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ABSTRACT
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Arts (DA} degree in Southwestern institutions of higher education, a
gquestionraire was sent to the presidents of all accredited
institutions, as well as recognized candidates for accreditation in
New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Colorado, Wyoming, and Texas. In addition
to the questionnarie, the presidents received a 3 page enclosure with
information on the D.A. degree. Of the 181 institutions contacted,
151, or 80.7 percent returned useable replies. The majority of the
responses were favorable to guestions concerning approval of the
degree; willingness to hire, pay, and promote D.A. holders on an
esqual basis with Ph.D.'s; allowing D.A.'s to teach all disciplines at
all 4 undergraduate-year levels; adequacy of preparation for
undergraduate teaching; and administrator-perceived prestige. Four
out of S respondents felt that the Ph.D. dissertation was not a sine
qua non for undergraduate teaching. Only in faculty-perceived
prestige did the D.A. fall considerably below the Ph.D. Among the
levels of institutions, the doctoral institutions were least
favorable .nd the 2-year colleges most favorable in their attitudes
toward the D.A. {AF)




EDO 56644

A STUDY OF SOME ATTITUDES TOWARDS
THE DOCTOR OF ARTS DEGREE IN THE SOUTHWEST

Ralph D. Norman
Associate Dean of

Arts and Sciences ‘and
Professor of Psychology

THE UNLVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

Septemb@r,:1971

‘ US. DEPAR

| TMENT OF HE

_ EDUCATION & weLraRs T
FEDUCATION

o
2
1)
n
=
>
S
m
Q

DO NOT NECE .

REPRESENT OFF|c SSARILY
IAL OFF

CATION POSITION OR pﬁ{ oy OF EDU- 1




A STUDY OF SOME AT1iiUDES TOWARDS
THE DOCTOR OF ARTS DEGREE IN THE SOUTHWEST!

Palph D. Norman?

The University. cf New Mexico

Considerable attention has been devoted in recent years to the
Doctor of Arts degree. 1In its basic conceptuxlizatrion, it has been stressed
as a degree aimed at preparation of individuals for undergraduate teaching,
although there Is at least one prestigious graduate school considering it as
a degree for other sorts of professional assignments. The college teaching
thrust has beer. emphasized and endorsed in official statements of the Council
of Graduate Schools (CGS) and of the American Association of State Colleges
and Universities (AASCU). The D.A. has also been espoused by the Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education. A pioneer institution, Carnegie-Mellon
University, established the degree in 1967 and has already awarded it in a
number of fields. Carnegie Corporation grants have been given to ten other
universities for D.A. programs to begin in the fall of 1971. Interest in the
degree has bezen so great that the Carnegie and Johnson Foundations supported
a conference on it held at the Johnson Feoundation at Wingspread (Racine,
Wisconsin) under the sponsorship of the (23S in October, 1970, a report on
which was released in spring. 1971 (Eastwan, 1970a).

Previous rcports on attitude: “owards the D.A. are quite limited.
Anderson (1970), at Wingspread, gave ar ~ccount of a telephone poll of presi-
dents of eight various degree-level institutions in Iowa, among whom reactions
were quite mixed. He also reported a study done by Eckley, of Drake Univer-
sity, which was limited to 18 two-year :nd 26 four-year colleges in seven mid-
western states. These 44 institutions - re 65% of an original sample of 68
polled with a very short questionnaire. Examination of his questionnaire
(Eckley, personal communication, 1971) revealed only four useable questions,
two bearing scme resemblance to ones used in this study. Also, there was rio
statistical arnalysis of his data. Pittman (1970) gave an impressionistic
account of attitudes about the D.A. of administrators of Black institaticuas,
the tenor of which was one of optimism mixed wit . caution because of the
special needs of Black students.

The author, requested to study carefully the whole matter of the
D.A. for its eventuai consideration for adeption at his own institution,

1Special aprreciation is due Dr. Chester C. Travelstead, Vice President for
Academic Affairs, University of New Mexico, for provision of funds to support
this research.

2Professor of Psychology and Associate Dean, Cnllege of Arts and Sciences,
University of New Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mexico, 87106. This study is to
be submitted for publication. Reproduction in whole or in part is prohibited
without special permission of the author.
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presents here a comprehensive study of attitudes towards the degree., While
it was done only among institutions in the Southwest, it is fel® that it has
broad appiicability to other areas of the country as wel1l.

METHOD

Because it was desired to ascertain interest in and need for the
D.A. in institutioris located in and around Rew Mexic>, a questionnaire was
sent to all accredited higher education institutions in the states of New
Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Colorado, Oklahoma, Wyoming and Texas. Included were
those fully accredited as well as recognized candidates for accreditation.
To insure as many replies as possible, the author followed findings about
which he had written in a paper on mail questlionnaires (Norman, 1948). The
first questionnairs wave was sent out on Decembexr 7, 1970 and the follow-up
wave on January 21, 1971.

The procedure follewed was to send each potential respondent insti-
tution's president three documents. One was an individually typed letter
(Appendix A); a short three~page «nclosure (Appendix B); and a brief ques—~
tionnaire on attitudes towards the degree (Appendix C). Appendix B was com~
piled as a result of thorough reading of the available literature concerning
the Doctor of Arts, both pro znd con, and other relevant materials on
problems of college undergraduate teaching. It was written in its present
form because, over and over again in this literature—--and, as it turned out
later, throughout the Wingspread discussions—-there ran the threads of tke
rationale for the D.A. and the utterly inevitable comparisons with the Ph.D.,
particularly that concerning the nature of the dissertation. Especially
helpful in drafting the enclosure were the papers by Cardozier (1968) and
Wortham (1967) and a set of guidelines for D.A. programs by Dunham (1970a).
Appendix B, it was felt, would be helpful particularly to individuals in
smaller institutions or more isolated situations who had heard or read little
about the degree. It is granted here that it may have had some biasing =ffect
on the results of this study, but against this was weighed the risks of num-
bers of invalid returns based on ignorance by the more censcientious or, what
was equally bad, no return whatsoever from the more honest or perhaps annoyed
recipients. Both it and the questionnaire were deliberately kept short to
encourage attention and reply. The questionnaire also had a box (see Item 13
of Appendix C) inviting the respondent to receive more information when he
returnad the questionnaire. This reinforcement for returning the questionnaire
is listed as numbers (4) and (5) below. It went out with a cover letier of
thanks, explaining to the respondent that he had now a five-~part package. This
package was (1) Basic Rationale for the Degree, (2) Differences in Preparation
Between the D.A., and Ph.D., (3) Nature of the Thesis Requirement for the D.A.,
all given in Appendix B, as well as (4) Some Arguments in Favor of the Doctor
of Arts, and (5) Some Questions Raised by the D.,A., and Some Possible Answers.%

3The author attended the Wingspread Conference as a delegate. However, even

before then the major design of this study was conceived, and Appendix B was

in fact distributed at the Conference. Data were gathered before publication
of Conference Proceedings.

“parts (4) and (5) are available upon request from the author for a small
[]ii(rcharge to cover reproduction and mailing costs.
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RESULTS 3.

Of 187 institutions contacted, useable replies were received from
151, or 80.7% of the total. This percentage of reply is very high for only
two questionnaire waves (Norman, 1948). Table 1 presents a complete analysis
of the respondents by state, source of support, i.e., public or private, and
Z2vel of degree granted.

Table 1 reveals that, geographically, about half of the respondent
institutions were located in Texas, and the other half in the remaining six
States. The percentages in each state of the total number of institutions
originally contacted were: Arizona, 6.4; Colorado, 12.3; New Mexico, 5.9; Okla-
homa, 14.3; Texas, 52.9; Utah, 5.9; Wyoming, 2.1. These percentages are very
close to those in Table 1. A chi-square test of the divergence of the obtained
number of returns from the same relative proportions expected from the original
list, categorized geographically, gave X2 = 1.28, statistically insignificant
for 6 degrees of freedom (df)>.

About two-fifths of the respondents were from Jjunior colleges,
according to Table 1, and roughly one-fifth each from each of the other three
levels of institutions. Public institutions predominated over private by a
ratio of two to one among all respondents. Within each of the categories of
degree levels, there was also a predominance of public over private schools,
except for the four-year colleges. This latter situation is undoubtedly not
confined to the Southwest, since exclusively bachelor's degree-~granting public
colleges are rapidly disappearing off the educ-~ional scene. The doctor's
degree institutions included two small instituiions giving a doctorate in
theology. While not officially accredited as "“doctor's degree-~granting"
schools, it was felt that their presence among the 32 doctorate schools would
not distort results significantly, and they were allowed to remain in that
category. A test of the divergence of the obtained number of returns from the
same relative proportions expected from the original group, categorized by
degree level and whether public or private, yielded X2 = 0.61, statistically
insignificant for 7 df. Thus, it wmay be said with a great degree of certainty
that the respondents differed insignificantly in makeup from those originally
contacted, whether examined geographically, by highest degree level, or by
source of support.

Table 2 presents data on the total number oL stuaents invelved in
150 institutions surveyed (one institution gave no data on enrollment). Of
these 150 schools, nine gave ro numbers of students, but only Full-time
Equivalents (FTE's). Also, 16 schools gave FTE's but no numbers of students.
Using the mean N:FTE ratio of each particular grouping (e.g., doctoral public,
master's private, etc.) the missing numbers were estimated. These estimates
probably introduced some distortions in the data but it is believed that these

5All X2 tests were conservatively performed with raw N's with efforts to obtain
expected cell frequencies greater than 5 wherever possible, and the correction
for discontinuity applied in 2 x 2 tables. The number of degrees of freedom are
determined by (c-1) (r-1), where ¢ = number of columns and r = number >f rows
(Edwards, 1967). See also footnote 6 for a brief discussion of statistical
significance.
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. Table 1 - Geographical Distribution of R~spondents by Levels of

M Highest Degree and Source of Supporc

Doctor's Master's Bachelor's As.ociate Totals

Public Private Public Private Public Private Publ<c Private Public Private All Per Cent
Arizona - 3 - - - 1 1 ) - 11 | 1 12 7.9
Colorado 4 1 2 1 4 2 4 ~ 14 4 18 11.9
New Mexico 3 - 2 1 - 2 2 - 7 3 10 6.6
Oklahoma 1 2 5 1 2 3 6 3 4 9 23 15.2
Texas 10 5 8 b 1 16 26 3 45 30 75 49.7
Utah 1 1 - - 1 1 5 - 7 2 9 6.0
Wyoming 1 - - - | - - 2 1 3 1 4 2.6 Mc..w
Total 23 9 17 9 9 25 52 7 101 50 151 99.9
Per Cent 15,2 6.0 11.3 6.0 6.0 16.6 = 34.4 4.6 66.9 33..
Combined N 32 26 | | 3% : . 151
Combined % 21.2 17.2 22.5 39.1 100.0
NS
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Doctor's
Public(23)
Private(9)
Both(32)

Master's-Specialist's(13.9%)

Public(16)
Private(?)
Both(25)

Bachelor's
Public(9)
Private(25)
Both(34)

Associate*
Public(52)
Private(7)
Both(52)

Totals
Pubiic (100)
Private(50)
Both(150)

*Includes one 4-year gemeral purpose institution
**This figure is one large metropolitan junior col

Table 2 - Numbers of Students

N
(52.2%)
331,147

67,971
399,118

88,173
17,811
105,986

(8.3%)
37,669
25,792
03,371

(25.6%)
185,278

10,831
196,:09

(100.0%)
642,267
122,315
764,582

Students
Mearn

14,398
7,552
12,472

5,511
1,979
4,239

4,185
1,023
1,864

3,563
1,547
3,324

6,423
2,446
5,097

Range

850-39,000
464-25,021
464-39,000

2,476-11,484
270- 4,200
27011, 484

851-11,000
169- 2,000
169-11,000

392-28,650%*
326- 4,483
326-28,650%%

392-28,650%*
169-25,021
165--28,650%*

FTE's in Respondent Institutions

Full-Time Equivalents

N Mean Range
(54.4%)
275,349 11,972 708-32,500
61,821 6,869 430-24,500
337,170 10,536 430-32,500
(14.7%)
76,625 4,789 2,264-9,512
14,830 1,648 270-3,407
91,455 3,658 270-9,412
(9.0%)
32,979 3,664 720-9,500
22,878 915 169-1,615
55,857 1,643 169-9,500
21.9%)
127,698 2,456 270-18,250%*
8,152 1,165 311-3,144
135,85Q 2,303 270-18,250%%
(100.0%)
512,651 5,127 270~32,500
107,681 2,154 169-24,500
620,332 4,136 169-32,500

granting A. A. degree only.
lege district,

N/FTE
Ratio
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6.

vere not serious, since only one-sixth of the institutions were so treated.
It is reasorably certain that the respondent institutions enrolled approxi-
mately three-~quarters of a million students and over 600,000 FTE's. Over
half of these were enrolled in the Jdoctoral institutions, the largest of
which, public or private, have the status of "multiversities,' the former
with close to 40,000 students, and tlie latter with over 25,000. One~quarter
of the students in the respondent institutions were in the junior colleges.
A matter of special interest to the present study is the ratio of N:FTE in
the various institutions. The junior colleges had the greatest discrepancy
between numbers and full-time equivalents, and in the public institutions
among them, this almost reached a ratio of one and a half to one. Thus,
they must have many part-time students, the educational needs or goals of
which may be quite different from those of students in other level institu-
tions (Wortham, 1967). The possibility of different teaching strategies for
these students must be acknowledgedl.

A few words need to be said here about the respondents themselves.
Although the questionnaire materials were addressed to university presidents,
they were not uniformly answered by the latter. Only about one-~third (31.3%)
of the doctorate~granting schools yielded presidents as respondents, but the lower
lavel schools had respondent presidents as follows: master's, 57.7%:
bachelor's, 55.9%; and associate, 52.5%. A chi-square test between two levels
of respondents, presidents vs. any lesser individuals, among the different
institutions yielded X2 = 5.75. statistically insignificant for 3 df. Thus
there were probably little, if any, of the differences reported later on among
institutions which could be attributed to the sorts of individuals replying to
the questionnaire.

Turning now to the questionnaire itself, the remainder of this sec-
tion on results will discuss the data obtained from the first ten questions,
all involving attitudes towards the D.A. degree itself. These questions were
framed on the basis of what was deemed some of the most critical questions

related to the degree. Again, it should be stressed that Appendix B accompanied
the questionnaire.

Pefore discussion of the questions themselves, however, one problem
immediately poged itself. Would there be any important differences in attitudes
between public and privsate institutions? This question arose mostly because of
the financial stringencies many institutions face today. This is especially
true of ones dependent on tuition and private resources, and perhaps thus inore
pinched for funds than public schools. Many of the private colleges in this
survey had strong church affiliations and were dependent on church support. If
the D.A. were perceived as somehow a "iesser" degres, and L.A.'s could be '"bought
more cheaply than Ph.D.'s, would this affect attitudes of private schools dif-
ferently from public? A list of 40 separate possible statistical rests (four
levels of institutions times ten questions) were assignad numbers, and, by means
of a table of random numbers, one-third or 13 were randomly selected. None of
these 13 revealed statistically significant differences between attitudes of
private and public institutions. The data from both private and public institu-
tions were therefore combined.

5



7.

Question 1: Do you approve of the B.A. degree? This question was
asked simply to ascertain whether, in view of many of the pros and cons con-
cerning the D.A. which had been voiced in educational circles, the respondent
simply approved, disapproved or could not register an opinion either way about
the degree. Since only nine or 6.0% of all respondents answered D.K., this
latter category was combined with the negatives to eliminate small cell sizes
in both groups. Table 3 presents results from this question.

Table 3 reveals that a large majority (80.1%) of all respondents
approve of the D.A., but this approval is by no means uniform. A test of the
differences among the institutions gave %2 = 14.82, p« .01, 3 df.® Least
approval (59.4%) was registered among the doctor's degree institutions and
Breatest approval (89.8%) was registered among A.A. institutions. Surprisingly,
the four-year colleges ware somewhat behind the master's’ institutions in level
of approval. (This situation will be noticed again in a number of latur ques-
tions and commented upon in the discussion section.) :

Since the D.A. is constantly referred to as an undergraduate teaching
degree, a separate chi~square analysis was done between the four-year and two-
year institutions. This latter X2 was 1.17, which was statistically insigni-
ficant for 1 df, indicating that the attitudes of the baccalaureate and
associate degree institutions did not differ appreciably when it came to
unqualified approval (i.e., a dichotomous "Yes" vs. "Non-Yes" answer).
Apparently, the highly significant X2 for the table as a whole was due to the
sharp differences in attitude between doctoral institutions and those offering
less than the doctorate. For example, there was a statistically significant
difference (X2 = 4.41, P <« .05, 1 df) between doctoral and master's iustitutions
for dichotomous "Yes'" vs. "Non-Yen" categories. In other words, approval of the
degree in general was net betweern institutions offering graduate and under-
graduate work, since master's institutions apparently did not indicate attitudes
appreciably different from thase of the undergraduate institutions.

Question 2: Would you be willing to hire, pay and promote D.A. degree
holders on an equal basis with Ph.D. degree holders? This question was taken

directly from the guidelines for development of the D.A. put forth by Dunham
for the Carnegie Corporation. Among these guidelines is the following statement:

"No institution should develop D.A. programs simply for placement at
other institutions. Its own faculty should be willing to hire, promote and pay
D.A. degree holders on an equal basis with Ph.D. degree holders. This is the
real test of commitment that will mean the difference between a first class and
a second class degree'" ' (Dunham, 1970a).

6For the statistically unsophisticated reader, the level of p in this case

should be read as the probability of a significant difference occurring by chance
is less than one in 100, or conversely, there is a 99 in 100 chance that a real
difference is present., A p < .05 is also considered statistically significant,.
The latter is usually the upper conservative limit. Sometimes, as in this study,
reference is made to almost significant p's, between .05 ard .10.

7The word master’s used throughout this study includes both master's and
specialist's degrees.




Answer
Yes
No and

Don't Know

Totals

Table 3 - Responses to Question 1, "Do you approve

Doctor's
N %
19 59.4

13 40.7

32 100.1

Master's
N %
22 84.6

4 15,4

26 100.0

Bachelor's
N %
27 79.4
7 20.6
34 100.¢

of the DA degree?"

Assor:iate
N %
53 89.8

6 10.2

59 100.0

151 100.0

O
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9.

It was because of this great stress on the fact that the D.A. was
not to be launched as an inferior degree that Questic. 2 was asked exactly
in Dunham's words. Question 2 in this study further urged those who answered
in the negative, essentially thus denying equal employment status to D.A.'s,
to skip questions 3 and 4~-the former on employment of D.A.'s to teach in
certain disciplines, and the latter on their employment at certain undergraduate
levels.

Table 4 presents the data obtained from Question 2. Although the
questionnaire provided for only a "Yes' or "No" answer, 13 respondents (8.6%)
inserted a "Don't Know'" answer or omitted answering the item completely. 1In
view of this small N, it was again combined with the negatives to eliminate small
cell entries. Once again, a large majority (75.5%) replied affirmatively to
the question, but again the degree of affirmation was certainly not uniform.

The test of the differences among the various levels of institutions was again
highly statistically significant (X2 = 10.50, P < .02, 3 df). About half (56.2%)
of the doctoral schools answered affirmatively, while 86.4% of the junior
colleges did so. The other two levels of institutions lay somewhere between
them. In the original data, about a third (31.3%) of the doctoral schools
answered absolutely negatively, but only 6.8% of the associate level schools did
so. Again, the four~year colleges, while expressing about the same level of
affirmation as the master's degree schools, asserted about three times the level
of absolute negation as the latter in the original data (23.5% vs. 7.7%).
tlowever, if both negative and doubtful answers, each indicating a lack of
affirmation, are combined as in Table 4, there is very little difference apparent
on inspection between master's and baccalaureate schools (23.1% vs. 26.4%).
Again, a test was run of the differences between the two levels of undergraduate
schools with the negatives and doubtfuls combined. The resulting %2 was 2.41,
statistically insignificant for 1 df. Another X2, with combined cells, of the
difference between doctoral and master's schools, was 2.71, also statistically
insignificant for 1 df. However p lay between .05 and .10 here, very close to
significance.

Question 3: Would you see a D.A. employed in what disciplines? The
rationale for the question was based on the fact that some individuals (e.g.,
Page, 1970; Shugrue, 1970) mentioned the D.A. as more the ''degree of choice" or
preferred degree for some disciplines, whereas the Ph.D. would be more the
"degree of choice' for others. Mostly the distinction has been between the
humanities in the former case and the sciences in the latter largely because
of greater difficulty in execution of Ph.D. dissertations in humanistic fields.
Some individuals (e.g. Smith, 1970) have urged the "reform'" of the Ph.D. in a
number of disciplines to make it more like a D.A., rather than to adopt the D.A.

It should be remembered that in Question 3 the respondent was asked
not to answer if he had answered Question 2 negatively. But some respondents
avoided a direct answer by printing in their own D.K.'s or avoiding any
answer to Question 2 (see Table 4). According to Table 4, there should have
been only 114 affirmative respondents, but obviously a few individuals who were
uncertain chose to answer Question 3. We thus have a total of 119, instead of
114 as our total N for this question.

10



10.

Answer

Yes

No, D.K.,
and No Ans.

Totals

Table 4 - Responses to Question 2, "Would you be willing

to hire, pay, and promote D.A. degree holders on an

equal basis with Ph.D. degree holders?"

Doctor's
N %

18 56.2

14 43.8

32 100.0

Master's
N %

20 76.9

6 23.1

26 100.0

Bachelor's
N %
25 73.5
9 26.4
34 99,9

Associate
N %

51 86.4

8 13.6

59 100.0

Totals

N %
114 75.5
37 24.5
151 100.0

O
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11.

Table 5 presents the data for Question 3. The basic distinction was
between the answers "All" or "Some" in regard to what disciplines would be taught
by the D.A. (However, a separate X2 of a table including all 151 respondents,
i.e., those saying essentially "A1l," "Some," or "None' was 18.19, p <.01, 6 df.
This very statistically significant result is not unexpected in view of the
thrust of Question 2.)

The chi-square test of the differences among the various levels of the
119 institutions was highly statistically significant (X2 = 11.59, p<.01, 3 df).
Again the difference was marked between doctoral and lesser jevel institutions,
exactly half of the former saying "All," and half saying “Some." The master's
and bachelor's institutions resembled each other very closely, and agailn the
associate degree schools were very much willing to have D.A.'s teach all dis-
ciplines, 86.8% so indicating. In all, exactly three-quarters of all the 119
non-negative respondents gaid "All'" and only one-~quarter said "Scme." Dis-
tinction between the two levels of undergraduate schools was again insignificant
(X2 = 1.62, 1 df). And again, the distinction between doctoral and master's schools,
was very sharp in terms of percentages ip Table 3. However, X2 fell barely short
of statistical significance (X2 = 2.87, .103p>.05, 1 df).

Question 3, (part 2). If answer is "Some" please state which ones Yes
and which ones Ne: 3a. Discipliines employing D.A. 3b. Disciplines not employ—
ing D.A. The answer to this part of Question 3 was ¢f course quite difficult to
analyze on two counts: (1) the omissions caused by the invitation not to answer
Question 3 if Question 2 was replied to negatively; and (2) the open~ended nature
of the response, so that the same respondent might fill in more than one dis-
cipline. (Open-endedness was deliberately used to avoid a check-list of a huge
number of disciplines which would be too formidable and discourage replies.) The _
data could not therefore be tested statistically. However a total of 57 separately
codable answers (each not necessarily independent) were received. Table 6 gives
the data for these answers.

Table 6 is quite sketchy and incomplete because it is based on replies
of about 30 respondents, i.e., only those replying "Some" to Question 3 and fill-
ing in 3a and 3b to some degree. It reveals 2-year colleges were most willing to
have D.A.'s teach the traditional arts and sciences subjects. About four-fifths
(83.3%) of 12 junior college positive answers involved these subjects, and the
D.A. was not seen by them (55.6% of negative answers and no positive answers) as
concerned with professional~technical teaching (business, education, engineering,
paramedical, journalism, etc.). The other three levels of schools seemed to
want D.A.'s more involved in this latter kind of teaching, although doctoral
school responses were somewhat more mixed. The opinions given regarding arts and
sciences subjects seemed to involve them in the humanities and social sciences
more than in mathematics_and the natural sciences. Doctoral schools, to some
degree, did not want D.A.'s involved with any research teaching, which is under-
standable.

in all, focusing only on all arts and sciences subjects, we found 35
responses in the humanities-social sciences areas. Of these 35, 80.0% visualized
D.A.'s employed teaching those subjects, and 20.0% did not. In the natural sciences
and mathematics areas, there were 23 responses, with 39.1% which agreed D.A.'s
should teach these subjects, and 60.9% which did not so agree. The D.A. degree

Q _ gjib
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Answer

All

Some

Totals

*Note.

Table 5 -

Responses to Question 3, "Would you see a D.A.

employed in what disciplines?'*

Doctor's
N %

11 50.0
11 50.0

22 100.0

This table comprises .
saying D.K. to Questicu ..
and "no answer" (21.1%).

Mantar'g Bachelor's Associate Totals
N 7 N A N A N A
14 73.7 18 72.0 46 86.8 89 74.8
5 26.3 7 28.0 7 13.2 30 25.2
19 100.0 25 100.0 53 100.0 119 100.0

s given only by those responding "Yes" (N=114) plus a few (N=5)
Breakdown for all 151 respondents is "all” (58.9%); "some" (19.9%);
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13.

Table 6 - Response to Questions 3a and 3b: Disciplines in Which

D.A. Is and Is Not Employed*
3a. Disciplines employing D.A. 3b. Disciplines not employing D.A.
(57 responses) . . (36 responses)
Doc- Mas- Bache-~ Associ- . ) Doc- . . Mas- Bache~  Associ-
tor's ter's lor's ate tor's ter's lor's ate
Discipline
N % N % N % N % N Z N % N % N Z
Humanities 7 30.4 2 »2° EE PO Y - - 1 14,3 2 25,0 - -
Social Science 4 17.4 2 28.6 1 6.7 2 16.7 1 8.3 1 14.3 2 25,0 - -
Nat. Sci-Math 4 17.4 - - 2 13.3 3 950 2 16.7 4 57.1 4 50.0 & 44.4
All A& S 15 65.2 4 5,.! - t 3 25.0 6 85.7 8 100.0 4 44.4
Prof.-Tech 5 21.7 K O 400 - - 7 58.3 1 14.3 - - 5 55.6
Any Non-Resch., 2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .
Any Research - - - - - - - - 2 16.7 - - - - - - <H
Any Academic . |
Area 1 4,3 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Depends on Man g
or Prog. - - 1 14.2 1 6.7 2z 16.7 - - - - - - - -
Totals 23 99.9 7 100.0 15 100.0 12 100.0 . .12 100.0 7 100.0 8 100.0 g 100.0
*Note: Horizontal totals nct supplied because text discussion focuses pzrtially on 3a and 3b combined
O
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holder was thus principally visualized by those answering Questions 3a and
3b as one who, as far as arts and sciences teaching went, was prepared to
handle the generally non-quantitative and non-laboratory subjects. The
finding is indeed interesting in view of the fact that Carnegie-Mellon and
other universities have concentrated on developing a D.A. in the sciences,
among other areas.

Question 4: 1f employed, do you visualize a D... _eaching at which

levels? The ratiomale for this question also runs throughout the writings

about the D.A. Would it be a degree that would only serve -he tw.. ~year or
community colleges? Indeed, Wortham (1967) makes a specirs »liea for the D.A.
to prepare people to teach in junior colleges. However, t.. official state-
ments on the D.A. issued by the AASCU and by the CGS delinez e it as a degree
designed to prepare students for careers as college teachers, and no specifica-
tion is made about the sorts of colleges in which they will teach, nor in which
of the four college year levels they will be most competent. Hence the format
of our question.

Table 7 presents the data cun Question 4. It too, like Question 3,
had a trimmed down number of respondents (121) from the original 151, the bulk
of whom were forced out by Question 2. (Again, a separate X2 of a table incliud-
ing all 151 respondents, with a fifth category of '"no response'--essentially a
negative answer category--yielded a very large and significant chi-square of 23.16,
p<.01, 9 4f),

Table 7 is interesting in a number of ways. No respondent among the
121 (nor for that matter among the original 151) was willing to confine a D.. to
teaching freshmen exclusively. However, each institution seemed to answver
Question 4 in a parochial fashion. Of the 22 eligible doctoral respondents,
almost three-fourths (72.7%) visualized D.A.'s teaching all four years. Perhaps
some constriction of full endorsement existed here because teachers at these
schools instruct both graduates and undergraduates in upper division. A smaller
segment (18.2%) saw them as teaching only two years—-perhaps to the huge lecture
sections? The M.A. and 4-year schools overwhelmingly endorsed them as teachers
for all four undergraduate years. More than one quarter (28.3%) of the 2-year
schools endorsed them for two-year or lower division teaching only, although the
majority still viewed them as four~year teachers. On the whole, among all res-
pondents, three of four (75.2%) of those who would employ D.A.'s-~hire, pay,
and promote them on an equal basis with Ph.D. degree holders-~would have them
teaching all four years. It is still interesting, however, that about one in four
of these "liberal" respondents would restrict their teaching to something 1less
than the senlor level. A statistical analysis of the data in Table .7 yielded a
xZ2 of 15.38, P<.02, 6 df. The attitudes about levels of teaching thus differed
very significantly among the various types of institutions.

Further analysis of Question 4, contrasting bachelor's and associate
level schools and combining cells intoc two categories (less-—than-4 years vs.
4 years) yielded a X2 of 6.67, p<.01, 1 df. 1Ip this 2 x 2 comparison, the
parochialism mentioned above was thus very marked among the undergraduate level
schools. A similar 2 x 2 table of doctoral vs. master's schools gave an insigni-
ficant X2 = 1.51, despite fairiy strong contrasts in Table 7.

Question 5. Some think the Ph.D. degree frequently doesn't fulfiil
the claim that the dissertation must contain a really original contributiom to
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Iable 7 - Responses to Question 4, "If employed, do you
~ visualize a D.A. teaching at which levels?"*

Answer Doctor's Master's Bachelor's Associate Totals
N % N % N % N % N A
Lower division only 4 18.2 1 4.3 - - 15 28.3 20 16.5

First 3 years only 2 9.1 1 4.3 1 4.3 6 11.3 10 8.3
All 4 years 16 72.7 21 91.3 22 95.7 32 60.4 91 75.2

Totals 22 100.0 23 99.9 23 100.0 53 100.0 121  100.0

*Note: This table comprises answers given only by those responding "'Yes" (i « 114)
plus a few (N = 7) saying D.K. to Questinn 2. Breakdown for all 151
respondents is "no answer" (19.9%); "lower division only" (13.2%);"first 3
years only" (6.6%); and “all 4 years" (60.3%).
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know 2. In some fiel( , Ph.D, dissertations are difficult to e -ute

beca -_of this demand. 1iIn your opinion, is a Ph.D. dissertation its

prese: - form a necessary qualification for training an under radue “teachar?
This question is really a very crucial one and is discussed at le: 2 dn ¢t e

literature on college teaching. (Crozier (1968), for example, com  ins absut
the '"" .D. stretchout" and the A.R.D. ("all but dissertation") pr« . =ms. The
fact that numbers of universities are changing the nature of tne F . dis-

sertation (see discussion of results later on) and .ne reads there: -e of
"revised" or "reformed" Ph.D.'s is evidence of the —eriousness of ¢t s cues-
tion. Also, of course, there is the incontrovertibie argument cha:r ‘s amply
buttressed, i.e., that most Ph.D.'s publish little or nothing @ :ter ‘heir
dissertations and hence are trained to do a job, at least as fsr as mndergraduate
instruction goes, they will not perform after award of their degree:

A preliminary count of 150 answers (ore M.A. school did nc.: answer)
to Question 5 indicated the following percentages of response: 'most at all,"
34.0; "probably not," 47.3; "undecided," 4.7; "probably yes," 11.3; and
"very much so,” 2.7. Thus the greatest number (81.3%) answered in the negative,
and only 14.0% in the positive. As a result, of the 20 cell entries. i1 or more
than one half gave expected frequencies of less than five, undesirat ¢ for X2
analysis. Therefore the regative and positive cells were combined = :d the few
cases (7) of "undecided" eliminated to create Table 8, which has inc reasad cell
numbers.

Table 8 yielded a X2 of 7.88, p<.05, 3 df. This highly significant
figure was brought about by the obviously marked contrast between the 2-year
level schools and the remainder of the institutions. Almost 95%Z of the former
answered Question 5 negatively. A further analysis yielded X2 = 4.08, p«<.05,
df = 1 in a 2 x 2 table contrasting the two levels of undergraduate institutions.
Indeed the bachelor's schools appeared somewhat the harshest of all in their
judgments. A test of the difference between the doctoral and master's schools
gave X2 = .002, statistically very insignificant.

The remarkable fact about Table 8 is that 85.3% of all respondents
answered in the negative. The reader who objects that the question may have
been a "leading" one and was therefore "loaded" by its format--as well as by
materials in Appendix B~-should remember that the doctoral schools had given
only a 56.2% "yes" response to Question 2, about willingness to hire, pay, and
promote D.A. degree holders equally with Ph.D. Also even among those in this
group willing to employ D.A.'s, only one half would have them teaching in all
disciplines, according to Table 5. Their original answers to Question 5,
however, were 75.0% negative, 6.3% undecided, and only 18.7% positive. Thus,
it 1s not at all obvious that thesge respondents, at least, were easily taken in
by the format of Question 5.

Question 6, In terms of prestige, how do you personally perceive the
D.A. degree? The rationale for this question (as weIl as that for Question 7)
is obvious. Throughout all the arguments for the degree runs a spectre-~the
concern that somehow it will be an "inferior'" degree to the.Ph.D. because it
will demand less, that its dissertation requirements will be less, that it will
become like the Ed.D., that it will be captured by professional "educationists,"
that it will be offeresd as a consolation prize to those unable to achieve the
Ph.D., that it will train people to teach at lesser schools, that it will be

17
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Answer
"Not at all
and probably not"

"Probably yes and
very much so"

Totals

Table 8 -~ Responses to Question 5, "In your opinion, is
a Ph.D. dissertation in its precent form a necessary
qualificatinn for training an undergraduate college

teacher?" :
Doctor's Master's Bachelor's - Associate - Totals
N 72 N % N % N % N %

24 80.0 20 83.3 23 74.2 55 94.8 122 85.3

6 20.0 4 16.7 8 25.8 3 5.2 21 14.7

18

30 100.0 24 100.0 31 100.0 58 100.0 143 100.0

O
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offered by less prestigious universities, that time spent on teaching people

to teach is better spent on mastering a subject-matter field or deing research--
which 1s more "prestigious" than teaching, that its emphasis on breadth would
dilute the specialization needed to teach a discipline well, etc., etc. These
same feelings are, of course, behind the rationale for Question 2.

The word ''prestige' indeed bothered some of our correspondents. One
large, prestigious doctoral institution respondent refused to answer Questions
6 and 7 but sent an accompanying letter. Another doctoral respondent stated,
"Realistically the D.A. will have to prove its claims. We will cheer it on its
way." One associate degree level respondent stated, '"Poor question--~I give it
high prestige for it better meets our needs. I realize, however, senior insti-
tutions will pay it less prestige." And another two~year level respondent,
circling the word ‘'prestige," exploded, "This is a damn bad word to use' It
isn't worth a nickel as far as need is concerned!"

Table 9 presents the data from Question 6. Two doctoral level respond~
ents did not answer; alsoc only three respondents (one M.A. school and two asso-
ciate level schools) rated the D.A. "higher than the Ph.D." These three con-
stituted only 2.0% of the total of 149 remaining respondents, and so essentially
the choice was between '"about the same as Ph.D." or "less than Ph.D." for the
remaining 146. Table 9 is therefore based on the replies of that number. A
statistical analysis of the data yielded a x2 = 15.72, p<.01, 3 df. This
highly statistically significant difference is readily apparent in the expressed
attitudes shown in the table. Seven of 10 of respondents from doctoral insti-
tutions personally perceived the D.A. as less pPrestigious than the Ph.D. Res-
pondents from the intermediate institutions, master's and bachelor's, gave about
the same results~—about half of each thought the D.A. equally as prestigious and
half as less prestigious than the Ph.D. However, the associate level schools'
respondents thought the D.A. was about as prestigious as the Ph.D. in three out
of four instances.

Table 9, on inspection, offers one of the sharpest contrasts between
the two undergraduate level schools and also between the two graduate level ones.
A 2 x 2 analysis for bachelor's contrasted with A.A. levels yielded a significant
X2 of 4.08, p<<.05, 1 df. A similar 2 x 2 analysis for the two graduate level
institutions yielded a XZ of 3.79, which barely missed being significant at the
.05 level (X2 must be 3.84, 1 df, for this level of significance). The clue Lo
understanding the data of Table 9 may lie simply in the remarks made by the two
agsociate degree respondents cited above--they perceived the D.A. as better
satisfying their needs than the Ph.D.; the doctoral level institutions also
needed the Ph.D. to fulfill their mission and accordingly gave it less prestige.
However, Table 9, which shows more than half of master's and bachelor's insti-~
tutions rating the D.A. equally as prestigious as the Ph.D. should lay to rest
the fears that the D.A. will be only a degree to prepare individuals to teach
at two~year institutions.

Question 7. In terms of prestige, how do you suppose your present
typical faculty member would perceive the D.A. degree? This question was phrased
because, again in the higher education literature, faculties, especially those
in more prestigious schools, are often seen as slow to change, basically loyal to
their own disciplines rather than to their institutions or the teaching process,
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Table 9 - Responses to Question 6, " In terms of prestige
how do you personally perceive the D.A, degree?"

Answer Doctor's  Master's Bachelor's: Associate Totals
N % N % N % N % N %

>¢ocnnrmmmﬁm w uo.o Hb mm.o Hm mm.m bw uw.u ww 56.8
as Ph.D. : .

less than Ph.D. 21 70.0 11 44,0 16 47.1 15 26.3 63 43.2

Totals 30 100.0 25 100.0 34 100.0 57 100.0° 146 100.0 Mﬂ

O
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and preoccupied in preserving their own kind. Epperson (1970) describes a

set of beliefs permeating the "faculty culture" which are incompatible with

a more development-oriented (i.e., student-~oriented or teacher~scholar oriented)
set of attitudes. It was thought then that admianistrators, charged with educa-
tional leadership and greater sensitivity tc change might profess one set of
attitudes, but would attribute ancther set to their faculties. Of course, it
would have been better to contact faculties directly to answer this question,
but this was impossible.

Table 10 presents the data in response to Question 7. Two doctoral
respondents and two associate level ones did not answer the question: also
only one respondent (in an A.A. school) said "higher than Ph.D." These few
cases (only 2.6% of the total of 151 respondents) were discarded. Thus the
contrast was again between "about the same as the Ph.D." -and ""less than the
Ph.D.," with N = 147.

A statistical analysis of Table 10 yielded X2 = 20.67, p <.001, 3 df.
This was one of the two most statistically significant X2's obtained in the
present study. All levels of respondents said their typical faculty member
would perceive the D.A. as less prestigious than the Ph.D.-~indeed, as even
congiderably less prestigious than they themselves were willing to acknowledge.
Even among the A.A. level schools, more than half the administrators viewed
their faculty members as rating the D.A. less prestigious, and this was in
marked contrast to their own professed views in Table 9. A 2 x 2 table contrast-
ing four~year and two-year institutions vielded x2 = 8.51, p<.01, 1 df. The
attributed perceptions of the typical faculty members at these institutions were
thus statistically significantly different. The same type of contrast between
the two graduate level institutions yielded an insignificant X2 of 1.99.

The reader wili undoubtedly be intrigued with the comparison between
Tables 9 and 10. Globally, over half (56.8%) of the respondents themselves said
they would rate the D.A. equally as prestigious as the Ph.D.; on the other hand,
they felt that about one~quarter (27.9%) of their faculties would do the same.

These data led us to compare the two sets of responses at three levels.
These were Same, i.e., the administrator-respondent saw the faculty member rating
the D.A. at the same level as himself; Higher, i.e., the respondent saw the D.A.
as higher but said the faculty would rate it lower; and Lower, i.e., the respond-
ent personally perceived the D.A. as lower in prestige than the typical faculty
member. Table 11 gives the data for these contrasts, with five cases being
unuseable. Whereas the data in Table 11 indicate a greater sharing of percep-
tions of doctoral respondents and those attributed by them to "typical faculty
members" and less of such sharing among lower levels of institutions, the con-
trast is not dramatic enough, for X% was 7.73, statistically insignificant for
6 df. The note for Table 11 explains why a contrast of "same" is considered
less favorable to the D.A.

Question 8: If in either No. 6 or No. 7 above you checked ''less than
Ph.D."rplease state why. As with the second part of Question 3, the response
to this question was left deliberately open-ended. Also, as with Questions 3a
and 3b, it was possible for a respondent to give more than one answer; hence,
no statistical analysis was possible. However, unlike Questions 3a and 3b, a
very large number (107) of respondents replied. 1In all, there were 147 separate
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Answer

About the same

as Ph.D.

Less than Ph.D.

Totals

Table 10 - Responses to Question 7, "In terms of prestige,

how do you suppose your present typical faculty member

would perceive the D.A. degree?"

Doctor's

N %

2 6.5
29 93.5
31 100.0

‘Master's
N %
6 23.1
20 76.9
26 100.0

Bachelor's

N %

6 17.6
28 82.4
34 100.0

Associate

N %
27 48.2
29 51.8
56 100.0

Totals
N %
41 27.9
106 72.1
147 1006.0 ﬂﬁ
O
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Table 11 - Contrast Between Questions 6 and 7, Perceptions
of Respondents and Their Attributed Perceptions of
Typical Faculty Members#*

Answer Doctor's . Master's Bachelor's Associate Totals
N Z N % N % N 2 N YA
Same 23 76.7 15 60.0 22 64.7 34 59.6 94 64.4
Higher 7 23.3 S 36.0 12 35.3 18 31.6 46 31.5
Lower - - 1 4.0 - - 5 8.8 6 4.1
Totals 30 100.0 25 100.0 34 - 100.0 57 100.0 146 100.0 m%w
*This table should be interpreted so that the higher the percentage in the "Same" row,
the less favorability to the D.A. It would reflect much more agreement with faculty
opinion which Table 10 shows to be typically negative. Therefore, opposition to the
D.A. would be expected to be greater because of more agreement of cpinion between
administrator and faculty.
e
‘l
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codeable responses and it was possible to reduce these to eight general
categories. These were: {1} pejorative~-comments such as "lacks rigor,"
"selective factors are lower," "general requirements are lower," "ns
scholarly status,'" ete., including depreciatory comparisons with the Ed.D.
such as ''several have compared it to Ed.D. as second rate" and comments
generally expressing resentment of it by those holding the Ph.D.; (2)
tradition-~use of the word specifically plus comments such as "the long time
acceptance level of the Ph.D.'"; (3) unproven--again use of the word or com-
ments such as '“at present there are far few D.A.'s in the U.S. who have had
an opportunity to establish a professional image"'; (4) research orientation
preferred--"needs research to teach," etc.; (5) reform the Ph.D. instead;
(6) good only for undergraduate teaching; (7) ignorance about the D.A.-—
"because of unfamiliarity with the program," etc.

The data for Question 8 are presented in Table 12. In all, the
pejorative comments were most frequent, about four in ten, with associate
level schools being least derogatory and the four-year schoels being somewhat
more harsh than the rest. About three in ten of the responses referred to
tradition, a reason which ciimbed from 17.1% of doctoral responses to 5§,0%
of the A.A. responses, with other schools offering it about ona~quarter of the
time. The fact that the D.A. was perceived as having less prestige than the
Ph.D. because it was unproven constituted 22.0% of the doctorzl responses, but
only 10.0% of the A.A. responses—-again the other schools lay between. About
ten per cent of each of the graduate level schools stressed the preference for
a research orientation, only 5.37% of the 4-year collzge responses mentioned it,
and none of the 2~year schools did. This is quite logical, of course, but it
iz somewhat surprising that it was specifically mentioned so infrequentl
although it may have been inferred in the pejorative group. A small number
referred to the fact that the Ph.D. shouzid be reformed instead-~these were among
graduate institutions only. (Essentially this was not a direct answer to the
question.) A tiny minority felt the D.A. lacked prestige vecause it was des~
tined only for undergraduate teaching or because people were ignorant about it.

Although pejorztive comments are the most frequent in Table 12, it
should be noted here that, if the categories of '"tradition ' and "unproven" are
combined, each implying some time dimension, 44.9% of all the responses seen
to imply a "wait and see" attitude—-that in fact, the D.A. must prove itself over

time to counteract the long tradition of Ph.D. preparation for college teaching.

Question 9. Hcw do you perceive the training of a D.A. for under-
graduate college teaching as compared with the PR.D.T  The rationzie for this
question is obvious--this is esgentially what the D.A. is all about. Of the 151
respondents, eight (5.3%) did not auswer the question, and a statistical analy-
sis was appiied to the remaining 143 replies.

Table 13 presents data for Question 9, The ¥2 was 6.20, statistically
insignificant for 6 df. There was very little difference among the attitudes of
the various degree level institutions, although the highest ratings were given
by A.A. level respondents. Only one of 55 (1.8%) of the latter rated the D.A.
as 'worse than the Ph.D." At firsat blush, the cverall finding of lack of signi-
ficance may be serprising, especially in view of our earlier findings, but it is
apparent that the respondents had paid careful attention to the question, in
which the words “training" and "undergraduate' were emphasized and that the
statistically insignificant results were apparently a result of this. More than
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HmvaHN|Wmm@o=mmmno ocmmnwoum.:wmwo:nrmnXmm prestige 'less than
Ph.D.' please state why."#® : , ,

Answer Doctor's Master's  Bachelor's Associate Totals
. N % N % N % N % N %
Pejorative 18 43.9 12 42,9 19 50.0 14 35.0 63 42,9
Tradition 7 17.1 7 25.0 10 26.3 20 . 50.0 44 29.9
Unproven 0 22.0 4 14,3 5 13.2 4 - 10.0 22 15.0
Research orient.
preferred 4 9.8 3 10.7 2 5.3 - - 9 6.1
. A
Reform Ph.D. 2 4.9 2 7.1 - - - .- 4 2.7 Kt
Undergraduate
teaching - - - - 1 2.6 1 2.5 2 1.4
Ignorance
about D.A. 1 2.4 - - 1 2.6 1 2.5 3 2.0
Totals . 41 100.2. 28 100.0 . 38 . 100.0 40 100.0 MHmw 100.0
*Note: The total for this table (147) is the number of Separate responses, not respondents.
O
‘l
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Table 13 - Responses to Question 9, "How do you perceive
the training of a D.A. for undergraduate college
3 g 24
teaching as compared with the Ph.D.?"

Answer Doctor's Master's Bachelor's Associate Totals
A

N % N 4 N A N 4 N
Better than Ph.D. 16 55.2 13 52.0 18 32.9 33 60.0 80 55.9

About the same

as Ph.D. 9 31.0 10 00.0 11 32.4 21 38.2 51 35.7
Worse than Ph.D. 4 13.8 2 8.0 5 14.7 1 1.8 12 8.4
: : oe
Totals 29 100.0 25 100.0 34 100.¢ 55 100.0 143 100.0 N
.\.C
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half (55.9%) of all respondents felt the D.A. training was better, about a
third (35.7%) thought it about the same, and less than one in ten (8.4%)
appraised it as worse. 1t may be safely concluded that any negativism towards
the degree is nwt based on its approach to training graduate students for
undergraduate teaching. More will be said about Question 9 later on under
"Discussion of Results.”

Question 10: If you feel that all college teachers should have a
doctorate and that there is room for both D.A.'s and Ph.D."s, what do you con-
ceive tc be about the right percentage mix of faculty with each degree in your
institution? The question was to be answered by filling in two numbers, one
for the percentage of D.A.'s and the other for the percentage of Ph.D.'s and
was intended to further explore the contrasts between the two principal ijegrees,
but many respondents took exception to it. There were a concsiderable number of
omissions, especially by the 2~year level institutions. Many of them made
remarks such as "I don't feel that all ccllege teachers should have a doctorate,"”
or "The doctorate level of academic preparation is totally unnecessary for junior
college teaching.” The numbers of omissions and the great frequency of repetition
of statements about not needing doctoral level people to teach were in marked con-
trast to the much fewer numbers of omissions and remarks by the higher level
institutions. The latter would make statements such as, "I can't define the right
percentage,' or "It doesn't matter if the training is good," or "Let's be real-
istic, there will always be some without either.'" Sometimes the percentages were
filled in by the latter in addition to the remarks.

The matter of omissions led us to explore simply whether or not there
would be significant differences among the various levels of instifutions with
regard to this variable. Table 14 presents the data on this problem, and they
are indeed surprising, for statistical analysis revealed a X2 of 31.61, p =< .001,
3 df. There is thus-a highly statistically significan: difference among the
various levels of institutions in their willingness to answer Question 10 by
inserting figures in the appropriate boxes for the answer to the question. This
serendipitous finding can easily be interpreted by inspection of the figures in
the table, along with evaluation of the many spontaneous remarks cited above.
About two-thirds (64.4%) of the A.A. schools omitted answering the question, but
only one-quarter (25.0%) of the doctoral schools did so. Again, we find that the
4-year institutions seem to resemble the higher level schools more than they do
the 2-year institutions. (A test of the difference between doctoral and master's
schools yielded X2 = 0.64 which was statistically insi§n1ficanc, However the
difference between 2-year and 4-year schools ylelded X< = 10.58, p <.01, 1 df.)

The whole picture, both qualitative and quantitative, adds up to the
fact that the 2-year institutions do not currently perceive need for doctorates,
whether D.A.'s or Ph.D.'s, on their faculties. 1In the beginning wording of the
question, "If you feel that all college teachers should have a doctorate," the
conditional "if" and the provision of omly two boxes for doctorates, but none
for any lesser degrees, had invited thea not to answer the question at all.

Turning now to the 86 respondents who answered Question 10, data on
their replies are presented :in Table 15. Answers were tabulated in terms of
percentage of D.A.'s in the "mix" of D.A.'s and Ph.D.'s in their institutions.
Means range from 34.58% for cdoctoral institutions to 71.19% for A.A. schools.
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Answer

Omitted

Not omitted

Totals

Doctor's

N pA

8 25.0
24 75.0
32 100.0

Table

Master's

N 3

9 34.6
17 65.4
26 100.0

Bachelor's
N %

10 29.4
24 70.6
34 10¢.0

Omissions or Answers to Question 10

Associate
N %
38 6.4
21 25.6
59 - 100.0

Totals

N %
65 43.0
86 57.0
151  100.0

PR Y35 oS

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ER]

b S RS L Aok T TR



Per Cent
D.A's

100
20-9¢
RQ-Ra
70-79
60-69
50-59
40-49
30-39
20-29
10-19

0- 9

Totals
Mean

S.D.

Table 15 ~ Responses to -Question 10, wmmnmsmmem of D.A's
Given by Thace Hrsponding to the Question

Doctor's Master's Bachelor's . Associate
- - - 3
- - - 3
- 3 3 1
2 5 2 6
4 3 3 3
5 6 4 4
- - w -
1 1 3 -
5 1 4 1
3 - 2 -
4 - - -
24 17 24 21

34.58 57.65 " 45,63 71.19

23.38 1612 21,9 20.12

Totals

U W

15
13
19

w

11

(9]

86

51.16

21.40

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




29,

Again, the Zou:-year schools are less liberal than the master's degree~
granting insvit:tiens. Interestingly enough, the grand mean for all schools
is 51.16Z%, indZ:-ating about a half and half "mix" of D.A.'s and Ph.D.'s whenx
level of institcution is disregarded.

A siu 1z analysis of variance {AV) of the data vielded an F ratio of
11.99, p<.201 df = 3/82. There is thus a high degree of statistically signi-
ficant diffarcuc: betweea one or more means in the group of four. Using z t
after F t=st, ch: following mean differences proved to be very significant:

(1) the difference of 36.61% between associlate and doctoral schools, t = 5.72,

pP<.01; (2) the difference of 25.56% between bachelor's and associate schools,

t = 3.99, p<.0i; and (3) the difference of 22.07% between doctoral and master's
schools, t = 3.40, p=<<.0l. It should be remembered that there is some unknown
bias in these results, since they are based on answers supplied only by those
who answere: Qusstion 10. The results, however, are not inconsistent with
earlier fincirze showing differences in attitudes between the two levels of
undergraduate and the two levels of graduate instituticns.

Ir ~rder to discuss our results in a more intégrated fashion in the
next section, the findings are condensed in Table 16, which presents a summary
of the statistical analyses. ‘

Reference to Table 16 reveals that of 11 significance tests performed
nine were signif‘cant. Of these nine, eight may be said to be directly concerned
with the D.A. and one indirectly concerned. The eight of direct concern are:

Q. 1 (approve D.A.); Q. 2 (hire, pay, promote equally); Q. 3 (employed in all or
some disciplines); Q. 4 (year-levels of teaching); Q. 5 (dissertation); Q. 6
(personally perceived prestige); Q. 7 (faculty perceived prestige); and 10

(per cent of D.A. in "mix"). The significant one of indirect concern is 10b
dealing with the willingness to answer Q. 10, and involves desire to have either
D.A. or Ph.D. on the faculty. Q. 6 contrasted with Q. 7 gives some insight into
whether administrators rating themselves and their faculties see "eye to eye"
with the latter, and even though statistically insignificant, may give some clue
to "solidarity of acceptance" of the degree by both groups as will be noted in
the next table. Only one question (Q. 9, training for undergraduate teaching)
pertaining directly to the D.A. itself, was insignificant.

In testing the significance of attitudes between the two levels of
graduate institutions, we find that, according to Table 16, there are two
instances of a statistically significant difference--Q. 1 and Q. 10--and in
both cases master's schools are more favorable than doctor's. Three cases
(Q. 2, 3, and 6) are significant between the five and ten per cent levels,; and
in each case the master's schools are more favorable than doctor's.

One of our most crucial findings lies in the fact that, when we con-
trast the two levels of undergraduate institutions, the four-year colleges do
not perceive the D.A. in a fashion exactly similar to the two~year colleges.
They are statistically significantly different in their responses ta Q. 4, Q. 5,
Q. 6, Q. 7, and Q. 10. Also, Q. 10b indicates a significant difference between
the two institutions--the four-year colleges more often answer Q. 10, indicat-
ing their greater need for doctorate level teaching of any type.
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Table 16 ~ Summary of Significance Tests
Among and Between Institutions

~==+zion Significant Sig. between Sig. between
wTher overall? grad. level schools? undergraduate
’ level schools?
1. Apr—v- D.A. Yes Yes No
2. Hix: -y, pro- v
mot- - :al to Ph.D. Yes No, almost No
(.05 to .10 level)
3. Empi. :d in
disc_..ines Yes No, almost No

(.05 to .10 level)
4. Employed :
what year levels. . Yes No Yes

5. Disserzation . Yes No Yes

, 6. Personally per-
: ' ceived prestige Yes No, almost _
i (.05 to .10 level) Yes
7. Facultv per-
ceived prestige Yes No . Yes

6. Personzl vs
vs faculty

- 7. preszige No No test run . No test run
j 9., Traz=_ag » No No test run . _ No testfrun
3 ‘lO. Z DA -2 "mix" _ Yes Yes o Yes
10b. Omission of Q. 10 - Yes No- S Yes
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One final table (Table 17) will help further to comprehend the
earlier data. It concerns the degree of favorability to the D.A. (1 is high,
and 4 is low) by simply rank ordering the percentages in each table. The
favorable response is indicated in each case in the table. The only items
that need some explanation are Numbers 4 and 8. Item 4 considers the response
favorable to the D.A., if it answers the "year levels taught" 1in Table 7 with
"4 years." However, the parnchial answers to this question, as noted previously
cause the only serious reversal in ranks between the two levels of undergraduate
schools, 1Item 8, comparing personally perceived vs. faculty perceived prestige,
counts it as unfavorzble to the D.A. if the administrator rates himself and his
"typical faculty member" the same in attitude about prestige. If this is so,
then one must expect a more solid phalanx of opposition to the degree.

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

The reactions of the 151 respondents taken collectively indicated a
generally favorable reaction towards the Doctor of Arts. Of the eight questions
asking directly about the degree, and to which the great majority or all 151
replied, seven showed majority approval. The percentages were as follows:

Q. 1, "approve," 80%; Q. 2, "hire, pay, and promote," 76%; Q. 3, "teach all
disciplines," 59%; Q. 4, "teach all four years," 60%Z; Q. 5, "negative on Ph.D.-
type dissertation," 81%; Q. 6, "administrator-perceived prestige about the
same,'" 57%; Q. 9, "better preparation for undergraduate teaching," 56%. Only -
Q. 7, "faculty-perceived prestige about the same' yielded an overall low per-
centage, 287%.

Examination of Tables 16 and 17, and the more detailed analyses
presented in the earlier tables, however, lead to the general overall conclusion
that receptivity to the Doctor of Arts degree was by no means uniform. Table 17
particularly indicates a rather remarkable consistency--the most favorable rank-
ings were given to the D.A. by the associate level schools, next by the master’'s
schools, third by the bachelor's, and lastly by the doctor's. The consistently
reversed position of the master's and bachelor's schools 1s one of our most
striking findings.

We shall first pay attention to the doctor's degree-granting schools.
These are the expected producers of the new degree, although the Carnegie
Corporation has not necessarily given grant support for its development only to
the most prestigious Ph.D.-producing institutions. As noted earlier, although
abocut three-fifths of them approved of the degree (Table 3) only slightly more
than half would "hire, pay, and promote" the D.A. degree holder on an equal basis
with the Ph.D. (Table 4). If we take all 32 respondents, we find aboui an equal
number~-one third in each category--saying "all," "some," or "none" to what
disciplines the D.A. would teach. Again, taking all respondents, we note them
split exactly half and half about D.A.'s teaching all four undergraduate years
vs. less than four or not at all. (These figures are easily derived from Tables
5 and 7, alchough the latter were analyzed only for those replying affirmatively
to Question 3.) Seven out of ten believed the prestige of the D.A. to be less
(Table 9), and were willing to state that it would be even less, about 94% of
the time, among their faculties (Table 10). They were very much in accord with
their faculties (saying ''same' three out of four times~~Table 11). Also they
were more prone than other schools to make pejorative comments about the D.A.
and to say it was unproven in about two~thirds of the comments in Table 12.
The percentage of D.A.'s they would hire in a D.A.-Ph.D. mix was quite low
(about 35%) according to Table 15. (It may have been lower, since not all answered

Q. 10.) 3@
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Table 17 ~ Rank Order of Favorability to b.A.

with Favorable Answers Indicated

Approve D.A.
(Table 3-Yes)

Hire, pay, promote
(Table 4-Yes)

Employed
(Table 5-Al11)

Levels
(Table 7-4 years)

Dissertation
(Table 8-Negative)

Personal Prestige
(Table 9-About same
as Ph.D.)

Faculty Prestige
(Table 10-About same
as Ph.D, ’

Personal vs. Faculty
Prestige
(Table 11-Same)

Non-petorative
Comments
(<able 12)

Training for Teach-
ing

(Table 13-Better than
+ Same as Ph.D.)

Percentage Mix
(Table .15-Mean
Percentage)

Median Rank

Doctor's

Master's

33

Bachelor's

32.

Associate
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However, it may be noted tha. itheir position was rather inconsistent
in that about four times in five they said the Ph.D. dissertation in its present
form was "probably not" or "not at all" necessary for preparation of under-
graduate teachers (Table 8). Some 55% also said that the D.A. training for
teaching undergraduates was better than the Ph.D., and more than eight in ten
agreed that it was better than or equal to that of the Ph.D. (Table 13).

Thus, there is real cause for concern here and parhaps is the grourds
for the statements made by Dunham (1970a) mentioned edrlier, that "no institu-
tion should develop D.A. programs simply for placement at other institutions,"
that they should be willing to treat paA'sg equally with Ph.D.'s and that this is
the real test of commitment to a first class degree. Dunham iterates this in an
article which appeared about the time of Wingspread. 1In that paper, he goes on
to say: '

"...Major research universities will have difficulty meeting
this test, but they must join in the cause. Otherwise, we run the
risk of real tragedy. Many prestigious universities turned their
backs when mass secondary education, with its need for a large number
of teachers, became a reality. Teacher education was left to the
teachers colleges. We face a similar danger now as we move into mass
higher education. If the major institutions turn their backs once
again, they are likely to regret that decision in the future even more
than they have regretted the consequences of their inaction at the
secondary level. Current graduate student disenchantment with Ph.D.
programs is likely to be an impetus in the right direction" (Dunham
1970b, p. 512).

The official statement on the D.A. by the Council of Graduate Schools
also says the following:

""Admission, retention, and degree standards for a Doctor of
Arts program should be as rigorous as those prevailing for a Ph.D.
program and should be under the control of the graduate faculty of
the subject-matter field. Under no circumstances should the Doctor
of Arts be utilized as a consolation prize or s