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Introduction

Robert A. Altman
Program Director
CRE Program

As a result of the difficulty of obtaining accurate information on
graduate enrollments, and particularly trends in enrollments, the GRE Board
and the Council of Graduate Schools jointly undertook last year the first in an
annual series of surveys of enrollment of the membership of the Council of
Graduate Schools in the United States. The Council membership consists of
some 303 graduate institutions who grant either the master's or doctorate as
the highest degree. The members of the Council grant 987 of the earned
doctorates and 85% of the master's degrees awarded.

Due to the early timing of last year's questionnaire, some institutions
were linable to provide responses to all questions; accordingly, this year's
survey was divided into two sections, the first of which was distributed in
the early fall of 1972 with a request that results be returned no later than
mid-November. Data were requested on enrollment as of mid-October for 1971
and 1972; even-given the postponement of several questions until the second
questionnaire mailing in January of 1973, a number Of institutions were not
able to report data on all questions asked or for both-years.

It is anticipated that the results of the second questionnaire mailing
will be available early in the spring of 1973, and that the survey will be
repeated annually with whatever modification in procedure and questionnaire
seems appropriate.
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Sample Dq=kPti°n

Survc, questionnaires were sent to 303 graduate schools who are
members of CGS. A total of 277 questionnaires were returned or an amazing 917
response rate, an indication of the continued high interest among graduate
schools in the topic of the survey. Since the primary purpose of the
questionnaire was to develop comparative data between 1971 and 1972,
responses to questions were included in the analysis only when data were supplied
for both years. Thus, the effective response rate per question will vary from
a high of 917 for the overall sample to a low of 777 for some more detailed
question. While this is probably to be expected, the variability does reduce
somewhat the value of some questions and makes comparisons across some
questions of restricted value.

Extreme care should also he taken in attempting to compare results of
this year's survey with published results of last year's survey insofar as
1971 data reported in the current survey differs significantly from 1971 data
reported last year. There are several reasons for this difference, despite
the almost identical number (276 in 1971 compared to 277 in 1972) of graduate
institutions responding.

First, the definition of "graduate school" was changed between the
two years. In 1971, institutions were asked to define graduate school as
"those parts of the institution under the administrative control of the
graduate dean." In 1972, institutions were asked to include "all students
considered as registered in the graduate school" including "Education, Engi-
neering, Social Work, Medical and Business Programs leading to MA/MS or
Ph.D., Ed. D. or other doctorates." Second, many institutions noted that the
data for 1971 which they were able to provide for this year's survey was
different om, and better than, the 1971 data which they provided last year

Finally, although the actual number of institutions responding
remained almost constant, tl:e specific institutions responding in 1972 were
not always identical to those responding in 1971. It is hoped that a longi-
tudinal study, by institution, can be accomplished at a later data which will
provide comparable data across both institutions and survey years.

Despite these limitations, the overall obtained sample (i.e., those
submitting usable questionnaires on time) appears to be very representative
of the total CGS population. Below are comparisons of number and percentages
of several ways of describing the available population and. sample. It should
be noted that "Master's Highest Degree" refers, throughout this report, only
to those institutions for which the master's degree is, in fact, the highest
degree awarded. Data for these institutions do not reflect master's degrees
offered by institutions which also offer the doctorate.
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Comparison of Usable Sample and I3a e Population

CGS Instittit :101 Usablc Survey Sam lc
(ample of
population
subgroup)Number Percent Number

7

Percent

Public 191 63% 174 917

Private 112. 37% 103 37% 927

Public-Master's

Highest Degree 48 167, 37 14% 77%

Private-Master's

Highest Degree 31 10% 28 10% 90%

Public-Ph.D.

Highest Degree 143 47% 137 49% 96%

Private-Ph.D.

Highest Degree 81 27% 75 27% 93%

Master's Highest
Degree 79 26% 65 24% 82%

Ph.D. Highest
Degree 224 74% 212 76% 95%

It is readily apparent that the sample is highly representative of the
total population, despite the slight underrepresentation of public-master's
highest degree awarding institutions. Since the sample becomes less complete
as the complexity of the questions or the difficUlty of obtaining the data
increases, number and percentages of total group and subgroup are given for
each question in the data presentation.

Results

The results of the survey are displayed in Tables 1 through 7. The
tables present the number of respondents with usable data to each question
(i.e., data for both years and for all parts of the question), the percentage
that number represents of the total group or of the subgroup, e.g., Public,
the total number of students reported each year and the percentage change
from 1971 to 1972.- _All data are presented by public, private and total. In
addition, Tables 1-3 also present data for institutions classified by means o

the Educational Directory, Part 3, A.n terms of the highest degree awarded.
These categories are: Public-Master's Highest; Private-Master's Highest;
Public-Doctorate Highest; and, Private-Doctorate Highest. This additional
breakdown was not applied to later questions-because it was not felt to be
particularly important or because the differences were too small to affect
the overall results.
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Finally, data were summarized by size of the responding graduate
school, although these summaries do not appear in Tables 1-7. Size categories
.ised included 0-100 students, 101-500 students, 501-1,000 students,
1,001-5,000 sLudents, and over 5,000 students, and were based upon the insti-
tution's response to Question 1 (Total Graduate School Enrollment). Results
including these summaries are noted in the following discussion.

Discussi

A review of Table 1 shows a slight overall increase in total graduate
school enrollment for the institutions reporting; 1.9% overall. However,
when more than the total figures are reviewed, it becomes apparent that the
increase is less marked for Ph.D. institutions than for master's institutions,
and less marked for private institutions than for public institutions. For
all Ph.D. institutions there is a 1.2% increase, an increase of 0.4% for
private institutions and an increase of 1.5% for public institutions. For
all master's institutions there is an increase of 6.0%, an increase of 2.6%
for private institutions and an increase of 6.8% for public institutions.

Rates of increase differ not only for categories of institutions, but
for institutions of differing size within categories, All sizes of private
Ph.D. institutions (overall increase, 0.4%) showed increases in enrollment
except those enrolling 501-1,000 students, where 11 institutions showed a
decrease of 1.4%. Increases in enrollment in public Ph.D. institutions
(overall increase, 1.5%) were markedly different by size, with 24 institutions
enrolling fewer than 1,000 students showing an 8.7% decrease while 112
institutions enrolling more than 1,000 students showed a 1.7% increase.
Public master's institutions (overall increase, 6.8%) showed consistent.in-

creases except for institutions enrolling more than 5,000 students, where a
slight (2.N) decrease was found. Private master's institutions (overall
increase, 2.6%) showed 13 institutions enrolling fewer than 500 students with
a 2.6% decrease and 15 institutions enrolling greater than 500 students with
a 3.5% increase.

First-time enrollments show a similar pattern, with the overall
increase (3.57.) being less marked for Ph.D. institutions than for master's
institutions, and less marked for private institutions than for public
institutions. For all Ph.D. institutions there is a 2.7% increase, an increase
of 1.7% for private institutions and an increase of 3.1% for public institutions.
Simila-ly, for all mas'ter's institutions there is an 8.2% increase, an increase
of 7.9% for private institutions and an increase of 8.2% for public
institutions.

Size differences appear to be reflected less in first-time enrollments
than in total graduate school enrollment. All master's institutions, both
public and private, showed first-time-enrollment increases, regardless of
size. Private Ph.D. institutions showed first-time enrollment increases for
those institutions with total enrollment between 101 and 500 and for those
between 1,001 and 5,000; institutions with total enrollment between 501 and
1,000 and over 5,000 showed slight decreases in first -time enrollment.
Only-in public Phil). institutions was a marked pattern-apparent, with 7

institutions with total enrollment of less than ,500 students showing a 25%
decrease in first-time enrollment and 112 institutions with total enrollment
of more than 500 students showing a 3.2% increase in first-time enrollment.



Number of assistantships held by graduate students increased in 1972,
with increases being greater for Ph.D. institutions, as might he expected,
and for private institutions, as might not. For all Ph.D. institutions,
assistantships increased 2.5%, an increase of 4t.9% for private institutions
and 2.1Z for public institutions. For all masLer's institutions, icre the

numbers of assistantships were much smaller, the overall increase was 0.6Z, an
increase of 3.0% for private institutions and 0.1% for public institutions.

Size differences are also apparent in number of assistantships. Both

public and private Ph.D. institutions showed a consistent pattern, with in-
stitutions enrolling fewer than 500 total students showing a decrease in
assistantships, while those enrolling more than 500 students showed an increase
in assistantships. Public master's institutions showed a similar pattern, with
institutions enrolling fewer than 1,000 total students showing a decrease in
assistantships and institutions enrolling more than 1,000 students showing an
increase in assistantships. The pattern for private master's institutions was
mixed; the number of assistantships was up at institutions enrolling 0-100
students and over 500 students, and down at institutions enrolling between 100
and 500 students.

Fellowships showed continuing decline in 1972, particularly at public
institutions. There was an overall decrease of 8.4% among the institutions
reporting. In the public institutions, the decrease was 12.2%, while in the
private institutions it was 2.0%. Fellowships decreased in all size categories
of public institutions and in all size categories of private institutions
except those enrolling more than 5,000 students. The number of fellowships
involved at maste's institutions was too small to warrant separate treatment.

The number of degrees awarded continued to increase but at a somewhat
slower pace for doctorates than for master's. Master's degrees were up 8.4%
during 1972 and Ph.D. degrees up 5.9% for the same period. The public Ph.D.

increase was somewhat higher (7.1%) than the private (3.1%). The percentage of
increase for master's degrees was also greater for the public institutions
(9.1%) than for private institutions (6.1%). Master's awarded increased in all
size categories of both public and private institutions except private master's
degree highest where 5 institutions enrolling under 100 students showed an
8.7% decrease. Award of Ph.D.'s increased in all size categories for both
public and private Ph.D. institutions.

Table 7 indicates a breakdown of full- and part-time students for
those institutions reporting. The table indicates that the percentage of full-
time and part-time to total students is almost identical for 1971 and 1972 for
institutions reporting.

Conclusion

The first section of the second CGS -GEE Board SurVey of Graduate School
Enrollment met with great success in terms of number of responses and, to a
slightly lesser degree, in terms of response rate to individual questions.
The representativeness of the sample and its overall completeness do lend
validity to the results of the survey, which will not surprise many actively
engaged in graduate education but may not support the assumptions of much of
the-general public.
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One exception may arise from the attempt this year t© review responses
by size of responding institutions. Although this additional analysis tended
to uncover patterns which might have been expected, it did reveal, for example,
that enrollment growth appears to he markedly tied to institutional size with
smaller institutions showing enrollment decreases in the face of continuing
increases at larger institutions. And, while total enrollment, first-time
enrollment, and degrees awarded continue to increase, financial support for
graduate education, particularly as reflected in the number of available
fellowships, continued to decline.

It seems important that information of this type continue to be collected,
and that current efforts to make it more complete and detailed by dividing this
survey into two parts have had a positive effect. If the second section of
the survey receives the same response as has its predecessor, the survey
should serve as a valuable addition to the total pool of information about
graduate education.

November 22, 1972



T
A
B
L
E
 
1

*
T
o
t
a
l
 
G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
.
 
S
c
h
o
o
l
.

E
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t
 
b
y
 
T
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

%
 
C
h
a
n
g
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

*
*

7
0
,

1
9
7
1
.

1
9
7
2

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
-
 
M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
,
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t

3
7

7
7
%

7
5
,
7
7
9

8
0
,
9
2
1

6
.
8
%
 
i
n
c
r
a
s
e

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
-
 
M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t

2
8

9
0
%

1
6
,
3
8
5

1
6
,
8
1
2

2
.
6
%
 
I
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
.

P
u
b
l
i
c
,
 
-
 
P
h
-
D
.
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t

1
3
6

9
5
:
%

3
9
7
,
4
1
3

4
0
3
,
3
0
6

1
.
5
%
.
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
-
 
P
h
.
D
.
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t

7
4

9
1
%

1
3
5
,
2
0
2

1
3
5
,
7
2
6

0
.
4
.
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t

6
5

8
2
%

9
2
,
1
6
4

9
7
,
7
3
3
,

0
.
0
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

P
h
.
D
.
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t

2
1
0

9
4
%

5
3
2
,
6
1
5

5
3
9
,
0
3
2

1
.
2
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
.

P
u
b
l
i
c

M
a
s
t
r
'
s
 
a
n
d
 
P
h
.
D
.

1
.
7
3

9
1
%

4
7
3
,
1
9
2

4
8
4
,
2
2
1

2
.
3
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
a
n
d
 
P
h
.
D
.

1
0
2

9
1
%

1
5
1
,
5
8
7

1
5
2
,
5
3
8

0
.
6
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

T
o
t
a
l

2
7
5

9
1
%

6
2
4
,
7
7
9

6
3
6
,
7
;
3
5

1
.
9
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
.
.

*

F
o
r
 
p
u
r
p
o
s
e
s
 
o
f
 
t
h
i
s
 
s
u
r
v
e
y
,
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

w
e
r
e
 
a
s
k
e
d
 
t
o
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
 
a
l
l
 
s
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
c
o
n
s
i
d
e
r
e
d
.

a
s

r
e
g
i
s
t
e
r
e
d
 
i
n
 
t
h
e
 
g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
,
"
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
i
n
g
E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
,
 
E
n
g
i
n
e
e
r
i
n
g
,
 
S
o
c
i
a
l
.
 
W
o
r
k
,

M
e
d
i
c
a
l

a
n
d
 
B
u
s
i
n
e
s
s
 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 
l
e
a
d
i
n
g
,

t
o
 
M
A
I
M
S
 
o
r
 
P
h
.
D
.
,
 
E
d
.
D
.
 
o
r
 
o
t
h
e
r
.
 
d
o
c
t
o
r
a
t
e
s
.

.

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
f
i
g
u
r
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
.
 
o
f
 
t
h
e

n
u
m
b
e
r
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
i
n
g
 
o
f
 
t
h
e
 
n
u
m
b
e
r

a
v
a
i
l
a
b
l
e
 
i
n
 
t
h
e

t
o
t
a
l
 
g
r
o
u
p
.

F
o
r
 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
,
 
3
7
 
P
u
b
l
i
c
.
 
M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t
.

D
e
g
r
e
e
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
,
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
d
 
o
u
t

o
f
 
a
 
p
o
s
s
i
b
l
e
.
 
4
8
 
s
u
c
h
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

i
n
 
t
h
e
 
C
G
S
 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
h
i
p
 
f
o
r

a
 
7
7
%
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
 
r
a
t
e
 
f
o
r

t
h
a
t
 
g
r
o
u
p
 
o
f
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
.



T
A
B
L
E
 
2

F
i
r
s
t
 
T
i
m
e
 
G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
 
E
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t
 
b
y
 
T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n

N
u
m
b
e
r

%
1
9
7
1

1
9
7
2

%
 
C
h
a
n
g
e

P
u
b
l
i
c
.
 
-
 
M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t
.

2
7

5
6
%

1
4
,
6
6
9

1
5
,
8
7
6

8
.
2
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
.

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
-
 
M
a
s
t
e
r
 
s
:
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t
.

2
4

7
7
%

3
,
7
5
6
.

4
,
0
5
4

7
.
9
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

P
u
b
l
i
c

P
h
.
D
.
.
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t

1
1
9

8
3
%

.
8
9
,
3
7
2

9
2
,
1
3
7

3
.
1
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
-
 
P
h
.
D
.

6
2

7
6
%

3
0
,
2
8
6

3
0
,
7
8
9

1
.
7
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t
.

5
1

6
5
%

1
8
,
4
2
5
.

1
9
,
9
3
0

8
.
2
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

P
h
.
D
.
.
 
H
i
g
h
e
s
t

1
8
1
.

8
1
%

1
1
9
,
6
5
8

1
2
2
,
9
1
6

2
.
7
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
-
.
.
 
M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
a
n
d
 
P
h
.
D
.

1
4
6

7
6
%

1
0
4
,
0
4
1

1
0
8
,
0
1
3
,

3
.
8
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

M
a
s
t
e
r
'
s
 
a
n
d
 
P
h
.
D
.

8
6

7
7
%

3
4
,
0
4
2

3
4
,
8
4
3

2
.
4
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
.

T
o
t
a
l
.

2
3
2

7
7
%

1
3
8
,
0
8
3

1
4
2
,
8
5
6

3
.
5
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e



T
A

B
L

E
 3

N
um

be
r 

of
 C

ra
du

at
e.

 A
ss

is
ta

nt
s 

(S
er

vi
ce

 R
eq

ui
re

d)

N
um

be
r

19
71

19
72

%
 C

ha
ng

e.

Pu
bl

ic
M

as
te

r's
 H

ig
he

st
.

35
73

%
3,

21
.0

3,
21

4
0.

1%
 in

cr
ea

se

Pr
iv

at
e 

- 
M

as
te

r's
 H

ig
he

st
26

84
%

55
8

57
5

3.
0%

 in
cr

ea
se

Pu
bl

ic
 7

 P
h.

D
. H

ig
he

st
12

6
88

%
85

,9
00

87
,6

81
2.

1%
 in

cr
ea

se

Pr
iv

at
e 

7-
 P

h.
D

. H
ig

he
st

.
65

80
%

16
,7

44
.

17
,5

57
4.

9%
in

cr
ea

se
.

M
as

te
r's

 H
ig

he
st

61
.

77
%

3,
76

8
3,

78
9

0.
6%

 in
cr

ea
se

Ph
.D

...
 H

ig
he

st
19

1
85

%
10

2,
64

4
10

5,
23

8
2.

5%
 in

cr
ea

se

Pu
bl

ic
 -

 M
as

te
r's

 a
nd

 P
h.

0.
16

1
84

%
89

,1
10

90
,8

95
2.

0%
 in

cr
ea

se

Pr
iv

at
e

M
as

te
r's

 a
nd

 P
h.

D
.

T
ot

al

91
.

25
2

81
%

83
%

17
,3

.0
2

10
6,

41
2

18
,1

32

10
9,

02
7

4.
8%

 in
cr

ea
se

,

2.
5%

in
cr

ea
se



T
A

B
L

E
 4

N
um

be
r 

of
 G

ra
du

at
e 

Fe
llo

w
s.

(N
om

-s
er

vi
ce

 R
eq

ui
re

d)

N
um

be
r

%
19

71
19

72
.

7.
 C

ha
ng

e
Pu

bl
ic

 -
 M

as
te

r's
 a

nd
 P

h.
D

.
14

6
76

%
32

,4
60

28
,5

04
12

.2
%

 d
ec

re
as

e
.

Pr
iv

at
e 

- 
M

as
te

r's
 a

nd
 P

h.
D

.
86

77
%

19
,1

55
18

,7
65

2.
0%

 d
ec

re
as

e

T
ot

al
23

2
77

%
51

,6
15

47
,2

70
8.

4%
 d

ec
re

as
e

T
A

B
L

E
 5

N
um

be
r 

of
 M

as
te

n'
s 

D
eg

re
es

.

N
um

be
r

Z
19

70
-7

1.
19

71
-7

2.
.%

 C
ha

ng
e

Pu
bl

ic
1.

7.
1

90
%

11
0,

91
0

12
0,

98
7

9.
1%

 in
cr

ea
se

Pr
iv

at
e

10
1

90
%

36
,1

24
.

38
,3

37
6.

1%
 in

cr
ea

se

T
ot

al
27

2
90

%
14

7,
03

4
15

9,
32

4
a 

.4
%

 in
cr

ea
se



P
u
b
l
i
c

P
r
i
v
a
t
e

T
A
B
L
E
 
6

N
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
P
h
 
.
1
)
,

N
u
m
b
e
r

,
0

1
9
7
0
-
7
1

1
3
6

9
5
%

1
9
,
9
4
5

7
4

9
1
%

8
 
7
5
4

T
o
t
a
l

2
1
0

9
4
%

:
2
8
,
6
9
9

T
A
B
L
E
 
7

1
9
7
1
-
7
2

2
1
,
3
6
6

9
,
0
2
8

%
 
C
h
a
n
g
e

7
.
1
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

3
.
1
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e

3
0
,
3
9
4

5
.
9
%
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
,

F
u
l
l
-
t
i
m
e
 
-
 
P
a
r
t
-
t
i
m
e
.

T
o
t
a
l
 
E
n
r
o
l
l
m
e
n
t

1
9
7
1
.

1
9
.
7
2

P
u
b
l
i
c

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
.

.

,
,
.

T
o
 
t
a
l

N
u
m
b
e
r

%

8
1
%

8
5
%
.

8
3
%

F
u
l
l
-
t
i
m
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

%

4
8
%

5
0
%

.
4
9
%

P
a
r
t
-
t
i
m
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

%

5
2
%
.

5
0
%

5
1
%

F
u
l
l
-
t
i
m
e

N
u
m
b
e
r

%

4
8
%
,

4
9
%
,

4
8
%

P
a
r
t
-
L
i
m
e
,

N
u
m
b
e
r

5
2
%
,

5
1
%

5
2
%

1
5
5
.

9
5

2
5
0

1
9
8
,
2
4
0

6
1
,
5
9
8

2
5
9
,
8
3
8

2
1
2
,
0
1
3

6
0
,
7
0
8

2
7
2
,
7
2
1

1
9
9
,
9
0
0

6
0
,
4
0
0

2
6
0
,
3
0
0

2
1
8
,
7
0
8

6
3
,
9
4
3

2
8
2
,
6
5
1

*
.

I
n
s
 
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s
 
w
e
r
e
 
d
i
r
e
c
t
e
d

t
o
 
a
p
p
l
y
.
 
t
h
e
i
r
 
o
w
n
 
i
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
a
l
.

d
e
f
i
n
i
t
i
o
n
s
 
t
o
 
"
p
a
r
t
-
t
i
m
e
"
 
a
n
d
 
"
f
u
l
l
-
t
i
m
e
.
"


