that most economics instruction is located
in Business Departments, but Social Science Departments
rank a close second.
TABLE 6
LOCATION OF THE ECONOMICS DEPARTMENT
Department

Number of
Schools
(N)

N as a per cent
of the
Respondents

Business

21

56.8%

Social Science

15

40.5%

Other

J:,

Total
Source:

37

2.7%
100.0%

Response to Question 3 of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.
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From Table 6, it is apparent that neither Business
Departments nor Social Science Departments have a really
significant tendency to encompass economics, since there
were eight schools not responding.

These eight "no

responses" could have changed the findings to favor either
department, even though business holds a slight edge over
social sciences.

This question was designed to see if

economics in the junior colleges was significantly more
business-oriented or social science-oriented, but the
distribution of the responses to this question precludes
the making of any inferences.

Generally speaking, it

probably makes little difference about the location of
economics in various departments.

Of the 37 responding

schools, only Victoria College, in Victoria, Texas, indicated
that they have a separate Department of Economics in the
school.
Part II of the survey dealt with the economics
teachers at the various Texas public junior colleges.
Question 4 asked for information about the "Academic background of economics instructor," and the results are
presented in Table 7.
From the findings represented in Table 7, it is
evident that the junior college teachers surveyed, as a
group, have adequate academic backgrounds for teaching
freshman and sophomore courses, since almost all have
earned the Masters degree (15:115).

Although the information
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TABLE 7
ACADEMIC BACKGROUND OF ECONOMICS INSTRUCTORS^
Highest
Degree

Number of
Economics
Teachers
(N)

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

2

4.3%

Masters

42

89.3%

Doctors

2

4.3%

No response to
this (quest ion

1

2.1%

47

100.0%

Bachelors

Total

^Listings in this table are made without regard for
major or minor field. See Table 8 for this information.
^Masters degrees were distributed as follows:
31 MA degrees; 7 MBA degrees; 3 MS degrees; and 1 MEd degree,
Source:

Response to Question 4 of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.

dealing with degrees held does not necessarily identify
persons with teaching ability, it is a fact that one cannot
teach without a certain level of academic competence; and
in the case of the junior college teacher, the Masters
degree signifies an adecjuate level of academic competence
(14:8, 23:52).

An earlier study was concluded with the

comment that, regarding the teaching and effectiveness of
introductory economics, "the indespensible factor was a
well trained and enlightened teacher" (93:78).
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The results of Table 7 show two economics instructors
with only a Bachelors degree and two economics instructors
who hold an earned Doctorate.
on both counts.

Clarification is in order

Regarding the Bachelors degree holder,

it must be noted, in a positive vein, that one of the
instructors is both a Certified Public Accountant and a
Certified Financial Analyst, neither of which fit the
categories of the table but still represent considerable
study and serve to show competence beyond the requirements
of a Bachelors degree.

The second Bachelors degree holder

from Table 7 is in the process of completing his Masters
degree in Economics at Texas Tech University.

Regarding

the two instructors with Doctorates, it must be noted, in
a negative vein, that one has neither a major or minor in
economics and the other listed his Law degree as a
Doctorate.
Table 7 also does not reflect the fact that at
least 16 (34 per cent) of the respondents have from 3 to
60 hours of course work past the Masters level.

Since no

provision was made in the cjuestionnaire to list any studies
taken past the level of the "highest degree held," this
information was simply written in by the respondent.

It is

not discernable how many other teachers have such qualifications and did not list them.

It is conceivable that

these additional studies were taken due to the desire of
the junior college teacher to become more proficient in
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his junior college teaching area or junior college teaching
as a whole.

For example, some of the respondents who do

not have graduate majors in economics may have taken
additional economics courses since their assignment to
teach junior college economics courses, and this would not
be reflected in the survey.
It was thought that there would be more respondents
who lacked the Masters degree.

Implications are that the

recjuirement for teaching in a junior college is being
raised above the Bachelors level. This is consistent with
the findings in the survey of the literature, in Chapter II,
which stated that fewer junior colleges are hiring people
away from high schools, where a Bachelors degree is still
the major re(quirement for teaching.
In a recent (1968) nationwide survey, James W.
Reynolds found that his respondents held the following
degrees:

Doctors—7 per cent. Masters—69 per cent.

Bachelors—19 per cent, and "less" (or no degree)—5 per
cent.

In the Reynolds' survey, N = 28,373 (38:13).

Other

similar studies by Lealand Medsker in 1958 (N = 3,282) and
Leonard V. Koos in 1942 (N = 1,458) give comparable results
and suggest that the respondents to this Texas survey
compare favorably with junior college teachers in other
states (34:172).

The studies show the trend over time of

movement toward hiring more Masters degree holders and
fewer instructors with only the Bachelors degree.
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Question 4, with its conclusions and findings, can
best be summarized by a cjuote from Clyde Blocker, who found
in a similar survey that:
There are fewer differences between the two groups
(senior college and junior college faculty) than
is ordinarily summized by the layman and menrtbers
of the academic community. The data demonstrate
that the community college faculty are adecjuately
trained and competent to fulfill the demand of
their roles in two-year institutions (53:17).
Table 8 shows the number of respondents who have
a major or minor in the field of economics.

Business

Administration, Industrial Management, and Management were
listed the most often as the majors of 17 per cent of the
respondents in Table 8 without economics degrees, even
though they have probably had a number of economics courses.
If a Masters degree in the teaching field signifies competence, then Texas public junior colleges could benefit
from improvement and upgrading in this area.

Also, the

results listed in Table 7, showing a large number of
economics teachers with Masters degrees, must be reconsidered
and viewed as somewhat less significant once major and
minor fields are considered.

A Masters degree with a

graduate major is different, for purposes of this study,
from a Masters degree with no major or minor in economics.
From a more positive angle, it was shown in
Chapter II of this paper that ability to teach in more
than one subject area in the junior college was a desirable
trait for a prospective junior college teacher to have.
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TABLE 8
ECONOMICS INSTRUCTORS WITH A MAJOR OR MINOR IN
ECONOMICS AT THE HIGHEST DEGREE HELD
Rank^

Number of
Economics
Instructors
(N)

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

1

Graduate Major

23

48.9%

2

Graduate Minor

11

23.4%

3

Undergraduate Major

2

4.3%

4

Undergraduate Minor

2

4.3%

5

Instructors with no
Major or Minor in
Economics

8

17.0%

No response to this
Question

1

2.1%

47

100.0%

6

Total

^It is assumed that rank-order of majors and minors
(1, 2, 3, etc.) implies more academic training (i.e.,
competence) in the field of Economics. A graduate Major
is "better" than a graduate Minor; a graduate Minor is
"better" than an undergraduate Major, etc.
Source:

Response to Question 4 of (questionnaire
in Appendix A.

It is, therefore, not surprising that a number of economics
teachers have degrees in areas other than economics, since
the tendency of junior college teachers is toward the
"generalist" rather than the more narrowly trained
"specialist."
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In conclusion cjuestion 4 has looked at only one
variable which relates to the equality of junior college
teaching—the academic training of the instructors.
Instructors with Masters degrees are the rule rather than
the exception in Texas public junior colleges.
It was thought that a junior college would perhaps
have a better understanding of the junior college philosophy,
problems, students and goals if the teacher had formerly
been a junior college student himself.

Such first-hand

experience should be a valuable asset to the junior college
teacher and would almost represent a form of on-the-job
training for his present position.

Therefore, question 5

asked, "Were you ever a student in a Community Junior
College?" and Table 9 reports the findings.

It can be

observed from Table 9 that over one-half of the respondents
to this (question were never students in the particular
type of institution where they now teach.
As a further attempt to assess the cjualifications
of the junior college economics teacher, question 6 asked,
"As a graduate or an undergraduate, have you ever had any
formal training for teaching specifically in the junior
college?"

Blanks were provided for a "yes" or "no" response,

since it was not feasible to list every kind of "formal
training" options, such as in-service programs, workshops,
seminars, college courses, et cetera.

The main thing was

to keep "experience" from being counted as training for
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TABLE 9
ECONOMICS TEACHERS WHO ARE FORMER JUNIOR
COLLEGE STUDENTS
Number of
Economics
Instructors
(N)

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

Former Student in a
Junior College

20

42.6%

Never Attended a
Junior College

£7

57.4%

Total

47

100.0%

Source:

Response to Qeustion 5 of questionnaire
in Appendix A.

junior college teaching.

Table 10 reflects the responses

to (question 6 of this survey.
TABLE 10
ECONOMICS INSTRUCTORS WITH FORMAL TRAINING FOR
TEACHING IN A JUNIOR COLLEGE

Formal Training

Number of
Economics
Instructors
(N)

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

10

21.3%

No Formal Training
Total
Source:

78.7%
47

100.0%

Response to Question 6 of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.
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Since almost 80 per cent of the respondents answered
"•ni-iii

no" to (question 6, it is apparent that more efforts are

needed to train junior college teachers for the speciality
of junior college teaching.

The section of Chapter II of

this paper dealing with junior colleges, and the current
literature in the field, clearly shows that the junior
college is evolving as an institution distinct from
secondary schools and senior colleges.

Because of this

fact, teacher training is probably more necessary for
teaching in the multi-faceted junior college than the
more academic and specialized senior college.

The response

to this question has implications for the Junior College
Centers at Texas senior colleges, as well as for Economic
Education Centers and other information and educational
agencies.

More effort should be directed toward junior

college teacher preparation, especially in the field of
economics in these institutions.
"What percentage of your course load is devoted to
economics courses?" was cjuestion 7.

The intent was to try

and see if Texas junior college economics teachers were
able to devote 100 per cent of their time to teaching
economics or were forced to teach other courses.

The

implications would be perhaps that teachers function better
if 100 per cent of the teaching load is concentrated in
one subject area—in this case, economics.
the results of this question.

Table 11 presents

From the first and second
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TABLE 11
AMOUNT OF TEACHING LOAD DEVOTED TO
ECONOMICS COURSES
Number of
Economics
Instructors
(N)

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

100%

15

32.0%

75% (or more

16

34.0%

50% (Dr more

8

17.0%

Less than 50%

8

17.0%

47

100.0%

Total
Source:

Response to Question 7 of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.

largest response categories (100% and 75% or more), it
is clear that 66 per cent of the respondents probably
teach only one course, if any, outside the field of
economics.

Otherwise, the results are inconclusive.

If is evident that cjuestion 7 could have been
restructured, but this was evident only after the fact.
This is another place in the questionnaire where a pre-test
of the (questionnaire would have been beneficial.

Perhaps

a series of questions regarding the number of economics
courses taught, number of total courses taught, and the
number of preparations would have better provided the
desired information.
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Table 12 shows the results of question 8, which
asked the respondents to list "teaching experience," the
choices being "Secondary Schools," "Junior Colleges,"
or "Senior Colleges."

The results are reported in

Table 12.
TABLE 12
PRIOR TEACHING EXPERIENCE OF TEXAS JUNIOR
COLLEGE ECONOMICS TEACHERS
Number of
Economics
Teachers
(N)
Secondary Schools
Senior Colleges
Junior Colleges Only
(or no experience)
Total
Source:

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

15

31.9%

7

14.9%

25
47

53.2%
100.0%

Response to Question 8 of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.

This question sought to find the main source of
teachers for Texas public junior colleges.

Of the respon-

dents, 7 came from senior college teaching, while 15 moved
up to junior college teaching from the secondary schools.
The fact that a majority of the respondents have taught
only in junior colleges since leaving graduate school has
positive connotations.

These teachers should be more
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junior college oriented, since they have not been influenced
by the teaching philosophy of either the senior colleges
or the secondary schools.

Regarding the hiring of

secondary school teachers, the trend seems to be the same
in Texas as for the nation—fewer opportunities for high
school teachers to move into junior college teaching
positions.

Fewer former secondary school teachers in

junior colleges and a lessening of the influence of the
"high school syndrome" in junior colleges is the major
implication of the findings of cjuestion 8.
Part III of the survey dealt with the junior
college student and certain characteristics as perceived
by the responding economics teacher.

Question 9 dealt with

class sizes of economics courses in Texas public junior
colleges.

Table 13 reflects the findings of a cjuestion

which provided blanks to respond to the statement, "The
number of students in your average Principles of Economics
class is: . . .

" Class size should be an important variable

in any consideration of the teaching of economics.

Smaller

class size and fewer students would imply more personal
contact between teacher and student and more individualized
instruction for the students in the principles of economics
course.
The important question is, however, whether economics,
or other subjects, can be taught successfully in either
large or small classes, or both.

At this date, there seems
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TABLE 13
NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN THE "AVERAGE" PRINCIPLES OF
ECONOMICS CLASS AT TEXAS PUBLIC JUNIOR COLLEGES
Number of
Economics
Instructors
(N)

Student in
Economics
Classes

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

3

6.4%

20-29

16

34.0%

30-39

24

51.1%

40-49

1

2.1%

50 or more

3

6.4%

Total

47

100.0%

Less than 20

Source:

Response to Question 9 of questionnaire
in Appendix A.

to be no agreement in the literature about class size.
Nelson, in a 1956-1958 experiment, found that there was no
significant difference between economics classes, taught
by the same instructor, which ranged in size from 85-140
to 16-20 students (83). Johnson, conversely, found that
with a reduction of class size from over 30 to 18, failure
rates were lowered from a high of 60 per cent to as low as
10 per cent (21:246).

This was confirmed by Reynolds who

said that, "Large classes in Social Sciences (including
economics) fail to reach a large part of the students"
(38:60).

It is probable that there is an optimum class
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class size for different subjects, such as English, Art,
Accounting, and even Economics, but not enough research
findings are available to adecjuately describe this optimum.
Certainly the teacher and his methodology in economics
would affect the optimum class size. An economics instructor
who uses the historical approach and the straight lecture
method could perhaps reach a larger audience than the
instructor who uses a more theoretical, cjuantitative
approach.
The above facts must be taken into consideration
when reviewing the findings in Table 13.

It must also be

kept in mind that the current survey tells nothing about
teaching approaches used by the respective Texas public
junior college economics instructors.

Since over one-half

of the respondents, as shown in Table 12, have "average"
class sizes from 30-39 students, it is doubtful that there
is very much emphasis on individualized instruction.
Course loads of 15-18 hours in the junior college would
mean that each teacher is responsible for from 150-200
students per semester, which would seem to call for teaching
methods other than those which stress individualized
instruction.
It is commonly thought that the junior college,
because it avoids the use of "monster" classes, would have
fewer students per class than the larger senior colleges.
The results of question 9 tend to cast serious doubt on
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this idea in the specific area of economics.

Perhaps

classes are not so small or the instruction so personalized
in these teaching-oriented junior colleges as is often
hypothesized.

Conversely, junior college classes seem to

be no larger than those in some senior colleges, so the
two institutions are similar in this respect.
Question 10 was an attempt to find out to whom
the principles of economics course is directed—the transfer
student or the terminal student.
comment on this (question:

Teachers were asked to

"The principles of economics

course is directed mainly to fit: . . . "

The choices were

"terminal students," "transfer students," or "emphasis on
neither."

Table 14 reports the results of the findings of

(question 10.
It is, of course, recognized that the nature of
most principles of economics courses will bias the results
in favor of being transfer-oriented as indicated in
Table 14.

In many schools, terminal students are not

encouraged to take the principles course and must rely on
a one-semester or Consumer Economics course for their
exposure to economics.

The problems discernable from the

information in Table 14 are the same as were mentioned
earlier.

If about one-third of all junior colleges'

students transfer to senior colleges, what are junior
colleges doing about the teaching of economics to the
two-thirds who will not transfer?

The answer is that
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TABLE 14
DIRECTION OF THE PRINCIPLES OF ECONOMICS COURSE
Number of
Economics
Instructors
(N)

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

Toward Transfer
Students

33

70.2%

Toward Terminal
Students

1

2.1%

Toward Neither,
Specifically

13

27.7%

Total

47

100.0%

Source:

Response to Question 10 of questionnaire
in Appendix A.

apparently very little is being done; this was not unexpected,
since question 2 showed a dearth of economics courses
offered in Texas public junior colleges.

It is probable,

and may be inferred, that the 27.7 per cent of the respondents who placed emphasis on neither the terminal nor
transfer students are teaching a general economics course
which best fits the diverse junior college student body.
It is still possible that junior college economics courses
are too restricted in the types of students they reach,
and perhaps efforts should be directed at a larger portion
of the student body.
Question 11 asked, "Approximately what per cent
of the students in your principles of economics classes
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have at least a Bachelors degree as their goal?"

Table 15

reports the response to this (question. As expected,
responses were very high regarding the first option,
"50% or more," since the principles course is usually
transferable to the senior college.

The real purpose of

this (question was to see whether or not junior college
teachers had any idea about the kind of students they were
teaching, either terminal or transfer students.

Apparently,

most teachers have made some kind of effort to get this
information, though they may have only guessed in order to
respond to the (questionnaire.

A large response to the

choice of "no approximation" would have had negative
connotations for the junior college teacher, but this large
response was not forthcoming.
TABLE 15
STUDENTS IN THE PRINCIPLES OF ECONOMICS COURSE
WHO WILL SEEK AT LEAST A BACHELORS DEGREE
Number of Students

Number of
Economics
Instructors
(N)

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

40

85.1%

Less than 50%

3

6.4%

No Approximation

4

8.5%

47

100.0%

50% or more

Total
Source:

Response to Question 11 of questionnaire
in Appendix A.
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The remaining cjuestions made up what was really
Part IV of this survey, although they were not categorized
as such.

Question 12 asked whether or not junior college

economics teachers would be willing to submit "a course
outline and/or other materials which will assist us in
this study of Economic Education in Texas Junior Colleges.'
Table 16 reflects the response to this cjuestion.
TABLE 16
JUNIOR COLLEGE ECONOMICS INSTRUCTORS WHO WOULD
SUBMIT A COURSE OUTLINE A N D / O R
OTHER MATERIALS

Yes
No
No response to this
(question
Total
Source:

Number of
Economics
Instructors
(N)

N as a Per Cent
of the
Respondents

35

74.5%

2

4.2%

10

21.3%

47

100.0%

Response to Question 12 of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.

The responses to question 12 were never utilized
in the current survey.

As part of this project, it was the

original intention that after a survey of economics in
Texas public junior colleges, an economics course, suitable
for classroom use in the junior college, would be designed.
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If information about current junior college economics
courses could be gathered from the respondents (and the
results of Table 16 show that it could), then this would
perhaps facilitate the design of such a course.

It was

found, however, that due to the limitations of time and
finances such a course design was beyond the scope of the
present project; and, as a result, the respondents were
never asked to actually submit the above-mentioned "course
outline and/or other materials."
It can be observed, however, that Texas junior
college economics teachers, as a whole, are willing to
participate in worthwhile projects relating to the study
of the field of economics and to the field of economic
education.

Such willingness is demonstrated by (1) the

response to (question 12, and (2) the size of the response
to the survey as a whole.
Question 13 asked, "Would you like a copy of the
results of this survey?" and provided space for the teacher's
name and return address.

It was felt that if the teachers

took time to respond to a survey, they would perhaps be
interested in receiving a copy of the results.

Thirty-nine

of the 47 respondents furnished the information.

A copy of

the results, with no comments other than a cover letter
thanking the respondents, was mailed before the end of the
current semester.

Each teacher can draw his own conclusions

from the results and perhaps see how his responses, his
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school, and his economics courses rank, as compared to
other Texas public junior colleges.

A copy of the findings,

as mailed to the respondents, can be found in Appendix B
of this paper.
The last (question of the survey asked the respondents to comment regarding "the main problems of teaching
economics" in Texas public junior colleges.

This cjuestion

was divided into eight sections numbered 14(a) through
14(h).

A number of problem areas, such as students,

administration, physical facilities, et cetera, were covered
in this open-ended cjuestion which gave the respondents
opportunity to comment.

Responses were not given per-

centage weights, since most instructors did not answer all
sections of this question.

Less than half of the respon-

dents (44.7 per cent) commented on more than three of the
sections of the cjuestion, and many left the (question blank
or responded "none" when asked about specific problems
in Texas public junior colleges.

The following tables

reflect only comments on specific problem areas; responses
such as "no problem" and "none" are not recorded.
Table 17 reflects the responses to ojuestion 14(a),
which asked for comments on "Problems relating to students."
Inadecjuate academic background and poor motivation, either
in general or with specific reference to economics,
appeared to be the major student problems.

Further research

would be beneficial in order to determine why high school
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graduates are not prepared for college-level work or
motivated to do it.
TABLE 17
PROBLEMS RELATING TO STUDENTS
Comments

Number of
Responses

Diversity, or lack or adequate background

14

No desire to learn or study economics

8

Not academically motivated

4

Poor reading ability

2

Need more economics in high school

1

Source:

Response to Question 14(a) of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.

Question 14(b) asked for comments about "Problems
relating to teaching loads," and the responses are listed
in Table 18. Although responses to this question were
somewhat limited, it is evident that a number of junior
college teachers are required to teach classes which they
consider to be too large.

Also, many junior college

teachers feel that they are handicapped by a lack of time
to keep abreast of contemporary literature and current
developments in the field of economics.
Responses to question 14(c) concerning "Problems
relating to textbooks and other supplementary instructional

93
TABLE 18
PROBLEMS RELATING TO TEACHING LOADS
Comments

Number of
Responses

Classes too large

5

Lack of time to keep up with changes
in one's field

4

Must teach subjects other than economics

1

Too much committee work

1

Must teach too many semester hours

1

Source:

Response to Question 14(b) of questionnaire
in Appendix A.

materials" are reported in Table 19.

From the comments,

it is evident that a number of junior college economics
teachers are not satisfied with their present textbooks.
The reasons for this dissatisfaction include beliefs that
textbooks are too quickly out of date, that they are too
broad in scope, and that they are not interesting to students
Perhaps research in the specific area of junior college
textbook needs would be beneficial to a number of Texas
public junior colleges.
Question 14(d) dealt with problems of the physical
facilities of Texas public junior colleges, and the
resulting comments are shown in Table 20. A general
inadequacy of physical facilities, a specific shortage
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TABLE 19
PROBLEI^ RELATING TO TEXTBOOKS AND OTHER
INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
Comments

Number of
Responses

Texts are out of date after one year;
need annual revision

4

Textbook is too broad in scope

3

Textbooks are not interesting to the students

2

Use of teaching aids limited by school budget

2

Source:

Response to Question 14(c) of questionnaire
in Appendix A.

of audio-visual equipment, and budget limitations for both
are revealed by the responses to this cjuestion.
TABLE 20
PROBLEMS RELATING TO PHYSICAL EQUIPMENT AND
SUPPLIES (CLASSROOMS, OFFICES, ETC.)
Comments

A shortage, in general, of phisical
facilities

Number of
Responses

,

4

Not enough audio-visual ecjuipment
available

3

Limited budget for facilities

2

Source:

Response to Question 14(d) of (questionnaire
in Appendix A.
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Question 14(e) asked for comments about "Problems
relating to secretarial, clerical, and student help."
Table 21 reflects the response of Texas junior college
economics teachers to this question.

This table indicates

that there is a need for more secretarial help for junior
college economics instructors.

This fact is directly

related to the results of Table 18 which cited lack of
time as another major problem in the junior college.

It is

apparent that the 15-18 hour course loads of junior college
teachers could be lightened considerably if more clerical
help was supplied to the instructors.

However, problems

of a limited budget may make the lack of more secretarial
help a continuing problem in Texas public junior colleges.
TABLE 21
PROBLEMS RELATING TO SECRETARIAL, CLERICAL,
AND STUDENT HELP
Comments

No secretarial or clerical help available

Number of
Responses
4

Student help available, but the quality
is poor

3

Shortage of secretarial help

2

Amount of secretarial help is limited
by the budget

2

Source:

Response to Question 14(e) of questionnaire
in Appendix A.
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Qiiestion 14(f) concerned the respective junior
college economics teachers and their relationship with
their college administrators.

Responses to the question,

"Problems relating to your college administration," are
reported in Table 22. Of the instructors who indicated a
problem with their junior college administrators, most
were concerned with the lack of genuine two-way communication between the faculty and the administration.

Many

instructors would like a larger role, or at least a chance
to express their opinions, in matters concerning the
administration of the junior college.
TABLE 22
PROBLEMS RELATING TO YOUR COLLEGE ADMINISTRATION
Comments

Number of
Responses

Failure to communicate with faculty
or seek faculty opinion

5

Administration is influenced by public
opinion, to the detriment of academic
pursuits

1

Need administrative help to get more
students into economics courses

1

Limited budget

1

Source:

Response to Question 14(f) of questionnaire
in Appendix A.
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Question 14(g) inquired concerning the professional
growth and development of Texas junior college economics
teachers.

Responses dealing with "Problems relating to

your own professional growth and development" are listed
in Table 23.

From this table, it is again evident that

time and money were the primary problems relating to the
professional development of junior college economics
teachers.

Secondary problems referred to the lack of

opportunity to interact with other professional teachers
of economics.
TABLE 23
PROBLEMS RELATING TO YOUR OWN PROFESSIONAL
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT
Comments

Number of
Responses

Need for more time and funds to pursue
additional studies
Lack of interaction with other
economics teachers
The junior college provides no incentive
for further study
No near-by university which offers a
Doctorate in Economics
Source:

Response to Question 14(g) of cjuestionnaire
in Appendix A.
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Question 14(h) was the final section of this series,
The instructors were asked to comment on "Problems relating
to junior college teaching as a whole," and the results
are reported in Table 24.

From the responses to

question 14(h), it appears that most of the respondents
see the junior college student as the major area of concern,
This cjuestion, like 14(a), shows that student background
and motivation, as well as the diversity of student goals,
are problems which must be solved by junior college
instructors and other interested parties.
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TABLE 24
PROBLEMS RELATING TO JUNIOR COLLEGE
TEACHING AS A WHOLE
Comments

Number of
Responses

Cannot .separate terminal students from
transfer students

6

Low quality of student ability and
student desire

6

Problems of course design and course content
at the junior college level

2

No interaction with other teachers in
the same field

1

Lack of time

1

Budget problems
Junior college salaries are too low

1
1

Too much course load

1

Lack of coordination between junior college
economics courses and senior college
economics courses

-'•

Source:

Response to Question 14(h) of questionnaire
in Appendix A.

CHAPTER IV
PERSONAL INTERVIEWS
Methodology of the Interviews
For the Fall semester, 1971, Texas Tech University
accepted approximately 600 transfer students from a number
of junior colleges across the nation (112).

Close to

60 per cent of these students came from three local Texas
junior colleges.

In the order of the number of students

supplied, the schools were:

(1) Odessa College, Odessa,

Texas; (2) South Plains College, Levelland, Texas; and
(3) Amarillo College, Amarillo, Texas.

It was thought

that personal interviews with a representative economics
instructor in these major feeder schools could provide
information which was not obtained through the use of the
mailed questionnaire.

Since it was necessary to limit

the length of the mailed questionnaire in order to facilitate
the ease of response, a number of vital cjuestions concerning
additional problems were omitted.

In the interviews,

more (questions were asked about teaching methodology, class
size and its effect on teaching, teacher evaluation and
accountability, and a host of other topics.
Personal interviews with the three regional schools
will/ of course, not allow inferences to be made about all
Texas public junior colleges, nor was this the purpose of
100
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such personal contacts.

These three schools are simply

representative of junior colleges which supply approximately 60 per cent of Texas Tech University's junior
college transfer students, and the responses of these
economics teachers may give a clearer picture of how these
local schools teach introductory economics.
All three of these regional junior colleges had
previously responded to the mailed survey and were quite
cooperative in granting time for personal interviews.

No

attempt is made to present the findings through the use of
charts or tables.

Only this brief summary of the results

of the personal interviews was prepared as an addendum to
this project.
Results of Personal Interviews
The interviews at the three selected schools
revealed that all business majors were required to take
Principles of Economics, the two-semester transfer course.
As was previously noted. South Plains College at Levelland
offered a wider variety of economics courses than any of
the other thirty-six respondents to the mailed survey.
It was discovered that this junior college required
economics, not only for business students, but also for
agriculture majors, as well as students enrolled in the
school's "engineering option."

Again, regarding terminal

students, it was the consensus of the instructors interviewed
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that not over 10 per cent of these students take an
economics course at these three junior colleges.
Two of the economics departments used Samuelson's
text, but both agreed that it was rather rigorous for
junior college students unless supplemented by various
teaching aids, such as handouts, films, and some attempt
at individualized instruction for the students.

The

third teacher used McConnell, which he considered to be
more analytically rigorous than the Bach text which had
been used earlier at this school.
When questioned about the administrative location
of the economics department, the responses were unanimous
that being in either the Business or Social Sciences
Division had absolutely no effect on the teaching of introductory economics.

Only one school, Odessa College, had

economics under the Social Sciences Division.

Had the

mailed questionnaire been formally pre-tested, cjuestion 3
of the survey, dealing with the location of economics in
various departments, would probably have been deleted from
the survey and a more pertinent question inserted; but the
usefulness of the question regarding the location of the
economics department was only known after the fact.
The three instructors in these local junior colleges
were found to have excellent credentials for junior college
teaching.

None of the three has taught in secondary schools,

and all three came to the junior college directly from
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graduate school.

Two of these people are ranked as

instructors (one is tenured), and the third is Chairman of
the Division of Business at his school.

Four years'

teaching experience in the junior college was the minimum
for the group, with seven years being the maximum.

All

have taken a number of hours past the Masters degree, and
one is actively seeking a Doctorate.

The Doctoral candidate

has had 12 hours of Higher Education courses in the Texas
Tech Junior College Center; another has attended workshops
specifically relating to junior college teaching; and the
third teacher, in addition to more than 30 hours past the
MBA degree, will spend the summer studying at the London
School of Economics in England.
Regarding additional training, all three instructors
indicated that they would be willing to participate in
extension courses relating either to junior college teaching
technicjues in general or advanced courses in economics or
economic education.

However, probably too few people would

be interested in specialized economics or economic education
courses, and the more general "junior college studies"
course would be more feasible.
Three cjuestions were asked about teaching loads:
(1) number of hours taught, (2) number of preparations, and
(3) whether or not this was an overload.

The instructor

who also served as department chairman for the Business
Division had a 12-hour load with two preparations, while
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the other two instructors carried 15 hours with two and
three preparations respectively.

None considered them-

selves overloaded, and only one of the instructors indicated
that he was recjuired to sponsor a student club on campus.
Regarding concentration on economics teaching, it was
found that one instructor devoted 50 per cent of his time
to teaching other business courses, one taught a Business
Law course, while the third taught only economics courses.
Student diversity in the junior college, which was
cited in the literature as a major problem of junior college
teaching, was not considered a problem to the three persons
interviewed.

None of these instructors reported this as

a problem area, saying only that all students in any
particular section of economics, whether terminal or
transfer students, were given the same course.

All agreed

that most students come from high schools with inadecjuate
preparation for college-level studies and none of the
three knew how their students performed after transfer to
the senior college, but all assumed that the students did
well.
A number of interesting relationships between
teaching approaches, class sizes, and textbooks were uncovered from a series of questions dealing with teaching
methodology.

The economics instructors were (questioned

about their approach to economics, using Leamer's criteria
of the principles approach, the Problems approach, or the
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Historical approach as the guide (110:9-27).

None used the

Historical (Evolutionary) approach, but two instructors
indicated that they used the Problems approach.

Emphasis

in the Problems approach is on problem-solving and policy
situations, using case studies, workbooks, role-playing,
and individualized instruction, with minimum use of the
straight lecture method.

As could be expected, these two

instructors preferred smaller classes, citing a studentteacher ratio of twenty to one, or less, as being the ideal.
The inconsistency here seems to be the fact that both
instructors use the rigorous Samuelson text, even though
both had admitted earlier in the interview that it was
perhaps not the most suitable text for junior college
students because of its analytical rigor.

These two

teachers have power of choice of textbooks used, which
would seem to compound the apparent inconsistency.

The

third instructor used the Principles approach, teaching
a number of basic principles through the use of the
straight lecture method, and was not affected by class
size.

McConnell was the text which accompanied this lecture

course.
Further research should be conducted in this vital
area of class size and its relationship to the effective
teaching of economics.

There is the possibility that

effective or optimum class size is determined not only
by the subject matter and its structure, as is commonly
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thought, but more importantly by the teaching philosophy
and teaching approach of the individual instructor.

Only

additional personal interviews with a more representative
number of Texas (and other) junior college economics
teachers can determine whether this trend of relationships
will hold true for junior college economics teachers as
a whole.
The last topic covered in the personal interviews
dealt with current topics in higher education.

Economics

teachers are, after all, educators and should be amenable
to the use of concepts which may improve teaching
effectiveness.
A current popular item in the field of junior
college education tcDday is accountability; or, are teachers
responsible or accountable for what, if anything, they
teach in the classroom?

The three instructors were asked

who, if anybody, evaluated their classroom performance and
what methods were used for this evaluation procedure.

The

economics teacher interviewed, who also served as department
chairman, indicated that he was not formally evaluated.

In

fact, he used classroom visits (with permission of the
other teachers) to evaluate the other teachers in his
department.

The second teacher was visited, usually once

each year, in the classroom, by an administrator who was
not trained in the field of economics.

Only the third

teacher was subjected to multiple forms of evaluation.

He
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was visited in a classroom situation by a superior,
evaluated periodically by the students in his classes
(using anonymous cjuestionnaires) , and also used "selfevaluation."

Self-evaluation really means being accountable

to oneself and seems to be a rather vague concept, although
it is an accepted concept in higher education today.
Another current topic in education is the use of
"behavioral objectives," as set forth in a short book by
Robert Mager (32). Mager describes an objective as "an
intent communicated by a statement describing a proposed
change in a learner—a statement of what the learner is
to be like when he has successfully completed a learning
experience" (32:3).

Only one instructor in the series of

interviews worked with specific behavioral objectives.

The

other two had general goals and some vague idea where their
couse was going and said that students should "understand"
our economic system or "understand" certain principles,
even though measurement of such understanding or appreciation of economics is impossible.

These questions about

education were not meant to imply that the use of objectives
or accountability was either good or bad, but were meant
to see how these relatively new concepts are being used in
these regional junior colleges.
In closing, all three instructors were asked, "Did
you know that Texas Tech has a Center for Economic Education?"
to which all three replied that they did not.

They were
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also asked, "Did you know that Texas Tech has a Center for
Junior College studies?" to which two said no.

Increased

communication with these institutions, and possibly many
other junior colleges around the state, is apparently
needed.
In conclusion, it is evident that the increased
number of questions asked, which were omitted from the
mailed (questionnaire, would have caused the original
instrument to be too long, and could possibly have
significantly lowered the rate of response.

Also, many

of the replies to the interview questions would have been
impossible to interpret and compile meaningfully from
simply using checked or multiple-choice responses.

It again

should be emphasized that no conclusions about economics
in Texas junior colleges can be drawn from interviewing
representatives of only three schools, even though there
may be implications for Texas Tech University.

Since

mailed surveys and personal interviews represent two
different research methods, it is probable that different
and possibly conflicting conclusions would be reached.
However, it should be apparent that personal interviews
with junior college economics teachers, on a state-wide
level, should be the thrust of some future attempt to
describe and analyze economics in Texas junior colleges.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of the Survey
This fact-finding study was undertaken for the
purpose of:
1.

Gathering relevant information concerning

junior college economics courses.
2.

Finding out more, in general, about the

teaching of economics in Texas public junior colleges.
3.

Discovering trends, both good and bad, in

economic education in these selected schools.
4.

Discovering problem areas and making specific

recommendations which could possibly alleviate such
problems.
Information for this study was gathered by using
a mailed questionnaire.

Responses were returned by

representatives of at least thirty-seven (or 82.2 per cent)
of all public junior colleges in the state of Texas.
Sixty-four economics teachers were surveyed, and fortyseven (73.4 per cent) returned useable instruments.
results are found in Appendix B.

The

In addition to the mailed

survey, personal interviews were conducted with economics
teachers at the three junior colleges who supply a majority
of the junior college transfer students to Texas Tech
University.
109
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Conclusions of the Project
On the basis of the above study, the following
conclusions have been reached:
1.

Course offerings in Texas public junior

colleges are limited in most cases to the Principles of
Economics course which serves mainly the transfer students.
Two-year terminal students probably are not often exposed
to an economics course in the junior college.
2.

Reputable textbooks'are used as a pedagogical

tool in the junior colleges.

High schools often have

special textbooks, but there seems to be no significant
difference between texts used in junior colleges and those
used in a large number of senior colleges.
3.

The administrative location of the economics

sections, whether in the Business or Social Sciences
Department, is of no significance with regards to the
teaching of economics at the selected junior colleges.
Junior colleges are divided about equally between the two
different divisions.
4.

The teachers in Texas public junior colleges

are adecjuately qualified to teach freshman and sophomore
courses in economics.

A majority hold Masters degrees,

with a marked absence of any significant number of teachers
with either Doctors degrees or Bachelors degrees as the
highest degree held.

The fact that junior college transfer
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students often do not perform as well as native senior
college student in economics should be attributed to some
factor or factors other than the lack of academically
qualified instructors.
5.

Over one-half of the respondents, who now

teach in the junior college, were never students in a
junior college.

Those teachers who have been junior

college students possibly have a better "feel" for many
of the problems and prospects in these institutions.

It

should be noted that research concerning this point is not
mentioned in the literature, even though this is often one
consideration in the screening of prospective junior
college teachers.
6.

Junior college teachers could benefit from

more training in the specifics of junior college teaching.
Seventy-eight per cent of the respondents have had no
formal training or courses related to junior college
instruction, and this is an area in need of improvement.
7.

Most junior college economics teachers in

Texas do not devote 100 per cent of their time and efforts
to teaching economics.

Divided duties and assignments

may detract from the quality of instruction in one specific
field.
8.

Texas junior college economics teachers are

more likely to go into junior college teaching directly
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from graduate school and are not likely to move up to junior
college teaching positions from the high school ranks.
9.

Class sizes in junior college economics courses

are probably too large, but before this statement can be
made with authority, more research is needed on what constitutes optimum class size in a given academic area.

The

personal interviews revealed that the teaching approach
of the instructor, his philosophy of education, and the
nature of the subject matter all must be considered.
10.

Junior colleges, considered as a whole, are

an emerging entity in the field of higher education and
have their own special set of problems which require
specific remedies.

Junior colleges are not simply two

more years of high school, neither do they resemble the
four-year, research oriented schools and should not be
lumped into either of these two categories when solution
to problems are sought.
11.

The junior college student, with his background,

experience, goals, and lack of academic motivation, is
still the crux of most junior college problems.

Other

main problems, at least in Texas, seem to be the limited
junior college budget and a lack of time for the junior
college teacher to perform his many duties and keep himself
professionally refreshed.
12.

In general, economics in the Texas public

junior college is in need of improvement, in selected areas.
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to the end of raising the (quality of economics and economic
education in these schools.
Recommendations for Improvement
This survey has shown that certain changes could
be beneficial to the teaching of economics at the junior
college level.

On the basis of the conclusions set forth

in this paper, the following recommendations are made
concerning the improvement of economics and economic
instruction:
1.

Economics teachers within the junior college

and concerned outside educational agencies should work to
the end of increasing the number of economics courses
offered in Texas public junior colleges.

Junior college

administrators should be made more aware of the importance
of economic education to the citizens of our democratic
society, as well as to the importance attached to understanding our economic system of "guided" capitalism.
2.

Increased attention in the junior college

economics departments should be directed to the terminal
students, as well as continued emphasis on a qxiality
program for transfer students.
3.

More original research, such as theses and

dissertations, should be encouraged and supported which
relate to the area of junior college economics, not only
in Texas but on a nation-wide basis.
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4.

Interviews should be conducted with every

junior college economics teacher in the state in order to
lay the foundation for the building up of a body of literature and research in this vital area. While such efforts
were beyond the scope of the present survey, such interviews would be a feasible project for certain educational
and philanthropic agencies who are concerned with economic
education.
5.

Interinstitutional communication and cooperation

between junior colleges and senior colleges should be
improved and increased, so that each will know more about
what the other is doing regarding the teaching of introductory economics.
6.

Increased efforts should be made to communicate

to junior college economics teachers the purposes, as well
as the availability, of the wide variety of information and
services from the Joint Council on Economic Education, the
Texas Council on Economic Education, the Committee for
Economic Development, and other concerned agencies.
7.

Senior college economics departments should

make renewed efforts to supply adequately trained economics
instructors to Texas junior colleges.

Courses or seminars

relating to the teaching of elementary economics should
become part of the core curriculum of graduate students
who are interested in junior college teaching.
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8.

Interested graduate students in senior college

economics departments should be encouraged to avail themselves of the services of senior college Centers for
Economic Education and Centers for Junior College Studies.
It is a fact that more and more junior colleges are looking
for prospective teachers who have some type of specific
training for teaching in the junior college.

Graduate

courses in higher education relating to junior college
instruction offer this type of training which will be
most valuable to future junior college teachers regardless
of their area of specialization.

Also, Centers of Economic

Education can enlighten the economics graduate student to
the many opportunities in the growing field of economic
education which is increasing at all levels of education.
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APPENDIX A:

COPY OF THE ORIGINAL MAILED SURVEY,
INCLUDING COVER LETTER
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY

College of Arts and Sciences
Economics Department
Phone (806)742-2182
Lubbock, Texas 79409
October 11, 1971

The community junior college movement has boomed to such an
extent that rapidly increasing numbers of students are both
transferring to senior colleges and entering society as
productive members v/ith associate degrees. To both groups
the quality of economic education that was acquired in the
junior college is of the utmost importance, both for the
individual and for our democratic society.
The Department of Economics at Texas Tech University, in
cooperation with The Center for Economic Education,
recognizes the fact that there has been little or no research
in the area of economic education which is specifically
directed toward Texas junior colleges. The purpose of this
study is to survey the teaching of economics in our Texas
junior colleges and to make a contribution, however small,
to the field of economic education as applied to these
schools.
Your help is vitally needed! Please take a few minutes at
your earliest convenience to complete the enclosed cjuestionnaire and return it in the envelope provided. By helping us
in this manner, you will be contributing significantly
toward the development of economic education in our Texas
junior colleges.

Lewis E. Hill
Professor of Economics

John C. Gilliam, Director
Center for Economic Education
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A SURVEY OF ECONOMIC EDUCATION IN TEXAS JUNIOR COLLEGES
Conducted By
THE DEPARTr4ENT OF ECONOMICS, TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY

Please help us by completing this (questionnaire and returning
it, at your earliest convenience, to: Lewis E. Hill,
Texas Tech University
Department of Economics
Lubbock, Texas 79409
Part I.
1)

Economics Courses

What courses in Economics are offered in your college?
Principles of Economics (2 Semester Course)
Principles of Economics (1 Semester Survey Course)
Consumer Economics
Others, please list:

2)

Description of the Principles of Economics textbook,
please indicate:
Author

Edition

Title
Please list supplementary materials used, if any;

3)

Economics is located in which of the following
departments:
Business
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Social Sciences
Other, please list

Part II.
4)

Teacher Information

Academic background of Economics instructor
Degree Institution Date Taken Ma lor Minor
Bachelors
Masters
Doctors

5)

Were you ever a student in a community junior college?
Yes

6)

No

As a graduate or an undergraduate, have you had any
formal training for teaching specifically in the
junior college?
Yes

7)

No

What percentage of your total course load is devoted
to Economics courses?
100%

75% or more

50% or more

Less than 50%
8)

Teaching experience, please list:
Type of
Institution
Secondary schools
Junior colleges
Senior colleges

Number
of Years

Subiects Taught
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Part III.
9)

Student Information

The number of students in your average Principles of
Economics class is:
Less than 20
.40-49

10)

20-29

30-39

50 or more

The Principles of Economics course is directed
MAINLY to fit:
the two-year Terminal student
the Transfer student
emphasis on neither, specifically

11)

Approximately what per cent of the students in your
Principles of Economics classes have at least a
Bachelors degree as their goal?
50% or more

Less than 50%

_No approximation
12)

Would you be willing to submit a course outline and/or
other materials which will assist us in this study
of Economic Education in Texas Junior Colleges?

13)

Would you like a copy of the results of this survey?
If so, please list:
Name
Name of School
Mailing Address

14)

What are the main problems of teaching Economics in
your Texas junior college? (Please use back of page
if you need more space.)
a)

Problems relating to students:
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b)

Problems relating to teaching loads:

c)

Problems relating to textbooks and supplementary
instructional materials:

d)

Problems relating to physical equipment and
supplies (classroom, office, etc.):

e)

Problems relating to secretarial, clerical, and
student help:

f)

Problems relating to your college administration;

g)

Problems relating to your own professional
growth and development:

H)

Problems relating to junior college teaching as
a whole:

Thank you.
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APPENDIX B:

COPY OF THE COMPILED RESULTS. IN TABULAR FORM,
AS RETURNED TO THE RESPONDENTS, INCLUDING
COVER LETTER
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY

College of Arts and Sciences
Economics Department Phone (806)742-2182
Lubbock, Texas 79409
April 18, 197 2

The Department of Economics at Texas Tech University,
in cooperation with the Center for Economic Education, has
completed a survey of the teaching of economics in Texas
public junior colleges. As a respondent to our questionnaire,
you were responsible for the success of this study. We are
greatful for your help and wish to take this opportunity to
express our thanks. Your time and effort on this project
are most appreciated.
A copy of the tabulated results of the survey is
enclosed for your consideration and interpretation. We hope
this information will be of some benefit by 1) giving you
a clearer picture of the status of economics in Texas junior
colleges; 2) finding out how certain aspects of your
economics courses and economics teachers compare with other
junior colleges in our state; and, 3) improving communications between Texas junior and senior colleges. After you
have studied the findings, we would v;elcome any further
comments regarding this survey or other problem areas in
the field of economics in Texas junior colleges.
The results of this survey, complete with conclusions
and recommendations, has been compiled into a Masters Thesis
and may be obtained on inter-library loan from the library
at Texas Tech University. The thesis was written by
Willard D. Machen and is entitled, "A Survey of Economic
Education in Selected Texas Junior Colleges."

Lewis E. Hill
Department of Economics

John C. Gilliam
Center for Economic Education
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Table I
Overall Response to the Survey
Number of
Quesclonnairus
Mailed (N)
Texas Public
Junior Colleges

N Responses

N No
Response

37

8

82.22

17.8Z

47

17

73.4Z

26.6Z

4.5

Texas Junior
College Econonics
Instructors

64

Percent
Response

Table II
Economics Courses offered in
Texas Public Junior Colleges

Course
Principles of Economics
(2 Semesters)

Nur.ber of
Responses (N)

N as a Percent of
the Respondents

37

lOOZ

Consumer Economics

4

' 10.8%

Economic Geography

2

5.4Z

Principles of Economics
(1 Semester)

1

2.7Z

Economic History

1

2.7Z

Agricultural Economics

1

2.7Z

Personal Finance

1

2.7Z

Economic Development of
the Gulf Coast

2.7Z
Table III

Textbook Used in Principles of Economics
Courses in Texas Public Junior Colleges

Rank

Author
McConnell

2

Hailstones and
Brennan

CM
—1

1

Number of
Schools (N)

N as a percent of
the respondents
34.4Z

11

29.7Z

3

Heilbroner

5

13.5Z

4

Bach

3

8.1Z

5

Samuelson

3

8.1Z

6

Brandis

2

5.4Z

7

Leftwich

1

2.7Z

Total

37

100

2^

"percentage totals in tables will vary up to .IZ due to rounding errors.

Percent
Ho Response
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Table IV
Supplementary Materials Used to Teach Principles of
Economics In Texas Public Junior Colleges

Items Used

Number of
Times Used (N)

N as a Percent of
the Respondents

Workbook which
Accompanies Text

8

21.6Z

Programmed Texts

8

21.6Z

Readings book which
accompanies Text

18.92

Transparencies which
accompany Text

16. 2Z

The Wall Street
Journal

5

13.5Z

"Handouts"

5

13.5Z

Filmstrips which
accompany Text

3

8.12

Video Tapes

2

5.4Z

Book reports

1

2.7Z

Federal Reserve Filmstrips

1

2.7Z
Table V

Location of tht- Economics Department

Department

Number of
Schools (N)

N as a perctnt of
the Respondents

Business

21

56.82

Social Science

15

40.5Z

1

Other
Total

2.72

37

1002
Table VI

Academic Background of Economics Instructors

Highest
Degree
Bachelors
Masters*^
Doctors
No Response to
this question
Total

Number of Economics
Teachers (N)

N as a Percent of
tlic Rfc-sjiondents

2

4..32

42

89,.32

2

4.,32

1
47

2..12
100 2

Listings in this table are made without regard for major or minor field.
Table VII for this information.
^.isters degrees were distributed as follows:
3 MS degrees; and 1 MEd degree.

See

31 MA degrees; 7 MBA degrees;
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Table VII
Economics Instructors with a major or minor In
Economics at the Highest degree held

Number of Economics
Instructors (N)

Rank*

N as a Percent of
the Respondents

1

Graduate Major

23

48.92

2

Graduate Minor

11

23.42

3

Undergraduate Major

2

4.3Z

4

Undergraduate Minor

2

4.3Z

5

Instructors with no Major
or Minor in Economics

8

17.OZ

6

No response to this question

1

2.1Z

Total

47

100 2

Table VIII
Economics Teachers who are former
Junior College Students

Number of Economics
Instructors (N)

N as a percent of
the Respondents

Forrr.er Student in
a Junior College

20

42.62

Never Attended a
Junior College

27

57.42

Totals

47

100 2

Table IX
Economics Instructors with Formal Training
for Teaching in a Junior College

Number of Economics
Instructors (N)

N as a percent of
the Respondents

Formal Training

10

21.32

No Formal Training

37

78.72

Totals

47

100 2

Table X
Amount of Teaching Load Devoted
to Economics Courses

Nur.ber of Economics
Instructors (N)

N as a percent of
the Respondents

1002

15

32 .02

75Z or more

16

34,.02

50Z or more

8

17 .02

Less than 502

8

17,.02

Totals

47

100 z
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Table XI
Prior Teaching Experience of Texas
Junior College Economics Teachers

Number of Economics
Teachers (N)
Secondary Schools
Senior Colleges
Junior Colleges Only
(or no experience)
Total

N as a percent of
the Respondents

15

31.9Z

7

14.9Z

25

53.2Z

47

100 Z

Table XII
Number of Students in the "Average" Principles of Economics
Class at Texas Public Junior Colleges

Students in Economics
Classes
Less than 20

Number of Economics
Instructors (N)

N as a percent of
the Respondents

3

6.4Z

20-29

16

34. OZ

30-39

24

51.IZ

40-49

1

2.1Z

50 or more

3

6.4Z

Total

47

100 Z
Table XIII

Direction of the Principles of Economics Course

Number of Economics
Instructors (N)

N as a percent of
the Respondents

Toward Transfer Students

33

70.2Z

Toward Terminal Students

1

2.1Z

13

27.7Z

Toward Neither, Specifically
Total

47

100 Z

Table XIV
Students in the Principles of Economics Course
who will seek at least a Bachelors Degree

Number of Econonics
Instructors (N)

Number of Students

40

50Z or more

N as a percent of
the Respondents
85. IZ

Less than 50Z

3

6.4Z

No Approximation

4

8.5Z

Totals

47

100 2
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APPENDIX C:

LIST OF THE SCHOOLS WHO PARTICIPATED IN
THIS SURVEY

1.

Alvin Junior College
Alvin, Texas

2.

Amarillo College
Amarillo, Texas

3.

Angelina College
Lufkin, Texas

4.

Brazosport Junior College
Freeport, Texas

5.

Bee County College
Beeville, Texas

6.

Central Texas College
Killeen, Texas

7.

Cisco Junior College
Cisco, Texas

8.

Clarendon College
Clarendon, Texas

9.

College of the Mainland
Texas City, Texas

10.

Cooke County Junior College
Gainsville, Texas

11.

Del Mar College
Corpus Christi, Texas

12.

Eastfield College
Mesquite, Texas

13.

El Centre College
Dallas, Texas

14.

Grayson County College
Denison, Texas

15.

Henderson County Junior College
Athens, Texas

16.

Howard County Junior College
Big Spring, Texas
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17.

Hill County Junior College
Hillsboro, Texas

18.

Laredo Junior College
Laredo, Texas

19.

Lee College
Baytown, Texas

20.

McLennan Community College
Waco, Texas

21.

Navarro Junior College
Corsicana, Texas

22.

Odessa College
Odessa, Texas

23.

Midland College
Midland, Texas

24.

Paris Junior College
Paris, Texas

25.

Ranger Junior College
Ranger, Texas

26.

St. Phillips College
San Antonio, Texas

27.

San Jacinto College
Pasadena, Texas

28.

South Plains College
Levelland, Texas

29.

Southwest Texas Junior College
Uvalde, Texas

30.

Tarrant County Junior College
Northeast Campus
Hurst, Texas

31.

Tarrant County Junior College
South Campus
Ft. Worth, Texas

32.

Temple J u n i o r C o l l e g e
Temple, Texas
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33.

Texarkana College
Texarkana, Texas

34.

Texas Southmost College
Brownsville, Texas

35.

Victoria College
Victoria, Texas

36.

Wharton County Junior College
Wharton, Texas

37.

Weatherford College
Weatherford, Texas

