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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 enrollments and the needs for additional faculty, buildings and
equipment have created a crisis in higher education." Meeting twice ricr" year for the last five years the
Commission has stimulated several studf.:s 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 teachers. Dr. James S. Councils
edited a publication designed to improve the preparation of professors of education and Dr. RObert II. 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 Association 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 education. They
and the other Commission members felt that a replication of that study would permit comparisons of the
circumstances a decade later.

The Commission acknowlAges with gratitude the overseeing of the present study by Dr. John King and the
conducting of the study by Dr. Neville Robertson and I. . Jack Sistler.

Further details of the nature and)esign 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
degree 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 considerations and
searching questions 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;
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 pioviding a picture of the possible future of
doctoral production in the field.l

The above study was 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 sit'llilar lines by seeking responses through a
questionnaire from administrators at institutions granting
doctoral degrees \in Education during the two-year period
1956-58. The primary 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 studybut 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 per
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 education?; administiators 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 he conducted. By July, 1969, the

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

2Fred D. Boercker, ed., Doctoral 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.



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 or
selected Canadian universities offering the doctor's degree
in professional Education; (3) the establishment of an infor.
illation retrieval and dissemination center on doctoral pro-
grams in Education as part of the Research ServiOes Center
of Phi Delta Kappa International, Bloomington, 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 riot 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 1956.58
study and the questionnaire was developed accordingly.
Where further information was deemed to be necessary in
light of the cirnged conditions, as compared with a decade
earlit;r, 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 population of
the study. These were The Ohio State UniVersity, Indiana
University, Southern Illinois University at Carbondale, and
the University of the Pacific. As a result of the pretest, the
questionnaire was condensed by revising and restructuring
cejtain items,,as_.Well a:, 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
Delta 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 offering doctoral programs ill
professional Education. Included in this number were ithe
original 92 from the AACTE study, the balance being insti-
tutions which had either positively entered the field or had

given some indication that they were about to embark upon
such a prygram. One hundred and thirty-four of these insti-
tutions been identified through three principal sources`
and the other 11 were institutions reporting that doctoral
programs had been approved. This information was obtained
from current catalogues mid 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 programs 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 information 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. As in the case of the AACTE study, the data
were then tabulated and reported in a manner that would
reveal normative, tendencies and make over-all descriptions
possible. Again rel6ant 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 of 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

4Marjorie 0. Chandler, ed., Earned Degrees Conferred: 1966-67, Part B - Institutional Data (Washington, D. C.: United
States Office of Education, 1968), p. 2.

Fred D. Boercker.op. cit. p. 262.
Joseph F. Metz, Jr., ed., Teacher-Pro uctiviv 1966 (Washington, 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 tabul., 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-
holding 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 have obli-
gated themselves to this same commitment.



CHAPTER II

GENERAL INFORMATION ON INSTITUTIONS OFFERING
THE DOCTORATE IN EI)UCAT!ON

As indicated in Chapter I. there were apparently 145
colleges and universities which offered and conferred the
doctorate in Education. In this number were included a
number of institutions which might have initiated a doc-
toral program although no definite confirmation had been
established. As such it was realiied that a number of insti-
tutions might well he excluded from the study on the
grounds that they did not in fact offer the doctoral pro-
gram in Education.

Questionnaires were sent to all 145 institutions but 21
responded indicating that they did not offer the program.
thereby confirming that 124 colleges and universities did
offer and confer the doctorate in Education. It should he
noted, however, that three institutions which participated
in the 1'950-58 AACTE study, were not included in this
final total as they had terminated their programs in the
intervening period.'

0.1 the i24 institutions. I I did not return their question-
naires. This left 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 sources'
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 9I .1 percent of the total
population. Another diatinction which v.as noted in this
study was that between the'Old Institutions and the New
Institutions. The first referred to those which were in the
1Q50-58 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 general
information for the Total Group is given in Table A in the
Appendix.

THE TOTAL GROUP

Types of Institutions

According to Table I . the most prominent type of insti-
tution among the Total Group was the state university. of
which there were 82. constituting 60,2 percent of the total.
The next largest group was the private university with a
total of 35 institutions and accounting for 28.2 percent of
the :.or

S (II INS1111:1 IONS AMONG "101A I GROUP 1965-69

No
All

No
'lyric of Institution

No
01d Nes

State 1..nivcrsit 57 64 I 25 71 4 52 66 2
Pri% ate 11nnersity 27 30 3 8 22.9 35 25 2

Private College 0 2 S 7 2 _ 1.6

Private leachers College 2 2 3 2 - I 6

Municipal Univerv,iry 1 1'1 I 0 8

hi% ate Graduate School I I I I (I 8

State General College I 1 I I 0 8

Iota' 89 100 0 35 WO 0 124 100 (1

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 a state
general college. Similar distributions were noted both for
the Old Institutions and for the New Institutions. but cer-
tain shifts were observable,

Degree; Offered

In the 124 institutions. tiiere were (>8 PhD, programs

'These institutions were Radcliffe college. which discontinued its program in 1962. North Caudillo College at Dunham.
whose program ceased in 1964: and ii!adley. University winch terminated Its program m 1905

2Mar1 Evans Hooper and Majorie O. Chandler, eds., Earned Degrees Conferred: 1q07-0S. Part B Institutional Data
(Washington, D..: United States Office of !iducation. 1969) pp. 45-81.



and 07 programs. As indicated in Table 2, 72 or 55.1
.percent of all the institutions offered both degrees: 26
offered only the Ph.D. degree: while 25 offered only the
Ed.D degree. There was one institution which did not fall
into any of these categones.3

IA1111 2

DI G111 I S 01 I 1.111.1) BY INSTIL

1965-69
IONS IN 101 Al GROUP

Old Institutions New InstitutionsDegrees Offered All Institutions
No. No No.

Ph.D. only 15 169 11 31.4 26 21 0
1 d.1), only 16 18.0 9 25.7 25 20 1

Both 58 65.1 14 40.0 72 58 I
Other 1 2.9 1 0 X

I otal 89 100.0 35 100.0 124 100 0

As noted in Table 3, nearly twice as many Ph.D. pro-
grams were offered at public institutions as.were operating
in private institutions, while Ed.D. programs at public in-
stitutions doubled those at private institutions. There was
little difference between ,he number of Ph.D. and Ed.D.
programs at public institutions, the figures being 65 and 66
respectively. A similar situation prevailed for private institu-
tions where 33 Ph.D. and 31 Ed.D. programs were reported.
In the case of institutions offering both the Ph.D. and the
Ed.D., little difference was noted between the public and
private institutions. The former type offered both programs
in 57.8 percent of cases while private institutions showed a
figure of 55.5 percent where both the Ph.D. and the Ed.D.
were offered. In the case of the Ph.D. program only, there
was little appreciable difference existing between public
and private institutions. However, in tht case' of HI). pto-

,-1grams only. a more perceptible diffetence was noted in

favor of the public institution, a percent figure of 21.7
being recorded for the public as opposed to 17.1 percent in
the case of the private instiltii;on.

THE PARTICIPATING GROUP

Types of Institutions

As seen from Table 4, the state .university was the incst
prominent type of institution in the Partkipating 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

colleges, and one each as a municipal university, a private
graduate school, and a state genera! college. A similar clic-
tribution for both Old Institutions and New Institutions
was observed. The picture was not unlike that reported for
the Total Group and shown in Table 1, although the
numbers and percents differ.

I AB1 I 4

1 NITS 01 INS I 11 U I IONS AMONG PARTICIPA I ING GROUP
1965-69

1 ype of Institution
No.

Old
No

New All
No.

State University .51 61.5 12 73.3 73 64.5
Private University 27 32.5 6 20.0 33 29.2
Private College 2 6.7 2 _ 1.8

Private leachers College 2 24 ,- i8
Municipal University 1 1.2 I 0.9
Private Graduate School 1 1.2 1 0.9
State General College 1 1.2 1 0,9

otal 83 1000 30 100 0 111 100.0

I A1311 3

1)1610'1 S 011 1 RI D BY PUBLIC AND PRIVA1
INSMUTIONS IN rolA L. GROUP

1965-69

Degrees offered
No.

Old Institutions
Pcblic Private

P.;No. No.

-....
New Institutions

Public Private
No. No.

All Institutions
Public Private

No. e;

Ph.D. only 8 13.8 7 22.6 9 36.0 2 20.0 17 20.5 9 22.0
I-4.1). only 11 19.0 5 16.1 7 28.0 2 20.0 18 21.7 7 17.1

Both 39 67.2 19 61 3 9 36.(1 5 50.0 48 57.8 24 58.5
Other I 10.0 1 2.4

brat 58 100 31 100 0 25 100.0 10 100.0 83 100.0 41 100.0

3Springlield College which offered the Doctor of Physical Education (D. P. E.)

12



Degrees Offered

As indicated in Table 5. 67 institutions or 59.3 percent
of the Participating Group offered both degrees. Twenty-
two institutions ()tiered the Ph.D, only, while 23 offered
the Ld.D. only. While a relatively close resemblance existed
for the distiibutions of All Institutions and Old Institu-
tions, a more even 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 Talle 5 and the corresponding percents given
m Table 2 for the Total Group.

1 AB11 5

DI GR1 I S (411 FRED BY 1NS11.1 t'7 IONS
I'ARl I(IPAI INC GROUP 1965-69

Old Nev, All
Degrees Offered Institutions Institutions Institutieos'

No. No. No.

Ph.D. Only 12 14.4 10 33.3 22 19.5
1 d I). Only 16 19.3 7 23.3 23 20.3
Both 55 66.3 12 40.0 67 59.3
Other 1 3.4 1 0.9

Total 83 100.0 30 100.0 I 1 3 100.0

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-
tions. 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 distinct differences between public and
private institutions which offered the PhD. 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 is
formation is given in Table 6.

Administrative Control

Respondents were called upon to indicate which admin-
istrative unit 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 controlled 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 lie both within the College of Education
and the Graduate College.

An analysis reveaied a distinct difference between the
two degrees. As indicated 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 Ed.D. and Ph.D, programs.

Alil I 6

[AGRI 1.S 01 I 1. R1.1) BY PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
INSTITUTIONS IN PARTICIPATING GROUP

1965-69

Degrees Offered
No

010 Institutions
Public Private

No. No.

New Institutions
Public Private

No. No,

All Institutions
Public

h No,
Private

Ph.D. only 5 9.6 7 22.6 8 36.4 2 25.0 13 17.6 23.1
I'd.1). only 11 21.2 5 16.1 5 22.7 2 25.0 16 21.6 7 ;7.9
Both 36 69.2 19 61.3 40.9 3 37.5 45 60.8 22 56.4
Other 1 12.5 1 1.6

Total 52 100.0 31 100.0 22 100.0 8 100.0 74 100.0 39 100.0
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TAW E 7

A DMINISTR ATI VI: RESPONSI It11.11 N. I OR DOCE ORA I
PROGRAMS IN EDUCATION 1965-69

Old Institutions
Degree Coll. of Grad Dual

Program Ed. School
No. No. No. No.

New InstAutions
Other Coll, of Grad Dual Other Coll. of

Ed School Ed
o. `'; No.

Ph.D. 6 9.0 35 52.2 25 37.3 la 1.5 12 54.5
Ed.D. 18 25.4 27 38.0 24 33.8 2b 2.8 1 5.3 7 36.8

Otherd 1 100.0

aSocial Scicrce 1)ivision
bGraduate of Education
cSpecial Committee.

Of the 89 Ph.D. programs. six or 6.7 percent :were uncler
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
00 Ed.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 Education: 34 or 37.8 percent
fell under the jurisdiction of the Graduate College: while
dual control operated for 35 or 38.9 percent of Ed.D.
programs.

Although similar distributions of administrative control
were noted in the Old 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 favor of the New Institu-
tions and Total Institutions in the case of the Ed.D. pro-
grams operating under this means of administrative control.

Four respondents did not categorize their administrative
control under any of the above three he dings. These iden-
tified the Social Science Division.4 the Graduate School of
Education.5 and a Special Committee6 as the unit respon-
sible for administering programs.

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

4University of Chicago.
5Rutgers University.and University of Pennsylvania.
('University of Delaware.

14

All Institutions 'I otal
Grad Dual Other Programs

School Old New All
N No, No. No.

9 40.9 IC 4.6 6 6.7 47 52.8 34 38.2 2' .2.3 67 22 89
11 57.9 19 21.1 34 31.8 35 38.9 2 2.2 71 19 90

1 100.0 -

No. ; No. : No.

Faculty Personnel - Total Institution

In 95 of the participating institutions. the median size of
full-time faculty in all departments was 835 members - 18
institutions did not furnish data 'for this analysis. Nearly
two-fifths of the institutions had total 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.

FullTime 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 8,904 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 reported 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 INST1TUTIONa

Full-time Faculty Number of Institutions Percent

0-99
100-299
300-499
500-699
700-899
900.1099
1100-1299
1300.1499
1500 -1699
1700.1899
1900-2099
2100-2299
2300-2499
2500-2699
2700-2899
2900-3099

Total

Total Full-time Faculty
Mean
Range

3

7

15

13

14

14

8

7

4

1

2

1

95

3.1

7.4
15.9

13.9
14.7
14.7
8.4
7.4
4.2
1.0
2.1

1.0
1.0
2.1

2.1

1.0
100.0

90,400
891 Full-time Faculty

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 relationship 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 versa. 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 teaching-learning 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-
torates. This figure was arrived at by means of a survey of
97 institutions offering the doctorate in Education.7 Infor-
mation as to this particular feature among the remaining 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.

TABLE 9

SIZE OF FULL -TIME FACULTY
IN EDUCATION UN1Ta

Full-Time Faculty Number of Institutions Percent

1-14
15.29
30-44
45-59
60-74
7.89
90-104
105-119
120-134
135-140
150-166
165-179
180.194
195-209
210-224
225 and Above

Total

4

12

14

13

13

10

7

10

4

7

103

3.9
11.7
13.6
12.6
12.6
9.7
6.8
9.7
3.9
1.9

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.9
1.9

6.8
100.0

Total Full-time education faculty 8,904
Mean 86.4 Full-time Faculty
Range 4-320 Full-time Faculty

aDoes not include laboratory-school personnel. Ten of
the respondents did not provide data needed for this
particular analysis.

7Ar.erican Universities and Colleges 10th Edition, edited by Otis A. Singletary, American Council on Education:
Washington, D. C. 1968. 178 pp.

15



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
211.

TABLE 10

SIZE OF PART-TIME FACULTY
IN EDUCATION UNITE

Part-Time Faculty' Number of Institutions Percent

0
1-14

15-29
30-44
45:59
60-74
75-89
90-104
105-119
120-134
135-149
150-164
165-179
180-194
195-209
210-224

Total

6

42
19

16

7

5

0

0

0

0

0

100

6.0
42.0
19.0
16.0
7.0
5.0
0.0
1.0
0.0
1.0

0.0
0.0
2.0
0.0
0.0
1.0

100.0

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

Does not include laboratory-school personnel. Thirteen
of the respondents did not provide data needed for this
analysis.
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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 faculty 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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CHAPTER III

RECENT PRODUCTION OF DOCTORAL GRADUATES IN EDUCATION

The data in this chapter have been analyzed with regard
to 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
doctoral degrees in Education were conferred, the number
had risen to 4722 in 1968-69. 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 doctol-
ates in all fields ,was at a slightly lower level than the 18.3
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 anti 1,446 or
9.6 percent were conferred at the New Institutions. As can
be seen from Table 11 there was a slight 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

Year
Old Institutions

No.
New Institutions

No.
All Institutions
No.

1965-66 2878 94.2 177 5.8 3055 100.0
1966-67 3145 92.1 270 7.9 3415 100.0
1967-68 3533 89.5 415 10.5 3948 100.0
1968-'69 4138 87.6 584 12.4 4722 100;0
1965-69 13694 90.4 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. Each
of the four years under study showed a decrease in the per-
cent produced by both public and private institutions at the
Old Institutions.

Turning 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

!Harold E. Moore, John H. Russel, and Donald G. Ferguson, The Doctorate in Education, Volume II 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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FIGURE II PERCENTAGE OF DOCTORAL PRODUCTION IN ALL FIELDS, 1967-68 Al

SOURCE: See Appendix

the 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), hearth professions (1.1), home economics (0.3), law (0.1), library science (0.1), philo-,ophy (1.2), not classified (1.2).
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TABLE 12

DOCTORAL PRODUCTION IN T01 AL GROUP BY
"IYPE OF INSTITUTION 1965-69

Year
Old Institutions

Public Private
No. ,;; No.

\New Institutions
ublic Private

Not No.
Public

No.

All Institutions
Private

`,%; No.
Total

1965-66 1945 63.7 933 30.5 I I 3.7 65 2.1, 2057 67.3 998 32.7 3055
1966-67 2174 63.7 971 28.4 191' 5.6 79 2.:k 69.3 1050 30.7 3415
1967-68 2452 62.1 1081 27.4 298 7.5 117 /' 2750 69.7 1198 30.3 3948
1968-69 2936 62.2 1202 25.4 440 9.3 144 3.1 3376 71.5 1346 28.5 4722
1965-69 9507 62.8 4187 - 27.6 1041 6.9 405 2.7 10548 69.7 4592 30.3 15140

was there a wide range in the actual numbers of gradr\ates

produced from institution to institution, but that fluotua-
tions occurred within institutions from year to year. he

institutions were ranked by production output over he

tour years, and their positions on the scale probably '1-e-
fleeted the relative level of capacity of each school to turn
out doctorate graduates in the field of professional Educt
tion. This information appears in Table 13. During tl e
four-year period 1965 69, the average number of doctorrl
graduates produced by the Total Group was 31 per year pet
institution. Extremes for the period included Teacher4
College, Columbia University, which produced 909 grad k,
uates, while one institution produced only one graduate.',
One institution had no graduates for this period.3

Of the 124 institutions, 51 or 40.1 percent produced
100 graduates or more. Together these 51 institutions pro-
duced 11,608 graduates or 76.7 percent of the total.

Regional Production

The map in Figure 111 shows the state-by-state relation-
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 &cline' 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 doctoral programs in this field.5 A table showing
degree production appears in the Appendix.

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.

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.

Standing alone these percents had little relative meaning,
but when compared with the picture prevailing at the time.
of the AACTE study several shifts were to be observed. The
East North Central had superseded the Middle Altantic as
the largest doctorate producing region. Both the New

'England and Pacific regions had lost some ground on a
1percent basis, whereas all other regions had moved upward.
It should be stressed, however, that these shifts referred
srnly to the proportion of total doctoral degrees in Educa-
tion produced in the respective regions and not to the
number of graduates. In the latter case, an increase for all
regions was recorded. The above shifts in percent reflected
not only the New Institutions with a large number of public
institutions in Mid America, but also the large increase in
thictoral programs at the Old Institutions.

3University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee had just started their progrliam and expected their first doctorate in Education to be
conferred in 1970 or 1971.

4Moore, Russel, and Ferguson. op. cit., p. 19.
5Alaska, Hawaii, Maine, Nevada, New Hampshire, Rhode Island. and Vermont.
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TABLL 13

DOCTORAL PRODUCTION OF TOTAL GROUP BY INSTITUTIONS
1965-69

Institution
1965-66

Number of Degrees
I -67 1967-68 1968-69

Total
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 University -.5-- 101 101 126 143 471
Colorado State College 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 NI 58 73 77 96 304
University of California-Berkeley 70 71 66 85 292
Florida State Unive.rSIty 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 Iowa 38 59 50 69 216
University of Oregon 41 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
University 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 68 186

Arizona State University 30 41 52 r 6i 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 61 153

University of Alabama 31 26 42 52 151

University of Arkansas 33 19 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 12 28 32 121

21



Table 13 (Continued)

,f.

1965-66
Number of Degrees

1966-67 1967-68 1968-69

15

Total
1965-69

I '''.. :, IT ',

;,1x.. II, ,t

20

31

25
35

26
21

49
33

120
120

r,.% ,i;' 9 20 31 52 112

\ 1:,;;111.1 18 24 29 37 108

.:. '...,-:tI'etti 'Op, 4 19 41 39 103
I !-,1,..;.1\ 25 25 22 29 101

,1.1(:11,1'.(.'1,11% 25 20 26 28 99
;,L,!(' I no.er,It 9 20 20 49 98

v... 1 '',;;ft 1).1kota 21 13 30 29 93
\\, -cm., R , A': t.' I no. 25- 13 19 34 91

i,,.1 9 15 21 43 88
.!\ `',01.111i 11,1k()Ij 7 22 27 32 88

;;.(?,'I\ 17 14 24 32 87
\,1:11( 11,11i1d 18 17 24 28 87

. I I m\.t..1\r.IN 14 16 26 28 84
Dcto.et 17 27 16 24 84
111,..1\\Ippi 10 11 31 :)1 83

)1 Kentu,k 18 20 24 20 82
12 14 19 35 80

1.'.:1r1 I Imetit 18 .15 23 22-... 78

s,! John\ 1 111C1\1t) 7 il9 27 24 77

( (olorado 20 '17 16 23 76

Vttitl:1'niverp,t 16 11 23 25 75

I nivelit 10 27 17 21 75

I --)t.Ite I rovel,IIN 11 16 18 26 71

-,111.ein 111111(11\ I'mveT sltv 13 15 21 21 70
1,1,.:1N11% 01.A11/(11,3 20 19 14 1-7 70

!II%t".11\ .11 Ifo,lo,60 11 17 15 26 69

1 -1,!,1.1n.i. StAte rno.ersif y 12 12 1.6 25 65

f 17 16 10 20 63
I 15 12 19 16 62

13 13' 12 24 62
1:p.tl.:t% (,1 PennsIvama 18 13 18 13 61

I !,',..e:,;1% \VaQn)Fton 9 11 16 24 60
of P.,),Thester 7 6 13 31 57
(;1.1,1Scho6: 19 10 10 11 50

\If\ 18 12 9 JO 49
);11, I 'r,o.CI,It 3 10 ; 13 23 49

\1,(.0, Virirna 1 'niver!,Ity 8 8 : 14 17 47
ti -Ion ( Hlere 11 9 11 15 46
sc .;:Ilen., !ninon. Cruversity 7 8 18 13 46
II:',.-;:i SI,:tt. 9 10 13 13 45
11:%t.'1', 01 1d.i11() 8 5 11 21 45
e.:, V,;:r..in l'nlverIty 5 5 4 30 44

I :.;..,..:;:i ol luis.i 7 7 12 18 44

\!r.,:r:,.:r 1 mvel\II 6 13 13 10 42
::;,t-I!,I,.v ,,f ( Irk:Irma:I 10 10 13 7 40

I, :..;: I, I rio.er;It 7 8 6 17 38
1::.c1.,:T. :t lole,lo 5 9 14 10 38
:.;..;...% or NII,nn 3 8 11 15 37

,,,I -..:Nt .c, Nlham. 7 7 8 14 36
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Institution

"Fable 13 ((

1965-66

ntinued)

Number of Degrees
I 000-67 1067-68 106s

otal
1965_09

Illinois State University 3 10 12 10 35

New Mexico State University 0 I 26 35

Loyola University 7 6 13 S 34

Texas Tech. 7 4 0 0 20

Baylor University 5 11 7 5 ..`_S

University of Montana 1 11 I 0 5 27

Springfield College 4 0 5 8 26

University of Massachusetts 4 10 8 :24

Marquette University 1 5 6 0 21

University of South Carolina 3 ' 4 12 21

NOTth Carolina State 0 0 1 10 20

U.S. International University U 1 10 0 20

Yeshiva University 4 3 11 20

Washington University 6 4 5 4 10

University of the Pacific 4 3 ti 4 i 7

Dropsie College 4 4 4 4 16

Montana State 6 , 3 5 16

Mississippi State 0 1
7 6 14

Notre Dame University , 6 1 4 13

Johns Hopkins University , 1 5 3 12

Indiana State 0 3 3 5 II

University of Delaware 0 ' 4 4 10

Memphis State 0 0 3 6 0

Colorado State University 0 0 4 4 8

University of Missouri-Kansas City 3 1 I 3 8

Bryn Mawr College 3 ' _' 0 7

Miami University 0 0 0 1 1

University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee 0 0 0 0 0

Totals 3055 3415 3048 4722 15140

2
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As revealed in 'fable 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
a distinct point of change between the AACTI-. study and
the current survey. Whereas in 1056-5S. the ratio in favor of
the east stood at 2 to I it had now eased to a 3 to 2 margin.
Nevertheless. the earlier schools still dominated in doctoral
production in Lducinion.

I API I. 14

A COMPARISON OF RI GIONA DOCIORAI.
PIO/DC(110N IN TIIT 1056-58 AA(-IF STUDY AND

IN 1111'. CURRFN1 STUDY

Region AACTI: Study
Percent a

New I- ngland 5 0
Middle Atlantic 30.1

East North Central 18.8

West North Central
South Atlantic 4.5
Last South Central 4.2
West South Central 5.0
Mountain 5.1

Pacific 12.0

Total 100.0

East of the
Mississippi River 05.0
West of the
Mississippi River 31.1

Total 100.0

\'01. 2 P 17.

Current Study
Percent

4.I
10.7

22.1

0.4
0.7

5.1

9.9

10.8

100 0

00.6

304
100.0

THE PARTICIPATING GROUP
DOCTORAL PRODUCTION

During the four -Fear period. the 113 institutions pro-
duced a total of 14.256 doctorates in I-ducation. Of these.
13.085 or 01.8 percent were produced by the Old Institu-
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 the percent of doctorates
produced by the New Institutions each 'ear, thereby
demonstrating their increasing influence this information
was presented in Table 15

I A1311 15

DOC I OR AI PROM r 'um; PAR I I('IPA I INL,
GROUP. 1965-1969

car

Old Institutions
No.

Nev, Institutions
No.

All Institutions
No.

1965-66 2759 95 3 137 4.7 2896 100.0
1966-67 31)23 93.4 215 6.6 3235 100.0
1967 -65 3412 90.9 341 9.1 3753 100 0
1968-69 3891 59.1 478 1(1.9 4369 100 0
1965-69 13085 91.8 1171 8.2 14 256 100.0

The trends noted among the Total Group with regard to
doctoral production at the public and private institutions
were paralleled among the Participating Group. The public
institutions produced about 70 percent of the doctorates
conferred while the private share was about 30 percent.
Again it was confirmed that the influence of the Old Insti-
tutions on doctoral production was lessening and this
applied to both public and private institutions. Within the
New Institutions, public institutions outscored private insti-
tutions in doctoral production atsthe ratio cif 5 to 2 where-
as at the Old Institutions the respective proportions stood
close to a 2 to i margin. Table 10 indicates this informa-
tion.

I \Ill I 16

DOC 1 OR Al PROM. C HON BY '1Y PI 01 INSII 11 HON.
P AR1 '1 PA IING 01(0[P 1965-69

Year

Old Institutions
Public Private

No No.

Ness Institutions
Public Private

No No.

All Institutions
Public Pris itc

No. No.

otal

1965-66 1825 63.0 934 31.6 101 3.5 36 1.2 1926 66.5 970 31 5 '896
1966-.67 2044 63.1 970 30 2 167 5.2 48 1.5 2211 68 3 1027 31 7

1967-68 2329 62.1 1083 28.9 268 7.1 73 1.9 2597 69 2 1156 30 8 ;753

1968-69 2688 61 5 203 27 5 383 8.8 95 2,2 3071 70.3 1298 20 7 4 ;69

1965-69 6886 62 3 4199 29.4 919 6.5 252 1.8 9805 68.8 4451 31 2 11256



During the study period 1065-00. the partmpating insti-
tution, produced more degrees 111311 Ph.D. There
sere 4.4(0) PhD 's or 38 4 percent, and s.'01 I d D.'s or
61 4 percent. This represented a ratio of about 5 to s. Each
year the number of I d.D degrees contorted e \ceeded the
Ph.P., but it was noted that the latter had made a percept-
ihT advance in "re percent of doctoral degrees in Education
awarded. Table 17 also k. wit-inner! the increasing role of the
New Institution,, in degree output for both tre I'd D. and
the Ph I) degree

Production by Degrees Grimted

the 113 nl,titutions, 40 or 4.1 4 percent produced
100 or more graduates during the four-soar period o-

g,Ilier these Institutions produced 11.170 or 4 percent
of the total 14.256 riaduates

As sliwAn in Table IS. the 113 participating institutions
were ranked on the basis of total doctoiates produced for
the four sear period 1065.60. rid there been a ranking
for each of the four years. there would have been fluctua-
tions in the relative ranking positions from 'ear to year
Another facet of the table ssas the bleakthmn hN degree
type for each institution. Had ranking been made in terms
of degree type. a number of major shifts in ordering vi,ould
he immediately evident. For c%ample, if the LID. degrees
were ranked.leachers College. Columbia tiniversit could
still he the largest producer with 2(.4 percent of the total
Isd.D. degrees (Teachers College. Columbia rnkersity, pro-
duced 6.4 percent of the total degrees) If the Ph D. degrees
vine ranked, however. the largest producer could he Nevi,
York University with 7.0 percent of the total

10

Production 't' Areas of Concentration

Whereas 50 areas of concentration were listed in the
AAC1 E 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 Ph.D.'s rid the number of conferred in each of
the four years under investigation for t:ach of the areas of
concentration offered at the institution. Altht-,1.q,li ii i

specifically inquired about the two degrees. those inAitu-
tions which offered other degrees such as Springfieid
College. indicated the areas to which their degrees applied.

1%%o of the participating institutions did not respond to
this item in the questionnaire but they did report total
doctorates conferreu.0 Although these institutions did

confer 137 doctorates during the period 1065-60. this
amounted to less than one percent of the 14.256 graduates
produced by the Participating Group. Thus. the total
picture was riot appreciably affected. As determined from
data of doctorates conferred by areas of concentration,
there was a total of 14,140. When this was compared with
14.256 doctorates conferred by the Participating Group. a
difference of 116 was noted this amounted to an approx-
imate difference of about 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 Was so great that a simple expla-
nation was not possible. These differences moved in both
directions. In some cases, the institutional totals from the
grid of areas of concentration were larger: while sn other

IAIilI 17

Do( IOR AI PRODIV I ION 01 PAR II( IPA I INC, GROI P,
H1' DI OR I I 11 PI 1965-69

lcat No.
Ph D.

Ola Institutions
No. No. No.

1 d.D. Other Ph.D.

feu Institutions
No. No. NO,

d.D. Other Ph.D.

All Institutions
No. '7 No.

1.d.Dz Other
total
Deg.

1965-66 966 33.4 1793 61.9 56 1 9 77 2.7 4 0.1 1022 35.3 1870 64.6 4 0.1 2896 100.0
1966-67 1159 35.8 1864 57.5 78 2.4 128 4.0 9 (1.3 1237 38.2 1992 61.5 9 0.3 3238 100.0
1967-68 1293 34 4 2119 56.5 130 3 5 206 5.5 5 0.1 1423 37.9 2325 62.0 5 0.1 3753 10(1.0

1968-69 1640 37.5 2251.51.5 147 3.4 323 7.4 8 0.2 1787 40.9. 2574 58.9 0.2 4369 100.0
1965-69 5058 35.5 8027 56.3 411 2.9 734 5.1 26 0.2 5469 38.4 8761 61.4 26 (1.2 14256 100.0

6St John's Urmersit and Univerqty of Washington
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cases. the total of degrees conferred. as reported m Table
18, were larger. 1 he 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 doctorates conferred by area of
concentration would give a relatively accurate picture of
this facet of doctoral production in Education'.

'Fable 19 shows the degree production for each of ti'' o)

areas of concentration for each year of the Current Study
and for the four-year period 1965-69 Output by each de-
gree ty pe was given and this included a breakdown for the
Old Institutions and the New Institutions. as well as for All
firstfnstitutrolls.

Among the 30 areas of concentration reported. school
administration ranked first with 3.005 or 21.0 percent of
the graduates. Counseling and guidance ranked second with
1.617 graduates or 11.3 percent. and third place was educa-
tional psychology with 1.510 graduates or 10.6 percent.
Each of the above figures referred to doctoral production
by all participating 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 he noted. however, that no
distinct differentiation as to subject matter was established
as pointing to differences between the two degrees. In fact.
both degrees were conferred in all 30 areas of concentra-
tion. The Current Study supported the view that there
appeared to he 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 administration 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 81. Fifty-six institutions uttered 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 55 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-
chusetts. 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 in the AACTE Study and
35 who had started their doctoral programs in Education
since then. In addition. 84 were publicly controlled and 40

were privately controlled.

The Total Group produced 15,140 doctorates in the
four-year period 1965-69. Of this number. 13,604 were
produced by the Old Institutions and 1,446 by the New
Institutions. In addition, 10,548 were produced by public
institutions and 4,502 by private institutions.

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

The Participating Group produced 14.256 doctorates in
the period 1065-60.0f this number, 13,085 were produced
by the Old Institutions and 1.171 by the New Institutions.
In addition, 9.805 were produced by public institutions and
4.357 by private institutions. Finally, there were 5,469
Ph.D. degrees conferred and 8,761 Ed.D. conferred. There
were 26 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 type of degree program.

Most of the Ph.D. programs (47) were controlled by the
Graduate School, with dual control and College of Edui:a-
don control following in that order. Most of the Ed.D
programs (35) were under dual control. with control by tie
Graduate School and College of Education following in that
order.

Of the 14.256 graduates from the 113 institutions in the
Participating Group, the largest number was produced in
the state of New York. The largest number of graduates was
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 to 2.

Of the 179 Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs at the 113 institu
Lions. 141 produced 3.095 graduates in the area of school
administration. while 13 programs produced 56 graduates
in the area of speech education. Five areas produced more
than one-half of all the graduates. These areas were school
administration. guidance and counseling. educational
psychology. higher education, and elementary' education.

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

\ RI A', (0 LON(TNTRATION BY DITNEE GRANTED
AND NI N1131.R OF INSTITUTIONS

" I

11,,:,!, I

Number of Nuidher of Total
Institutions Instilutions Number of

iota! Gianting Total Granting Graduates,
Ph.D. 1'1).1). Ed.D. lid.D. Both

Degrees In Area 1.):rees in Area Degrees

1 )

770
716
8'3
363

230
,97

ISO

323

'ti
lw;
175

70

12 :

-,._''
139

t9
93

113

71

5f

ly

34
-,,;

40
49

14

?,

33

30

60
56

55

3'
36

34

24

44
,0

13

23
11

_

17

11

10

27

13

10

12

15

7

6
9

6
9

7

I

3

8

7

1315

901

596
5'3
558

446
544

.224
327
307
'23
202
98

160

162

64

130
95

74

94
87.

127

92
86

75

42

67

27

28

20

81

64

43

27

54

44

42

32
30
27

25

17

18

24

19

17

23

15

16

10

12

14

9
9

7

8

4

5

6

3095
1617

1419
886
778
743
703
547
555

462
398
272

220
219
204

203

219
188

187

165

142

145

126

114

115

91

81

65

61

56

34
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CHAPTER IV

ADMISSION REQUIREMENTS

Doctoral work is a distinct and separate entity within
graduate education. The doctorate in the field of, Education
is no exception to this.

1 his chapter. as did its counterpart in the AA(TI study,
deals with a group of requirements that characterwe
doctoral admission policies and procedures. In this chapter,
the term admissions Is not used to refer to the establish-
ment of candidacy: it is applied only to entrance 1,1W the
program or admission to study.

By Way of review, a few statistics should be kept in
mind. There were 113 institutions in the Participating
Group. of which X3 were Old Institutions and 30 were New
Institutions. The data presented in this chapter are based
upon the responses of this particular group.

Data, relative to credit hours. are reported both in this
chapter and throughout the study in terms of semester
hours. This choice waf, made since about 70 per Lent of the
participating institutions used this system.

PREVIOUS DEGREES

The Bachelor's Degree

The questionnaire inquired if admission to the doctoral
program was contingent upon the applicant having earned a
bachelor's or baccalaureate degree. Table 21 showed that
106 institutions or 93.8 percent of all participating
institutions made this requitement. Among the Old lnstitu-

Lions. 70 or 05.2 percent iequned an carried bachelor
degree as a prerequisite for doctoral stud. m Education.
while the percent figure for New Institutions was oniy
slightly lower at 00.0 percent.

On the basis of these data, only four institutions in-
dicated definitely that they did not require ..'h a pre-
requisite for admission purposes. Three instituti, (lid not
respond to the question.

The Master's Degree

Requirements were less stringent regarding the no:essity
for an applicant to hase earned a roaster's degree as a
prerequisite for admission to the doctoral program. Specif-
ically, 40 institutions or 35.4 of the Participating
Group, required a master's degree.-while 65 or 57 5 percent
had no such rNunement. Two institutions i'idicated de-
partmental variations as to this requirement. while six of
the respondents gave no answer to this question. As shown
in Table 21. among the Old Institutions, 26 or 31.3 percent
indicated that they did require a master'', degree The New
Institutions, however, revealed a higher percent (46.4) in
favor of this requirement. Presumably at those institutions
where the applicant's admission to the doctoral program
was not contingent upon having earned the master's degree,
equivalency in terms of credit hours was all that was neces-
sary for entrance purposes Sonic programs in higher educa
tion indicated a preference for a roaster's degree in a

subject-matte! area

I API I 21

PRI VI01..ti DI .R11 S RI A IR1 DIOR ADMISSION

Old Institutions
Degree Yes '; No Varies No Response

Ness Institutions
Yes : No '; Varies '" No Response

Bachelor's 79 95.2 2 2.4

Master's 26 31.3 50 59.6 I 1.2 6 7.2

All Institutions
Yes No ', Varies No Response

27 91).(1 2 6.7

14 46 7 15 50.11 ) 3.

otA
Inst

106 93.6 4 3.5
40 35.4 65 57.5

35

3 2.7 113

1.8 6 5.3 113



PREVIOUS GRADE-POINT AVERAGES

1 he questionnaire 'throned if admission to the doctoral
program ,Y.i sontingent upon the applicant's grade-point
average. both at the undergraduate and graduate levels

Undergraduate Grade Average

As indicated in I able 22. 07 or 50.3 percent of partici-
pating institutions untried the grade-point average, based
on undergraduate work. as an admissions requirement. A
similar percent. bl .5 percent. of the Old Institutions had
this requirement . while only 53.3 percent of the New Insti-
tutions vi reported. thus. it would appear that the New
Institutions did riot hold to this r-quirement as stringently
as did the Old Institutions

Apparently greater emphasis was placed upon the grade-
point average based on work beyond the baccaulaureate
degree for doctoral admissions. Table 22 showed that 70
institutions, or 60.0 percent of the Participating Group,
made use of this criterion for admission purposes. A very
similar picture was seen for both the Old and the New
Institutions, their respective percent figures being 68.7 and
73.3. The University of Wisconsin indicated that the re-
qunement varied with the department. It 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
success was utilised.

Only one institution did not respond to this question.

Letters of Recommendation

On the basis of responses to the questionnaire. Table 23
s;,owed that % or S5.0 percent of the participating institu-

Grade Point
Average Yes No

[ndergraduate
Graduate

51

57
61.5
68.7

31

24

bons required at least one letter of recommendation for
admission. Approximately the same percent. hl 0. of the
Old Institutions had such a requirement, while a larger per-
cent. 03 4. of the New Institutions did

It was rioted that 10. or h.S percent of the institutions.
indicated that this requirement varied with the department.

his apparently pointed to individual departments setting
up their own criteria for evaluating statements on an appli-
cant's previous work and professional experience. In

addition, it was interesting to record that six institutions
had no letter of recommendation criterion as part of the
admission process to the doctoral program.

I API I 23

1"11 RS 01 RI COMMI NDA1 ION
RI ODIRF DIOR ADMISSION

Respons2
Old Institutions

No. '7

New Institutions
No. '7,

All Institutions
No.

Yes 68 81.9 28 93.4 96 85.0
No 5 6.1 1 3.3 6 5.3
Varies 9 10.8 1 3.3 10 8.8
No Response 1 1.2 1 ((.9

1otal 83 100.0 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-
cste for admission) The data presented in Table 24 also
indicated a marked variation between Ed.D. and Ph.D. pro-
grams.

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

I4It1I 22

All:rtiSSUALuLilayilia
Old Institutions

Varies No Response :;
New Institutions

Yes No Varies No Response

37.3.
28.9

1 12
1 1.2 1 1.2

Yes Nc
All Institutions

16 53.3 14 46.7
22 73.3 8 26.7

Total
Varies No Response '7 Institutions

67 59.3 45 39.8
79 69.9 32 28.3 1 0.9

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

1 0.9 113
1 0.9 113



!API I 24

11 ACHING ( A11 RI Qt IRI D I OR AIAIISION

Requirement Ph.D.
Old Inqitution

Id I). Ph D.
Nok I rititution.

1 d D Ph D.
511 Intitutlim.

Id U.

Certill, ate Required
ate Not Required

No Reyone
Iota!

4 (, o 14 2(),1
33 19 1 28 40 f
.Th a1h 2t 17.7

1 30 1 1a
67 1ll(111 69 HO II

In general. more Ld.D. than Ph.D. programs required a
teaching certificate for admission. On the other hand, ap-
proximately two-fifths of both Ph.D. and Ld.D. programs
left this requirement to the discretion of the department.
Forts 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, 42.0 percent of Ed.D.
programs indicated that this requirement 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 variation between Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs
than had been the case when the teaching certificate had
been utilized as one of the criteria in admission require-
ments.

As indicated in Table 25, more than twice the number of
Ph.D. programs at All Institutions did not require teaching

3

lU

I f
as 5
4(19

4 '9.11

a'9
5

100(1

11

1no n 21

7

.77

20

6

75 9

Io0

experience as an mte:;ral part of the admission process as
did require this criterion. At the Old Institutions this ratio
stood at more than 3 to 1 against such a requirement. On
the other hand, at the New Institutions, more Ph.D. pro-
grams required teaching experience lor admission to doc-
toral programs than did not.

A greater number of All institutions required teaching
experience for Ed.D. programs by a ratio of about 3 to 2.
In the case of the Old Institutions somewhat more Ed.D.
programs maintained this requirement than did not. [he
difference, however, was more marked in the case of the
New Institutions, where Ed.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 Ed.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. Close to one-tenth of the
Participating Group did not respond to this question.

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

'FABLE 25

TEACHING EXPERIENCE. REQUIRED FOR ADMISSION

Requireinen.'. Ph.D.
Old Institutions

(.% Ed.D. Ph.D.
New Institutions

Ed.D. r. 1)11.1)

All Institutions
hd

Experience Required 7 10.4 20 28.6 7 31.8 45.0 14 15.7 32.2
Experience Not Required 37.3 15 21.4 4 18.2 3 15.0 el 32.o
Varies 28 41.8 17 38.6 10 45.5 7 35.0 38 42.7 34 37.8
No Response 7 10.4 8 11.4 4.5 1 5.0 8 10.0

Total 67 100.0 70 100.0 1 1 100.0 20 100.0 100.0 () 100.0



-I A 26

Yl..-NRS ()I 11 A( IIIN(; I XPI-RII N( I RI ()(WI I)

Old Institutrons New Institutions All Institutions
Year, Nt of hog. Percent NI of Prog. Percent Nr. of frog. Percent

None ,os 27 t, 7 17.1 45 25,1

One I U, U I 00
1 WO 13 0..4 0 1416 19 10.6
Three
Four
Five

13
,

0

9.4
1 4

0.0

()

0

1

22.0

2.4

,,__
,_
1

1 '.3
1.1

0.0
Varies 56 40.0 17 41.5 73 40.8
No Response 15 10.9 1 2.4 16 8.9

Total 13. 100.0 41 100.0 17') 100.0
Mean 1.0 Year I .() Years 1.3 Years

Range 0-4 Years 0.5 Years 0-5 Years

FABLE 27

MAXIMUM AGI 131YON,DkVIIICII ADMISSION DENIED

Ma\iniuni Age
Old Institutions

Nr. of Inst. Percent
New Institutions

Nr. of Inst. Percent
All Institutions

NI. of Inst. Percent

35 Years I 1.2 1 0.9
40 Years 1 1 2 1 3.3 1 1.8

45 Years 6 7.2 6 5.3

C0 Years 1 1.2 I 3.3 1 1.8

55 Years
Varies ,_ 2.4 1 3.3 3 2.0

No Requirement 71 85.6 17 00.1 98 80.7

No Response I 1.2 I 0.')

1 otal 63 100.0 ;0 100.0 113 100.0

Mean 43.0 Years 45.0 Years 44.1 Yeats
Range 35-50 Years 40-50 Years 35-50 Years



AGE REQUIREMENT

Stated Age Requirement

A total of II institutions reported reliance on an absolute
age as an admissions requirement. These institutions had a
maximum age beyond which admission was denied. These
ages ranged from 35 to 50 years. with the median being -lc
years and the mean being 44.1 years

As shown in Table 27, the nine Old Institutions with this
requirement ranged from 35 to 50 years. with the median
being 45 yoxs and the mean being 43.0 years. The two
New Institutions having a fixed maximum age were remark-
ably similar in 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 in 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
were strongly discouraged. There, were 21 such instances
with four institutions indicating that such a criterion varied
within individual departments. As shown in Table 2t.
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 mean being
43.8 years.

TAI1LE 28

PREFERRED MAXIMUM AGE FOR
DENYING ADMISSION

Maximum Age
All Institutions

Number Percent

35 Years 1 0.0
40 Years 8 7.1
45 Years S 7.1
50 Years 3 2.6
55 Years 1 0.9
Varies 4 3.5

No Requirement 66 76.1
No Response 1.8

Tota! 11.3 100.0
Mean 43.8 Years
Range 35-55 Years

Particular emphasis. however, should he gn.en to the tact
that (J8 institutions or 86.7 percent of the Participating
Group reported no stated age requitement. and that x6 ur
76.1 percent had no preferred age MAXIMUM as part of their
admission policies

Provisional Admission

Final determination as to whether or not an applicant is
accepted for a doctoral program 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 a probationary status. and final acceptance is
determined by a number of conditions which have to he
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 61.0
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 20 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 answer the
question regarding provisional admission.

IA13L1 29

PROVISIONAL ADMISSION

Response
Old Institutions New Institutions
Number Percent Number Percent

All Institutions
Number Percent

Yes 55 66.3 15 A.0 70 61.9
No 26 31.3 15 50.0 41 36.3
No Response 2 2.4 1- 1.8

Total 83 100.0 30 100.0 113 100.0

ENTRANCE EXAMINATIONS

Enhance examinations have long characterized an intro-
duction to doctoral study in Education. All but ten of the
113 institutions in the Participating Group used some type
of entrance examinatwn as part of the admission require-
Meats. 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 o. screening applicants. Seven
institutions reported that use of entrance examinations was
left to the discretion of individual departments 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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ANCF 1 XAM1N /VIION CSI 'D iOR ADMISSION

Response

Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Yes 73 WO 30 100.0 1(13 91 1

No 2 2 4 1h
Varies 7 8,4 7 6.2

No Response I 1.2 I 11 9

I oral ((3 100.0 3(1 100 0 1 1 3 100.0

Respondents, where applicable, were requested to list
which examinations were used for entrance purposes. The
most frequently employed examination was the Graduate
Record Examination which was used by 93 institutions or
82.3 percent of all institutions in the Participating Group.
1 he same examination also headed the list for the Old Insti-
tutions with 65 of then: 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

3;

different entrance ex;munations used. Most of these were
used at only one instimion. In a number of cases, these
other tests were used in conjunction 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. Sonic required 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 sonic 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 sonic institutions the
applicant was permitted a choi:e 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 18.6 percent had no such re-
quirement. More than 30 percent of the Old Institutions
required a personal interview, while 46.7 percent of the

TABLE 31

ADMISSIONS EXAMINATIONS USED

Examination
Old Institutions

Number Percent

New Institutions
Number Percent

All Institutions
Number Percent

Graduate Record Examination 65 78.3 28 93.3 93 82.3
Mille; Analogies Test 46 55.4 15 50.0 61 54.0
Locally Constructed Test 7 8.4 3 10.0 10 8.8

Cooperative EnglishExamination 3 3.0 5 16.7 S 7.1

MMPI 2.4 3 10.0 5 4.4
Doppelt Math Examination 4 4.8 4 3.5

Watson-Glaser Test of Critical Thinking 1.2 1 3.3 1.8

ATGSB 1.2 1 0.9
Guilford-Zimmerman 1.2 0.9

IRE Intelligence Scale 1.2 / 0.0

National Teacher Examination 1 1(
Ohio Psychology Test 0.9
Sequential Test of Educatidnal Progress 1.2\ 0.9
Teri an Concept Mastery Test 1.2 1 0.9
Varies 2.4 I 1.8
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Ne%, Institutions made such a stipulation

'1 he most frequent response on the questionnaire to this
item was that the personal interview was not required. but
recommended It was noted that 45.1 percent of all the
institutions in the Participating Group responded in this
manner. Similar percents were indicated for both ()Id Instr-
tutions and New Institutions.

The questionnaire also requested that the respondents
check, from a list, the persons responsible at the institution
for conducting the admissions interview. 'Table 33 showed
the list of these persons. ranked in decreasing order of the
number of All Institutions. The chairman of the depart-
ment or division was the most frequently used interviewer,
closely followed 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 departmental or divisional chairman
ranked only third in the Old Institutions. It might he 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.

1 he category denoted as -Other- included four persons
which were riot on the list given in the que1/4t!onn,ure The-e
were the Executive Secretarr of the Fdili:ation Faculfy
Student Committee, the Advisor for General Orientation.
and the Director of Doctoral Studies in the area

ADMISSIONS COUNSELING

Closely related to the requitement tot pirsomd inter
views, was the practice of making sonic form of admission,
counseling available to the applicants. As indicated in l'able
34. 110 or 97.3 percent of all institutions in the Participit-
ing Group offered admissions counseling service to apply
cants. This same high percent was reflected in the returns
for both Old and New Institutions.

The tv.o principal sources for admissions counseling
occurred within the Education unit and the institution's
general personnel services. More than 95 percent of All in-
stitutions offered these services within the.Education unit, a
position virtually identical with that operating in Old Insti-
tutions. The New Institutions returned a percent of 86.7

1 ABLE 32

PERSONAL INTERVIEW FOR ADMISSION AVAILABLE

Response

Old Institutions
Number Percent

New Institutions
Number Percent

All Institutions
Number Percent

Yes 30.1 14 46.7 39 34.5

No 19 11.9 6.6 21 18.6

Not Required but Recommended 37 44.6 14 46.7 51 45.1

No Response 2,4 1.8

Total 83 190.0 30 100 0 .113 100,0

TABLE 33

PERSONS RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMISSIONS USITI R V IINVI NG

Interviewer
Old Institutions

Number Percent

New Institutions
Number Percent

All Institutions
Number Percent

Department or Division Chairman .30.1 1'1 73 .3 47 41.6

Prospective Advisor 31 37.3 1_2 40.0 43 38,1

Individual Faculty Members 30 36.1 9 30.0 39 34.5

Faculty Committee 24 10 33.3 34 30.1

Dean of Education 10 12.0 6.7 12 10.6

Admissions Officer 7 8.4 7 0.2

Graduate Dean 4 4.8 3 10.0 0.2

Other 3 3.6 3.3 4 3.5

41.
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ADMISSIONS (Ot NSl l IN(, AVAII AISI I

Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Response Number Percent Number Pet-Lent Number Percent

Yes K2 s
No

No Resonse I 2

l otal 10(1.6

2), 116

11+

101 the provision 01 this sersice. It should he noted Ihdt this
counseling could,. and did, operate in mole th.11 one center
This explains the percents recorded in 1;ible 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 le-
porting this requirement. On the other hand, only 35.4
percent ofte participating institutions required the
master's degree as an admission requirement. This pointed
to the use of hour equivalency in place of the degree itself.

Almost three-fifths of the institutions had admission
contingent upon the undergraduate grade-point average,
and 69.9 percent made graduate grade-point average a

factor in admission. About 85 percent of the institutons
required at least ono letter of recommendation for admis-
sion, 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 EdD. 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 admission to doctoral study, with the most frequent

iespone heing that this k,is de,rded at the discretion of
indRidual departments held true for hoth Phil and
1.d 1) requirements In the case of those institution, that
indicated .1 specific numher Of yeat. the pet rod ranged
from 0 to ears. the median hong fiA0 eals and the
triCdfl being I 3 year}.

although the age lail01 as d criterion 101 ,idillissik111 \Ais
not strongl empliasiied with less than one: -fittli of the in
stitutions making a definite maximum cut-off point. sonic-
24 institutions expressed a preferred maximum ;ire beond
which admission was denied. When an are was stated
preferred maximum, thi\ ranged from 35 to 50 years, with
a median of 45 years and a mean of 43.8 years. As in a
nr.mber of other admission criteria, the preferred age ruxl-
MUM WdS often left to the discretion of a given department.

More than 90 percent of the institutions required sonic
type of entrance examination lot admission. I he must fre-
quently used examinations were the Graduate Record
Examination and the Miller Analogies Test. These examina-
tions were on occasion adn inistered singly, but more often
used in combination with cne another or other screening
instruments. In any event, 'hey dominated the entrance
examination scene, the Graduate Record Examination
being used by 78.1 percent of all participating institutions,
while the Miller Analogies Test was 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 piospective 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
sonic form of admissions counseling was available to the

TABLE 35

SOURCE OF ADMISSIONS COUNSELING

Source
Old Institutions

Number Percent
New Institutions All Institutions

Number Percent Number Percent

College or Department of Education
Institution's General Personnel Services
Graduate School

82
24
14

98.7
30.4
16.8

26 86.7
26.7
10.0

10.s

32
17

95.6
28.3
15.0



al?plicant The source of this counceling was ptedounnantly
in the college or department of Education.

General admission practices V. Cie far from being stand-

4 3

aid throughout Although certain trends were to he ob-
served within given criteria for admission purposes. there
was wide variety among the participating inkinutions .1,, to
the permissiveness of certain admissions prerequHte.



CHAPTER V

URRICULAR REQUIREMENTS

Thu chapter deals with the general requirements which
characterue curricular policies and procedures of doctoral
programs in I ducation. 1 he data analyzed in this section
will pertain to the 113 institutions in the Participating
Group. Where an institution has :rot responded to a partic-
ular quer\ this has been noted within the relevant cate-
gory

Data relative to credit hours has been reported in terms
of semester hours as was the case m Chapter IV

Credit Hour System

Institutions were requested to indicate which credit hour
system was operating on their respective campuses. As
shown in Table 36, the semester system was the one pre-
dominantly found. 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 again a very consistent pattern
emerged with slightly more than One-quarter of All, Old
and New Institutions utilizing this practice.

1 here were three institutions which used a credit hour
system which was somewhat different from envier the
semester or the quarter systems. One Institution used a
system that was a hybrid of the semester and quarter sys-

I ARIA 36
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Old Institutions
No.

New Institutions
No.

All Institutions
No.

Semester 58 69 9 21 70 0 79 69.9
Quarter 21 25.3 9 30.0 30 26.5

Other 3 3.6 3 2.7

No Response 1 1 2 I 0.9

Total 83 100.0 30 100.0 113 100.0

tems.I l he other two :nstitutions used a system of course
units, one of which equated to the quarter system: and the
other of which equated to the semester system.3 One insti-
ttWon 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
QU Ed D. programs, had a relatively formal requirement per-
taming 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 Ed.D. programs ranged from 44 to
91) hours with the mean being 82.2 hours and the median
being 87 hours. For a Ph.D. degree the range was from 42
to 96 hours with a mean of 75.7 hours and a median of 76
hour s.

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 Lri.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 60 to 96 hours,
with a 'Lean 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 00 to 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,

I University of Pittsburgh had three 15-week terms per year but reported credit hours in semester hours.
:Northwestern University used a system where one course unit equaled four quarter hours.
3University of Pennsylvania used a system where one course unit equaled three semester hours.

44
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the Ed.D. programs required a greater number of total
hours 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. all 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 wilt a mean of 49.4
hours and a median of 54 hours. Requirements for Ed.D.

programs closely paralleled this pattern 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 to 90 hours.

The picture was strikingly similar .both in Old 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 Much less ex-
treme pattern was recorded, the range being between 24
and 66 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

Hours
Old Institutions

Ph.D. % Ed.D.
New Institutions

Ph.D. % Ed.D. %

All Institutions
Ph.D. %

40-44 1 1.5 - 1 1.1

45-49 1 1.5 1 1.1

50-54 2 3.0 2 2.3
55-59
60-64 11 16.4 6 8.5 5 22.7 3 15.8 16 18.0 9 10.0
65-69 4 5.6 4 4.4
70-74 8 11.9 10 14.1 1 4.5 1 5.3 9 10.1 11 12.2
75-79 3 4.5 2 2.8 2 9.1 3 15.8 5 5.6 5 5.6
80-84 4 6.0 4 5.6 1 4.6 5 5.6 4 44
85-89 1 4.6 1 5.3 1 1.1 1 1.1

90 & Above 14 20.9 26 36.6 7 31.8 9 47.3 21 23.6 35 38.9

Varies 3 4.5 4 5.6 4 182 7 7.9 4 4.5
None Specified 19 28.3 14 19.8 1 4.5 10.5 20 22.5 16 17.8
No Response 1 1.5 1 1.4 1 1.1 1 7.1

Total 67 100.0 71 100.0 22 100.0 19 100.0 89 100.0 90 100.0
Meana 74.3 82.0 78.5 80.1 75.7
Range 42-90 Hrs. 60-96111.s. 60-96 Hrs. 60-99 Hrs. 42-96 Hrs. 60-99 Hrs.

aBased on institutions that reported a specified number of hours.

-
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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 he approved by
the institution granting the doctorate, and there is usually a

specified number of hours which can he transferred from
another institution.

As' shown in Table 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

ours.

the total ranges for both degree programs were some-
what extreme, the permitted hours for the Ph.D. programs
'icing from 0 to 60 hours, while Ed.D. programs reported a
range front 0 to 64 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
in each of the 11 ,ce categories being approximately 33
hours. There was some deviation, however, with regard to
the range of transferable hours permitted when the Old and
New Institutions we.e ,:ompared. The latterthad an appreci-
abl lower maximum. the greatest number permitted being

-,1',11.111t 11(11 1<ti UI YON1) \IASI I'RS 1.)1.G1t11. ItliQUIRF1)

Pi, it
N'ew Institutions

1id.1). 111.1).
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.18 as compared with the 60 hours allowable in the case of
Old Institutions. 1 he median nu"ther of transferable hours,
however, remained close to 32 hours in each of the three
categories. Eight 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.

Ed.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 negli-
gible when these programs were compared with Ph.D. pro-
grams both m All Institutions and in Old Institutions, al-
though in both cases on an average slightly more credit
hours were permitted to 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-
ferable hours in Ed.D. programs was 42.0 with a range from

to 63, whereas the Ph.D. programs showed a mean of
32,2 hours with a range of 0 to 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 of 42.0 hours was almost
ten hours more on c- 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 to 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 he balanced by the residence requirements
operating within a given institution. Therefore any prospec-
tive candidate for a doctoral degree in Education should
always recognize that although a maximum number of
transferable hour may be quoted by an institution, his own
program and the residence requirements of the "home- in-
stitution. will. in large measure, determine 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 to examine and analyze the degrees of latitude preva-
lent at the various institutions whet, a definite period of

TABU: 19

MAXIMUM TRANSFERABLE SEMESTER HOURS PERMITTED

!lours 1'h .D.

Old Institutions
(7( Ed .D. g Ph.D.

New Institutions
% Ed.D. Ph.D.

All Institutions
(7( lid.D. C/

0-4 I 1.5 1 1.4 1 4.6 1
1 1.1

5-9 3 4.5 3 4.2 1 4.0 5.3 4 1.5 4 4.4
10-14 2 3.0 1 1,.4. 1 1 1

1 1.1

15-19 3.0 4 5.7 1 4.0 3 3.4 4 4.4
20-24 4 9.0 5 7.0 1 4.5 7 7.3) 5 5.0
25 -29 3.0 1 1.4 1.3

1 1.1

30-34 11 16.3 11 15.5 9.1 1 '5.3 13 14.0 1_2 13.3

35-39 4 0 c 7.0 1 4.5 5.6 5

40-44 2 3.0 4.2 13.6 3 15,8 5 5.0 0.7
45-49 5 7.4 11 3 4 18.2 O 3 1 .5 I. 10.1 14 lc 0
50-54 4.5 28 34 ,

60-64 6.0 6 4 45

15
1 1 I

None Spe,trieti 12 1() 21 2 -; 0 1-
No Re,ronsc 1 3 (' 1 o 1

1 1UU

!oral 1(,0 U l Itit., i) 1 ( ' ,,k) 100 ti
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uninterrupted entollment was mandatory, hut 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 response
both within degree provrams and among the virying
types of institutions was in favor of the residence require -
men;. The residence requirements were difficult to cate-
gorize, these ranging from a definite suitement to a loose
arrangement of part-time work. Where definite statements
were avathlfle, these ranged from a given period of time to
he in residence to a specific number of hours to he accumu-
:ated in residence or a combination of both.

The questionnaire inquired if the conferring of the doc-
torate was contingent upon the completion of a residence
requirement. The responses showed that 97.8 percent of all
Ph.D. programs and 95,6 percent of all Ed.D. programs
required the completion of some type of residence. The Old
Institutions produced at. almost identical picture and it was
interesting to note the New Institutions, without exception,
had a definite residence requirement both in Ph.D. and
Ed.D. programs.

THE TIME FACTOR

Recommended Maximum

Respondents were requested to state whether a recom-
mended maximum time for degree completion operated
within their institutions and, where applicable, what that
period was. Often this period is expressed as the number of
years from the time the student is admitted to degree
candidacy, while in some institutions this is denoted in
terms of the years from the rime that the student is admit-
ted to the doctoral program

As indicated in Table-41, considerable diversity existed
among the institutions relative to the maximum period of

41

tune recommended for completion of the doctorate in Edu-
cation. Time, in this analysis, referred to the number of

ears the strident should take from admission to study
through graduation. t, was not intended that this time tac
for be reported in relation to admission to candidacy alone.
Sonic responses (six), however, seemed to indicate that this
was the criterion used, but reference to the respective cata-
logues gave no continuation of this.

IAIII I 41

MAXINICM 1INIF I OR DIOR! I COMPLI LION

Years
Old Institutions

No.
Ness Institutions

No.
All Institutions

No.

0
0.5
1.0 3.6 2.7
1.5

2.0 3.6 3 2.7
2.5

3.0 8 9.6 3 10.0 11 9.7
3.5 1 1.2 1 0.9
4.(1 6 7.2 2 6.7 8 7.1
4.5
5.0 13 15.7 3 10.0 16 14.1
5.5 1 3.3 1 0.9
6.0 4 4.8 5 16.7 9 8.0
6.5 1 1.2 1 0.9
7.0 13 15.7 8 26.7 2' 18.6
7.5

8.0 11 13.3 4 13.3 15 13.2
8.5

9.0
9.5
10.0 4 4.8 3 10.0 7 6.2
Not Specified 10 12.1 1 3.3 11 9.7
No Response 6 7.2 6 5.3

Total 83 100.0 30 , 100.0 113 100.0
M ean a 6.0 Yrs. 6.4 Yrs. 6.3 Yrs.
Range 1-10 Yrs. 3-10 N'rs. 1-10 Yrs:

TA131 1. 40

aBased on i.nstilutions that reported a specified number of hours.
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The Old 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 years. The New Institutions showed a
shorter range, from three to ten years. with a higher median
au.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 function 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 upon 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 many 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 years, 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 EDi:CATION UNIT

I he requitement tot the Ph 1) tk,:.ranl trotti
to ,.1111 the !lied 1,c71147 .t(7 bents. Ind Ire nle.;:t;

ht)'lls, I d 1) .lt,)L',1 Icq,:17e111e117

1,11:c 1c7.:1?:.

771,1717..117. ILL-7: i,11.7, 17
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EST1N1AT1. AVURAGI. TIM!. I OR 1/1.1GRIT CON1P1.1 "LION

Years
Old InslitutionN

No
New Institutions

No.
All Institutions

No

0
0.5
1.(t

1.5

2.0 4 4.8 I 3.3 5 4.4
2.5 5 6.0 I 3.3 6 5.3
3.0 11 13.3 7 214 18 15.9
3.5 6 7.2 2 6.7 8 7.1
4.0 18 21.7 6 20.0 24 21.2
4.5 9 10.9 I 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 3.6 2 6.7 5 4.4
6.5 I 1.2 1 0.9
7.0 2 2.4 2 1.8
7.5
8.0
8.5
9.0
9.5
10.0 2 2.4 2 1.8
No Response 8 9.6 4 13.3 12 10.6

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

abased on institutions that reported a specified number of hours.

was apparent that Ed.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. Twenty eight Ph.D. programs and
18 Ed.D. programs indicated that the number of required
hours varied with the individual Jepartment. Mist of these
programs were found at the Old Institutions. This informa-

\,-tion is given in Table 43.

Ph.D. programs at Old Institutions had lb:: requirement
radging from 0 to 58 hours, with a median of >> ;:-,urs and
the mean of 33.7 hours. Ed.D. programs at these institu-
tions revealed almost identical ranges, but both the media
and the mean for this requirement were five or more hours
than in Ph.D. programs.

Among the New InStitUt:011N certain shifts were ob-
served. Ph 1.). ptograms. while recording the same median as
that noted :it thy Old Institutions. !stioved a droll of three
twat\ on 111C 171e411 this :equizett:ent and the range had
!e served \orr,ev,hat 1.d 1) pi,,gran,c ho :'ever, moved

rctlested
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TABLE 43

MINIMUM SEMESTER HOURS IN PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION REQIJI RI D

Hours
Old Institutions

Ph.D. 7, Ed .1). % Ph.D.
New Institutions

7, Ed.D. /, Ph.D.
All Institutions

(21., Ed .1).

0-4 3 4.5 1 1.4 3 3.4 1 1.1

5-9 3 13.6 3 3.4

10-14 1 1.4 1 1.1

15-19 1 4.6 1 5.3 1 1.1 1 1.1

20-24 3 4.5 3 4.3 I 4.6 2 10.5 4 4.5 5 5.6

25 -29 1 1.5 1 1.4 1 1.1 1 1.1

30-34 5 7.4 8 11.3 1 4.6 I 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 6.0 6 8.5 1 9.1 2 10.5 6 6.7 8 8.9

45-49 .3 4.5 5 7.0 3 13.6 1 5.3 6 6.7 6 6.7

50-54 2 1 3.0 5 7.0 1 4.6 1 5.3 3 3.4 6 6.7

55-59 I 1.5 2 2.8 I 1.1 2 :.?
6Q-64 2 2.8 2 1 10.5 4 4.4

65 & Over I 5.3 I 1.1

Varies 12 17.9 14 19.6 2 9.1 4 21.0 14 15.7 18 20 0
None Specified 22 32.8 15 21.1 6 27.1 3 15.7 28 31.5 18 20.0

No Response 7 10.4 4 5.7 2 9 1 I 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

Meana 33.7 39.3 30.6 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.

TABLE 44

MINIMUM SEMESTER HOURS OUTSIDE FIELD OF EDUCATION REQUIRED

Hours
Old Institutions

Ph.D. % Ed.D. % Ph.D.
New Institutions

% Ed.D. % Ph.D.
All Institutions

% Ed.D.

0-4 4 o.0 6 8.5 4 4.5 6 6.7

5-9 2 2.9 2 2.8 1 4.6 2 10.5 3 3.4 4 4.4

10-14 5 7.5 4 5.6 13.6 2 10.5 8 9.0 6 6.7

15-19 4 6.0 7 0.9 3 13.6 2 1 10.5 7 7.9 9 10.0

20-24 3 4.5 5 7.1 1_ 0.1 2 10.5 5 5.6 7 7.8

15 -19 1 1.5 1 1.4 I 5.3 1 1.1

30-34 2 2.8 ,
_ ....._

35-39 1 1.5 I 1 4 1 1.1 1 1 1

Varies 38 50.7 38 53.5 0 40 9 8 42 1 47 52.8 40 ci

None SpckAtied 0 8,() 4 2 13 6 I c sl 0 10.1 4 4 4

No Response 3 4: 2 2 h 1

. 4 h 1
f.:. ; 1 4 5 : ; -:

1 AJI 0-- 100 0 -1 100 0 , . 100 0 19 100 0 V: 100 0 90 1 00 0

Meana

ft.inge
11 1
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42.0 hours respectively. While the range within Ed.D. pro-
grams remained the same as was recorded in the Old Institu-
tions. this feature, too. had made a significant upward
movement on the scale as compared v'tli 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 11 n11111111111

figure for this requirement. No response to this line of in-
quiry was received in the case of nine of the 80 Ph.D.
programs. and five of the 00 Ed.D. programs.

HOURS OUTSIDE THE FIELD

.,"inalyses e: the d:-.ta in this section was largely restricted
by having positive responses from only 20 of the Ph.D.
programs and only 37 of the 00 IAD. 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 field 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 range 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 were some perceptible shirts noted at the New
institinions. Hie range was considerably reduced for both
Ph.D. :ind Ld.D. programs. The new ranges were 8-24 hours
for Ph.D. programs and x-25 hours fair Ld.D. programs. The
mean and median in both Ph.D. and Ed,!.). programs had
also moved 'lightly upward From those data it would ap-
pear tiw the Ness Institutions had modeled this particular
requiren..:nt ':erl mthh ..iLng the mote ,:onnon es

.1Ien! at the Old Institution, Nevertheles. It must he
again ell:phau.ad that less than of !!t .0 the r

;I', the ',N. H.; it Th.- .!
t'r,;:!:her ,,r, "e

and eight or 42.1 percent of the Ed.D. programs in these
institutions indicated that this particular requirement varied
with individual departments. and often the final decision
rested with the student's committee.

MAJORS AND MINORS

Closely related to the semester how requirement for
work to be taken both within the Education unit and out-
side of it, were the policies laid down lw the various pro-
grams as to what constituted major and minor areas of
study, as well as cognate work.

Doctoral programs in Education 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 52.8 percent of all Pn.D.
programs and 40 and 44.5 percent of all Ed.D. programs
had a set requirement of a major ar..1 a minor in Education
plus cognate work in order to .einn the doctorate. The
picture in the Old Institutions elf:.,.sey resembled that of the
All Institutions with regard to this requirement. In the New
Institutions, however, it was interesting to note that the
Ph.D. programs gave much greater stress to 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 Institutions with a shade over
two-fifths of the programs utilizing this practice. As in-
dicated above, the second most common response to the
nature of this rtquirement was that of no major ur minor.
Ten programs or 11.2 percent of all Ph.D. program~ and 12
or 13.3 percent of all Ed.D. programs reported no formal
requirements as to majors and minors.

The remaining categories indicated in Table 45 reflected
specific statements by certain institutions When making
these statements. these institutions also indi1/4..ed that the
:11()1,:es gien in the questionraite \%Cle fl t applh:;,He

1.1nti.e111i,,!e.. 4 i)et,:e10 PhD pl
.till h perccrit all 1.d I). progranl, .,Torted thaf

requueinent ...arred Nath Suni'1!
11.e 01.1 it
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TABLE 45

REQUIREMENTS FOR MAJOR AND MINORS

45

Requirement
Old Institutions

Ph.D. % Ed.D. %

New institutions
Ph.D. % Ed.D. % Ph.D.

Al: 'institutions
% Ed.D.

Major and Minor in
Education Plus Cognate 33 49.2 32 45.2 14 63.8 8 41.9 47 52.8 40 44.5

No Major or Minor
Required 1 0 14.9 I 1 15.5 1 5.3 10 11.2 12 13.3

Major and Minot in
Education Only 4 6.0 I 1 15.5 3 13.7 3 15.8 7 7.9 14 15.6

Choice of Major & Minot in
Ed. With or Without Cognate 3 4.5 3 4.2 I 4.5 I 5.3 4 4.5 4 4 4

Major Plus Minor
or Cognate 4 6.0 2 2.8 1 4.5 5 5.6 2 2.2

Major Only 3 4.5 1 4.5 2 10.5 4 4.5 2 2.2
Major Plus 2 Minors I 1.5 I 5.3 I 1.1 I 1.1
Major Plus Cognate I 1.5 I 1.4 I 4.5 2 2.3 I I .l
Major Plus 2 Cognates __ - - 1 5.3 I 1.1
Major Plus 6 Minors I 1.4 _ - _ - I 1.1
Varies 2 3.0 4 5.6 1 4.5 1 5.3 3 3.4 5 5.6
No Response 6 8.9 6 8.4 - I 5.3 6 6.7 7 7.8

Total 67 100.0 71 100.0 22 100.0 19 100.0 89 100.0 90 100.0

TABLE 46

RESTRICTION OF COURSE WORK

Restriction

Old Institutions
Nr. Of
Inst. %

New Institutions
Nr. of
Inst. %

All Institutions
Nr. of
Inst. %

Courses for Doctoral
Students Only 28.9 12 40.0 36 31.9

Courses for Doctoral and
Master's Students 70 84.3 28 93.3 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 3.6 j 3.3 4

Only Courses for Doctoral
and Master's Students 44 53.0 17 56.8 hl 54.0

Only Courses for Doctoral. Master's
and Undergraduate Students 8 9.0 6 7 1

Courses for Doctoral Only Plus
Doctoral and Master's Students 11 I; ; I 3 3 12 10.0

Courses 16,- Doctoral and Mastet's
Plus Dimoral. Master's, and
I 'ndeTgr..duate Student, 0 u 4 4

( oww). 1,ir a11 ;zroir,, 1,.) 12 I 1 )
;; ; 2u 1-
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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 continuing
controversy between those educators who advocated spe-
cialization in. advanced graduate study, and those who
pressed for students to be afforded opportunities to gain
greater "breadth in their doctoral studies. It would be
wrong to assume. however, that there was a 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 and 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 groupi
Courses for doctoral students only. were offered in 36 instio
tutions or 31.9 per-cent of the Participating Group. ('ourSes
fot doctoral, master's and undergraduate. students appeared
in 24 or 21.2 percent of the institutions. The above figures
refer to All Institutions of the Participating Group in every
instance

A very similar picture emerged with the Old Institutions
but some perceptible shifts were noted with regard to the
New Institutions. Although the rank order for these re-
stricted offerings remained unchanged, a considerable
clumge Of emphases was noted. Only one of these institu-
tions out of a possible 30 offered the combination of
doctoral taster's undergraduate students within a

given course. Twenty-eight of the institutions or ')3 per

cent of them used the and mastet.:, students
combination. Alnle the number of N,... Institutions ofter

the :MOW IlIdeFts, 0:11\ was 12 or -;(.).L)

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. Linde: 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 have coursesavailable of all three
types. That meant a doctoral student might have = 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. Whereas this was the case in 12.1
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 he regarded as an
entity unto itself and that course:, 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

Anotlier 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 further three, again Old Inti-
tutions, reported that no core courses were specified. while
nine ()liters (seven Old and two New) stated that they N
have a group of core 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-hall of All Institutions. These
were, in descending order of rank. educational research.
educational sh.'Aistics. educatiolal psychology and philos-
ophy of education. Next in line .,tool history of education,
which was requ;..ed in 40.0Tercent of All Institutions but
in 53.3 petard of New Institutions. Although rank order of
core courses requited remained te1113!ka1)1 consistent
through al; three categories of im;titutions. it was 'A orthv of
note that a higher percent of the New In,t,tutions required
the patticulat course in ca.h ot the tirst seven ranked

o'urse,
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CORI. OR 'I (X)1. SUBJECTS RI QUI1j.1)

Subject

Old Institutions
Nr. of
Inst.

New Institutions
Nr. of
Inst.

All Institutions
Nr. of
Inst.

Educational
Research 57 68.7 23 76.7 80 70.8

Educational
Statistics 52 62.7 23 76.7 75 63.4

Educational
Psychology 44 53.1 17 56.7 61 54.0

Philosophy of
Education 40 48.2 17 56.7 57 50.4

History of
Education 36 43.4 16 53.3 52 46.0

Administration
and Supervision 18 21.7 8 26.7 26 23.0

Educational
Sociology 15 18.1 6 20.0 21 18.6

Guidance and
Counseling 13 15.7 4 13.3 17 15.0

Curriculum 8 9.6 4 13.3 12 10.6

Foundations of
Education 5 6.0 4 13.3 9 8.0

Computer
Programming 6 7.2 1 3.3 7 6.2

Practicum 1 1.2 1 3.3 2 1.8

Behavioral
Sciences 1 1.2 1 0.9

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 2.4 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 language requirement. This particular feature of
doctoral study in Education, along with possible waivers of
this requirement and the measuring Of foreign language
competency, will be dealt with in this section.

Ed.D. Programs

As was expected. most Fd.D. programs did not require
toieip languag,e.4 As shown in Table 48. 75 of 63.3 pet-
cent of all Fd.D programs in All Institutions had no such
iequiternent. Virtually an identical picture prevailed at both

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 live
percent of all Ed.D. programs, with a similar percent noted
for both the Oki 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 Ed.D, degree.

Ph.D. Programs

The most common requirement for foreign language
competency in 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 to Ph.D. program re-
quirements, were those institutions which had no language
requirement. This was reported by more than onefifth 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 foreign 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 competency 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 eight institutions, five old and three new, in
which there was no institutional policy regarding the
method of meeting the :Jreign language requirement. The
decision was left io the department.

Two features of Ph.D. programs emerged as the result of
the analysis of these data regarding the foreign language
requirement. First, the programs were generally traditional
in their policies for meeting the foreign language require-
ment: and second. and seemingly running counter to the
previous feature. there was an appatent to eliminate
the foreign language requirement

4tiptingfield College did not require a toreign language for the I) 1 legree

tuillict support to this tinding eidenLed it; a alr A Si. Ier:.!cigyi \ Stu '11C
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TABLE 48

MEETING FOREIGN LANGUAGE RI QUIREMENT

Requirement Ph.D.
Old Institutions

7, Ed.D. Ph.D.
New Institutions

7, Ed.D. % Ph.D.
Al! Institutions

Ed.D.

No Language
Requitement 16 23.9 59 83.1 5 22.7 16 84.2 21 23.6 75 83.3

Reading
Competency of
One Foreign
Language (No
Waiver) 12 17.9 1 1.4 5 22.7 17 19.1 1 i .1

Reading
Competency of
One Foreign
Language (waiver
Possible) 7 10.4 3 4.2 1 4.6 1 5.3 8 9.0 4 4.5

Reading
Competency of
Two Foreign
Language (No
Waiver) 1 1.5 1 4.6 2

Reading
Competency of
Two Foreign
Languages (One
May Be Waived) 18 26.9 5 22.7 23 25.8

Reading
Competency of
Two Foreign
Languages (Both
May Be Waived) 7 10.4 1 1.4 2 9.1 9 10.1 1 1.1

Varies 5 7.5 I 1.4 3 13.6 2 10.5 8 9.0 3 3.3
No Response 1 1.5 6 8.5 1 1.1 6 6.7

Tot al 67 100.0 71 100.0 22 100.0 19 100.0 89 100.0 90 100.0



TABI I. 40

POSSIBLE- WAIVERS
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Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Waivers PILO. Ed.D. Ph.D. r; Ph.D. `7. Ed.D.

Statistic.s 30 44.8 0 12.7 40.9 3 15.8 30 43.8 12 13.3
Computer Programming 20 10.0 6 8.5 5 22.7 2 10.5 25 28.1 8 8.9

Research Methods 7 10.5 3 4.2 0.1 1 5.3 10.1 4 4.4
Cognate Field 3 4.5 1 1.4 I 4.5 4 4.5 1.1

I historiography 3.0 1 1.4 I 4.5 3.4 I 1.1

Mathematics (Calculus', 3.0 1 1.4 _
,

1 1.1

Philosophical Methods 3.0 1 1.4 1
1 1.1

Accounting I 1.5 I 1.4 1.1 1 1.1

Adv. Research Methods 3.0 1

Another Minor 9.1 1

high Reading Comp. in I F. L. I 1.5 1 4.5

School Law I 1.5 I 1.4 .J I 1.1

Social Psychology I 1.5 I 1.4 1.1 1 1.1

Native-Speaking Competency I 4.5 1.1

By Application 1 1.5 I 4.5 '1 1

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.!), programs
which had need to establish such substitutes for the foreign
language requirement. The remaining waivers iSted in Table
40 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. Apparently. 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 foteign langt. age requirement were French and German.
Other languages therefore. cow.lnute possible
waivers but no institution inade such a report hhc deter.
mination of a part 1,.11ar 1311p1.111C also, lalscd glic,11d1 still

to .4 1 dc:11:11 IUL:c111 rid-1,1CW in hp, native tongue
, k , ; ; T e r e l k e In I OH; v, ;' n

normal academic 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
c ler 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 unsee:1 passage for translation Was one given to
the student at the time of the examination for translation.
In ,11112 cases. IIMAn..C1. the examiner would ;ippioye one or
inole toreign language hooks in the student's mator field
il:e student ;111,1rcta

11 e'. rile e \alllllle! It ollld
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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, ill the student translated certain passage:; from
approved books and also translated certain unseen passages
selected by the examiner. The unseen alone alternative :,as
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 means 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 unseen translation and the
E.T.S. examination as well as a choice between a prepared
translation and the E.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 some 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 assessment of the candidate
at critical stages in the program and do not include cours'
end examinations.

Admission Examinations

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

Method
Old Institutions

Number Percent
New Institutions

Number Percent
All Institutions

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 17.7

Prepared translation 4 4.8 4 3.5

Choice between unseen trans.
& E.T.S. Exam 7 8.4 6.7 9 8.0

Choice between prepared
tran, & E.T.S. Exam 2.4 3.3 3 2.7

2 years -f college study
with satisfactory grade 3.6 3 -'7

Satisfactory performance in
prescribed F.L. course

tic; of graduate
2.4 1.8

In I' L. 1 1.2 1 0.9



mediate examination. while the corresponding proportion
of Ed.D. programs following this practice was a shade above
one.third.6

As indicated in Table 51, 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 Ed.D. programs used the oral
and written alternative. It was noted, however. that while
more than 20 percent of PhD. and Ed.D. programs at the
New Institutions gave both oral and written examinations.
the percentages of the programs utilizing any particular
form were generally leSs than 20 percent. and sometimes
less .than ten percent. It should be stressed, however, that
inure than one-half of all programs in all categories of insti-
tutions did not use the examination.

Candidacy Examination

Some foram of candidacy examination was administered
as a part of nearly every doctoral program at institutions in
the Current Study. Slight 11 less than 90 percent of all Ph.D.
and all Ed.D. programs used some form of candidacy exatn-
ination.7 Although no statements were made by the institu-
tions which did not use a candidacy examination, it was
assumed that they had some other ,oeans of determining
whether or not a student was to be admitted to degree
candidacy.

The most common form that the candidacy examination
-,_Nok was that of the combination of both written and oral.
More than one-half of Ph.D. programs used this approach in
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b,.01 the Old Institutions and the New Institutions. A sig-
nificant difference was reported. however. in the case of the
Ed.D. programs. Whereas in the Old Institutions, 42.3 per.
cent administered the combined oval and written candidac%
examination. there was a marked qpsurge w (,3.2 percent
fur the Ed.D. candidacy examination using this format in
the New Institutions.

The next must frequently used type of the candidacy
examination was the written form. About one-quarter of
the Ed.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.D. and Ed.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 particularly 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

TABLE 51

TYPE OF INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION

Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions

Type
N = 67

Ph.D. %

N = 71

Ed.D.
N = 22

Ph.D.
N = 19

Ed.D.
N = 89

Ph.D.
N = 90

Ed.D.

Written 12 17.8 13 18.4 9.1 1 5.3 14 15.7 14 15.6
Oral 3 4.5 3 4.2 1 5.3 3 3.4 4 4.4
Both 10 15.0 8 11.3 6 '73 4 21.1 16 18.0 12 13.3

Choice 3 4.5 3 4,2 9.1 10,5 5 5.6 5 5,6
No Response 3 4.5 2.8 3 3.4

No Intermediate Examination 36 53.7 42 59.1 12 54.5 11 57.8 48 53.9 53 5?i,9

()Springfield College did not use an intermediate examination.
7Springfield College used a candidacy examination that was both written and oral.
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TABLE 52

TYPE. OF CANDIDACY EXAMINATION

(11J Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
N = 67 N = 71 N = 22 N = 19 N = 89 N = 90

Type Ph.D. (7, Ed.D. Ph.D. (:.; Ed.D. Ph.D. '4. lid.D. ';;

Written 12 17.9 19 26.8 4 18.1 4 21.0 16 18.0 23 25.6
Oral 6 9.0 8 11.3 6 6.7 8 8.8
Both 35 52.2 30 41,3 13 59.1 12 63.2 48 53.9 42 46,7
Choice 5 7.5 5 7.0 3 13.6 , 10.5 8 9.0 7 7.8
Not Specified I 1.4 I 4.6 I 1.1 1 1.1
No Response , 2.82 3.0 _ 1 13 1 1_ - --
No Candidacy Examination 7 10,4 6 8.4 1 4.6 1 5,3 8 9.0 7 7.8

TABLE 53

TYPE OF FINAL EXAMINATION

Type

Old Institutions
N = 67 N = 7 1

Ph.D. % Ed.D. ',.

New Institutions
N = 22 N = 19

Ph.D. % Ed.D. %

All Institutions
N = 89 N = 90

Ph.D. % Ed.D. %

Comprehensive

Written 5 7,5 6 8.4 I 4.6 3 15.7 6 6.7 9 10.0
Oral 10 14,9 10 14.1 9.1 I 5.3 12 13.5 I 1 12.2
Both 13 11,9 8 11.3 5 22.7 2 10.5 13 14.6 10 11.1
Varies 1 1.5 1 1.4 1 4.6 1 5.3 2 2.3 2 2.2
No Response 1 1.5 I 1.4 1 1.1 1 1.1

No Comprehensive 42 62.7 45 63.4 13 59.0 12 63.2 55 61.8 57 63.4

Covers Dissertation Only

Written
Oral 50 74,6 55 77.4 17 77.2 13 68.4 67 75.3 68 75.6
Both 3 4.5 4 5.6 3 13.6 4 21.1 6 6.7 8 8.9
Varies I 1.5 I 1.4

1 1.1 1 1.1
No Response ' 3.0 2 2.8 1 1.3 _2 1 1_._
Examination not only dissertation 11 16.4 9 I 2.8 2 9.2 2 10,5 13 14.6 11 12.2

5



Table 53. slightly more than one-third of Ph.D, and Ed.D.
progra; :s administered comprehensive final examinations.8
which could be written. oral or both. The latter method
was la\ored slightly over oral only in the case of Ph.D.
programs. Both forms, however.. were used predominantly
by New Institutions which administered comprehensive
final examinations. Ed.D. programs in All Institution. uti-
limig comprehensive examinations. revealed an almost equal
leaning to one of the three possibilities open to them, but
among the New Institutions the written form of the exam-
ination was the most frequent used. It should be stressed
that comprehensive examinations covered both the disserta-
tion and all academic work taken.

About 85 percent of the Ph.D. and Ed.D: programs re-
ported that their final examination covered the dissertation
only.9 No institution used only a written final examination
Io ,:over 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
75.6 percent of Ed.D. programs. Similar percents were
noted at the Old Institutions for both Ph.D. and Ed.D.
programs. Ed.D. programs at the New Institutions had a
somewhat lower percent.

Fourteen 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-
don over the dissertation was oral but a written examina-
tion could also he administered if the results of the oral
examination were not felt to be satisfactory.

No Final Examination

data indicated that 91.0 percent of all Ph.D. pro-
grams and 94.4 percent or all Ed.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 live LLD. programs which did not have
sonic type of final examination.

Some of the institutions indicated that requiring a final
examination 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
committee,

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 he 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.I 0

'Satisfying the Terminal Research Project

As shown in Table 54, 96.6 percent of all Ph,D. pro.
grains and 91.1 percent of all Ed.D. pro rants 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.

TABLE 54

SATISFYING TERMINAL RESEARCH PROJECT

Type of Project
Old Institutions

Ph.D. Ed.D. Ph.D.

.New Institutions
'X Ed .D. '

All Institutions
Ph.D. Ed.D.

Formal Dissertation 64 95.5 63 88,7 100.0 19 100.0 86 96.6 82 41.1

Field Study Report
Choice 3.0 6 8.5 1.3 6 6.7

No Response 1.5 2 2.8 1 1.1

Total 67 100.0 71 100.0 22 100.0 100.0 89 100.0 90 100.0

8Springfield College does not give a comprehensive final examination.
9Spfinglield College uses both an oral and written final written examination over the dissertation.
lOspringfield College requires a formal dissertation as the terminal research project for the D.P.E.
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without exception in either degree. required the formal to go outside of the instructional program for the reseal:1r
dissertation as the terminal research project. if that were necessary for the: tudy.

Another striking feature of this requirement of doctoral
study in Education was that no institution whatsoever per-
mitted a field study report as the only terminal research
project available to candidates. There was some lessening of
this position, however, as two Ph.D. programs and six
LLD, programs did report that a choice between a formal
dissertation 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 55. 00.4 percent of 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 proposal was 'not written
under supervision.

I ABLE 55

It LSI A RCII PROPOSAL. WR1 I I I N liY
Sl UDE.N SUPL It VISION

Old Institutions New Institutions All Institutions
Response No. No, No..

Yes 79 95.2 30 100,0 109. 96.4
No I 1.2 1 0.9
Varies 1 1.2 1 0,9
No Response 1 2.42 2 1.8

1 oral 83 100.0 30 100,0 I 13 100.0

Research Within the Instructional Program

Table 56 showed that 42.5 percent of An Institutions
required that the dissertation research be an outgrowth of
the student's instructional program. This position held true
in 35.6 percent of the Old Institutions and in 53.3 percent
of the New Institutions.

On the other hand, 43.4 percent of All- Institutions
stated tbat the dissertation research did not have to be an
outgrowth of the student's instructional program. Forty-
seven percent of the Old Institutions subscribed to this
view. but only one-third of the New Institutions reported in
this manner. Ten institutions indicated that a choice was
possible. These institutions reported that. in some cases, the
choice of the direction of the dissertation research de-
pended upon the student and his committee. 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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D1SSF RIA1 ION RESEARCH AN 'OUTGROWTH
01' INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

Response
Old Institutions

No.
New Institutions

No
All I nstitutimw

No.

Yes 32 38.6 16 53.3 48 42.5
No 39 47.0 10 33.3 49 43.4
Choice 8 9.6 2 6.7 10 8.8
No Response 4 4.8 2 6.7 6 5.3

t o t a l 8-3 100.0 30 1 00,0 1 1 3 100.0

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 00.3 percent of All Institutions with a very close
picture being reported for both Old and New Institutions.
Only 6.2 percent of All 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 57

DISSERTATION CONTENT I OR MS OASIS
01: FINAL EXAMINATION

Response
Old Institutions

No.
Ness Institutions

No.
All Institutions

No.

Yes 74 89.2 28 93.3 IO2 90.3
No 5 6.0 2 6,7 7 6.2
\ 'ark

I 1.2 I 0.9
No Response 3 3.6 3 2.6

1 otal 83 100.0 30 1(10.0 113 100 0

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 All Institutions, while the quarter system op-
erated in over one-quarter of the institutions.



The minimum number of semester hours required for
the Ph.D. degree ranged from 42 to 90 hours. with a
median of 7( hours a. od a mean of 75.7 hours Minimum
requirements for the Ed.D. degree ranged from (O to 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 -)O hours. with the median being 54 hours, and
the mean being 49.4 hours. In the case of the Ed.D.. 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 51.8 hours. New Institutions required about five hours
More than Old Institutions for both degrees and the range
of hours was considerably reduced in buil) degrees, the
Ed.D. programs reported a range of 44 to 00 hours required
beyond the master's degree to earn the doctorate.

The minimum transferrable hours permitted for the
Ph.D. ranged from 0 to 00 hours, with the median being 31
hours .arvi the mean being 32.5 hours. The HI/ programs
permitted a maximum of transferable hours ranging from 0
to 04 hours, with a mean of 30.5 hours and a median of 30
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 yansferable bouts per-
ceptibly to 42.0 hours.

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

The maximum time for degree completion ranged from
one to ten years, with the median being six years and the
mean being 0.3 years. The estimated average time for de-
gree completion ranged from two to ten years, with the
median being four years and the mean 4.1 years.

The minimum number of hours required in prolessv /nal
Education courses in Ph.D. programs ranged from 0 to 58
hours, with a mean of 32.8 hours and a median (11 36 hours.
Ed 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 one-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.

6 t:,
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The minimum semester hours outside the field of Educa.
tion required for the Ph.1). ranged from 0 to 38 hours with
a median of 15 hours and a mean of 14.4 hours, Ld I).
program requirements also ranged from 0 to 38 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
area of study.

The most frequent requirement for major and minor
fields was a major and a minor in Education and 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 1.;:(1.D.
programs. Amajor and,a minor in Education ranked second
as a requirement for Hd.1.), programs and third for Ph.D.
programs. These three requirements accounted for 71,9 per-
cent of Ph.D. programs and 73.4 percent of Ed.D. pro-
grams.

Courses open to both doctoral and master's students
were found at 80.7 percent of the institutions but only
54.0 percent 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 50 percent of the participating institutions had each of
these requirements. the lone exception being the history of
edu,ation offering in Ed.D. programs which stood at 40.0
percent.

Reading competency in two foreign languages, one of
which could he waived was the most favored requirement
among Ph.D. progLims. Nearly one-quarter of Ph.D. pro-
grams and virtually no Ed.D. programs had a foreign lan-
guage requirement. 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
frequently used was the Educational 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-half of both degree programs using a writ-
ten and oral combination.

About 2() percent of all degree programs used a written
final examination while about 90 percent used an oral final
examination. A little more than one-third of all degree pro-
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 disserta-
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

research' project No institution reported a field study as the
only method for satisfying the terminal project although
eight institutions did indicate that a choice might be per.
milted between such a report and the formal d".Prlation.
At more than 96 percent of the institutions, the research
proposal was written by the student 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 formed the basis of the final examination.



CHAPTER VI

RELATED CONDITIONS

Several important considerations, such as personal
financing and availability of housing. that impinge upon
advanced graduate study are examined and analyzed in this
chapter. It should he stressed, however, that these con-
ditions arc viewed frcm the viewpoint of the administrative
officer in charge of the Edu!:ation unit and not from that of
the doctoral students.

RECRUITMENT

The questionnaire included an inquiry into the types of
recruitment practices most frequently employed by the
participating institutions. Specifically. 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. Seventyseven 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
to be a departmental decision in a number of institutions.
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 58. seven of the nine practices
used lot recruiting pii 1 poses operated in at .least one-quarter

I MIL 1 58

RI.(RU !INl PltACI ICLS

Practicesa
Number of
Institutions

Percent
of 113

faculty and Other persona] contacts 76 67.3
Master's program 61 54.0
Sc,.,i;.1.1:Jsliips. fellowships. assistantships 52 46.0
Reliance on reputation %;nd alumni 49 43.4
Publications 42 37.2
Personal letters 37 32.7
Summer session 30 26.6
News stories 16 14.2
School study council 2 1.8

,institutions %sere requested to .indicate the three most frequent
practices. This accounts for the absence of column totals.

of the institutions. Faculty and other persoml contacts was
the frequent practice. with more'than two-thirds of institu
tions reporting .active recruitment programs using this pal-
Ocular approach. he master's program was cited by more
than one-half or the respondents, while scholarships. fellow-
ships. and assistantships as well as reliance on reputation
and alumni were also well established practices. It would
seem that recruitment programs still have as their coiner-.
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 internships are therefore central' to
his thinking. These facets of doctoral study are considered
and analyzed below.

Tuition

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 doctoral students. It
was also pertinent to the varying approaches used to assess
tuition costs by different institutions. Three main patterns
were identified credit-hour rate, a fixed rate for tuition,
usually based on a minimum number of credit hours as a
floor for assessment; and a graduated or sliding scale, where
certain limits were fixed, for example, 10-12 hours S300;

13-15 hour, 5350.

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 from participating institutions indicated that
the number of minimum credit hours required for full-time
doctor-a! study ranged from four to twelve hours, per semes-
ter. the mode being nine hours. As indicated from Table 50,
this could mean as little as S142 for an academic year for
an instate resident at a public institution, but an out-of-
state student at the same type of institution could be called
upon to find tuition costs of 51728 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.

TABLE 59

RANGE 9E TurrioN cosh

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

credit flour $17-250 $30-250 S9-35 S23-72
flat Rate 51475-2350 51475-2350 S50-880 $200-1680
Graduated 5200-1200 5545-1200 5142-600 5162-1140

Where a fixed 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 biLther tuition costs
than he would at certain private intlitutiins. 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 .level. 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 some private institutions did
employ such a division. In all such instances. however. the
ceiling for tuition costs was identical and what differences
were reported were at the lower end of the scale.

Financial Assistance

Doctoral students traditionally seek 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 what
was available from the institutions themselves. The various
sources, outside of the universities and colleges, Were riot
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.,

One hubdred and six institutions. or more than 93 per-
cent of the Participating Group, reported 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.

TABU'. 60

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCF (ACADFAII(' APPOINTMENTS)

Type of Appointment
No. Available

Private Public
No. Filled

Private Public

Compensation Per Academic Yr,
(Range)

Private Public

Administrative Assistantship 151 584 151 583 S 500-5400 S 200-13600
Research Assistantship 250 21151/2 250 21081/2 800-5400 200-11000
Teaching Assistantship 148 4571 148 4571 2200-4500 200-8475
Administrative Fellowship 35 350 35 350 2030-3150 300-11100
Research Fellowship 298 554 208 554 1400-7000 300-7000
Teaching Fellowship 191 578 191 578 1350-400 300:5400
Administrative Internship 28 150 28 150 1500-14000 2180-12000
Research Internship 20 42 20 42 1500-7200 2180-12000
Teaching Internship 6 1061/2 6 1061/2 6400 750-13500

I,*



Financial assistance in the form of academic appoint-
ments is reported in Table 60. These analyses must he 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. Obvi-
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 being 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; assistantships.
fellowships; and internships. Each has its own si)b- divisions
of administrative. research and teaching. One d.istinct fea-
ture which emerged is that, both at private and public insti-
tutions. virtually all the 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 public institutions but
these were very liniited 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 not considered
proper to use either the mean or median in this facet of
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doctoral study in Education. Such figures carte very appro-
priate for an individual institution, but were Likely to lead
to 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 ',sponse.

The picture shifted considerably when the inquiry
sought easy location of housing on campus. In this case
only 62. or 54.9 percent of institutions, replied affirma-
tively, while 45 or about two-fifths indicated positively that
housing was difficult to obtain. Among those replying that
housing was available, there was the 'added qualification
that this response meant for single students only. Although
this applied to 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
to doctoral students, only seven, or 6.2 percent of the par -
ticipating 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. Ahnost 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 61

HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Response

Easily Located
Off Campus

Number of
Institutions Percent

Easily Located
On Campus

Number of
Institutions Percent

Priority to
Doctoral Students

Number of
Institutions Percent

Yes 93 82.3 54.9 7 6.2

No 19 16.8 45 - 39.8 90 79.7

No answer or qualified 0.9 6 5.3 16 14.1

Total 113 100.0 113 100.0 113 100.0
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DROPOUTS

Probably no more important feature of doctoral study
pertains than the reasons why students drop out of doctoral
studies. Unfortunately only 21. or 18.6 percent of the par-
ticipating institutions. indicated that they had carried out
studies to investigate the underlying reasons for students
having taken this drastic decision. This meant that the re-
sponses received to this inquiry. were largely "educated
guesses given by an administrative officer. It should be
emphasized that the responses were not those of the stu-
dent himself. One interesting response was the flat state-
ment. "We cannot make a valid statement to this inquiry as
we have no empirical evidence upon which to base it. This
was probably the most valid response received.

All administrators were requested to indicate what they
considered the three major reasons why doctoral candidates
did not complete their programs. As shown in Table 62, the
reasons were listed in rank order by type of institution. The
most'. frequent three reasons were the same for both private
and public institutions. but percentages of these occuring
were markedly different. Inadequate personal financing was
reported in slightly over three-quarters of public institu-
tions but in less than one-half of private institutions. Never-
theless, this reason was ranked first as a major reason for
both types of institutions. Difficulty with th,e dissertation
ranked second in public institutions wiC more than three-
fifths of these reporting in this manner. The same reason
was joint first among reasons given in private institutions.
but stood at only 46.2 percent among private schools. Job

promotion, ranked third in both types of institutions, again
showed a discrepancy of proportions reporting this as a
reason. While slightly over two.fifths of private institutions
reported this reason. more than one-half of public institu-
tions did so. One obvious difference in ranking was the

treason
"excessive demands on time devoted to.no i-course

duties." Ranked a joint third among private institutions
with over two-fifths of the respondents ?gating this as a
major cause for students dropping out of doctoral study'. it
was only seventh in ranking among public institutions and
occurred in slightly over one-quarter of the 'responses. At
the low end of the scale, both types of institutions regarded
housing problems and professional relationships of little or
no significance among the major reasons for dropping out
of programs.

SUMMARY

Slightly more than three-tenths of the participating insti-
tutions indicated that they did not have an active recruiting
program. Some reported their programs were limited to cer-
tain fields only. The three most frequent practices reported
were faculty and other personal contacts; the master's pro-
gram; and fellowship, scholarships. and internships. The
first named was reported by more than two-thirds of insti-
tutions wiih active programs.

Tuition costs revealed the expected wide range, whether
it was assessed on a credit-hour basis, by a flat rate, or on
some sliding graduated scale. Private institutions were pre-

TABLE 62

Th
MAJOR REASONS FOR DROPOUTS

Reasonsa Number
Private Institutions

Percent of 39 Rank Number
Public lactitutions

Percent of 74 Rank

Inadequate Personal Financing 18 46.2 1 56 75.7 1

Difficulty with Dissertation 18 46.2 1 45 60.8 1

Job Promotions which Precluded
Continuation of Doctoral Study 16 41.0 40 54.1

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 47.3 4
Family Problems 8 20.5 7 30 40.5 6
Personal Health 4 10.3 8 14 18.9 8

Housing Problems 0 0.0 9 5 6.8 9

Professional Relationships 0 0.0 9 5 6.8 9

alnstitutions were requested to indicate the 'three most frequent reasons. This accounts for absence 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 doctoral students in Education.

Twenty:one institutions reported that they had at-
tempted research into the pioblein of dropouts among doc-
toral candidates. lnadequatc personal financing was re-
ported as the most frequent reason in both public and
private institutions. it was reported. however, by more than
three-quarters of public institutions but by somewhat less
than one-half of private institutions. Difficulty with the
dissertation ranked second in both types of institutions:
Job ;prOmotion, which:prevented continuation of dOetoral
study;: was the third most repOrted.reason for dropping out
or the program in both public and t4krate 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 VII

CHANGES. NEEDS. AND PROJECTIONS

They Current Study also inquired about significant cur
ricular changes and areas of critical shortage in order to
relate them to degree production. Tin; was attempted by
means of two open-ended cps-lions. First. the respondents
were requested to indicate -act significant changes in die
doctoral program in Education had been made in the past
ten years at their particular institutions. Second. they were
asked to list what they felt to be the three most critically
needed program expansions or new program developments
at that :time for which additional persons in the field of
EducatiOn at the doctoral level were needed,

It 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. Imaddition, some attempt is made
to consider expectations for doctoral production in the
field of Education during the next decade.

A. Significant Curricular Changes

A number of significant curricular changes in the pre-
vious ten years were reported by the participating institu-
tions. Some 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 into 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 areas 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.modification 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.

TA JILL 63

SIGNIFICANT CURRICULA CHANGES
1958-1968

Changes
Nr of Total
Prog. Prog: Pct.

Po !icies and Procedures
Redefine and clarify requirements I I

41 22.9

Establish a more flexible program 10

Shift. in administrative responsibility 7

Change length of program 5

Change admissions policy 4

Change examination policy 4

Progt..ni Expa..sions 126 70.4
Developments in areas of concentration 82

Added doctoral programs 20

Developments in the doctoral programs 24:

Program Deletions and Reductions 12 6.7
Program deletions 7

Program reductions S

Supporting Requirement 23 12,8

Increase cognate requirement
Develop interdisciplinary studies 7

Emphasiv: courses outside education. 6

Practical Experience 14 7.8
Practicums 6

Internships 6

On-campus teaching 2

Research Component 24 13.4

More emphasis on research methodology 12

More research programs 8

Emphasize statistics 2

Emphasize computer methodology 2

Research Tool Requirement 20 11.2
Alternatives to the foreign language requirement 11

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-
grants, 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

Area of Concentration
Nr. of
Prog,

Pct. of
.Prog.

Higher Education 11 6.1

Foundations of Education 8 4.4

Administration and Supervision 7 3.9

Curriculum 7 3.9

Psychology 6 3.3

Guidance and Counseling 4

Measurement 4 I

Special Education 4
s s-.-

Urban Education 3 1.()

Adult Education 1 U.S

Afro-American Education 1 0.5
English Education I 0.5

Foreign Language Education 0.5
Mathematics Education 1 0.5
Reading, 1 0.5
Religious Education 1 0.5

Science Education 0.5
Secondary Education 1 0.5

Social Science Education 1 0.5

Speech Education 1 0.5

Teacher Education I 0.5
Vocational Education 1 0,5
Unspecified 15 8.3

Total 82 45.9

Higher education was the most frequently veporied 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 Ole
largest number of graduates as reported 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 fordoc-
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 more precisely the future needs at this
time. it would he necessary to .induct a manpower study
of the field of Education and to c.-ompare the results. both
nationally and regionally. with acitial degree production by
area of concentration. In this way, the need,, both within
and without the field of Education. for individuals in Edu-
cation could he ascertained.

A facet of the determination of future needs would he
to find out what the administrators in professional Edw.&
tion felt would be the most critically' needed program ex-
pansions or program develOpments in the field of Education
at this time. The Current Study attempted to ascertain the
thinking of administrators regarding this point.

For the most part. three critical needs were indicated
llowever, in a number of cases, more Oian three were given.

indicating that the respondents felt that the critical needs,
as determined at that time, could not he limited to only
three. There were 15 institutions, or 13.3 percent. which
did not respond to this inquiry. This represented 2i pro-
grams or 11.7 percent.

It was assumed thrat, in responding to this item. the
respondent would consider the broad w!eds of the field.
whether they were national. state, or regional. However,
most of the responses to this item seemed to express local
needs for the growth and development of the field of Edu-
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.

TABLE 65

THREE MOST CRITICALLY NEEDED
PRO/. 'RAM EXPANSIONS

Expansions Number Percent

Educational Research 37 '0.7
Urban Education 17 15.1

Early Childhood l.:.ducation 13 12

Junior and Community College Education 12 t)

Table 65 showed the three most critically needed pro
gram expansions. The most frequently noted need was m
educational research. reported by 20.7 percent of partici-

!Harold E. Moore, John H. Russel. and Donald 0. Ferguson. The Do, torate in EduLz.0pn. Vol II. "I he Institutions
(Washington, D.C.: American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, 1960). p DO

7r)
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pating institutions .1 Ins interred plans not only for more
resear:h opportunities for doctoral students but also for
more lull-time research into the problems of !..ducation.
The next frequently indicated need was urb:in edut a-

repotted by !'s' I percent of partipaiing institutions
This response pointed to an awareness of the special educa
:tonal needs of urban areas. particularly within the inner
Lily 1 his was reported by nearly all urban located institu-
tions, .ind al,,o by inqoutions closely associated with urban
areas

Two areas were reported hr the same number of pro.
g,rams and ranked thud as a most critical need. These were
early childhood education and junior and commurthy
college education. Lich were reported by I 2..o percent of
the participating programs. The area of early childhood
education showed a growing concern alNurt developing/ the
capacities it the pre-school child. The area of junior and
community college education pointed to the need for
teachers and administrators sensitive to this new field of
I du,.. at ion

It would appear that these were the areas which si,ould
show promise' of gaining more attention in the next decade.
Consequently. they might experience proportionally more
graduates.

Table 06 showed other critically needed program ex-
pansions reported by respondent,. This group was headed

[ 66

01111 R FICAL1 Y NEI DI D PROGRAM 1 XPANS1ONS

I xpansions Number Percent

Higher I duration
Curriculum and Instrustion I X

12 3
10 1

Special Education 13 ;

Adult I..ducat:on 13 73
Learning Resources 12 6.7

Educational Psychology 9 50
Preparing ( ollegiate-Ievel

leachers 9 5 Ii

Prepare Public School Administrators 9 5 0

Interdisciplinary Education 9 5 iI

Foundations of Education 45
Reading S 4.5

[valuation of Education 7 39
Teacher Education 4 2.2

vocational education 4 2 2

Field Experiences as Part of the
Doctoral Program 1.1

Generalists 1.1

Multi- cultural and Hi-lingual
Education 3 1.7

Science Education 1 0.6
Miscellaneous 11 6.2
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by higher education and curriculum and instrucium, each
of which was noted by more than 10 percent of the re-
spondeuts These, along with the next three, special educa-
tion. adult education and learning resources. might show
some gain in doctoral production during the next decade

-the remainder might not have a positive effect and.
therefor... might actually experience proportionally fewer
graduates This would he particularly true in the existing
programs. New programs would. of course, show some gain,
though small.

C. Predicted Number of Doctorates in Education

Estimates of doctoral production in the field of V.duca
lion were initially considered to be an integral part of a
survey such as the Current Study. The setting up of sue
projections, however. must be considered of limited value.

time 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 to the utility of such projections on a national basis
for individual institutions with their own peculiar needs.
lhis would apply whether total production of doctorates
over the coming decade was considered or if a specific
field, such as areas of concentration, was examined. A given
institution may well be iterested in national trer 's. but
the direction it follows should be interpreted nu deter.
mined by an appraisal of its own needs. The above explana
tion provides a rationale why the questionnaire was riot
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. lie did stress. however, tile
limited application of these findings. Sistler based his
formula on the period beginning with tire AACTE Study
and ending with the Current Study, the years included
being 1958 through 1969. lie analyzed the annual g,,owth
rate during this period arid noted that it had started to
increase. Taking into consideration these factors. he esti.
mated that there would he about 190 percent increase in
total doctoral production in Education during tile next
decade. In addition, he noted that both the AACTE Study
and Current Study revealed that 37 percent of the con-
feried degrees were Ph.D.'s and 63 percent were Ed.D.'s. lie
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



graduates in 1969.70 to more than 1.1.000 in 1979-80, with
a total of slightly less than 100.000 earned degrees for the
decade

llowev,.r. he questionned whether these estimates were
teahstic Ile cited other sources as indicating that there
would he close to 50.000 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 degrees 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 80.000. 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 educational
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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 one.tifth of respondents reported
such policy and procedure modifications.

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 of 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
fields, 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 he conferred in the last year of the decade ahead.
Although this meant a steady increase in numbers. it also
represented a slowing down of the present ant ual growth
rate of about 9.5 percent per annum to an estimated 6.7
percent in 1979-80.



CHAPTER VIII

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RLCOMM,ENI)ATIONS

In March 1969. the Commission on Iligher Education of
Phi Delta Kappa adopted a motion to bring about, if fea-
sible the updating of the study 1.111. DOCTORATE. IN
EDUCATION which was made by the Studies Committee
of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Educa-

'lion in 1958. The Current Study attempts a replication of
the institutions phase of the 1956-58 AACTE. study cover-
ing the original 92 institutions and including new institu
nom offering the doctoral program in Educaton. As in the
previous survey, the questionnaire method was the primary
source of data.

SUMMARY
General

Ninety-eight Ph.D. and 97 Ed.D. programs in 124 Insti-
tutions. which granted doctoral degrees in Education during
the years 1965-69. were identified. Eighty-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 prcgams 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 Ed.D. programs at public institu-
tions doubled those at private institutions. In the case of
Institutions offering hot!: the Ph and the Ed.D. degrees.
little differeilce was 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-time 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 employed 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 Ed.D. programs were administered
solely by the College of Education, 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 College or under a dual arrangement.

Of the 15.140 graduates from the 124 institution(in the
Total Group. 2,132 were produced in the state of New
York alone: seven other states produced none. The East .
North Central region was the highest producer. accounting
for more than one-fifth of conferred doctorates in Educa-
tion. The Middle Atlantic was the second largest producer
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 Education. 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 ry 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
graduate:. 1 eachc :s College. Columbia University. heading
the list with 909 degrees for the 1965-69 period. Seven
other institutions produced ten or fewer graduates for the
sante period.

The 113 participating institutions reported a total of
179 Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs offering the degree in Edu-
cation. One hundred and forty-one programs produced
3,095 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. School 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 3C areas of concentration listed, more Ph.D.
degrees were awarded in eight fields and more Ld.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. was 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. programs and virtually no Ed,D. programs had a
hireign language requirement. Therefore, it would appear
that there is some movement toward the elimination of the
foreign language as part of doctoral programs.

Deviations lion] the traditional dissertation rNunement
have often been cited as a prime difference between Ph.D.
and Ld.D. programs. This wits not evident in this study.
Virtually all Ph.D, programs and over 0 percent of. Ld.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 terminal
research project available to condidates. However. two
Ph.D. and six Ld.D programs reported that a choice be-
tween a formal dissertation or a f'eld study was gosstble m
then Institutions.

There was some indication that 1..d.D progiams tended
to be more structuied in form than Ph.D. pro,rams. In
addition, the IAD. progiams were generally more demand-
ing in their course requirements

In general, more Ld.D. programs than mogtams
required a teaching certificate for admission. On the other
hand, approximately two-fifths of both Ph.D. and Ld D
programs left this requirement to the discretion of the
department. There was less variation between Ph.D. and
Ld.D. programs when teaching experience as a criterion of
the admission process was examined

Comparisons Between Old Institutions and
New Institutions

It was hoped that marked differences might emerge
befween the Old and New Institutions indicating new
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trends in preparation of students embarking upon doctoral
study in Education. Such was riot 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. I lowever, it may well be that the need fur rec-
ognition and acceptance places new institutions in a less
favorable position with the result that imitation.,11,otab-'
hshed practices is given greater priority in the formative
years than the setting up of new and experimental pro-
granis.

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

Profile of Admissions Requirements

Although diversity characterized the whole study. the
data did reveal somewhat uniform patterns relative to many
requitements The "ty pica!" doctoral plogiam required

I. A bachelor's degree from an accredited institution
Foul institutions did not require a bachelor's degree
On the other hand, 65 institutions uid not require a
master's degree Mule 40 did make such a stipulation
for admission to the doctoral program.

2 Certain levels of both undergraduate and graduate
grade-point average. This was a nebulous area with 45
institutions indicating that admission was 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 institutions
stressed undergraduate grade-point average and even
more seven-tenths had minimum graduate grade-
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point averages as part of admission criteria.
3. 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.

4. An entrance examination. Only two institutions did
not use an entrance examination for admission, while
seven others indicated that this requirement varied
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.

5. 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.

6. Admissions counseling, predominantly in the College
or department of Education. Only one institution
indicated that it did not offer admissions counseling.

7. Admission on a provisional basis, if necessary. Forty-
one institutions, however, did not permit sudi a
classification.

8. No specified age, maximum or minimum. Eleven
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 1311.D. programs and more
than one-third of Ed.D. programs did not reqiiire 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 -third of Ph.D. programs and
one-fifth of Ed.D. programs. Fourteen Ph.D. and N
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.

9

Profile of Curricular Requirements

I. Total semester hours required to earn the doctorate
75 hours for Ph.D. (Range 42.96): 82 hours for

Ed.D. (Range 60-99 hours). However, 20 Ph.D..
programs reported that no number of hours was
specified; 16 Ed.D. programs followed the same
practice of not svcifying the number of hours to
earn the doctorate.

2. Minimum semester hours beyond the master's de.
glee 54 hours for Ph .D., 58 hours for Ed.D.
(Range for both Ph.D. and Ed. D. 18-90 hours)..

3. Minimum semester hours in the field of Education
36 hours for Ph.D. (Range 0.58 hours); 40 hours

for Ed.D. (Range 0.78 hours).
4. No specified minimum of semester hours outside

professional 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 requirements as the Ph.D.
programs.

5. 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 16
Ed.D. programs did not specify a maximum number
of transferable hours.

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

7, Average length of time candidates took to complete
degree from admission to study through graduation

4 years (Range 2.10 years).
8. A residence requirement. There was wide interpreta-

tion as to what constituted "residence-.
9. 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
Education was the third most frequently used.
Ed D. programs favored a major and minor in Edu-
cation only as the second choice, with no major or
minor as the third most cited combination.

10. Core 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:

The -typical" or modal doctoral program included the Educational research 70.8%

following curricular requirements: Educational statistics 63.4% )



Educational psychology 54,0%
Philosophy of Education 50.4%
history of Education 40.0r

11. No foreign language required for Ed,D. One institu-
tion did report an Ed D. program in which reading
competency in one foreign language without a

waiver was required. Five other hd.D programs
reported foreign language requirements but in each
instance this could he waived. Nearly one-half of
PhD, programs required competency in at least one
foreign language. however. nine Ph.D. programs
reported that. although competency in two foreign
languages was desirable. both could he waived.
Nearly one-quarter of Ph.D. programs had no for-
eign language requirement.

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

13. Formal dissertation for both degrees. Six d.D.
programs and two Ph.D. permitted a choice between
a formal dissertation and a field study report.

14. Examination programming: (a) written admission
examination (diagnostic): (b) written and oral
candidacy examination, Sixteen Ph.D. and 23 Ed.D.
programs reported a written only candidacy exam:
ination: fifteen programs had no candidacy exam-
inations: (c) 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.

Slightly more than two-thirds of institutions reported
alai they had active recruiting programs, although 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 public colleges and
universities. This was nut true in every instance, some over-
lap occurring. Over nine-tenths of participating institutions
reported that they offered zcholarships to doctoral stu-
dents. Financial assistance was available in the form of
assistantships, fellowships. and internships. Virtually all 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.

Ilousing was generally easy to locate off campus. On
campus. the position was both good and bad. A little over
one-half of the institutions reported housing easy to locate
(although in some instances this was restricted to single
students only) while about two-fifths indicated that hous-
ing was at least difficult to obtain on campus. Only 0.2
percent of participating institutions indicated that housing
priority was given to doctoral students.

The most frequently cited reason (by the institution) for
drop-outs was "inadequate personal financing. This was
reported in slightly over three-quarters of public institu-
tions and by less than one-half of private institwiti:ins.
"Difficulty with the dissertation was ranked second with
"job promotion whicl. precluded continuation of doctoral
study" in third position.

Changes, Needs, and Projections

Program expansions were the most frequently reported
change during the previous ten years. Seventy percent of
participating institutivs indicated such a change. Program
expansions were mainly\oncentrated in areas of concentra-
tion. Iligher education. fonodations 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 Educiition were repiii
Educational research was cited as the most critically needed
program expansion. Urban education followed next. with
early childhood education and junior and community
college education given equal weight as the third most criti-
cally needed expansion.

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 percent increase over the decade this suggested
about .10.000 conferred doctorates in the final year of the
decade. It was also estimated that there would be a slowing
down of the present annual growth rate of about 9.5 per-
cent to 6.7 percent.

CONCLUSIONS

the wide diversity of institutional settings reported in
this study made it 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 Ed.D. and Ph.D. degrees in the field of Education

1. 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 the Ph.D. degree. Many
Ph.D. programs reported were, indeed Ed.D. programs in
everything but title.

The percentage of Ed.D. and Ph.D. degrees conferred
during the period of the study remained steady and it
would appear that sonic 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 I 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 divergent functions of either
degree, there would appear to he no other alternative.

2. New Institutions appeared m:.;,re 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, are generally limited by the hard realities of finance
and recognition with the result that experimentation in
educational practices does not receive as high a priority
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. It would appear that new develop-
ments and new paths of study were more likely to occur at
the well-established institution with its greater security,
although there were certain instances at the newer colleges
where practices were implemented 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
all areas of concentration match the identified areas of criti-
cal shortage.

The tour areas that were currently the largest producers
of Education doctorates were school administration, guid-
ance and counseling, educational psychology, and higher
education. It 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 research,
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 educational 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.

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



Again this points to the need for a serious and periodic
evaluation of the area of concentration 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 to 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 tO 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 to 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 of 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
difficulty than their single counterparts. Adequate married
housing at reasonable cost ,is more likely to be found on
campus 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 studies.

5. \There was little evidence that admission criteria had
changed from their traditio -ial hurdle role to one of indivi-
dual evaluation of a student's needs and his or her desired
termini] behavior.

Although 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 - fifths 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 to 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 a distinct trend toward
greater uniformity among programs.

Modifications, apart from the liberalizing of the foreign
language, were generally minor. New Institutions 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 cha.'ge
will be projected in doctoral production in the field of
Education during the next decade.

An increase in iota! doctoral production in Education
was projected for the next decade. This projected increase
amounted 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.projecid
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 '9f the fact that they are generally compat-
ible with expectations observed in other sources. 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
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Education. This would not necessarily mean 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.

2. 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 anowareness among doctoral students as to
the areas of critical shortage.

3 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 deniand for graduafes in a given
area of concentration.

4. 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.

5. Curricular policies and admission requirements
appear to be moving toward greater uniformity in
spiv. of the picture of diversity revealed in those
areas 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.

6. There needs to be further study to determine the
extent of finance as it bears upon the pursuit of 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.

7. Although not included in this study but as part of
preparation to it, the literature appeared to indicate
that more institutions were planning to initiate
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.

8. 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

OFFERING DOCTORATES IN EDUCATION. 1965-69

Institution Type

Ed.D.
first
,granted_

Ph.D.
first
granted

Administrative
Responsibility
Ed.D. Ph.D.

1 2 3 4 5 6

ALABAMA .
Auburn University State 1955 D

University of Alabama 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

CALIFORNIA.
Claremont Giidoate School Private-Grad. 1937 G

Stanford Univeraty Private 1929 1916 E D

United States International Univptsity Private 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 I 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 Conm.eticut State 1950

DELAWARE
University of Delaware3 State

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
The American University
The Catholic University of America Private 1906

The George Washington University Private 1933

FLORIDA
Florida State University State 1952 1955

University of Florida State 1947 1968 D D

University of Miami Private 1963 1961 D D

81
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111S1 jilt( ior Type

I'd I)
first
granted

Ph I)
first
granted

Adrnirnsirati,e
Re,ponsr,Inlil,

I d I) Ph I)
1 3 4 : r,

GEORGIA
University of Georgia State 1948 1o(,r;' I) I)

IDAHO
University of Idaho State 1'4,2 1065 (, (,

ILLINOIS
Illinois State University State 1966 1966 G

Loyola University of Chicago4 Private 1951 102.8 1.

Northern Illinois University State 1965 I)
Northwestern University Private 19'2 1944 ., (l
Southern Illinois University State , G

University of Chicago5 Private 1901

University of Illinois State 1946 D I)

INDIANA
Ball State University State 1963 1964 G

Indiana University State 1927 1924

Indiana State University State 1967 C

Purdue University(' State 1949

University of Notre Dante Private 1949 G

IOWA
Iowa State University State 1943

University of Iowa State 1915

KANSAS
University of Kansas State 1941 1920
Wicnita State University State

KENTUCKY
Univeristy of Kentucky State 1947 1931 I)

LOUISIANA
Louisiana State University State 1935

MARYLAND
Johns Hopkins University Private 1930 1910 .) C

University of Maryland State 1949 I 9.43 D D

MASSACHUSETTS
Boston College Private 1957 (; G

Boston University Private 1932 L

Harvard University Private 1922 1`)10 L D

Springfield College? Private College.

MICHIGAN
Michigan State University State 1945 10'5
University of Michigan State '948 1902

Wayne State University State 1949



Institution Type

Ed.D,
first
granted

Ph.D.

first
granted

Administrative
Responsibility
IAD. PhD

1 3 4 5 6

MINNI.SOTA
University of Nlinnesota 117

MISSISSIPPI
Mississippi State l'niversny State 1966 1970 G G

University of Mississippi State 1953 1955 D 1)

University of Southern Mississippi State 196' 1962 I) I)

MISSOURI
St Louis University Private 1932 G

University of Missouri State 1937 1916 I) 0
Unnersity of Missouri at Kansas City Sta*.e. 1957 D

Washington University Private 1930 1938 D 1)

MON LANA
Montana State University State 1958 1965 G G

University of Montana State 1958 1)

NEBRASKA
University of Nebi iska State 1954 1915

NEN' JER.SLY
Rutgers UniversityS State 1931

NEW MI XI( 0
New Mexico State University State 1967 1) 1)

Univer,ity of Ness 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 E

St. John's University Private 1962 1950 E E

State University of New York at Albany
State University of New York at Buffalo State 1934 1964 F 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

33



Ed .1).

first
Ph.D.
first

Administrative
Responsibility

Institution Type granted granted 1:(1 .1). PhD.
1 3 4 5 6

OHIO
Case Western Reserve University Private 1941 1931 G C
Kent State University State 1964 D
Miami University State 1969 D I)
Ohio State University State 1922 G
Ohio_University State 1961 D

/ University of Cincinnati Municipal- 1934 1925 E 9
t State Affiliated

'niversity of Toledo) State 1962 9 D D

,-'-oKLAHOMA
Oklahoma State University State 1942 C;

University of Oklahoma State 1931 9 D I)
University of Tulsa Private 1954 G

OREGON
Oregon State University Su to 1943 1963 G G
University of Oregon Stave 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 1931 1927 D D
Temple University State-Related 1928 G
University of Pennsylvania I 0 Private 1944 1910,
University of Pittsburgh State 1933 1916 E Ii

SOUTH CAROLINA
University of South Carolina State 1923

SOUTH DAKOTA
University of South Dakota State 1959

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

8



Institution

77

Ed.D. Ph.D. Administrative
first first Responsibility

Type granted granted Ed"). Ph.1)i
3 4 5 6-

UTAH
Brigham Young University
University of Utah State
Utah State University State

VIRGINIA
University of Virginia State

WASI II NGTON
University of Washington State
Washington State University State

WEST VIRGINIA
West Virginia University State

WISCONSIN
Marquette University Private
University of Wisconsin State
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee State

1950 1949 G G

1954 1954 1.) I D

1951 1922 Ii 1)

1948 j G

1950 1938

1956

1967 1966

1911

WYOMING
University of Wyoming State 1948 1947

!General administration by Graduate College; specific administration by department.
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:
6111.D. program administered jointly by Graduate College and Department of Education.
7Awards the Doctor of Physical Education degree.
8Administration by the "Graduate School of Education."
9Ed.D. program initiated in 1968.
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APPI- N DI X 13

1.X)CIORAI. PRON VT1ON FOR RUM 01' 811'DY
GROUP. BY STATE

Old Institutions: New Institutions All Institutions
Ni. of Ni of Ni of
Deg , D eg

Alabama 229 1:7 , ,0--, .... 1 5

Alaska
Arizona :54 1 9 '54 1.7

Arkansas 151 1.1 151 0.9
California 1197 8.7 20 1.14 1217 80
Colorado 4.6 S 0.0 634 4.2
Connecticut 120 0.0 '120 0.8
Delaware II) 0.7 ! 10 0.1

District of Columbia 204 1.5 42 20 , 246 1.6
Florida' 468 3.4 505 33
Georgia 18: 1.3 182 1.2

Hawaii!
Idaho H15 3.1 45 0,3
Illinois 510 3.7 151 ' 10 4 661 4.4
Indiana' 690 5 0 123 85 13 . 5.4

Iowa 278 2.0 '78 1.8
Kansas 134 1.0 134 0.0
Kentucky 82 0.6 S' 0 5
Louisiana 65 05 65 0.4
NI aine

Maryland 174 1.3 174 1.1

Massachusetts 398 2.9 00 6.6 4

Michigan 901 6.6
:(7.))

6.0
Minnesota 257 1,9 ,57 1.7

Mississippi 83 0.6 117 8 I 200 1 3

Missouri 288 2.1 8 0.6 206 2.0
Montana 43 0.3 43 0.3
Nebraska 273 2.0 '27.3 1.8

Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey 155 1.1 155 1,0
New Mexico',

,

115 8.0 115 0.8
New York 039 14.8 93 : 6.4 21, 2. 14.1

North Carolina 149 1.1 20 1 4 169 1.1

North Dakota 93 0,7 ' 93 0.6
Ohio 435 3.2 137 i 9.5 572 3.8
Oklahoma 439 3.)

; 439 2.9
Oregon' 261 . 1.9 : 261 1.7

Pennsylvania 652 4.8 45 3.1 697 4 6
Rhode Island
South Carolina 21 0.1 21 0.1
South Dakota 88 6:1 88 0.6

8G
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I Tennessee 157
I 9 0 0.0 20...) 1.8

Texas 555 4 I 180 1 2 ,:' 741 4 9
Utah 21 1 1.5 75 ,, 2 280 1 9
Vermont
Washington 159 1.2 1,;0

I 1

West Virginia 47 0 3 47 0 3
Wisconsin 37; 2.7 21 1.4 306 2.0
Wyoming 131 1 U 131 0 9
Virginia 108 0.8 108 07

Total 13694 100.0 1440 100.0 15140 100 0
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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 .

Municipal College or University
State Teachers College
Private Teachers College
Other (Specify)

9. .

Complete the following table by filling in the number of doCtoral degrees in profesional education awarded
in each; Of the years listed below.

July through June

1965-66

1966.67

1967-68

'1968-69

Ph. D. Ed. D. Other (Please Specify)

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

Yes No

3 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).

a. College of education

b. Graduate college

c. Dual Contr.(' by a & b

d. Other (Specify)

Ph. D. Ed. D. Other

a. During 1968-69 the total institution had full -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.

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).

8



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

7. When answering this question please use the GLOSSARY describing 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 of 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 more than once under an area of concentration.

Areal of
Concentration

1965-66
Ph.D. Ed.D.

1966-67
Ph.D. Ed.D.

1967-68
Ph.D. Ed.D.

1968-69
Ph.D. Ed.D.

Aclult,Education

Agriculture Education

Art Education .

Audio Visual Education

Business Education

Educationgeneral (where
no sub-speciality developed)

Educational MeaSurement
and Statistics ' ti

,

Educational Psychology

Elementary Education
)

English Education

Foreign Language Education

General Curriculum

Guidance and Counseling
i

Higher Education

History and Philosophy of
Education

Home Economics Education

Mathematics Education

Music Education

Nursing Education

Physical, and Health Education

Reading

Religious Education

School Administration

Science Education

Secondary Education

Social Science Education

Special Education

Speech EdUcation

Teacher Education

Vocational Education

Other (Specify)



8. a. In what year 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 education offered prior to the date on which the first education
doctorates were offered'?

Yes No_ SimultaneouSly

10. a. If only one doctoral degree is offered in the field of education at this institution, are there plans for of-
fering a second one?

Yes No

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

11. The next several questions deal with admissions to the, program. Responses to them should provide
information correct for the 1968-69 school year.

a. Does an applicant for admission to the doctoral program ha've to have earned

1. A Bachelor's degree? Yes No

2. A Master's degree? Yes No

b. Is admission to the doctoral program directly contingent on the applicant's undergraduate grade point
average?

Yes _ No

c. Is admission to the doctoral program directly contingent on the applicant's graduate grade point average?

Yes No

d. Are letters of recommendation required for admission to the doctoral program?

Yes No Varies with department

e. Is a teaching certificate required as part of the admission process? (Yes or No)

Ph. D. _- Ed. D. _ Varies with department _
f, How many years of teaching experience are required for admission to the doctoral program?

g.

Ph. D. Ed. D Varies with department

1. 1 Is there a maximum age beyond which admission is denied?

Yes No

2. If yes, what is that age?

h. Is a provisional admission status permitted?

Yes _ No

i. 1. Is an entrance examination part of the admission requirements?

Yes No



if yes, please check from the following list which examinations are used for entrance purposes.

Graduate Record Examination
:Hiller Analogies Test

. Locally Constructed Test
Other tSpecifvl

a personal interview required as part of the admissions procedure?

Yes No Not required but recommended

( 'heck which of the following persons is (are) responsible for conducting this interview?

..... Admissions officer ,

. 1 .

. (1.`hairman: division of graduate study in college, school, division,or ,department of ,education
Dean or director of education,::

.. Faculty Committee 1
. Faculty members individually (usually from area of proposed study)
..Gradbate dean l!

Prospective adviser or major professor
,.........._,Other (Specify )..

. . .

admissions counseling available?

Yes No

Check: ti high of the: following provides this service.
. I,

a.: CounSeling within college, .school, or 'department of eduCation
b.; Counseling provided by institution's general personnel'services
e, Counseling provided by graduate college :

d. Other (Specify)

The following..section deals with;curricular Policies and procedures. which 'characterizedoctOral Study.,:
.

Vhich credit hour system:is usecl'hy!)otir institution?,

Quarter
..Sethester

Other (Specify)

\'hat is the minimum total number of hours required to earn a doctorate?
Ph. D. Ed. D. Depends upon student's committee No specified number of hours

"Fiat is the minimum number of hours beyond thg master's degree required to confer a doctoral degree?

Ph. D. Ed. D

d What. is the maximum number of transferable hourS, including master's' degree?

Ph. 1). Ed. D.

1s the conferring of a doctoral degree contingent upon the completion of a residency requirement in your
institution?

E4.: D. Yes :N

HoW-many years are recommended as' a maxinitirr. _`Or degree completion?

What,:iS the estimated average: length.:Of time in yearS for.degree :completion?

h What is the minimum number of hours required in professional education courses?

Ph. D. _ Ed. D.
1

%Nhat,is the minimum number of hours required outsidg of the field of education?

Ph. D. 1 Ed. D. 7 Varies with department
:.

.4
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j. Doctoral programs in professional education vary considerably as to their requirements for majors and
minors. Please check below the requirement(s) in your institution.

Regthrement Ph. a program Ed. D. program

Majors and minors in Education only

Majors and minors in Education plus cognate

No majors or minors required
.

.4

.

.

.

1"
4 i 4..

4

, .

, I ;
4 1 1 i

4 4
4

4 ;

k.; Are the course' studied to meet the doctoral program requirements open to :4 (Please
. .. ...

...

4 _ a doctoral students only
.

.
4

.

.
4

......_b, doctoral and master's students* c doctoral, master's, and undergraduate students

4 4

,check as 4 appropriate)
.

:4

1. A number of core or tool subjects, are required in doctoral programs in education. This, does NOT include
the foreign language requirement. Please indicate which of the following fall within this category.

,

Administration and supervision
'4 Computer programing

44 4 4. 4

41 4 , 4 4
,

,

'i 4 444Counseling and guidance.
4

Educational psychology
4

4

Educational research 4.,. .

___ Educational sociology .4

____ Educational statistics
History of education

I 4

Philosophy,of education

1 !. _:_____ Other (SpeCify)
1 4

18.'. a . 4 A foreign language requirement custOmarily, characterizes , doctoral study: ComPlete4 the following by
checking which categories are utilized at your institution. .

4

.

Requirement Ph. D. Program Ed. D. Program

No language requirement
Reading competency of one foreign

language (no waiver)
Reading competency of one foreign

language (waiver possible)
Reading competency of two foreign

languages (no waiver) .

Reading competency of two
languages (one may be waived)

4
1

Reading competency of two foreign
languages (both may be waived)

4

,

b. If waiver is permitted, indicate the substitutions that can be made at your institution. 4

Substitution Ph. D. Program

Statistics

Ed. D.

Computer programming

Othe'r (Specify)



c. Please indicate how the reading competency in the foreign language is measured.

_a By unseen translation
b By prepared translatio,.
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
Combination of the above two

I ;

C). thle research proposal written.by:the student under supervision':

Yes N0

c. Must the dissertation deal with or'be!lan Outgrowth of the student's instructional program"?
.1

YeS

OR

Is the student permitted to select his area of research outside'the content of hi

YeS

Does the:content Of the!dissertatioh form the basis Of :the final examination'?

Yes No

instructional program?

15. Major examinations customarily characteriie doctoral study. Complete the following by checking which of
the categories are utilized in your institution.!

Examination Ph. D. Program Ed. i). Ilrt)grarrt

Admissions or entrance exatninations::

Intermediate
only

Oral only
Written and oral
:Written or oral

or both

Candidacy examination:
:Written only
Oral only
Written' and oral
Written or oral

or both
Unspecified

Final Examination:

,Comprehensive

Covers dissertation only

Written i!

written

oral

(-4 d



16. Financial considerations play a major role in any doctoral program, The following questions are pertinent to
this area. Please indicate which practices operate in your institution.

a !low many hours constitute a minimum for full-time doctoral study?

h If tuition is assessed on an hour basis, please indicate that rate in dollars. Otherwise write N/A.

1n-state $ Out-of-state $
;

1:' If tuition is assessed on a flat rate for full-time doctoral study, please indicate that rate in dollars per
academic year. (September-June) Otherwise write N/A.

;',In-State $ ...._. Out-of-State $
i

cl. If tuition is aS'sessed on a, graduated scale li.e: 10-12 hrs,--$300,; 13,-15, . hrs.',-,-$350 etc.) write the amount
cliirg(!d for a full load 4as Specified.in 16a) in the blanks below., If otherwise write.N/A. ; ;

'

, a ; ;; , :

i , :
1

I nustate, $1 .',...;_.,-,.....,__,-,;_,- :Out-of-state $

Are scholarships availabli to doctoral students'?

Yes No

A .sistantshifis form an integral part Of most doctoraiprograms. Please,complete the'grid below by supply-.
ink; the required information under the apprOptiat4 headings,

;

;Type of
As.:istantship'

'Administrative:

'NUmber
AVailable ;

Number
Filled j

,1
Cnrripensation'per, Academic )'ear:

itange ! Median'.

.Research

Teaching

g. Most doctoral prograMs offer fellowships. Please complete, the grid below by supplying the required infor-
mation under the appropriate headings,

Type of
Fellowship

Number
Available

Number
Filled

Compensation
Range

per Academic Year
Median

Administrative $ $

Research $ $

Teaching $ $

h. Internships are becoming an increasing feature in, doctoral programs. Pleise complete the gridlbelow by
Supplying the required; information under the appropriate headings.,

Type, of
Internship

Number
Available

Number'
Filled

Compensation per Academic Year
Range ; Median

Administrative,

ResearCh

Teaching



I

17. Doctoral students in professional education by virtue of their maturity and in many cases. family responsi-
bilities have a particular concern for the availability of housing.

a. Is housing easily located off campus?

b. Is housing easily located on campus?

is

1 ,Yes
I 1

1 ,

; ;
1 ,

, , ,

priority given to all doctoral Student's?
:; ,,

: .
,

; . .

., ..

. .. Yes. , .

.
.. .

d If item c is Yes, o.fi what, basis?

No

No

No

111:

, ;

5 '
I i : :

, ; .
:

, . .

18J One of the most seriptis problems facing the doctoral program in professional education; is that of the "diolid
out ,.;;

1 .1"
. , .. H
I: 1

: ,: ; ! : ,,. 1:; , ; . :

. ;

. ,

;

a Has your institution conducted studies on doctoral students in education Who (lid not 'graduate'? '

,Yes L___. i No '
.

:
..

.
. .

cited as major causes for ':'dropouts" from doctoral programs Please check
. ,

b The following reasons are often
all which aPply in your institution.,' Circle the three: most 'frequent

Academicpressures
Difficulty .with dissertntion'
Excessive, demands on time devoted to non course dutieS
Family problems.,
Housing problems
Inadequate personal financing
Job promotions which precluded continuation of doctoral study
Personal health
Professional relationships
Recommendation of the institution (Inadequate scholarship)

I .'

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

Yes No:
i

b. if yes, please check which of the following :prak:ices npPly
1 :

, : : : J ,

Cooperation with other institutions
Facultyand 'other 'persOnal 'contacts

..__Master's program
News stories.

.

. ,

Personal letters
Publications' ',':': ' ' : ,

.

:__L___.: Reliancel3g reputation and alumni,
_SchOlarShips'\fellowships, assistantships

____ SchoOF sfudY!oouncil
..1.

Suinmer session

to sour program. Circle the three most freqnent.



20. !lease indicate. in the following table. the full-time and part-time enrollment 'figures in the academic years
1905-06. 1966-67, 1967-68. and 1968-69 for all doctoral students at your institution.

Full-time
Doctoral
Students

Part-time
Doctoral
Students

I

1965-66

1966-67

1967-68
! c

1968-69!

21. 'Please indicate, in the following table, the full-time and part-time enrollment figures in the academic years
1965-66, 1966-67, 19671-68, and 1968-69 for doctoral studentsin Professional education at your institution.

Fulltimc
Doctoral.
Students

in Education

! ! Part-time. ! ;

!

!: ! Doctoral i

'
!;! . Students

in Education .; !

1965-66

1966-67

1967-68

1968769

22. The following open-ended questions are included for the purpose 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?

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

Your assistance in this project is deeply! apPreciated. !If you 'ever need normative information involving cdm-
binationS of the data on these items, 'please do not hesitate to direct a: request to the Phi Delta Kappa Research
Service 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 selfdevolopment 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 leading to the doctoral degree in the field of education which is concerned (al with .the
duties and responsibilities related to agriculture and Ibl with curricultim and teacher education as these relate to the teach
ing of agriculture. ,

Art education: a course of .study leading to the doctoral degree in the field: of education which is concerned with Curriculum 1
and .teacher eduationyas these ;relate to thi? teaching of the visual and space arts, This includes doctoral 'degrees in the '
field of education' whit;h have' major concentrations in art apPredation. commercial art, design, drawing: fine art, and
graphic arts.

,;
, .! , , ,; 1 ,

Audio visual education; a courseeif study leading Ito:the doctoral degree in the field of eduCation which is concerned with' cur,
riculum and teacher educatiOn as ;these relate.; to the :selectiOn and utilization of materials and procedures that do not '.

depend .SolelY upon theI,A'ritten word. This 'includes doctoral :degrees. ici the field of education which have major c;oncen
trations; ;in radio and:TV education.

Business education: a'e.ourse, of ;Study. leading to the doctoral degree in the field of 'education which is.conCerned withCurri- .'
.. culum, and teacher education as these relate to developing' Skills, attitudes, and underStaridings essential for successful

'business .relationships. :ThiS 'includes doctoral dc)grees, in the :field of :education which have mayir con( entratains. In
distributive education, , . , ,:

I

Education -- general Ino subspecialty given); 'a ;course of study leading th 'the doctoral degree in the, field of education which
I. ;

.: ;is concerned with those ;phases of learning Ikhich be the ';common experience, of all individuals in al:Society.: '''
1 ,,

.Edeicational measurement and s'tatistics: a course of study leading to the doctoral degree in the field of education which is
.

`::concerned with the testing, scaling. and appraising aspects of the educational process and o( individuals; including test
and scale construction, validation and standardization, interpretation;of test'results, objectiVe'and subjective evaluation;
and the application of statistical techniques.;; This includes doctoral degrees in the field of edUcation which have Major
concentrations in educational research and evaluation. . ..

, .

Educational psychology: a course of study. leading' to the doctoral degree in the field of education Which is oncerned'Iwith ..
the investigation of the psychological problems involved in educatinn, as Wel I as with the application of psychological
prineiples: to educationAhis includes doctoral degrees; in the .field of education which haVe major Concentrations in adoles.::
cent,psychology, child ;development. child PsYchology,'cliniCal, psychology, persOnal..psyChology,;psychology, Social pSy;

.,.
,chology, and school psyChologY.' .

, . . . ...

.; Elementary education: .a course' of study leading .t.o.,t he'docioral 'degree in the field of edtication; v%Hhich is concerned.;With 4. `d ll -;
cational programs that arecOncerned,Primarily:: with geri?ral 'education beginning in childhood and i...riding approximately
With early adolesCence', in vVhichthe enipha.Sis t, on the basic took of learning. "'his includes doctoral degrees in the field
cif,edUeation which haVe major concentrations in kindergarten education', nursery education, and pre elementary education.

English 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 are related to the teaching of English, This includes doctoral degrees in the field of Mucci.
(ion which have major concentrations in EngliSh as a second language.

.

Foreign language education: a course of study leading to the doctoral degree in the field, of education which; is concerned with
urriCulum and teacher education as these relate to the education which have major concentrations in linguistics.

General Curriculum: a course of study leading to the doctoral. degree in the field of education which is concerned la) with the
organized .experience that a student has under the guidance of a school and/or Ibl with a systematic group of courses
required for graduation or certificaticin in a major field of study. This includes doctoral degrees in the field of education
which have concentrations in co-curricular education, core curriculuni.. curricular supervision, general, curriculum, and

''general planning. ,:,
. ,., .

I: Guidance' and counseling: ;al course of :study. leading to. the 'doctoral degree in the field of education W tlii.h is concerned la) with
the' systematic assistainCe to pupils:and pthers to help, them to; assess their abilities and 'liabilities and (,b) With the use;

., . of thait: information to help the; indiVidtial;,achieVei the optimum., adjustment!: of which he: is capahle.. "Phis includes du toral
. degrees' in the ,field of education which have major concentrations in cotinseling'psycholOgy.':grOup! proOSS and,develop-

:

:ment.;;and Vocational couor.,Oling .

. ; :

; , ;,
Higher education: a, course of study leading to thedoctoral degree in .the field of ieducati0;,whichlis concerned la) with edu

rational programs that are concerned primairily 'with:education, beyond the level of the secondary school, and I b.l.with the
direction, cOntrOl, and managcmient;olall matters pertaining, to colleges!: and universities; This ,ineludes;doctoral degrees
in the field 'at education whichhaye'major Concentrations in 'college and' university administration, college;.and university
business administration, college,stiident pet-simnel administration; and cOnirriuMty-junior college education., ;

....
History and,philesop.hY;:of education::a 'Course of :study; leading t:o the doctoral de'gree in the'field of i;ducatidii which is ton

cerned with the careful, critical.; and ;systematic study'Of education as' a whole. and as an into. al part of tan's culture.
This inludes.doctoraldegrees in the field of educatiOn Which have major concentrations in compaiativ'e education. Idunda
Lions of education, and international' education ', . .

1 (,..4 ri,,,i)
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imply inc a possible trend toward de-emphasis of this
requirement

22 There was no appreciable change in the percent of
list nunons permitting provisional admission

;23 The examinations utilized fng admission were

generally unchanged.The choices were not fewer, and there
was greater emphasiS on the Graduate Record Examination

. ;

and the Miller Analogies Test
1

24 There was an increase in der;artmenral re,sponsibility
for ad;iiissiOhsliritervievs!'ing and a decrease in other areas.

! lhere Was a perc':erit increase of institutions offering';
admissions i,or nseling service,

26,1 here' was an increase emphasiS on the Education:
unit in offering admissions counseling,

27 There Was a deCiease in the percent of, institutions
using the semester System There was !,adeerease in number
and 'percent Of institutions in the AActii:'Study using the
semester syStern

;28 The minimum number of hours required was nOw
generally fixed at a higher level. !

29.' There was a greater number of hOurs beyond the
iriaster'sdegrei.; now being specifically required

fessional Education. while Ed.D. programs were requiring
more hours.

34. 1 here was little change in the requirement of hours
outside the field of Education.

35. There was a percent increase in programs requiring a
major and minor plus a Cognate and a percent increase in
programs requiring no rhajoOr Minor. There was a percent
decrease in programs requiring; a major; and minor in EduCa
tion only ;

!36. There was a large decrease in the percent of instifu
tions having .courses restricted solely to doctoral students. 1!

37, There,,was a sharp iricrease in the percent of institu-
tions requiring core or tool :subjects, except in the area Of
curriculum which showed a percent decreaSe.

38.' The elimination: of the language requirement was
the most significant change 'regarding the foreign langUage
requirement.

39. There was general de-emphasis of the formal foreign
language requirement. There was an increased percentage of
institutions permitting waivers of at least one foreign
language. While statistics and computer programming were .;
the most frequently eriiployed waivers, the addititin: of
,other waivers was noted.

'40.! In satisfying the tern:lin:A research project, there was
a 'distinct trend toward the formal dissertation, with:
perc'ent decreases noted for other choices, The net effect of
this, appeared in making the Ph.U. and the Ed.D. more
nearly sirnilar. (This supports the trend indicating the lack
of differentiation between the two degrees.)

3(:): There were now fewer number of hours being
permitted td' be transferred from other institutions. Tliis
inferred a trend of requiring more hours in residence.

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

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

33. Ph,D. programs were requiring fewer hours in pro-

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 a decrease in the
percent of programs using candidacy and oral final
examinations.
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