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C Purpose of -the Study o ‘ | S i

A
..

= THE GENERAL CURRICULUM PROFESSORIATE b k:

',).w R . .

3

At the same time that information was ‘being obtained about the job mﬂrkc . '/

LI \

Ifor curriculum specialists in higher education, a related sUrvey was coﬂ%pcted
to o;tain information regardiﬁg the status pf persons now holdingﬂprofessgrships
‘in genera] curriculum in‘higher education.:‘In\the absence of empirical data

on thig topic, it is difficult to know what the profess;iiate in general

. L
v . \\

‘curriculum is like,- what academic programs they provide, and what impact they
are having-across the country.v Data pertaining to,these concerns would ‘not

.‘ - . 1 B ) . . . )
only provideva basis for J%derstanding the current status of this academic
. g :
specialty, but it would also sa}ve as a basis of comparison with the results of
any future survey taken oﬁ the status of thé general curriculum professoriate
Lo

]
v

In general it is of value both to. professors in this academic specialt;x (f

a

and to €heir departmental and college administrators to have a wider under—

(

. standing %f curricﬁlum profeSSors work and circumstances than is possible:ﬁ‘-

’ from the perspect1Ve of a single institution B With this in niind, a nation—

1

wide survey of general curriculum professorships was undertaken to ascertain ,
AN -
information that could be used to construct an overail profile of those holding

' 'such positions during 1977-78 and to develop a comﬁoslte picture of what they

do_and‘the probléms they face. : '

” .
3 . e

The purpose of this study'was to determine (1) the nature of the. positions
Qf .
held by professors of general. curriculum and the terms of their employment .T%;:

NG . - . K

a (2) their educational and experiential.backgrounds‘ 3) their Current academic; .

O

' responsibilities, (4) the number of doctoral stupehﬁs graduating from their.

o

) 7

L
general’ curriculum programs in the’ mext three years; and (5) ‘the problems thése
professors face in carrying oﬂt their work in general curriculum.
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in higher education., ' o - o ‘ 'ﬂ%ﬁf
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’1'_lLt;_'_(lt_l_(:'f;‘tilg_nn;l1rc and, the Populat ion Sur_vvyod

A Adltem questiomaire was developed dealing specifically with ‘topics

’

b . ! ~ .
suth as (':irju:ts and salary; arecas of doctoral preparation and greatest

Y . ) - ‘: I3 . ~
expertisey time spent in teaching, .rescarch, and, service: titles of courses

taught; program and advising responsibilitices; doctoral graduates; and pro-
t

L.

blems faced. This questi?nnﬂiro was designed to bL nnswored by the senior.

'genorll curriculum facuIty QObor in the sape institutions being surveyed

- ~

regarding vacancies in general curriculum, as repnrted in the companion

-

study e%titled,;fWWG Job Market for Curriculum Specialists in Higher Fducdtion.™.

The Deans in these finety-five institutions having doctoral programs in
Y - " ( N N

s

genera? eafrieulum were provided a LOPY of the facu]ty qutstionnalre and were

AEY

requested to ask theirs«senior professor in general curriculum to respond to

aﬁa.reCurn the questionnaire. Seventy-three of the ninety-five questionnaires

[}

'
-

(77/)twere returned * The institutions in which.thesemrespondents hold

{
posffions can be c1a531f1ed by type (58 public 15 private), location (44 ™
'[r\\ ..
urhan, 29 nonurban), size of student body (2 under 5,000: 8 ~ 5 to 10,000;
¥ . o

18 - 10 to 20,000; 26 - 20 to 30,000; i9 above 30,000), and regioh of . the

country (NE - 9, SE - 17, NC - 28, SC - 9, NW - 2, SW - 7).

t

»

. . . ) , ' : . '-
Profile of the Responding General Curriculum ProfessQis
) . Ll / »

Positions and Terms of Employment B N

u

~

The total number of respondents was 73. Of these, 36 are Full Professors,

. . o, . :
1l is Research Professor,.-23 are Associate Professors, 6 are Asspistant Professors,
. N . Y » . . .

[y N

7 are of unknown rank. #30% are the only Prnfessqr-of Curriculum in thedr

‘institutidn; 26Z’nave 3 others; 15% have 2 others; and 10% haye 1 other.

F~

'992 hold full- time p031t10ns. 85% are ténUrea. Contracts are held for 9

.
qo

months of the year by 41%, for é monthsinlus su@mers:hy 197, for']O months

5
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$20 —‘2‘5,0’60 for ,3(,8%,‘ $25 - 30,000 for 267, above $30,000 for 20%, and $15 -
20,000 for T1%. Salary lncrcuscs‘[n']§77—78 over 1976-77 were $1,000 to 1,500
for 28%, $1,500 to 2,000 for 20%, $500 to 1,000 for 15%, less than §500 for 147,
$2,000 - 2,500 f0r<lO%,hover $3,0601f0r 57, and $2,500 - 3,000 for 4%. 797 of
the institutions hguc prob[slons for sabbatical leave; 417 nftcr 7 years; 167
after 6 ycaré; und one year leaves are the most common\XISZ) although for 477
neither a semester, a quérter, or a year is the standard length. 507 of salary
the most common pay for 10%2. 41% are in academic'unite cdlled "Curriculum

and Instruction;” however, 24 other unit names were reported, indicating place-

ment often in units having little or nothing to do with curriculum or instruction.

Educational and Experiential Background

597 were preﬁéréﬁ in General Currlculum doctoral programs, 8% in Educatlonal

Administratibn,CSZ in Elementary Cducation, 4% in Secondary Educaticn, 12%

in others. 377 did not work as General Curriculum practitioners prior‘to

serviceAin higﬁer edupatiou; 147 worked 5 'or 6 years; 127 worked 3 or 4 years;

11% worked 5 or 10 years. 30% have been in their present professional pqsitlon
) be%ween 6 ;nd 10 ye;rs;‘27% for C to S“yearS' 25% for 11 to 17 years; and 18%

for 18 years or more. 48/ consider themselves expert in Secondary Curr1culum,

467% in Curricuhnnémsign 427 in Curriculum Theory, 40% in Curriculum K-12,

25% in Curriculum Evaluation, 18% in Curriculum K—6, 14% in Curriculum Inquiry.

84% are’XéCD members. 497% are AERA - Division B members . 32% are members of |

Professors of Curriculum.

,/‘
-

Academic Responsibilities

447 spend 50-75% of the time teaching, program planning, or advising;
27% spend 75-100% on these, 2§Z spend 26-50%. 417 spend under 10% on
research or publlcaéfons;'27z spend 10-25%; 157% spend no time; 127% spend

25-50%. 427 speﬁu under 10% in sefvice actiuities-withdut additional pay;

267 spend no time; 257 spend 10-25%. 47%.do not enéage in eervice activitie's

we w N

N
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with ud(lltiunulr pays 417 spend under 107 of their time in this way.

307 spent 51-75% of thefr teaching time in 1976-77 in teaching General
Curriculum Courses, 297 spent 75-100%, 227 spend 25-50%, and 18% spent (1-25%
of their time this way. The 73 respondents reported teaching a total of 188
general curriculum courses during 1976-77. C(Courses taught in Curriculum K-12
numbered 35 of 18.67% of the total; 52% of the respondent s never taught thisi
31 cour;es in Curriculum Theory‘(16%) were taught; 587 of the respondents
never taught this. 30 courses 16 Secondary Curriculum - 7 to 12 (16%) werce
ta;ght; 59% of‘the respondents never taught this. 29 courses in Curriculum
Design (15.4%) werewtaught; 607 never taught this. 15 in Elementary Curriculum
K-6 (87) were taught; 797 never taught this. 12 courses in Curriculum
Evaluation (67) were taught; 847 never taughf this. 11 courses in Curriculum
Inquiry 66%) were taught;'85% never éﬁught this. 25 (13%) other general

curriculum courses,wegé taught, including titles such as Leadership, °
/‘ ' ’ ’ -
Curriculum Administration, Curriculum History, and Curriculum Innovation. 52
% : . N
courses classified as non-general curriculum courses were taught by these same

1

73 réspondents; this is 22% of the toral (240) courses taught\(general curriculum
and non-general curriculum). Only *29% of the Tespondents did not teach non-

general curriculum courses. Among)titles in this group are Practicum in Per—*
formance Based Educatijon, Philosopﬁical Foundations ofVEducation, Social Studies

] t
-

’
Education, Introduction to Researqp, Science Education, Principalship, Hispanic

. : [
Education, Measurement, and Evaluation of Instruction. 43% do not” teach non-
o v . 3

resident courses; 297 teach non-resident-courses as an overioad with extra

»

\~ compensation; 16Z\teach such courses_in their regular load.

90% teach dcctoral students; 90% tedch masters students; 61%.teach
e . . e ’ ) . i
¢ Bpecialist degree students. 777 are major advisors to doctoral students}'4-6

. ] N . )
studeénts being the number mentioned most often., 69% are major advisors to

v
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masters students, the nomber ment foned most often bed ng between 4 oand 15, 247
advise undergraduate students. 277 advise specialist degree students. 727
do not advise outside general curricalum,

Doctoral programs with which the 73 respondents work are oriented for

\
only I7 exclusively toward the preparation of professors and researchers in

general curriculum.  For 187 the programs are oriented only toward the
preparation of gencral curriculum practitioners. For 427 the programs are
oriented toward both of these combined in the same program. For 237 they are

orfented toward both,but they are distinguished from each other.
~
Iy )

~Publications and\other scholarly presentations center on Curriculum K-12
t

-

for 227, on theory for lﬁZ,*oQ 7~-12 fer 157, on Design, Instruction, and

Evaluation for about 147, on Inguiry for 8%.

’

Consulting centers on Curriculum Development for 34% and on Instruction

for 25%, on Curriculum K-12 for 19%, and on Evaluation for 16%.

4

-

Noctoral Graduates Produced

.

A total of abpfOXimately 260 doctoral students will graduate-in General

Curriéulum each year for the next three years (1978, 1979,_1580).

-Problems Reported

32% reporked‘a lack of college support for general curriculum. ‘322
reported }eeli;g préssure to geherate”credit hours to justify faculty positions.
30% expressed difficult;’in'placing graduates in college positions. 27% felt
they had too heavf_;n_advising load. No one reported expecting—hisﬁgpr position
to be eliminated. A number of othgr problems in individu@i institutions were
volunteered by the respondents, including such thing§ as organizationgl prngems,

favoritism (to others), enrollment declines, need for additional faculty in

-

general curriculum at {ﬁe same time theré is littlg'likelihqod‘of such additions.

- K
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Interpreting this Survey of the Ceneral Carriculum Professoriate

'

The facts established by this survey do not tend [Homsvlvvs to anyv
particular Interpretation.  Because the survey cncompassed only one professor

In each Institution, the facts cannot be vintvrprvtv(l as applving to the whole
of the general curriculum p;pfcssoriutc. These sv?unty—thruv ruspnndoqts~rvﬂ
ported a totaf of 162 other geoneral curriculum colleagues In their own
institutjons, and no doubt there are others in institutions that were not in-
cluded In the survey. To obtain a complete picture of the professoriate in

this speclialty, it will be necessary to conduct a much more thorough survey than

-

{s reported here.
s

Some of the findings of this study arc worthy of being pointed up in re-
; . ./
lation to other facts because of their special interest or significance:
(1) In the institutions surveyed, a large number of general curriculum

professors (30%) have no other general curriculum colleague in the

same institution despite the fact that all these institutions offer
N\

P

»

doctoral programs in curriculum. \

(2) A large number of respondents-(32%) report a lack of support for

e general curriculum despite the fact that all seventy-three offer

L)

dqctoral programs in curriculum.
(3) "While approximately 260 doctoral studénts will graduate in\general

curficulum each year for the next three years (1978, 1979, 1980), T

T ‘ : _ : \
-: s 30% of the respondents expressed difficulty in placing graduates

iﬁ Colieée positégps, 19% expressed difficulty ‘in placihg&gradgates.
. v . t .

in school positions, 11% indicated generalists ofgen had t6 take -

. Ty . ' .

‘fpositions as specialists, and 7% said graduates often had to take

.
. - ~
~

»~ positions forrwhich they were not specifically prepared. :i(No inference

]
»

should be drawn that these percentages or tpeir totals necessarily
L [ . .

4 .
~ L4
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represent the same fostftutfons in any case.)  The survey ot vacancfes

anticipated to - higher education for general curriculum professors,
\

as reported fn the companion study, Indfcates that a Timited number
of higher educattion positions will be available fn the near future
in'this specialty,  Anticipated positions in schools was not surveyed,
S0 i‘L {s fmpossible to say whether the availabtlity of this kind of

posttion for the gendral curriculum doctoral graduate will be limited
or not,

(4)  The fact that no respondent reported expecting his/her position to

be eliminated (for whatever reasons) ig quite surprising given the
. .
fiscal exigencies in many universities at the present time and given

the expression of lack of college support for general cupriculum
in 327 of‘the respondents' institutions. On the other hand, gﬁere
waé frequent mention of the.need for additignal general curriculum’
profeqsors to nugment the cyrrent work force in thlq specialty at

a time when ﬂﬁums recognized that there is 11tt1e 11ke11hood that

v
these needed,positions will be authorized.
) i
. (5) 41% of those now engaged in the General Curriculum Professoriate were

N

~

‘ not-prepared by theiy own doctoral study in the general curriculum

speciqlty. 787% of the total number of courses taught_ by these -pro-

¥

-fegsors fall within general curriculum and 22% lie outside. Tt is
- f - . "‘\‘ B
Qﬁuitelapparent from these figures and from data on indiwvidual re-, *
y .spondents that the teaching of either type course does not necessarily

parallel their academic preparation iN terms of their doctoral specialty.

It was not possible to inqérpret'the data to show how many taught.

Q ’ « strickly within their specialty, but of course this occurred in°®
A : . . d \}
BN numerous instances._ ) . ] ( .
: o - ‘ .
- /) - -
- . 9 P . ’: o
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: i(f()l].‘i"l(ll‘l\l( fons tor Further stady ot the Ceneral Curtlcutum Profescsoriate

The studv reported here provides only o hepinning understanding ot tlx\(ﬁ
General Carrdiculum Protessoriate nationwide. A gurvey ot the “I.l( lre pro
fessoriate in tl;l:; spectalty would not lw.tun dittfcult to undertake and
could provide a much more complete and accurate protile than was possible from
this timited study., To our knowledye, such a study has not been previouasl-

" I3 - ' ~
attempt fd oand would, if -undertaken, provide needed information on the status
: r !
)

i
of this essential specialfy within the more general 'Educational Professoriate.
This initial effort has indicated that certain basic data can be
readlly obtafned. 1t has also suggested some questions arising from the facts
juxtaposed in the previous section that might be explored in depth Lin terms
of explanatory hypotheses.  Whether for the general interest of those engaged
in this spécialty or for more practical reasons associated with institutional
B B f
equity or with the academic contribution-of an essential Education specialty,
a study of the General Curriculum Professoriate will he indeed worthwhile.
« ]‘
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