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CHAPTER I

NATURE AND‘SOOPE OF THE STUDY

~'/

- .

Tb achieve the essential task of establishing balance between
freedom and otc;r, state goveriments continuously sought ways of recon-
ctling the demands of special groups with the public interest from the
late eighteenth century to the twentieth century. One means by vhich
states regnlated and controlled special occupatforal groups, such as
the professions, was licensure of the practitioner. Ordinarily, the
licensing functior was delegated to state boards specially created for
this purpose. According to Fesler, some state licensing boards were
controlled by the professions, while othega were not. The Jegree of
bgnfeosional autonomy attained by some professions was in direct

relationship to the extent of professional control over liceusing.l

- The purpose ofhthis nation-wide study was to compare the compo-
sition, characteristics, and current licensing practices of state |
licensing boards for educational administration with seven mther pro-

fessions; namely: accountancy, archttecture, dentiotry, engineering,

law, medicine, and nurring.
To establish the status of the boards, three major areas cf

inquiry were orgenized for examination. Specific factors in each of

1Jtlmws W. Fesler, The Independence of State &mm

"(Chicago: R, R, Donnelly and Sons Company, 1942), p. 46,

-
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the thrse following dreas were investigated to determine the boards®

status.

Composjtion of the licensing boards ards‘.ﬁer..t.l.l.ee;shsz:_:._&.um ns.

This area of the survey determined:

2.

1.

3.
4.
3.
6.

_M_r_ig of the licensing boarde. This area of the survey
determined: '

1.
2.

3.

4.

S.

of the

-2,

6.

7.
8.

urrent licensing practices of the licensing boaxds. This area

Vlurvey'determlned:<

1.

the prﬁportion of men to women on state licensing boards,

the age ranges of board members,
the years served in board membership,
the occupationel status of the boaxd weMbers,

the highest degrees attained by board members.

how members were selected for board membership,

the dependency status of licensing boards,

the mechanics of issuing licenses used by the licensing boards,

the regulatory status of licensing boards,

qualificattons for board membership,

the number of members required on the state licensing boaxds,

the degree of state support of state licensing boards,

methods by whxch boards vere financed,

methods by vhich board members were remunerated.

-standards for conferring licenses,

the status of comity, reeipuoctty, or lieenqe epdorsement

amnns the states in granttng licenses within the same

pto‘,fe.nionh




)

3. methods of license renewal,

4., the status of appeal procedures,
: S the frequency of appeals,

6. who held appeal hearings.

Imorgv ance of the Study |

'Aa a result of political pressure from the‘olde‘r professional
societies during the period from the late eighteenth century to the
early twentieth century, state governments enacted iegislation which
required the professions to l'ice'ns‘e 'all_»bractiti,oners.z This functicn
ﬁas ordinarily delegated to professional licensing boards which were
enpowered t§ grant licenses, either ”ét their discretion or when a
"legal s prearranged set of standards was met.3 The tequiremehts varied
from profession to profession because of the historical settings in
which they were developed an;l the unique factors which distinguished
each group from the other. In spite of the differences among professions,

most have followed simi.iar steps in their evolutionary development.l'

Professional licensure. In 1910, professional persons coanstituted

4.7 per cent of the total labor force; 5.1 per cent in 1920; 6.7 per

cent in 1930; 6.8 per cent in 1940. In 1950 and 1960, professional

2Council of State Covernments, Occupational Licensing Legislation

dn. the States (Chiczgo: Council of State Governments, 1952), p. 14.
31!uler, op. eit., p. 47.

“c, M, Stinnett, Jhe Toscher and Professijounal Organizations
(thi;'& edition; Washington, D. C.: National Education Association,
1956), p. 9. |
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4
persons constituted 8,0 per cent and 12.0 per cent,'respectively, of
the total labor force, or 4,342,830 and 7,156,800 people.’® Within the
professional ranks of educational admtﬁtstration, there were 102,925
school adminiatfators in 1963,5

In 1960 there were 7,324,906 accountants and auditors, 30,329 -
architects, 87,110 dentists, 869,716 technical enginecrs, 209,684
lawyers and judges, 590,569 nurses and 230,307 physicfans and surgeons.7

In 1952, the Council of State Governments reported that the
states enacted legislation which required education and/or experience
qualifications and licensure as conditions of entrance into the practice
of approximately seventy-five occupations.8 The 3,750 licensing boards
for the seventy-five professions wieidcd considerable gtate glver. pover.

Prior to 1949 only limited examination and study werz made oi
licensing boards, although their operation involved several thousand
persons. The United States Office of Education conducted a survey of

state departments of education in 1949, in vwhich the general composition

SUnited States Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the
United States: 1930. Sixty-first number (Washington: Government Printing
Office, 1930), p. 57; United States Bureau of the Census, Stgtistical
Abstract of the United States: 1944-45. Sixty-sixth number (Washington:
Government Printing Office, 1945), p. 57; United States Sureau of the
Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1965. 86th Annual
edition (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1965), p. 121.

SUnited States Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Office of Education, Biennial Survey of Educatjon in the United States
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1963-64), p. 28.

"United States Bureau of the Census, United States Census of

Populatjon: 1960. Occupational Characteristics, (Washington: Government
Printing Office, 1960), pp. 1-2.

8Councii of State Covernments, op. ¢it., p. 12.

4
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of state boards of education was determined.® A trend was developing

towafd‘appointment of board members by state governors. It was

indicated that in order to represent the pecple well, a board sﬁould;

e W T W

- have nine to twelve members. Four states required some of the board
members to be profesqionﬁl educatqtss'while nine states had no state

~ boards of education &t all.

| In_1926 Schrammel conducted a study of the organization of state:

departments of;educatidﬂgJQI\His findingsvon'the organization of state
béarés of educqtioﬁ indicated that the nuﬁber of these boards increased
from twenty-nine to forty~one beﬁween 1890 and 1925. Earlier, most of
the boards were composed chiefly of appointive-ex officio members. By
1925, with the exception of the state superintendent and the governor,
ex officio members were almost entirely eliminated. The appointment of

l
' members who did not hold ex officio memberships was vested in the
! governor in nearly all states.

Schrammel indicated that 2 board frqmvfive to nine members could

work efficiently without domination by one person, and still be

vere compensated for expenses. No conclusions as to board functions
" were drawn, except that state boards of education control all of the

edﬁcational interests in some of the states.

9Fred F. Beach and Ancrew A. Gibbs, The Structure of State Depart-
ments of Education, Federal Security Agency, United States Office of

Education, Misc., No.: 10 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1949),

| adgquately_representative:of'the people. In most cases, board members
PP. 3-8.

laaenry E. Schrammel; Organization of Staté.Degartggggg'gj
Educaticn (Columbus, Ohio: The Ohio State University Press, 1926),
pp. 12-23, »

ol oy a o o o A
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Fesler made a general study of state regulatory agencies in which
he tried to determine the effect of professional autonomy and regulation
upon (1) the professions being iicensed, and (2) the public 1nterest.;1
He concluded that: (1) some a;rt of liaison or channel of communication
should be established betweén the professional specialists on the
boards and the public intercst, (2) the requirements for professional
candidates shculd be raised no higher than to Feep cut the inefficient,
(3) the government should impose more effective means of contrel over
the prafessions. |

Lieberman pointed out that the factors causing growtn in the ranks
of_pxoﬁeisional groups and the svolving forces which determined their
occupational status could be spplied to upgrade.the profession of educz-
tion. The licensing characteristics were important with respect to their

effect on professioral control of the practitioner.lz

Profegsional gutonomy. As a result of the Flexner report in
1910, the medical profession was able to raise its professional standards
-land attain a status of professional autonomy it had not before

15

achieved.™ The same effect was achieved for the dental profession

after the 1926 Gies report.l“ A major part of this autonomy was in the

uFesler, op. cit., pp. 46-60.

lzuwton Lieberman, Educatiop as a Profession (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1956), pp. 95-105.

Jrbrahan Flexner, Medical Education in the Unjted States and
%?gg%; (New York: Carnegie Poundation for the Advancement of Teaching,
910), p. 346.

u’m.llum J. Gies m m n th
. Gies, | pation in the Unjted States and
- Cangda (New York: The Carnegie Poundation for the Advancement of
’tbaching. 1926), p. 692, | '

p S




7
hands of the state and national associations. Fesler indicated that
state licencing bosrds for each of these professions were delegated
control over entry into and expulsion from the professions. Standards
of performance within the professional group were also upheld by these
boutdl.ns‘ |

Fensch and Wilson observed that as the American community changed
from a rural to an‘ urban one, there was a correspending increase in
population, there was a demand for increased specialized school adminis-
l:rat:.ve services,. and there was a constant congsolidation of school
districts which was takiﬁg place. The implication was that greater
professionalization of the educaticnal aduinistrator was necessary. 16
Could the profession upgrade itself by nean’:} of the current scope of
licensing autenony it possessed?

There was a growing abundimce of litér'attir@: directly related to
many aspects of the expanding professional group, Vant of literature
dealing with the comparative development of the licénaing phase of

educational administration evidenced the need for the study.

Method of Procedure

Basic research pt&eedure utilized in this study was the descrip-
tive survey, which was divided into three phases: (1) review of
literature, (2) survey of licensing boards in the fifty states, and

(3) comparative analysis of the composition, charactc:uties, and

Lo

lsFensler, op. cit., pp. 46-55.

l‘Edw'in FPensch and Robert Wilson, The Superjgtendency Team
(Columbus: ¢ Merrill, 1964), 147 pp. . -




licensing practices of the state licensing boards for educational

sduninfstraticn with accountancy, architecture, demtistry, engineeting,
lawv, medicine, and nursing. ‘‘he review of literature, the survey, and

‘thcvéoupsrntive analysis wer: accomplished ﬁy the following procedure.

Revisw of ljterature. The objective of the first phase was to
establﬁih the rationale f&t the ieems to bevused in the survey instru-
iant:o The review of literature indicésed that certain specific factors
dglanented board composgition, characterisgics-and licensing practices.

These reviews were placed at the beginuing of Chapter II and Chapter III.

Ihe supvey of lizensing bosyds in fifty states. The purpose of
~ the second, orVSurvey phase, was to determine the current status of the
(1) board meubers, (2) licensing boards, and (3) licemsing procedures
of the efight professions. Data were collzcted by means of two survey
instruments. The items used in the instruments were formulated by
 tev1¢w1ng the literature and then presenting them for criticism and
refinement to four persons recognized as authorities in the field of
ztcensute and state licensing boards. By means of the first instrument,
-peraonal data were coll..ectec‘vlv from members of the state licensing boards.
By means of the second instrument, data related to board characteristics
-lnd»lgceagiug~aracticec were collected from the boardsecretﬁries.
.State departments of education, state directorics, statutes, and state
licenstng‘boa:d_chaitnnn also helped in collecting data about state
licensing bcardg..

The ins@runents were adndnistéred to all board members and board

secretaries. The data collected from the instruments were placed on




data collection sheets for investigation. The findings were then
reported in tabular form. As a result, the composition, characteristics,
entrance requirements, and Iicensing procedures and practicés of each
profession vere determined.

There were 1,673 coplies of the first instrumént which were
forwarded to the members on 397 state licensing boards. Tabulations
indicated that 89.4 per cent, or 1,495 instruments were returned. There
were 397 copies of the second instrument which were forwarded to the
boacd secretaries. Tsbulations indicated that 265 instruments, or 65.8
per cent of the total vere returned, |

The composition of the boards' membership was examined by means
of grouping and tabulating susch charaéteristics as age, z2ex, boérd
status, educational, occupational, and professional background.

The characteristics of the boards were established through
tabulating personal qualifications required of board members, methods
of geining board membership, and board financial procedures.

The licensing practices of the boards were established by
iabuléttng: methods of aﬁplying for licenses; methods of granting
licenses; degree of responsibility for issuance of licenses; period
for which license was issued; age of licensee; moval requirements;
educational and exye:tential reqmiremmuts. A tabulation was also made
of the codes dfhethicn controlling the boards, comity and/or reciprocity,

and the procedure used in cases of appeal,

Compaxative anglysis. The purpose of the last phase was to

compare educationsl administratration with seven other professions. The

composition, chatdctcrilticl, and licensing practices of the state

ERIC
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10
licensing boards fer educational administration obtained in step two
were compared with the state licensing boards of the seven other

profaessions.

mm;m

It was not the purpoae m':' this study to: determine whether or

-not a meaopoly existed in each profession: revi.ew the educationali

requirements for licensdm in each profession; examine, evaluate, or
question the efficiency of operacions ot the effeettveueu O’s the -

policies of state licensing boards.

gsﬂgﬂgg cf Terms

License. Licensing in this study reﬁerred to a regulatory
device by which the state protected the peovle from injury to health,
ucurity,‘ and welfare by allowing professional groups to set up

standards of admission to and internal control of their ranks.l’

Licensing boerd. A licensing board in this study consisted of
an ofﬂcul state 3roup which issued licenses for admission to practice

i.u a ptofouion. 18

Seven comparative w gfgugs. The seven professional

groups which vere compared to educational administration in this study

. were (1) accountancy, (2) architecture, (3) dentistry, (4) engineering,

(5) vhw, (6) meﬁicine, and (7) nursing.

17Renry Canpbell Black, Blgck's Law Dictionary (fourth edition;
St. Paul, Minnesota: !!est: Pubuahing COquny, 1951), p. 1067.

181p44., p. 219.
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CHAPTER II
- THE CONSTRUCTION AND FINDINGS OF THE SURVEY INSTIUMEN!S
FOR CURRENT BOARD COMPOSITION AND SHARABTIRISTICS

Purpoge of This Chapter

The purposge of this chapter was to survey and .ompare the
composition snd cheracteristics of state licercing boards for educstional
aduiuturatiqn. with seven other professions. A review of the literature
revealed a narrow variety of factors by which state licensing boards
were reviewed. These factors were compiled, classified, snd summirized
into & conprehensi\'vve‘ set of items by vhich the composition and character
istics of state licensing boards were determined. Further verification
of the items was accomplished threugh the involvemen\t of four persons
recogntzed as Authori.u” in the srea of licensure and state licensing
bou'dl. |

Next » two dsta collectmg instruments were developed. The first

mcttuuen!; Wn aent to members of state licensing boards. The second

| tnltrmnt was sent to the exccntlve secretarics of state licensing

| boagd:. 'lhq teturned data were put onto data collection sheets. These

go-pi.lattons vers then tubulaudle The rest of the clnupter was devoted

co the um;cs of the tabulatiom desling with boiﬂ conoutton and

chauctcrtsucu .

m for isoms nh;m The review of literature indicated

| tlm: ccrtli.n ‘specific factors duttnctlv delineated bdoard comottion




12
and chsracteristics. mn,l Stinnett and Huggctt,z Liebamn,,_’ and the
Council of State Govarnments” sought to determine vhat the proper role
of a state licensing board was in 'relzeim to the profession and the
needs which it served. Those fsutors considered to be pertinent to
state board composition and chavacteristics vere presented below.

Lieterman stated that " ., , . the soundest pméedute s and one
generally advocated in the established professions, is for a state board,
composed of practitioners of the profession itself, . . ."5 He pointed
out that except for education, most of the professions in the United
States have steadily zvved toward this ctiuru of professionaligation
for slmost half a century,

wi115 exanined the charsctixistics of state boayds for educational
administration in terms of the following factors:

1. the occupationai status of the board member,

2. the term of cifice on the board,

3. special requivementy for board mexbership, e.g., age, sex,

education,

‘Robert F. Wiil, State Edycation: x

s §;;gg§u g
United States Department of Health, Bducation, end Welfare » United
States Office of Bducation, Misc. No. 46 (Washington: Goverament
Printing Office, 1964), pp. 12-14. .

21', M. Stinnett and Albert J. Huggett anMI Provlems of
Ieschers (Mew York: The Macmillan Company, 1563) s PP. 466-470,

3llyrou Lieberman, op. cit., p. 95.

‘fht Council of State Governments, op. cit., pp. 87-88.
sllyimn Liebermon, 2. ¢it., p. 92,

6!»-:: F. Will, op. cit., pp. 12-17.




the wethods of selecting boaxd members,
the size of the bosrxd,
the legal status ofv the bserd; e.g., board iervicea, methods
of finance, remunersation of niember, uses of fees,
7. the rzgulatory powers of the board (in grantmg licenses),
8. the degree of board indepesndence, |
The Council of State Governments used factors dealing with pro-
tdui.oml reputation. It compared state boards of educal:i.on with the
| ctato boards for ten other occupatioﬁs.7 |
Lieberman felt that proper board evaluation must include
" . .v . the wvay in which the 'profe‘ssional representatives cn the
licensing boards are selected. . . .f'a A profession was guided by a
code of ethics, and; therefore, the licensing board was also to be
guided by this ethical code,?

110

Echranme examined the historical development of state boards

qf education in tevms of: (1) board composition, (2) board size,

(3) legal bta_tu; of board members, (4)' legal qualifications of board
) -lecrn, and (5) compensation of board members.

B Items selected. The items whi.ch were derived from the review of

li.teuture were divided into two categories.

7'!he Council of State Govemmenca ’ gg. eit., pp. 84-89.
.l.tebemn, op. m., P 95.
“Ibid., p. 96.

“°nmy’z. 'Schicml, op- git., pp.‘lo-_-ls.




The first category, composition of state boards, consisted of
four basic items:

1.

2.,
3.

4.
The second category, characteristics of state boards, consisted

of eight items:

1.
2,
3.
&.
e
6.
7.
8.

Clexification of the items. To refine and clarify the basic

ftems, the two categories were presented to four persons whe were

widely experienced with state licensing boards.

1.

2.

3.

professional or occupational status,

- board regulation powers, *
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board membership, |

length of board service,

educational background,

qualification for membership,

methods of attsining board membership,
board size (in membership),
remunerstion of board members,

aumber of ?earlyvuettngl,

code of ethics,

state control of board functions.

Mrs. M. Annie Leitch, Diractor, American Mursing Association

Program for State Boards of Nursing.

Dr. K. H. Crabb, Sscretary, The Pederation of State Medical
Boards.

Mr. C, R, L'oclnw,' mtectqr, ‘Nationsl Conference of Bar

!xmtﬁeifc R
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4. Dean L. Gustavson, Chairman, National Council of Architectural
Fegistration Boards.
Each perscn was asked to criticize and offer suggestions dsaling with
board composition and quslifications for membarship.
The items were next presented to the author's dissertation advisor,
Dr. M. Chester Noite, end Dr, Ralph A, Forsythe, the Associate Director
of the Bureau of Educational Research at the University of Deaver for
further criticism end suggestions.
| As a rasult of the clsrification and suggestions, modifications
~ were made in the two @ajor categories of items, It was suggested that
the first category ought to include the various methods by which board
pmbeu acquired their posts, the age and sex groups to which members
belonged. The second category was expanded to include methods by which
boards were financed, and how they disposed of their fees.

Ihe first instrument. An instrument was developed which set

forth five major items with twelve subsections. The personal data
sought included: (1) age, (2) sex, (3) type of board membership held,

(4) professional status, and (5) education.

Jhe secopd instrument. A second instrument was designed, con-
sisting of eighteen major ftems with ninety-two subsections. It
fncluded ftems for both characteristics and current licensing prac-
tices of si:ate boards. The msjor characteristics sought included:

(1) regulatory povers, (2) qualifications for membership, (3) icgal and
financial status of the board., The items and findings for board

procedures were reviewed in Chapter IV of this study.
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Selection of Xeapondents. The Colovado boards for the eight
profélaions involved in the study were contacted in order to acquire
the names and addresses of the executive secretaries and members on the
other state licensing boards, During the months of Octcber and Nbvember
1965, letters were written to 397 board secretaries and 1,673 members
oxplatntng the purpose of the study, The importance of their coopera-

tion 1n completing the instruments was emphasized.

Follow-up. During the autum, 1965 waiting peried, 223 board
secretaries and 1,145 board memberi responded =ud agreed to cooperate
in the study. Ithhmuary, 1966, fcliow-up letters were sent out to
thoss secretaries and board membera-who did not respond to the initial
letters. Of the 175 and 528 follow-up letters sent to board secretaries
and board members, tespesﬁiveiy, 42 additional secretaries and 350
edditional board members agreed to cooperate. Of the total, 132 board
Secretaries and 178 board members did not respond., At the end of
Pebruary, 1966, the instruments were forwarded to 265 board secrotaries

and 1,495 board members.

Qrsanization of the Results of the Survey

Results of the first instrument and that part of the second
instrument desling with board characteristics were reported in the
remsinder of Chapter II. The data Yeceived were placed on data collec-
tion gheets. The findings were organized into twenty tables: (1) eight
dealt wlth board composition, (2) ten dealt with board characterioticc,
and (3) two indicated the nuubcr of responses.




| Percentage of members’ zesponges. There were 1,673 instruments

vhich were forwarded to the members on 397 state licensing boards. It

was shown in Table I t?at 89.4 per cent, or 1,495 members, returned

instruments. The mean number of members contacted per pr&fessibnal
group was 209.1; the mean number of respondents was 186.9 nembers, or
89.5 per cent per professionsl group.

Between 94.2 and 100.0 pexr cent of the boards for each professional

group except medicine and educacional administration réturned the instiu-

‘ments dealing with board composition. |

The educational adminstration group was sent 324 instruments.
There were 2}0 respondents, or 64.8 per cent of the members, who
returned completed copies. It was observed that the returns for educa-

tional administration were 25.6 per cent less than for all professional

groups as a whole. The medical group returned 85.3 per cent.

Methods of obtaining membersghip. Table II revealed that there
were three major methods by which people were able to obtain board

menbership: (1) through an ex officio status, (2) appointment by the
governor, and (3) election.

6f the three methods cited above, 1,138 menbers, or 76.1 per cent
of all respondents, were appointed by the governors of their states.
There were 99 respondents, or 6.6 per cent who were elected and 6
rupondchts , or 0.4 per cent who were ex officio members.

At lezst 82.9 per cent or more of the members for each of the 1

sccountancy, architecture, dentistry, engineering, medicine, and nursing




TABLE 1

PERCENTAG@ OF RESPONSE BY BOARD MEMBERS ON STATE LICENSING BOARDS

FOR EIGHT PROFESSIONS IN THE FIFTY STATES FOR 1966

Total Percentage
Total members of members
Professional members who who
Group contacted responded responded
Accouantancy 165 158 95.8
Architecture 166 166 100.0
Dentistry 163 163 100.0
Engineering 182 182 100.0
Law 206 194 94.2
Medicine 231 197 85.3
Nursing 236 225 95.3
Educational 324 210 64.8
Administration
Totals 1673 1495 89.4

Mean response | 209.1 186.9 89.5




METHODS BY WHICH PEOPLE ‘HAVE OBTAINE
- STATE LICENSING BOARDS IN EIGHT

TABLE II

19

D MEMBERSHIP ON
PROFESSIONS
IN THE FIFTY STATES FOR 1966 |

‘ ‘ .
*Director Department of Commerce
Director Department of Business Regulation

Professjonal |  Ex
Group Total Jofficio Did not
re- Jmember Appoint- respond
spond jof the ment by to
’ ents | board governor Elected Other* question
Per Per Per Per Per
No. INo.cent No. cent No. cent No. _cent No. cent
, Accountancy 158 1 1 0.6 144 91.2 0 0.0 13 8.2 0 0.0
- Architecture | 166 | 0 0 161 97.0 6 o 5 3.0 0 o0
 Dentistry 163 | 0 O 135 82.8 26 16.0 2 1.2 0 o0
Engineering 182 J 0 o 171 93.9 0 o 7 3.9 4 2.2
Law 194 1 0 0 1 5 11 5.7 180%%92.8 2 1.0
Medicine 197 | 0 O 177 89.8 13 6.6 7 3.6 0 o0
- Nursing 225 1 0 0 206 91.6 1 4 18 8.0 0 o
Educational 210 | 5 2.4 143 68.0 48 22.9 13 6.2 1 0.5
Administration
Totals 1495 | 6 1138 99 245 7
Per cent of 100 0.4 76.1 6.6 16.4 0.5
Total

**Bar Commission‘Appointment
State.Sugreme Court Appointment
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groups vere appointed by the state governors. In contrast, 143 members,

or 68.0 per cent of the respondents of the educationsl administration
group, were appointed.

In the law group, 180 members, or 92.8 per cent of the respondents,
were appointed by the‘atata bar commission or the state supreme court.
Other methods of acquiring board membership, which includecd appointment
by directors of state departments of commerce, by state civil service,
by directors of state departments of business regulaticn, ranged between
1.2 per cent and 8,2 per cent of the respondents for each professional
group'excépt law. No respondents, except 0.6 per cent and 2.4 per cent
of the members in accountancy and educational administration, respectively,

..

were ox officio members of the boaxzus.

Membership by ;_g; Table IIL revealed that 1,237 members, or
82.7 per cent of all respondents, vere male. The male membership on

the boards for accountancy, architecture, dentistry, engineering, law,

. and medicine ranged from 98.7 to 100.0 per cent within each group.

In the educational administration group 175 members, or 83.3 per
cent of the respondents, were male, and 3% members, or 13.7 per ceunt,

vere female.

Megbership by age. Table IV was divided into six ranges, Threc
ranges indicated that 1,308 members, or §7.5 per cent of all respondents,

“were between the ages of 36~65. The 36-45 range comprised 21.3 per

cent, the 46-55 range couprised 36.1 per cent, and the 55-65 range

comprised 29.6 per cent of all professional groups.




TABLE IIIX

MEMBERSHIP BY SEX CON STATE LICENSING BOARDS FOR EIGHT
.PROFESSIONS IN THE FIFTY STAIES FCOR 1966

Total ' 5 Did not

Professional respond- respond to
Group ents Male Female question
- Per Per Per
Ne. No. cent No. cent No. cent
Accountancy 158 156 98.7 0 0o 2 1.3
Architecture 166 166 100 0 0 0 0
Dentistry 163 163 100 -0 0 0 0
Engineering | 182 | 181  99.5 1 ‘5 0 0
Law 194 192  99.0 1 5 1 .5
Medicine 197 195  99.0 1 S5 01 .5
- Nursing 225 9 4.0 216 9.0 O 0
Educational 210 | 175 83.3 33 15.7 2 1.0
Administration
Totals 1495 |1237 252 6
Per Cent of - 100 82.7 16.9 0.4
Total
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For all professional groups tliere were no members in the under
25 fange, 2.9 per cent in the 26-35 range and 9.6 per cent in the 66-
o§cr-range.

The percentage of members in tie seven comparative professioral
groups who were between the ages of 36 and 65 ranged between a low of
78.9 per cent for law. and 94.5 per cent for dentistry. The respondents
for educational administration who were between the ages of 36-65
comprised 175 members, or 83.3 per cent of the professional group;

21.4 per cent in the 36-45 range; 34i.3 per cent in the 46-55 range;
27.6 per cent in the 56-65 range.

Years gserved on ggg board. Table V was divided into five ranges
for the yeare which members served on state boards. It was indicated
that 1,015 members, or 67.9 per cent of all reSpondent;, served on the
toard from 2-10 years. The tible_furmher showed that 218 members, or
14.6 per cent of all respondents, scrved on the boards from 0-1 year,
that 184 members, or 12.3 per cent of the fespondents, served on the
boards from 11-20 years.

The percentage of members who served.on the boards from 2-10
years in each of the seven comparative professional groups ranged
betwzen a low of 58.2 per cent for law and a high of 79,8 per cent for
dentistry. The percentage of members who served on ’he boards from 0-1
year ranged between 7.7 per cent for medicine and 24.7 per cent for
'accountancy, while the members who served on the boards from 11-20
years ranged between 2.7 per cent for nursing and 19.8 per cent for

medicine in each of the comparative groups.

a e o o




THE NUMBER CF YEARS WHICH BOARD MEMBERS SERVED ON STATE LICENSIWG

TABLE V

BOARDS FOR EIGHT PROFESSIONS IN THE FIFTY STATES FOR 1966

Total - . Did not
Professional |[respond4 0-1 2-10 11-20 21-25 Over 25 respond
Group ents year years years years years to
question
Per Per Per Per Per Per
No. No. cent No. cent No. cent No. cent No. cent No. cent
Accountancy 158 139 24.7 108 68.4 8 5.0 0 O 3 1.9 0O O
Architecture 166 |23 13.9 116 69.8 15 11.5 5 3.0 1 .5 2 1.2
Dentistry 163 17 10.4 130 79.8 11 6.8 2 1.2 3 1.8 0O O
'Engineering 182 |23 12.6 117 64.3 »32 17.6 3 1.6 7 3.9 0O O
Law 194 |28 14.4 113 58.2 30 15.5 2 1.0 10 5.2 11 5.7
Medicine 197 15 7.7 135 68.5 39 19.8 4 2.0 2 1.0 2 1.0
Nursing 225 |45 20.0 172 76.5 6 2.7 1 .4 1 .4 0 O
Educational 210 } 28 13.4 124 59.0 39 18.6 6 2.8 1 -9 12 5.7
Administration
Totals 1495 P18 1015 184 23 28 27
Per Cent of 100 14.6 - 67.9 12.3 1.5 1.9 1.8
Total
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It was observed that 124 members, or 59.0 per cent of the
respondents for educational administration, served on the boards from
: 2-10 years; 28 members, or 13.4 per cent, and 39 members, or 18.6 per

cent, respectively, served on the boards from 0-1 year and 11-20 years.

Ogcupational status of mewbers. Table VI was divided into three
major categories: professional practictioners, lay people, and other pro-
fessional groups. Professional practitioners, 1,231 in number, comprised
82.3 per cent of all respondents. It was observed that 173 members, or

11.6 per cent of. the respondents were lay people, while 35 ‘members, or 2.3

. per- cent: of the. respondents were members of other professional groups.

It was indicated that the percentage of board members in the
seven éoﬁparative professions who were practitioners of the professions
being licensed ranged between 84.% per cent for engineering and 98.0 per
cent for medicine. Lay people on‘the boards in these seven groups
ranged between O per cent for architecture, dentistry, and law, and 2.5
‘per cent for accountancy, while-representasion frﬁm "oth@: professional
groups” ranged between O per cent for dentistry, emgineering, and law
and 3.0 per cent for architecture,

In the educational administration group, 20 members, or 9.5 per
cent of the group's respondents were practitionmers of educational
administration. Lay people on the boards for this group comprised 163
members, or 77.6 per cent of the respondénts, while representaticn from
Yother professionai groups” comprised 21 members, or 10.6 per cent of

the respondents.

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERI




TABLE VI

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF BOARD MEMBERS ON STATZE LICENSING BOARDS
FOR EIGHT PROFESSIONS IN THE FIFTY STATES FOR 1966

Occupations of board members included:

Professional profes- other
Group Total sional retired profes- those who
respond4 practi- practi- lay sional did not
ents tioners tioners people* _groups**  respond
Per Per Per Per Per
No. No. cent No. cent No. cent No. cent No. cent
Accountancy 158 1148 93.7 2 1.3 4 2.5 3 1.9 1 0.6
Architecture |- 166 |157 94.6 3 1.8 0 0 5 3.0 1 .6
Dentistry 163 J15¢ 97.6 2 1.2 0O O ¢ 0 2 1.2
Engineering 182 1153 84.2 13 7.1 1 .5 0 o 15 8.2
Law ' 194 |18 95.9 0 O 0O O 0O O 8 4.1
MediCine 197 193 98 . 0 1 . S 1 . 5 2 1 . 0 0 0 1
Nursing 225 1215 95.5 2 .9 4 1.8 4 1.8 0 0
Educational 210 20 9.5 5 2.4 163 77.6 21 10.0 1 0.5
Administration
Totals 1495 Q231 28 i73 35 28 1
Per Cent of 100 | 82.3 1.9 11.6 2.3 1.9 {
Total

* Business executive; retired worker; enterpreneur'

housewife; unemployed; student; farmer

**Lawyer; engineer; college president, columnist; educator

executive secretary; clerk;
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Years spent in practicing a profession or occupation. Table VII
was divided into five ranges: 0-1C years, 11-20 years, 21-30 years,

31-40 years, and 4l-more years. It was revealed that 1,235 members, or
82.6 per cent of the respondents were in the three ranges from 11-40
years: 30.3 per cent fell in the 11-20 range; 29.4 per cent fell in
the 21-30 range; 22.9 per cent fell in the 31-40 range.

The percentage of respondents in the seven comparative groups
who practiced their professions from 11-40 years ranged between 74.2
per cent foF law and 93.4 per cent for nursing; the respondents in
these groups viho practiced fiom 11-20 years ranged between 13.2 per
cent for engineering and 45.6 per cent for accountancy; the respondents
in these groups who practiced from 21-30 years ranged between 20.1 per
cent for law and 44.0 per cent for nursing;.the respondents in these
groups who practiced from 31-40 years wanged between 10.7 per cent for

~ accountancy andi 28.3 per cent for dentistry.

In the édueational adninistration group, 139 members, or 66.2
per cent of the respondents, practiced their professions or occcupations
from 11-40 years. There were 54 respondents, or 25.7 per cent who
practiced from 11-20 years, 46 respondents, or 21.9 per cent who practiced
from 21-30 years, and 39 respondents, or 18.6 per cent, who practiced

from 31-40 yeaxs.

Table VI indicated that only 20 members, or 9.5 per cent of the

respondents were practitioners of educational administration, while

184 members, or 87.6 per cent were lay people or members of other

pfotboltons.
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In the law and the educational administration groups 21 meﬁbeis,
or 10.8 per cent, and 28 members, or 13.4 per cent, practiced their
professions or occupations from 0-10 years, respectively. In the
engineering, law, and educational sdministration groups, 39 members, or
21.4 per cent, 26 members, or 13.4 pef cent, and 24 members, or 11.4
per cent, reaspectively, were practicing their professions or occupations

41-more years.

Righest depree attajined. Table VIII revealed that 877 members,
or 58.7 per cent of sll respondents, held graduate degrees, whereas
498 members, or 33.3 per cent held undergraduate degrees.

It was observed that in the seven comparative professions the
psrcentage of respondents who held undergraduate degrees ranged between
a low of 1.5 per cont for medicine and a high of 69.2 per cent for
architecture. Thoue respondents in the seven groups who held graduate
degrees ranged between a low of 19.3 per cent for architecture and a
high of 98.8 per cent for dentistry. The medical and dental groups,
respectively, hed a membe:ahlp‘in which 98.0 per cent and 98.8 per cent
of the respondents heid graduate degrees. The members of the other
five comparative groups who held graduate degrees varied between a low
of 19.3 per cent in architecture and a high of 76.8 per cent in law,

In the educational administration gfodp 76 members, or 36.2 per
cent of the respondents, held undergraduate degrees. The 107 members

who held graduate degrees amounted to 50.9'perfcent of all respondents

for this group.




TABLE VIII
HIGHEST DEGREE ATTAINED BY BOARD MEMBERS ON STATE LICENSING BOARDS
FOR EIGHT PROFESSIONS I THE FIFTY STATES FOR 1966
|
Total Under
Professional respond- graduate Graduate
Group ents No degree degree degree
Per Per Per

No., No. cent No. cent No. cent
Accountancy 158 | 28  17.7 9%  60.8 3% 21.5
Architecture 166 19 11.5 115 69.2 32 19.3 !
Dentistry 153 0 0 2 1.2 161 98.8
Engineering 182 12 6.6 111 61.0 59 32.4
Law 194 3 1.6 42  21.6 149 76.8
Medicine 197 | 1 .5 3 1.5 193 98.0 1
Nursing 225 30 13.3 53 23.6 142 63.1
Educational 210 | 27 12.9 76  36.2 107  50.9
Administration :
Totals 1495 120 498 877
Per Cent of 100 8.0 33.3 58.7
Total :
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Degrees held in professional gress. Table IX revealed that

1,103 members, or 73.8 per cent of all respondents, earned degrees in
their professional areas.

The members who held degrees in their profeasional areas in cach
of the seven comparative professions, except accountancy, ranged between
76.9 per cent for nursing and 96.3 per cent for dentistry,

The members who did not hold degrees in their professional areas
in the seven groups ranged between a low of 3.7 per cent for dentistry
and & high of 44.3 per cent for accountancy.

In contrast, 15 members, or 7.5 per cent of the respondents in
the educational administraticn group, held degrees in their professional
area; 92.9 per cent of the respondents did not hold degrees in educational
administration. |

The accountancy group had 88 members, or 55.7 per cent of the

group’'s respondents, who held degrees in their professional area.

S ard

Perceptage of boards' responses. There were 397 instruments
vhich were forwarded to the execﬁtive secretaries of state licensing
boards for eight professions in fifty states. It was shown in Table X
that 265 completed instruments, or 66.8 per cant of the total, were
returned, |

It was indicated that the boards for the sevan comparative
professions which returned the instruments dealing with board character-
istics and licensing practiées, ranged between a low of 54.0 per cent

for dentistry and a high of 74.0 for nursing. In contrast, 40 boards,




TABLE IX

PERCENTAGE OF MEMBERS ON STATE LICENSING BOARDS WHO HELD

DEGREES IN THEIR PROFESSIONAL AREAS FOR 1966

Did members hold degrees in their professional areas?

Professionai *
Group Yes No
Total
respondents No. Per cent No. Per cent
Accountancy 158 88 55.7 70 44.3
Architecture 166 144 86.7 22 13.3
Dentistry 163 157 96.3 6 3.7
Engineering 182 162 89.0 20 11.0
Law 194 181 93.3 13 6.7
Medicine - 197 183 92.9 14 7.1
Nursing 225 173 76.9 52 23.1
Educational 210 15 7.1 195 92.9
Administration
1
Totals 1495 .} 1103 392
Per Cent of 100 73.8 & 26.2
Total
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TABLE X

DISTRIBUTION OF BOARDS CONTACTED AND BOARDS WHICH RESPONDED
IN EIGHT PROFESSIONS IN THE FIFTY STATES FOR 1966

. Total number ) Total - Percentage
Professional boards boards which of the boards
- Group - contacted responded which responded
-Accountancy - - 50 35 70.0
- Architecture =~ 50 31 : 62.0
Dentistry 50 - 27 54.0
Engineering | - 50 31 62.0
Law : 50 33 66.0
‘Medicine 1 s 31 62.0
Nursing : 4 50 37 74.0
- Educational 47 40 , 85.1
Administration :
Totals ‘ f .. .397 265
" Mean Averzge | 49.6 33.1
Per Cent of Total 100 : : 66.8
Responding

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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or &5.1 per cent of the educational administration group, responded,
The mean average response per professional group was 33.1, whereas, 40

s
N,

boards for the educationsl sdministration group responded.

The regulatgﬁ 8tatus of the boards. Table XI revealed that
105 boards, or 77.4 per cent of the respondents, were independent
bedies. Within this category, 188 boards, or 70.9 per cent of the
total, were independent boards which were empowered to issue licenses.
It was indicated that 60 boards, or 22.6 per cent of the respondents,
were advisory bodies,

It was observed that between a low of 60.7 pet cent and a high
of 90.0 per cent of the boards for the seven compatative professions
were independent bodies. Within this category, except for law, the
boards for the comparative groups which were empowered to issue
licenses ranged between 67.7 per cent for architecture and 87.1 per
-cent for wedicine. The number of boards in the law group which were
independent bodies empowered to issue licenses were 15, or.45.5 per
cent of the total of the respondents.

The boards for the seven comparative professions which were
advisory bodies ranged betﬁeen a low of 7.4 per cent and a high of
36.3 per cent. Within this category, the boards for the comparative
groups which were empowered to issue licenses ranged between 0 per
cent for law and 25,8 per cent for architecture. In-the law group, 8
boards, or 24,2 per cent of the respondents were éolelj advisory bodies.

In the educational adminiscratioﬁ group, there were 39 boards,

or 90.0 per cent of the respordents which were independent bodies.

Within this category,‘ZQ_boards; or 72.5 per cent of the respondents,‘
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were independent bodies which were empowered to issue licenses. 1In the
category of advisory boards, 1 board, or 2.5 per cent of the boards for

educational administration,'were'solely advisory.

Codes of ethigs. Table XIXI was divided into five major ereas in
order to determine if a code of ethics was established and if so, by

what body. The data revealed that 237 boards, or 89.4 per cent of ‘all

_respondents, adhered to codes of ethics. Within this category, 101

boards, or 38.1 per cent of thé'respondents adhexed to a code of |
ethics established by fhe national professional associations; 52 boards,
or 19.6 per cent of the respondents, adhered to codes of ethics
established by the boards. State professional societies, state supreme
courts, state professional schools, and state gstatutes were "cther
bodies" which established codes of ethics to which 58 boards, or 21.9
per cent of the respondsnts, adhered.

It was indicated that the percentage of boards in each of the

‘seven compatative professions which adhered to codes of ethics estab-

lished by the national professional associations ranged between a low

of O per cent in aocountanoy and a high of 86.5 per cent in nursing.

 The percentage of the boards in each of the seven professions which

- adhered to codes of ethics establis%eﬁ by the boatds ranged between a

low of 0 per cent in law and a high of 48.5 per oent in accountancy.
The percentage of boards in the seven professions which adhezred to

codes of ethios'established by "other bodies" ranged between a low of

.0 per centvin arohitecture and a high'of 69.7 pervcent in law. The

~ law group usually adhered to codes of ethics established jointly by

the gtate professionsl societies and the state supreme courts.,
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In the educational administration group, 20 boards, or 50.0 per
cent of the respondents, adhered to a code of ethics established by the
national association; 2 boards, or 2.5 por cent of the respondents,
adhered to codes of ethics established by the boards; 6 boards, or 15.0

per cent of the réspondents, adhered to codes of ethics established by

“sther bodies.”

Size of state boards, Table XIIT indicated that the mean average
membership for all boards responding was 6.0 memBers per board. The
mean average membeiship for each brofessional group varied from 1.3
below to 2.0 above the mean av:rage for all respondents.

The actual membership on the boards in each of the seven
compar;tive professions ranged between‘a ninimum of 3 members for all
groups and a maximum of 16 members for iaw and medicine. The mean
average membexship for each of the seven groups ranged between 4.7
members for accountancy and 7.5 members for medicine. No boards had
less than a minimum of three members, but some were twice as large as
others; e.g., some dental boards had eight members, others had
sixteen.

In the educational administration group, the actual membersiip
on the boards ranged from 3 to 21 members. The mean average membership
for the group was 8.0 members. The maximum size of several boards of
educational administration were almost th;eg times as large as boards

in the seven other professional groups.,
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TABLE XIII

RANGE OF MEMBERSHIP ON STATE LICENSING BOARDS FOR EIGHT
| PROFESSIONS IN THE FIFTY STATES FOR 1966

Range of board membership

2

Total boards Minimum Maximum
: , which number of ~amber of Mean
Professional responded niembers members average
Group -
No. No. No. No.
Accountancy 35 3 ' 9 4,7
Architecture ' 31 3 11 5.3
Dentistry 27 3 8 6.0
Engineering , 31 3 11 5.9
Law 33 3 16 6.2
Medicine 31 3 16 | 7.5
Nursing - 37 3 15 6.4
Educational 40 3 21 8.0
Administration
Totals 265

Mean Response 33.1 5.0
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Qualificstions for board membership. In Tabl: XIV the results
of nine major qualificagions for board membership v~re tabulated:

(1) citizenship, (2) state vesidence, (3) professional practitioner,

(4) lay person, (5) minimum age, (6) not beyond

Bl

& maximum age,
(7) bonding, (8) professional experience, (9) minimum educational

requirements,

The data revealed that in al} professional groups, 235 boards,

or 88.7 per cent of the respondents, required their members to be

citizens; 247 boards, or 93.2 per cent, required their members to be

state residenta; 226 boards, or 85.3 per cent, required their members

to be professional Practitioners; 29 boards, or 10.9 per cent, required

their members to be lay people; 89 boards, or 33.6 per cent, required

their members ¢o be a minimum age; 5 boards, or 1.9 per cent, stipulated

that members could not be beycnd a maximum age; 68 boards, or 25.7 per

cent, required that their members be bonded; 152 boards, or 57.4 per

cent, required that their professional members have some experience;

152 boards, or 57.4 per cent, required that their members have minimum
| educational requirements. | |

It was observed that the percentage of boards in each of the
seven comparative professions which required their memiers to be
citizens and state residents ranged between 81.1 per cent in nursing

and 100.0 per cent in accountancy, dentistry, and medicine. The

members to be professional pracéitioners ranged‘between $4.3 per cent

in accountancy and 100.0 per\cent in dentictry,

} percentage of boards in each of the seven groups which required theip
I engineering, and medicine.
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Those boards which required their members to be lay people ranged

between 0 per cent in architectuge and dentistry, and 11.4 per cent in
accountancy. The percentage of toards for each of the seven groups
which required their members to be of a minimum age, or not above a
'leimum age, ranged between a low of O per cent for architecture,
dentistry, and engineering and a high of 60.0 per cent for accountancy.
The mean minimum age ranged between 21 and 34 years; the mean maximum
age limit ranged between 60 and 70 years. The percentage of boards
which required their members to be bonded ranged between 6.1 pef cent
for law and 51.8 per cent for dentistry; those boards which required
their members to have some professional experience varied between a low
of 21.2 pér cent for law and a high of 100.0 per cent for engineering
an&inursing. No boards had educational requirements for lay members:
the percentage of boards who required théir professional members to
have minimum educational requirements ranged between a low of 32.3 per
c;ntvin architecture and engineering and a high or 93.5 per cent in
medicine. | |

In the educational administration group it was observed that 33
boards,yor 88.7 per cent of the respo;dents; required their members to
bé citizens; 35 boards, or|87.5 per cent, required members to be state
residents; 6 boards, or 15.0 perfcent, required members to be practitioners:
19 boards, or 74.5 per cent, required members to be lay persons; 8
boards9 or 20.0 per cent, required members to be of a minimum age; 1
beard, or 2.5 per cent,'stipuléted that members could not be above a

maximum age. The mean gveragé minimum age was 21 years, while the

'maxim wean age was 30 years. 1In 2 boards, or 5.0 per cent,




|
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members had to be bonded. No members, either lay or professional, were

required to have experience or minimum educational.requirements.

Methods of attaining boerd membership. It was established that
there were three major methods, or combinaticns thereof, of obtaining

board membership: appointhent, election, or ex officis status. In

'Table XV it was revealed that in 230 boards, or 36.7 per cent of all

respondents, membership was attained by means of appointment.
There were 18 boards, or 6.8 per cent of the respondents, in which
board members were elected. Board members were selected by a combination

of the three major methods in 15 beards, or 5.7 per cent of the

| respondents; a combiration of appointment and election was used in 2’

boards, or 0.8 per cent of theJrespondents.

It was oBserved that the peréentage of boards in the seven
comparative professions in which members were appointed by the state
governors ranged between 87.1 per cent in medicine and 100.0 per cent
in architecture, engineering, and nursing., The percentage of boards in
which members were elacted, ranged between O per cent for accountancy,
architecture, engineering, and nursing, and 11.1 per cent for dentistry.
No board: for each of the seven comparative professions, except'
accountancy and mediéine indicated that their members were selected
by a combination of the three major methods; in accountancy and medicine,
respectively, 2.9 per cent and 3.2 per cent of the boards indicated that
their members were selected by this combination method.

In the educational administration group, it was indicated that

board members were appointed in 17 boards, or 42.5 per cent of the
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respondents. ‘In 9 boards, or 22.5 per cent of the respondents, it was

indicated that board members were elected; in 13 ﬁoards, or 32.5 per
cent of the respondents, it ﬁas indicated. that board members were

selected by a combination of the three ma}or methodé; in 1 board, or
2.5 per cent of the.rebponﬂents, it was iwuicated that board members

4

were selected by a combinatidn of appointment and election.

Average number of meetings held. Table YVI divided "average

number of meetings held," into three categories: (1) meetings required

- by statute or board byQIaws in one year, (2) the number of meetings

held between July 1, 1964 and Jume 30, 1965, and (3) the required
number of meetingS'that a member must attend. ;

In the seven professional groups, an averagé of zero to two
meetings weré‘required irv one year, In contrast, the educational
administration group required an average of five meetings éer year.
The‘six groups actually held an average of from zero to nine meetings
between July 1, 1964 and June BO,'19§S§ the educationai administration
group alsoc held an avefage of nine meetings per year. None of the

|

eight‘p:ofessional groups required that members must attend any meetings.

State support of the boards. The degree of board dependence on

suppoft from the state was established in terms of office space, staff .
and secretarial help ailowed the board. Table XVII revealed that
slightly more than‘SO Per cent of all respondents used office space
provided by the states; slightly less than 50 per cent employed office

staffs and secretaries provided by the states.

Q
i
R e il | e,




TABLE XVI

AVERAGE NUMBER OF MEETINGS HELD B¥ STATE LICENSING BOARDS FOR EIGHT
PROFESSIONS IN THE FIFTY STATES FOR 1966

Average number meetings:

held betweer. must a member

Professional required in July 1, 1964~ attend in one
'Group._' one year June 31, 1965 year
No. No. | No.
Accountanéy 1 7 | 0
Architecture 0 0 0
Dentistry 1 5 0
B | | . ”
Engineering 2 9 0
‘Law 2 5 0
 Medicine 2 7 0
Nutsing ' 1 8 0
' Educational 5 9 0
Administration
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Theupercentagé of boards in the seven comparative professions
which utiliééd office space ranged betweeﬁ a Iow of 40.0 per cent for
accountancy to a high of 59.5 per cent for nursing. It was indicated
that the pgrcéhtﬂge of boards which employed office staffs and secre-
t#ries fanged between a low of 30.3 per cent for law and a high of 61.3
per cent for architecture.

In the educational administration group 26 boards, or 65.0 per
cent of ﬁhe respondents, u*lized office space. There were 23 boards,
or 57.5 per cent which employed office staffs and 30 boards, or 75.0

per cent'which employed a Secretary.

Methods by which boards were financed. A number of categories

were established to“detetmine how boards were financed. Fees, duesg,

- state appropriations or combinations of these three methods were the

meanéwby‘which boards were financed.

Table XVIII indicated that 90 boards, or 34.0 per cent of all
respondents, were financed by fees; 81 boards, or 30.6 per cent were
finaﬁcedvby general state appropriaéibns; and 46 boards,. or 17.4 per
cent were financed by a combination of fees and Ques.

-Iﬁ was indicated that the percentage of boards for the seven
comparative préfessioﬁal_group; vhich were financed by fees ranged
between a low of 16.1 pef cent for engineering and a high of 61.2 per
cent for medicine. The percentage. of boards which were financed by
general state appropriations ranged between 6.1 per cent for law andw
32;3 per’cen# for engineefing. - Boards which were financed"by_fees and

dues ranged fro@ a low of 9.1 per ceht for law and a high of 37.0 per

cent fot_denttstry; The perééntage»pf boards in the seven groups which'

T Y
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. wege financed by fees and state appropriations ranged between 8.1 per

cent. for nursing and 18 5 per cent for dentiatry.

In contrast, although boards for eduoational administration

| collected fees, none were financed by fees alone, or by a combination-

of fees and dues, There were 34 boevds, or 85.0 per cent of the

respondents, whieh were financed by general state appropriations,

'and 1 board, or 2.5 per cent of the respondents, were finaneed by o

a combination of fees and epp:opriations,

ﬁbes‘gg fees. It-was;determined that there were six possible
Sﬁnerai_uaes of fees.. Table XIX revealed that a majority of all

respondents used any cne of three major methods of using fees. The

4£ir8§ method, teteining fees in a fund, was used by 125 boards, or 47.2

per cent of the respondents. The second method employed, turning fees
over to the state,-was used by 90 boards, or 33.9 per cent of the
reopondents. The third method, in which'the state deposited the fees
into ; special account for board use, was used'by 34 boards, or 12.8
per cent of the respondents. The nercentage of boarde for the seven
compnretine profeosionnl.groups vhich retained their fees in a fund
ranged'betWeen a low of 32.3 per cent for engineering and a high of
71;0 per cent for architecture. The percentage of boards which turn-d
theirffens over to the state ranged between 15.2 per cent for law and
29,7 ‘per cent for nursing. The perccntage of boards whose funds were..,
deposited into a opecini fund by the state for the boards ranged between
2 low of 0 per cent for architecture and a high of 25.5 per cent for
engineering. |

In edueatio:al administration, although bnards were not financed
by fees alone, 3 boards, or 7.5 per cent of the respondents, retained

their fees in a fund; -32 boards, or 80.0 per cent of the respondencs,
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'turned their fees over to the state; no boards' funds were deposited

into a opeeiel fund by the state.

Mei:hods by ___g_ members were remunerated The two rost common
methods by which board membere were remunerated for their services were
| vtabolated in.Tabie XX. Of the two methods‘used, 147 boards,.or 55.5
per cent of all reepondents, reimbursed their members for a combination
of ;ctoal oerviees rendered the board and expenses incurred while on
board’duty. There were»68 boerde} or 25.7 per cent of all respondents,
'which reimbutseo members only for expenseo incurred. thitd method,
reimburaement for actual services was used by 26 boards, or 9.8 per cent
of the respondents. |

Those boards 1n'the seven comparative profeoeions whichk reimbursed
‘their members for incurred expenses, ranged betwer a low of 7.4 per
cent fot'dentistry and a high of 41.9 per cent for architecture for
each group. The percentage of boards which reimbursed their members
for actusal oerviees and incurred expenses ranged between a low of 36.5
for lew and a high of 65.7 per cent for accountancy. Those boards which
reimbursed their members for actual services ranged between 5.7 per cent
for accountaney and 18.5 per eent for dentistry.

There were 13 boards, or 32.5 pexr cent of the respondents in the
‘educational administration group, reimbursed their members for incurred
expenses; 15 boards, or 37.5 per cent, which reimbursed their members
for actual services and incurred érpenses; 3 boards, or 7.5 per cent,

which reimbursed their members for actual services.
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CHAPTER IX”
THE CONSTRUCTION AND FINDINGS OF THE INSTRUMENT
FOR.CURRENT LIGENSING PRACTICES OF THE BOARDS

- Puxpose of :gisthagterv

- The purpoeerf thie cﬁapter was to survef}and compsare the current
licensing proetiéeé'of state licensing boards for educationsl administra-
tion with seven other profeoeions. A review of the literature revealed

- 8 narrow variety of factors by which stcte licensing boards were reviewed.

- These factors were compiled. classified, and summarized into a oompre-
heneive sec of items by which the current licensing practices of state
‘lieensing boards were'dete:mined. Further verification of the items
was accomplished through the involvement of four persons reeognioed as
authorities in the area of licensure and state licensing boards.

Next, a data collecting instrument was developed. The instrument
was seat to the executive secretaries of state licensing boards. The
teturned data were put onto data eollection sheets. These compilations
wire then tabulated. The rest of the chapter was devoted to the results
and the findings of the tabulations dealing with current licensing

practices.

truction of the Instruments

Rationsle for items selected. The review of literature indicated
that certain opoeific factors distinctly delineated board composition

ER&C
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and characteristics. Schrammel,l Segerist,2 Lieberman,3 and others
sought to detepmine vhat factors were involved in determining a boprd's;
| liceﬁsinghprpceduré. Those factors considered to be pertinment to staté"*
. board composition and éﬁaracéetistics were préseptéd below,
Schrammel4 compared the functions of state boaxds of edu ation
_histotically. Among the factors of comparison were methods by which
licenses were obtained- means used to make appeals for license reinstate~ .
'ment- the 1life of a license- delegation of the duty of acutally issuing
ltcenaes, | | | | | |
4Segeri$ts compared the'funption of medical licensimg boards in
relation io'methods by'whiéh licenses were sought: the kird: of require-
wents imposed upon license candidates were‘also considered to be |
{mportant. - " .‘
Lieberman® reviewed liéensing requirements;'the kinds of education
iicenses issued and their Iongevity. An extensive comparispn was made |
of the licensing requirements in the fifty states.

7

Lucien Kinney reviewed steps he felt were requisites for autonomy

in education. One mecesaary step was the establxshment of the regulatory

1Schramm.el,- 8p. cit., pp, 17-18.,

2py, Henry E. Segerist, American Medicine (New York: W. W, Norton
and Company, Inc., 1934), pp. 163.

3Lieberman, op. cit., pp. 94-98.
4SChramme]-, op. cit,, pp. 16-22.

SSegerisc;fQQQ eit., pp. 163-168,
6Lieberman, op. cit., p. 95, pp. 128-130.

TLucien 8. Kinney, Certjfication in Education (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1964), pp. 137-139.
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lieeneing boaed. ", , . This board would be xasponsible for . . .
'preparation and licensure of personnel. .« v Professional examinations,'
might or might not be required.‘. . " The board wes to handle license

reciprocity, out of state credentials, and appeals.’

ZItems selected. The items which were derived from the review of

litereture ﬁere piaced into oee categery. There were eight basic iteme-
'1.'-methods of applying for a lieense, -
Zi 'licensing requirements,

'3.‘ ptoeedure used in grenting a license,

&4, licensing procedures used by licensing boards,

3. methods of license renewal, |

6. methods used in licensing reciprocity,

7. methods by whieh appeals for reinstetemenc may be nede,

8. . frequency of appeais.

- Clarification of the items, To refine and clarifp the basic
items, the third category was presented to four persons who were widely
experienced with state lieensing boards.
1. Mrs, M, Annie Leitch, Director, American Nursing Association
Program for_State Boards of Nursing.
2. Dr. M, H, Crebb, Secretary, The ?edetetion of State Medical
'Beards; |
3. ur, E.lR.‘Loek, Director, National Conference'of Bar Examiners.
4. Dean L. Gustavson, Chairman, National Council of Axehitectprel

«Regietretion'noerde.

ER&C
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Each person was asked to criticize and offer suggestions'for refinement
‘of the items dealing with current licensing practices.

The items were next presented to the author's dissertation advisar,
Dr. M. Chester Nolte, and Dr. Ralph A, Forsythe, the Associate Director
of the Buxcau of Educational Research, at the Universityvof.benver, for
further criticism and suggestions.

As a resuit ofﬁthe clarificaticn and suggestions, modifications
were made in the items. It was suggested that the category of licenSLng
reqoirements be expanded to include the various kinds of apprenticeships

required in some professions. Required experience was also added.

| The instgggggg.v The instrument was designed to consist of
eighteen major items with ninety‘two subsections. It included items
for both characteristics and current licensing practices of state boards.
The items aod findings for board characteristics were-reviewed in
Chapter II of this study.
h The major licensing practices sought included: (1) methods and‘
~ requirements imposedcdoon'appiicant, (2).legal;procedureS'uSed by a |

boerd'in issuing licenses, (3) methods of policing_practitioners.

Selection of respondents, The Colorado boards for the eigi
professions involved in the study were contacted in otde: tc acquire
;tgeaoames and,addresses of the executive secretaries end members on the

other state licensing boards. After this initial cootact, letters were

written to 397 board secretaries‘explaiﬁing the purpose of the study.
" The importance of their~coopexation in completing the questionnaires was

_emphssized,

" ERIC
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g_g_gjg__qg_n gf the ggsgy:s of the Survey

. Results of the part of the instrument dealing'with current

licensing practices were,teported in the remainder of Chapter IIX. The |

data fecgived were piaced on data collection shests. The findings were

4,organ£zedvinto eight tables which dealt with purrent licensing practices.

_égglxgig'pg the Current Ljcencing Practices oi State Licensing Boards
© Methods Qx which applicants sought 141censure’. 'l."aiale XXI was
divided into six'major'a:eas to determine the methods by whiich applicants

were to obtain licenses. A predominant nattern was revezled: 235

boards, or 88.7 per cent of the respondents, required applicants to com-

'plete an application; 209 boards, or 78.9 per cent, required the.appli-
~ cants to complete an apélication for a specific license. In addition,

223 boards, or 384.2 per cent, required the appiicants to file references;

205 boards, or 77.4 per cent of the respondents, reqdired ths applicant

to take a test. There were 85 boards, or 32.1 per cent of the respondents,

vhich required appliéanﬁs to attend an qrai-interview; 65 boards, or

24.5 per cent of‘the tespondents; required applicants to forward a personal

letter., , - | | '
It was indicated that‘the percentage of boards for the seven

comparative professional groups which required applicants to complete

an application ranged between 81 1 per cent for nursing and 96.8 per

“cent for medicine- the percentage of those boardt which required

.applicants to complete applications for a specific license ranged

between 63.0 per cent for dentistry and 94.6 per cent for nursing.

Except for nursing, those boards which required applicants to file
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references ranged between 81.5 per cent in dentistry and 96.0 per cent

in architecture; a low of 59,5 per cent of the nursing group required
references to be filed., It was indicated that the percehtage of boards
for the seven professions which required applicants to take a test

ranged between 83.8 per cent for nursing and 96.8 per cent for architec-
ture and medicine. The percentage of boards which required the applicsu:s
to attend an orcl interview ranged between a'low of O per cent for
nursing and a high of 71.0 for medicine; the boards which required
epplicants to forward a personal letter ranged between a low of 8.6 per
cent and a high of 51.6 per cent,

In the qdueational administratiou»group 33 boards, or 82.5 per
cent of the respondents, required applicarts to complete an ipplication;
30 boards, or 75.0 per cent, required applicantsvto complete an applica~-
tion for a specific license. There were 23 boards, ocr 70.0 per cent of
~the respondents, which required applicants to file references, and 4
boatds, or 10.0 per cent of the respordents, vhich required applicants
to take a test. It wvas indicated that 1 board, or 2.5 per cent of the
respondents, in this group required &pplleants to attend an oral

interview; 5 boards, or 12.5 per cent of the respondents, had to forward

& personal letter.

chuirements,fg;'I;ceu;g; . The requirements for licensure were
divided into five major areas in Table XXII, A predominant pattern

was revealed: 161 beards, or 60.8 per cent of all respondents,
- required that the applicant take an examination along with graduation

snd 1n.t1tutiona1 recomnendation. cxperience or internchip. It was

o — A =~ A&
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indicated that 31 boards, or 11.7 per cent of the respondents reguired
examination alone. There were 25 boards, or 9.4 per cent, which
required graduation from an accredited institution, and 29 boards, or
10.9 per cent, required various combinations of experience, education,
or recommendation. Those boards which required experiénce and a2
combination of either employer recommendation, ox graduation s&nd
institutional recommeadation amounted to 19, or 7.2 per cent of the
respondents.

It was indicated that the boards for the seven comparative
professicns which required examination and a combination of grad&ation
and institutional recomﬁehdation. experience, or interaship, ranged
between & low of 45.5 per cent for law and a high of 90.4 per cent for
architecture. Those boards for the seven groups which required examina-
tion alone ranged between a low of 2,7 per cent for nursing and a high
| _6f 37.0 pex eeat for dentistty. Yone of the sevén comparative groups,
except accountancy and architecture, required experience and a combina-
tion of employer recomumendaticn, or graduation and institutional recom-
mendation; 2.9 per cent and 3.2 per cent of the boards for accountancy
and architecture, respeétively, required experience and the combination.
None eof the seven comparative groups, except dentistry, law, and nursing
required graduation ftmn.an‘acctedited institution; 7.4 per cent, 9.1
per cent and 10,8 per cent of the boards for dentistry, law, and nursing
required graduation,

In the educational administration group, no boards required
examina;ion alone, 2 boards, or 5,0 per cent, required examination,

institutionh; tcconnnndatton, cxpcr;ence'or internship. It was indicated
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that 17 boards, or 42.5 per cent, required experience, employer
recomrendation, or graduation or institutional recommendation, while 16
boards, or 4C.0 per cent, required graduation from an accredited

institution.

Procedures used in granting licenses. Table XXIII revealed that

three procedures were used in granting licenées: (1) the discretionary
method, (2) the ministerial method, (3) a combinaticn of both. The
boards for all professional groups were divided between using both
methods; a little less than half, 122 boards, or 46.0 per cent, used
the miristerial approach, while 110 boards, or 41.6 per cent, used the
discretionary spproach. There were 29 boards, or 10.9 per cent, which
used both the diseretionary and the ministerial methods. |

The percentage of boards in the seven comparative professicns
which used the ministerial approach ranged betveen a low of 25.8 per
cent for medicine and a high of 62.2 per cent for nursing. Similarly,
the boards which used the discretionary method ranged between a low of
18.9 per cent for nursing and a high of 58.0 per cent for architecture
an¢ engineering.

In contrast, 28 bojrds, or 70.0 per cent of thz educational
administration group, used the ministerial approach; licenses were
issued when a prearranged set of standavds €Efé mec. There were 8
boards, or 20.0 per cent, which used a combinztion of the two methods,
and 4 boards, or 10,0 per cent, which'used the discretionary method.

here iéauancqvof_licénses was dtacret1onary,.147 boards, or

55.5 per cent of.a11 respondenta,.nnde the decisions. There were 36



64

3o jusmyaedap aze3s

spazepur3s 231qnd pus LOTIEOTIFIAMD
fjusmaoaozyus mey jJo judsuwzaedsp fy3aresy Jo juswazedep fuopivonps jo sjuswyaedop I3was {SIDIAIIE SuISUIOT] TPUOTSSIIoad JO WOTSTATG &

%30}
6°%¢ 9°€T . 0°9 §°6S 001 S°1 0°9% 9°1% 6°01 001 3O Juaj 19g
99 9¢ 91 A} §9¢ K/ (441 o1t 6¢ S92 s{®30]
‘ . . BGOTIVIISTUTERY
s°Le 11 S°LS 1 X4 0 0 0°St 9 oY 0 ¢ 0°0L 8¢ 0°01 k4 0°02 8 oYy TeUOFIVINPF
¢°91 9 e 0 o 0 %°8L 6¢ LE 0 (U c°e9 £c 6°81 L 6°81 (4 LE ~Bursany
0°¢tl K/ $°9 4 0 0 $°08 s¢ 1€ 0 0 8°Ss¢c 8 ¢°19 61 0°€l K/ 1€ SUTOTPOR
81 9 [Ae:] ! 9 ?°8Y 91 ¢St S €€ 0°¢ 4 {3 X 3 11 9°%S 8t 1°6 1) €e av
1°91 S 0 0 o o 6°€8 o¢ 1e 0 0 S°St Ti 0°8S 81 9 4 1€ Suraoauilug
0°L¢ (1) 8 0 0 0 0 0°€9 L1 Lz L€t 1 3°0% 11 8°1S 7l L°€E 1 Lz £&33s13U09Q
L°BE (A '€ 1 0 0 0°8S 81 1€ A 3 1 c£ece 1) 8 0°8s 81 9 [4 1¢ AN YOIV
eore (4} L°S A 0 0 1°09 1e 1% 6°¢C 1 e°Ls (174 coe eI L°s 4 GE Ad>us3unoddy
FVED) *ON ETER) “ON ETER) “ON F1iED) *ON *ON U0  *ON 3U3d *ON FT R *ON 3695 ‘ON|l °ON
233 a3g asg a3g 3ad aag a3d a9g
puodsax P 11 1) 32n0d pavoq p2puods Iayao 1e1393 £3vuo13 RSk oo—:—omn
va pIp awaxdns -3 -sjuyE «3X08Pp -sTuTY -2 .
yotya I3w3s yoyya | ¢ : pue wpiys | . dnoxd
spavoq spavoq Lawuot3 spavoq | ~Tvuolss®Foagd
12301 =3I08TP te303 | - .

9yl £q opew sem

UOTSTOSp 9yl “AIVUOTIAIISIP II

1sem ISUIDI] ¥ Jo Supjumwad ayg

SaASNADIT GAINVID SAYVOHY ONISN3DIT dIVIS HOIHAM A€ STUNAAD0Md

9961 ¥OJd SIIVIS AXITJd JHL NI SNOISSII0¥d IHOIF NI

IIIXX TTIVL

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

'>E‘



T T S O T S S T (O S T DI S S O S L B e

65

boards, or 13.6 per cent of all respondents, in which the decisions for
granting licenses were made by either the division of prcfessional
licensing services, state department of education, department of health,
department 6£ law enforcement, or the state department of certification
and public standards.

It was cbserved that the percentage of boards in the seven com-
parative professions, except for the law group which made the decisions
for granting licenses ranged betweex a low of 60.1 per cent for
accountancy and a high of 83.9 per cent for engineeving. Although 5
boards, br 15.2 per cent, in the law group made licensing decisions,
in 16 boards, or 48.4 per cent of the group, the decisions were made
by the state supreme courts; in 6 other law boards, or 18.2 per cent,
the decisions were msde by departments of law enforcement, or state
depsrtments of education.

B Thére vere 6 board#, or 15.0 per‘cent of the respondenﬁs in
educational administration, which made decisions concerning the issuance
of licenses. It was indicated that ia 23 boards, or 57.5 per cent of
the respondents, licensing decisions were made by a section ﬁithin the
state department of education, or the state department of certification

and public standards.

Licensing procedures of the boards. It was determined in Table

XXIV that the actual issusnce of a license was a delegated duty.
Thres categories were establisked in the tsble: a person, another
state board, another state department, In the totals for all pro-

fessional groups, it uui‘tevnhled that 120 boards, or a little less

than half, 45.3 per cent, delegated the task to an individual. Most
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were board secrecaries hired for the purpose, state superintendents of
public instruction or dire:tors of the departments of-réguiution; :

There vere 56 boards, or 21.1 per cent ~f all respondents, in
which the actual issuance of licensas was delegated to another state
department.

It was indicated that the percentage of he boards for the seven
comparative professions, except for the law group, which delegated the
issuance of licenses to a person ranged between a low of 29.0 per cent
for engineering and a high of 89.2 per cent for nursing. There were 3
boards, or 9.1 per cent of the respondents for the law group, which
delegated the issuance of licenses to u person. These boards for the
seven professions, except for the law group, in which the issuance of
licenses was delegated to another department ranged between O per cent
for architecture and 14.8 per cent for dentistry. 'Therefwere 24 boards,
or 72.7 per cent of the respondents for the law group, in which the
issuance of licenses was delegated to another state department,

In the educational administration group, 16 boards, or 40.0 per
cent of the respondents, delegated issuance of licenses to a person,
whilg, in 19 beards, or 47.5 per cent of the respondents, the issuance
of licenses was delegated to another state cepartment.

There were 85 boards, or 32.1 per cent of the total respondents,
which did not answer this qdestion.

The duration of licensure was divided into life, a specified
period, life with annusl renewai. The specified periods ranged from
one to three years, to one to ten yearé. A little less than one-half,

122 bosrds, or 46.0 per cénﬁ,,éf all professional groups issued licenses




TR W e T T T T .
|
. R
.

68
for a specified period. There were 84 boards, or 31.7 per cent of all
respondents, which issued licenses for life, and 48 boards, or 18.2
per cent, which issued licenses for 1ife with annual renewal.

The percentage of boards in the seven comparative groups which
issued licenses for a specified period of time, except for the law
group, ranged between a iow of 22.6 per cent for medicine and a high of
80.5 per cent for architecture. It was indicated that the percentage
of boards which issued licenses for life varied from a low of 6.5 per
cent for architecture to a high of 61,2 per cent for medicine. There
were 30 boards, or 90.9 per cent, éf the law group which issued licenses
for life, but none of its boards issued licenses for a specified
period. The percentage of those boards in the seven groups which

issued licenses for life with anrual renewal ranged between a low of 0

~per cent for the law group and a high of 40.8 per cent for the dentistry

group.

In the educational administration group 25 boards, or 62.5 per
cent of the respondeﬁts,-issued licenses for a specified period. There
were 6 boatds, or 15.0 per cent, which issued licenses for life, and

15 per cent which issued licenses for life with annual renewal.

M‘etm ds of license remewal.. It was shown in Table XXV that a
majcrity of the iespdndents, 167 boards, or 63.0 per cent, renewed
licenses if licensees reapplied, A comparison of "duration of
license,"” in Table XXIV showed that 46.0 per cent of the boards

issued licenses for a specified period; the periods were one to

three, one to five, and one to ten years in duration. 7Zhere were 29

"boarda. or 10,9 pér cent of all respondents, which required the applicant

“emn,
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to meet further éducational requireme ¢8; 24 boards, or 9.1 per cent of
the respondents, renewed licenses when annual fees were paid.

The percentage of boards in the seven comparative professions,

except for the law group, which renewed licenseé when licensees reappiied

ranged between a low of 77.5 per cent for engineering and medicine and
8 high of 96.8 for architecture. There were 36.4 per ¢ent of the boards
in the law group which did rot require license renewal. Tre boards |
vhich required annual payment of fees before licenses could be renewed
ranged between 0 per cent for accountancy and 27.3 per cent for law.

- There were 29 boards, or 72.5 per cent of the respondents for
- the educational administration group, which stipulgted that licensees
meet further educational requirements for license renewal, It vas
requireé that the licensee rezapply in 5.0 per cent of the cases, the
licensee have expericnce in another 5.0 per cent of the cases, and the

 licensee pay annual fees in another 7 5 per cent of the cases.

Licensing reciprocity. It was established in Tabiz XXVI
that 195 boards, or 73.6 per cen: of 911 respondents, practiced
license recfiprocity. There were 50 boards, or 13.9 per cent of the
tespondents; which did not practice 1Zcense reciprocity.

The percentage of bgarda which did practice license reciprocity
for the seven comparative professions ranged Between a low of 33.3 per
cent for dentistry and a high of 97.1 per cent for accountancy. Those
boards whichk did not practice license ;eciprocity ranged between a low
of 2.9 for accountancy and a high of 63.0 per cent for deatistry.

In the educational administration group, 17 boards, or 42,5 per

- cent, practiced license reciprocity, while, 14 boards, or 35.0 per
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cent did not. There were 9 boards, or 22.5 per cent, which did not

respond.

In’somé“SEaEéég“1Iﬁifiﬂfﬁfﬁéﬁi&émiééiﬁrﬁeity~was allowed. But

in all professie;s which fesﬁondea, oily a negligibie number allowed
i;; 173 bpards,"or 65.3 per cent of all :espondemts, did not answer the
question. |

It was indicated that 73 boards, or 27.5 per cent of all
respondents, did not practice limited licensing reciprocity.

In the seven comparative professions, it was observed that the
percentage of boards which did not practice limited reciprocity ranged
tetween a low of 5.4 per cent for nursing and a high of 48. 4 per cent
 for architecture and medicine. Those boards which did not answer the
‘question ranged between a low of 45.1 per cent for medicine and a high
of 91.9 per cent for nursing.

In the edncational administration group 34 boards, or 92.5 per
cent ef the respondents, did not answer the question; 2.5 per cent

1nd1cated that they did not practice limited reciprocity while S, 0 per
-cent did |

Appeals and to whom they were made. If an applicant was refused

a license, or a licensee was refused license renewal, there was usually
_Some means by*wh ch an imparcial adjudicat;on could be made., Table XXVII |
revealed that 209 boards, or 78.9 per cent of the respondents, allawed

-appeals to be made, while 23 boards or 8 7 per cent, did not allow
appeala.
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TABLE XXVIII

FREQUENCY OF APPEALS FOR REVIEW OF LICENSES WHICH WERE
REFUSED OR REVOKED IN EIGHT PROFESSIONS
IN THE FIFTY STATES FOR 1966

Frequency of appeals

Total

1-10
Professional boards per
Group which : cent .
re- - infre- extremely of all no
sponded none quent  rare cases responsc

No. - No. No. No. No. ’ No.
“Accountancy 35 12 8 1 1 13
Architecture 31 11 13 3 0 4
Dentistry 27 7 5 4 1 10
Engineering 31 6 11 6 1 7
Law 33 3 7 9 3 11
Medicine - 31 10 9 7 1 4
Nursing 37 13 . 10 7 2 5
Educational 40 0 18 13 1 8
Administration
Totals "~ 265 62 - 81 50 16 62
Mean Response 33.1

708 1001 603 103 ' 708
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The percentage of boards in the aeven comparative professions
vhich allowed appeals ranged from a low of 59.3 per cemt in dentistry
to a high of 97.3 per cent in nursing.

' Tnere were 25 boards, or 62.5. per cent of thelrespondents in
educational administration, which allowed appeals, while 6 boards, or
. 15 0 per cent did not.

When the appeal was made, it was referred, initially, to either
the board the state courts, or the state attorney general. HNone of
the three¢ methods were used predominant1y°' 37.4 per cent of all
respondents referred appeals to the board, 29,4 per cent referred
appeals to the state courts, while 0,8 per cent referred them to the
state attorney general There were S5 5oarda, or 20.8 per cent which
did not respond | | |

The percentage of boards in the seven comparative professions,
exoept for the nursing group, which heard appeals ranged between a low
of 6.1 per cent for law and a high of 45.7 per cent for engineering;
75.7 per cent of the boards for nursing heard appeals. Those boards
whioh indicated that the courts heard appeals ranged between a low of
16,2 per cent for nursing to a high of 60.4 per cent for law. No
boards except 2.5 pex cent in architecture referred appeals to the
attorney general. It was indicated that those boards which referred
apoenls to the governor, the commissioner of health, or the state
superintendent of instruction ranged between 0 per cent for law and
19,4 per cent for medicine. |

There were 17 boards, or 42 5 per cent of the respondents in

~ educational administration, which beard appeals. No boards referred

} ER&C
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appeals to the courts or the at:torney general; 10 beards, or 25.0 per

cent referred appeals to the state superintendent of public instruction.

|

|

L Frequency of appesls. In Table XXVIII, the frequency of appeals

! was shown. It was obscrved that from the types of words used by res-
pondent; that appeals for license renewal or license refusal, were not

many. A mean awerage response of 6.3 to 10.1 boards per professional

group used words such as "infrequent," “none," or "extremely rare."

Thcre were 1,3 boards per professional group reported that appeals

were made in 1-10 per4cent.o£ all cases reported; 7.8 boards per pro-
fessional group did not respond'to'the question.
In the cducational administration group, 18 boards reported that
appeals were infrequent; 13 reported that they were extremely rare,
| uhtie 1 board reported that 1-10 per cent of the-éases were appealed.
the.only predominant terﬁ used by all respondencs and the educational

adeinistration group ﬁu. the word "infrequent."

A o P Y e -




CHAPTER 1V
Summary and Interpretations
Wﬁ;ﬂ

The purpose of this chapter was to report the conclusions and

1nterpretatians of this study for the composition, characteristics,

and ligensins practtces of state licensing boards.

Licensing Bosrd Composition

1, It was apparent that there was a greater tendency on the
part of the members of the seven comparative professions to return the
instruments dealing with board composition. These professional prac-
titiohers indicated a stronger Interest in this study than did the lay
people on the boards of educational administration.

The reverse situation was true for the board secretarics. There
Was & greater tendency on the part of the board secretaries for the edu-
cational administration group to return the instruments dealing with
board characteriatics and licensing practices. These salaried employ-
ees, usually paid from state appropriatiors, indicated a stronger
interest in this study than did the other secretaries who were usually
paid from board funds.

2. It was evident that in the comparative professions, except
for the law group, the trend in member seledtion was toward a special
type of gubernatorial appointment. Many board candidates were selected

by an electorate made up of members of the profession. A list of nanes

~was then presented to the state governor from which he chose the new
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board membars. It was apparcat that the law group members were selec-
ted either by the state supreme courts or the state bar comissions.
Hnt likely, because the seven comparative professions could present
lists of practitioner-candidates to the governor, they were delegated
~cant:rol' of state licensing board practiges and entrance into and
expulsion from their professions. | |

This trend and the type of gubernatorial appointment was not in
evidence for the school administration group.
3. Although the boards for the seven comparative professions

did not seem to diocrmmate against male or female membership, their

 board members, except nursing, were drawn from professional populations
which were mainly male. Apparently, the nursing group board members
were predominantly female because they were drawn from a professional
population which 'wu mainly femsle. The educaticnal administration *

board members were lay members who were usually chosen st the pleasure

of thc'goverhor, regardless of sex.

4._ The bpa:ds' for all professional groups were composed of
r_eliti.vely older people, which was indicated by the fact that a great
majority of membg;s weie between the ages of thirty-six and sixty-five.
It seemed logical that because professional people completad their
training in their late twenties or early thirties, and the boarde
required their members to have some professional experience, that.
boards necessarily be composed of older people.

All boards imposed minimum age limitations and félatively few
bqards in accountancy, law, medicine, nurs ing, and educational adminis-
tration set up maximum age limits. It was likely that the minimum age
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limits were established to prevent minors from taking office, and to

ensure that professional society :eﬁuirements were met.

5. The fact that a majority of members served on the boards

from two to ten years apparently indicated that the boaxds were not
static in terms of the hplding power of the members.- It seemed to
indicate further that speeific individuals were prevented from mono-
polizing board membership; it appeared that self-succession on the
boards was not the general rule. |

The seven comparative professions could easily control the

~actions of their board representatives; the state professional socic- J

ties usually recommended a list of names from which the governor would
select new board members. It seemed apparent that if the current board
menbets did not meet the wishes of the professional electorate body,

their names would not be considered for re-election.

Although a majority of the board members in the educational

administration group were appoin’. ed by the state governors, approximately
one~fourth of the mmmbera were. elected by the people or representatives

of the people.

6. The board members for the seven comparative professions were
experienced prac*itioners of the professions which they licensed. How-
ever, it seemed that the professional eleetorate bodies which recommended

board candidstes to the govetnors preferred practitioners who had experi-

‘ence, It was apperent that, as members of the professional groups which

they lieensed they were obliged to keep abreaat of current changes and

innovutious 1n their pxofesnional areas; lieenlure of candidates demanded

ER&C

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. @3
.

| 79
that board members have a broad knowledge of professional methodology,
practices, and procedures.

The boards fox educational administration were composed of lay ’
peopie and professional people from areas othexr than education. These
boards were usually responsible for executing the legislative enact-
ments dealing with édhcation. It vas apparent that such matters as
licensure were delegated to the state superintendent of education, a
section or 2 department withih the'state department ok education. In
efféct, alcpough these'boards4déiegated the licensing function, they

established a prearranged set of standards which determined whether or

.ot a candidate was eligible for a license. Nevertheless, because of

a lay nembership on the boards, the educational administration profes-
sion had no control of entry into and expulsion from its ranks as did
the other seven proféssions.

7. It was concluded that a large majority of the board members
for all professions were ccllege graduates; it depended upon the pro-
fcdsiona} group whether or not a graduate degree was necessary for
pra;tice, However, while the clder professions, such as dentistry,
law, and medicine did usuilly require pre-professional and graduate
training in these areas, the aewex ones, such as accountancy, archi-
tecture and engineering obliged their members to have lengthy experi.-
ential backgrounds instead. Nevertheless, a predominance of members
in ﬁhe newer professions held degrees in their professional areas. It
wa! probable that the state professional societies along with the
uational professional cocictiec usually established licensure require-

nenta. Therefore, board members had to be profcosional practitioners,

licensed by their own ptbtbssion.
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Although a little more than half of the members in the educational
sdministration groups held graduate degrees, a negligible number held
them in the area of school administrxation. Degrees and lay educated
members notwithﬁeandiné, this group lacked practitioner representation
and, therefore, could not establish professional requirements for
- entrance into its ranks.

By requiring board candidates to possess professional degrees
and to have experiential backgrounds, these_comparative groups were
ensuring their‘autonomy, and control of'professional standards. Although
the professional associations and practitioners made recommendations,
licensing standards were established by the lay boards of educational

administration.

Licensing Board Characteristics

1. It was apparent that the seven comparative professions were
given professional autonbhw and control of their ranks by state sanc-
tion. As a result of this professional avtonomy, the state licensing
‘'boards were delegated the right to act as independent bodies empowered
to 1ssd§ licenses. Appaxenﬁly, these boards acted for and with the
consent of the professional groups.

Although the boards of educational administration were autonomous,
~ independent bodies empowered to issue licenses, they were not composed
of professional practiticners. Instead, the members of these boards
vere predominantly lay people. It was likely that the lay, and other
(proféSsional) board members in educational administration were quali-
fied to establish licensing standards, and to issue licesnses. The

board members were empowered to establish licensing standards for the

- o e _a
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professional practitioners, even though the members were primarily lay
people. |
E | 2. Except for law, nursing, and educational administration, the
boards for all the other professional groups did not adhere to any one
code established by the boards, or the na;ional association more Strongly
than the other. The rursing and educational administraticn groups
adhered to codes established by the national professional associations,
while the law group adhered to the codes established jointly by the
state professional $ocieties and the state supreme courts.

It was probable that the codes of ethics which were establishcd
bj the boards for the practitioners were based upon, 6r similar to,
the nationzl codes, In conclusion, it was apparent that the definition
of the professional standards and conduct of the practitioners were
closely controlled by the professional associations through either the
boards or the national assocjiation. Therefore, professional control of
the group was maintained through enforcement’of a similar code a£ the
Qtate or national level. | |

Although a majority of the educational administration boards

adhered to a code of ethics established on the national level, there
was no indication that there was one code developed by onre national
association. Nevertheless, it seemed obvious that control of the prac-
titioner was maintained throﬁgh'enforéement of these national codes.

| 3. The_boﬁrds for all professional groups exhibited no consis-
tency in the number of members. Although the maximum number of nembers
on the boards in Each'prbfessional group varied from eight to sixteen,

ro board hei less than three members. This minimum number of board
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members seemed to indicate an interest in economy rather than board
fuﬁctionality. Of course, it would seem that the larger boards were
an attempt,té ensure the adequate representation of all factions and
schools in a particular profession. Yet, no professional group indi-
cated that there was an established poliéy or set of guidelines which
detexmined the number of members that a board might have.

Boards of educational administration, which were primarily com-
posed of lay people, had more than adequate representetion in terms of
size. The implication was that the boards répresented the popular elec-
torate and/or the governor and,'for,them, establisﬁed educational
administration policies and controiled educational administration.

The educational administration practitioners, appeared to have little,
if anything, to do with the control of board functions.

4. Candidates for board membership had to be United States
citizens and residents of the statesvin which they were to serve.

There the similarity between the seven comparative professions and
educational administration ended. The qualifications for the com-
parative group board members weht SeyOnd citizenship and residence
requirements: the candidate usually had three to ten years of‘pto-
fessional practice, a professional license, grzduation from an |
approved professional‘school, and possession of moral character. Per-w
sons who were associated with ché administration or staff of profes-
sional schools were disqualified from board candidﬁcy. It was apparent
that the seven comparative professions, throﬁgh statutory decree, ensured
their professional autoromy by requiring candidates for board membef«

ship to be practitioners of the profession. -

- ERIC
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_selected primarily through gubernatorial appointment, rather than by

Vhexe there were no statutery restrictionS'whére the professional

people or appointed by the state governor. Many states placed ex
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Autonomy for the educational administration boards was evideﬁced,
although the‘baards wevs not composed of professional practitioners.
In fact, almost one-half the boards required their members to be lay .<
people. It was probable that the states were concer;ed with public
control of education and, as a result, prevented the state boards of

education from.being controlled by any one special group.

5. Board members for the seven comparative professions were

any other method, 1In addition to the elaborate qualifications of
citizenry, residence,-expexience and education, the professional groups
further ensured professional autonomy through method of candidate
selection. It was apparent that governors were legally bound to select

appointees from a list of candidates selected By a professional society,

groups could make the nominations, it was probable that the governors
would consult with reﬁresentatives of the professional societies before
acting.

In most of the'states, appointment of board members was established
either by statutory decree, or constitutional provigion. However, in
keeping with the democratic nature of education in the fifty states,

educational adﬁﬁhiStracion board members were either elected by the

officio officers who were not professional practitioners onto these
educational administration boards. It is most likely that educational '

administration board members will not be practitioners, but rather, lay

people oz practitioners of other professions. ‘
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6. The boards for all professional groups considered their mem-
bers to be professional enough not to be required to attend any meetings,
Although the boards, except for architecture, required that a mini-
mum nurber of meetings be held each year, all board membeis exhibited a
professional attitude by attending more meetings than were required. It
was probable, too, that the amount of board business was heavy enough
so that the members were forced to schedule more meetings than the
established minimum, |

7. It was spparent that the state boards for the seven compara-
tive groups did not seek state provision of office space, staff or
secretaries. Only a slight majority of boards in architecture, engi-
neering, medicine and nursing weré given oifice space, while less than
a majority of all boards for each group, except engineering, accepted
office staffs and secretaries provided for by the state.

In keeping with thefstatus of public education it is most likely
that a8 large majority of the boards for educational administration
depend upon the state for office Space, staff and secretaries.

It was evident that professional autonomy and integrity was beirng
maintained and extended by the boards for the scven gréups. Professional
autcnomy might be compromised if the state was sought for board support,
It was most likely that this was pot;true of the educational administra-
tion boards. These boards which were established by and represented
the people of the state, would logically seek state‘support of their
staffn,‘aectecaries and office space, ' & |

8. In keeping with the professional independence established in

the areas of office space, staff and secretaries, a majority of the
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boards for the seven comparative professions were financed by either
fees alone, or a combination of fees and dues. It was probably held
that professional licensing boards should be self-sustaining rather
than be a problem to the taxpayers. Although a small minority of
boards were financed by general stace appropriations, another minority
gtoup was financed by a combination of fees and appropriations; again,
professional groups attempted to maintain their autonomy and profes-
sional integrity by limiting their dependence upon state funds,

Nevertheless, the educational administration group's dependence
upon general state appropriations was consonant with the public nature
of the boards. It is most likely that educational administration boards
shall depend upon general state appropriations, rather than depend upon
the professional practitioners for financial assistance.

It was indicated tiat a majority of the boards for the.seven
professions which collected fees either retained their fees or turned
them over to the state for deposit into a fund for board use. The

latter method appeared to be a legal, state required accounting of fees

collected by quasi-governmental bodies such as licensing boards. It
was spparent that professional gutonomy was being extended by the

boaxrds' maintcihtng effective control over their finances and financial

‘ lt.tlll . » »

Apparently, states did exercise control over board financial
affairs through auditing ard accounting procedures. These practices
vere usually procedural rather than zestrictions limiting board inde-
pendence. To meet stite requirements or criticism many boards bonded

those membezs who hardled beoard funds.
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It was indicated for the boards in the educational administration .

grqup that a.prédominant number turced their fees over to the state. It

might be deduced from this procedure, and the fact that these boards

were supported by state approcpriations, that educational administration
wﬁa controlled by the public rather than the professional practitioners.
Threugh the lay representatives on the state boards, the public determined
professional requirements, licensing practices, and also controlled

board financial policy,

There was a definite trend for a majority of the boards for the
seven professions, except engineering and law, to reimburse their mem-
bers for actual services and incurred expenses, vhile other boards reim=
bursed members only for incurred expenses. It was apparent that the
professional grdups were reimbursing thei: members for time taken away
from their practices and the expenses incurred during this time, It
would not be equitable to place board members on 2 full-time method of
- reimbursement, or a full-time salacry, because, it is likely that they

work for the boards cn a part-time basis.

L "'l} Board tices
1. A large majority of the boards for all professional groups
initially required the license candidatés to complete applicatjons for
specific licenses, and file references. 1In addition, a predominance
of the boards for the seven comparative professional groups required
the candidates to take s test. No pattern was indicated which required
the candidates to atteand oral 1nterviews or forward personal letters.
Apparently, on the one hand, the educational administration group

does not consider the test criterion to be of importance or an adequate
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indicator in determining who should or shouid not receive a license.
Oon ﬁhe other hand, it seemed that the seven comparative groups did
coniider the test criterion important in maintaining standards or
raising standards of entry into the professions.

It was indicated further that a large majority of the boards
for the seven comparative groups, except for law and demtistry, required
the license appiicants to be graduates of aéproved professional institu-

tions, have institutional recommendation, some experience or internship,

.or a varying combination of these. The dentistry and law groups were

divided between the above requirements and examinations alone. Obvi-
ously, the pr-Zessional groups maintained high standaxds of professional
excellence by controlling the type of preparation institutions which
they would recognize, and the entrance requirements of the licensing
candidates. More than one criterion was used to judge the ability of

a candidate.

A large majority of the boards for educational administration
required the license candidate to either have experience and a combi-
nation cf employer recommendation, graduation, and institutional recom-
mendation or only graduation from an accredited institution. It would
seem that the first requirement, experience, presupposes that candidates
should acquire previous experience at a lower level, such as teachiug.
Thz second, o: alternate requirement, graduvation from an accredited
institution, most likely places some of the burden of adequate prepara-
tion upon the preparatory institution. Apparently, compared to the
other professional groups, educational administration boards use

different criteria to determine which candidates should or should not
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receive a license. In addition, there were a number of specific kinds
of educational administration licenses vhich were available: for example,
school superintendent's license, high scheol principal’s license, éle-
mentary school principal‘s license, assistant principal's license. Most
1ikely, boards for educational administratien deem it necessary to
differentiate among licensing these sub-groups within the educational
sdministration profeesion. It seems to imply that special training

and preparation fer each of these sub-groups are necessary in order

for the practitioners to meet the individual needs appircnt in each
situatton.

| 2, The boards for the seven comparative groups were divided as
to whether or not their risht to issue licenses should be ministerial
or discreticnary. 'Afdmnll majority of boards in each of five groups
used the discretionary method in issuing licenses while a small msjority
of botrds in each of two groups adherad to the ministerial method. It
was apparent that those groups which used the discretionary method were
able to consider the disposition of each license applicant's case on its
own merits and individual differences. Hence, the five professional
groups were given state sanction to allow the board to handle entrance

requirements for the professions as they saw fit. Obviously, board

- meabers vere allowed to adjuat standards, within an acceptable range,

and take into consideration any and all circumstances for each and
every candidate: professional autonomy was more apparent in these five
groups than in any other.

The two groups which used the ministexial method had to judge

license candidates in terms of a prearranged set of standards, and no
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variation was allowed, This seemed to indicate that either‘the state
érofesaion;{ séeiety, state sgatutq;y ;ipitations, or both, imposgd
standards to whieﬁ the boards were bound to adhere. It wasuprobable
that the licensing functions of these boards were reduced to a routine
bilic.

Where discretion was allowed in the seven comparative groups,
except fbt law, the board was usually the body which made the decision
t> jssue licenses. Decision making in the lav group was divided among
either the board, the stats supreme court, or the department of certifi-
catior and public standards, Evidently, professional.autonomy was fur-
ther éhhanced by allowing state professional boards to use discretion
in making the final decision in liceasure after all factors were weighed
and considered. Although the state supreﬁe courts usually made the
decisions to issue licenses, it was done upon strxong board recommenda-
tion. Further the members of the supreme court vere practitioners of
the legal profession, hence, decision meking was not delegated to a
group outside the profession,

In the educational administration group, a majority of the
boards delegated licensing decisions to sections within the state depart-
ments of education, a division of professional licensing services, or a
state department of certification and public standards. Evidently,
these boards, established standards of licensure, and then delegated the
recponsibility for decisions based upon these prearranged set of stan-
dards to an arm of the state departument of education under its jurisdic-
tion. In essence, then, many of the educational administration boards

had to grant licenses if the candidat: met a prearranged set of -- .-
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standards, although the set of standards was not established by the

[P

professional association.

3. Theyactual issuance of licenses for all professions was a
delegated duty. A little less than one-half of all boards, except for
the law group, delegated this duty ¢o a person, such as the secretary,
cxecutiveiéectetaty, the chairman, or the state superintendent of
instruction. The law group made recommendations to the state supreme
court which wis responsible for issuing the licenses. It seemed super-
fluous that the time of the board members should be taken up in this
mechanical, routine job.

The boards of educational administration were almost equally
divided between using a person on the board or delegating the
duty to a gectioh in the state department of education. Again, it was
not necessary to takegup'the time of board members in this routine job.
| 4.‘ There was no pattern which seemed to develop among the seven
comparative groups as to the duration of a license. Licenses were
issued for stated periods, for life, for life with annual renewal.
while the majority of beards in three professional groups issuéd licenses
for a specified period, a majority of boards in two other professions
issued licensei for life. KRevertheless, the professional groups had to
| finance their board activities, and usually charge a renewal
fee on licenses. Professional autonomy was evidenced by the fact that
boards, with the approval of the proiessional group, could levy fees,
dues or both, on the membership, or the license candidate, as they saw

fic.




91

Licenses were reneved upon reapplication in a large majority of
the boards in the seven comparative groups except for law. The law
8roup was divided between not requiring license fenewal, and charging
an annual fee. It was apparent that the profession members would not have
to be forced to keep up with current changes in their fields; rather,
in order to remain effective practitioners, the members would, of
their own volition, keep abreast of professional advancements in
techniques, methodology and research. The reapplication seemed to
serve the needs of: (1) keeping the professional group aware of the
prectitioner's status,'(Z) keeping the professional group in control
of all practitioners, (3) keeping professionai ethics and autonomy
alfve,

K ;~'in contrast, a large msjority of the boards for the educational
qdmg;iégration group, required the candidate for license renewal to
pneg further educational requirements with each renewal. Most likely
th- poaré; felt that it was necessary for the practitioner to keep
;breast df changes in his profession through furcher education. In

fact it:was further implied that educational administration itself was

éhang;ng.

3. Although the requirements for license reciprocity varied
;iqn.cac professional group to another, = large majority of the boards
for the seven comparative groups except dentistry employed this prac-
tice. 1In contrast, a majority of the dental groups did not use any
form of reciprocity.

License reciprocity within each professional group seemed to be
8 developing characteristic of professionalism. 'Standardization of

license roquifiﬂ.nta for any,oni professional group was being improved
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by either the various states developing similar, mutually acceptable
requirements, or the candidate passing an examination administered by
the nattonil societj. vhich was recognized by the state societies,

A little less than half cf the educational administration group
employed reciproeity, while less than half did nct use it at all. It
was apperent that licenge zeciprbcity for educational sdministration
had not evolved as fai as the seven comparative greups,

No conclusions were drawn about limited reciprocity because a
majority of all but two groups did not respond to this question.

6, A majority of the boards for all professional groups iandi-
cated that appeals were possible if an zpplicant was refused a license,
It was apparent that the professionsl licensing board policed its ranks
and as a result sllowed candidates to appeal deeisions not in their
favor, Tnis aspect of judicial hearings pointed to the fact that pro-
fessional autonomy included a review of decisions concerning a candi-
date's licensure.

The educational administration group aliowed candidates to
appeal ﬁecistons not in thh r favor. It is likely that boards of edu-
cational adninistration composed of lay members, who represent the |
people of the state, are given power.aintlnr to the boards of the other
seven professjons to hear appeails, | |

Appesis were made either to the boards, the courts or other
bodies or persons, Only a majority of the boards for the nursing group
heard appeals, while a majority of boards for the law and the medical
groups indicated that appeals were heard by the courts. It seemed that
in many states appeal mechanism was determined by statutory decree,

xi:hsr than by'protgsuional society decisions.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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The profeaetonal groups indicated that the frequancy of appeals
was negligible. It was determined that either the responderts could

not truly recall the actual number of .cases,  the cases were rare, or

the respondents were not unccrely interested in making public tln aum-
ber of appeal caces.

Table XXIX summarized the'major arveas of board composition,

characteristics ’, and licéﬁqt:gg '(f:raettces. The educational adminigtra-

tion g:bup was shoun to be either similar,

dissimilar or mot possible
of comparison with thg 'nltper seven professions.
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TABLE XXIX

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS WHICH COMPARED THE SIMILARITY AND DISSIMILARITY
OF STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION WITH THE BOARDS
FOR SEVEN OTHER SELECTED PROFESSIONS

The seven .comparative professions and
edicational administration were:

I not possible
Area of response Lsimilar dissimilar to_compare

A large percentage of board '
members responded X

Members were appointed by I
state governor Xa

A large male membership xX°
Large percentage of members |
who served on state licensing
boards between 2-10 yvears X
Board members were professional

Practitioners

A large percentage of board
members were practicing their
professions between 11-40 year

A large percentage -of board
members held college degrees X

A large percentage of members
held degrees in their profes-
‘sional .areas X

A large percentage of board .
gsecretaries responded . X

2 Except for the law group
b

Except for the nursing group .
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|The seven comparative professions and

educational administration were:
: not possible

Area of response fsimilar dissimilar to compare
A large percentage of boards
were independent bodies
empowered to issue licenses x©
A code of ethics was
egstablished Xd
Range of board membership X
The board members had to be:

1. a citizen X

2 a state resident X

3. 4a practitioner | X

4. a lay person X

5. of minimum age X

6. not beyond a2 maximum agel. X

7. bonded l X

8. experienced, and with

9. minimum professional

educational requirements X
~ Average number of meetinges a
member must attend in one year X i
State provision for:
1. office space X
2. staff X
3. secretary ~ X

€ Except for the law group
d

Except for the law group: a large majority of boards adhered to a

code of ethics established by the state professional society and the

state supreme court.
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TABLE XXIX (Continued)

The seven comparative professions and
educational administration were:

not possible
Area of response ___Isimilar | dissimilar to compare

Boards were financed by fees
or a combination of fees and
dues X

Fees were turned over to the
state, were retained by the
board X

Board members were reimbursed X

The license applicant had to:

l. complete an application

for a specific license X
2. file references X
3. take a test X
4. attend an oral interview X

5. forward a personal
letter _ X

Licenses were obtained by means
of examination and = combinatior
of other requirements X

The granting of a license was:

1. discretionary x€
2. ministerial X
If discretionary, the decisions £
were made by the board X

The actual issuance of the
license document was
delegated X

€ Except for the nursing group |

£ Except for the law group
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TABLE XXIX (Continued)

The seven comparative professions and
educational administration were:

not possible

Area of response similar dissimilar to compare

Licenses were issued for life _
or a specified periond X

Licenses were renewed upon:

1. reapplication x8
2. meeting further educa-
tional requirements X
Licensing reciprocity was h
carried on with other states X
Was appeal possible X
Appeals were made to: )
1. the boards X
2. the courts B - X
Frequency of appeals - X

g Except for the law group

h Except for the dentistry group
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