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FOREWORD

This is the fifth publication of the Phi Delta Kappa.Commission on Higher Education. The Commission was
created by the 30th Biennial Council in 1966 with the general charge of determining what Phi Delta Kappa
should do in recognizing that “‘growth in enrolhments and the needs for additional faculty, buildings and
equipment have created a crisis in higher education.” Meeting twice per year for the last five years the
Commission has stimulated several studizs and reports concerned largely with personnel for higher education.
Two of these reports were written by Commission member, Dr. John Wahlquist. one being a recruitment
brochure and the other a study of recent innovations in the preparation of college tcachers. Dr. James S. Counelis
edited a publication designed to improve the preparation of professors of education and Dr. Robert H. Kinker has
started a series on the preparation of instructors for junior colleges,

\ .

Two of the Commission members, Dr. John King and Dr. M. L. Cushman, were members of the Studies
Committee of the American Associatior of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) in the late fifties and
recognized the value of the landmark study of institutions granting the doctorate in professional educatior. They
and the other Commission members felt that a replication of that study would permit comparisons of the
circumstances a decade later. '

The Commission acknow!:dges with gratitude the overseeing of the present study by Dr. John King and the
conducting of the study by L. Neville Robertson and i:.. Jack Sistler. ‘

Further details of the nature and\aesign of the study are set forth in Chapter I.

M. L. Cushman
Chairman, »
Commission on Higher Education
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CHAPTER I

NATURE AND DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Background of the Study

In 1960 the American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education published the landmark study THE
DOCTORATE IN EDUCATION, its purpose being an in-
quiry -into conditions affecting the pursuit of the doctoral
degiee in the field of Education. At that time it seemed
appropriate to examine the growing problem of supplying
an adequate number of qualified faculty. personnel in
colleges and universities to meet the projected influx of
students in the decade ahead. This was a national concern
and teacher education was very much part of the picture.
Not only was the number of qualified doctoral graduates of

" particular import. but also serious considera:ions and

searching quesiions were being asked about the future of
doctoral education preparation. Specifically, the study at-
tempted first to analyze the nature of selected conditions
and requirements in the field of professional Education for

the purpose of identifying areas needing improvement;
. purpose ymg cding  imp!

second, it hoped to reveal distinctive and interesting prac-
tices which would lead to positive modifications in the
administration of advanced graduate Education; and third,
it aimed at providing a picture of the possible future of
doctoral production in the field.! -

The above é}udy wad in two phases. The doctoral grad-
uate phase was' developed through a questionnaire sent to
recipients of the degree, while the institutions phase pro-
ceeded along similar lines by seeking responses through a
questionnaire from administrators at institutions granting
doctoral degrees \in Education during the two-year period
1956-58. The prx{nary purpose behind the study was to
identify normative tendencies among the institutions partic-
ipating. The investigators did not have as a basic principle
of their survey an evaluative study-but rather one in which
needs, possible weaknesses, and tentative improvements

could be examined and possibly implemented. Ninety-two

universities and colleges in the United States were identified
as offering doctoral programs in Education and 81 (or 89%)
of these participated in the study.

A 1967 report by the National Academy of Sciences
indicated that both in 1958 and in 1966 the number of
doctorates earned in the field of Education was 17.0 per-
cent of the total number of doctorates conferred. The same
report indicated an average growth rate of 9.3 percent pcr
year for all doctorates conferred and 9.5 percent in the

field of professional Education.2 These figures pointed to

the need to investigate and evaluate the present status of
doctoral programs in professional Education as we enter the
critical decade of the seventies. The preparation of teachers

and educationzi administrators in such numbers, and the _

emergence of such innovative projects as those funded by
the Education” Professions Development Act, demand a
sound base from which further planning and decision-
making may be launched. The AACTE study pointed out
the severity of the problem concerning the quantity pro-
duction of "quality teachers with doctoral degrees for
colleges and universities. In particular, there was concern

about the possible overproduction and underproduction in’

certain areas of concentration in the field of Education. As
more than a decade had elapsed since’ this study, it was felt
that it was timely to conduct a status report to examine
present conditions.

In March 1969, the Commission on Higher Education of
Phi Delta Kappa adopted the motion to bring about, if
feasible, the updating of the study THE DOCTORATE IN
EDUCATION which was made by the Studies Committee
of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Educa-
tion in 1958.3 The cooperation of AACTE was sought as to
how the study might best be conducted. By July, 1969, the

1Harold E. Moore,";]ohn H. Russel, and Donald G. Ferguson, The Doctorate in Education: Vol. Il The Institutions
(Washington D.C.: American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1960). p. 1.
2Fred D. Boercker, ed., Docroral Recipients from United States Universities 1956-1966 (Washington, D. C.: National

Academy of Sciences, 1967), p. 9.

3Commission on Higher Education, Phi Delta Kappa, Minutes of Meeting in Chicago, Illinois, March 28-29, 1969, p 4.
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project was launched, a close liaison between AACTE and
PDK established, and a research director appointed.

The terms of reference for this study were established
as: (1) a replication of the institutions phase of the 1956-58
AACTE study as far as was possible and to include new
institutions offering the doctoral program in Education in
addition to the original 92 institutions; (2) a survey cf
selected Canadian universities offering the doctor’s degree
in professional Education; (3) the establishment of an infor-
mation retrieval and dissemination center on doctoral pro-
grams in Education as part of the Research Services Center
of Phi Delta Kappa International. Bloomingion, Indiana.

Method of Procedure

A questionnaire was set up to examine the same areas of
inquiry as had been established in the AACTE study. The
original instrument was not updated as it was not possible

to locate a copy of it. In its place, a close scrutiny was

made of the items reported in-the tables of the 19506-58
study and the questionnaire was developed accordingly.
Where further information was deemed to be necessary in
light of the chrnged conditions, as compared with a decade
earlicr, these items were added. Following a close examina-
tion by a panel of -each item as to-clarity and to eliciting
specific responses, the modified instrument was pretested at
four institutions, which conferred the doctorate in the field
of Education and which were also part of the populaticn of
the study. These were The Ohio State University, Indiana
University, Southern llinois University at Carbondale, and
the University of the Pacific. As a result of the pretest, the

-questionnaire was condensed by revising and restructuring

certain items,.as well as by deleting sections which might
elicit data of questionable value. In addition, there was
some minor reorganization of format. For its final screen-
ing, members of the Commission on Higher Education, Phi

Deita Kappa, analyzed the content of the instrument and

suggested further refinements.

The Participants

The final questionnaire was mailed to 145 institutions
which had been identified as offermg doctoral programs ig
professional Education. Included in this number were the
original 92 from the AACTE study, the balance being msn
tutions which had either posmvely entered the field or had

States Office of Education, 1968), p. 2.
Fred D. Boercker.gp. cit. p. 262.

\
given some indication that they were about to embark upon
such a _};ygram. One hundred and thirty-four of these insti-
tution$Tad been identified through three principal sources?
and the other 1l were institutions reporting that doctoral
programs had been approved. This information was obtained

from current catalogues 21.d bulletins from the respective -

institutions.
The Questionnaire

The questionnaire was mailed in January, 1970. Follow-
up letters were sent in March and April, 1970. In late
May and early June further contact was made by means
of telephone calls, urging institutions to return their ques-
tionnaires. By the deadline of July 1, 1970, 136 institutions
had responded out of the total of 145 amounting to a 93.8
percent return. Of these 136 institutions, 113 had com-
pleted the questionnaire, 21 reported that they did not
have doctoral progiams in Education, and two did not
choose to participate in the study. '

Catalogue File
As in the previous study, a file of current catalogues and

bulletins from the 145 institutions was maintained to
clarify inforniation with regard to such areas as admissions

and curricular requirements. The survey instrument, how- -

ever, was again the final authority where responses from the
institutions appeared to be .in conflict with the catalogue
information.

Treatment of the Data

On receipt of the completed questionnaires, these were
microfilmed and encoded on to punch cards for retrieval
purposes at the Research Services Center, Phi Delta Kappa
International. Asin the case of the AACTE study, the data
were then tabulated and reported in a manne: that would
reveal normative tendencies and make over-all descriptions
possible. Again relévant interrelationships were established
between the two different doctorates in Education - Doctor

‘of Education and Doctor of Philosophy, between private

and public institutions offering these degrees, and between
doctoral programs administered by the College ol Educa—
tion and the Graduate College.

A particular facet of the current study was a close exam-
ination of those institutions which had begun to offer and
confer the doctorate in Education since the completion of

e 4Marjor1e O. Chandler, ed., Earned Degrees Conferred 1966-67, Part B - Institutional Data (Washmgton D. C.: United

Joseph F. Metz, Jr., ed., Teacher?"o uctz.vz{y 1966 (Washmglon D. C.: American Association of Colleges for Teacher

Education, 1967), 110 pp. ~—
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requested to list the three most critically needed program
expansions, for which they considered that additional
persons in the field of Education at the doctoral level were
needed. This information was presented in tabulus form
along with interpretive remarks. These data were related to
projected degree production in the decade ahead. The
primary purpose of these projections was not quantitative
but to examine trends and to ascertain whether these were
appropriate to future needs.

The AACTE study was committed to a policy of with-
hoiding the names of institutions in relation to practices,
requirements, or conditions that would tend to reflect un-
favorably upon any particular university or its staff
members. The investigators in the current study huve obli-
gated themselves to this same commitment.



CHAPTER 11

GENERAL INFORMATION ON INSTITUTIONS OFFERING
THE DOCTORATE IN EDUCATION

As indicated in Chapter 1. there were epparently 145
colleges and universities which oftered and conferred the
doctorate in Lducation. In this number were included a
number of institutions which might hove initiated o doc-
torzl program although no definite contirmation had been
established. As such it was realized that a number of insti-
tutions might well be excluded from “the study on the
grounds that they did not w fact offer the doctoral pro-
gram in lducation.

Questionnaires were sent to all 145 institutions but 21
responded indicating that they did not ofter the program.
thereby confirming that 124 colleges and universities did
offer and confer the doctorate in kducation. It should be
noted. however, that three institutions which participated
in the 1956-58 AACTE study. were not included in this
final total as they had terminated their programs in the
intervening period.!

Qf the i24institutions. 11 did not 1eturn their question-
naires. This feft a participating group of 113 institutions on
which the major part of the study was based. Data on the
non-participating group were gathered from other sourcess

“and were used for general information concerning the total
population.

Throughout the study, when reference was made to the
Total Group, all 124 institutions were included. When refer-
ence was made 10 the Participating Group, only the 113
institutions which returned questionnaires were included.
This latter group constituted 911 pcrcenl\of the total
population. Another distinction which was noted in this
study was that between the OIld Institutions and the New
Institutions. The first referred to those which were in the
1956-58 study. while the latter referred to those institu-
tions which had begun offering and conferring the doctor.
ate in Education since that time. A summary of gencral
information for the Total Group is given in Table A in the
Appendix.

THE TOTAL GROUP

Types of Institutions

According to Table 1. the most pronmunent type of st
tution among the Total Group was the state univenity. of
which there were K2, constituting 60.2 percent of the total.
The next largest group was the private university with a
total of 35 institutions and accounting for 2x.2 percent of
the total,

¢ FPABLT

TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS AMONG TOTAL GROUP 196569

No No No

State University §7 641 25 14 52 662
Private University 27 03 8 229 s 282
Private College ®2 s7 2 1.6
Private Teachers College 2 23 2 16
Municipal University 1 1l | R
Private Graduate School | 11 1 08
State General College | 11 | 08

Jotal 59 1000 IS 1 124 1000

Of the remaining 7 institutions, these identified them-
selves under five different headings, there being two private
colleges, two private teachers colleges. a private graduate
school. a municipal university {state affiliated). and u state
general college. Simitar distributions were noted both for
the OId Institutions and for the New Institutions, but cer
tain shifts were observable,

Degrees Offered

In the 124 institutions, there were 98 Ph.Do programs

I'These institutions were Radcliffe College. which discontinued its program m 1962, North Carohing Colege ot Dutham,
whose program ceased m 1964 and Bradley University which terminated s program n 19635,

Mary Lvans Hooper and Majorie O. Chandler. eds.. Farned Degrees Conferred: 1907-05. Pait B

Insnitutional Data

(Washington. D.C.: United States Office of Lducation. 1969) pp. 43-81.

O

ERIC | ]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

}..\



and 97 Ed.D. programs. As indicated in Table 2,72 or S8.]
+pereent of all the institutions offered both degrees: 20
offered only the Ph.D. degree: while 25 offered only the
Ed.D degree. There was one institution winch did not fall

mto any of these categories.

TABLE 2

DEGRETS OTFTRED BY INSTHTUTIONS IN TOTATD GROUP
1965-69

))q,rccs Offered Old 'ncmumm\ \u\ lnsmutmm All Inxmuunns

No. " No i No.

" Ph.D. only 15 169 11 4 2% 210
14.D. only 16 15.0 9 287 25 2001
BBoth SK 651 14 40.9 72 SR
Other ] 29 i 0OR

1 otal 89 100.0 1S 100.0 124 100 0

As noted wn Table 3, nearly twice as many Ph.D. ;;m-
grams were offered at public institutions as,were cperating
in private institutions. while Ed.D. programs at public in-
stitutions doubled those at private institutions, There was
littde ditference between the number of Ph.D. and Ed.D.
programs at public institutions, the figures being 65 and 60
respectively. A simifar situation prevailed for private institu-
tions where 33 Ph.3. and 31 Ed.D. progranis were reported.
In the case of institutions offering both the Ph.DD. and the
1:d.D.. little difference was noted between the pubiic and
private nstitutions. The former type offered both programs
in §7.8 percent of cases while private institutions showed a

favor of the public institution, a percent figure of 21.7
heing recorded for the public as opposed to 17.] percent in
the case of the private instituton,

THE PARTICIPATING GROUP
Types of Institutions

As seen from Table 4, the state university was the mest
prominent type of institution in the Participating Group
with 73 institutions falling into this category. The next
largest group was the private university, of which there
were 33, Of the remaining seven institutions, two identified
themselves as private colleges, two as private teacher
colfeges, and one each as a municipal university, a private
graduate school, and a state general college. A similar dis
tribution for hoth Old Institutions and New Instituticns
was observed. The picture was not unlike that reported for
the Total Group and shown in Table 1. although the
numbers and percents differ.

TABIE 4

TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS AMONG PARTICIPATING GROUP

1965-69
Type of Institution Old New All
No 7. No o No ‘
State University S1 6L 22 733 73 645
Private University 27 328 6 20.0 33 292

figure of SX.5 peicent where beth the Ph.D. and the 1id.D. Private College 5 : o7 S,
. ) IR 3 TR ') N S g¥g e 9 S M R
were offered. In the case of the Ph.D. program only, there Private Teachers Collepe 2 24 =
as little dable diff . o _ e Municipal University 1 1.2 ! 0.9
was little appreciable difterence existing hcl\\qﬂ public Private Graduate School 1 12 1 0.9
and private hstitutions. However, in tht case of F4.D pro- State General College 1 1. 1 0.9
¢ grams only. a more perceptible difference was noted Total 8311000 30 1000 11X 1000
TABILE 3
DIEGREES OF1 FRED BY PUBLIC AND PRIVATI
INSTITUTIONS IN TOTAL GROUP
196569
Cld Institutiony New Institutions All Institutions
Pegrees offered Publiv Private Public Private Public Private
No. K No. i No. i No. & No. i No. B
Ph.D. oniy 8§ 138 7 226 9 36.0 2 20,0 17 20.5 9 220
Ed .. only 11 "15.0 S 7 28.0 2 20.0 18 21.7 7 171
Both 39 67.2 19 613 Y 36.0 S 50.0 48 5718 24 58.5
Other - - i 10.0 ! 24
Total 58 1006 3 1090 28 1000 10 100.0 83 160.0 41 1060.0

3Springfield College which offered the Doctor of Physical Education (D. P E)
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Degrees Offered

Ay indicated in Table S, 67 institutions or 59.3 percent
of the Participating Group offered both degrees. Twenty-
two institutions orfered the Ph.D. only. while 23 offered
the I:d.D. only. While a relatively close resemiblance existed
for the distnbutions of All Institutions and Old Institu-
tions, a more ever proportioning for the different types of
programs was noted in the case of the New Institutions.
There was, however, a striking closeness between the per-
cents given in Tatle S and the corresponding pereents given
iy Table 2 for the Total Group.

TABIL S

DIGRELS OFFFRED BY INSTITUTIONS IN.
PARTICIPATING GROUP 1965-59

N A
Old New All,
Degrecs Offered Institutions Institutions lnslilulig‘m(
No. ’}' No. 7 No. i

Ph.D. Only 12 144 10 333 22 19.5
1d D. Only 16 19.3 7 23.3 23 20.3
Both SS 66.3 12 40.0 67 §9.3
Other 1 34 1 0.9
Total 83 100.0 30 100.0 I3 100.¢

Of the 113 institutions in the Participating Group, 89
offered Ph.D. programs and 90 offered Ed.D. programs. -
Ph.D. Programs at public institutions almost doubled those
offered at private schools: and more than twice the number
of Ed.D programs were offered at public institutions as
compared with private. Little difference was noted between
the number of Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs at public institu-
tjons. A similar situation existed at private institutions.

Some difference. however. was noted with regard to the
peicent of institutions which offered both the Ph.D. and
the Ed.D. programs. Mor : than 60 percent of public institu-
tions offered both degrees while 56.4 percent of private

"institutions were so involved. This was a greater difference

than that indicated for the Total Group as shown in Table
3. There were also distinet differences between public and
private institutions which offered the Th.D. only or the
Ed.D. only. It was also noted that the differences-between
public and private institutions were generally greater for
both the Old Institutions and the New Institutions. This i
formation is given in Table 6.

Administrative Control

Respondents were called upon to indicate which admin-
istrative uhit within the institution was responsible for the
administration of the doctoral program and for awarding of
doctoral degrees. Three basic types of control were identi-
fied. First. there were programs controlied by the Collcge
of Education. Second, there were those which came under
the control of the Graduate School. Third. a dual arrange-
ment existed whereby the lines of administrative responsi-
bility were seen to liec both within the College of Education
and the Graduate College.

An analysis reveaied a distinct difference between the
two degrees. Asindicated in Table 7. more than three times
as many Ed.D. programs as Ph.D. programs were adminis-
tered by the College of Education. On the other hand, more
Ph.D. programs than Ed.D. programs fell under the respons-
ibility of the Graduate College. The dual control arrange-
ment, however, was almost equal with regard to the num-
bers of £d.D. and Ph.D. programs.

TABLF 6

DEGRELS O FERED BY PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
INSTITUTIONS IN PARTICIPATING GROUP

1965-69
Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Degrees Offered Public Private Public Private Public Private
No o No. o No. G No. G No. G No. &
Ph.D. only S 9.6 7 226 8 36. 2 25.0 13 17.6 9 23.1
Fd.D. only 11 21.2 S 16.1 N 227 2 25.0 16 21.6 7 7.9
Both 36 €9.2 19 61.3 9 40.9 3 375 45 60.8 22 56.4
Other - - 1 12,5 : 1 2.6
22 100.0 8 100.0 74 100.0 39 100.0

Totar 82 100.0 31 100.0

O
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TABLI 7
ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITY FOR DOCTORAI
PROGRAMS IN FDUCATION 1965-69
Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions Total
Degree  Coll. of Grad Dual Other  Coll. of Grad 1Jual Other Coll.of . Grad Dual Other  Programs
Program Ed. School kd School I-d School Old New All
No. % No. “ No. % No. 7 No. 7 No. ‘“ No. "~ No. *~ No. “ No. ‘' No. “«
Ph.D. 6 9.0 35 52.2 25373 1415 12 845 9409 1€ 46 o 6.7 47 528 34 382 > 23 67 22 89
Ed.D. 18 254 27 38.0 24 338 2b 28 1 §3 7 368 11§79 19 211 34 378 3§ 389 2 22 71 19 90
Otherd . S 1 100.0 1 1000 -7 :

aSocial Scic[cc/l)i\'ision

bGraduate School of l'ducation
cSpecial Conumittee
dD.PE.

Of the 89 Ph.D. programs. six or 6.7 percent, were under
the control of the College of Education: 47 or 52.8 percent.
were under the control of the Graduate College: and 34, or
38.2 percent. were administered by dual arrangement. The
90 Ld.D. programs were distributed in the following man-
ner. Nineteen or 21.1 percent of these programs were under
the control of the College of l:ducation: 34 or 37.8 percent
feli under the jurisdiction of the Graduate College: while
dual control operated for 35 or 389 percent of Ld.D.
programs.

Although similar distributions of administrative control
were noted in the OId Institutions and the New Institu-
tions. one difference did emerge. Slightly more Ph.D. pro-
grams were administered by dual arrangement at the Old
Institutions. while the edge was in tavor of the New Institu-
tions and Total Institutions in the case of the Ed.D. pro-
grams operating un.der this means of administrative control.

Four respondents didwnol categorize their administrative
control under any of the above three hez dings. These iden-
tified the Social Science Division.# the Graduate School of
Education.S and a Special Committee© as the unit respon-
sible for administering programs.

Data were not available on administrative arrangements
for those institutions that did not return questionnaires.
Consequently no analysis was possible for the Total Group.

HUniversity of Chicago.
SRutgers University.and University of Pennsylvania.
OUniversity of Delaware.

Faculty Personnel - Total Institution

In 95 of the participating institutions. the mediar size of
fuli-time faculty in all departments was 835 members - 18
institutions did not furnish' data for this analysis. Nearly
two-fifths of the institutions had totai faculties of less than
700 members. The smallest institution employed 41 full-

time faculty members. while the largest institution among -

the respondents had 2.928. Just under one tenth or 9 insti-
tutions employed more than 2000 faculty members on a
full-time basis. These figures pointed to but one dimension
of the diverse nature of the group of institutions that
offered the. doctorate in Education. This information is
given in Table 8.

Full - Time Education Faculty

One hundred and three of the participating institutions
responded to the question pertaining to the number of full-
time faculty members that were in the Education unit. A
total number of 8904 was reported. Here again the wide
diversity among institutions was confirmed, the smallest
institution reporting four full-time Education faculty mem-
bers and the largest 320 members. The median was 68.7.
The largest number of full-time Education faculty within
any university in the participating group was ieported by
New York University which was also the third highest pro-
ducer of doctoral degrees during the study period.

/
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TABLE 8

SIZE OF FULL-TIME FACULTY
IN ENTIRE INSTITUTIONA

Full-time Faculty Number of Institutions . Percent
0-99 3 3.1
100-299 7 7.4
300-499 . 15 15.9
500-699 13 13.9
700-899 . 14 14.7
900-1099 14 , 14.7
1100-1299 8 . 84
1300-1499 7 7.4
1500-1699 4 4.2
1700-1899 ] 1.0
1900-2099 2 2.1
2100-2299 ] 1.0
2300-2499 ] 1.0
2500-2699 2 2.1
2700-2899 2 -2
2900-3099 ] 1.0
Total - 95 100.0
Total Full-time Faculty 90,400
Mean 891 Full-time Faculty
Range 41.2928 Full-time Faculty

aDoes not include laboratory-school personnel. Eighteen
institutions did not furnish this information.

The relationship between size of full-time Education
faculty and production was by no means as straightforward
as suggested in the case of New York University. A rank-
order correlation of 0.43 existed between the two variables
among the Participating Group. This was certainly not
a perfect refationship although it was significant at the .01
level. However, it did imply that some institutions with a
smaller faculty were producing some of the larger groups of
doctoral graduates and vice versi. This obviously meant
that in certain institutions faculty members were required
to carry heavier graduate instructional loads than in others.
It would be wrong to assume, however, that an ideal
faculty-student ratio has been established and that a partic-
ular load has been designated as ideal. Too many other
variables impinge upon the teachinglearning experiences
for a definitive statement to be made upon this matter. As
indicated in Table 9, more than one-half of the responding

institutions had fewer than 74 full-time faculty members.
whereas 11 institutions had in excess of 195 full-time fac-
ulty members in the Education unit.

It was estimated that in 1966-67, 73.6 percent of total
full-time faculty in Education units had earned their doc-
terates. This figure was arrived at by means of a survey of
97 institutions offering the doctorate in Education.” Infor-
mation as to this particular feature among the remairing 27
institutions within the Total Group was not available. It
would be reasonably safe to assume that the great bulk of
graduate instruction was handled by this section of the full-
time faculty. The degree to which part-time faculty were
able to assist in this regard, was probably heavily deter-
mined by the level of their academio qualifications and the
quality of their experience.

TABLE9

SIZE OF FULL-TIME FACULTY
- IN EDUCATION UNITa

Full-Time Faculty Number of Institutions - Percent
14 4 3.9
15-29 B 1.7
3044 ‘ 14 13.6
45-59 13 12.6
00-74 13 12.6
7° 89 10 , ‘ 9.7
90-104 7 6.8
105-119 10 9.7
120-134 - 4 39
135-149 2 1.9
150-166 1 1.0
165-179 ] 1.0
180-194 ] 1.0
195-209 2 1.9
210-224 2 1.9
225 and Above 7 © 0.8
Total 103 100.0

Total Full-time education faculty 8,904
Mean 86.4 Full-time Faculty
Range 4.320 Full-time Faculty

4Does not include laberatory-school personnel. Ten of
the respondents did not provide data needed for this
patticular analysis.

7Ar.crican Universitics and Colleges 10th Edition. edited by Otis A. Singletary. American Council on Education:

Washington, D. C. 1968. 178 pp.
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Part-Time Education Faculty

In addition to 8,908 full-time faculty members (exclud-
ing laboratory-school personnel), there were 2,742 part-
time faculty members in the Education units in the 100
institutions which responded to this particular inquiry.
According to Table 10. the mean number of part-time
faculty members in the Education unit was 27.4, with six
institutions reporting none and one reporting as many as

RN
TABLE 10

SIZE OF PART-TIME FACULTY
IN EDUCATION UNITa

Part-Time Faculty Number of Institutions Percent
0 6 6.0
1-14 42 42.0
15.29 19 19.0
30-44 16 16.0
4559 7 7.0
60-74 5 5.0
75-89 0 0.0
90-104 ! 1.0
105-119 0 0.0
120-134 1 1.0
135-149 0 0.0
150-164 0 0.0
165-179 2 2.0
180-194 0 0.0
195-209 0 0.0
210-224 . 1 1.0
Total 100 100.0

Total Part-time education faculty 2,742
Mean 27.4 Part-time faculty
Range : 0-211 Part-time faculty

aDoes not include laboratory-school personnel. Thirteen

of the respondents did not provide data needed for this
analysis.

16
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It was apparent from the above breakdown that policy

. regarding part-time personnel within Education units varied

considerably. Two-thirds of the institutions employed less
than 29 such faculty members, whereas three universities
had in excess of 165 faculty members on a part-time basis.
It was not possible to gather definitive data as to the quali-
fications of this particular group or as to their instructional
roles. Should these facultly members have paralleled the
trend of their counterparts in the 1956-58 AACTE study,
when a relatively high proportion of them were following
their own doctoral studies either at the same or another in-
stitution, it would be reasonable to assume that these
personnel did not engage heavily in graduate instruction
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» . I
RECENT PRODUCTION OF DOCTORAL GRADUATES IN EDUCATION

The data in this chapter have been analyzed with regard

1o the Total Group of institutions offering the doctorate in -

Education, as well as the Participating Group, those institu-
tions which responded to the questionnaire. As was the case
in the 1956-58 AACTE study, wherever published sources

were available to supplement information on production -

for non-participants, the data were used to permit as inclu-
sive a picture as possible. One major change, however, was
that the period under review in the Current Study was one
of four years - 1965-69 - as compared with the two-
year period of the AACTE study.

THE TOTAL GROUP

Since 1958 the annual doctoral production in Education
has maintained its upward growth which was noted at the
time of the AACTE study.] Whereas in 1957-58 when 1801
doctnral degrees in Education were conferred, the number
had risen to 4722 in 1965-69. This represented a produc-
tion increase of 162.2 percent for the decade. This increase
was, however, by no means steady. From the 1801 degrees
conferred in 1957-58, as established by the AACTE study,
there was a definite drop in the following years until
1961-62 when the previous high point was exceeded. There-
after, and including the years of the Current Study, the
upward growth was maintained. This information is pre-
sented in Figure 1.

It is well to note that the growth in the number of
doctoral degrees in Education conferred during the

" 1958-1968 period was by no means confined to that field

alone. Figure II, showing the percentage of doctoral pro-
duction in all fields, 1967-68, placed Education as the most
productive field, but the figure of 17.7 percent of docton-
ates in all fields was at a slightly lower level than the i8.3
percent recorded in 1958.2

Production During the Study Period

During the four-year period 1965-69, the 124 institu-
tions in the Total Group produced 15,140 doctorates in

Education, the median being 84. Of these, 13,694 or 90.4
percent were produced at the Old Institutions antl 1,446 or
9.6 percent were conferred at the New Institutions. As can
be seen from Table 11 there was a slighf but steady de-
crease as a percent in doctoral production by the Old Insti-
tutions as compared with the New Institutions for the
period under review.

TABLE 11

DOCTORAL PRODUCTION OF TOTAL GROUP
1965-1969

Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions

Year No. %o No. % No. %
1965-66 2878  94.2 177 5.8 © 3055 100.0
1966-67 3145 921 270 7.9 3415 100.0
1967-68 3533  89.S 415 10.5 3948 100.0
196869 4138 87.6 584 124 4722 100,0
1965-69 ° 13694 904 1446 9.6 15140  100.0

Viewing the type of institution involved in the doctoral
production, it was determined that about 70 percent of the
doctorates for the four-year period were conferred at public
institutions, while about 30 percent were produced by
private schools. This was maintained for each of the four
years investigated. About 63 percent of doctorates during
this ‘period conferred at Old Institutions. were at public
colleges, while private institutions of this group produced
some 28 percent of the doctoral graduates. The breakdown
at the New Institutions, on the other hand, revealed about
seven percent at public institutions and about three percent
at private. This information is contained in Table 12 and

~was further confirmation of the increasing influence of the

New Institutions in doctoral production in Education. kach
of the four years under study showed a decrease in the per-
cent produced by both public and private institutions at the
Old Institutions.

Tumning specifically to the 124 institutions producing
the 15,140 doctoral graduates in Education during the
four-year period, it was immediately apparent that not only

IHarold E. Moore, John H. Russel, and Donald G. Ferguson, The Doctorate in Education, Volume 11 The Institutions
{Washington, D.C.: American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1960), p. 13.

2Moore, Russel, and Ferguson, op. cit. p. 147.
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FIGURL Il  PERCENTAGE O DOCTORAL PRGDUCTION IN ALL FIELDS, (967-6847

SOURCE: See Appendix

-#rhe category others includes architecture (0.02), business and commercial (1.9), fine and applied arts (2.3), foreign language and literature
3.1), forestry (0.4), heaith professions (1.1), home economics (0.3), law (0.1), librasy science (0.1), philosephy (1.2), not classified (1.2).
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TABLE 12
DOCTORAL PRODUCTION IN TOTAL GROUP BY :
TYPLE OF INSTITUTION 1965-69
Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Year Public Private ublic Private Public¢ Private Total
No. G No. % No, o No. - No. G No. %

1965-66 1945 63.7 933 ~ 305 1 l;\ 3.7 65 20 - 2087 67.3 998 327 3055
196667 2174 63.7 971 28.4 191 56 79 2.4 2365 69.3 1050 30.7 3415
196768 2452 62.1 1081 274 298 7.5 117 1\\) » 2750 69.7 1198 30.3 3948
1968-69 2936 62.2 1202 254 440 9.3 144 3t 3376 71.5 1346 28.5 4722
1965-69 9507 62.8 4187 . 276 1041 4 69 405 2.7 10548 69.7 4592 303 15140

\

was there a wide range in the actual numbers of gradl\ulcs
produced from institution to institution, but that ﬂuc\gua-
tions occurred within institutions from year to year. The
institutions were ranked by production output over the
four years, and their positions on the scale probably Ye-
flected the relative level of capacity of each school to tuyn
out doctorate graduates in the field of professionsl Educy-
tion. This information appears in Table 13. During tlie
four-year period 1965 69, the average number of doctordl
graduates produced by the Total Group was 3} per year pe'i
institution, Extremes for the period included Teachers

College, Columbia University, which produced 909 grad-‘a
uates, while one institution produced only one graduate.!

Production by region revealed the East North Central as
the highest producing area with an output of 22.1 percent
‘of the total graduates. Indiana University and Michigan
State University contributed significantly to this total. The
second largest region was the Middle Atlantic, which pro-
duced 19.7 percent of the graduates. New York State with
Teachers College, Columbia University, and New York
University had a strong influence upon the total graduates
produced in this region. The New England region had the
lowest percent of graduates (4.1 percent), but this was not
unexpected as only two of the six states in the region had
at least one institution offering a doctoral program in Edu-
cation.

One institution had no graduates for this period.3 \

A feature of the regional picture was the production of
doctoral degrees east and west of the Mississippi River. In
the east, 60.6 percent of the degrees were produced while
the complementary figure for the west was 39.4 percent. It
| was noted that this ratio of 3 to 2 stood up for both Old
‘\ Institutions and New Institutions either side of the river.

Of the 124 institutions, 51 or 40.1 percent produced \\l
100 graduates or more. Together these 51 institutions pro- l\
duced 11.608 graduates or 76.7 percent of the total. \

Regional Production
".‘ Standing alone these percents had little relative meaning,

The map in Figure 1Tl shows the state-by-state relation- | but when ~ompared with the picture prevailing at the time,

ship between production and the number of institutions. Of
the 15,140 graduates from the 124 institutions in the Total
Group, 2,132 or 14.1 percent were produced in the state of
New York. Although this percent represented a significant
decrease from the 31.8 percent produced at the time of the
AACTE study,4 New York remained the largest single state
producer. This apparent decline should be regarded rather
as reflecting the expansion of degree programs in other
institutions in other states. Furthermore. seven states or
13.7 percent failed to produce a single doctoral graduate in
Education. These were states which had no institutions
offering doctora! programs in this field.5 A table showing
degree production appears in the Appendix.

i of the AACTE study several shifts were 1o be observed. The

East North Central had superseded the Middle Altantic as
ithe largest doctorate producing region. Both the New
‘England and Pacific regions had lost some ground on a
ipercent basis, whereas all other regions had moved upward.
1t should be stressed, however, that these shifts referred
éfnly to the proportion of 1otal doctoral degrees in Educa-
tion prodaced in the respective regions and not to the
n'umber of graduates. In the latter case, an increase for all
rc.glons was recorded. The above shifts in percent reflected
not only the New Institutions with a large number of public
1n§munons in Mid America, but also the large increase in
do‘uoral programs at the Old Institutions.

3University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee had just started their progr}um and expected their first dociorate in Education to be

conferred in 1970 or 1971.
4Moore, Russe!, and Ferguson. op. cit.. p. 19.

1
3
|

5 Alaska, Hawaii, Maine. Nevada, New Hampshire, Rhode Island. and Vermont.
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DOCTORAL PRODUCTION OF TOTAL GROUP BY INSTITUTIONS

TABLE 13

1965-69

Institution . Number of Degrees Total

1965-66 1965-67 1967-68 1968-69 1965-69
Teachers College Columbia University 203 220 246 240 909
Indiana University 134 137 © 146 173 590

New York University 119 110 148 153 530
Michigan State Universitv - 101 101 126 143 471
Colorado State Couilege 101 96 136 133 466
University of Wisconsin 80 91 101 103 375
University of Southern California 88 68 92 89 337
Ohio State University 58 73 77 96 304
University of Californsa Berkeley 70 71 66 85 292
Florida State University 56 62 85 79 282
University of California-Los Angeles 57 79 70 68 274
University of Nebraska 57 71 69 76 273
University of Minnesota 49 59 50 99 257
Pennsylvania State University 67 .56 62 69 254
University of Illinois " 56 69 . 59 70 254

University of Texas 47 69 58 58 232
Stanford University 53 70 57 47 227
University of Michigan 38 ‘54 47 84 223
University of lowa 38 59 50 69 © 216
University of Oregon 4] 45 57 73 216
Wayne State University 43 43 51 70 207
Harvard University 46 46 55 59 206
Oklahoma State University 36 60 . 54 54 204
Univercity of Missouri : 46 35 56 57 194
Boston University 30 50 44 68 192
University of Oklahoma 40 58. 39 54 191
University of Florida 30 - 44 44 /,6?\3/ 186
Arizona State University - 30 41 52 ;61 184
University of Georgia 37 53 46 46 182
Syracuse University 32 38 - 42 66 178
Temple University .+ 32 39 45 50 166
University of Maryland 25 35 46 56 - 162
Rutgers University 38 38 48 31 155
University of Pittsburg 35 28 51 40 154
North Texas State University 26 32 34 6l 153
University of Alabama 31 26 42 ( 52 151
University of Arkansas 33 29 - 37 52 151
SUNY at Buffalo ) . 23 24 30 64 141
University of Utah ™ 16 29 ¢ 42 53 140
University of Kansas . 23 28 45 38 134
University of Wyoming 33 - 32 30 36 131
University of Tennessee 29 21 37 42 129
George Peabody Teachers College 44 20 31 33 128
Cornell University 19 39 28 35 121
University of Chicago 39 22 28 32 121
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Table 13 (Continued)

15
f 1 - Number of Degrees Total

B 1965.66 1966-¢7 1967-68 1968-69 1965-064
P o 20 25 26 49 120
PO nnes Ut 31 "35 21 33 120
Vi 9 20 31 52 112
TN 18 24 29 37 108
oot Seesthern M 4 19 41 39 103
e s Unnverany 25 25 22 29 101
Wt siate Danversity 25 20 26 28 99
Do den s State Dnneray 9 20 20 49 98
1otk Dakot 21 B K 30 29 - 93
oML e Rownve L 25 13 19 34 9]
Prve v a N -9 15 21 43 88
Ceoo st Saouth Dgkhota 7 22 27 22 88
o e boaveray 17 14 24 32 87
Croeraty of Noth Caohing 18 17 24 28 87
Wt oo b nneraty . 14 16 26 ° 28 84
Cooner ity ot Denves 17 27 16 24 84
Feerany ot Missiappl 10 11 31 KY| 83
Crnerity ot Kentudhy - 18 20 24 20 82
Poaoeraty of New Mewico 12 14 19 35 80
Ao b nnverany 18 '.. 15 23 22 78
st ohine Univeraty 7 19 27 24 77
Uninveras of Colorado 20 17 16 23 76
Brovhan, Young Univensty 16 1l 23 25 75
SeE s Universaity 10 27 17 21 75
oh state Universty B 16 18 26 71
S cathers Hinos University 13 15 21 : 21 70
Povensity of Atizona 20 19 14 17 70
Uonversty of Houston : 1 17 15 26 69
Lonanag State University 12 : 12 . 16 25 65
Fordhn Univerany 17 16 10 . 20 63
X Duke Enveraty 15 12 19 16 62
! o State 13 13 12 24 62
Urniveraty of Pennsy lvama 18 13. 18 13 62
Urveraty of Washington 9 11 16 24 60
Inpveraty of Rochester 7 6 . 13 31 57
Clareront Grad Schoes 19 10 - 10 11 50
Foest Ntate Universaty 18 12 9 10 49
Obpe Universaty 3 10 13 2 49
Voot Vi University 8 8 : 14 17 47
Horon Coljepe n 9 . 11 15 46
Noccthenn Hlmors Universiy 7 8 - "8 13 46
Erieynon State 9 16 13 13 45
Unversiny ot Tdaho 8 5 1 21 45
Feves Waonan's University 5 5 4 3Q 44
Urrveraty of Tuisg 7 7 12 18 44
Arerioan Unverany 6 13 : 13 10 42
Unnversity of Cocimnaty 10 10 13 7 40
ot Unnveraty 7 8 6 17 38
Uerats o Toledo 5 9 14 10 38
’ Uroversity o My 3 8 11 1 37
; SENY s Albany 7 7 8 ‘ 14 36




Table 13 (Comtinued)
16

Institution Number of Degrees Total
1965-606 19606-67 1967-6% 196569 1965.69

Illinois Siate University 3 10 12 10 R
New Mexico State University 0 | & 20 R
Loyola University 7 O (3 13 34
Texas Tech. 7 4 9 9 29
Baylor University S 1] 7 S %
University of Montana ] 11 10 s 27
Springfield College 4 9 s N 20
University of Massachusetts 2 10 ' ¥ 4
Marquette University | 5 o Y Al )
University of South Carolina k! 2 4 12 21
North Carolina State 0 0 ] 19 20
U.S. International University 0 T 19 0 20
Yeshiva University 4 3 2 11 2u
Washington University O 4 5 4 19
University of the Pacific 4 3 ) 4 17
Dropsie College 4 4 4 4 16
Montana State 6 2 3 5 lo -
Mississippi State 0 1 7 0 14
Notre Dame University 2 0 ] 4 13
Johns Hopkins University 2 2 S R 12
Indiana State 0 3 3 S 11
University of Delaware 0 2 4 4 10
Memphis State 0 0 3 0 9
Colorado State University 0 U 4 4 ¥
University of Missouri-Kansas City 3 1 | 3 ¥
Bryn Mawr College 3 2 2 0 7
Miami University 0 0 0 ! !
. University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 0 0 0 0 0
Totals ) 3055 3415 3948 4722 15140
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As tevealed in Table 14, a decrease in the percent of
degrees granted east of the Mississippi River and a corres
ponding increase in the percent west of the Mississippi was
4 distinet point of change between the AACTE study and
the current survey. Wheteas in 1950-5% . the 1atio in favor of
the caststood at 2 to 1t had now eased to a 3 to 2 margin,
Nevertheless, the catlier schools sullb dominated i doctoral
production in Education.

TABLL 14
A COMPARISON OF RIEGIONAL DOCTORAL

PRODUCTION IN THE 1950-58 AACTE STUDY AND
IN THE CURRENT STUDY

THE PARTICIPATING GROUP

DOCTORAL PROBUCTION
During the fourvear penod. the 113 institutions pro.
duced a total of 14.256 doctorates in Fducation. Of these.
13,085 o1 91.8 percent were produced by the Old Insutu.
tions. and 1.171 or 8.2 percent were produced by the New
institutions. A particularly significant trend during this
period was the steady advance in thie percent of doctorates
produced by the New Institutions each vear. thereby
demonstrating their increasing influence  This information
wias presented in Table 158

TABLT 1S

DOCTORAL PRODUCTION OF PARTICIPATING
GROUP, 1965-1969

Regron "AACTL Study Current Study Old Indtitutions  New Institutions  All Institutions
Percent 4 Percent Yeur No. - No. x NO.
New |"nglund S 0 41 1965-66 2759 9§ 3 137 4.7 2K9¢ 100.0
Middle Atlantic 01 197 1966-67 023 934 ) 6.6 3238 100.0
. 1967-68 3412 909 341 9.1 3783 1000
East North Central 18.5 221 1968-69 891 891 478 109 4369 1000
West North Central K4 94 1965-69 13085 91.8 1171 8.2 14250 1000
South Atlantic 4.5 9.7

Last South Central 4.2 S The trends noted among the Total Group with regard to
West South Central 89 9.2 doctoral production at the public and private institutions
Mountain S 9.9 were paralleled among the Participating Group. The public
Pacific 12.0 108 institutions produced about 70 percent of the doctorates
Total 100.0 100.0 conferred while the private share was abeut 30 percent.
Again it was confirmed that the influence of the OId Insti-
East of the tutions on doctoral production was lessening and  this
Mississippr Rives 65 60.6 applicd to both public and private institutions. Within the
West of the New Institutions, public institutions outscored private insti-
Mississippi River REN 94 tutions in doctoral production at<the ratio of S to 2 where-
Total 100.0 100.0 as at the Old Institutions the respective proportions stood
close to a 2 to 1 margin. Table 1o indicates this informa-

Vol 2P 17, tion.
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DOCTORAL PRODUCTION BY TYPL O INSTIHTUNGN.
PARTICIPATING GROUP 1965-69

O1d Institutions

New Institutions

All Institutions

Year Public Private Public Private Public Private Totd
No. ' No. : No. No. No. ' No.

1965-66 1822S 630 934 36 101 1% 6 1.2 1936 66.9 970 33 2896

1966-67 2044 (RN 974 302 167 2 48 1.8 2211 68 3 1027 317 LRY

1967-68 2329 6210 [OK83 289 RIS 7.1 73 1.9 2897 69 2 1156 RITE 37483

1968-69 J6bN 6l s 203 278 1813 8K 98 22 3071 70.3 1295 207 4369

1965-69 bRbo 623 4199 294 919 6.5 282 1.8 9ROS 6k .8 3451 2 14256

20



During the study period 1905.69 the particpating insti-
tutions produced more 1d.D degzees than PhD. There
were S469 PhD s or 3853 pereentand 8701 1d DS or

] o1 3 pereent. This represented a ratio of sbout S to x Fach
vear the number of Fd.D degrees conterred exceeded the
PhoD>. but it was noted that the latter had made a percepts
ible advance m *he pereent of doctoryl degrees in Education
awarded. Table 17 slvo contirmed the increaving 1ole of the
New Institutions an degree output for both tee B4 D, and
the Ph D deyree ’

Production by Degrees Granted

O1 the 113 maitutions, 39 o1 33 3 percent produced
TO0 o1 more graduates Jduring the foursear penod  To-
aether these imstitutions produced 11179 o1 7% 4 percent
of the total 14250 craduates

As shownin Table T the 113 participating institutions
were ranhed on the bans ot total doctarates produced tor
the touryear perind 190509, Fad there been a ranking
for each of the tour years. there would have been fluctua
tions in the relative rankimg positions from year to yveual
Another facet of the table wus the breakdown by degree
type for cach insutution. Hud 1anking been made in termy
p of degree type. a number of myajor shifts in ordering wouald
he immednately evident. I'or cxample, if the 1'd D. degrees
were runked, Teachers College. Columbia University . would
still be the largest producer with 8.3 percent of the totul
I'd.D). degrees (Teachers College. Columbia University. pro-
duced 0.4 percent of the total degrees) If the Ph ). degrees
were ranked, however. the Lirgest producer would be New
York Uaiversity with 7.0 percent of the total

TABLY

Production by Areas of Concentration

Whereas 89 ureas of concen.ration were Iisted in the
AACTE study | these were condensed to 30 for use in the
Current Study. Included in the questionnaire was a grid on
which the respondents were asked to indicate the number
of PhiD s und the number of I'd.D.’s conferred in each of
the four years under investigation for cech of the areas of
concentration offered at the institution, Although s itom
specifically inquired about the two degrees. those institu-
tions which offered other degrees such as Springfieid
College. indicated the areuas to which their degrees applied.

Two of the participating institutions did not 1espond to
this 1tem in the questionnaire but they did report total
doctorates  vonferrea ®  Although these institutions did
confer 137 doctorates duting the period 1965-09. this
amounted to less than one percent of the 14.256 graduates
produced by the Participating Group. Thus. the total
picture wus not appreciably affected. As determined from
data of doctorates conterred by aredas of concentration,
there was o total of 14,140, When this was compared with
14,2506 doctorates conferred by the Participating Group. a
difference of 110 was noted  this amounted to an approx-
imate difterence of abcut 0.81 percent. There were a
number of discrepancies noted between the total degrees
conferred by an institution and the number claimed by
individual degrees within given areas of concentration. In
several instances. the differences were extremely slight,
being of the order of only one or two. In a few institutions,
however, the discrepancy wuas so great that ¢ simple expla-
nation was not possible. These ditferences moved in both
directions. In some cases, the institutional totals from the
grid of areas of concentration were larger: while in other

17

DO JORAT PRODUCTION OF PARTICIPATING GROUP,
BY DI GRIE TYPE 196549

Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Year No. i Nou. o No. No. T No. T New : Nuo, v No. i No. i Total "
Ph D). td.D. Other Ph.D. 1d.D. Other Ph D). Fd.D. Other Deg.
1965-66 966 334 1793 61.9 6 1.9 77 2.7 401 1022 353 1870 64.6 401 2896 100.0
1966-67 1189 355 1864 S7.5§ 75 24128 4.0 9 0.3 1237 382 1992 615 9 0.3 3238 100.0
1967-6¥ 1203 344 2119 56.8 130 35 206 5.5 S 0.1 1423 379 2328 62.0 5 0.1 3753 100.0
1968-69 1640 37.8 2281.51.8 147 34 323 74 8 0.2 1787 409 2574 S89 5 0.2 4369 100.0
196569 SOSH 385 K027 S6.3 211 29 733 S0 26 0.2 5469 354 R761 614 26 0.2 14256 100.0

685t John's University and Univeraty of Washington
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cases. the tatal of degrees conferred. as reported 1in Table
1%, were larger. The information pertaining to areas of con-
centration was based upon the actual responses on the
questionnaire. In any event. it was concluded that an
analysis of the data on doctarates conferred by area of
concentration would give a relatively accurate picture of
this fucet of doctoral production in Educatnon.

Table 19 hows the degree production for each of the 50
areas of concentration {or cach year of the Current Study
and for the four-year period 1965-69 Output by each de-
gree 1y pe was given and this included a breakdown for the
O1d Institutions and the New Institutions. as well as for All
[nstitutions.

Among the 30 areas of concentration sepotted. school
administration ranked first with 3.095 or 21.0 percent of
the graduates. Counseling and gmdance ranked second with
1.017 graduates or 11.3 percent. and third place was educa-
trional psychology with 1.519 graduates or 10.0 percent.
Fach of the above figures referred to doctoral production
by all partictpating institutions by area of concentration for
the four-year period 1965-69.

Of the 30 areas listed, more Ph.D. degrees were awarded
in eight fields and more Ed.D. degrees were granted in the
remaining 22 fields. It should be noted. however, that no
distinct differentiation as to subject mutter was established
as pointing to differences between the two degrees. In fuct,
both degrees were conferred in all 30 areas of concentra-
tion. The Current Study supported the view that there
appeared to be no ge' eral practice of reserving certain areas
for one degree. The purposes and functions of the two
degrees were perceived as being similar in nature.

As shown in Table 20, school administraiion was not
only the area in which the largest number of degrees was
conferred. but it was the area of concentration offered by
most institutions. Sixty institutions offered the Ph.D. de-
gree in this area while the number of Ed.D. programs fo-
this concentration was 1. Fifty-six institutions ottered the
Ph.D. in counseling and guidance. the number for Ed.D.
programs in this area of concentration being 64. Ph.D. de-
grees in educational psychology were offered by S5 institu-
tions while Ed.D. programs for this concentration stood at
43. Not included in this table was the Doctor of Physical
Education degree awarded by Springfield College. Massa-
chusetis. Twenty-six doctorates were awarded in this area
during the period of the Current Study.

Summary
The Total Group in the Current Study was composed of
124 institutions of which 89 were i the AACTE Study and

35 who had started their doctoral programs in Education
since then. In addition. 84 were publicly controlled and 40

_ 37

were privately contiolled.

The Total Group produced 15140 doctorates in the
four-year periad 1965-69. Of this number. 13.694 were
produced by the Old Institutions and 1446 by the New
Institutions. In addition, 10.548 were produced by public
institutions and 4.592 by private institutions.

Of the 124 institutions in the Tatal Group. 113 re-
sponded to the questionnaire. Of the 113 institutions in the
Participating Group, 83 were in the AACTIF Study and 30
were New Institutions. There were 74 public and 39 private
institutions in the Participating Group.

The Parucipating Group produced 14,256 doctarates in
the period 196569 Of this number, 13,085 were produced
by the Old Institutions and 1,171 by the New Institutions.
In addition, 9.805 were pioduced by public institutions and
4357 by prvate institutions. Finally, there were 5,409
Ph.D. degrees conferred and 8.761 Ed.D. conferred. There
were 260 doctorates of a different type conferred.

There were 89 Ph.D. and 90 Ed.D. programs at 112 of
the 113 institutions in the Participating Group. One institu-
tion had a different 1ype of degree program.

Most of the Ph.D. programs (47) were controlied by the
Graduate School, with dual control and College of Eduga-
tion control following in that order. Most of the Ed.D
programs (35) were under dual control, with control by the
Graduate School and College of Education foltowing in that
order.

Of the 14.256 graduates from the t13 institutions in the
Participating Group. the largest number was produced in
the state of New Yark. The largest number of graduates way
produced in the East North Central region. and more de-
grees were produced east of the Mississippi River than west
by a ratio of about 3 10 2.

Of the 179 Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs at the 113 institu.
tions. 141 produced 3.095 graduates in the area of school
administration, while 13 programs produred S0 graduates
in the area of speech education. Five areas produced more
than one-half of all the graduates. These areas were school
adnunistration.  guidance and  counseling.
psychology. higher education, and elementary education.

educational

While there was some differentiation between the Ph.l).
and the Ed.D. with regard to the manner in which the arcas
of concentration were perceived. the data did not reveal as
much differentiation betweer th. t o degrees as might
have been expected from the traditioral statements of pur-
poses of the degrees. As indicated. ine purposes and func-
tion of the twa degrees were apparently perceived as being
similar in nature.
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TABLE 20

VR AS OF CONCENTRATION BY DIGEEE GRANTED
AND NUMBER OF INSTITUTTONS

Number of - Number of Total

Institutions . Instititions Number of

Total Granting Total Granting Graduates.
Ph.D). Ph.D. 1d.D. Ed.D. Both

Degrees In Area Legrees in Area Degrees

770 00 , 2325 81 3095
716 s 901 04 1617
823 55 596 ' 43 1419
303 R 523 27 880
230 30 558 54 778
297 34 446 44 743
159 24 544 42 703
RINRASRT 323 34 224 32 547
228 20 327 30 555
N 13 307 27 402
175 2J 223 25 398
7 12 202 17 272
122 17 98 8 220
S9 11 160 24 219
302 10 162 19 204
P L Mercoren enloand Satinlios 139 27 64 17 203
SRR, Y] 13 130 23 219
vt 93 10 95 15 188
N IR S SRR 113 12 74 16 187
SR 71 15 94 10 165
Vo L b oo 5% 7 87. 12 142
LS S Y St 15 o 127 14 i45
Lo G 3 9 92 9 126
N 2% 6 86 9 114
! N TR Poocaton 40 9 - 75 7 llS
R T 49 7 42 8 9]
t 14 | 67 4 81
! P RE 3 27 5 65
ST 33 8 28 6 6l
20 7 20 6 56
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CHAPTER IV

ADMISSION REQUIREMENTS

Doctoral work 1s a distinet and separate entity within
graduate education. The doctorate in the tield ot Education
1s no exception to this,

This chapter. as did its counterpart m the AACTE study,
deals with o group of requirements that charactenze
doctoral admission policies and procedures. In this chapter,
the term admissions 1s not used to refer to the establish-
ment of candidacy . 1t is applied onlv 1o entrance into the
program or admission to study'.

By way of review. a few statistics should be kept n
mind. There were 113 institutions in the Parucipating
Group. of which 83 were Old Institutions and 30 were New
Institutions. The data presented in this chapter are based
upon the responses ot this particular group.

Data. ielative to credit hours. are reported both in this
chapter and throughout the study in terms of semester
hours. This choice wae made since about 70 percent ot the
participating institutions used this system.

PREVIOUS DEGREES

The Bachelor's Degree
The questionnaire inquited if admission to the doctoral
program was contingent upon the applicant having carned a
bachelor’s or baccalaureate degree. Table 21 showed that

106 institutions or 938 percent of all participating
institutions made this requirement. Among the Old Institu-

FABLI

tions, 79 o1 Y82 percent requited an ecarned bachelor's
degree as a prerequisite for doctoral studs in Bducation,
while the percent figuie for New Instututions was oniy
shightly Tower at 90.0 pergent.

On the basis of these data, only four mstitutions in-
dicated definitety that they did not require - ch a pre.
requisite for admission purppses. Three insntune did not
respond to the guestron.

The Master's Degree

Requirements were less stringent regarding the necessity
for an apphcant to have cained o master’s degree as a
prerequisite for admission to the doctorsl program. Specif-
ically, 40 institutions or 354 percent of the Participating
Group, required a master’'s degree -white 05 or 57 5 percent
had no such requirement. Two institutions ndicated de-
partmental variations as to this requirement. winle six of
the respondents gave no answer to this question. As shown
in Table 21.wmong the Old Institutions, 26 o1 31 3 percent
indicared that they did require a master’s degree The New
Institutions, however. revealed a higher percent (46.4) 1n
tavor ot this requirement. Presumubly at those institutions
where the applicant’s admission to the doctoral program
wias not contingent upon having esmed the master’s degree,
equivalency in terms of credit hours was all that was neces-
sary for entrance purposes Same programs in higher educa-
tion indicated a preference for a master’s degree in a
subject-matter arey

21

PREVIOUS DEGREES REQUIRE D FOR ADMISSION

Old Institutions

New Institutions

Degree Yes 0 No 0 Varies 7 No Response Yes JONoo i Varies No Responee
Bachelor's 79 952 2 24 2 2! 27 900 2 6.7 I i
Master's 26 31.3 S0 596 | 1.2 6 7.2 14 467 158 S0 } K
Al Institutions Total
Yes T No "o Vanes 7 No Resvonse 0 Inst
106 938 4 35 3 27 112
40 354 65 575 2 1.8 6 S3 113

w
an
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PREVIOUS GRADE-POINT AVERAGES

The questtonnaire inguired 1t admisaon to the doctoral
program was contmgent upon the applicant’s grade-point
average. both at the undergraduate and graduate levels

Undergraduate Grade Average

As mdicated i Table 22007 or 9.3 percent of particl-
pating insututions utilized the grade-point average. based
on undergraduate work, as an admissions reguirement. A
simtar percent. 615 percent. ot the Old Instittzdons had
this requirement. while only 3.3 percent of the New Insti-
tutions o reported. Thus, 1t would appear that the New
Instititions did not hold 1o this rrquirenient as stringently
Jas did the OId Institygtions

Apparently greater emphasis was placed upon the grade-
point average based on work beyond the baccaulaureate
degree for doctoral adimissions. Table 22 showed that 79
institutions, or 9.9 percent of the Participating Group,
made use of this criterion for admission purposes. A very
similar pictute was seen for both the Old and the New
Institutions, their respective percent tigures being 68.7 and
73.3. The University of Wisconsin indicated that the re-
quitement varied with the department. [t should be noted.
however. that 32 institutions reported that no specific
grade-point average was required for doctoral admission.
Since no specific grade-point average was indicated. it was
assumed that a more informal gauge of previous academic
stiecess was utilized.

Only one institution did not respond to this question.

Letters of Recommendation

On the basis of responses to the questionnaire, Table 23
snowed that 96 or 85.0 percent of the participating institu-

TABLE

ADMISSI

T

tions required at least one letter ot reconenendation tor
admission. Approximately the same percent. 51 9 of the
Old Institutions had such 4 requirement, while s Targer per-
cent, 93 4, of the New Iastitutions did

Howis noted that 10, or 8.8 percent of the institutions,
indicated that this requirement varied with the department.
This apparently pointed to individual departments setting
up their ewn critena for evaluating statements on 1in appli-
cant’s  previous experience. In
additlon, 1t was interesting to 1ecord that six institutions
had po letter of recommendation cnterion as part of the
admission process to the doctoral program.

work and professional

TARBIT 23

LETTIRS OF RECOMMIENDATION
RI QUIRED FOR ADMISSION

Old Institutions  New Institutions  All Institutions

Respons? No. ~ No. “ No. “
Yes 68 81.9 28 9314 96 8S.0
No N 6.1 1 13 6 R
Varies 9 10.8 ] i3 10 8.8
No Response 1 1.2 1 0.9

I otal K3 100.0 30 100.0 113 100.0

TEACHING CERTIFICATES

Responses to the questionnaire indicated that about 43
percent of all programs did not require a teaching certifi-
cote for admission.] The data presented in Table 24 also
indicated a marked variation between Ed.D. and Ph.D. pro-
grams.

Slightly tess than one-half of participating institutions
did not have this requirement for the Ph.D. Theie was
almost an identical pattern revealed within the Qld Institu-
tions, while 45.5 percent of New Institutions did not have
this requirement.

i

Yes No Varies 7

Grade Point Old Institutions New Institutions
Average Yen No 7 Varies No Response % Yes No Varies © No Response
Undergraduate 51 61.5 31 373 1 12 16 833 14 467
Graduate 57 68.7 24 289 1 1.2 1 1.2 22 733 K 2067
All Institutions Total

No Response ‘7 Institutions

67 S9.3 45 19K

79 699 32 283 1 0.9

I'This includes Springfield College with the D. P.I-. Py ogram

I13
113

1 0.9
1 0.9
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TABLL 24
THACHING CEREIFICATI REQUIRED TOR ADMISSION

Old Indtitutions New Indditutions All Indtitutions

Requirement Ph.D. " bd D. PhD. Fd.D. Ph D). td D.
Certificate Required 4 60 14 20,3 R 134 6 2h6 7 79 20 ne
Certificate Not Reguired R 49 2 2K 40 6 10 45 8 4 9.0 43 483 N RENrS
Varies I a1 K 26 37.7 Y 109 4 429 37 a6 i< N9
No Response 2 10 1 14 2 BN 2 22 p 13
Fotal 67 10000 69 1060 22 1003 8 21 1000 59 100 0 R 100 0

In general. more Ed.D. than Ph.D. programs requited a
teaching certificate for admission. On the other hand. ap-
proximately two-fifths ot both Ph.D. and I.d.ID. programs
lett this 1equirement to the discretion of the department.
Forty percent of the Ph.D. programs at all participating
institutions indicated that this requirement varied. with a
similar percent noted for both the Old Institutions and the
New Institutions. Slightly less than 40 percent of the Ed.D.
programs at All Institutions indicated that this requirement
varied, with a similar percent noted for the Old Institutions,
At the New Institutions, however, 429 percent of Ed.D.
programs indicated that this requiiement was at depart-
mental discretion.

TEACHING EXPERIENCE

Closely related to the requirement for a teaching certifi-
cate were policies regarding teaching experience as part of
the admission process. Responses to this particular item on
the questionnaire revealed that all doctoral programs were
about equally divided between requiring and not requiring
teaching experience for admission to the doctoral program.
There was less vartation between Ph.D. and L1:d.D). programs
than had been the case when the teaching certificate had
heen utilized as one of the criteriy in admission require-
ments.,

Asindicated i Table 25, more thun twice the number of
Ph.D. programs at Al Institutions did not require teaching

expenence as an antelra! purt of the admission process as
did require this criterion. At the Ol Institutions this ratio
stood at more than 3 to 1 against such 4 requirement. On
the other hand. at the New Institutions, mote Ph.D. pro-
grams required teaching experience for admission to doe-
toral programs than did not.

A greater number of All Institutions required teaching -
experience for Ed.D. programs by a ratio of about 2 10 2.
In the case of the Old Institutions somewhat niore Ld.D.
programs maintained this 1equirement than did not. The
difterence, however, was more marked in the case of the
New Institutions, where L:d.D. programs requiring teaching
experience as part of the admission process, outscored
those not having such a requirement by a ratio of 3 to 1.

About two-fifths of all Ph.D. and 1:d.D. programs left
this requirement to the discretion of the individual depart-
ment. This proportion held true for Old Institutions. New
Institutions. and All Institutions. Ciose to one-tenth of the
Participating Group did not respond to this question.

Table 26 gave a profile of the years of tesching experi-
ence required for all PhuD. and Ed.D. programs at All Insti-
tutions, as well as at both the Old Institutions and the New
Institutions. Although it wis noted that from two to three
vears of teaching experience was the usual requirement,
considerably more instances of varation by department or
of no fixed requirement were recorded. Little deviation
from this pattern was apparent whether All. Old o1 New
Institutions were being examined.

TABLE 25

TEACHING EXPERIENCE REQUIRED FOR ADMISSION

Qld Institutions

New Institutions All Institutions

Requiremen: Ph.D. < Ld.D. % Ph.D. % ld.D. “ Ph.D. < kdD. “
Experience Required 7 104 20 8.0 7 318 9 45.0 14 157 v 322
Experience Not Required 28 373 15 214 4 18.2 3 15.0 29 320 ) 20.0
Varies 28 418 27 38.0 10 455 7 350 3% 427 34 RYRS
No Response 7 10.4 8 1.4 ! 45 50 8 9.0 Y 100

Total 67 1000 70 100.0 22 1000 20 1000 80 1000 90 1000
av
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TABLT o
YEARS OF THACHING EXPERIENCE REQUVIRED
Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Year N1 of Prog. Percent N1oof Prog. Percent N1 of Prog. Percent
None RE 2T 7 17.1 38 5
One ] 0"~ 0 ] 06
Two 13 9.4 O 14.0 19 10.6
Three 13 9.4 9 220 22 12.2
I-our 2 14 0 2 1.1
I"ive 0 0.0 ] 24 ] 0.0
Varics S6 40.0 17 41.5 73 J0.8
Nao Response s 10.9 1 24 16 ® .0
Totul IRES 100.0 41 100.0 179 100.0
Meun 1.0 Yeur 1.9 Yeuars 1.3 Yeurs
Runge U-4 Years 0-5 Yeurs 0-5 Years
TABLE 27
MAXIMUM AGE BEYOND WHICH ADMISSTON DENIED
Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Maximum Age N1oof Inst, Percent Nr.of Inst, Percent N1 of Inst. Percent
35 Yeuns ] 1.2 1 0.9
40 Yeuars 1 12 ] RIR] 2 1.8
45 Years 0 7.2 o 5.3
SO Yeurs ] 1.2 i 3.3 2 1.8
5SS Yearns
Varies 2 24 ] 3.3 3 2.0
No Requirement 71 R36 27 90.1 98 806.7
No Response ! 1.2 1 0.9
Totul 53 100.0 0 100.0 12 100.0
Mean 439 Yeurns 35.0 Years 44.1 Yeurs
Range 35-50 Years 40-50 Years 35-50 Yeurs

o)

By
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AGE REQUIREMENT
Stated Age Requirement

A total of Il institutions reported reliance on an absolute
age as an admissions requirement. These institutions had
maximum age beyond which udiission was denied. These
ages ranged from 35 to 50 yvears, with the median being 49
yeurs aind the mean being 44,1 years

As shown in Table 27, the nine Old Institutions with this
tequiremer.t ranged from 35 to SO years, with the median
being 45 years and the meuan being 439 years. The two
New Institutions having 3 fixed maximum age were remark-
ably similarin format.

Three institutions reported that they did have a maxi-
mum age requirement for admission, but the determinaton
of that age was left to the department n reviewing candi-
dates for admission.

Preferred Maximum Age

A number of institutions reported that they did not have
a stated policy regarding a maximum age, beyond which
admission was denied. However, they did report an in-
formal arrangement by which students beyond a certain age
vere strongly discouraged. There were 21 such instances
with four institutions indicating that such a ¢riterion varied
within individual departments. As shown ‘n Table 2¢&.
where a composite profile for All Institutions was pre-
sented, the preferred maximum age ranged from 35 to 55
years, with the median being 45 years and the meun being
43.8 years.

TABLIL. 28

PREFERRED MAXIMUM AGL: FOR
DENYING ADMISSION

All Institutions

Maximum Age Number Percent
35 Years ] 0.9
40 Years 8 7.1
45 Years 8 7.1
50 Years R} 26
SS Years ] 0.4
Varies 3 3.5
No Requirement 50 76.1
No Response 2 1.8

Tota! 113 100.0
Meuan 43.8 Years

Range

35.55 Years

39

Particutar emphasis, however, should be given 1o the fact
that Ok institutions o 867 percent of the Parucipating
Group reported no stated age requirement. and that 86 o1
76.1 percent had no preferred age maximum as puatt of then
admission pobcies

Provisional Admission

Final determination as 1o whether o1 not an applicant s
aceepted for a doctoral prograin often rests upon the policy
of type of admission. Some institutions accept a student on
a regular status or not at all Others, on the other hand,
have established a provisional status whereby an applicant is
placed on u probationary status, and final acceptance is
determined by a number of conditions which have to be
met. These understandably vary from institution to institu-
tion. In the Current Study. 70 institutions of the Participat-

ing Group reported that they permitted some form of

provisional status upon admission. This represented 619
percent of All Institutions. The Old Institutions permitted
such a status by a ratio of 2 to 1. The New Institutions,
however. were equally divided over this particular facet of
the admission process. Table 29 also pointed to the equally
important fact that 41 or 36.3 percent of All Institutions
did not sanction a provisional admission status. Two institu-
tions responding to the questionnaire did not unswer the
question regarding provisional admission.

TABLE 29

PROVISIONAL ADMISSION

Old Institutions New Institutions  All Institutions
. Response Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Yes SS 66.3 15 20.0 70 61.9
No 26 313 1§ 50.0 41 36.3
No Response 2 2.4 2 1.8

Total 83 100.0 30 100.0 113 100.0

ENTRANCE EXAMINATIONS

Entrance examinations have long characterized an intro-
duction to doctoral s‘tudy in Education. All but ten of the
113 institutions in the Participating Group used some type
of entrance examinaticn as part of the admission require-
ments. This meant that 103, or 91.1 percent of All Institu-
tions, used entrance examinations. Furthermore, 88.0 per-
cent of the Old Institutions and 100.0 percent of the New
Institutions utilized this form of screening applicants. Seven
institutions reported that use of entrance examinations was
left to the discretion of individual deparuments as they re-
viewed applications for admission. As shown in Table 30.
only one institution in the Participating Group did not
respond to this question,
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TABLE 30

INTRANCE FXAMINATION USED FOR ADMISSION

O1d Institutions  New Institutions  All Institutions

Response Number Percent Number Pereent Number Percent

Yes 73 AR.0 30 1000 103 91 1
No 2 24 2 1K
Varnes 7 8.4 7 6.2
No Response I 1.2 1 09

Total X3 100.0 30 100 0 113 10410

Respondents, where applicable, were requested to list
which examinations were used for entiance purposes. The
most frequently employed examination was the Graduate
Record Lxamination which was used by 93 institutions or
%2.3 percent of all institutions in the Participating Group.
The same examination also headed the list for the Old Insti-
tutions with 65 of thes. or 78.3 percent indicating that
they used this instrument for screening purposes, It proved
even more popular with the New Institutions with 28
schools or 93.3 percent reporting its use.

As seen in Table 31, the Miller Analogies Test was the
next most frequently employed. 61 or 54.0 percent of insti-
tutions in the Participating Group reporting its use. The
same trend held true for the Old Institutions with 55 .4 per-
cent, and the New Institutions with 50.0 percent.

Apart from locally constructed tests, which were re-
ported by ten of the institutions, there were a number of

33

different entrance exarmnations used. Most of these were
uscd at only one institetion. In a number of cases, these
other tests were used in conjunciion with either the Grad-
uate Record Examination or the Miller Analogies Test or
both.

Three models of usage were noted in the case of the
Graduate Record Examination. Some requited the apti-
tude section only. Some required both the aptitude and
advanced sections. A third possibility permitted the in-
dividual department the option of administering the
advanced section according to its own peculiar needs.

When both the Graduate Record Examination and the
Miller Analogies Test were used, this often reflected the
institutional requirement. In some cases, however, the
Miller Analogies Test was viewed as optional within the
department. In these cases, it was used as an additional test
for screening, when necessary. With some institutions the
applicant was permitted a choize of which examination to
take.

ADMISSION INTERVIEWS

Table 32 showed that 39 institutions. or 34.5 percent of
All Institutions, required a personal interview as part of the
admissions procedure, while 18.0 percent had no such re-
quirement. Morc than 30 percent of the Old Institutions
required a personal interview. while 46.7 percent of the

TABLE 31

ADMISSIONS EXAMINATIONS USED

Old Institutions

New Institutions

All Institutions

Examination Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Graduate Record Examination ' 05 78.3 28 93.3 93 ¥2.3
Mille: Analogies Test 40 554 15 50.0 ol 540 .
Locally Constructed Test 7 8.4 3 10.0 10 8.8
Cooperative English Examination 3 3.6 5 16.7 ¥ 7.1
MMP] 2 24 3 10.0 5 4.4
Doppelt Math Examination 4 48 4 3.5
Watson-Glaser Test of Critical Thinking ! 1.2 1 3.3 2 1.8
ATGSB 1 1.2 N 1 09
Guilford-Zimmerman 1 1.2 7 1 0.9
IRE Intelligence Scale 1 1.2 / - 1 0.0
National Teacher Examination 1 ].2(;/ 1 0.
Ohio Psychology Test ! 1.2, - 1 0.9
Sequential Test of Educational Progress ] 1.2, ! 0.9
Terman Concept Mastery Test ! 1.2 - - 1 0.9
Viries 2 2.4 - - 2 1.8
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New Insntutions made such a stipalation

The most frequent response on the questionnaire to this
item was that the personal interview was not required. but
recommended 1t waus noted that 451 percent of 4l the
institutions in the Purticipating Group responded in this
nmunner. Similar percents were mdicated for hoth Old Inst-
tutions and New Institutions.

The questionnaire also regquested that the respondents
check. from a list, the persons responsible at the institution
for conducting the admissions interview. Table 33 showed
the fist of these persons, ranked in decreasing order of the
number of All Institutions, The chairmar of the depart-
ment or division was the most frequently used interviewer,
closely foltowed by the prospective adviser and individual
faculty members. It was worthy of note that this ordering
was the same for both New Institutions and All Institu-
tions, except that the departmentul or divisional chairmun
ranked only third in the Old Institutions. 1t might be spec-
ulated that in the longer established colleges, the division or
department chairmen were assigned greater administrative
responsibilities. thereby having less time for personal inter-
views.

TABLEL 3

The category denoted a8 Other 7 included four pereons
which were not on the Iist paiven in the questtonnure Theee
were the Executive Secretary of the Bducation Faculiy,
Student Commuttee. the Advicor tor Genersl Onentation,
and the Director of Doctoral Studies in the area

ADMISSIONS COUNSELING

Closely related to the requitement 1tor pursonal inter-
views, was the pructice of making some form of admissions
counseling avaitable to the appheunts. Asindicated in 1uble
34, 110 or 97.3 percent of all institutions in the Participt-
ing Group offered admissions counseling service to appls
cants. This same high percent was reflected in the returns
for both Old and New Institutions.

The two principal sources for admissions counsehng
oceurred within the Lducation unit and the institution’s
general personnel services. More than 95 percent of Allin-
stitutions offered these services within the Fducation unit, a
position virtually identical with that operating in Old Insti-
tutions. The New Iastitutions returned a percent of 86.7

32

PERSONAL INTERVIEW FOR ADMISSION AVAFLABLLE

Old Institutions

New Institutions All Institutions

Response Number Percent * Number Percent Number Percent

Yes 28 301 14 40.7 39 34.5

No 1o 229 2 0.0 21 18.6

Not Required but Recommended 37 440 14 0.7 51 451

No Response 2 24 ' 2 1.8

Total 83 100.0 30 1000 113 100.0
TABLE 33

PERSONS RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMISSIONS INTERVIEWING

Old Institutions

New Institutions All Institutions

Interviewer Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Department or Division Chairman 25 30.1 22 733 47 41.0
Prospective Advisor R 37.3 12 40.0 43 381
Individuat Faculty Members 30 36.1 9 30.0 39 345
Faculty Committee 24 an 10 333 34 30.1
Dean of Education 10 12.0 2 6.7 12 10.6
Admissions Officer 7 8.4 7 6.2
Graduate Dean 4 4.8 3 10.0 7 6.2
Other 3 3.6 ] 33 4 35

|
\
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FABLE 4

ADMISSIONS COUNSTHLHING AVALT ABL Y

Old Institutions New Institutions Al Institutions

Response Number Percent Number Percent Number Pereent

Yes K2 9K & RE R 114 97 3
No i 3.2 i 0.9
No Resonse H 12 1 i3 2 1.5

Total ¥3 1eaa 3 1040.0 113 100

for the provision of this service. It should be noted thut this
counseling could. and did. operate in more than one center
This explains the percents recorded i Table 35 not total-
ling 100.0 percent

SUMMARY

It was generally standard practice to require a bachelor’s
degree for admission. 93.5 percent of All Institutions re-
porting this requirement. On the other hand. only 354
percent of {hie participating institutions 1equired the
master’s degree as an admission requirement. This pointed
to the use of hour equivalency in place of the degiee itself.

Almost three-fitths of the institutions had admission
contingent upon the undergraduate grade-point average.
and 699 percent made graduate grade-point average a
factor in admission. About 85 percent of the institutions
required at least one letter of recommendation for admis-
ston, and more than 60 percent permitted provisional
admission.

A teaching certificate was not required for admission in
nearly one-half of the Ph.D. programs. with the same being
true for about 35 percent of Ed.D. programs. Approxi-
mately two-fifths of both Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs in-
dicated that this requirement varied with the area of study.

There was no formal requirement of teaching experience
for adnussion to doctoral study. with the most frequent

DS

tesponse bemg that this was deaded at the discretion of
mdividuat departments. This held true tor both Pholt and
FAd D requirements In the case of those mstitutions that
idicated o speaific number of years, the penod ranged
from O to S vears. the median bemg two years and the
mesn bemng 1.3 vears,

Although the age factor as a criterion for admission was
not strongly emphasized with less than one-fitth of the in
stitutions making a definite maximum cut-off point. some

T 24 nstitutiony expressed o preferted maximum age beyond

which admisstan was denied. When an age was stated as o
preferied maximum, this ranged trom 35 to 50 years, with
a median of 45 years and a mean of 438 years. As ina
number of other admission criteria, the preferred age maxi-
muin wis often left to the discretion of a given department.

Maore than 90 percent of the institutions reguired some
ype of entrance examination for admission. The most fre-
quently used examinations were the Graduate Record
Examination and the Miller Aralogies Test. These exanuna-
tions were on occasion adn inistered singly. but more often
used in combination with c¢ne another or other screening
instruments. In any event, they donunated the entrance
examination scene, the Graduate Record Exammation
being used by 78.1 percent of all participsting institutions,
while the Miller Analogies Test wus present in more than
half of these examinations.

There was no general practice about requiring a personal
interview for admission. Nearly half of the institutions,
however, indicated that while they did not require such an
interview, they certainly recommended one. Slightly more
than one-third of participating institutions did require a
personal interview with a prospective doctoral student,

- while less than one-fifth had no such admission require-

ment. The persons responsible for the interview were
generally associated with the department most closely
linked with the applicant’s intended area of study.

More than 97 percent of the institutions indicated that
some form of admissions counseling was available to the

SOURCE OF ADMISSIONS COUNSELING

Old Institutions

New Institutions All Institutions

Source Number Percent Numbet Percent Number Percent
College or Departiment of Education 82 98.7 26 §0.7 108 980
Institution’s General Personnel Services 24 304 & 20.7 2 2K.3
(Graduate School 14 16.8 3 10.0 17 15.0
[
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applicant The source of this counseling was predorunantly
in the college o1 department of Fducation.

General adnussion practices were tur from being stand-

fe

(%)

ard throughout -Although certam trends were to be obh.
served within given cntenia tor admission purposes, there
was wide vaniety among the patiapating msuuions s to
the permissiveness of certain sdmissions prerequisites.
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CHAPTLR V

CURRICULAR REQUIREMENTS ~.

Thas chapter deals with the general requitements which
charactenize curricular policies and procedures of doctoral
progiams in Fducation. The data analyzed in tins section
will pertain to the 113 institutions 1w the Participaung
Group. Where an mstitution has not responded to a partic
ular query. this has been noted within the relevant cate-
gory

Data relative to credit hours has been reported mn tenns
of semester howrs as was the case m Chapter [V

Credit Hour System

Institutions were requested to indicate which credit hour
system was operating on their respective campuses. As
shown in Table 30, the semester system was the one pre-
donunantly tound. Seven out of every ten institutions
employed this system and this pattern held true whether it
were All Institutions, the Old Institutions or the New Insti-
tutions.

The quarter system was the next most frequently used
credit hour system  Here agamn a very consistent pattern
emerged with slightly more than one-quarter of All. Old
and New Institutions utilizing this practice.

There were thiee institutions which used a credit hour
system wlich was somewhat different from either the
semester o1 the quarter systems. One nstitution used a
system that was a hybrid of the semester and quarter sys-

TABLF 36

CREDIT HOUR SYSTEM

Ol1d Institutions  New Institutions  All [nstitutions

Sy stem No. v Na. " No. i
Semester S8 699 21 700 79 69.9
Quarter 21 283 9 30.0 30 26.5
Other 3 36 3 27
No Response 1 12 ! 0.9

Totul 83 100.0 30 100.0 113 1900

tems. ! The other two nstitutions used a system of course
units, one of which equated to the guarter system< and the
other of which equated to the semiester system.s One insti-
tution did not respond to this item on the questionnaire

HOURS REQUIREMENTS
Minimum Hours Required for Doctorate

As shown in Table 37. all but 16, or 17.8 percent of the
00 Ed D programs, had a relatively formal requirement per-
tamning to a minimum number of total hours. including the
thesis. that doctoral students were expected to earn.
Twenty, or 22.5 percent, of the 89 Ph.D. programs had no
such requirement,

The requirement for 1:d.D. programs ranged from 44 to
99 hours with the mean being 82.2 hours and the median
being 87 hours. For a Ph.D. degree the range was from 42
10 96 hours with a mean of 75.7 hours and a median of 70
hours.

At the Old Institutions. the Ph.D. programs ranged from
42 to 90 hours with a mean of 74.3 hours and a median of
72 hours. In the case of the E4.D. programs at these institu-
tions. the requirements ranged from 60 to 96 hours with a
mean of 82.0 hours and a median of 84 hours.

Basically the picture at the New Institutions was very
similar with regard to this particular aspect of doctoral
study. Ph.D. requirements ranged from 6C to 96 hours.
with a n.ean of 78.5 hours and a median of 80 hours. The
mean requirement for Ed.D. programs at these institutions
was 80.1 hours, while the median stood at 90 hours and the
range extended from 60 10 99 hours.

There were seven Ph.D. programs and four Ed.D. pro-
grams where the number of hours required was left to the
discretion of the student’s committee. In general, it might
be fairly stated that the Ph.D. programs showed a greater
range of hours than did Ed.D. programs. On the other hand,

IUniversity of Pittsburgh had thiee I5-week terms per year but reported credit hours in semester hours.
INorthwestern University used a system where one course unit equaled four quarter hours.
SUniversity of Pennsylvania used a system where one course unit equaled three semester hours.

4.

VRN
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the Ed.D. programs required a greatcr number of total
liours to earn the doctorate. It should be reiterated, how-
ever. that one in five institutions responded that no number
of hours was specified as a requirement. This was a differ-
ent category of response from those placing this require-
ment in the hands of the candidate’s committee. There was
nothing in the data to offer an explanation for this position
but it may be surmised that a growing number of institu-
tions are moving away from the concept of an advanced
graduate degree being linked with a specific number of
credit hours. Only two institutions made no response to
this particular item.

Minimum Hours Beyond Master’s Degree Required

Closely related to the number of hours required for the
doctorate was the requirement of a specific number ‘of
credit hours beyond the master’s degree, or its equivalent,
for the doctorate in Education to be conferred. According
to Table 38. ali but 22 or 24.7 percent of Ph.D. programs
and 13 or 14.5 percent of Ed.D. programs, indicated that a

minimum number of hours beyond the master’s degree was

required of students aiming at earning a doctorate.

Among All Institutions, Ph.D. programs had require-
ments ranging from 18 to 90 hours wi*h a mean of 49.4
hours and a median of 54 hours. Requirements for Ed.D.

programs closely paralleled this pallefn with a mean of 51.8
hours and a median of 58 hours. The range was identical
with that of Ph.D. programs being 18 1o 90 hours.

The picture was strikingly similar .both in QOld Institu-
tions and New Institutions with hour requirements for
Ed.D. programs being slightly heavier than for Ph.D. pro-
grams. Candidates for Ph.D. degrees at Old Institutions had
the requirement ranging from 18 to 90 hours with a mean
of 47.5 hours and a median of 49 hours. The latter two
figures changed slightly upward in the case of the New
Institutions, these being 52.7 and 60 hours respectively. A
more significant change was that in the range of hours re-
quired beyond the master’s degree. Here a inuch less ex-
treme pattern was recorded, the range being between 24
and 606 hours.

The Ed.D. programs revealed similar trends when Old
and New Institutions were compared. Again both the mean
and median hours required moved upward, this time being
of the order of six hours. The more narrow range of hours
was also observed but the change in the case of the Ed.D.
programs was even more spectacular than that noted when
the relative positions of the Ph.D. programs were examined.
Nothing in the data suggested why these changes had occur-
red within the New Institutions but it was refreshing evi-
dence that slavish imitation of Old Institutions had not
been undertaken in this particular regard.

TABLE 37

MINIMUM SEMESTER HOURS REQUIRED FOR DOCTORATE

Old Institutions

New Institutions All Institutions

Hours Ph.D. % EdD. % Ph.D. % Ed.D. % Ph.D. T Ed.D. %

40-44 i 1.5 - - - - - - 1 1.1 -
45-49 ] 1.5 - - - - - ] 1.1 -
50-54 2 30 . - - - - - - 2 23 - -
55-59 - - - - - - - - - - -
60-64 11 16.4 6 8.5 5 227 3 158 16 18.0 9 10.0
65-69 - 4 .56 - - - - .- 4 4.4
70-74 8 11.9 10 14.1 ] 4.5 ] 53 9 10.1 11 12.2
75719 3 4.5 2 2.8 2 9.1 3 158 5 5.6 5 56 .
80-84 4 6.0 4 5.6 ] 4.6 - - 5 5.6 4 44
85-89 : - - - ] 4.6 ] 53 ] 1.1 ] 1.1
90 & Above 14 209 26 36.6 7 31.8 9 473 21 23.6 35 389
Varies 3 4.5 4 5.6 4 18.2 - - 7 7.9 4 4.5
None Specified 19 28.3 14 19.8 ] 4.5 2 10.5 20 22.5 16 17.8
No Response 1 1.5 1 1.4 - - - - 1 1.1 1 1.1

Total 67 100.0 71 100.0 22 100.0 19 100.0 89 100.0 90 100.0
Meand 74.3 82.0 78.5 80.1 75.7 §2.2
Range 42-90 Hrs. 60-961!rs. 60-96 Hrs. 60-99 Hrs. 4296 Hrs. 60-99 Hrs.

dBased on institutions that reported a specified number of hours.

45
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Maximum Transferable Hours Permitted

Graduate work taken at one institution is sometimes
offered in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the
doctorate at another institution. This has to be approved by
the institution granting the doctorate, and there is usually a
specified number of hours which can be transferred from
another institution.

As shown in Tuble 39, 21 or 23.6 percent of all Ph.D.
programs and 16 or 17.8 percent of all Ed.D. programs did
not specify a limitation on the number of transferable
Fours.

The tota! ranges for both degree programs were sonie-
what extreme, the permitted hours for the Ph.]). programs
heing from 0 to 60 hours, while Ed.D. programs reported a
range from O to 04 hours,

A reasonably consistent pattern emerged with the Ph.D.
programs whether these were observed over Al Institutions.
Old Institutions or the New Institutions, the mean recorded
i each of the 1l wee categories being approximately 33
hours. There was some deviation, however, with regard to
the range of transterable hours permitted when the Old and
New Institutions wece compared. The latterthad an appreci-
ably lower maximum. the greatest number permitted being

TABLE 3

P SERESTER OV RS BEYOND MASTER'S DEGREF REQUIRED

New [nsttutons All Institutions
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4K as compared with the 60 hours allowable in the case of
Old Institutions. The median number of transferable hours.
however, remained close to 32 hours in each of the three
categories. Light of the participating institutions offering
the Ph.D. program did not respond to this item on the
questionnaire and one institution indicated that this varied
with the department.

1:d.D. programs. although not markedly different from
Ph.D. programs with regard to this facet of the study. did
nevertheless reveal some change. The differences were neghi-
gihle when these programs were compared with Ph.D. pro-
grams both 1 All Institutions and in Old Institutions. al-
though in both cases on an average slightly more credit
hours were permitted 1o be transferred in the Ed.D. pro-
grams. The more apparent differences. however, were noted
in the New Institutions. In these settings. the mean of trans-
tferable hours in Ed.D. programs was 42.0 with a range from
6 10 03, whereas the Ph.D. programs showed a mean of
32.2 hours with a range of 0 10 48 hours permitted to be
transferred. It should also be noted that it was within the

"Ed.D. programs in the New Institutions that the number of

transferable hours with a mzan of 42.0 hours was almost
ten hours more on z~ average than permitted in either de-
gree program in any of the other categories of institutions.

All of this indicated that Ed.D. programs generally permit-
ted more hours to be transferred than Ph.D. programs. and
that New Institutions were permitting more transferable
hours than were Old Institutions. It would be well 1o note
that these are trends only and that great variation exists
from institution to institution and from program to pro-
gram. The number of hours permitted to be transferred
must always be balanced by the residence requirements
operating within a given institution. Therefore uny prospec-
tive candidate for a doctoral degree in Education should
always recognize that although a maximum number of
transferable hours mav be quoted by an institution. his own
program and the residence requirements of the “home™ in-
stittion: will, in ,arge measure, determing the actual
number of hours transferred for credit purposes.

RESIDENCE REQUIREMENTS

The purpose of this section was to determine the degree
to which institutions regarded a residence requirement as an
integral part of the doctoral program. It was not the pur-
pose t¢ examine and analyze the degrees of latitude preva-
lent at the various institutions wher< a definite period of

TARLF %y

MAXIMUM TRANSFERABLE SEMESTER HOURS PERMITTED

Old Institutions

New Institutions

All Institutions

Hours vYh.D. % EdD. 4 PL.D. 2 Ed.D. % PhD. % kd.D. %

0-4 ] 1.5 ! 1.4 ] 4.0 2 22 ! 1.1
59 3 4.5 3 3.2 ) 4.6 1 5.3 4 18 4 44
10-14 2 30 I .4 2 22 I 1.1
1519 2 30 4 57 1 4.6 3 4 4 3.4
20-24 0 9.0 S 7.0 ] 4.5 7 7.9 S 5.6
25.249 2 3.0 1 1.4 2 23 l 1.1
30-34 11 10.3 11 155 2 9.1 1 5.3 13 14.6 12 13.3
35-39 3 ¢0 S 7.0 1 4.5 s S.6 S S.6
40-44 2 30 3 4.2 3 13.6 3 158 S S0 0 6.7
45.49 b 74 X i3 4 182 O RE I 9 101 14 156
50-54 3 A 2 2N 3 34 2 22
$5.59 _
(0-64 3 6.0 0 5 < I <3 3 43 7 EY
\aries ] N R Do ] i ] I R AR
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uninterrupted entollment was mandatory, but rather to
determine what proportion of the institutions. and of the
programs within them. considered this an essential facet of
doctoral study.

As indicated in Table 40, the overwhelming tesponse
both within w0 degree provrams and amony the varying
types of institutions was in favor of the residence require

41

time recommended for completion of the doctorate i Bdu-
cation. Time, in abis analysis, referted to the number of
vears the student should take from admission ta study
through graduation. ¥ was not intended that this time tac.
tor be reported in relation to admission to candidacy alone.
Sonwe responses (six), however, seenied to indicate that this
was the criterion used. but reference to the respective cata-
logues gave no confirmation of this,

meni The residence requirements were difficult to cate-
gorize, these ranging from a definite statement 1o a loose
arrangement of part-time work. Where definite statements
were availeble, these ranged from a given period of time to
be in residence to a specific number of hours to be accumu- TABLL 4]

1., ; i o RN inati
lated in residence or a combination of both. MAXIMUM TIME TOR DIFGREF COMPLI TION

The questionnaire inquired if the conferring of the doc-

Old Institutions  New Institutions  All Institutions

torate was contingent upon the completion of a residence Years No. " No. No. $
requirement. The responses showed that 97.8 percent of all o
Ph.D. programs and ‘)5\0\ percent of all Ed.D. programs 0.5
required the completion of some type of residence. The Old 1.0 3 3.0 ; 2.7
Institutions produced m. almost identical picture and it was 1.5
interesting to note the New Institutions, without exception, 3‘5’ 3 3.6 3 2.7
' inite residenc irement both in Ph.D. and .
h~ad a definite residence requirement both in Ph.D. an 10 2 9.6 3 10.0 Y 9.7
Ed.D. programs. 35 ] 12 1 09
4.0 6 7.2 2 6.7 8 7.1
4.5
THE TIME FACTOR 5.0 13 15.7 3 10.0 . 16 14.1
£3 - 1 3.3 1 0.9
. 6.0 4 4.8 S 16.7 S 8.0
Recommended Maximum 65 | 12 i 1 0.9
7.0 13 157 8 26.7 2! 18.6
Respondents were requested to state whether a recom- 7.5 - - . -

(99}
to

mended maximum time for degree completion operated 8.0 11 13.3 4 13.3 151

within their inslilqlions and. where applicable, what that 2'(5) ) _’ ' ’
period was. Often this period is expressed as the number of 9.5 i B ‘ - . ~
years from the time the student is admitted to degree 10.0 4 4.8 3 10.0 7 6.2
candidacy, while in some insiiwutions this is denoted in Not Specified 10 12.1 1 3.3 11 9.7
terms of the years from the «me that the siudent is admit- No Response 6 72 - 6 5.3
ted to the doctoral program Total 83 l'()0.0 30 . 1’00.() 113 100.0
Meand 6.0 Yrs. 6.4 Yrs. 6.3 Yr1s.
Range 1-10 Yrs. 310 Yrs. 110 Yrs.

As indicated in Table-41. considerable diversity existed

among the institutions relative to the maximum period of 2Based on institutions that reported a specified number of hours.

TABLL 40

REQUIRED 1O COMPLETE RESIDENCE REQUIRFMENT

Old Instrtutions New Institutions Al Institutions

Rowporise Ph U . Ld.D " Ph D. o FAD. : Ph . . Id D.
Yes N a7 67 9d 4 a2 T 10 100 0 T a7 s e 9%
No ! [ i S ! [ ] I
N }(L‘x;’i‘-‘:]\n‘ I HE 3 500 ! 1 p Cos
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42

The OId Institutions revealed a profile similar to All In-
stitutions in that the period ranged from one to ten years.
the median for both was six years, and the respective means
were 6.0 and 6.3 vears. The New Institutions showed a
shorter range. from three to ten years, with a higher median
ar.d mean, these being seven and 6.4 years respectively.

A review of the catalogues from selected institutions in
the study indicated that the period from the time of admis-
sion to candidacy generally ranged from three to seven
years. This finding. in large measure. was compatible with
the data derived from the responding institutions. It should
be noted, however, that ten of the Old Institutions and one
of the New Institutions- indicated that no specific time
limitation was established for the completion of the degree.
It appeared that these institutions were not prepared to set
a particular figure. but rather to judge an individual's pro-
gram upon its own merits. Six institutions. all of them
among the Old Institutions. chose not the respond to this
particular item on the questionnaire.

Estimated Time for Degree Completion .

The time taken by a student to complete his degree is
dependent upon a great number of factors. not the least of
which is whether he is able to undertake a program of study
on a part-time or a full-time basis. When it is realized that
most institutions required some form of residence require-

‘ment, the part-time facet can fuaction for only part of the

study period. It, therefore, seemed of limited value to
separate students into the two categories for comparison
purposes. A combination of both part-time and full-time
study is more likely to be the situation facing the student
embarking upen a doctoral program in Education. As such,
respondents were asked to estimate an average time for the
completion of the degree, thereby taking into consideration
the mary variab'es which impinge upon the study period.

As shown in Table 42. the estimated period of time for
degree completion at All Institutions ranged from two to
ten vears, with the median being four years and the mean
being 4.1 years. Virtually the same picture prevailed at the
Old Institutions and the New Institutions conformed to the
pattern.

COURSES WITHIN THE EDCCATION UNIT

The requuement tor the PhD programs ranved trom U
to Sx Lourns, with the med an bemny 36 hours, and the mican

bemng 28 hours PI D programe showed o regouement

fanpe of U e T hern sath e rredian vemy e b ane
and e mees aendinn o T by B theer ata
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ITARBLL 42

ESTIMATED AVERAGE TIME T OR DEGRTUE COMPLT TION

Old Insvitutions  New Institutions Al Institutions

Years No ~ No. o No

0
05
1.G
1.5
2.0 4 4.8 1 3.3 S 4.4
2.5 5 6.0 1 33 6 5.3
3.0 1 13.3 7 234 8 15.9
35 ) 7.2 2 6.7 B 7.1
4.0 18 21.7 6 20.0 24 212
4.5 9 10.9 1 3.3 10 8.9
5.0 13 15.7 6 20.0 19 16.8
5.5 1 1.2 : 1 0.9
6.0 3 36 2 6.7 § 4.4
6.5 1 1.2 1 0.9
7.0 2 2.4 2 1.8
7.5
8.0
8.5
9.0 X . - -
9.5 - - - -
10.0 2 24 2 1.8
No Response 8 9.6 4 13.3 i2 10.6

Total 83 100.0 30 100.0 113 100.0
Meand 4.2 Yrs. 4.0 Yrs. 4.1 Yrs.
Range . 2-10 Yrs. 2-6 Yrs. 2-10 Yrs.

23ased on institutions that reported a specified number of hours.

was apparent that £d.D. programs not only had a consider-

ably wider range of required hours than the Ph.D. pro-

grams, but also required more hours to be taken in profes-
sional Education courses. Twanty-eight Ph.D. programs and
18 Ed.D. programs indicated that the number of required

_hours varied with the individual department. Must of these

N

~-—

* programs were found at the Old In:titutions. This informa-

JJions given in Table 43.

Ph.D. progra:ns at Old Instiiutions had the requirement
rairging from 0 to 58 hours. with a medign of 35 Lours and
the mean of 33.7 hours. Ed.D. programs at these institu-
tions revealed almost identical ranges. but both the medi:
and the mean for this requirement were five or more hours
than in Ph D programs.

Among the New Institutions certamn shifts were ob-
served. Ph b, programs. while recording the same median as
thiat noted at the Qld Insutations, showed a drop of three
Houts on the mean tor thas requuement and the range had
fewened somewhot Ld Doprograms however, had moved
then e reguizeaents apward gnd the wasretieoted
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TABLLE 43

MINIMUM SEMESTER HOURS IN PROFFESSIONAL EDUCATION REQUIRED

Old Institutions

New Institutions

All Institutions

IlQurs Ph.D. % Ed.D. % Ph.D. % 1d.D. i Ph.D. Te l:d.D. 7

0-4 3 4.5 ] 14 3 34 I 11
5-9 3 13.6 3 34
10-14 ] 1.4 ] 1.1
15-19 ] 4.0 1 5.3 ] 1.1 1 1.1
20-24 3 4.5 3 4.3 ] 4.0 2 10.5 4 4.5 5 S.hH
25-29 1 1.5 1 1.4 . 1 1.1 1 1.1
30-34 S 74 8 11.3 1 4.6 ] 5.3 6 6.8 9 10.0
35-39 4 6.0 4 5.7 4 4.5 4 4.4
40-44 4 0.0 () 8.5 2 9.1 2 10.5 6 6.7 8 89
45-49 3 45 5 7.0 3 13.6 I 5.3 o 67 . 6 6.7
50-54 2 30 5 7.0 i 4.0 1 5.3 3 34 6 6.7
55-59 ] 1.5 2 2.8 . ] 1.1 2 22
60-64 2 28 2 10.5 4 a4 -
65 & Over - : 1 53 1 1.1
Varies 12 179 14 19.6 2 9.1 4 21.0 14 15.7 18 204G
None Specified 22 328 15 211 6 27.1 3 15.7 28 31.5 18 20.0
No Response 7 10.4 4 5.7 2 9.1 1 5.3 9 10.1 5 5.6

Total 67 100.0 71 100.0 22 100.0 19 100.0 89 100.0 90 100.0
Meand 337 393 30.0 42, 32.8 37.8
Range 0-58 0-60 7-54 18-78 0-58 0-78

aBased on institutions that reported a specified number of hours.

TABLL 44
MINIMUM SEMESTER HOURS OUTSIDE FIELD OF EDUCATION REQUIRED
Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Hours Ph.D. %o Ed.D. % ' Ph.D. % £dD. - % “PhD, T Ed.D. Do

0-4 4 0.0 6 85 - : - 4 4.5 6 6.7
5-9 2 29 2 28 1 4.6 2 10.5 3 34 4.4
10-14 5 7.5 4 5.6 3 13.6 2 10.5 8 90 6 6.7
15-19 . 4 6.0 7 Q99 3 13.6 2 10.5 7 7.9 9 10.0
20-24 3 4.5 S 7.1 2 9.1 2 10.5 h 5.0 7 7.8
25-29 1 1.5 1 14 ] 53 ] i1 2 2.2
30-34 2 28 2 22
35-39 1 1.5 | 14 ! 1.1 1 11
Varies IR 0.7 RE 538 9 SIOAY 8 421 47 828 36 S
None Speatied L x4 3 32 R 136 ! 53 9 101 4 44
No Response 3 45 2 I ! 1o ! 53 4 45 A A3

!otal 6o 10000 “1 OISRV 22 (SISRS] 19 1000 NG 1O G a0 1000
Meand 141 AN b 1o 113 1< s
Range SRR A ~ 4 AR R 0o

SRased cnnetrution at weosteedd
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42.0 hours respectively. While the range within Ed.D. pro-
grams remained the same as was recorded 1 the Old Institu-
tions, this feature, too. had made a significant upward
movement on the scale as compared with the Old Institu-
tions. While one institution required as few as 18 hours in
professional Education courses, at the other end of the
scale another institution laid down 78 hours as a minimum
figure for this requirement. No response to this hine of in-
quiry wus received in the case of nine of the 89 Ph.D.
programs. and five of the 90 I:d.D. programs.

HOURS OUTSIDE THE FIELD

Analyses of the data in this section was largely restricted
by having positive responses from only 29 of the %9 Ph.D.
programs and only 37 of the 90 L.d.D. programs. Nine or
10.1 percent of the responses from all Ph.D. programs in-
dicated that no specified number of hours was required
outside the tield for a candidate to earn his degree, Four or
4.4 percent of responses from all Ed.D. programs also in-
dicated no specific requirement for this particular facet of
doctoral study in Education. Ir addition. 47 or 52.8 per-
cent of Ph.D. programs left the decision. as to the need for
this requirement. to the individual department. Ed.D. pro-
grams revealed a very similar trend with 46 or 51.2 percent
of all such programs reporting that this requirement varied
with the department and the student’s committee.

As shown in Table 44. the requirement for all Ph.D.
programs ranged from 0 to 38 hours, with the median being
15 hours and the mean being 14.1 hours. The rangz and the
median for all Ed.D. programs were identical but the mean
shifted to' 15.5 hours. At the Old Institutions. the Ph.D.
requirement again ranged from 0 to 38 hours with the
median standing at 14 hours and the mean at 14.4 hours.
For the Ed.D. programs at these institutions. the range was
the same as that for Ph.D. programs and the median and
mean were approximately one hour greater, standing at 16
and 15 .4 hours respectively.

There wete some perceptible shifts noted at the New
institittions. The range was considerably reduced for both
Ph.b). and 1:d.D. programs. The new ranges were 8-24 hours
for Ph.D. programs and X-25 hours for I.d.D. programs. The
mean and median in both PhiD. and £d.D. programs had
alvo maoved ighthy upward From those data it would ap.
pedr tha® the New Institutions had miodeled this particutar
reguienint very mudh adong the more common practices
prevalent ot the Oid Institunons Nevertheless it must be
azan erphasized that lees than one-b 00 ot the oo orams o

crither degree o the New fostr gt ned s

,
-

and eight or 32.1 percent of the Ld.D. programs in these
institutions indicated that this particular requirement varted
with mdividual departments. and often the final decision
rested with the student’s committee.

MAJORS AND MINORS

Closely related to the semester hour requirement for
work to be taken both within the Education unit and out-
side of it. were the policies laid down by the various pro-

“grams as to what constituted mgjor and minor arcas of

study, as well as cognate work.

Doctoral programs in Lducation varied considerably in
the requirements for majors and minors. Responses to the
questionnaire revealed two basic patterns, which were
utilized by the majority of the doctoral programs. First, a
major and a minor in Education plus cognate work were
required of students in order to earn the doctorate: and
second, the doctorate could be earned in a number of insti-
tutions without formal requirements as to major and/or
minor fields. In addition, data on other possibie combina-
tions were obtained and analyzed.

As indicated in Table 45,47 or £ 2.8 percent of all Pn.D.
programs and 40 and 44.5 percent of all £d.D. programs
had a set requirement of a major ard 2 minor in Educaticn
plus cognate work in order to «aia the doctorate. The
picture in the Old Institutions clusely resembled that of the
All Institutiods with yegard to this requirement. In the New
Institutions, however, it was interesting to note that the
Ph.D. programs gave much greater stress 1o this particular
requirement, 63.8 percent reporting that this practice was
adhered to in their institutions. On the other hand, there
was a slight falling-off in this regard among the Ed.D. pro-
grams operating in the New Insticutions with a shade over
two-fifths of the programs utilizing this practice, As in-
dicated above. the second most common response 10 the
nature of this reauirement was that of no major or minor.
Ten programs or 11.2 percent of all Ph.D. programs and 12
or 13.3 percent of all Ed.D. programs reported no formal
requirements as ta majors and minors.

The remaining categories indicated in Table 45 reflected

specific statements by certain institutions Whep making

these statements, these institutions aiso indic ced that the
chorces given i the gqueshionniuite were not apphicable 1o
thew programs Furthermore. 24 percent of ol PhaD pro-
grams and S o percent of ol Ed D programs seported tinsd
anvosuch requirenient svaned with the depornent St
patterss were noted tor the QU Inantveens s wide attie

New Tt ton s oo ew e Tt
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TABLE 45

REQUIREMENTS FOR MAJOR AND MINORS

0ld Institutions New Institutions Al institutions
Requirement PhD. % LEdD. % Ph. % EdD. % Ph.D. % EdD. %
Major and Minor in
Education Plus Cognate 33 492 32 452 - 14 638 8 419 47 528 40 445
No Major or Minor
Required 10 149 11 15.5 - - ] 53 10 11.2 12 133
Major and Minor in ) .
Education Only 1 6.0 11 15.5 3 137 3 158 7 79 14 156
Choice of Major & Minoi in
Ed. With or Without Cognate 3 45 3 4.2 45 | 5.3 4 45 4 44
Major Plus Minor
or Cognate : 4 60 2 2.8 ] 45 - - 5 56 2 22
Major Only 3 45 - - 1 4.5 2105 4 45 2 2.2
Major Plus 2 Minors 1 1.5 - - - ] 53 ] 1.1 ] 1.1
Major Plus Cognate ] 1.5 ] 1.4 ] 45 - - 2 23 ] 1.1
Major Plus 2 Cognates - - - - - - 5.3 - - ] 1.1
Majer Plus 6 Minors - - 1 1.4 - - - - - | 1.1
Varies 2 30 4 56 1 45 1 53 3 34 5 5.6
No Response 6 89 6 8.4 - - ] 53 6 67 7 7.8
Total 67 1000 71 100.0 22 100.0 19 100.0 89 100.0 90 1i00.0
TABLE 46
RESTRICTION OF COURSE WORK
Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
. Nr. Of Nr. of Nr. of
Restriction Inst. "% Inst. T Inst. %
Courses for Docioral
Students Only 24 289 12 40.0 36 319
Courses for Doctoral and
Master’s Students 70 84.3 28 933 98 86.7
Courses for Doctoral, Master's, :
and Undergraduate Students 23 27.7 1 3.3 24 21.2
Only Courses for
Doctoral Students Only 3 30 1 33 4 34
Only Courses for Doctoral
and Master’s Students 44 530 ’ 17 56K ol 54.0
Only Courses for Doctoral. Master’s
and Undergraduate Students ] 9.6 3 71
Courses for Doctoral Only Plus
Doctoral and Master’s Students M 133 | 33 12 106
Counses for Doctoral and Master’s
Plus Doctoral. Master's, and
Undergrodudte Students < xY) s 44
Couiser for all 3 groups I 121 i AR N 177

N Respoesnise
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Some difference between the two degrees regarding
cognate work was to be noted within this requirement
Ph.D. programs showed a distinct tendency to stress this
stipulation for doctoral study more than did Ed.D. pro-
grams. This difference probably reflected the confinuing
controversy betwecn those educators who advocafed spe-
cialization in. advanced graduate study. and those who
pressed for students to be afforded opportunities to gaia
greater “‘breadth’ in their doctoral studies. It would be
wrong to assume. however. that there was u clear-cut
division between the Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees with regard
to cognate work. Both types of programs indicated both
the presence and the absence of this requirement within
doctoral study in Education. ‘

RESTRICTION OF COURSE WORK

Courses studied to meet the requirements of the doc-
toral program generally fall into three groups. First, there
are specialized courses which are restricted to doctoral stu-
dents only. Second. there are general graduate courses
which are open to both doctoral and master’s students.
Third. there are courses which may be taken not only by
doctoral snd master’s students but also by certain under-
graduate studer.:s. usually seniors.

The manner in which an institution structures these
groups. or combinations of them. will in large measure will
be dependent upon the development of the doctoral pro-
gram. As shown in Table 40, the most common form of
restriction was the course for doctoral and master’s stu-
dents only. This was practiced in 98 of the participating
institutions. which represented 86.7 percent of the group
Courses for doctoral students only . were offered in 36 instiy
tutions or 31.9 percent of the Participating Group‘?‘ou es
for doctoral, master's and undergraduatc students appeared
in 24 or 21.2 percent of the institutions. The above figures
refer to All Institutions of the Participating Group in every
instancgs” .

A very similar picture emerged with the Old Institutions
hut some pereeptible shifts were noted with regard to the
New Institutions. Although the rank uorder for these re-
stricted  offerings remained unchanged, 2 considerable
chenge or emphases was noted. Only one of these institu-
tions out of a possible 30 offered the combination of
doctoral master’s ind undergraduate students within
given vourse. Twentv-eight ot the institutions or 93 3 per
cent of them used the doctotdd and master’s students
coinbinaton, while the number of New Institutions ofter.
e the course tor Jodtorel students only was 12 or S0

percent of this particular group of colleges.

" Obviously institutions could offer one or more of the
above types of course, as well as a number of possible com-
binations of them. Unde: the distribution breakdown in
Table 46. it was noted that more than one-half of institu-
tions. of all three categories. offered only courses for doc-
toral and master’s students. The next most popular offering
was for an institution to i:ave courses-available of all three
types. That meant a doctoral student might have s choice
of courses for doctoral students only. for doctoral and
master’s students only, or for doctoral. master’s and under-

graduate students. About one-fifth of All Institutions had

such an arrangement. *“Vhereas this was the case in 12.]
percent of Old Institutions. it had jumped to 33.3 percent
among the New Institutions. If it is a final objective of
institutions that doctoral study should be regarded as an
entity unto itself 2nd that courses be restricted to doctoral
students only, this was far from apparent from the data
obtained in this study. Only four institutions among the
Participating Group offered courses for doctoral students
alone to the exclusion of the other types or combinations
of all three.

CORE COURSES

Another type of curricular requirement was that related
to the course work dealing with the core or tool subjects
that are common to doctoral programs in Education. This

consideration did not include the foreign language require-
" ment. which is treated separately in the next section of this

chapter.

Table 47 revealed that two colleges. both Old Institu-
tions, had no core courses. A iurther three. again Old Insti-
tutions. reported that no core courses were specified. whije
nine others (seven (jld and two New) stated that they dlg
have a group of cere courses but what those courses were
was determined by the individual department. Where spe-
cific courses were stated, it was observed that four were
requited by more than one-half of All Institutions. These
were. in descernding order of rank. educational 1escarch.
educational stavistics. educationat psychology and philos-
ophy of cducation. Next in line stood hListory of education,
which was requived in 0.0 percent of All Institutions but
in 53.3 pereent of New Institutions. Although rank order of
core coursay required renained remarkably consistent
through 4l three categories of mstitutions. 1t was worthy of
note that o higher percent of the New Instrtutions required
the particular course in cach of the tist seven ranked

COUTSEN
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TABLE 47

CORF OR TOOL SUBJECTS RI QUIEED

Old Institudons New Institutions All Institutions

Nr. of Nr. of Nr. of
Subject Inst. o Inst. “ Inst. “

Fducational

Research 37 6R.7 23 76.7 80  70.8
F.ducational

Statistics §2 62.7 23 76.7 75 634
Fducational

Psychology 44 S31 17 S6.7 61  54.0
Philosophy of

Education 40 48.2 17 $6.7 57 504
History of

Education 6 434 16 S3.3 52 46.0
Administration :

and Supervision 18 21.7 8 267 26 230
Iiducational

Sociology 15 18.1 6 200 21 186
Guidance and

Counseling 13 15.7 4 133 17 150
Curriculum 8 9.6 4 13.3 12 106
}'oundations of

Education S 6.0 4 13.3 9 8.0
Computer

Programming 6 7.2 1 33 7 6.2
Practicum 1 1.2 1 3.3 2 1.8
Behavioral

Sciences 1 1.2 ] 09
Historical

Criticism 1 1.2 - 1 0.9
Humanities 1 1.2 1 0.9
Urban Education 1 1.2 - - 1 0.9
Varies 7 8.4 2 6.7 9 8.0
None Specified 3 3.6 - 3 2.7
No Core Courses 2 24 - . 2 1.8
No Response 5 6.0 2 6.7 7 6.2

FOREIGN LANGUAGE REQUIREMENT

Closely related to the core or tool subjects required.
considered in the previous section of this chapter. was the
foreign linguage requirement. This particular feature of
doctora! study in Education. along with possible waivers af
this requirement and the measuring of foreign language
competency, will be dealt with ia this section.

Ed.D. Programs

As was expected. most 1Ed.D. programs did not 1equire a
toreign language # As shown in Table 48, 75 01 83.3 per-
cent of all EA.D programs in All Institutions kad no such
requirement. Virtually an identical picture prevailed st hoth

47

the Old Institutions and the New Institutions. each record-
ing more than 80 percent against such a requirement. The
next largest group were the institutions which required a
reading competency of one foreign language. which could
be waived. This group constituted slightly less than five
percent of all Xd.D. programs. with a similar percent noted
for both the Old Institutions and the New Institutions. The
remaining groups were either very small or non-existent. It
was apparent that the foreign language requirement had
been all but eliminated as part of an L:d.D. degree.

Ph.D. Programs

The most common requirement for foreign language
competency v Ph.D. programs was that of reading compe-
tency of two foreign languages. one of which may be
waived. Twenty-three or 25.8 percent of All Institutions
offering Ph.D. programs reported this policy. A similar pro-
portion of both Old Institutions and New Institutions re-
ported this pra:tice. Second in order. and somewhat con-
trary to popular belief with regard 10 Ph.D. program re-
quirements. were those institutions which had no lunguage
requirement. This was reported by more than one-fifth of
all participating institutions, and the picture holds true for
both Old and New Institutions. In addition to these.
another eight institutions indicated that although they had
a reading competency in one forcign language as a require-
ment, it was possible to waive this. This meant that close to
one-third of all Ph.D. programs had either no language re-
quirement or indicated that such a requirement could be
waived.

Third in order of Ph.D. programs requiring students to
demonstrate coimpetency in a foreign language, were those

“institutions which reported a policy of requiring reading

competency in one foreign language with no waiver pos-
sible. This applied to 17 or 19.1 percent for all Ph.D. pro-
grams with both Old and New Institutions adhering closely
to this pattern.

There were ecight institutions, five old and three new, in
which there was no institutional policy regarding the
method of meeting the .Joreign language requirement. The
decision was left io the department.

Two features of Ph.D. programs emerged as the result of
the analysis ot these data regarding the foreign language
requirement. First, the programs were generally traditional
in their policies for meeting the foreign language 1equire-
ment: and second, and seemingly running counter to the
PIevious feature. there was an apparent move to chmnate
the forengn language tegquirement S

“sprngtield College did not require o toreign fonguage for the D P B devree
Ssome turther support tor the ninding way evedenced oo 1o study by Ly A Schalenborser 74 Stady ot the

")
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48
TABLI- 4%

MEETING FOREIGN LANGUAGE REQUIREMENT

Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Requirement Ph.D. % Ed.D. Yo Ph.D. % Ed.D. % Ph.D. 7 Ed.D.

No Language
Requirement 16 239 59 83.1 S

Reading
Competency of
One Foreign
Language (No )

Waiver) 12 179 1 1.4 5

Readinrg
Competency of
One Foreign
Language (waiver ,

Possible) 7 10.4 3 4.2 1 4.0 1 5.3 8 9.0 4 4.5

Reading
Competency of
Two Fureign
Language (No .

Waiver) A 1.5 - - 1 4.6 - - 2 2.3 - -

Reading
Competency of
Two Foreign -~
Languages (One
May Be Waived) 18 269 - - 5 227 - - 23 25.8 -

Reading
Competency of
Two Foreign
Languages (Both
May Be Waived)

Varies ' 7.5

No Response 1.5

Total 67 1000 7

tJ
to
~J

16 §4.2 21 230 75 83.3

19.1 ! il

tJ
tJ
~J
~J

104 14
1.4
8.5

100.0

9.1 - - 10.1

. 9 1.1
13.6 2 10.5 8 9.0
1
9

3.3
6.7
100.0

w N

— A )

1.1
1000 9

—_— O\ = e
O N W o

1000 19 100.0 8

[3%)
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TABLL 49
POSSIBLE WAIVERS
Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Waivers PhD. o IdD. Ph.D. % LdD. < PhD. % 1dD.  «

Statistics 30 448 9 127 9 409 3 158 39 438, 12 13.3
Computer Programming 200 299 0 8.8 S22 2 105 25 28 ¥ 5.9
Research Methods 7 105 3 4.2 2 9.1 ] 53 910 4 4.4
Cognate Iield 3 4.5 ] 1.4 ! 4.5 4 4.5 ) 1.1
Historiography 2 3.0 1 1.4 ! 4.5 3 3 | 1.1
Mathematics (Calculusy 2 3.0 | 1.4 2 2.2 1 1.1
Philosophical Methods 2 3.0 ! 1.4 2 2.2 1 11
Accounting 1 1.5 | 1.4 ! i.l | 1.1
Adv. Rescarch Methods 2 3.0 2 22
Another Kinor 2 9.1 2 2.z
High Reading Comp.in 1 FF. L. | 1.3 1 4.5 2 A
school Law . 1 1.5 ! 1.4 ] i} 1 1.1
Social Psychology | 1.5 1 14 1 1.1 ] 1.1
Native-Speaking Competency ! 4.5 1 1.1 -
By Application 1 1.5 1 4.5 2 2.2

Possible Waivers

Table 49 indicated the possible alternatives which could
result in all or part of the foreign language requirement
being waived. The most frequently used waiver for a foreign
language was statistics, with computer programming being
next. This was true for all degree programs.

More than 60 percent of the Ph.D. programs at the New
Institutions used these two waivers. while more than 70
percent of the Ph.D. programs at the Old Institutions and at
All Institutions used them. These two waivers were also the
most frequently employed in the few Ed.D. programs
which had need to establish such substitutes for the foreign
language requirement. The remaining waivers listed in Table
49 were found at only a few institutions.

It was interesting to note that statistics and research
methods were possible waivers for foreign languages and
were also included in Table 47. Apparentiy. those who con-
sidered these alternatives as waivers did not regard them
either as a core subject or as an alternative for some other

core subject.

Traditionally . the foreign languages usually accepted for
the foreign langape regquirement were French and German,
Other  languages

waivers but no o mstitution made such a repornt

would. therefore. conntitute  possible
[he deter-
runztan of g particular lainguage aba taned question weth
recard to o torenn stedent pretivient m s pative tospue

nddemontiatne competence o boahish while mieenny

-

normal acadernic standards in his field of study. Would he,
in effect, have met the requirement of a foreign language as
part of his doctoral study?

Measuring Foreign Language Competence

A number of possible methods are available to institu-
tions in order to measure a student’s proficiency in a
foreign language. In the Current Study the respondents
were asked to indicate which method was practiced in their
respective institutions. As shown in Table 50, eight differ-
ent possibilities were reported.

The most frequent method reported was that of the Ed-
ucational Testing Service Foreign Language Examination.
More than one-third of both All Institutions and Old Insti-
tutions used this instrument. and 26.7 percent of the New
Institutions also reported that they used this examination.
Unseen translation and prepared translation were next in
¢ der of preference as methods of evaluating a student’s
proficiency in handling a foreign language. These were
usually of local origin. in that the foreign language depart-
ment was responsible for preparing the examinations and
for determining if the student had demonstrated compe-
tency. An unseen passage for transtation was one given to
the student at the time of the exammation for translation.
In somd cases. however, the examiner would approve one o
mote tareien fnguage heoks i the student’s nuyor field
Ihe student woeuld beocequested to praciice ttunslating

froms these Dooks AT g speatied e the examinet would
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give the student several passages from these books to trans-
late as the foreign language examination. This was termed a
prepared translation. Often there was a combination of
these, in. which the student translated certain passages from
approved books and also translated certain unsecen passages
selected by the examiner. The unseen alone alternative was
by far the more common and this held true for both All
Institutions and Old Institutions. New Institutions not only
did not offer prepared translations at all, but also placed
the unseen translation on an equal footing with the Educa-
tional Testing Service Foreign Language Examination. The
latter two methods accounted for more than one-half of the
New Institutions meaps by which foreign language compe-
tency was measured. '

Table 50 also indicated that some institutions gave the
student a choice of the type of examination to take. These
included a choice between an unscen translation and the
E.T.S. examination as well as a choice between a prepared
translation and the L.T.S. examination. Interestingly, no
institution indicated that it offered a choice between a pre-
pared translation and an unseen one.

It was also noted that sone institutions permitted a cer-
tain amount of satisfactory course work to be accepted in
lieu of the foreign language requirement. In these cases, it
was assumed that a satisfactory performance in these would
be sufficient to meet the standard necessary to fulfill the
foreign language requirement. In other situations, it was
necessary to receive tuition in a prescribed non-credit
foreign language course designed to prepare the doctoral
student for his foreign language examination. He would

present himself for the latter at the conclusion of his course
or at some point during the course when he felt ready for
the examination. Satisfactory performance throughout the
course. as well as in the additional foreign language ex-
amination, was necessary for this requirement to be ful-
filled as part of the doctoral program.

EXAMINATION PROGRAMMING

This section deals with the customary major examin-
ations which characterize doctoral study. Examinations in
this analysis refer only to major assessiment of the candidate
at critical stages in the program and do not include cours»
end examinations.

Admission Examinatiois

As indicated in Table 30 in Chapter IV, most institutions
in the Current Study utilized some form of entrance exam-
ination for admission to study. Little difference was noted
between the Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs using admission
examinations and more than 90 percent of all degree pro-
grams used admission examinations.

Intermediate Examination

Some institutions gave an intermediate examination and
this was both prior to and in addition to the candidacy
examination. It was normally administered at the end of
the first year of advanced graduate work. More than 40
percent of Ph.D. programs utilized some form of inter-

*

TABLE 50

MEASURING FOREIGN LANGUAGE COMPETENCY

Old Institutions

New Institutions All Institutions

e

Method Number Perceni Number Percent Number Percent
E.T.S. Foreign )

Language Examination 31 37.4 8 26.7 39 34,5
Unseen translation 12 14.5 8 26.7 - 20 o177
Prepared translation 4 4.8 - - 4 35
Choice between unseen trans.

& E.TS. Exam 7 8.4 2 6.7 9 8.0
Choice between prepared

tran, & E.T.S. Exam 2 24 ] 33 3 2.7
2 years ~f college study

with satisfactory grade 3 36 3 & 2.7
Satisfactory performance in

prescribed F.L. course 2 24 2 1.8
¢ sem s of graduate

agediin b 1 1.2 1 0.9

O
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mediate examination. while the corresponding proportion
of 1.d.D. programs following this practice was a shade above
one-third.0

As indicated in Table S1. when this form of examination
was used, it was most frequently both oral and written in
case of the Ph.D. programs. and written in the Ed.D. pro-
grams. A switch of format was seen in the next most uti-
lized approach: namely. the Ph.D. programs favored the
written examination as the second choice for an inter-
mediate examination. while Lid.D. programs uzed the oral
and written alternative. It was noted. howeves. that while
more than 20 percent of Ph.D. and 1d.D. programs at the
New Institutions gave both orai and written examinations.
the percentages of the programs utilizing any particular
form were generally less than 20 percent. and sometimes
tess .than ten percent. It should be stressed, however, that

more than one-half of all programs in all categories of insti-

tutions did not use the examination,
Candidacy Examination
Some form of candidacy examination was administered

as a part of nearly every doctoral program at institutions in
the Current Study. Slightly less than 90 percent of all Ph.D.

and all Ed.D. programs used some form of candidacy exam-

ination.? Although no statements were made by the institu-
tions which did not use a candidacy examination, it was
assumed that they had some other .neans of determining
whether or not u student was to be admitted 1o degree
candidacy.

. The most common form that the candidacy examination
*a20% was that of the combination of both written and oral.
Mere thar one-half of Ph.D. programs used this approach in

hE

both the Old Institutions and the New Institutions. A sig:
niticant difference was reported. however. in the case of the
1:d.D. programs. Wheveas in the Old Institutions, 42.2 per.
cent administered the combined oral and writien candidacy
examination. there was a marked upsurge to 03,2 percent
for the d.D. candidacy examination using this format in
the New Institutions.

The next most frequently used type of the candidacy
examination was the written form. About one-guarter of
the L:d.D. programs favored this screening method. while
slightly less than 20 percent of Ph.D. programs utilized this
approach. The pattern remained reasonably constant for
both Ph.). and 1:d.D. programs in either category of insti-
tution for this form of candidacy examination.

The oral examination, as indicated in Table 52. consti-
tuted only a small portion of the degree programs. There
were also 15 degree programs in which a choice between
oral and written was indicated. It was generally concluded
that this choice would be dependent upon a number of
factors and would be made by the student and the members
of his doctoral committee. However, there were some insti-
tutions which specifically indicated that responding in this
manner meant that the candidacy examination was written
and then an oral examination was given in cases where the
written examination was not parlicularfy satisfactory.
Another group of institutions reported that both types of
candidacy examination were utilized in the same institu-

tion,

Final Examination

The final examination was that given at the end of all
doctoral work, including the dissertation. As indicated in

TABLLE 51

TYPE OF INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION

Old Institutions

New Institutions All Institutions

N =67 N =71 N=22 N=19 N = ¥9 N =090

Type PhD. % LdD. % Ph.D. % LKdD. 4 PhD. % EdD. %
Written 12178 13 184 2 9.1 ] 5.3 14 157 14 150
Oral 3 45 3 4.2 1 5.3 3 14 4 4.4
Bath 10 150 8 11.3 6 273 4 2 16 180 12133
Choice 3 45 3 4.2 R 9.1 2 10,8 S S S 5.6
No Response 3 4.5 2 28 3 34 2 22
No Intermediate Examination 36 537 42 591 12 545 11 S7.8 48 539 52 S»9

6Springficld College did not use an intermediate examination.

TSpringfield College used a candidacy examination that was both written and oral.




TABLLE 52

TYPL OF CANDIDACY EXAMINATION

OlJ Institutions

New Institutions

All Institutions

N =67 N=71 N=22 N=19 N = 89 N =90
Type M. % kd.D. Ph.b. % LdD. « Ph.D. % LdD.
Written 12 17.9 19 206.8 4 1¥.1 4 21.0 16 1¥.0 23 286
Oral ¢ 9.0 8 11.3 6 6.7 8 58
Both 35 82 30 423 13 541 12 632 48 539 42 3067
Choice S 7.5 S 7.0 3 13.0 2 10.5 8 9.0 7 7.8
Not Specified ! 1.4 | 4.0 1 1.1 ] 1.1
No Response 2 3.0 2 28 2 23 2 2.2
No Candidacy Examination 7 104 6 8.4 I 4.0 ] 5.3 8 9.0 7 7.8
TABLI: 53

TYPL OF FINAL EXAMINATION

Old Institutions -

New Institutions

All Institutions

' N =67 N=71 N=2 N=19 N =89 N =90

Type PhD. % LdD. % Ph.D. % EdD. % PhD. % LEdD." %
Comprehensive
Written 5. 75 6 84 I 46 3 157 6 67 9 100
Oral 1D 149 10 141 2 9.1 1 53 12 135 11 122
Both 8 149 8 11.3 S 227 2 10.5 13 14.6 10 I1.1
Varies 1 1.5 ! 1.4 1 4.6 1 5.3 2 2.3 2 2.2
No Response ] 1.5 ! 1.4 : ] I.1 ] 1.1
No Comprehensive 42 627 45 0634 13 590 12 63.2 58§ 61.8 57 634
Covers Dissertation Only
Wnitten
Oral 50 Mo S5 774 17 77.2 13 634 67 753 68 75.6
Both 3 45 4 5.6 3 136 4 21 6 6.7 8 8.9
Vanes ] 1.5 1 14 ] 1.1 ] 1.1
No Response 2 3.0 2 28 2 23 2 2.2
t-xamination not only dissertation 11 1o.4 9 1238 2 9.2 2105 13 1460 11 12.2

o
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Table 53, slightly more than one-third of Ph.D. and Ed.D.
progra; s administered comprehensive final examinations.8
which ¢ould be written. oral o1 both. The latter method
was favored slightty over oral only in the case of Ph.D.
programs. Both forms, however. were used predominantly
by New Institutions which administered comprehensive
final examinations. £d.D. programs in Al Institutions. uti-
lizmg comprehensive examinations. revealed an almost equal
leaning to one of the three possibilities open to them, but
among the New Institntions the written form of the exam-
ination was the most frequent used. [t should be stressed
that comprehensive examinations covered both the disserta-
tion and all academic work taken.

About 85 percent of the Ph.D. and 1:d.D. programs re-
ported that their final examination ¢overed the dissertation
only Y No institution used only a written final examination
1o cover the dissertation,- The predominant form of this
type of final examination:was the oral examination. This
form was used in 75.3 percent of all Ph.D. programs and in
75.0 percent of Ed.D. programs. Similar percents were
noted at the OIld Institutions for both Ph.D. and Ed4.D.
programs. 11d.D. programs at the New Institutions had a
somewhat lower percent.

FFourteen doctoral programs indicated that both written
and oral examinations were used to cover the dissertation
only as their final examination. On the basis of some writ
ten statements with responses to this questionnaire item. it
was concluded that this response meant the final examina-
tion over the dissertation was oral but a written examina-
tion could also be administered if the results of the oral
examination were not felt 1o be satisfactory.,

No Final Examination
ThLy data indicated that 91.0 percent of all Ph.D. pro-
grams and 94.4 percent of all EA.D. programs had some
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form of final examination. This meant that not all institu-
tions had final examinations. Specifically. there were eight
Ph.D. programs and five Ed.D. programs which did not have
sonmie type of final examination.

Some of the institutions indicated that requiring a final =
examinadion of any type was optional. By this they meant
that there was no institutional policy requiring a final
examination and that, if a final examination of some type
was administered. it was at the discretion of the student’s
cemmittee,

TERMINAL RESEARCH PROJECT

Although the terminal research project is considered a
training instrument in the techniques of scholarly research
and of .reporting the findings, it also represents a contri-
bution to the knowledge of a given field. However. the
interpretation of what constitutes such a project remains
unclear. Such terms as “dissertation.” “thesis.”” “field
study,”™ “applied research™ appear to be interpreted in as
many different ways as there are doctoral programs. This
section considers the findings of the Current Study regard-
ing the terminal research project.10

‘Satisfying the Terminal Research Project

As shown in Table 54. 96.6 percent of ali Ph.D. pro-
grams and 91.1 percent of all Ed.D. programs were de-
scribed as permitting a formal dissertation as the only
acceptable terminal research project. A very similar pattern
was seen in both Old and New Institutions but it was inter-
esting to note that the final dissertation only requirement
did fall to 88.7 percent in the Ed.D. programs in the Old
Institutions, while at the same time the New Institutions.

TABLL 54

}

SATISFYING TERMINAL RESEARCH PROJECT

Old Institutions

New Institutions All Institutions

Type of Praject h.h. % EdD. 2 Ph.D. % kd.D. e Ph.D. % kd.D. “
Formal Dissertation 04 95.5 63 88.7 22 1000 19 1000 80 96.6 K2 911
Field Study Report :

Choice 2 3.0 0 8.5 2 2.3 6 6.7
No Response i 1.5 2 28 1 b 2 2.2
Total ) 67 1000 7t 1000 22 1000 1Yy 1000 89 1000 Y0 1000

BSpringfield College does not give a comprehensive final examination.
9Springfield College uses both an oral and written final written examination over the dissertation.
10§ pringfield College tequires a formal dissertation as the terminal research project for the D.P.k. degres.
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without exception in either degree. required the formal
dissertation as the terminal research project.

Another striking feature of this requirement of doctoral
study in Education was that no institution whatsoever pet-
mitted a field study report as the only terminal research
project available to candidates. There was some lessening of
this position, however, as two PhD. programs and six
LD, programs did report that 2 choice between a fonnal
dissertetion or a field study report was possible in their
institutions.

Other Factors Related to the Terminal Research
Project Proposal Written Under Supervision

As shown in Table S5, 90.4 percent o All Institutions
reported that the research proposal was written under
supervision, a situation that was true for all the New Insti-
tutions. One institution reported that this varied with the
department and the nature of the research proposed. One
institution indicated that the propesal was not written
under supervision.

TABLE 58

RESI ARCH PROPOSAL WRITTEN BY
STUDENT UNDER SUPIRVISION

Old Institutions  New Institutions  All Institutions

Response - No. o No. K No.. ‘i
Yes 79 95.2 0 1000 109 964
No 1 1.2 1 0.9
Varies ! 1.2 1 0.9
No Response 2 24 2 I8

Total 53 100.0 30 1000 11} 1000

Research Within the Instructioral Program

Table 56 showed that 42.5 percent of AN Instituiions
tequired that the dissertation research be an outgrowth of
the student’s instructional program. This position held true
in 38.0 percent of the Old Institutions and in 53.3 percent

of the New Institutions. P

On the other hand, 434 percent of All-Institutions .

stated that the dissertation research did not have to be an
outgrowth of the student’s instructional program. Forty-
seven percent of the OId Institutions subscribed 1o this
view, but only one-third of the New Institutions reported in
this manner. Ten institutions indicated that a choice was
puossible. These institutions reported that, in some cases. the
choice of the direction of the dissertation research de-
pended upon the student and his conunittee. In other cases.
it was indicated that. in general, the dissertation evolved
from the instructional program but that it was permissible
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to go outside of the instructional program for the research
if that were necessary for the study.

TABLY So

DISSIRTATION RESEARCH AN -OUTGROWTH
O INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

Old Institutions  New Institutions Al [nstitutiony

Response No. - No! i No. &
Yes 2 5.6 16 53.3 48 425
No 19 7.0 10 333 a9 434
Choice 8 9.6 2 6.7 10 8.8
No Response 4 4.8 2 6.7 6 5.3

Total 83 100.0 001000 113 100.0

Basis of Final Examination

The questionnaire inquired if the dissertation formed the
basis of the final examination. As indicated in Table 57. the
dissertation content did form the basis of the final examina-
tion in 90.3 percent of All Institutions with a very close
picture heing reported for both Old and New Institutions.
Only 6.2 percent of Al Institutions reported that the
dissertation did not form the basis of the final examination,
while one institution reported that this varied with the area
of study and the nature of the research.

TABLE §7

DISSERTATION CONTENT T ORMS BASIS
OF FINAL FXAMINATION

Old Institutions  New Institutions Al Institutions

Response No. o No. - No. - %
Yes 74 89.2 28 932 102 90.3
No N 6.0 2 6.7 7 6.2
Varics I 1.2 1 09
No Response 3 16 3 2.6

' Total 53 1000 n 100.0 113 1000
Summary

Diversity in curricular requirements among the institu-
tions was more the keynote than similarity. Nevertheless. it
was apparent that certain general trends did appear while at
the same time interesting shifts in practices employed by
the New Institutions as distinct from policies operating in
the Old Institutions were observed.

The semester credit hour system was used in nearly 70
percent of Al Institutions, while the quarter system op-
erated in over one-quarter of the institutions.




The minimum number of semesier hours required for
the Ph.D. degree ranged from 42 to 96 hours, with a
median of 76 hours and a meun of 75.7 hours Minimum
requirements for the Ld.D. degree ranged from 60 10 99
hours, with a median of 87 hours and mean of 82,2 hours,
Little difference was reported for policies operating in the
Old and New Institutions.

The minimum hours (including the dissertation) beyond
the master’s degree required for the Ph.D. degree ranged
from 18 to 90 hours, with the median being 54 hours. and
the mean being 49.4 hours. In the case of the t:d.1).. the
minimum number of hours beyond the master’s ranged
from 18 to 90 hours with a median of 58 hours and a mean
of S1.8 hours. New Institutions required about five hours
more than Old Institutions for both degrees and the range
of hours was considerably reduced in both degrees. the
2d.D. programs reported a range of 44 to 06 hours required
heyond the master’s degree to earn the doctorate.

The miniinum transferrable hours permitted for the
Ph.D. ranged from 0 to 60 hours, with the median being 31
hours an< the mean being 32.5 hours. The Ed.D. programs
permitted a maximum of transferabie hours ranging from 0
to 64 hours. with a mean of 36.5 hours and a median of 36
hours. Although the picture remained very constant for
both degrees at the Old Institutions as well as for the Ph.D.
degree in New Institutions, the Ed.D. program in the New
Institutions had raised the mean of itransferable hours per-
ceptibly 10 42.0 hours. '

More than 95 percent of both Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs
in All Institutions required some type of residence. Thnere
was a wide range of interpretation among the institutions as
to what constituted “residence.”

The maximum time for degree completion 1anged from
one to ten years. with the median being six years and the
mean being 6.3 years. The estimated average time for de-
gree completion ranged from two 1o ten years, with the
median being four vears and the mean 4.1 years.

The minimum number of hours required in professiomal
Education courses in Ph.D. programs ranged from 0 1o S8
hours, with a mean of 32 .8 hours and a median ot 36 hours.
LEd D. programs reported a range of 0 to 78 hours of re-
quired professional Education courses, with a mean of 37.8
hours and a median of 40 hours. Little difference for re!
quirements in Old and New Institutions was noted. How-
ever. more than onc-quarter of all programs indicated that
there was no institutional policy specifying this require-
ment. In addition. another 17.9 percent of all programs
reported that this requirement varied with the area of
study.
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The minimum semester hours outside the ticld of Educa
tion required for the Ph.D. ranged from O to 28 hours with
a median of 15 hours and a mean of 14.4 hours. L.d .
program requirements also ranged from 0 to 3X hours. with
the median being 15.5 hours. New Institutions tended to
have a narrower range than did Olu Institutions, but the
general picture for all programs was reasonably constant. It
is noteworthy, however. that more than 50 percent of all
programs reported that this requirement varied with the
arca of study.

The most frequent requirement for major and minor
fields was a major and a minor in Education gnd a cognate
field. This combination was acceptable for slightly more
than one-half of Ph.D. programs and 44.5 percent of Ed.D.
programs. No major or minor was the next most frequent
response for Ph.D. programs but ranked third among 1id.D.
programs. A major and«w minor in Education ranked second
as a requirement for Ed.D. programs and third for Ph.D,
programs. These three requirements accounted for 71.9 per-
cent of Ph.D. programs and 734 percent of Ed.D. pro-
grams.

Courses open to- both doctoral and master’s students
were found at 86.7 percent of the institutions but only
54.0 percenit of the institutions used this combination alone.
The most frequently offered core courses were educational
research. educational statistics. educational psychology.
philosophy of education. and history of education. More
than S0 pereent of the pa:nicip;ning institutions had each of
these requirements. the lone exception being the history of
eduration offering in Ed.D. programs which stood at 46.0
percent.

Reading competency in two foreign languages, one of
which could be waived was the most favored requirement
among Ph.D. progiams. Nearly one-quarter of Ph.D. pro-
grazns and virtually no Ed.D. programs had a foreign lan-
guage requitement. Statistics was the most frequently per-
mitted waiver for a foreign language for both degrees. The
next most frequent waiver was computer programming,

Although a number of methods were reported for
measuring proficiency in the foreign language. the most
trequently used was the Lducational Testing Service For-
eign Language Examination. The unseen translation was the
next most frequent method used.

More than 90 percent of degree programs used some
form of entrance examination. About two-fifths of all de-
gree programs used an intermediate examination, normally
at the end of the first year of advanced graduate study but
before the candidacy examination. Almost 90 percent of all
degree programs used some form of candidacy examination,.
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with about one-hali” of both degree programs using a writ-
ten and vral combination,

About 20 percent of all degree programs used a writien
final examination while about Y0 percent used an oral final
examination. A little more than one-third of all degree pre-
grams used a comprehensive final examination which
covered both the dissertation and other material from the
instructional program. About 85 percent of all degree pro-
grams had a final examination which covered the disseita-
tion only. It was estimated that about seven percent of the
programs had no final examination,

More than 90 percent of all degree programs used the
formal dissertation as the means for satisfying the terminal
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research project Noinstitution reported a field study as the
only method for satisfying the terminal project although
cight institutions did indicate that a choice might be per-
mitted between such a report and the formal dézeeftation.
At more than 96 percent of the institutions. the research
proposal was written by the studen’ under supervision. At
about 42 percent of the institutions. the dissertation had to
be an outgrowth of the student’s instructional program. A
slightly greater proportion of institutions permitted the
student to select his research area outside the content of his
instructional program. Light percent of the institutions per-
mitted a choice between these alternatives. More than 90
percent of the institutions indicated that the dissertation
content forined the basis of the final examination,
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CHAPTER VI

RELATED CONDITIONS

Several mmportant considerations, such as personal
financing and availability of housing. that impinge apon
advanced graduate study are examined and analyzed in this
chapter. It should be stressed. however. that these con-
ditions are viewed fre:m the viewpoint of the administrative
officer in charge of the Eduzation unit and not from that of
the doctoral students.

RECRUITMENT

The questionnaire included an inquiry into the types of
recruitment practices most trequently emploved by the
participating institutions. Specificaliy. institutions were
asked if they operated an active program for the recruit-
ment of doctoral students in Education. In addition. they
were asked to list what practices they utilized. and to in-

dicate the three most frequent of these, Seventy-seven insti- .
tutions or 68.1 percent of the Participating Group reported -

that such a program was used. although apparently it was
not always implemented to cover all fields. It would appear
10 be a departmental decision in a number of instifutions.
Thirty-four institutions, or 30.1 percent of the Participating
Group. reported that they did not have active recruiting
programs. Two institutions did not respond to this inquiry.

As indicated in Table S8, seven of the nine practices
used for recruiting puiposes operated in at least one-quarter

TABLL 58

RECRUITING PRACTICES

Number of Percent

Practicesd Institutions of 113
Faculty and Other personal contacts 76 67.3
Master's program 61 54.0
Scrakirships. fellowships. assistantships $2 16.0
Rehance on reputation znd alumni 49 434
Pubhications 42 3712
Personal fetters 37 327
Suminer session 30 26.6
News stories 16 14.2
School study council 2 1.8

dlnstitutions were requested to-indicate the three most frequent
practices. This accounts for the absence of column totals.
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of the institutions. Faculty and other personal contacts was
the frequent practice. with more than two-thirds of institu
tions reporting uctive recruitment programs using this par-
ticular approach. The master’s program was cited by more
than one-half ol the respondents. while scholarships. fellow-
ships. and assistantships as well as reliance on reputation
and alumni were also well established practices. It would

scem that recruitment programs still have as their camer-

stone. personal contact and the very real need of advanced
graduate students - financial considerations. The printed
word. in the form of publications and news stories, has its
place but its role is contributory rather than major.

FINANCE

Without doubt. one of the primary (in some cases. the
major) considerations facing the student embarking upon
advanced graduate study. is that of financing his program.
At the same time. he has to maintain himself and. in all
probability. his family during the period of study. Such
considerations as tuition costs and the availability of schol-
arships. fellowships. and interaships are therefore central to
his thinking. These facets of doctoral study are considered
and analyzed below. :

Tnition

As a first step. the questionnaire inquired as to what. in
semester hours. constituted a minimum for full-time doc-
toral study. This question was central to the minimum out-
lay in tuition costs facing prospective doctorai students. It
was also pertinent to the varying approaches used (o assess
tuition costs by different institutions. Three main patterns
were identified .- credit-hour rate. a fixed rate for tuition.
usuaily based on a minimum number of credit hours us a
floor for assessment:and a graduated or stiding scale. where
certain limits were fixed. for example. 10-12 hours - S‘300_;
13-15 hours  $350.

All but five institutions responded to this section of the
questionnaire, and the data were analyzed to emphasize the
range of tuition conditions at the various institutions. as
well as to attempt comparisons between private and public
institutions. It was originally intended to make use of the
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mean and median in this analysis but this examination
tended to result in some very atypical findings. which could

not enhance interpretation. As such, these two measures of

central tendency were dropped from this analysis.

Responses trum participating institutions indicated that
the number of minimum cvedit hours required for full-time
doctaral study ranged from four to twelve hours, per semes-

ter. the mode being nine hours. As indicated from Table 59,

this could mean us little as $142 for an academic year for
an in-state resident at o peblic institution, but an out-of-
state stodent at the same typce of énstitution could be catled
upon to rind tuition costs uf $1728 for his studies for the
academic year. Understandably. private school tuition costs
in the same category could exceed this figure considerably,
but in some instances were lower than for in-state students
attending public institutions,

! TABLIL 59

R.AN(iI:‘. O1F TUITION COST

Type Private Public
Assessment Resident  Nan-Resident  Resident Non-Resident

$17-250  $30-250 $9.35 $23-72
$1475-2350 $1475-2350  S50-880  $200-1680
$200-1200  $545-1200  $142:600 $162-1140

redit Hour
Flat Rate
Graduated

Where a fixcd rate for tuition costs was established.,
again private institutions were significantly more expensive
than the public institutions. However, as in the case of the
credit-hour assessment, there were some instances where

-the out-of-state student was meeting hisher tuition costs

than he would at certain private inrtitutions. In the cate-

’

gory of the ‘graduated scales for assessing tuition, the pic-
ture for both private and public institutions was relatively
similar. This may well have been a chance finding. as very
few institutions employ this practice for graduate study.
although it is reasonably common for tuition costs at the
undergraduate evel, As was to be anticipated. there was a
number of wide discrepancies between the costs facing resi-
dent and non-resident students. On the other hand. it was
interesting to note that snme private institutions did
employ such a division. In all such instances. however, tie
ceiling for tuition costs was identical and what differences
weie repurted were at the lower end of the scale.

Financial Assistance

Doctoral students traditionally seck some form of finan-
cial assistance from the institution they are attending. This
will normally take the form of a scholarship, fellowship.
assistantship or internship. This, in many cases. is a neces-
sity to offset the loss of income during the period of study.
In the Current Study, information was sought as to whai
was available from the institutions themselves. The various
sources, outside of the universities and colleges. were not
considered. These would be more appropriately dealt with
by a study of the graduates of doctoral programs. The
emphasis in this study. as stated before. is from the view-
point of the institution., 5 '

One hu'ndréd and six institutions. or more than 93 per-
cent of the Participating Group, reporied that scholarships
were available to doctoral students. Five institutions did
not respond to this particular item on the questionnaire. As
such, only two institutions indicated positively that they
did not have scholarships available.

TABLE 60

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE (ACADEMIC APPOINTMENTS)

Compensation Per Academic Yr.

No. Available No. Filled (Range)

Type of Appointment Private Public Private Public Private Public
Administrative Assistantship 151 584 151 583 S 500-5400 S 200-13600
Research Assistantship 250 2115% 250 2108% 300-5100 200-11000
Teaching Assistantship 148 4571 148 4571 2200-4500 200-8475
Administrative Fellowship 35 350 25 350 2030-3150 300-11100
Research Fellowship 298 554 298 554 1400-7900 300-7000
Teaching Fellowship 191 578 191 578 1350-5400 30075400
Administrative Internship 28 150 28 150 1500- 14000 2180-12000
Research Internship .20 . 42 20 42 1500-7200 21%0-12000
Teaching Internship 6 10644 6 106% 6400 750-13500

o
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Financial assistance in the form of academic appoint-
ments is reported in Table 60. These analyses must be con-
sidered as incomplete. as not only did thirteen institutions
not respond to this section. but those that did. in many
instances. could provide only partial information. Appar-
ently. this whole area has become so complex. that deans
and departmental chairmen are becoming further and fur-
ther removed from this facet of doctoral education. Qbvi-
ously. this area has become such a speciality. that the
inquiry for this particular facet should have been directed
to the financial aids and scholarships office on the respec-
tive campuses. Nevertheless. it would seem that an ever-
increasing obligation is bheing thrust upon advisers to stu-
dents to be fully aware of what opportunities exist for
financial assistance.

As seen from the table. appointments have been
broken down into three main categories: as:f‘iistanlships.
fellowships: and internships. Lach has its own stib-divisions
of administrative. research and teaching. One distinct fea-
ture which emerged is that. both at private and public insti-
tutions. virtually all thie appointments available were filled.
Another interesting feature was that public institutions
almost consistently had higher ceilings for compensation
for the academic year. the exceptions beingresearch fellow-
ships and administrative internships, which were higher at
private institutions.  ~ -

There were some, surprisingly higher administrative and
research assistantships available at publ}c institutions but
these were very limited in number. Internships, although
the smallest category in terms of numbers. showed a con-
sistently high level of compensation in all divisions of pub-
lic institutions as well as in the administrative division of
private institutions.

As was the case with tuition costs. it was nct considered
proper to use either the mean or median in this facet of

59
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doctoral study in Education. Such figures were very appro-
priate for an individual institution. but were :ikely to lead
10 erroneous findings over a large number of different insti-
tutions. particularly when data were either incomplete or
missing.

HOUSING

-

As shown in Table 61. 93 or 82.3 percent of participat-
ing institutions indicated that housing was easily located off
campus. Nineteen or 16.8 percent of these institutions gave
a negative response to this inquiry on the questionnaire.
There was only one no rvsponse.

The picture shifted considerably when the inquiry
sought easy location of housing on campus. In this case
only 62. or 549 percent of institutions. replied affirma-
tively, while 45 or about two-fifths indicated positively that
housing was difficult to ubtain., Among those replying that
housing was available, there was the "added qualification
that this response meant for single students only. Although
this applied 1o only eight institutions. this could have a
large bearing on the considerations facing married students,
a significant proportion of whom are engaged in doctoral
studies.

To the inquiry as to whether housing priority was given
1o doctoral students, only seven, or 6.2 percent of the par-
titipating institutions. indicated that this was the case.
However. when asked to follow. this response by indicating
on what basis such a priority was established. none of these
institutions gave a definitive statement. Almost four-fifths
of the institutions reported that no priority was given to
doctoral students in this regard. In general, this would
appear to be the case facing the vast majority of students
embarking upon doctoral study.

TABLE o1

HOUSING AVAILABILITY

l:asily Located

Easily Located Priority to

Off Campus On Campus Doctoral Students
Nurmber of ' Number of Number of
Response Institutions Percent Institutions Percent Institutions Percent
Yes 93 82,3 6] 54.9 7 6.2
. No 10 16.8 45 - 398 90 797
No answer or qualified ! 0.9 6 5.3 16 14.1
Total 113 100.0 113 100.0 113 100.0

19
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DROPOUTS * promotion. ranked third in both types of institutions, again
showed a discfepancy of proportions reporting this as a
reason. While slightly over two-fifths of private institutions
Probably no more important feature of doctoral study reported this reason. more than one-half of public institu-
pertains than the reasons why students drop out of doctoral tions did so. One ohvious difference in ranking was the
studies. Unfortunately only 21. or 18.6 percent of the par- reason “‘excessive demands on time devoted to,non-course
ticipating institutions. indicated that they had carried oui duties.” Ranked a joint third among private ‘institutions
studies to investigate the underlying reasons for students with over two-fifths of the respondents Stating this as a
. having taken this drastic decision. This meant that the re- major cause for studerits dropping out of doctoral study'. it
sponses received to this inquiry, were largely “educated was only seventh in ranking among public institutians and
guesses” given by an administrative officer. It should be occurred in slightly over one-quarter of the responses. At
emphasized that the responses were not those of the stu- the low end of the scale. both types of institutions regarded
dent himself. One interesting response was the flat state- housing problems and professional relationships of little or
ment. “We cannot make a valid statement to this inquiry as no significance among the major reasons for dropping out
we have no empirical evidence upon which to base it.”” This of programs,

was probably the most valid response received.
4

All administrators were requested to indicate what they SUMMARY
considered the three major reasons why doctoral candidates N
did not complete their programs. As shown in Table 62. the _ .
reasons were listed in rank order by type of institution. The Slightly more than three-tenths of the participating insti-
most frequent three reasons were the same for both private tutions indicated that they did not have an active recruiting
and public institutions. but percentages of these occuring program. Some reported their programs were limited to cer-
were markedly different. Inadequate personal financing was tain fields only. The three most frequent practices reported
reported in slightly over three-quarters of public institu- were faculty and other personal contacts; the master’s pro-
tions but in less than one-half of private institutions. Never- gram; and fellowship, scholarships. and internships. The
theless. this reason was ranked first as a major reason for first named was reported by more than two-thirds of insti-
both types of institutions. Difficulty with the dissertation tutions wiih active programs.
ranked second in public institutions wit* more than three-
fifths of these reporting in this manner. The same reason Tuition costs revealed the expected wide range, whether
was joint first among reasons given in private institutions, it was assessed on a credit-hour basis, by a flat rate, or on
but stood at only 46.2 percent among private schools. Job some sliding graduated scale. Private institutions were pre-

TABLE 62

\
MAJOR REEASONS FO!Q DROPOUTS

Private Institutions - Public Institutions
Reasons? Number Percent of 39 Rank Number Percent of 74 Rank

Inadequate Personal Financing 18 46.2 ] 56 75.7 |
Difficuliy with Dissertation 18 46.2 1 45 60.8 2
Job Promotions which Precluded

Continuation of Doctoral Study 16 41.0 3 40 54.1 3
Excessive'Demands on Time

Devoted to Non-course Duties 16 41.0 ’ 3 19 25.7 7
Recommendation of the Institution '

(Inadequate Scholarship) 10 25.6 5 32 43.2 5
Academic Pressures 9 23.1 6 35 473 4
Family Problems 8 20.5 7 30 : 40.5 6
Personal Health 4 10.3 8 14 189 8
Housing Problems 0 0.0 9 S 6.8 9
Professional Relationships 0 0.0 9 s 6.8 9 |

dInstitutions were requested to indicate the three most frequent reasons. Thic accounts for 2%sence of column totals.
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Availability of housing on-campus proved a problem for
at least two-fifths of the respondents. Among those institu-
tions, which did report easy accessibility of housing on
campus, there was some indication that single persons had
less trouble in obtaining such housing than did married
persons. Very few institutions had set up housing priorities
for docroral students in Cducation.

Twenty-one institutions reported that they had at-
tempted research into the problem of dropouts among doc-
toral candidates. Inadequatc personal financing was re-
poried as the most frequent reason in both public and
private institutions. It was reported, however. by niore than
three-quarters of public institutions but by somewhat Jess
than one- half of private institutions. Difficulty with the
dlssertanon ranked second in both types of institutions:

Job: promouon Wthh prevented connn[uauon of douoral

sludy was the lhlrd most: rcponed reason for droppmg out

of the' program in both public and pnvale institutions.
Equally ranked in private schools only. was the excessive
demands on time devoted to non-course duties. Housing
and professional relationships were reported to offer little

-or no problem in either type of institution.
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CHAPTER VI

CHANGES, NEEDS, AND PROJECTIONS

The Current Study also inquired about significant cur-
ricular changes and areas of critical shortage in order to
relate them to degree production. This was artempted by
means of two open-ended gugtions. First. the réspondents
were requested to indicater 1 sigmficant changes in the
doctoral program in LEducation had been made in the past

* ten years at their particular institutions. Second. they were

asked 10 list what they felt to be the three most critically

i-needed program expansions or new program developments

at that ?jlimé for which additional persons in the field of

- Education at the doctoral level were needed.

1t was conceded that such responses would represent the
opinions and interpretations of the respondents. Neverthe-
less, it was felt that those responses would give some insight
into the thinking of administrators about expanding doc-
toral production in Education. This chapter considers these
administrative opinions. In.addition, some attempt is made
1o consider expectations for doctoral production in the
field :of,[‘iducalion during the next decade.

v
i

A. Significant Curricular Changes

A number of significant curricular changes in the pre-
vious ten years were reported by the participating institu-
tions. Somé of those changes were not strictly curricular,
although were apparently interpreted as such by some ad-
ministrators. There were 12 institutions. or 10.6 percent,
which did not respond to this inquiry. This represented 19
programs.

As shown in Table 63, the significant changes during the
previous ten years, as reported by the administrators, were
placed intoc seven categories. The most frequent type of
change was program expansion, which accounted for 70.4
percent of participating institutions. The largest number of
these expanisons were developments in arcas of concentra-
tion. The next most frequent type of change concerned
general policies and procedures, which occured in 22.9 per-
cent of participating institutions. These were apparently
made in order to improve existing programs.

The remaining changes, all of which were reported by
less than one-seventh of participating programs, also re-
flected program.modifications designed to improve the doc-
toral programs. Even the reduction and deletion of pro-

grams reflected this in that such action permitted the
strengthening of other programs.

TABLL 63

SIGNIFICANT CURRICULA CHANGES

1958-1968

. P Nr.of Total * ,

Changes 4| Prog. Prog; Pet.

Policies and Procedures ! _"‘”; a1 229
Redefine and clarify requirements - ) 11
Lstablish a more flexible program 10
Shift in administrative responsibility 7
Change length of program S
Change admissions policy 4
Change examination policy 4

Progi.m Lxpa.sions 126 70.4

Developments in areas of concentration -

Added doctoral programs 20
Developments in the doctoral programs 24

Program Deletions and Reductions j’x 12 6
Program deictions " 7 ‘
Program reductions S

Supporting Reguirement 23128
Increase cognate requirement 10
Develop interdisciplinary studies 7
Emphasiz2 courses outside educatior. 6

Practical Expericnce 14 18
Practicums 6
Internships 6
On-campus teaching 2

Research Component 24 134
More emphasis on research mcthodology 12
More research programs 8
Empbhasize statistics 2
Emphasize computer methodology 2

Research Tool Requirement 20 11.2
Alternatives to the foreign language requirement {1 .
Elimination of the foreign language requirement 7
Reduction of the foreign language requirement 2

Of particular interest in this inquiry were program ex-
pansions in the areas of concentration. Eighty-two pro-
granis, as indicated in Table 63, had reported such develop-
ments. The breakdown of these developments by areas of
concentration is reported in Table 64.




TABLE. 64

PROGRAM EXPANSIONS IN AREAS
OF CONCENTRATION

Nr. of Pet. of

Area of Concentration Prog. Prog.
Higher Education 1 6.1
Foundations of Education 8 4.4
Administration and Supervision 7 RN
Curriculum 7 RIC)
Psychology o 33
Guidance and Counseling 4 22
Measurement 4 22
Special Education 4 2.2
Urban Education 3 1.5
Adult Education ] 0.5
Afro-American Education ] 0.5
Englisl; Education 1 05
Foreign Language Education ] Q.5
Mathematics Education 1 0.5
Reading. 1 0.5
Religious Education ] 0.5
Science Educatien | 0.5
Secondary Education | 0.5
Social Science Education 1 0.5
Speech Education ] 0.5
Teacher Education ] 0.5
Vocational Education ! 0.5
Unspecified 15 8.3

Total 82 459

Higher education was the most fiequenily “eported area
of expansion with foundations of education in second
place. It was noted that the areas of administration. and
guidance and counseling were in third and sixth places
respectively. These were the two areas, which produced the
largest number of graduates as reporied in Table 19. As
such, it might be reasonably inferred that expansion in
these areas contributed to the high production of doc-
torates. _ "\

In addition, the information in Table 64 reflected the
development of areas in which there were needs for-doc-
toral-trained individuals. There were some indications that
these developments were tending to fill some of the antic-
ipated needs in certain areas of concentration noted in the
AACTE Study.!

B. Most Critically Needed Program Expansion

To determine mote precisely the future needs at thas
time. it would be necessary to onduct a manpower study
of the field of Education and to vompare the results. both
nadionally and regionally . with aciual degree production by
area of concentration. In this way. the needs. bath withun
and without the field of Lducation, for individuats in Ldu-
cation could be ascertained.

A facet of the deteimination of future needs would be
to find out what the administrators in professional L:duc a-
tion felt would be the most critically needed program ex-
pansions o1 program developments in the field of Education
at this time. The Current Study attempted to ascertan the
thinking of administrators regardiag this pomnt.

For the most part. three critical needs were idicated
However. in a number of cases, more than three wete given.
indicating that the respondents felt that the critical needs.
as determined at that time, could not be limited to only
three. There were 15 institutions, or 13.3 nercent, which
did not respond to this inquiry. This represented 2i pro-
grams or 11.7 percent.

It was assumed that, in responding to this item. the
respondent would consider the broad needs o! the field.
whether they were national. state, or regional. Hewever,
most of the responses to this item seemed to express local
needs for the growth and development of the field of £du-
cation at their institution. Of course. broad needs would
underlie the specific responses of institutional needs. Con-
sequently. the composite of the responses expressed would
indirectly imply broader needs.

'/, - ———
: TABLL 65
~
THREE MOST CRITICALLY NLEEDID
_PROCRAM EXPANSIONS

Expansions Number Percent

Educational Research 370207
Urban Lducation 27 151
Early Childhood Education 23 124
Junior and Community College Lducation 23 129

Table 65 showed the three most critically needed pro-
gram expansions. The most frequently noted need was n
educational research. reported by 20,7 percent of parnci

tHarold E. Moore, John H. Russel. and Donald O. Ferguson, The Dodtorate in Bducation. Vol 11 The Institutions
(Washington, D.C.: American Association of Colleges for Teacher Fducation. 1960). p 80
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pating msntinons Thisanterred plans not only for more
research opportunttics for doctoral students but abso for
more tall-time resesrch nto the problems of hducation.
The sext mest frequently indicated need was urban educa-
uou. reported by 15 { percent of partorpating tnstitutions
Thes response ponted to an awareness of the special educa.
nonal needs ot urban areas. particularly within the inner
Lii}
toris, and afso by mantunons closely awsociated with urban

This was reported by nearly all urban located insttu.
dreds

Two areas were reported by the same number of pro-
grams and ranked thud as o most crincal need. These were

early childhood education and junior and communiiy

college education. Lach were reported by 129 percent of

the participating programs. The area of early childhood
education showed a prowing concern abeut devejoping/ the
capacities of the pre-school child. The area of junior and
comnunity  college education pointed to the need for
teachers and administrators sensitive to this new field of
b ducation
. ° 1

It would appear that these were the areas which would
show promise’ of gaining more attention in the next decade.
Consequently | they nught experience proportionally more
graduates.

Table 06 showed other criticatly needed program ex-
pansions reported by respondenis. this group was headed

TABLE 66

OTHER CRITICALLY NEFDE D PROGRAM 1 XPANSIONS

1 »pansions Number Percent

Higher t ducation 22 123
Curriculum and Instruction 18 101
Special Education 13 3
Adutt Y ducation 13 3
Learning Resources 12 6.7
I'ducational Psychology 9 S0
Preparing € ollegiate-tevel

Teachers 9 S0
Prepare Public School Administrators 9 SO
Interdisciplinary Lducation 9 50
Foundations of Fducation b 45
Reading 8 4.5
I valuation of Fducation 7 19
Teacher Education 4 2.2
Vocational Education 4 22
I'ield E xperiences as Part of the

Doctoral Program 2 A
Generalists 2 1.1
Multi-cultural and Bi-lingual

Education 3 1.7
Science Lducation 1 Q0.6
Miscellaneous 11 6.2

7

1

by higher education and curniculum and mstruciion. each
of which was noted by more than 10 peicent of the re-
spondents These, slong with the next three. special educa-
tion. adult education and learning resources. might show
somie gain in doctoral production during the next decade

The remainder might not have a positive etfect and.
therefors. might actually experience proportionally fewer
graduates This would be particularly true in the existing
programs. New programs would. of course, show some gain,
though smalt. '

C. Predicted Number of Doctorates in Education

Listimates of doctoral production m the field of Lduca.
tien were initially considered 10 he an integral part of a .
survey such as the Current Study. The serting up of sught
projections. however, must be considered of limited value.
A lime series is normally extrapolated from current data,
but often there is little knowledge of the variables either
contributing to or mitigating against the the generation of
such data. As such, the formulae derived, correction equa-
tions and their application. become little more than mathe-
matical exercises. In addition. the question was raised with
regard 1o the utility of such projections on a national basis
for individual institutions with their own peculiar needs.
This would apply whether total production of doctorates
over the coming decade was considered or if 4w, specific
field, such as areas of concentration, was examined. A given
institution may well be interested in national (rer 's. but
the direction it follows should be interpreted ana deter-
mined by an appraisal of its own needs. The above explana-
tion provides a rationale why the questionnaire was not
used to elicit meaningful data with regard to expectations
of doctoral production in the decade ahead.

One of the investigators, however. did attempt to
develop some projections in order to meet the need of
those administrators who felt that such information could
assist them in their planning. He did stress. however, the
limited application of these findings. Sistler based his
formula on the period beginning with the AACTE Suudy
and ending with the Current Study, the years included
being 1958 through 1969, He analyzed the annual g.owth
rate during this period and noted that it had started to
increase. Taking into consideration these factors. he esti-
mated that there would be about 190 percent increase in
total doctoral production in Education during thie next
decade. In addition, he noted that both the AACTE Study
and Current Study reveusled that 37 percent of the con-
feried degrees were Ph.D 's and 63 percent were Ed.D.’s. He
concluded. therefore, that the use of these ratio for the
projected data would give a relatively accurate picture of
the future production of these degrees. Sistler predicted
that doctorates would increase from about five thousand
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graduates in 1969-70 to more than 13,000 in 1979-80, with
a total of slightly less than 100.000 earned degrees for the
decade

However. he questionned whethe: these estimates were
reahistic He cited other sources as indicating that there
would be close to S0.000 doctorates conferred in all fields
by the end of the next decade. This. in effect. meant that
his estimates implied that Education doctorates would com-
prise 30 percent of the total production. At the present
time. these degiees represented about 17 percent of all doc-
torates conferred. Accordingly. he modified his estimates to
a 20 percent level of total production by the end of the
decade. On this basis. he estimated doctorates in Education
would reach a level in the neighborhood of 10.000 by
1979.1980. The total degree production for the decade
would stand at about $0.000. On the basis of this modified

formula. this represented a 105 percent increase in doctoral,

production by the end of the decade.

Summary

A number of significant changes were made during the
past ten years at institutions offering doctoral programs in
Education, Program expansions were -the most frequently
reported change, 707% of participating institutions reporting

such change. The largest number of program expansions

was development in areas of concentration, in which higher
education. foundations of education and ecducational

(4]

administration received the highest ranks. The next most
frequently reported change occurred in modifications of
the general policies and procedures affecting doctoral pro-
grams in Education. Over onetifth of respondents reported
such policy and procedure maodifications.

Several critically needed program expansions or new pro-
gram developments in the field of Education were reported.
The most critically needed expansion was in educational
research. This inferred plans not only for more research

- opportunities for doctoral students but also for more full-

time research into the problems ¢f Education. Urban educa-
tion was the next most cited critically needed program
expansion. Early childhood education and junior and
community college education were bracketed together as
the third most critically needed expansion.

Two projections as to expectations of doctoral produc-
tion during the next decade were given. The first showed an
increase of 190 percent in doctorates in Education and
rising to about 30 percent of doctorates conferred in all
ficlds. This estimate was considered to be unrealistically
high and a modified formula was applied. This resulted in
an estimate of 105 percent increase over the decade. On
this basis, it was estimated that about 10.000 doctorates
would be conferred in the last year of the decade ahead.
Although this meant a steady increase in numbers. it also
represented a siowing down of the present anr ual growth
rate of about 9.5 percent per annum to an estimated 6.7
percent in 1979-80. '
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CCHAPTER VI

SUMMARY . CONCLUSIONS. AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In March 1904, the Comnussion on Higher Lducation of
Phi Delta Kappa adopted a motion 1o bring about. if fea-
stble. the updating of tlie study THE DOCTORATE IN
LEDUCATION which was made by the Studies Committee
of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Educa-

“tion in 1958, The Current Study attempts a replication of

the institutions phase of the 1956-58 AACTLE study cover-
ing the onginal 92 institutions and including new institu-
nons offering the doctoral program in Education. As in the
previous survey, the questionnaire method was the primary
source of data.

SUMMARY
General

Ninety-eight Ph.D. and 97 Ed.D. prograins in 124 insti-
tutions, which granted doctoral degrees in Liducation dusing
the vears J1965-09, were identified. Lighty-nine of these
institutions were in the AACTE Study and 35 institutions
were identified as having introduced doctoral programs
since 1958, Three of the original institutions had termi-
nated their prezrams in the intervening period. Of these
124 institutions, 84 were publicly controlled and 40 were
privately controlled. Nearly twice as many Ph.D. programs
were offered at public institutions as were operating in
private institutions, while 1:d.D. programns at public institu-
tions doubled those at psvate instituiions. In the case of
institutions offering bots the Ph.D. and the Ed.I). degrees,
little difference wus noted between public and private insti-
tutions. The major findings of this study related to 113 of
these colleges and universities, which participated by fur-
nishing information about their doctoral programs.

The institutions and the doctoral programs included in
the study presented a picture of diversity. The smallest
institution employed four full-uime Education faculty
members, while the largest institution among the respon-
dents had 320 full-time faculty members in the Education
unit. Policies regarding part-time personnel within Educa-
tion units varied considerably. Two-thirds of the responding
institutions employead less than 29 such faculty members,
whereas as three universities had in excess of 165 faculty
members on a part-time basis.

Over one-fifth of LEd.D. programs were administered
solely by the College of L2ducation. but more than one-third
of these programs came under the control of the Graduate
College. A like proportion was administered under a dual
arrangement between the two colleges. On the other hand.
Ph.D. programs were administered almost entirely by the
Graduate Cotlege or under a dual arrangement.

Of the 15.140 graduates from the 124 inslilulion(in the
Total Group. 2.132 were produced in the state of New

York alone: seven other states produced none. The Last.

North Central region was the highest producer. accounting
for more than one-fifth of conferred doctorates in Lduca-
tion. The Middle Atlantic was the second largest produces

with 19.1 percent of the graduates. whereas the New

England region was the lowest producer at 4.1 percent.
Only two of the six states in this region had at least one
institution offering a doctoral program in tducation. About
three-fifths of the degrees were granted in institutions east
of the Mississippi. Public institutions produced about
seven-tenths of the degrees conferred during the four-year
period. while about 30 percent were produced %y private
schools. Of the 15.140 doctorates conferred. 13,694 were
produced by the Old Institutions and 1.446 by the New
Institutions. Three institutions produced more than 500
graduatex. Teachess College. Columbia University. heading
the list with 909 degrees for the 12065-69 period. Seven
other institutions produced ten or fewer graduates for the
same period.

The 113 participating nstitu‘ions reported s total of
179 Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs ofiering the degree in Ldu-
cation. One hundred and forty-one programs produced
3095 graduates in the area of school administration. This
area of concentration, together with guidance and counsel-
ing. educational psychology. higher education. and ele-
mentary education accounted for more than one-half of all
the graduates. Thirty areas of concentration were identified
in the study. Schoo! administration alone accounted for
more than one-fifth of the degrees conferred.

Comparisons Between Ed.D and Ph.D. Programs

Traditional statements of purposes of the two degrees




stress the differentiation between these programs. The data
generated in this study did not reveal differences to the
degree expected. In fact, there was a surprising level of
similarity existing between the two programs.

Of the 3G areas of concentration listed, more Ph.D.
degrees were awarded in eight fields and more L.d.D. de-
grees were granted in the remaining 22 fields. However.
both degrees were conferred in all 30 areas of concentra-
tion. The data supported the view that there appeared no
general practice of reserving certain areas for one degree.
Hence. no distinct differentiation as to subject matter was
established between the two degrees.

The classic difference between the two degrees, that of
foreign language requirements. wias confirmed in the study.
Reading competency in two foreign languages. one of
which could be waived, was the most favored requirement
among Ph.D. programs. However, nearly one-quarter of
Ph.D. progiams and virtually no Ed.D. programs had a
foreign language requirement. Therefore, it would appear
that there is some movement toward the elimination of the
foreign language as part of doctoral programs.

Deviations from the traditional dissertation requurement
have often been cited as a prime difference between PhiD).
and £d.D. programs. This was not evident in this study.
Virtually all Ph.D, programs and over 90 percent ot 1:d.D.
programs were described as requiring a formal dissertation
as the only acceptable terminal research project. No institu-
tion permitted a field study report as the only ternmunal
research project avatlable to condidates. However, two
PhD.and six Ed.D programs reported that a chotee he-
tween g fornmal dissertation or a rfeld study was posstble in
them nstrtutions,

There wus some indication that Ed.D) programs tended
to be more structured i fornm than Ph.D. prearams. In
additon, the I:d D, programs were generally more demuand-
g in thenr course requirements

required a teaching certificate for admission. On the other
hand. approximately two fifths of both Ph.D. and L.d D
programs left tlis requirement to the discretion of the
department. There was less variation between Ph.D. and
E£d.D. programs when teaching expenence a5 a cnterion of

r In general. more Ld.D. programs than Ph.D. programs
} the admission process was examined

| Comparisons Between Old Institutions and
| New Institutions

; It was hoped that marked differences might emerge
hetween the OIld and New Institutions indicating new
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trends in preparativn of students embarking upon dectoral
study in Education, Such was not the case. It has often
been felt that new institutions are afforded opportunities to
experiment and to innovate without the traditional barriers
and pressures impinging upon long-established colleges and
universities. However. it may well be that the need for rec-
ognition and acceptance places new institutions in a less
favorable position with the result that imitation cf gstab-”
hished practices is given greater priority in the formative
years than the setting up of new and experimental pro-
grams.

Overall, the New Institutions reported practices and
policies very similar in nature to those operating in Oid
Institutions. Diversity was again apparent although differ
ences between institutions were more limited in range than
those reported in the Old Institutians. Nevertheless. some
shifts were perceptible. New Institutions as compared with
Old Institutions more often required the master’s degree as
4 prerequisite for admission to doctoral study: were less
stringent in requirements pertaining to undergraduate
grade-point average: required letters of recommendation
more frequently {or application: laid greater stress upon
teaching experience us a criterion for admission purposes:
sermitted provisional status more frequently: required an
entrance examination and emphusized more stiongly the
Graduate Record Examination as a screening instrunent,
made the personal interview mundatory more frequently
for acceptance as a doctoral student: revealed greater
emphasis upon required core or tool subjects: more often
administered a comvorehensive final examination, both
written and oral: and. without exception. required a formal
drssertation as the termunal research project. '

Profile of Admissions Requirements

Although diversity characterized the whole study. the
duta did reveal somewhat uniform patterns relative to many
requuirements The “typical”™ doctoral program required

1. A bhachelor's degree from an accredited mstitution
I-our institutions did not require a bachelor’s degiee
On the other hand, 65 institut'ons aid not require a
master's degree wlile 40 did make such a stipulation
for admission to the doctoral program.

Y Certain levels of both undergraduate and graduate
grade-point average. This was a nebulous ares with 43
institutions indicating that admission wis not con-
tingent upon undergraduate academic performance.
while 32 institutions did not require a certain grad-
uate grade-point average for admission to doctoral
study. However, three-fifths of the nstitutions
stressed undergraduate grade-point average and even
more  seven-tenths - had minimum graduate grade-
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pe:nt averages as part of admission criteria.

. At least one letter of recommendation. Six institu-

tions made no such requirement and 10 indicated
that this facet of the admission process varied from
department to department. ‘

An entrance examination. Only two institutions did
not use an entrance examination for admission, while
seven others indicated that this requirement varicd
among departments. The Graduate Record Examina-
tion was by for the most popular screening instru-
ment with over 80 percent of institutions making use
of it. The Miller Analogies Test was used by more
than one-half of participating institutions.

. A personal admissions interview. This was either

required or recommended by four-fifths of institu-
tions. only 21 or 18.6 percent reporting that an inter-
view was not required. The persons most frequently
responsible for the interview were the department or
division chairman, the prospective advisor. individual
faculty members. or a faculty committee.

Admissions counseling, predoninantly in the College
or department of Education. Oniy one institution
indicated that it did not offer admissions counseling.
Admission on a provisional basis. if necessary. Forty-
one institutions, however. did not permit such a
classification.

. No specified age, maximum or nminimum. Lieven

institutions did report reliance on an absolute age as
an admissions requirement. beyond which entrance
to the program was denied. These ages ranged from
35 to 50 years. with the median being 45 years and
the mean being 44.1 years.

. A teaching certificate and teaching experience. The

wide diversity among institutions with regard to these
admission criteria made a definitive statement impos-
sible. Nearly one-half of Ph.D. programs and more
than one-third of Ld.D. programs did nor iequire a
teaching certificate. Seven Ph.D. programs and 20
Ed.D. programs specifically stated that they did re-

quire a teaching certificate. About two-fifths of both -

Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs indicated that this admis-
sion criterion was a departmental or student com-
mittee decision. Teaching experience was not re-
quired by about one-thitd of Ph.D. programs and
one-fifth of Ed.D. programs. Fourteen Ph.D. and 29
Ed.D. programs made teaching experience a definite
requirement. the balance indicating that this require-
ment varied with the department. Where a definite
period was stated to fulfill the requirement, the most
frequent response was three years.

Profile of Curricular Requirements

The “typical” or modal doctoral program included the
following curricular requirements:

ed

0.

. Total semester hours required to earn the doctorate

- 75 hours for Ph.D. (Range 42-96): 82 hours for
E4.D. (Range 6099 hours). However. 20 PhiD.
programs reported that no number of hours was
specified; 16 Ed.D. programs followed the same
practice of not specifying the number of hours to
earn the doctorate. ‘ '
Minimum semester hours beyond the master’s de-
giee - 54 hours for Ph.D.. 58 hours for Ed.D.
(Range for both Ph.D. and Ld. D. - 18-90 hours).
Minimum semester hours in the field of Education

36 hours for Ph.D. (Range 0-58 hours); 40 hours
for E4.D. (Range 0-78 hours).

. No specified minimum of semester hours outside

professionai Education. However, 52.8 percent of
Ph.D. programs and 51.2 percent of Ed.D. programs
indicated that this requirement varied from depart-
ment to department. Nearly one-third of Ph.D.
programs specified a number of hours - 15 with a
range of 0-38 hours: about two-fifths of Ed.D. pro-
grams specified tile same requireéments as the Ph.D.
programs.

. Maximum transferable semester hours ~ 33 hours

for Ph.D. programs and 36 hours for Ed.D. pro-.
grams. The respective ranges were 0-60 hours and
0-64 hours. Twenty-one Ph.D. programs and 6
1:d.D. programs did not specify a maximum number
of transferable hours.

Six years recommended as maxinrum period of time
for completion of degree after admission to study
(Range 1-10 years). Lleven institutions reported no
stated maximum.

Average length of time candidates took to complete
degree tfrom admission to study through graduation
4 years (Range 2-10 years). :

A residence requirement. There was wide interpreta-

tion as to what constituted “‘residence™. '

Requirements for majors and minors in the field of
Education plus a cognate field were reported by
52.8 percent of Ph.D. programs and 44.5 percent of
Ed.D. programs. The next most popular combina-
tion for Ph.D. programs required no major nor

minor. while a major and a minor requirement In
lEducation was the third most frequently used.

£d D. programs favored a major and minor in Edu-
cation only as the second choice, with no major or
mineor as the third most cited combination.

. Cuore or tool subjects required. Only five institutions

reported that core or tool courses were either not
required or not specified. The most frequently re-
quired courses, shown by percentage of the partici-
pating institutions. were as follows:

Educational research 70.8%
Educational statistics 63.4%

D
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Educational psychology 54.0%
Philesophy of Education 50.4%
History of Education 46.0%

11. No foreign language required for 1:d.D. One institu-
tion did report an Ld.D. program in which reading
competency in one foreign language without a
waiver was required. Five other Ed.D programs
reported foreign language requirements but in each
instance this could be wiived. Nearly one-half of
Ph.D. programs required competency in at feast one
foreign language. However, nine Ph.D. programs
reported that. although competency in two foreign
languages was desirable. both could be waived.
Nearly one-quarter of Ph.D. programns had no for-
eign language requirement.

12. Statistics and computer programming were the most
frequently used waivers for foreign language require-
ments, ' '

13, Formal dissertation for both degrees. Six bkd.D.
programs and two Ph.D. permitted a choice between

ke a formal dissertation and a fietd study report.

14. Examination programming: (a) written admission
examination (diagnostic): (b) written and oral
candidacy examination. Sixteen Ph.ly. and 23 Ed.D.
programs reported a written only candidacy exam:
ination: fifteen programs had no candidacy exam-
inations: (¢) final oral examination covering disserta-
tion alone.

Related Conditions

Other conditions investigated in the study were recruit-
ment, housing. finance covering scholarships. assistantships.
fellowships. and internships, and drop-out factors.

Siightly more than two-thirds of institutions reported
that they had active recruiting programs, atthough it did
not always cover all fields. The three most frequently used
practices were faculty and other personal contacts: the
master's program: and scholarships. fellowships, ai.d assist-
antships.

Tuition costs covered a wide range with private institu-
tions predictably more expensive than pubhc colleges and
universities. This was not true in every instance, some over-
lap occurring. Qver nine-tenths of participating institutions
reported that they offered :cholarships to doctoral stu-
dents. Financial assistance was available in the form of
assistantships, fellowships. and internships, Virtually alt of
these appointments were filled. Compensation, both in
private and public institutions. was found to cover a very
wide range. The overall picture for the doctoral student was
not a particularly encouraging one. Tuition costs were
rising; scholarships although available were facing an in
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creasing demand; and fellowships, assistantships and intern.
ships were filled as soon as appointments became vacant.

Housing was generally easy 1o locate off campus. On
campus. the position was both good and bhad. A litue over
one-half of the institutions reported housing easy to locate
(although in some instances this was restricted to smgle
students only) while about two-tifths indicated that hous.
ing was at least difficult to obtain on campus. Only 6.2
percent of partivipating institutions indicated that housing
priority was given to doctoral students.

The most frequently cited reason (by the institution) for
drop-outs was “inadequate personul financing.”™ This was
repurted in slightly over three-quariers of public institu-
tions and by less than one-half of private instirutions,
“Difficulty with the Jdissertation™ was ranked second with
“job promotion whicl. prectuded continuation of doctoral
study'" in third position.

Changes. Necds, and Projections

Program expansions weres the most frequently reported
change during the previcus ten years. Seventy percent of
participating institutigns indizated such a change. Program
expansions were niainly*concentrated in areas of concentra-
tion. Higher education. 1‘0\im\dali0ns of education and edu-
cational administration wereNthe areas of concentration
experiencing the greatest development.

Several critically needed program expansions or new pro-
gram development in the field of Educdtion were repaited.
Liducational research was cited as the most critically needed
program expansion. Urban education followed next. with
carly childhood education and junior and community
callege education given equal weight as the third most criti-
cally needed cxpunsi'on. .

Tyso' projections as to expectations of doctoral produc-
tion during the next decade were given. The first showed an
increase of 190 percent in doctorates in Education and ris-
ing to about 30 percent of doctorates conferred in all fields.
The second projection, considered more realistic. predicted
a 105 perceat increase over the decade - this suggested
about 10.000 conferred doctgrates in the final year of the
decade. 1t was also estimated that there would be a stowing
down of the present annual growth rate of about 9.5 per-
cent to 6.7 percent.

CONCLUSIONS

The wide diversity of instjtutional settings reported in
this study made 1t difficult to arrive at specific conclusions
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from the data generated by this survey. Nevertheless it
would appear both reasonable and appropriate that certain
general conclusions be drawn.

The 1:d.D. and Ph.D. degrees in the field of lzducation

I. While there may be many covert differences Between
Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs. the evidence in this study sug-
gested that the Ph.D. programs had gained ascendancy over
Ed.D. programs to the point that they were about equally
divided. with the Ph.D. programs predominating slightly.
More important. however. was the evidence pointing to the
growing similarity between the two programs rather than
the overt differences observed.

The slight but perceptible greater growth of Ph.D. pro-
grams as compared with Ed.D. programs suggested a move-
ment favoring this direction as nomenclature had come to
mean less about the differences between the programs
themselves. With a decreasing emphasis upon the foreign
language requirement in Ph.D. programs, institutions were
apparently choosing this latter route possibly because of
supposed higher prestige value of thé Ph.D. degree. Many
Ph.D. programs reported were. indeed Ed.D. programs in
everything but title.

The percentage of LEd.D. and Ph.D. degrees conferred
during the period of the study remained steady and it
would appear that some time would have to elapse before a
corresponding change. as noted in the case of programs, was
observed in the relative proportions of the two degrees.

As was the case in the AACTE! Study it would seem
wise to conclude that either degree will be best understood
through its institutional association. In the absence of
general statements as to the diver{;em functions of either
degree. there would appear to be no other alternative.

2. New Institutions appeared more concerned with
establishing acceptance and recognition of their programs
than with the introduction of innovative practices.

The evidence tended to support the hypothesis that New
Institutions would establish programs that generally re-
plicated established ones. The influence of the Old Institu-
tions on the initiating of programs in the more recent

colleges and universities apparently came from faculty -

members and accrediting agencies. Any variations from the
traditional areas usually reflected specific local needs and
interests as. for example, developing programs in urban edu-
cation at urban located institutions. This finding should not
be surprising but expected and understandable. New institu-
tions, however desirous they may be of breaking new

ground. ase gencrally limited by the hard realitics of finance
and recognition with the result that expernimentation in
educational practices does not receive as high a pnonty
rating as would be the case with an institution unfettered
by tradition.

In the case of the institutions which had participated in
the 1956-1958 AACTE study. no major shifts in the pro-
grams were observed. What changes were reported were
usually small. with the exception of liberalizing the foreign
language requirement. In general. the changes which
occurred reflected efforts to improve doctoral programs in
Education with the purpose of upgrading the quality of
doctoral degree holders. 1t would appear that new develop-
ments and new paths of study were more likely to occur at
the well-established institution with jts greater security.
although there were certain instances at the newer colleges
where practices were impleniented at the same time or soon
after those appearing at the Old Institutions. The net effect
of these modifications was to make doctoral programs in
Education less easy to differentiate.

3. The present character of degree production did not in
ali areas of concentration match the identified areas of criti-
cal shortage.

The four areas that were currently the largest producers
of Education doctoratcs were school administration, guid-
ance and counseling. educational psychology. and higher
education. 1t would be inappropriate at the present time of
uncertainty to suggest that any of these areas may event-
ually face a problem of over-production of graduates. It
would appear more proper. however. for the respective
departments to re-evaluate their programs on a regular basis
to determine whether their offerings were consistent with
the needs both of the students and the areas concerned.
Projections for a decade ahead have consistently been
shown to be unreliable because of the unidentified variables
which impinge upon them.

The Current Study identified educational reseaich.
urban education, early childhood education, and junior and
community college education as the areas of greatest criti-
cal shortage. For the same reasons cited above. it will not
be proper to steer all aspiring doctoral students toward
areas of critical shortage merely to produce the numbers
required. As an example, there is growing evidence that
educational research courses are not taking account of the
various audiences to be served in the educationzl enterprise.
Different types of training in this field are required by
research methodologists, developers, diffusers, and evalua-
tion specialists and it may well be argued that educational
research in the conventional sense is already oversubscribed.

'Harold E. Moore, John H. Russel, and Donald G. Ferguson, The Doctorate in Education, Vol 1l The Institutions
(Washington D.C.: American Association of Colleges for TEacher Education. 1960). p. 78.

R ————————NNT - T




Again tlis points to the need for a serious and periodic
evaluation of the area of concentiation under investigation
to determine whether overproduction or underproduction
does in fact exist.

4. The critical nature of financial assistance for students
is likely to persist and possibly become more acute.

The evidence pointed 1o an increasing financial burden
being placed upon students. Not only were tuition fees on
the increase (and in this regard out-of-state students in
public institutions were having to meet staggering costs) but
scholarships. fellowships. assistantships and internships
were in such demand that whatever opportunities existed
these were rapidly absorbed, Colleges and universities were
obviously aware of the problem but the indicators suggest
that the present level of assistance is not likely 16 keep pace
with student needs in the years ahead. The most cited
reason by administrators for students dropping out of
doctoral programs was “inadequate personal financing™ and
the evidence pointed 10 an increase in this direction rather
than an alleviation of the position.

It must be constantly borne in mind that tuition costs
are but a minor proportion of total costs incurred by the
student. The question of housing therefore is ot paramount
importance. The study revealed that housing was generally
easily available off campus but that on campus oppor-
tunities ranged from excellent to non-existent. There was
also definite evidence that married students face greater
difYiculty than their single counterparts. Adequate married
housing at reasonable cost is more likely to be found on
curﬁpus but when such opportunities are limited it adds to
the problems of married students with families. a significant
fraction of whom are engaged in doctoral swudies.

5. \There was little evidence that admission criteria had
changéd from their traditionial hurdle role to one of indivi-
dual e\\jalualion of a student’s needs and his or her desired
terminal behavior.

-Allh(‘)_ugh many of the admission criteria and the deci-
sions arising from them were left to the discretion of indivi-
dual departments, there appeared to be a growing uni-
formity of the criteria employed. As an example, the
Graduate Record Examination was employed by more than
four-fitths of the institutions. At the same time it would
seem that there was little agreement as to the weight given
the various criteria in the admission process. This apparent-
ly arose from a sincere desire 10 recognize individual differ-
ences and the needs arising from those differences. This
tended to suggest that there was little true understanding of
what the criteria were purported to measure and how these
would relate to what the graduate would be required to
perform in his future vocation at the completion of the
doctoral study period.
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No single institution reported a genuine departure or an
innovative approach to the difficult problems facing the
admission officer. With the controversial concept of “open”
admissions policies gaining ground. it was expected that
some divergent practices might have emerged even at the
advanced graduate level but such was not the case.

6. Curricular practices in spite of differences between
institutional settings revealed 4 distinct trend toward
greater uniformity among programs.

Modifications. apart from the liberalizing of the foreign
language. were generally minor. New Instituticns in parti-
cular presented a similar picture based largely upon the
adoption of practices to upgrade the traditional programs in
operation in the Old Institutions. New areas of study such
as urban education, which did emerge in city located insti-
tutions. were more the exception than the rule. Curricular
offerings and requirements showed little evidence of taking
into account the individual student’s needs and of relating
these to their future concerns. Courses of study showed
little change from those of a decade before and the same
sequence of hurdles was much in evidence.

7. Based on the current situation, relatively little chaoge
will be projected in doctoral production in the field of
Education during the next decade.

An incresse in iotal dectoral production in Education
was projected for the next decade. This projected increase
amnunted to about 105 percent for the period. which was
less than that observed during the last decade. The slowness
of the projected increase in doctoral production during the
next decade was supported by the fact that the.projected
annual growth rate for the period showed a decrease.
averaging about 6.7 percent per year over the decade. The
previous decade showed an annual growth rate of 9.5 per-
cent. :

Little relative change was projected by area of concen-
tration, The projected figures were, as a whole, relatively
realistic in view ‘of the fact that they are generally compat-
ible with expectations observed in other sourcés. Thus, the
changes in doctoral production projected during the next
decade would be relatively slight.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY.

The following areas are recommended for further study
either through further analysis of data gathered for this
study. through investigating additional problem areas. or
both. )

1. This study should be up-dated annually in order to
obtain a continuing picture of doctoral production in




zducation. This would not ne:essarily mican obtain-
ing information directly from the institutions
through the questionnaire method as a number of
alternate reliable sources were identified during the
course of the survey. Although published sources
may be made only biennially. the data would be
available through permanent storage. for study at any
time. It would. therefore. serve as a baseline for other
investigations.

. There should be a study of the actual demand for
doctoral graduates in Education. This would entail a
lengthy manpower study of each area of concentra-
tion and the relation thereof to the needs both within
and without the_ field of Education. This would help
not only in the development of programs but also in
providing amawareness among doctoral students as 10
the areas of critical shortage.

. A number of follow-up studies have been conducted
on graduates from doctoral programs from various
institutions across the country. These have been

principally geared to reveal the extent to which-

graduates were located in positions suited to their
goals and doctoral education preparation. In almost
all cases, these investigations have been limited to a

"given institution. As a starting point it would seem
that a synthesis of these findings could form the base
of a more comprehensive study covering an assess-
ment of job success coupled with doctoral prepara-
tion and related to demand for graduafes in a givcn
area of coneentration.

. The students, who drop out of doctoral programs,
particularly at the dissertation stage, continue to be
the subject of much concern. Twenty-one institu-
tions in this study indicated that they had conducted
studies in this area within their own settings. Unfor-
tunately these findings are seldom published with the
result that" little more is known about this critical
area than was a decade ago. A comprehensive study.
possibly on a national scale as was recommended by

the 1956-58 AACTE survey. is still in great need. it .

may well be that the very real problem of locating
such dropouts precludes such an investigation. For
- this reason, it may be more fruitful to conduct studies
of students just prior to the candidacy examination.

In this way it may be feasible to seek comparisons
between those who continue with the studies and
those who drop out.

. Curricular  policies and admission requirements

appear to be moving toward greater uniformity in
spite of the picture of diversity revealed in those
sreds among institutions. There seemed to be little
attempt to relate the profile of the incoming student.
the doctoral preparation. and the desired terminal
behavior of the graduate with his or her proposed
field of endeavor. For this reason. it would appear
appropriate for institutions to examine the feasibility
of evaluating their respective departmental programs‘
by utilizing systems analysis techniques.

5. There needs 1o be further study to determine the

extent of finance as it bears upon the pursuit ol the
doctoral degree in Education. Part of such studies
would include investigations of sources of finance
and methods of developing others for the implemen-
tation of such programs.

. Although not included in this study but as part of

preparation to it. the literature appeared to indicate
that more institutions were planning to initiare
doctoral programs in Education. This should prompt
study to determine if more programs are needed or if
it would be better to expand existing programs. Such
investigation should be geared to determine the
necessary resources and conditions that should pre-
vail in a given institution to ensure a reasonable ex-
pectation of success in either establishing a new
program or in expanding an old one.

. This study indicated that the purposes and functions

of the Ph.D. and the Ed.D. degrees were perceived to
be quite similar. What differentiation there was be-
tween the two degrees reflected the manner in which
the field of study was perceived. It is recommended
that further study to determine more precisely the
difference between the two degrees be undertaken. If
the differences are such as to warrant the distinguish-
ing nomenclature. these features should be clearly
stated. If such differences are shown to be less than
major. a case may well be made for the elimination of
differing titles and the establishment of one degree
alone. )
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APPENDIX A
GENERAL INFORMATION ON TOTAL GROUP OF INSTITUTIONS
OFFLERING DOCTORATES IN EDUCATION. 1965-69

Ed.D. Ph.D. Administrative
first first Responsibility
Institution Type granted granted EdD._ Ph.D.
1 2 3 4 5 6
ALABAMA .
Auburn University State 1955 e D -
University of Aiabama State 1953 1958 G. G
ARIZONA ) :
Arizona State University " State 1954 1964 G G
University of Arizona State 1952 1926 G G
ARKANSAS
University of Arkansas State 1953 —— G
CALIFORNIA
Claremont Gradyate School Private-Grad. R 1937 G
Stanford University 5 Private 1929 1916 L D
United States lnterﬁx&jpnal Unixgisity Private I 1966 G
University of California at BerKeley State 1924 1898 G G
University of California at Los Angeles State 1944 1966 G G
University of the Pacific Private 1954
University of Southern California Private 1931 1926 E G
COLORADO
Colorado State College ! State-Gen. 1941 ? G
Colorado State University : State . 1968 G
University of Colorado State - 1944 1928 G
University of Denver2 Private 1943
CONNECTICUT
University of Connecticut State 1950
DELAWARE
University of Delaware3 Siate
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
The American University
The Catholic University of America Private 1906 E
The George Washington University Private 1933 E
FLORIDA
Florida State University State 1952 195§
University of Florida State 1947 1968 D D
University of Miami Private 1963 ' 1961 D D

g1
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Fd D P D Admmistratnve
first first Rt‘ﬁpon&{")lht}
Institutior. Type : granted granted bdh PhD
| 2 3 4 S O
GEORGIA
University of Georgia . State IRER RIS D b
IDAIIO
University of Idaho State 1962 TN G G
HLLINOIS
Hlinois State University State 1906 [ G G
Loyola University of Chicago? Private 1951 FO2K b
Northern Hlinois University State 19065 D
Northwestern University Private 1922 1944 N G
Southern Hlinois University ' ~ State ? G
University of Chicago Private 1201
University of Hlinois State 1946 N D b
INDIANA
Ball State University State 1963 1964 G G
Indiana University State 1927 1924
Indiana State University State 1967 G
Purdue University© State 19449
University of Notre Dame Private INED G
IOWA
fowa State University State - 1043
University of lowa ) State 1918 G
KANSAS
University of Kansas State 1941 1920 G G
Wicnita State University State ’
KENTUCKY
Univeristy of Kentucky State 1947 1931 D D
LOUISIANA
Louisiana State University State 1933
MARYLAND
Johns Hopkins University Private 1930 1910 ? G
University of Maryland State 1949 1943 D D
MASSACHUSETTS
Boston College Private 1957 K G G
Boston University ‘ Private 1932 L
Harvard University Private 1922 1910 L D
Springfield College? Private College
MICHIGAN
Michigan State University State 1945 IERN L L.
University of Michigan State 1948 1902 G G
Wayne State University State 1949
) )
v~ ‘ 8 [
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ldD. Ph.D. Administrative
first first Responsibility
Institution Type granted granted Ed.D. PhD
1 2 3 4 S O
MINNESOTA
University of Minnesota 1917
MISSISSIPPY
Mississippi Stare University State 1966 1970 G G
Univeraty of Mississippi State 1983 1955 D D
University of Southern Mississippi State 1062 1962 D )
MISSOURI
St Louis University Private 1932 G
University of Missouri State 1937 1916 b D
University of Missouri a1 Kasasas City State 1957 D
Washingron University Private 1036 1938 D D

MONTANA .
Montana State Uiniversity State 1958 19658 G G
Umiversity of Montana State [958 :

NFFBRASKA
University of Nebraska State 1954 1915 G G

NEWJERSEY
Rutgers University® State 1931

NEW MEXICO

New Mexico State University State 1967 D D
University of New Mexico State 1960 1961} D D

NEW YORK

Cornell University State-Private 1949 ! G G

Fordham University" Private 1916 E D

New York University Private 1934 1922 E I:

St. John's University Private 1962 1950 L L

State University of New York at Albany

State University of New York at Buffalo State 1934 1964 E G

Syracuse University Private 1935 1937 E D

Teachers College. Columbia University Private 1935 1898 E D

University of Rochester Private 1962 E

Yeshiva University Private 1959 1951 G G
NORTH CAROLINA .

Duke University Private 1952 1933 G G

North Carolina State University at Raleigh State 1967 D

University of North Carolina State 1954 1926 G G
NORTH DAKOTA

University of North Dakota State 1930 1929 G . G
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Ld.D. Ph.D. Administrative
first first Responsibility
Institution Type granted granted EdD. PhD.
1 2 3 4 5 o___
" OHIO
Case Western Reserve University Private 1941 193] G G
Kent State University Styte 1964 D
Miami University State 1969 D - D
Ohio State University State 1922 G
Ohio.University State 1961 D
/ University of Cincinnati Municipal- 1934 1925 L 7
State Affiliated
\Qﬁiversily of Toledo State 1962 ? D D
J
-~ OKLAHOMA
Oklahoma State University State 1942 G
University of Oklahoma State 193] Y D D
University of Tulsa Private 1954 G
OREGON
Oregon State University Stite 1943 1963 G G
University of Oregon Stale 1942 1921 D D
PENNSYLVANIA
Bryn Mawr College Private-L. A.C. 1923 G
Dropsie College 1950
Lehigh University Private ? D
Pennsylvania State University State 193] 1927 D D
Temple University State-Related 1928 G
Univessity of PennsylvanialO Private 1944 1910+
University of Pittsburgh State 1933 1916 E E
SOUTH CAROLINA
University of South Caroiina State 1923
SOUTH DAKOTA
University of South Dakota State 1959 D
TENNESSEE -
George Peabody College for Teachers Private-Teachers 1951 1919 G G
Memphis State University State 1968 D
University of Tennessee State 1950 D D
TEXAS _
Baylor University Private 1961 1955 D "
North Texas State University State 1953 1969 G G
Texas A & M University State 1963 1966 G G
Texas Technological College State 1953 D
Texas Woman's University State 1937
University of Houston State 1947 D
University of Texas State 1930 1920 G G




Ed.D. Ph.D. Administrative
first first Responsibility
Institution Type granted granted EdD. PhD
1 2 3 4 S 0
UTAH :
Brigham Young University :
University of Utah State . 1950 1949 G G
Utah State University State P 19s4 1954 Di D
|
VIRGINIA
University of Virginia State Y982 1922 B D
WASHINGTON o
University of Washington State Ch 1948 " G G
Washington State University State ; 1950 1938 D D
i i ; ;
! ; P
WEST VIRGINIA : 5
West Virginia University State 1956 l G X
! : .
: {
WISCONSIN i ! |
Mirquette University Private 1967 1966 | G G
University of Wisconsin State 1911 D.
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee State D
WYOMING ; |
University of Wyoming State 1944 1947 D

IGeneral administration by Graduate College; specific administration hy dcpdrlmem
2Administered by “School of Education.”

3Ph.D. program administered by doctoral committee.
4Degrees awarded by Graduate College but control by College of Education.
5Ph.D. awarded by department of Education: Social Science Division :

6Ph.D. program administered jointly by Graduate College and Depdrlmem of Education.

7Awards the Doctor of Physical Education degree.
8Administration by the “Graduate School of Education.”

9Ed.D. program initiated in 1968.

8O




l
r

78
APPENDIX B
DOCTORAL PRODUCTION FOR PERIOD OF STUDY
» . OF TOTAL GROUP, BY STATE
Old Ins’ti(urions; New Institutions Al Institutions
Nr. of ; Nt oof Ni ol
: beg il Deg Deyg!
P Alabama 229 1:7 32?’ PR N
} Alaska
»l Arizona 254 Jo 254 1.7
- Arkansas 151 R 151 .9
California 197 K70 20 14 1217 80
Colorado vZo SN N 0.6 634 4.2
Connecticut 120 09 L 120 0.5
+ Delaware S0 0.7 o, ol
District of Columbia 204 1S 4 2.0 T R
Tlorida 408 34 | 37 26 508 RN
Georgia 182 1.3 § 152 |t
Hawaii: ? :
tdaho | : 45 3 4503
liinois! S10 37 151 F 104 . 001 B
Indiang 690 S0 ! 123 NS K 54
lowa 278 200 ;278 18
Kansas 134 1.0 f D134 0y
Kentucky 82 0.6 82 05
Louisiana 65 05 65 0.4
Maine :
& Maryland 174 1.3 174 1.1
Massachusetts RLT) 29 90 6.0 194 3
‘ Michigan 901 6.6 901 0.0
Minnesota 257 1.9 257 1.7
Mississippi 83 0.0 117 K 200 13
Missouri 188 A ) 0.6 206 20
Montana 13 0.3 43 0.3
* Nebraska 273 20 1273 1.8
Nevada : P
New Hampshire
New Jersey 155 1.1 : 185 1.0
! New Mexico ot 115 5.0 115 0.5
: New York 2039 14.8 93 6.4 2132 4.1
North Carolina 149 11 20 14 169 P
North Dakota 93 0.7 ; : 93 0.6
. Ohio’ 435 32 137 9.5 572 38
: Oklahoma 439 3.2 é 439 29
. Oregon’ 261 1.9 S : 261 1.7
L Pennsylvania 652 4.8 45 R 097 36
; Rhode Island :
South Carolina 2 0.1 21 0.1
South Dakota 88 6l B8 0.6
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Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Virginia
Total

]SU
47
78
131
108
13694

19
41
1.5

e R e
N e o

0.%
100.0

1 86
75

1440

0 Ay
N

100.0

26h
741
2KG

150
47
396
RY
TOK
1140

t
|
|
t

49
()

11
03
20
Qu
07
1000




THE DOCTORATE IN EDUCATIO
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THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA
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{Date)

Name of Institution

Name of person completing questionnaire

Position of person completing questionnaire

1. The institution listed above is chartered as a (check appropriate category)

—— State University

< Private University
.~ State General College . o
—— Municipal College or University i
— State Teachers College . r

__ Private Teachers College : :

, _ml.. Other (Specify) ; ‘ : E . ;
‘.2 (omplete the follovnng table by flllmg in the number of doctoral degrees m professlonal education awarded
T each of the; years listed below.

i ¢

i | _; : &
July thfough June Ph. D. f Ed. D. j . Other. (Please Specify)
1965-66

1966-67 f

1967-68

*1968-69

*If no degrees were awarded in 1968-69, has the doctoral program in education been terminated?

No ___

ﬁ i Yes

5 The administrative unit within the institution currently responsible for administering the doctoral programs
and awarding doctoral degrees in education is {check appropriate box for type of degree).

Ph. D. Ed. D. Other

a. College of education

b. Graduate college

¢. Dual Contr¢* by a & b '

[

d. Other {Specify) ;
4 a. During 1968-69 the total institution had —__ fuil-time faculty members {persons holding rank as
: instructor. assistant professor or higher including visiting professional persons).
. b During 1968-69 the total institution had —_____ part-time faculty members.
5. a. The number of full-time faculty in education in 1968-69 was — _____ (Same requirement as above and

exclusive of laboratory school personnel).

b. The part-time faculty in that same time period included . persons. (Do not include laboratory
school personnel unless they teach college courses on a part-time basis).




In 1968-69 how many full-time faculty members were qualified to direct doctoral dissertations?

7. When answering this question please usé the GLOSSARY describfng these areas of concentration which ap-
pears at the end of the questionnaire. Please indicate, in the following table, the number of Ph. D.’s in educa-
tion and/or the number o{\Ed. D.’s conferred in the academic years 1965-66, 1966-67, 1967-68, and 1968-69 for
those areas of concentration offered at this institution. Additional entries can be made at the end of the table.
Do NOT enter a student m?re than once under an area of concentration.

\

1 Areax of
Concentration |

P v o

Ph.D.

1965-66
Ed.D.

1966-67 -
Ph.D. Ed.D.

1967-68
Ph.D. Ed.D.

. 1968-69
Ph.D. Ed.D.

Adult ;Educatioﬁ "l
Agriculture Education - \\

Art Education ]

Audio Visual Education \

i ..
Business Education \ :

Education —general (where
no sub-speciality developed)

Educational Measurement
and Statistics * ' !

Educational Psychology [ [

Elementary Education }

English Education \

Foreign Language Education '

General Curriculum | i

Guidance and Counseiiﬁg

Higher Educat:i_pn

History and Philosophy of :
Education " . ‘

Home Economics Education i

Mathematics deucation

Music Education

Nursing Education

Physical: and Héalth Education
Reading’ . ;

Religious Education }

School Administration |

Scie;nc;e Education {

Secondary Education i

Social Science Education - \

Special Education ‘ \

Speech Education \

Teacher Education i

Vocational Education :

Other (Spevify) |

[
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8. a. In what vear was this institution authorized to offer the doctorate in the field of education”

Ph.D. Ed.D.

b. What area(s) of concentration in education? (See Glossary) —

c. In what year did-this institution confer the first doctorate in the field of education?

Ph.D. Ed.D.

d. What area(s) of concentration in education? (See Glossary)

9. Were doctoral degrees in fields other than educarmn offered prlor to the date on which the frrst education

doctorates were offered?
i

Yes No Simultanéouély -
10. lf only one doctoral degree is offered in the field of educatlon at this institution, are there plans for of-
fermg a second one? '
Yes . ' No

i ! ; o : i
. N : H I

b. If the other degree is neither a Ph. D. nor an Ed. D. please wrijte the title to be conferred

: i: : : o
. The next several quequons deal wnt,h admlsmons to Lhe doctoral program. Responses to them should provide

information correct for the 1968- 69 school year. : ;' : i

a. Does an apphcant for admnssnon to the doctoral program have to have earned
. No ,

A Bachelors degree? Yes s
5 ; No

2. A Master's degree" Yes

b. Is admission-to the doctoral program d1rectly contlngent on the applicant’s undergraduate:grade p'_nnt
average?

Yes : No

c. Is admission to the doctora} program directly contingenﬁ on the applicant’s graduate grade point average?

: Yes No

d. Are letter:§ of recommendation required for admission to the doctoral program? ;

H {
i Yes N05 Varies with department

e. Isa t,eachmg certificate required as part of the admnssnon process? (Yes or No)

Ph. D. Ed D. Varies with department

f. How many years of teachmg experlence are required for admission to the doctoral program’

Ph. D. Ed. D. — Varies with department

g. 1.,1Is there a maximum age beyofnd which admission is denied?

Yes g: No ___

2. If yes, what is that age?

h. Isa prowsnonal admission status permltted"

E Yes No

Is an entrance examination part of the admission requirements? °

. Yes No - ‘ : i
l { : | 9 1 | : ;

i. 1.
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If ves. please check from the following list which examinations are used for entrance purposes.
. Graduate Record Examination
Miller Analogies Test

.. Locally Constructed Test
. Other (Specify)

¢+ 1 Is a personal interview required as part of the admissions procedure?

, - Yes - No Not required but recommended _.____
¢ Check which of the following persons is (are) responsible for conducting this interview?
: N ; . Admissions officer | C v o P o '
. i P «.. Chairman. division of graduate studv in college. school dxvisron or department ‘of educauon .
| : . n H
2 ! .. Dean or directoriof educatron S ’ e K; , l by oL
’ ; .. Faculty Committee | A ; o Py
i ' ... Faculty members mdnlduallv (usually from area of proposed studvll [ A
i Graduate dean L B Cod . P o . X
3 e l‘ruspectrve advlser or maJor professor ' i
, wm__()ther lbpeufvl . : '
kL 1y ;n:lm:i!%lsll’)‘ns(r()'unslell‘ng :available:'.f o i
| . U Yes | i i o
i - X l i
a. (ounsellng within collcge. school or department. of educaLron L SR S -
b ' Counseling provided by institution’s general personnel servxces SR : oy
—ic. Counseling provided by graduate college ' s , P .
. d. Other (Sp(-(rf)) ~ " P ‘
N ; ?‘ l lu- follomn;, sertlon deals mth currrcular polrcres and procedures 1whxch charact.erne doctoral sLudy.'f'
: o ; i i )
‘ :‘('Iu,arter | 353 ‘;5 :,'5 ; :j o ; :.§ :f P
~Semester 1 i . n ' g i : ' -

. Other lSpe( ify)

v What is the minimum total number of hours requrred to earn a doct,orat.e"

PhoD. ... Ed. D, .~ Depends upon st.udent:’s committee No specified number of hours ____
;

¢ What is the minimum number of hours beyond thé master's dagree required to confer a doctoral degree?

Ph.D, Ed. D
d What is the maximum number of Lransferable hours, lncludxnp,r masters degree? . §
Ph.D. EdD __ ’ : : |
L e Is ‘hi‘ conferring Of doctoral degree contingent. u;;on t.ne cdmplet.ion of a resrde;ncy requirement. in your
P ; ‘r.nsntuuon’ : ~.¢\ . v . : K ; ,
o > S PhD. Yes — No_ i Ed D, Yes No . |
’ SR f How man} \'ears are recommended as'a maxrmun. -or degree complet.ron" ] ‘ I
: 8 \\'hal is the estlmated average length of time in years for degree compleonn>
‘ ! h \\ hat is the mlmmum number of hours requxred 1n professxonal educat.ron courses”il': b g
| | E Ph D. Ed D s1 | 35 [ ' : E'i: ' .
i \\‘“hat 48 the mlmmum number of hours requxred outsxde of t.he fxeld of educat.xon" .
! 1 \ S o Ph D —— l Ed D KL ‘ Vanes th.h depaerent | -
[ch CONT I U R PO U ST S A A
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j. Doctoral programs in prcfessional education vary considerab:ly as to their requirements for majors and
minors. Please check below the requirement(s) in your institution.

Req@irement Ph. D. program kEd. D. program

Majors and minors in Education only

Majors and minors in Education plus cognate

'

No majors or minors required 4 . :
i ' . H ' i . B n

: , i.:w: - ! - N . E
; : N ; ; R _ | ; : P ' L
g S R o ! : 4%52 S Lo ) : i : '!i L P P T o ;35? .
; o :
i ; i z
oLl doct,oral students only » i

:_.___.b doctoral and master’s students
c. doctoral, mast,er s, and undergraduate students

41 A. number of core or tool sub]ects are requ1red in doctoral programs in educatlon Thls does NUI mclude

the forelgn language requ|rement Please lndlcate whlch of the followmg fall w:thln thls category o T
R ____Admlnlstrauon and supervmon A : o g
L _.__Computer programing | | : TR o ;]i% L 1
. - Counseling and guidance: : ‘ k ! ‘! N P ‘ ‘
' — Educational psychology Lo ; c x i X
.| ——— Educational research ‘ ; ‘

- : i ¢ M ! [

- Educational sociology =~ ", | | ' P AR
- —Educational statistics L S S

. _i- History of education ‘ S I -
S I L —— Phllosophy .of educatlon IR . : o IR
T Other (Specnfy)

.,a A forelg“l language requ1rement cuswn.arlly characterlzes doct,oral study (,omplet | he fol:l‘ovwiihg-ffby Ef

- checklng whlch categones are utlhzed at your 1nst1tutlon
A o]

i
ol

Requir_ement 3 - Ph. D. Program : Ed. D. Program

No language requirement

Reading competency of one forelgn
language (nc waiver)

Reading competency of one foreign
language (waiver possible)
Reading competency of two foreign

languages (no waiver) .
Reading competency of two foreign x
languages (one may be waived) 5 : v o : i
Reading competency of two foreign = : U
. 'languages (both may, be waived) . ' . e IR

t i B ‘: - o i : ; : . . ,
- . . Y . ' i : . Lo : |

b. If »ivaiver ls permitted. indicatei the substltutlons that can be made at your mstltutlon ‘; f 3 ’

: :' Sub‘stitutioqf? §lj Ph D. Program Ld D Program
Statistics. fw:@ N N T T R et i
Computer programmlng ' ' H
Other(Spemfy) - R oo N Loy N

(- S o S L L A R o

EMC ST T ; T O .

: ! Pt B . I
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c. Please indicate how the reading competency in the foreign language is measured.
a. By unseen translation
——b. By prepared translatiu..
c. E. T. S. Graduate School Foreign Language Examination,
14. a. Indicate which of the following satisfy the terminal research project.
Ph. D. Ed. D.
Formal Dissertation {thesis) only
— . Field Study report only
—_— Choice of the above two ‘ ,
K Lombmatxon of the above two L ,
: T { 1 R
. L : S ; A
b. I$ Lh!e research proposal written. by the student under super\mon o b ¢
: i ; : ) . : ; e i :
[ .~ No ———«—! o N E o
: [ R ’ 0 Ly ; ’ o

! : ] ¢ ¢ i

e Must the dmsertauon deal wnth or b(* an outgrovs th ()f the student's m&tructlondl pmgram’

\CS ——-—-f._ o S L oo
OR ::: ( ‘: N : j:: o .; » J‘

. , : o . . ; ] ' i i 1 o
lls the student pvrmxttcd Lo soloct h:s area of roseirch outside the content of his instructionai program®”

: l , [ ' YCS . . : L ;
b : i .,‘ : s ;§ P o [ : : i
d.. - Does the content of the (Jlsscrtatzon form the bdsxs of the final oxammduon’ Cony i Coo
by , b j . S
' \es : No U | ! ‘ i g

, 15 Major exammatxons customarily (hdracterwc docto «1] study. Complete the following by (The(?kir{g which of

the categories are uuh7ed in your lnblltutl()n :

Cae Exz'amin_ationf

Ph. D. Program

Ed.'D). Program’ |

Admlssmns or entran(e exammdtlo
1|

Intherme'dia;eﬁexamin'a"tio"n:’ ' S o C ; e

Written only Ca B : - Rk o o
Oral only "
Written and oral

Written or oral
| or both

Candxddcy examination:

ertten only

V;Orz.al only » : :

;\\’;itten‘ and oral x ‘ g 3
* \\'fit,tén: or':.oral | I g g .
y : i or both Pl . P - J_ ’ L : ': j: X .
| ‘ Unspecxfled B L ] ! Lo N o
x~§g o . . o Do ' Lo P N N : ] ! i
Fmal L)\ammauon -, B G ¢ 0
iN | o | - pwritten! |
- (anip'reh:én‘si\:'e _ - ] b ‘
A ¥ ;‘Noratlé SR .
NI S e
! ' i

V written | SERINRE Nl RS TN e

|, Covers-dissertation only

P B .
P AT
! : I

v : E ’84 o

Noral - B
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16, Iinancial considerations play a major role in any doctoral program.

The following questions are pertinent to

this area. Please indicate which practices operate in vour institution.

a  How many hours constitute a minimum for full-time doctoral study?
b If tuition s assessed on an hour basis, please indicate that rate in dollars. Otherwise write N/A.
; In-state $ . Out-of-state $ _
l[ If tuition 15 assessed on a flat rate for full-time doctoral study. please indicate that rate in dollars per
;' academic vear. (S'cpt.enﬂwr~.luno) Otherwise write N/A,
’ .ln \mtv S ;w_.“““ o ()ut -of- stdte S__.__q___w ( ; | K- i
d;; If tum(m I8 axx( sxvd on a, g aduatui L-Cale (1 v 1() 12 hrs - SS()O.l 13- 15 hrs ~$350 etc.) y\rlte the amount
)’ ; (hdr;z od for a (ull load 4( E‘
’ : l In- stdtm R
: . 1? . . i
¢.. Are s¢ holdrshlp‘« avmldhkh to, dmtoml htudents ! |

\0»

v

N

'\0 PR

x

" Type of !

Asnistantship

!
i

! Numbor

A\mldble

Fllled

‘\'umber

v

W

‘Administrative.

Research

, 'If_éachingz,f

|

g Most, doctoral programs offcr fellovx bhlpb P)ease complete Lhe gnd bdovx by supplymg Lhe requxred mfor- i

mdtlon under the- dppropnate headmgs

y

'
i

.'i‘ype :Bf Number Number Compensation per Academic Year
Fellowship Available Filled Range Median
Administrative $ $
}t{csearch $ $
'i‘eaching $ $

'

xh lnwrnshlps are becommg an m(reasmg feature in doctoral programs. _Please complet,e Lhe gnd belovx by
supplymg the requnred mformatlon under the approprlace headmgs

i - i‘

l

1

’: Typef of | L Number ¢ f,’\‘n'_umb:er'i N Lompensatxon per Academic Year
 Internship _Available (Filed | Ramge Median
Rescarch B s s
Teaching S | . s - . |s zé
Q ] ! S K j .
lC ] '495 f 1 [ f :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e x‘\\kl\ldnl\hlps form an inte;zral pdrt of most doctoral programs I’lease complete Lhe gnd below by supply-.
m;, thv n:-quxrod mform.ntnon under tho alpproprl.mn heddmg‘s ' ‘ e
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17.

Doctoral students in professional education by virtue of their maturity and. in many cases,

H
. ; H { !
i ; i i ;
: s i
T i H N
: T i
| :
Y : §
. i . :
3 . : ' |
IS i H t
5 v : . .
v . .
|3 ) )
4 i
. q "
: '
: !
K

family responsi-

bilities have a particular concern for the availability of housing.

a. Is housing easily located off campus”
No ...
b. Is housing casily located on campus?
i N .
i 4
] H H
: i . : :
| | L x po
! . i. : : ‘ i ; L Lo ST
: N j i . ; Pl P | } :
H . : [ I ‘
c. ils pranv gw(*n to all doctoral studont ; E
t | : '
: H : : : i oo ‘
! 0o :
: & : b
: jﬁ i:
: . 1 oo
: . . & . K . N . .
' professxonal edut'atmn is thdt of Lhe “drop-|
out (o i o ;1 j Loy T .
: i 4 L L | !
1 i i : " ¢
L o
Has your mstltutlon conducu.d studles on do(‘toral students in educatxon who dld not graduate’ Lo '
! YLb f b N P S , I 'l LT

. The following reasons are often cited as major éaus‘es for * dropouts from doctoml programs I’loaso check
all which appl) in‘your mstntutnon Clrc|e Lhe Lhree :most frequent S : :

_____ Difficulty with dx.ssertdtlon S cEo
:,____ Excessive demands .on time devoted Lo non (ouree duues

i ‘ . , . N . PooL . i B . R . ,

Academlc pressures |

Pamxlv problems fo E v : ' . R

S Housmg problems

P News storles

T Rehance

Inadequate personal fmancmg

——Job promotions which precluded continuation of docLoral study
— Personal health

Professional relationships

—— Recommendation of the institution (lnadequate scholarship)

Is there an active program for the recruitment of doctoral students in education to your institution?’

1
: : o ; :
> 4 P . . ‘ :
: \CS No: ; P : ; - .
e , P : : b ; Lo : : ; o
, : i C i i ' ; .o
L ! i §!i C : ;

T__ Cooperatlon wnh other msututmns
Faculty and other personal contacts

Personal"letters
Pubhcaélons
reputatlon and alumm ,
___Scholarshlps fellowshlps‘ asexstantshlps I N
Schodl study! oouncxl X E . §
‘Suinmer se:s‘§xon ' DN b :

G . SR S B
Y S0 - AL . . s v,;gllg

O

»
N
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20, Piease indicate, in the following fjable. the full-time and part-time enrollment figures in the academic years
‘ 1965-66, 1966-67, 1967-68, and 1968-69 for all doctoral students at your institution.
| .
|
l Full-tim;e Part-time
| Doctoral Doctoral
Stndents Students
1965-66 l ; ;
. | = i
o 1966-67 ; ‘ l : | L
[ . ! iy ‘ ! ' i i.
oy ‘ : o L Loy P L
5 il E i © 1967-68 ; SIS ;? i ; ’ i
; ’ v cod — - — ‘ ’. '
e 0
. l : i N FA P ll‘ ! e ll c : ;l C : 3
' o B E’: S —_— s b ' 2 ,H ;::
21. ‘Please mdxcate in: Lhe followm;., table Lhe full- ume and part- ume enrolln enL f\gures in’ the academlc yedrs- ’
: © . 1965-66, .1966 67 1967 68, and 1968-69 for ‘doctoral s,tudents in profesmonal educatlon d(, your mstntutnon '
| . | Fulliime | . Parttime o |
l b : PRI S * Doctoral ! ¢ Doctoral i o
l b : v ; N ?lii:: Pl o " TR Students R Students P ) - 5?!
f o | ' in Education - | |' = L" Education .'; UE
| P A T D R RS ol e i ‘
w ’ - '1965-66 O K S . Eo i
| - 1966-67 S S R T D T A R
Do . Gl 196869 ( f

:22. The "followlng open-ended:'? questions are Jincluded for the purpese of ascertaining areas of critical shortage
which, in turn, are to be compared with degree production.

a. What significant curricular changes in the doctoral program in education have been made in the past ten
years in your institution?

. i [ . i
b. As an administrator, please list: what you feel are the three most critically needed program expansions or
new program developments in the field of education at this time, for which additional persons in the

field of educatxon at Lhe doct,oral level .are needed.

§
l ‘ | ;
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: : i : .
v i i
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Your assxstance Ln thls project is deeply apprecxated 331 you ever need normative mformatnon mvolvmg com-
binations of the data an these items, please do not hesxtat,e to dlrect a: request to the Phl Delta depa Research

Servlce Center. |




GLOSSARY OF AREAS OF CONCENTRATION

Adult education: a course of study leading to the doctoral degree in the field of education which is concerned with curriculum
and teacher education as these relate to the purposeful effort toward the self-development of adults. This includes doctoral
degrees in the field of education which have major concentrations in continuing education and extension education.

Agriculture education: a course of study lvadmg to the doctoral degree in the field of education which is concerned (a1 with .the
duties and responsibilities related to agn( 'ulture and (b) with curric ulum and teacher education as these relate to thv teach-
ing of agriculture. i : ; b

ArL educaLlon a course of; study lvadmg to tho do( toral degroo in the field. of education which is concerned with (urn(ulumf , ;
;E: ; and. Loac er OdU(atlc)n|as these irelate to the teaching of the \'lslml ‘and space arts.; This includes doctoral d(*gr(»es in the' ' :
L field of education’ which ha\(' ‘major (oncentratmns |n art np[)rocmtlon (()mmor(‘ml art., d('slgn dramng fm(- art, and B P
graphic arts by, 5 ;; o b i RS N Ly P
‘ i : ! i ! ' ! Ty [ Lo 1 P
‘Audlo visual education: a cours of study leading 'to ‘the doc*mral degree in the ‘field of vduc.iuor] which is (un(vrnod mth cur- !

riculum and teacher odlu(atm'n asxlhose r(>lalv to the sclmllon and utilization of materials and prf)(‘odures thit dn not . I
d(*pend solelv upon theiwritfen word. This' ln(ludos d()ct.ornl dcgrct’s ] tho field of oduuatmn »\hl(‘h have major (()n(on . o
tralmns in radio and; TV educalmn N . R P g HEE I » Lo

Busmcqs education: a ‘course of M‘ud\ k-admg to lhv d()(wrul degrw in th(* fwld of eduumon whnc‘h is conwrnod Mth curn- -
. culum and teacher education as these relate to dmclopmg skl“\ attltud(w, and understandings ossennal for sudcessful
‘business - relationships. : This m(ludv\ dm toral degrees in tho field of : odumtmn which havo md)or mnu'nlrauons In
dlstrlbutno oduumon - e : e ' S O A :

b : I ‘Jvi E :;l' :.. :"’f ' ’j “‘ : H :
l‘ducatlon gcnerul {no sub: spemally given): ! a mursv of slud\ l(*ddlng to ‘the doc mral dogroo in lhe field of (*ducall()h whl(h

C s conw ed with those! phasm of lvammg “hl( h be the’ (ommon experience, of all lndwlduals in a[ society.: ‘| - ’
b :

L \ . N
Educunonal measurement and sLaUsts a (ourse of stud) lcadmx., to the doctoral d(*gre(- in the ‘field of education which is i i
e gzconcomvd with the testing, scaling. and appraising aspects of the educational process and of . lnd1v1dual~.. including test ’
© " and scale construction, validation and sLdndardwalmn, interpretation ‘of test results, objective’ ‘and subjective vvalualnon
i = and the application of statistical techniques. This includes doctoral degrees in the fwld of vducalnon which hmo mnjor
concentrations in educational research and- evaluation. : . o o :

hducahonal psychalogy: a course of study. leéading’ to the doctoral dogrw in tho field Of cducation which is (on(erned mth o O
ch the investigation of the psychological problems mvolVod in education, as well as with the applxcatmn of p\\‘(‘h()l()glull SN :
>+ ‘principles to education. This includes doc toral degrees!in the field of education which havo major ¢oncentrations in adoles: '

cent psychology. child development, child psw hnlog\'. (hm(-dl pnuholugv poraonal psvthologv psyc h(_)log_v. social pav:
S ¢ hologv‘ dnd school ps\(‘hologv ‘ 5 ' :

;L Co . . ) 4
- . ‘ : :: : i
; A

l-,lemanar\ educanon a course of. ,.tzudy I(\adm;., to.the: do(*mrul de;;roo in, Lhe hnld of oduumon whlch i conwrno«l mth edu- ;
cational programs that are (uncornod primarily. with genaral oducatu)n beginning in childhood and ending appmxnmal(*l\ i
with ¢arly adnloswnw, in whuh ‘the L’lhpha\l\ m on the basic tools of learning. This includes doctoral degrees in the field -
of cdu(dlmn which have major (()nwntrdtlons in kindergarten (*du(dtmn nursery education, and pre-¢elementary education,

hnghsh education: a course of study loadlng to the d()(l()l’dl dogr(w in the field of education which is concerned with curriculum
and teacher education as these are related to the teaching of English. This m(lud(*s doctoral degrees in the field of educa-
tion which have major concentrations in English as a second Ianguag(*

Foreign language education: a course of study loddmu to the doctoral degree in the field of (-dm ation which' is concerned with
curri¢ulum and teac hor education as these relat(* to the education which have md)or Conu‘nlrdtmns in linquistics.

General C urriculum: a (()urw of study leading 1o the doctoral degree in the field of education whuh is (nmerned ta) with the
organized . experience th 1t a student has under the guidance of a school and/or (b) mth a systematic group of courses
required for umdualmn or certification in & major field of study. This includes d()( toral doguws in the field of education ,
t“hl(h have concentrations in co-curricular education, core nurruulum curric ular supe r\mun general curriculum, and ‘
g(’nvral pldnnmg {; » . : . ; o j L P ;

)
L ' ot :

(;undanco und counseling: a course e of \Ludy loddmg to, the dmmrdl dvgrw in the fwld of oduumon whuh is u)nurnod ta) with = & 5
the $ 5Lcmdl|( assnstdme Lo puplls ﬂnd nth( s o hvlp'thvm to assess thelr ulnlmvs and lldbllm('s and (b) mth the usvi P

Hl;,ner educaonn d course of sLud) leadmg to thv docmra] dogrc@ in the fleld (Jf odumuun whuh is (un(vrn(*d tdl mth ¢du- ;o -
l (auonal programs that are concomod prlmdnlv mth vducatlon l)vvond the l('\ el nf th(* s(*u)ndar\ school dnd (b} mth tho N ’

P in the fleld ‘ot OdU(dLIOn whlch hdse‘ ‘major wnwntratmns in (ollegc and univ orslt\ admmmtratmn toll(*ge and um\oralt\
buslness admmlbtrauon colle;,e sLudenl personnel admlnhtrduon and Lommuml\ junior L‘()ll(*g(* educauou :

lllsLor\ and. phllosoph i of educauon ‘a oourse of studv leadmg to thé doc mral dngr(-e in the: fwld o1 ¢ iucatmn whuh is ccm
cerned with the c‘areful critical,; and isystematic sludv:of education as’a whole and as an integzal part of man's culture. :
: f', Thls includes. doctoral ‘degrees in Lhe ﬁeld of cducatlon which have mdlor (omemrdlmns in com; )drdtl\ ¢ »ductmon f()undd !
]: le of oducallon dnd international’ oduumrm L : o
K C o e : : ; Yo
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sonl w il e st erned woth

Home cconomics eduention. i course nt stady e ninu. tar the doctorsd degrec an the field of cdio
cornonlum and teasher education a~ these redate 1 the teachimge of home wonomios Thie indndes ao taral Gegrreco i e
freld of education which have major concentrations in Jdothing and teatUle<. home and famaly or homemaboni snd mitotn

Mathematics education: o caurce of <tudy leading to the doctoral degree an the field of cducators whie s e oo rned wath
curtsculum and teacher education as these relate to the teachimg of miathomaties

Music education. a4 course of study leading to the doctoral degree i the freld <;f cducation whe h v roncerned wath carees
and tescher education as thise relate to the teaching of music This includesidoctoral degrees i the held of cducation w
hase minor concentrations in elementary music education. instrumental mu}.u CODCEDTIALION  Misie APPreciat fn e amdor
music i:'(lurmmn. and vocal music concentration ! g

!

.
Nursing education. g course of “tudy le ading to the doctoral degree in the field ()f vdurbtion which v eoncerned with nmm uhirn

Cand teac hin (\duumnn as these rel; m i lhw tearhing nf nursing prnm.mw for Mlhl'r Hepimtored Nurses TRHN o 1, nm]«.d
X1 numul \urw » (LN L i . : o ; : "

] L i [ ¢ ! ! ; : I ‘l 1; ! t

‘ nlum .md Leac h( T wiun.mun .,» th.w( n Lm fat u» actiy mm desyrned m pmmutv du- |m|»h iy h~. “ ,1] dw. o 4
! Cdkills, attitades and habits of mnduu ind H b fnlnml m,m-rml pl*rx*umny’ 1 he .ihh mu) health Pravtg
’ And mm nlns hmh ph\'p‘nal ,.m(i mumul Ihn» ince lmi\ dmmxul «h*p‘:nw s ind the fiddd of mln i lnn w hu h hmn Vsl on

o mm and sox Him mnn

dnrm'(mn mm}ml. and rnrmd;:vnum of d” matu r~ ;wrtmnmu Lu S0 h:ml uffmrx Ihl\ lmlmic. 4 dmmr.al dw-mww m (hu !ulcl
uf vdu( Aation “hu h havie majar mnu-mrunum n wiucmmnal udnmnalmtmm clmentary .n!mmmxalmr\" ;,vm ml 3

;Mmtmn S h(ml business' admmlstmtmn \(h(x)] law and s vmndar\ :drmmstmlmn i

5(’)(‘nrt' education: p murw aof study h“\dmg to (hv doc tnml degrree in thv fwld nf education “hn h Is mnwrrwd mth hu Almm
B I
¢ curriculum, and teacher miuumnn as'these olatv tu the teaching uf seaence. :; : I 5 :

\vmndnr\ education: a course nf study leading to the doctoral degree in thv field of education uhu his convarned w nh the
¢ cducational programs that are planned especially for voung people of agos uppm\muml\ (\ulw to sevehaeen, iniwhiih
- the emphasix shifts friom the mastery of basic tools of learning to thv use and extension of thuse tul s in mp]mmu 'hn(u'hl'
: dﬂ(/ lnmg and to the msqum(mn nf mare dvt(nlvd lnfr>rnm|mn .md hlghvr intallh wtual skifls, i

bonulfsmen(e educnlmn 4 (UU)‘\( of stud\ leudmg'm thu ‘doc toral d('mw in the field: uf edu

I N »
J<Urrn<ulum and feacher education as thuw re l:m* 1 lhv teaching of the soc tal se iences ]

thc- fwld u{ vduuztmn v\huh have maj b mnwmrmmm in Blavk ~ludw~ dnd humdn rclulmm

'

i ; g

Spemal edu( ation: a course r)f «lud\' e admu (o the d()(!(;hﬂ degree in thv-’ field uf ud\n ation. »\lmh is ronverned. uhh lht i
\lm(nun fof puplls who deéviate so fdr phvmvall\' mvmdll\. (-munondll\' ur sodially fmm the so-Callied normal ;)upn!\ thut

the standard éurriculum and school: environment are unsuitablé for their névds. This includes doétoral dogrees in the ficld

of education which have major condéentrations in: the education of the blind, the education of the emotionally distirbed.

the education of exceptional children; the education of the mentally retarded. the education of the physicat - handicapped.

rehabilitation counseling, and speech correction |
!

Speach education: a course of study leading 1o the doctoral degrie in the field f udumlnm which 1~ concerned with currreulum
und teacher education as these reldte to the teaching of specch. This includes doctoral degrees i the field of education
which have mumr mnuntrmmns m public speaking, dramatic arts and theatre.

Teacher education: a vourse of study lvadmg to the doctoral degree in the fu Id of t-du«dlmn which 15 concerned with the pro
gram of activitics and expeniences developed for the preparation and gmmh of persons planning for, or tnuum‘(i in. the
work of the :-du(atlnnal pr'\h'\smn ! , : '

Vocational e(liucallon aicourse of study leading to lhv dm(nml degree in thv h(ld of education v\huh 1% mnu-mul un!mhu
program: of learning which is ‘organized to prepare the student for entrance o :a pdrmular (mu;mtum Thix sriciudes
doc toral: dogrvﬁ's in the field nf reducation V\hl(h huw mumr mnwﬂmwmm in mduﬂrm] arts. indu slnvs h-(hnl :1 od Lh !
n(m. dnd trdd(‘s -
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implving 4 possible trend towsrd  deemphasis of  this
requirement
22 There was no appreciable change in the percent of
Inststunions permitting provisional admission
; :23 The  examinations utilized fw admission  were
: puumlh unchanged. 1lhe choites were nm fewer. and there
¥
. . wds greater emphasis on the Graduate Rc ord L \dmmanon
Jnd the MnilN Analogte\ 1csl ’ ;
£ i ! ‘
oy . 1
Ihef:t_e .as dn muedw in deydnmcnul xexpnnslhllny
llmcrvmwmg 4nd a deuuw in mher areas.

"4
FR . L
Pao ~ o adpaission

]hme \us:.z pcucm mue.m 0( m\mulmns nﬁcnn),‘.i

admissions munwhng scrvnc
g i

' U\m;, the semcsler syslcm Ihexe was d: dearcase in number
? md peuem of msmunon\ in the /\A( T[' ’Sludy using 1he

' ,2h rhe minimum- numbcr of hOurs xequucd was now-:

gcnemllv hxed at a higher leve Do
: ; 290 Thele was a grealex numl)er ol hours bey(md 1hc‘
: _‘nmsm sdeglce now bemg speutuall) requned
: Aoy o : i : P
- H ?0 Theu wcre now fewcr numbcr of hours bemg
: . 'permmed 10" be  transferred from othcr msmunons Thlb
A inferred a trend of requiring, mure hours in resxdence

3., There was no signiﬁcam change noted in the
requirement to complete some type of residency require-
ment.

There was no significant change noted in the
maximum time allowed for degree completion.

32, Ph.D. programis were requiring fewer hours in pro-

[ . %) ‘ 1
iéEl{ | | 101

| A ruiexs provided by eRic

i other wanvers was’ noled

fessional Education, while |

more hours.

d.D. programs were requiring

There was little change in the 1equirement of hours
outside the field of Education.

35. There wis a percent inc‘uaw in programs requiring a
major and minor plus a cugnatc and a percent increase in
programs requiring no nm,o? or minor. There was a pcrccnt
dcueaw in programs requiring a mawr: and minor in I} duca- 1 i

n(ms havmg mulscs rcsmued solcly (0 douoml sludcnls

; ?7 “There was a sh"arp in‘crcu’se in the p‘ercem ofiml’ilu-
t4 tions requmng core or lool subjects, except in 1hc area of
LUI’I’ILUlUH] whld) showed a percenl decrease. :

¢ i

38 The ehmmanon uf (he .anguag,e requnremcm was‘
the most slgmmdm ch.mg,e regardmg the forelgn ldnbuagc o
i requlremenl ’

t

|
|
|
|
3 ) i
non onl) l { : i e |
v v : S |
i 0 Do H i . : :
’?6 'lhere was a ldrge dccre:xscun 1h4. pcrcem of msmu- PR
. v I i n " : ,

; 39 There was geneml de~emphasls of the formdl furc:gn s
Idnguage requirement. There was an murea%ed percenlage of
institutions permitting waivers of at least one foreign
,language While statistics and Lomputer programming were -

Flhc most lrequcmly employcd waivers, the addmo' cof

: 540 I'n satisfying 1he 1crmmal research project, there was - -
a dlslmu trend 1oward Ilu formal _dissertation, with: . 2
percem decreases noted for other chonces The net eﬂcu of,
this, appeared in making the :Ph. D. and the Ed.D. more -
nearly similar. (This supports the ‘trend indicating the lack
of differentiation between the twoidegrees.)

41. There was an increase {in the percent of Ph.D. and
Ed.D. programs using entrance and intermediate examina-
tions. There was no change in the percent of programs using
a written final examination. There was 3 decrease in the
percent of pregrams using candidacy and oral final
examinations.
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