
THE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 

SCHOOL OF HOME ECONOMICS 

CHARACTERISTICS AND ATTITUDES OF PARTICIPANTS 

IN TWO HOME ECONOMICS EDUCATION OFF ·-CAMPtJS 

GRADUATE PROGRAMS 

By 
MARY ELLA SPENCER 

A r:esearch problem submitted to the 
De?artment of Home Economics Education 

in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of 

Master of Science 

August, 1975 

Appr.oved : 

_ -n-. ~,;t~_?~~ __ _ 
Head I DepartJ:lent. Tlo;ne Economl.cs 
Educe-tion 



ACKNm"LEDGEr .. IENTS 

Si~cere appreciation is extended to Dr. Bonnie B. 

Greenwood, my major professor, for her encouragement, under

standing, and heJ.pful assistance. 

Appreciation is extended to the partic ipants of the 

two Florida State University Home Economics Education Off

Campus Graduate Programs fo r contributing the data which 

made this study possible. Also, Gpecial thanks is extended 

to Dr. r·tary Lee Hurt for her assistance in the data collec-

tio!!. 

To my parents, 1 a~ deeply indebtec for instilling 

in me a desiJ:"e to learn, and provic.ir).g me the opportunity 

for a higher education. I am also most gratefuJ. to my 

husband und farr:ily for their unde:csta:1diilg and support of 

i':,y gc·a1s in life. 

i1 



TABLE OF CONTE.NTS 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

LIST OF TABLES . 

Chapte r 

I . INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Need for the Study 
Statement of the Probl em 
Objectives 
De limi ta Lions 
Limitation 
Assumptions 
Definition of Terms 

I I . REVIE~'il OF Lll'ERZ\'l'URE . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Continuing Professional Grovlth through 

In-service Educ a tion 
Hission of Off- Campus College and 

University Programs 

II 1. PROCEDURE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Development of the Instrument 
Selection of the Sample 
Administration of the Instrument 
Treatment of the Dat~ 

IV . ANALYSIS OF DATA . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Introduction 
Description of t he Sample 
Comparison of tha 'l" ... ·o Groups 

Page 

i 1 

v 

1 

6 

12 

15 

V. SU~~~RY , CONCLUSIONS , AND RECOMMENDATIONS . . . . 30 

Summary 
Ccnclusions 
Recommendations 

iii 



Appendices 

A. QUESTIONNAIRE . . . . . 
B . REMARKS OF PARTICIPANTS 

REFERENCES 

VITA . . . 

iv 

Page 

34 

39 

46 

49 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Summary of Personal Data by Variable . • • . .• 16 

v 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The role of a public university had been to serve 

the needs of the people in the state . Universities have 

recognized the necessity of taking programs to the people 

and different types of · programs have been established. Pro

gram innovation with the ultimate aim of encouraging the 

participants to grow and develop is a continuing responsi

bility of higher education institutions. The educational 

system in the State of Florida has long recognized that 

scholars and graduate students should work "in an academic 

environment pe~neated with a sense of the excitement of 

research and the need to search for greater knowledge" 

(Montgomery and Ritchey, 1975, p. 39). 

Florida State University was the only institut i on 

in the State of Florida for many years that offered graduate 

degrt:~es in home economics. Indivj.duals, not living within 

the Tallahassee a~ea, desired to enroll in graduate work but 

\vere un.~ble to do so due to working responsibilities, family 

obligations , and a variety of other reasons. 

The first Florida State University Off-Campus Home 

Economics Edu(.!ation Graduate Program was implemented in 
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Jacksonville , Florida , in January 1973. One ye.:ir leiter in 

January 1974 , a second program was initiated in Clearwater , 

F l o r ida . Orl ando was chosen for the location of the third 

Off-Campus Home Economics Education Graduate Progr am which 

began in January 1 975 . 

Need for the Study 

During the development of any program t here is a 

need for continual monitoring and evaluation. of the program 

with revi sions of procedures and implementation as the pro-

gram develops . Continual evaluation of the needs of par -

ticipants in relation to a specific program is recognized by 

the Carnegie Commission as cited by Mayhew (1973) 

The most t rad itional and central of the functions 
of higher education is the education of a particular 
enrolled student body, and to serve the urban area 
as an educator the institution must learn the char
acteristics of the populati on and adjust its program 
accordingly . (p . 74) 

Although informal , on-going evaluation has been 

carried on throughout the duration of the Florida State 

University Home Economics Education Off-Campus Graduate 

Programs , the need for a more comprehensive evaluation has 

been recognized . Also, no systematic method has been em-

played to compile background characteristics of those par--

ticipating in the programs . 

Statement of the Pl:obleln 

The purpose cf the study was to collect selected 

information abcut t:he individuals em~olled in bolO on-going 



3 

Florida State University Home Economics .education Off-Campus 

Graduate Programs and to solicit suggestions for program 

improvement. In relation to this problem, the following 

questions were explored: 

1. Why did the participants decide to enroll in the 
off-campus program? 

2. What d o they hope to gain from the off-campus 
program? 

3. What suggestions for improvement can the par
ticipants offer? 

4. What factors have caused the greatest difficulty 
to the participants in pursuing an advanced 
degree? 

5. What are the characteristics of the "typical" 
participant in the off-campus program? 

9b jectives 

The objectives of the study ~·lere the following: 

1. To determine the reason for the particip~nts 
enrolling in the off-campus program . 

2. To determine what the participants hoped to gain 
through the program. 

3. To ascertain suggestior.s from the participants 
for imFrovement of t.he progra.m . 

4. To dctermi:1e \rlhat factors have caused the great
est di ff iculty to the participants in pursu ing 
an ~dvanced degree. 

5. To deter~ine characteristics of the "typical" 
parti...:ipant in the off-campus program . 

Oelimi tat.ions 

'l'he specific delimitations of the study were the 

following: 

/ 



1. The sample was limited to those students en
rolled in the Florida State University Home 
Economics Education Off -Campus Graduate Pro
grams in Clearwater and Orlando , Florida. 

2. The sample was limited to those students pur
suing a master I s ' degree . 

3. The sample was limited to those attending the 
Off-Campus Graduate program during the summer 
of 1975. 

Limitation 

The information obtilir.ed from the study was limited 

4 

to that contained in the questionnaire whereas numerous 

other factors may exist. 

Assumptions 

The assumptions made in conducting the study were 

the following: 

1. The sample was representative of those who ',Jere 
pursuing a master's degree. 

2. The questionnaire was clearly understood by 
the participants and they answered as intended. 

3. The participants \'i'F.!re hones t in their responsos. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions are stated as they relate 

to this study in order to aid in the understanding of the 

study: 

1. Continuinq education: "The administr.ative 
agency whosef'urrction is to identify the needs 
of non-regularly articulated stu:Jents and to 
marshal tha rescurceG of. the \!niversity to '[I\eet 
the identif:!.ed necd~ . generally q~Qgraphir:a lly 
r en,oved from the czmpw" (Dr. H. Finn Groover, 
Assistant Director for Off-Campus Programs , 1975) 
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In-service education : "A procedure intended for 
the improvement of instruction in the schools 
and for increasing the competence and profes 
sional growth of teaching personnel during their 
service in the schools" (Chesin and Walsh, 19 66 , 
p . 31) . 

Off-Campus pro*ram: "Through continuing educa
tion is the ve icle by which the above defi ni 
tion is fulfilled" (Dr . H. Finn Groover, Assis
tant Director for Off - Campus Programs , 1975) . 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

A review of the literature revea l ed that much a t-

tention has been given to in-service education in broad 

areas , but a lack of information exists relating to in-

service education in the field of home economics . This re-

view of literature encompasses both research and opinions 

of authorities in the field and is presented under the fol-

lowing sub-headings: (a) continuing professional growth 

through in-service education ; and (b) mission of off-campus 

college and university programs. 

Continuinq Professional Growth through 
In service Education 

Okes (1974) stated that of the 13 , 041 , 000 partici -

pants in adult education in 1969, 46% were college under -

gradua tes, graduates, or postgz:aduates . Four year colleges 

and universities sponsor ed adult education for the largest 

group of students--21 . 7% of the 13,041,000 partiCipants . 

Other major sponsors vlere: employers , 17. <1:S; public grade 

schools and high schools , 15.1%; public 2 year colleges and 

technical insti tutes I 11. 9%; communi ty organ.i. zation, 11. 9% i 

and private tr'lde-·vot.:aticnal or business schools I 11. 5% . 



This illustrates the magnitude of the adult student body in 

the United States that must be served by the higher educa

tion institutions . 
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A current responsib±lity among educators lies in the 

production .of verified knowledge needed for planning pro

grams. Use of the knowledge that is available and develop

ing a firm commitment toward producing and using more ade

quate kno\vledge fo"r bases of decisions is a l so required 

(McCarty and Associates, 1973). 

The need for verified knowledge was recoqnized in a 

study by Monahan and Miller (1971) at the University of 

Iowa. This study indicated that the chief desire of teachers 

for in-service educational programs was to improve their 

teaching skills . The in-service program seemed to be the 

best mechanism for revitalization which is demanded by the 

nature of the teaching role. According to Monahan and 

Miller some other factors to consider were as follows : (a) 

increase in knowledge, (b) need to update teaching tech

niques, (c) public pressure , and (d) demands to demonstrate 

productive perforf.lance . A finding in Triple I, an in

service project , conducted by Sciara (1912) in Indianapolis , 

Indiana, revealed that ~he teachers' attitudes appeared to 

be the greatest factor in success or failure of the project . 

Job functions may be continually changing. Ward 

(1972) suggests that nearly all teachers need to define and 

later redefine the type of in-service training as needed. 
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In his opinion, it would be difficult to group teachers under 

the control of one university or one large school district 

and give them meaningful in-service education . 

Professional people 'have to look at themselves as 

learners if they are going to remain professional . The 

major job of leadership personnel according to Harris (1966) 

is to stimulate , guide , coordinate, and facilitate profes

sional growth . A multi-faceted approach to in-service pro

grams was mentioned by'Turner (1970) . The beginning teacher 

may need assistance or help in the area of classroom manage

ment . The more experienced teacher may desire to implement 

new theory in the class r oom or initiate a new program . The 

veteran teacher may desire or need a refresher course . 

Turner also stated that the educator is constantly try ing to 

find a better way to reach individuals and provide for their 

needs. Rubin (1971) discussed in-service training in rela

tion to individual needs; he expressed the idea that each man 

must direct his ovm growth . 

One of the prob lems in the area of in-service edu

cation is an absence of vehicles for evaluation according to 

Chesin and Walsh (1966) . Brimm and Tollett (1974) confirmed 

that professional preparedness of teachers is a continuing 

process and that if teachers are to stay in tune with the 

needs of their students the teacher must continue to grm., 

and develop. A state wide research study was conducted in 
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Tennessee by Br~mm and ToIlet. The majority of the partlci-

pants agreed that: 

1. One of the main purposes of in-service is to 
help the teacher upgrade classroom performance . 

2. The teacher should have an opportunity to se
lect in-service activities. 

3. In-service activities must include activities 
which allow for different interests which exist 
among individuals. 

4. Acceptable in-eervice activities included par
ticipation in a graduate course at a university 
(77%) i research (76%); travel (66%) i profes
sional reading (55%); and professional writing 
(54%) • 

5. Ninety-three percent stated that teach~rs need 
to be involved in development of purposes , 
activities, and methods of evaluation for in
service programs . 

Mission of Off-Campus College and 
University programs 

A vast number of changes have been suggested for 

colleges and universities . One of the most comprehensive 

recent studies was the Carnegie Commission on Higher Educa-

tion. The Carnegie Study (Mayhe"", 1973) suggested a number 

of trends in higher educat.ian, one of which is that higher 

education is becoming more open in that students a~e en-

rolling from groups previously not influenced by higher 

education. According to Nayhew, colleges and universities 

should recognize that not all learning takes place on 

campus, and they should offer programs in off-carnpu~ facili-

ties. 

According to La",rence (1960), an increase in salary 
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schedule, a desire for self-improvement, and the counseling 

of teachers may encourage students to enroll in off-campus 

programs. Lawrence also stated that an off-campus program 

to succeed must offer challenging courses with stimulating 

instructors . 

An important part of a graduate program as cited by 

Hall (1958) is the informal contact with other graduate 

students . Compton and Hall (1972) suggested the fol l owing: 

(a) students are searching for an expression of their in-

dividuality , for a cow~itment, and a voice in solving social 

problems; and (b) students may question whether faculty 

members can coordinate research and teaching to a better 

advantage . 

Johnson and Swope (1972) in a study concerning 

curricula in home economics in higher educational institu-

tions, suggested that there is little evidence of curricular 

innovation of new courses or new methods and techniques: 

This study confirms the fact that a wide variety 
of home economics programs may be found in diverse 
types of institutions . Gathering facts and figures 
about these institutions and their curricula can be 
of value as they become stepping stones to hetter 
programs . The adequacy and efficacy of home eco
nomics cUrl."icula can be judged by the degree to 
which professional home economists are produced 
who do, indeed, become effective agents of change in 
improving society . (p. 17) 

The expressed needs of home economics teachers in 

Missouri in relation to in-service education was investi-

gated by Hughes , Cr~btree , a~d Osburn in 1969. Findings re

vealed that the three most highly desired types of in- service 



education programs were as follows: (al a workshop for 

college credit; (b) a non-credit area workshop for home 

economics teachers, and (c) off-campus college courses for 

graduate credit. 
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The purpose of a study by Shook (1974) was to iden-

tify the educational needs of home economics teachers in 

Florida concerning 

thirty JUbliC high 

in-service education . Two hundred and 

school , middle school and junior high 

school home economics teachers were surveyed . One percent 

of the respondents were pursuing graduate study in home 

economics education and 28 percent intended to study for a 

master ' s degree within the next five years . Thirty-three 

percent of the respondents did not intend t o pursue a mas

ter ' s within five years. Thirty-nine percent did not reply, 

but included those with a master's degree and ones currently 

pursuing the degree. 

The respondents in Shook's study were willing to 

participate in varied types of opportunities for in-service 

education in the following order: (a) area workshop for 

home economics teachers {95%'; (h) workshop for college 

credit (82%) i (c) off-campus college course for graduate 

credit (74%); and (d) use of professio~al library (74%). 

One of the forms of in-service education receiving the high-

est percent of "undesirable" ratings was on-campus graduate 

course. Thus the respondents were more willing to participate 

in off-campus programs than in on-campus programs. 



CHAPtER III 

PROCEDURE 

The purpose of the study was to investigate back

ground factors and attitudes of people enrolled in the 

Florida State University Home Economics Education Off-Campus 

Master's programs. Also, suggestions for improvement were 

solici ted from the enrollees . The follO\ ... ing procedure was 

employed in conducting the study : {a) development of the 

instrument; (b) selection of the sample; {cl administration 

of the instruments; and (d) treatment of the data. 

Development of the Instrument 

The instrument (see Appendix A) was designed by the 

investigator after evaludting in5truments used in similar 

studies. The instrmnent consisted of a three page question

naire designed to obtain demographic information about the 

participants enrolled in the two Florida State Unive.\';'sity 

Home Economics Education Graduate Off-Campus Programs. ~he 

questionnaire also included a. request for suggestions for 

prcgrafl': improvements . The instrument was examined by four 

members of the Florida State University Home Economics Edu

cation faculty. Suggested revisions, addition:> and de l e

tions ""l~re made. 

12 
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Selection of the Sample 

The sample included 31 participants in the Clear

water Off-Campus Graduate Program and 26 participants in the 

Orlando Off-Campus Graduate Program. 'l'his r e.presented all 

of those enrolled in the summer 1975 program at both lo

cations. 

Administration of the Instrument 

Approval from the Department Head of Home Economics 

Education, Florida State University, to administer the in

strument was obtained. Copies of the instrument were dis

tributed to the participants of the Florida State University 

Home Economics Education Off-Campus Graduate students on 

July 15, 1975. The investigator distributed copies of the 

instrument to the Clearwater program at Florida State 

University. One of the Florida State University Home Eco

nomics Education instructors distributed copies of the in

strument to the Orlando program at Orlando , Plorida. All 

of the instruments were completed that day by all of the 

enrollees in the Florida State University Home Economics 

Education Master's Off-Campus Programs. 

Treatment of the Data 

'I'he questionnaires we.ce coded by group and numbered 

consecutively. The number served as a code number for each 

questionnaire. Information .,.;as grouped and tabulated in 

table form except for the replies to the request for 
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suggestions for improvements that ~ight be accomplished for 

future Florida State University Home Economics Education 

Off-Campus Graduate Programs which was treated separately. 

Information concerning selected background variables was 

analyzed descriptively . 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DA'rA 

The cata to/ere obtained from the responses to an in

strument d~signed by the researcher which consisted of a 

questionnaire to determine the characteristics of the par

ticipants of the program and to provide for suggestions for 

program improvement. 'I'hirty-one questionnaires were dis 

tributed to the Florida State University Home Economics 

Education Off-C~mpus Graduate program Clean~ater enrollees 

and 26 to the Orlanco enrcllees. All of the questionnaires 

were completed and returned to the investigator . 

Descrl£tion of the Sample 

The sample consisted of 57 female individuals who 

were enrolled in the two Florida St.ate University Home 

Economics Educatior:. Off-Campus Graduate Programs. Fifty

four percent of tr.e participants ~;,ere from the Clearwater 

group c3.nd 46 percent of theiD from the Orlando group. For 

some questions the ins'truroent allowed multiple responses 

resulting in Lotal re:~ponses exceeding the r,t.:rrbe:t of par

ticipants . These instam:eG are noted in Table 1 . 

Eac:l pArticipant an3t~'ered questions H'!lated to cer

tain bacxground c1:aracteristics and anticipated ::results from 

15 
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TABLE 1. -- Summary of Personal Data by Variable 

Variable Clearwater Orlando Total 
No . % No . % No . % 

Age 

20-29 13 42 13 50 26 46 
30-39 8 26 8 31 16 28 
40 -49 9 29 4 15 13 23 
50-59 1 3 0 0 1 2 
60 or over 0 0 0 0 0 0 
No r esponse 0 0 1 4 1 2 

Total 31 100 26 100 57 1 01 

Mari tal Status 

Single 1 3 1 4 2 4 
Marri ed 28 90 23 88 51 89 
Widowed 1 3 0 0 1 2 
Separated or Divorced 1 3 2 8 3 5 

Total 31 99 26 100 57 100 

Husband ' s OccuEation 

Engineer or related 8 26 9 35 17 30 
Teacher 1 3 4 15 5 9 
Other professional 0 0 2 8 2 4 
Business 4 13 2 8 6 11 
Office or sales 8 26 1 4 9 16 
Government 5 16 2 8 7 12 
Craftsman 1 3 3 12 4 7 
Student 1 3 0 0 1 2 
Not applicable 3 10 3 12 6 11 

Total 31 100 26 102 57 102 
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TABLE 1. -- Continued 

Variable Clearwater Orlando Total 
No. % No. % No. % 

Number of Children 

None 11 35 9 35 20 35 
One 5 16 6 23 11 19 
Two 8 26 8 31 16 28 
Three 5 16 1 4 6 11 
Four 1 3 2 8 3 5 
Five 0 0 0 0 0 0 
six 1 3 0 0 1 2 

Total 31 99 26 101 57 100 

Ages of Children 

6 years or under 6 13 16 48 22 28 
7-12 12 26 8 24 20 25 
13-18 18 38 6 18 24 30 
19 and over 11 23 3 9 14 18 

Total 47 100 33 99 80 101 

Number of Grandchildren 

None 28 90 26 100 54 95 
One 2 6 0 0 2 4 
Two 1 3 0 0 1 2 

Total 31 99 26 100 57 101 

Miles One Way fr.om Home to 
Off - campus Progr am 

Less than 5 5 16 3 12 8 14 
5-10 7 23 6 23 13 23 
11-20 8 26 9 35 17 30 
21- 40 7 23 2 8 9 16 
41-80 3 10 6 23 9 16 
over 80 1 3 0 0 1 2 

Total 31 101 26 101 57 101 



TABLE 1. -- Continued 

Variable 

Source of Bachelor's Degree 

Florida State University 
Other Florida schools 
Out- af-state schools 

Total 

Undergraduate Maaor 
(Hay have dou le major) 

Horne economics education 
Foods and nutrition 
Clothing and textiles 
Child development 
Housing and interior 

design 
Other 

Total 

Post Baccalaureate Credit 
Hours Prior to Off-Campus 
Program 

0-6 
7-13 
14-20 
21-27 
28 or more 

Total 

Cleanvater 
No. % 

B 
2 

21 

26 
6 

68 

31 100 

24 
1 
5 
o 
o 

1 

31 

16 
7 
3 
1 
4 

77 
3 

16 
o 
o 

3 

99 

52 
23 
10 

3 
13 

31 101 

Orlando 
No. % 

4 15 
5 19 

17 65 

26 99 

22 81 
1 4 
2 7 
o 0 
o 0 

2 7 

27 99 

9 35 
10 38 

4 15 
2 8 
1 4 

26 100 

18 

Total 
NQ7----'% 

12 21 
7 12 

38 67 

57 100 

46 79 
2 3 
7 12 
o 0 
o 0 

3 5 

58 99 

25 44 
17 30 

7 12 
3 5 
5 9 

57 100 
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TABLE 1. -- Continued 

Variable Clearwater Orlando Total 
No. % No. % No. % 

Desire to Pursue Further 
Graduate Work 

Yes 1 3 1 4 2 4 
No 17 55 14 54 31 54 
Uncertain 13 42 11 42 24 42 

Total 31 100 26 100 57 100 

Employed 

Yes 30 97 25 96 55 96 
No 1 3 1 4 2 4 

Total 31 100 26 100 57 100 

Type of Employment 

Full-time 22 73 20 80 42 76 
Part-time 8 27 5 20 13 24 

Total 30 100 25 100 55 100 

Occupation 

Teacher 26 84 20 77 46 81 
Extension home economist 2 6 4 15 6 11 
Dietitian 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Home economist in 0 0 1 4 1 2 

business or government 
School lunch supervisor 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Home economics supervisor 1 3 0 0 1 2 
Homemaker 1 3 1 4 2 4 
Other 1 3 0 0 1 2 

Total 31 99 26 100 57 102 
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TABLE 1. -- Continued 

Variable Clearwater Orlando Total 
No. % No. % No. % 

Teaching Level 

Adult 10 38 5 25 15 33 
High school 11 42 10 50 21 46 
Junior high or middle 4 15 5 25 9 20 
Combination of above 1 4 0 0 1 2 

Total 26 99 20 100 46 101 

Teachin9: Area (May be more 
t han one) 

Adult 
Child management 1 7 0 0 1 5 
Clothing 11 73 6 100 17 81 
Foods and nutrition 1 7 0 0 1 5 
Interior design 1 7 0 0 1 5 
Other 1 7 0 0 1 5 

Total Adult 15 101 6 100 21 101 

Secondar;t 
chi Id developrr.en t 4 13 2 6 6 10 
Clothing 6 20 5 16 11 18 
Foods and nutrition 3 10 9 29 12 20 
Housing 0 0 1 3 1 2 
Occupational 3 10 7 23 10 16 
Pers ona l and family 7 23 3 10 10 16 

relations 
Other 7 23 4 13 11 1S 

Total Secondary 30 99 31 100 61 100 
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TABLE 1. - - Continued 

Variable Clearwater Orlando Total 
No. % No. % No. % 

Professional Work EX12erience 
(May have more than one 
area) 

Teacher 21 60 18 58 39 59 
Extension home economist 3 9 4 13 7 11 
Home economist in 4 11 0 0 4 6 

business 
Other 4 11 4 13 8 12 
No response 3 9 5 16 8 12 

Total 35 100 31 100 66 100 

Other Work EXEerience Ulay 
have more than one area) 

Clerical 10 29 4 27 14 23 
Recreation 2 6 2 13 4 7 
Sales 9 26 5 33 14 23 
Waitress 3 9 2 13 5 8 
O·ther 11 31 2 13 24 39 

Total 35 101 15 99 61 100 

Major Reason for Enrolling 

Opportunity to earn 19 61 17 65 36 63 
master's 

Master ' s required for job 1 3 0 0 1 2 
Salary advancement 1 3 1 4 2 4 
Challenge 1 3 1 4 2 4 
Convenient location 3 10 2 8 5 8 
Desire for further 3 10 4 15 7 12 

education 
Other 3 10 1 4 4 7 

Total 31 100 26 100 5'7 100 



TABLE 1. -- Continued 

Variable 

t10pe to Gain from Program 

Higher salary 
Self-satisfaction 
Advancemen t opportunities 
Broader vision 
Professional up-dating 
Vocational certification 
Other 

Total 

One Greatest Difficulty in 
Of.f-Campus Program 

Lack of time 
Distance from center to 

home 
Lack of money 
Family responsibilities 
Job demands and pressur es 
Limited access to 

reference material 
Lack of motivation 
Other 
No difficulty 

Total 

Clearwater 
No. % 

24 26 
23 24 
14 15 

8 9 
16 17 

8 9 
1 1 

94 101 

11 35 
1 3 

o 0 
6 19 
3 10 
7 23 

1 3 
1 3 
1 3 

31 99 

Orlando 
No~ 

15 17 
18 21 
19 22 
13 15 
17 20 

4 5 
1 1 

87 101 

5 19 
3 12 

o 0 
5 19 
5 19 
5 19 

1 4 
o 0 
2 8 

26 100 

Note: Figures may not equal 100% due to rounding . 
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Total 
No. % 

39 22 
41 23 
33 18 
21 12 
33 18 
12 7 

2 1 

181 101 

16 28 
4 7 

o 0 
11 19 

8 14 
12 21 

2 4 
1 2 
3 5 

57 100 
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the completion of the prog~am . In addi tion they were given 

an opportunity to offer suggestions for improvement of 

future programs (see Table 1 and Appendix B) • 

Fifty-five percent cif the r espondents were 30 years 

of age or older . Thirty percent o f the husbands were 

engineers or in related occupations . 1-1aoy diffe rent occupa

tions were listed and were classified into categories using 

the classification categories from the study by Okes (1974) 

as a guide . 

Sixty-five percent of the participants had one or 

more children with an average of 1.4 per participant . The 

participants had a total of 80 children , 42 (53%) , .. ere 12 

years of age or under. The age rdnge of the ch ildren was 

from 5 months to 30 years. Three of the participants had 

grandchildren . 

The average number of miles one way from the par

ticipant' 5 horne to the off-campus center \.,as 23. 'i'he range 

'",as .09 to 85 miles. The summation of individual miles to 

attend a class at both centers and retur.n home would have 

beer. 2,612 miles. 

The majority (67%) of the participants received 

their baccalaureate degree from out-of-state schools. 

T\venty-one percent of thE: participants were Florida State 

University graduates and 12 percent grarl'llated from other 

Florida schools. 

The majority (79%) of the individuals had a major 
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area of emphasis in home economics education. Clothing and 

textile majors made up 12 percent of the group. One re

spondent reported a double major area of emphasis . 

Over half (56%) of the participants had earned seven 

or more credit hours after their baccalaureate degree prior 

to the off-campus program. Fourteen percent had earned more 

than 20 credit hours. 

Some (4%) of the participants expressed a desire to 

pursue an advanced degree after completing their master's 

and many (42%) were uncertain . Almost all (96%) were em

ployed . Seventy-six percenL of those employed wer.e employed 

full-time and 24 percent were part-time . 

Of the total group , 46 (81%) were teachers . Among 

those teaching , two-thirds (67%) were secondary home eco

nomics teachers and on~-third (33%) were adult teachers. 

Eleven percent of the respondents \oJere Home Economics Ex

tension Agents. 

The secondary teachers listed the subject areas that 

they would be teaching in the fall of 1975 . 'These subject 

areas are categorized in Table 1 and represent a broad 

spectrum of subject matter areas . The list included 

bachelor living, bachelor foods, many occupational home 

economic classes, family living and family relation classes, 

laundry, child care, foods, clothing, geography, and many 

others . 

Among the adult teachers the majority (81%) will be 
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teaching clothing in the fall of 1975. Other subject areas 

mentioned included child management, foods and nutrition, 

and interior design. 

Previous Hork experience was requested from re

spondents, and a wide variety of experiences were listed. A 

number of respondents failed to include the length of time 

employed; therefore, the length of time employed in each job 

\Y'as not tabulated or analyzed. 

An opportunity. to earn a master's degree was given 

by a majority (63%) as the major reason for enrolling. Even 

though the chief reason for enrolling was not salary ad

vancement, one of the major factors which the participants 

hoped to gain was a higher salary. Twenty-three percent of 

the respondents indicated that they hoped to gain self

satisfaction from the program, 22 percent indicated higher 

salary, and 18 percent mentioned advancement opportunities 

and professional updating. 

It would appear that the four greatest difficulties 

experienced by respondents in participating in the off

campus program have been : lack of time (28%); limited 

access to reference material (21%); family responsibilities 

(19%); and job demands and pressures (14%). Many sugges

tions for the improvement of the program were offered (see 

Appendix B). The largest number of suggestions dealt with 

class structure. Other topics mentioned frequently included 
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communication, summer campus requirement, the research prob

lem or thesis, and the choice of subjects offered . 

Comparison ~f the Two Groups 

The Clearwater program had ten women 40 years old 

or o lder. The Orlando program had four women 40 years old 

or older. Thus the Clearwater group was an older group than 

the Orlando group. 

The marital status of the two groups were very 

evenly matched. Also, the same percentage (35%) of partici

pants in both groups were childless. The Orlando group had 

a greater percentage (54%) of participants with one or two 

children in their families. The Clearwater group had a 

larger percentage (32%) of participants with three or more 

children in their family. Seventy-t\,·o percent of the 

children of the Orlando participants were 12 years of age 

or under as compared to 39 percent of the Clearwater par

ticipants' children. Sixty-one percent of the children of 

the Clearwater participants were 13 or over whereas 27 per

cent of the Orlando participants' children were 13 or over . 

There .... 'ere three gI.-andmothers in the Clzarwater p:rogram and 

none in the Orlando program. 

In comparing the distance in miles from the par

ticipant ' s horne to the: off -campus center, the range of the 

Clearwater program group was one to 85 miles and for the 

Orlando program group tvas one block to 75 miles. 'I'he average 

number of miles one way was essentially the same for the 
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two program groups (24 for Clearwater and 22 for Orlando) . 

Since the Clearwater group consist~d of more members , how

ever, the totals were considerably different with 733 miles 

for the Clearwater group and 573 for the Orlando group . 

In the two groups approximately the same number re

ceived their bachelo~'s degree out-of- state . The Clearwater 

group had a l arger percentage (26 %) of Florida State Univer

sity graduates whereas Orlando had a few mor.e attending 

other Florida schools (19%). 'rhe two groups ... ,ere fair ly 

evenly matched on the number · .... ho had major emphasis in home 

economics education (77% for Cl earwater and 81% for Orlando) . 

The Clearwater group had five members (16%) who majored in 

clothing and textiles as compared to bvo (7%) from the 

Orlando group . 

Twenty-six percent in the Clearwater program had 

completed 14 or more credit hours since their bachelor ' s 

degree as compared to 27 percent in the Orlando program . 

Great similarity also existed bet ..... een the two groups con

cerning interest in pursuing further graduate work and per ·· 

centages of those employed , full and part-time. 

Eighty-four percent of the Clearwater group wer.e 

teachers as compared to 77 percent of the Orlando group . 

Six percent of the Clearwater group were Extension Agents 

whereas 15 percent of t he Orlando group were Extension 

Agents . 

Among the teachers in th~ Cleanvater group , 38 
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percent were adult home economics teachers as compared to 

25 percent who were adult teachers in the Orlando group. In 

the Clearwater group of adult teachers there was more 

variety in the subjects to oe taught in the fall of 1975 

as compared to only clothing in the Orlando group. Among 

the secondary home economics teachers there were some minor 

differences in the subject matter areas to be taught for 

the fall of 1975. 

The participants in the two groups ansvlered qui te 

similarily on the major reason for enrolling with the most 

common answer in both groups being an opportunity to earn 

a master's degree (Clearwater, 61%; Orlando, 65%). Twenty

six percent of the Clearwater participants hoped to gain a 

higher salary as compared to 17 percent of the Orlando 

group. Twenty-two percent of the Orlando group hoped to 

gain advancement opportunities as compared to 15 percent of 

the Clearwater group. 

Among the participants of the Orlando group the one 

grea~est difficulty encountered in pursuing a degree re

su11:ed in four anStlers receiving the same percentage (19%) 

of replies: lack of time; family responsibiliti~s; job 

pressures; and limited access to reference materials. tn 

the Clearwater group lack of time was ranked first (35%), 

limited access to r.efCI:ence materials (23%) second, family 

responsibilities (19%) thi:rd, and job pressures (IO%) 

fourth. 
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Hesults 

Based on analysis of the data, questions posed by 

the study were answered as follows : 

1. The participants decided to enroll in the off 
campus program for a variety of reasons. It was 
an opportunity to earn a master ' s degree , they 
had a desire for further education , the off
campus center vIas a convenient location , they 
were interested in a salary advancement , and the 
off-campus program was a challenge . 

2. The participants hoped to gain the following 
from the off-campus program: self-satisfaction , 
a higher salary, advancement opportunities, 
professional updating, a broader vision, and 
vocational certification. 

3 . The suggestions for improvement which the par
~icipants offered are in Appendix B . The largest 
number of suggestions ~vere concerned with class 
structure , communication, summe~ campus require
went, research problem or thesis , and choice of 
subject matter ranking from the highest number 
of comments in descending order . 

4. The factors which have caused the greatest dif
ficulty to the participants in pursuing an ad
vanced degree are lack of time, limited access 
to re f erence materials, family r e sponsibilities , 
job demands and pressures , and distance from 
center to home . 

5 . 'fhe "typical" respondent was man:ied and had 
children. She received her bachelor ' s degree 
from an out··o i -st ate institution and had majored 
in Home Economics Education. She was employed, 
a "teacher, and enrolled in the o f f-campus pro
gram for the opportunity to earn a master ' s 
f1egree. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECQt.1J.'1ENDATIONS 

The objectives of the study of characteristics and 

attitudes of participants in the two home economics educa

tion off-campus graduate programs were to : (a) determine 

the reason for the participants enrolling in the off-campus 

program; (b) determine what the participants hoped to gain 

through the program ; (c) ascertain suggestions from the 

participants for improvement of the program; (d) determine 

what factors have caused the greatest difficulty to the 

participants in pursuing an advanced degree; and (e) de

termine the characteristics of the "typical" participant 

in the off-campus program . 

'rhe population for the study was the 57 women who 

were enrolled in the two Florida State University Home 

Economics Education Off-Campus Graduate prograiTls during the 

surr,mer of 1975. The respondents were asked to complete a 

pc:::-sonal informatlon form including demographic variables 

and relat.ed characteristics, and to offer suggestions for 

improvement of the program . 

The information was analyzed and tabulated in table 

form. Numbers and perc~ntuges were given for each variable . 

30 
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Suggestions for program improvement were included in Ap-

pendix B. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of the study the following 

conc lusions were drawn: 

1. Over half (55%) of the particip~nts were 30 
years of age or o lder. Eighty-nine percent of 
the women ... ,p.re married and sixty-five percent 
had children and therefore had family responsi
bilities. 

2. The majority of the respondents were employed 
and had job respo ns ibilities. 

3. The major reason for enrolling in the off-campus 
graduate program according to sixty-thrEe per
cent of the respondents ~.;as an oppor"tuni ty t o 
earn a master's degree, \·;ith 12 percent replying 
a desire for further education and eight percent 
mentioning that the off - campus center was a 
convenient location . 

4. The majority of the participants e nrolled in the 
off-campus home economics education graduate 
programs because it tvas an opportunity to earn 
a master ' s degree. 

5. The four factors which appea~en to cause the 
most difficulty in the off-campus programs were 
lack of time, limited access to reference ma
terials, fami.ly re5ponsibilitie5, and job demands 
and job pressures . 

6 . The off-campus programs provid~d opportunity for 
the partic "',,p(lnt~ coo qa.i.n self - satisfaction, 
possibilities for higher salaries, advancement 
opportunitie3, and professional updating . 

Discussion 

This study can be compared to othe r studies to re-

veal similarities and difference::; . The expressed needs of 

Missouri home economics teachers were i nvestigated by Hughes, 
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Crabtree, and Osburn in 1969. The Hughes study revealed 

that an off-campus course for graduate study was one of the 

three most desired types of in-service education programs. 

In Shook ' s (1974) study, 28 percent of the re

spondents intended to study for a master's degree within the 

next five years and the study also indicated that 74 percent 

of the respondents were willing to participate in an off

campus college course for graduate credit. In this present 

study the major r eason 'for enrolling in the off-campus pro

gram was an opportunity to earn a master's degree. 

Brimm and Tollett (1974) stated that professional 

preparedness of teachers is a continuing process and the 

teacher must continue to grow and develop if they stay in 

tune with the needs of their students . A study by Monahan 

and Miller (1971) stated that there , .. as a need to update 

teaching techniques . Similar findings in the present study 

revealed that some of the par~icipants wanted to enroll in 

the off-campus program to update themselves professionally . 

Some of the suggestions for improvement of the 

off-campus progl-ams suggested that the instructors need 

to be stimulating as the participants work a ll day and then 

attend off-campus program fo r five hours in the evening. 

Harris (1966) stated that the major job of professional 

leadership personnel is to stimulate , gulde, cool::'dinate, and 

facilitate professional growth. Compt_on and Hall (1972) 



raised the question as to whether faculty members can co-

ordinate research and teaching to a better advantage . 

In the Hughes study (1969) the reasons given for 

not pursuing graduate study 'were as follows: family re-

sponsihility (48%) ; no training center near home (19%) ; 

lack of time (15~)i not enough financial gain (11%) ; not 

required for a promotion (6%) i lack of financial support 
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(3%) ; and others including retirement (35%) . In the present 

study data were collected concerning factors causing the 

greatest difficulty to the participants in pursuing an ad-

vanced degree. Family r esponsibilities did not appear to 

hinder the respondents as much in the present study . In 

Sheoks' study (1974) 19 percent indicated that they would 

not pursue a master's degree because there was no training 

center near home . Another 17 percent gave family rcsponsi -

bilities as their reason for not pursuing graduate work . 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings of the study , the following 

r~commendations are made for further research : 

1 . Studies be conducted to investigate other home 
t'!conomics education off - campus graduate pro
grams as they are implemented . 

2 . A study of home economics personnel be r:onc.ucted 
ill anothe~ geographic location in Florida in 
regard to expressed needs for an off-campus 
graduate program. 

3 . Further research he conducted as a basis for 
developing a.nd evaluating in-sarvi.ce programs . 
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APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE 



F.S.U. HOME ECONOMICS EDUCATION 

OFF-CAMPUS MAS'l'ER I S DEGREE PROGRAM SURVEY 

Please check the appropriate category: 

1. Age: 
_ __ 20-29 
_ __ 30-39 
__ 40-49 

50-59 
---60 or over 

2. 11arital Status: 
Single 

---M:arried 
Widowed 

---Sepa rated or divorced 

Please fill in the following: 

3. Husband ' 5 occupation. ___ ___________ _ 

4. Number of children ____________ _ 
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5 . Ages of children ___________________ _ 

6. Number of grandchildren, ________________ _ 

7. Number of miles (1 ,,,ay) from your home to Off-Campus 

Program ____________________________________________ _ 

a. College or university wh~re bacheloL's degree was 

earned 

9. Undergraduate Major: 

__ ~Home Economics Education 
Foods ~nd Nutrition 

--~Clothing and Textiles 

~
~~Child Development 

Housing and Interior Design 
Otl~er (explain) 
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10. How many additional hours of col l ege course work 
had you completed after receiving a bachelor's 
degree before enrolling in the Off-Campus Program? 

0-6 
---:7-13 
___ :14-20 

21-27 
---:28 o r more 

11. Do you plan t o pursue an advanced degree after 
completing your master ' s? 

___ ,Yes 
No 

---;uncertain 

12. Are you employed? 

13, 

___ ,Yes 
__ ..:No 

If yes in question 12, are you a full-time ern-
ployee __ ..:or a part-time employee ? 

14. Please indicate your current occupation : 

Teacher 
---'What level are you teaching? _______ _ 

\'lhat subject matter areas wi ll you be 
teaching this fal l? ____________ _ 

Extension home economist 

=
==;Dieti tian 

Home economist in business or state gov-
ernment 
School lunch supervisor 

--~Home economics supervisor 
--Hor:;emaker 
--Other (explain) _ _____________ _ 

15. List previous experience : 

(A) Professional work experience (Position and 
length of time employed) 



(B) Other wo r k experience (Position and l ength 
of tine employed) 
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16. Check your major reason for enrolling in this Off
Campus Program . (CHECK ONLY ONE) 

::

::::::::An opportunity to earn an M.S. degree 
Master ' s required to keep job 
Salary advancement after attaining z,1.S. 
degree 

____ ~A challenge 
A convenient location 

----~A desire for further education 
____ ~Other (please explai n) 

17. What do you hope to gain as a result of the Off 
Campus Program? (Check as many as apply) 

-====Higher salary 
_ Self-satisfaction 

More opportunities for advancement in 
-----position 
____ ~Broader vision of Home Economics 
_____ Professional up-dating 
_____ Vocational certification 
____ ~Other (explain) ________________________ __ 

1 8 . What has been your one greatest difficulty in the 
Off-Campus Program so far? (CHECK ONLY ONE) 

19. 

-====LaCk of time 
_ Distance between center and home 
____ ~Lack of money 
_____ Family responsibil i ties 
______ Job demands and pressures 
______ Limited access to educational materials 

and references 
_____ Lack of motivation 

Other (explain) 

What suggestions for 
Program do you have? 

improvement of the Off-Campus 
Please list below. 



APPENDIX B 

REMARKS OF PARTICIPANTS 



Sugg':!stions for Imprc-"cmcnt of the 
Off-Campus Program 

Clearwater 

" Come on campus the first summer instead of l ast summer so 
that research on questionnaire establishes better research 
data and questionnaire ." 

"Easier work load - per teacher - some professor s gave too 
much considering we were employed full time." 

"This much work is just not necessary for attaining an ad
vanced degree , and so much was plain unnecessary !" 

"Better speake r s ." 

"Do away with student reports." 

"Hake comps first week ." 

"The problem should not be a mini thesis. 1I 

"Courses should be appropriate for level of 91.·OUP. 11 

"Forty nemher class ridiculous." 
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liThe bul k of the problem writing help should be the first 
summer, perhaps this i s when we should have been on campus ." 

"Smaller classes ." 

" Five hour block of time - too long - we got little out of 
the last 1 1/2 hours ." 

"t-1e had to rush to decide on our instrument and in some 
cases the problem. Be better to spend the first S'Immer here 
to select problem a fter at: \"lith readings at library. I saw 
1 instrument this sunmer that is much better. " 

"Don I t consolidate 9 week summer program into 6 w'eeks . II 

"Plan the first summer on campus rather than t.he last 
summer. " 

"Drop on-campus residency requirement ." 



41 

"Courses should be more appropriate to the experience level 
of the group." 

"Don't have (Instructor ' s name) back ." 

"Not such long classes as meeting for 4-5 hours a night." 

"Some classes were not very worthwhile for 
alet of busy work ; sat and asked opinions , 
teach some necessary materials ." 

"Classes c l oser to home a r ea ." 

the time 
etc . 

spent -
didn't 

"Explain rules of graduate school explained to all in ad
vancement make GRE score or grade average; certain number 
exempt from GRE ; must be ful l time gr aduate to take camps 
officially ." 

"The lack of library reference materials was a handicap." 

"Would it be possible to work out an agreement with another 
college library within area of off-campus program?" 

"Communication needs to be improved . 
given to entire group not just a few 

Information shou ld be 
individuals." 

"Is the residency requirement really necessary?" 

"All students should be treated equally." 

"Clarification of non-thesis and thesis program - give 
everyone an opportuni ty for choice ." 

"Have all required courses off-campus and electives on 
campus." 

"Get together on graduate school requirements - be consistent 
- no exceptions ." 

" Improve course content - get rid of bull ." 

"More detail and explanation and overvietv of program require 
ments and ' tvhat it \vould be like ' at the beginning of the 
program . " 

"More regular follow thru of work of Problem during winter-
too sharp and long a break between prospectus last summer 
and big push to finish this 6 ""eeks on campus . Big ' no
man ' s land' in between. Otherwise - just offer a 'more 
course work in place of problem option' ." 



"Offer a degree \'li thout doing 3. research project - many 
other masters programs offe r extra course work in place of 
a thesis or problem." 

"Perhaps either not requiring on campus time or doing the 
bulk of the research the first sununer ." "Better yet, 
eliminate the requirement for writing a research paper and 
let us do some research and write an article for publica
tion . " 

"Classes were too large for individual help." 

"Materials were not available." 
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"Let center of off-campus be ok for residence requirement -
no need for coming to Tallahassee. 1I 

"Work out with other state universities to let graduate 
students use their library facilities," 

"Set requirements and inform students of whether or not they 
will be a llowed to finish at the beginning." 

"Have additional course work instead of a ' little research 
prchlem' - for people already in field more up to date sub
ject matter would be much more relevant. At least give a 
choice . " 

"Have all required courses at off-campus center and have 
electives on-campus, so different in terests can be explored." 

"Improve t~aching methods in some courses or send teachers 
who can teach rather than bull around and do not make class 
objectives or class requirements clear ." 

"Mimeograph all instructions, and procedures for graduating 
and hand out to students and faculty immediately when they 
come on campus. There has been too much confusion this 
time." 

"Be sure to tell next group to bring all records, including 
canCelled checks, to campus to use in clearing records." 

"DO not schedule classes in whi ch there are a lot of assign
ments (such as Supervision) during the last quarter of the 
year (more school work then) or during a time when there are 
a lot of people doing research." 

"More time and assistance from Home Economics Staff." 



"Clearer and specific guide lines for everyone." 

"Eliminate 
organized, 

(instructor's name) class - it was 
poorly taught and unfairly graded . 

poorly 

"Better communication - all information that concerns en
tire group should be mimeographed and handed out! Not 
passed around by word of mouth ." 

"Bring more examples to program of former problems and 
thesis--more time on how to get started ." 

"Better help in research before corning to campus for those 
who really want help." 

"Most interesting instructors since most students have 
worked all day and 5 hours is a long time!!!" 

"NO difference in work required for off-campus degree3 and 
on- campus degrees." 

"Introduction to program should be more comprehensive ." 

"Off-campus should have same opport.uni'cies as on-campus." 
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"Instructors should divide time equally among students when 
course i3 so de~igned ." 

"No differential treatment between on and off-campus people 
--off-campus people should have the same opportunities-
pressure was applied to off-campus people to do ' problems' 
rather than thesis." 

"More consLstency in policy and procedure." 

"A more practical course offering in Clothing and Textiles . " 

"Mar.:: concrete infor:nation on research methods and desigr. 
bef ore actually choos ing and s et ting up research project." 

"More accessibility to advisers ." 

"Updating and improvement in Textile and Clothing course . " 

"Educational information pertinent to adult teaching." 

"Minimize student: reports - 3 courses of it gets boring ." 

"Hore subject rni'ltter ." "Clothing Labs ." 



Orlando 

"Desire classes starting at 4:30 or during 
interfered with my work too much. (If the 
4:30 I have to leave at 3:0q)." 

the day. It 
class starts 
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at 

"The 3 hour Family Relations class had way too much outside 
work for 3 hours of credit." 

"The classes are too geared to teachers - there are other 
ways of teaching besides just in the classroom ," 

"It would be nice to not have to go to Tallahassee for 6 
weeks next surruner." 

"Wider range of electives." 

"Not so much reading , it is very time consuming with fam
ilies" 

"Drop the summer on campus L·equirement." 

"Alternate location of co~rses to various sections of the 
county. " 

"Selection of subject matter courses," 

"Consideration for \vorking professionals , especially in 
Extension-youth." 

"More subject area courses. 1I 

"Required ir:.struction hours in readying (necessary to obtain 
certification rene\-Ial)." 

"Less tests." 

"/m y method \\'hereby more res e arch materials are made avail
able would be appreciatE:d especia lly far those of us not 
I-~mplo.'ied. " 

"Haintaining at least 5 hours per s ~~mester ." 

"Provide ID cards 'Nhich can bE used at other State Institu
tions." 

"Intense short courses - 3 weeks of the sumrner for 3 or 4 
hours a day ." 

"None - excellent pl:ogram." 
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"I have been satisfied with the program offered ." 

"Seems pretty good . Of course most of it applies more to 
teachers than to home economists in business or Extension . 
Maybe more could be done to help relate course content to 
home economics positions other than high school teaching. 
We have some Vlho teach adult education and I think they 
have the most difficulty in relating some of the content, 
project requirements etc. to their work, especially if they 
teach only 1 subject." 

IINene - 11m quite satisfied" 

"More educational materials and references at our disposal 
rather than traveling to a library." 

"Projects or practical 'assignments to coincide with reading 
ass ignments . " 

"The theory course in Advanced Pamily Relations was very 
poorly taught, in spite of the interesting nature of the 
subject material. ~lhen the course is again presented , an 
evaluation needs to be made concerning the entire course 
s true ture. " 
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VITA 

Persona l 

Name : Mary El l a Porter Spencer 
Birthplace and Date: Clinton, Indiana; November 29, 1926 
Parents : Carl C . anc Margery F . Porter 
Brother : One older brother , Hugh F. 
Marital Status : Mar r ied 
Children : Mary El izabeth Age: 19 

Aria Lee Age: 18 
Jennifer Lynn [\ge : 16 
Alan Jeffrey Age : 14 
Ralph Lewis Age : 11 
Frank Calvin Age : 8 

Husband : Roger Lynn Spencer 

Education 

Greene Township Grade School and High School , Judson , 
Indiana, 1932-1944 

Purdue University, West Lafayette , Indiana , 1944-1946 , 
1947-1q48: Bachelor of Science , Home Economics , 
June, 1948 

Purdue University , West Lafayette, Indiana , 1949-1952 , 
Graduate School 

~fessional Organizations 

American Home Economics Association 
American Association of University Women 

~'lork Experience 

Adult Home Economics Teacher, Pinellas County Schuols , 1975 
Homemaker, 1955-1975 
Housemother , Cook, and Dietitian, Jessee Lee Home , Seward , 

Alaska , 1954-1955 
Home Economist , Parke County Rural Electric Membership 

Corporation , 1952-1954 
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Home Economics and ~hys ica l Education Teacher, Waveland 
Grade School and High School , Waveland , Indiana , 
1950-1952 

Home Economics Teacher, Crown Point High School , Crown 
Point , Indiana , 1948-1950 

Home Economics, Biology, and Health Teacher, Russel lville 
School , Russellville , Indiana, 1946-1947 

Honors 

4-H Scholarship 
Kappa Delta Pi (Education Scholastic Honorary), purdue 

University 

. Home Address 

6 Dorado Place , Clearwater , Florida 33516 
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