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This study of doctoral needs in New York State

(1) In 1970-71 New York graduated about 11% of the
Nation's doctorates.
many individual institutions and programs of high quality.

(2) New York's system of doctoral education has
(3) With a

few notable exceptions, there has been little significant sharing of
resources or interinstitutional cooperation among doctoral programs.
(4) There is evidence that the dimensions and nature of future

employment for doctorates is changing significantly.

(5) Average

doctoral education costs per full-time equivalent students are

estimated at five times those of undergraduate education.

There

(6)

is evidence that barriers to equal access for all qualified students
still exist in New York's doctoral programs. An extensive

bibliography and statistical data are included.
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FOREWORD

In contrast to the rapid expansion of the 1960’s, doc-
toral® education in this decade has clearly entered a pe-
riod of major reassessment and readjustment. One major
reason for the review of priorilies is the serious financial
stress experienced by the higher educalion community
cenerally and doctoral institutions particularly. This
stress has been exacerbated by the curtailment of govern-
ment support at all levels. In addition, the demand for
doctorales characteristic through the 196G°s has largely
been satisfied. According to many prognoslicators, the
Nation may be facing a glut of doctorates in the next
decade and beyond in many fields. unless the present
rate of doctorate production is moderated. Finally. there
has been growing a general concern. and disaflection
over how the universities have actually been serving in-
dividuals and the Nation.

These national problems have special dimensions in
New York State. During the 1960’s the State and New
York City universily systems developed comprehensive
doctoral programs. The long established private sector
expended its docloral programs and developed some new
ones as weli. Thus, three doctoral education systems, if
the collection of private institutions can he so character-
ized, each al a diflerent stage of maturily, faced a series
of complicated problems that threatened their develop-
ment, qualily, and in some cases, survival. These condi-
tions and problems led the Commissioner of Education
and the Board of Regents of New York State to lake two
actions. :

Acting upon the advice of an advisory commitlee in
the fall 1971, the Commissioner imposed a I-year mora-
torium (since extended to fall 1973) on new programs
in all the State’s inslitutions, hoth public and private.
The moratorium was designed to provide the opportunity
to study the problems of doctoral education and devise
meuns for lealing with them.

In January 1972, the Regents announced the appoint.
ment of a Regents Commission on Doctoral Education
which was given the charge Lo make recommendations to
the Regents for developing policy to meet present needs
and to guide the future development of doctoral educa-
tion in the Stale. The commission was chaired by Rob-

*This report deals with degrees such as the Ph.D. and
Ed.D. It does not include professional degrees such as the MDD,

D.D.S,, and D.V.M.

hen W. Fleming. president of the University of Michi-
gan. Otlier members of the commission were Robert A.
Alberty. dean. school of science, Massachusetts Institute
Germaine Breé. Vilas professor of
French and permanent member, Institute for Research in
the Humanities. University of Wisconsin: Thomas F.
Jones, Jr.. president. University of South Carolina; Ed-
ward M. Kresky, vice president, Wertheim and Com-

of  Technology;

pany: John P. Miller. professor of economies and direc-
tor. Tnstitution for Social and Policy Studies. Yale
University: and Frederick P. Thieme, president, Univer-
sity of Colorado. T. Edward Hollander, Deputy Commis-
sioner of Higher and Professional Education, New York
State Education Department, served as execulive secre-
tary of the commission, and Vernon Ozarow, director.
Oflice of Science and Teehnology, New York State Edu-
cation Department. served as stafl direclor for the study.

The commission had five formal meetings during the
vear, complemented by individual conferences. At two of
these meetings. in the spring and fall of 1972, the com-
mission met with the chief executive officers and other
representatives of the State’s doctoral granting institutions
to discuss the progress of the «tudy with them and to so-
licit their observations. In addition, the Regents Advi-
sory Council for Graduate Education. consisting of many
of the graduate deans of the State’s universities, was
kept informed of the study’s progress and their observa-
tions, loo, were sought.

The commission deserves the deepest thanks and grali-
tude for the cffort they expended and for the interest
they showed. They gave generously of their time and en-
ergy. Most of the meetings were for more than 1 day
and some extended inlo weekends.

Four studies to provide background and information
for the project were commissioned. Special thanks are
due the authors of these studies: Robert Blackburn and
Paul Lingenfelter of the Center for the Study of Higher
Education at the University of Michigan who wrote a
paper on the assessment of quality; Marvin Peterson and
Juhn Waggelt, also of the center, who wrote a paper on
interinstitutional cooperation and coordination; David
Dresser and David Chapman of Syracuse Universily’s
Department of Higher Education who wrote a paper on
the financing of doctoral educalion; and Robert McHugh,
consultant to the commission, who compiled an extensive
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statistical report on doctoral education in New York and
prepared the appendix to this report.® Jack Bullofl of
State University at Albany contributed information on
natiorial manpower statistics. Michael Cruskie of the
Office of Iigher Education Planning in the New York
State Education Department deserves thanks for his help
with statistical siudies as does the Department’s Bureau
of Statistical Services and the counterpart offices of the
Stale’s institutions who so cooperatively responded to the
commission’s request for information. Many other indi-
viduals in universities throughout the Stale and in the
Education Department are deeply thanked for the many
kinds of help they provided.

In addition. officials of the Ford Foundation and the
Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation, the
American Council on Education, the Center for Research
and Development in Higher Education at Berkeley, the
National Research Council, and the National Science

* A limited number of copies of thesc reports are available
from the authors or from the Office of Science and Technology,
NYS Education Department, 99 Washington Avenue, Albuany,

I(;J..Y. 12210, Excerpts from these reports are found in the appen-
ix.

vi

Foundation also supplied pertinent information, often at
considerable effort to themselves. Their unstinting coop-
eration is mueh appreciated.

S-ecial thanks are due Robert McHugh who contrib-
uted in many ways during the course of the study. He
and David Potts of Union College, to whom special
thanks are also extended, were responsible for writing
several drafts of the report. Barbara Hughes, Ellen Mur-
phy. and Joan Foreueci assisted in research and helped
in innumerable ways, often within demanding schedules.

Finally and importantly, grateful acknowledgement is
made lo the Carnegie Corporation for their generous
grant which contributed importantly to the support of
the study.

V.0.

Albany. New York
January 1973
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SUMMARY

Findings, Conclusions, Recommendations

Major Findings

(1) In 1970-71 New York gradnated about 11 percent of
the Nation's doctorates.* This varied among fields from
& pereent in the biological sciences to 13 percent in the
arts and humanities. The State’s growth in doctoral pro-
duction during the 1960’s was 107 percent and may be
compared with the national growth of 203 percent dur.
ing the same period. In the last 2 years. however. there
has been a decline in first year enrollments in the State.
presaging a leveling off of doctorate production in the
latter 19707,

In 1960 the public institutions accounted for § percent
of the State’s doctorates, whereas in 1970 they accounted
for 20 percent. By the end of the 1970 the public mnsti-
tutions are expected to account for at least 30 perveent of
the State’s doctorates. Overall, New York now appears to
have doctoral programs sufficient to meet the State’s
needs for the next decade in terms of such factors as
comprehensive coverage of fields of study, geographical
distribution of programs and institutions within the
State, and institutional resonrces of faculty and facilities
in relation to probable enrollment demands.

{2) New York’s system of doctoral education has many
individual institutions and programs of high quality as
indicated by the latest (1969} American Council on Ed-
ucation survey of graduate faculty quality which ranks
programs among four categories ranging irom “good to
distinguished” to “marginal to inadequate.” This survey
covers 36 fields. Not included are such areas as educa-
tion, and business and management. A significant num-
ber of new programs were not rated because they had
not yet graduated the required number of doctorates.
About 33 percant of the enroliment in the 36 fields is
presently in unrated programs. This survey indicates, as
do a number of other measures. however, that the overall
ranking of New York as compared with other states, al-

though good, is not outstanding.y

* This report deuls with degrees such as the PhD. and
Ed.D. 1t does not include professional degrees such as the M.D.,
D.D.S,, and D.V.M.

T The 10 states graduating the largest numbers of doctorates
in 1970-71 were, in order: New York, California, Dlinois, Massa.
chusetts, Michigan, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, Texas, and Wis-
consin.

There are many ways to analyze the data of the Amer-
ican Council on  Fducation’s  survey. Using  methods
measuring the distribution of rated programs in the
State among the four quality categories. New  York
ranked between fifth and tenth among the states graduat-
ing the largest numbers of doctorates. Choice of institu.
tion hy National Science Foundation and Woodrow Wil
son Fellowship recipients is anmner indicator of quality
of doctoral programs. A measure used was the ratio of
the number of fellowship holders attending institutions
in a state to that state’s production of doctorates. In
1970-71. for National Science Foundation Fellowship
holders and for degrces in the sciences, New York
ranked sixth among the states having the largest doctoral
production, and for Woodrow Wilson Fellowship holders
and degrees in the social sciences and humanities. New
York ranked third.

Within the State there have been, in recent years,
small hut delinite shifts in enrolliment and doctoral pro-
duction away from the higher rated (according to the
American Council on Education stady) programs. Re-
calling that abont 33 percent of present doctoral enroll-
ment in surveyed fields is in unrated programs, the dilu.
tion of quality is probably somewhat greater than that
perceived. based on the principle that programs usually
take considerable time to achieve quality. These same
trends are even more marked nationally, and it has been
predicted that they will continme in this direction
through the 1970,

{31 With a few notable exceptions. there has been little
significant sharing of 1esources or interinstitutional co-
operation among doctoral programs. Coordination and
planning for doctoral education on a statewide, regional,
or even individual interinstitutional basis has been. until
very recently, quite limited.

(1) There is evidence that the dimensions and nature of
future employment for doctorate’s is changing signifi-
cantly. The academic sector which traditionally employed
about half of the doctorates graduated (about 90 percent
in one discipline) will have sharply decreasing employ-
ment opportunities. If projections of generally reduced
research and development expenditures throughout the
Nation are accurate, fewer will be
needed for those activities. In addition, studies estimate

then doctorates
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that in the future a greater proportion of doctorates will
be engaged in activities other than rescarch and develop-
ment. which has heen their traditional type of work ae-
tivity. Also. in research and development activities. gen-
erally, relative emphasis is shifting from support of hasic
to applied work with definite  societal  problem
orientation.

(5) Average doctoral education costs  per  full-time
equivalent (FTE) student are estimated at five times
these of undergraduate education. They are a major fac-
tor in the financial stress experienced by doctoral-grant-
ing institutions, This is illustrated by the fact that in the
State’s major doctoral-granting institutions estimated an-
miual costs for doctoral education are about 26 percent of
total educational costs, with doctoral students making up
about 11 percent of the total enrollment. These estimates
included the medical and dental schools at all Intit one of
the institutions because of the difhculty of separating
their costs from the total, If all of the medical and den-
tal schools were omitted, the proportion of costs attribut.
able to doctoral education ineluded within the scope of
this report wouid have heen significantly greater.

There is a danger that many doctoral programs, in-
cludisg highly rated ones, are being and will he eroded
under continuing conditions of financial stress. The
collective deficits of the private doctoral-granting institu-
tions amount to almost $30 million annually and are
projected by the institutions at about this level through
the 1970's. Public inslitutions are not permilled to run
deficits, hut there is evidence that their support for doc-
toral education is falling significantly.

(G) There is evidence that harriers lo equal access for
all qualified students still exist in New York’s doctoral
programs. These barriers are most generally financial.
There is evidence that barriers still exist for minority
avoup members and women, although progress has heen
made recently. It appears that, at this time, a major bar-
rier lo minority group members achieving representative
enrollment is derived from the various disadvantages
they still suffer at all the predoctoral levels of education,

Conclusions

(1) New York should move toward developing doctoral
education within the State from the viewpoint of its com-
prising an interrelated system including hoth the public
and private institutions. It should encourage all forms of
interinstitutional eooperation and eoordination to the
end that high quality, economy, and efliciency, together,
are inercased as much as possible. These atlributes
should be fostered by every other means as well.

t2) At both the institutional and state levels the doce-
toral programs shonld be reviewed and reevaluated to
determine their quality and need. The latter includes
many factors ranging over a broad spectrum: the gen-
eral need to increase and transmit knowledge, the need
to produce skilled mo  ver for employment. the need
to develop nnderstanding and methodologies that may he
used to deal with socictal problems. and the need for
new forms and tyvpes of programs in doctoral education,
Quality also has many facels which should he assessed
by combination of objective and judgmental criteria, At
this time. in addition to the conventional and still vitally
important attributes of quality, such aspects as appropri-
ateness of programs for students’ career aspirations and
the social role of doctoral programs should he given
samewhat more attention than in the past.

{31 The State should make the necessary commitment to
insure that the high quality and needed doctoral pro-
grams in hoth the public and private institutions are sus-
taived. In a time of fiscal constraint and review and re-
trenchment in doctoral education. resources should be
concentrated in support of these programs. Programs not
meeting standards of present or potential high quality.
and need should he phased out.

Qualified doctoral progreass ot the private instilutions
<hould receive increased Bundy aid within limits estab-
lished by the cost subvention and other econsiderations
for similar programs at the public institutions. Econo-
mies lo the State in subsidizing such doctoral programs
are obvious. Similarly, the State should concurrently in-
sure an adequate level of support for high quality and
needed programs at the public institutions. Having estab-
tished doctoral programs at the public institutions, the
State has a responsibility to foster those meeting the
standards of high quality and need. These same consid-
erations also apply. where appropriate. to City Univer-
sity and New York City.
t4) The State should take steps to assure that there is
equal access to doctoral education for all qualified stu-
dents. All harriers due to economic and cultural factors
should be removed. A plan for tuition supplements,
hased on cconomic need of the student. to reduce the
barrier imposed by tuition differentials between the pub-
lic and private institutions should be established so that
qualified students’ choice of institution is not limited by
that factor. Cultural barriers to women and minorities
must not limit the equalily of opportunity for access for
them lo any institution in the Slate.

(5) Realization of many of the foregoing objectives re-
quires or would be facilitated by a strong eoordinating
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and planning body at the State level, The Regents are
very well suited to this function in view of thetr historic
role in the State and their mandated responsibilities for
statew ide coordination of planning.

Recommendations

(1 The Regents shonld regard ol the doctoral pro-
grams at hoth the public an:d private institutions as con-
stitnting together an interreluted system for doctoral edu-
cation,

The commission considers this recommendation to be
fundamental. Doctoral education faces an abundance of
complex problems at this time and its purposeful coordi-
nation at the State level is essential if New York ix to
preserve and strengthen its position in this vital area of
higher education.

The Regents. as the responsible agency at the State
level for coordinating the planning of higher education,
should take steps to insure that all the State’s doctoral
programs. individually and collectively. are of the high-
esl quality. that thev are pursued with economy and
efliciency. and that socioeconomic and cultural barriers
lo access are eliminated. The other recommendations of
the commission are directed essentially toward the reali-
zation of these goals.

12y The Regents should have a general policy of con-
centrating programs at a relatively limited number of in-
stitutions in the interest of both highest quality and the
most efficient and economical use of limited resources.

An tacrcastng body of information indicates that both
high quality and cconomies of scale are generally found
in institutions which have a major commitment to doc-
toral education and which have substantial programs in
related fields. The advantage of mutual support of ve-
lated programs wherein their physical and financial re-
sources. and the interests, knowledge, aud competencies
of faculty and students are shared is best realized by
concentrating these programs at a relatively limited man-
ber of institutions. Al the same time, in a state as large
and diverse as New York, due consideration must also
be given o regional needs.

(3) The Regents should establish special committees to
review the quality of and need for doctoral programs in
selected disciplinary areas. Only programs meeting
standards of present or potential high quality, and need
should be offered.

This recommendation siresses the paramount impor-
tance of quality and need in doctoral education. Only
programs meeting standards of high quality and need

should be sustained. Even those programs which hereto-
fure have been regarded ax being of suflicient quality re-
spuire serious review at this time of limited resources and
new estimates of need, However (Cilicult and challenging
a task this recommendation presents, the problems it ad-
dresses must nevertheless be fuced.

The commission recomnends. first, that the Regents
appoint evaluation committees in the disciplinary areas
they wish to study and charge them with evalueting the
programs according to specified eriteria and procedures.
The commission believes that evaluations are ordinarily
best made by groups composed primarily of peers in the
dizciplinary area. These peers should be primarily from
sut-of-state. represent both the academic and nonaca-
demie sectors. and nelude recent doctoral graduates.

The comuitiees should employ combinations of objec-
tive and judgmental criteria in making their evaluations.
The eriteria should reflect the joint requivements of high
quality and need. Among the specific factors that must
be considered are quality of students, scholarly achieve-
ment of faculty. availability of laboratory and library fa-
vilities. success in graduating enrolled students, financial
support, the supervision and guidance of students, and
the need for cach program and its appropriateness for
students’ career aspirations.

Within the context of this report, “need for programs”
has several connotations. It includes the need to sustain
the expanzion and transmission of knowledge in even the
most csoterie fields: the need o produce skilled man-
power for emplovment in industry, education, govern-
ment. or other sectors: the need to develop understand.
ing and nethodologies that may be used to deal with
societal problems: and the need for new forms and types
of programs in doctoral education. The evaluative proce-
dure should give weight to these several aspects of need
according o the special character of each discipline. As-
sessments of need should be made on regional, sictewide,
and national bases, again according to the spectal char-
acter of each discipline.

Consideration of the ““appropriateness of programs for
students’ career aspirations” has generally not been em-
phasized enough in the evaluation of doctoral programs.
‘The practice in most fields has been primarily to prepare
scholars for research oriemted careers in universities. The
sharp contraction of the academic market and conse-
quent greater likelihood of employment in other sectors
and in new kinds of work activity necessitate much
closer examination of the purposes and processes of doc-
toral edueation.

The commission recommends, second, that on the
basis of the committees’ reports and recommendalions,
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the Regents should give consideration to which pro-
erams should be sustained, placed on probation. or in
case of serions deficiency, deregistered, Probation of a
program shoukd he for a period of 3 vears, at the end of
whieh time its status should be reviewed. The question of
withdrawal of registration presente diflicult and painful
problems for all concerned, When a program that fails
to meet standards has been identified, the commission
recommmends that the Regents. in consultation with the
institution affected. arrange for its phasing out over a
reasonable period of time with due consideration for the
faculty and students involved,

The particular statewide  evalvations  recommended
here are envisaged as part of the current special reexam-
ination and reevaluation of doctoral education in the
State, The commission recognizes, of course. that the
regular review of programs to maintain standards in all
areas of doctoral study s the continuing task of the
State  Education Department. The commission recom-
mends that the Department take the same actions pro.
posed here with regard to support and registration of all
doctoral programs on the basis of their review and as-
sessment.

(1) New York State should lend its financial support in
both the public and private sectors only to programs
meeting the standards of existing or potential high qual.
ity. and need. Programs without these qualifications
should not be supported,

The commission believes it is essential that financial
support of program by the State be provided selectively
on the basis of quality and need. At a time when re-
sources are constrained and when review and reevalua-
tion are watchwords in doctoral education, the State
should not expend resources on programs which do not
meel standards of high quality, and need. Th se funds
would be much more effective if reallocated to the sup-
port of those programs that do meet snuel standards.

The private instilutions’ main source of State funds is
Bundy aid. Present praclice calls for awards to be made
for doctoral degrees granted from all registered pro-
grams. The commission recommends that awards be
made only for degrees granted from individual programs
that meel the standards determined by the Regents. Pro-
grams on probation would also warrant support.

The commission also recommends that financial sup-
port for doctoral edueation in the public institutions be
given only on a selective basis to approved programs, In
addition, the present funding formula for doctoral educa-
tion in public institutions, which rests on enrollment,
should be modified to incorporate a faetor based upon

awarded degrees. It is urged that the Legislature and
Governor authorize funds for support of only those pro-
arams meeting the standards of high quality. and need.

150 New York State should strengthen its support of all
programs that nieet the standards of high quality and
need, ’

This recommendation is advanced in recognition of
the need for the State to make an unqualified commit-
ment to support its high quality and needed programs in
doctoral education. Such programs are found in bhoth the
public and private institutions. Many of these institutions
are national and international research eenters drawing
talent and money to New York. enhancing its economie
development. and making available their many resources
and talents for use by industry and government.

The commission recommends that the programs at the
public institutions meeting the standards of quality and
need be adequately supported. The selective funding of
oniy such programs as these. as called for in recommen-
dation ¢ 1, would allow for the concentration of re-
sources to increase their support. It is strongly recom-
mended that the State and New York City make a
commitment to insure that the programs in their institu-
tions that meet the standards of quality and need that
have been developed are sustained with adequate sup-
port. It is urged that the Legislature and Governor au-
thorize these funds,

Programs of quality and need should also be sup-
ported at New  York’s  private  institutions.  They
historically have produced most of the State’s doctorates
and will continue o do so in the foresecable future. In
view of their importance to doctoral education in New
York. the commission believes that the level of Bundy
aid could be doubled from the present level 152,400 per
degree. or approximately 8100 per year per FTE stu-
dent) withoul raising serious questions of its being dis.
proportionate to the State’s and ¢ity’s subvention of doc-
toral programs in public universities, The award of
Bundy aid only to gualified programs as called for in
recommendation (1) would allow for the concentration
of resourees in their support,

(6 The Regents should sponsor increased cooperation
and coordination in doctoral education by the iustitu-
tions within the State,

In order to design and promote purposeful interinsti-
tutional cooperation in as many ways as possible, the
commission recommends that the Regents direct the es-
tablishment of committees of representatives in the var-
ious disciplinary areas from the State’s doctoral institu-
tions. The commission believes that each committee
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should e given a specific charge and he reqguired to sub.
mit a report of its efforts, This system of committees
simuld provide opportunities for hoth public and private
institutions to aclieve improved quality, economy, and
student apportunity, This cooperation mayv proceed on a
variety of levels: betwe snindividnal institmtions, vegion-
ally, stateside, amd intevstate, as the best opportunities
niay appear,

170 The Regents should insure that doctoral education
at all institations acithin the State be accessible to all
qualificd New York students, Economic and cultural bar-
riers to the realization of this goal shoald be climénated.

This recommendation has a nomber of facets, bt its
essence is that aceess 1o doctoral education must he
equally available to all qualified students at all the insti-
mtions, both public and private. within the State. The
commission recommends that the Regents insure that
cconomic and cultural barriers do not prevent the reali-
zation of this poal.

In furtheranee of this objective the commission recom:
mends that differences in tuition between the public aned
privite institutions be considered 10 prevent this eco-
nomie factor from limiting students® rmge of opportuni.
ties for doctoral education. The financial grants to be
provided New York students in sueh a new prozram lo
achieve this ehjective should he based on need. In devis
ingz formlae for this purpose. however, these prants
should not, when conpled with Bundy aid to the private
institutions, exceed the limits established by the public
cost subvention for doetaral education at the public insti-
tutions.

In addition, the commission recommends that sex and
minority group membership be eliminated as harriers to
enrollment in doctoral programs for qualified students,
The Repents are urged 1o continue their effonts 1o insure
that women and others heretofore excluded by those hare
riers have full opportunity 10 secure doctoral edneation
so that they may subsequently participate more widely in
society in all these activities requiring such preparation.

(8) The Regents should require that, as part of the
197t Statewide Master Plan Progress Report, all the doc
toral-granting institutions be required to review their
doctoral programs from the point of view of determining
anew their purpose, place, and need in averall institu-
tional plans.

This recommendation i made 10 emphasize the re
spongibility and opportunity institutions have, particn-
larly at this time and in conjunction with this specific
study, 10 review their plans with respeet to doctoral pro-
grams, The review should include consideration of the

nany factors that have been discussed in this report,
sueh as the quality of and nevd for doctoral programs,
but <hauld also consider the relative fmportance of these
doctoral offerings to the institutions” overall programs,
The commission is paticalatly sensitive 1o the need for
institutions 1o reconsider the benetits of allocation of 1e-
sources to doctoral programs as compared with other
needs on the campus,

It may be said that <uch reviews are part of the regu.
lir ongoing business of an jostitution and indeed it s
expected that this is so, The rrason for cmphasizing ot at
this junctiure is that within the context of the reconnn. ne
dations proposed in this weport, a significant stmosphere
for change is generated. The opportmity for effecting
sucy change, where warranted, should not be ost,

19 The Commissioner of Education shonld end  the
moratorium on ncw doctoral programs chen ready o
implement eriteeia and procedures that il insure that
any new programs fully meet rigorons standards of po.
tentinl quality, and need,

The commission recommends an end to the morato.
rinm under the condition stated. They recommend  that
procedures be established that are appropriate to apply
criteria for new programs: 11 The program must have
a definite, strong conunitment for support from ils iosti-
wtion: (21 the proposed program should give definite
promise of as hizh or higher gqnality than existing pro.
zrams in the same field: 3 the need for the program
must he cleardy demonstrated: and €y the impact of the
new program on existing progeams in the same field
should be analyzed so that overall statewide strengths are
preserved,

Introduction

The large number of publications on virtually every
aspeet of doctoral education® in vecent years and  the
prominence of the organizations and individuais who
sponsor and are engaged in these studies attest o the ime
portam place of doctoral education in higher education
and in societs.! Many of these analyses call for the co-

* This repont adeals with degiees such as the M), and
EdL B odees nat include professiona) degsees such as the MDD,
DS, amd DV

! Many of the Carnegie Comission reports on higher eduea:
tion deal in pant with doctoral edueation, Among these are “The
Mare Effective Use of Resoarees™: *The Capitol and the Came
pss “Less Time, More Options™; “New Students and New
Places™; “Quality amd Equality: New Lesels of Federal Responei:
hility for Migher Education.” Other 1ecent major studies include
Kenneth 1. Roose and Charles J, Anderson, A Rating of Gradu.
ate Progrnns.” Washington, D, American Couneil on Educa-
tion, 1971 The National Seienee Board, “Graduvate Education:
Parameters for Publie Policy.” Washington, 1.C.: United States
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ordination of planning at the State level as a means of
dealing with the problems of effective allocation of lim-
ited resources.”

It is clear that in New York. with its uniquely diverse
array of doctoral-granting institutions, the State has a
vital role to play in sustaining and promoting the or-
derly development of doctoral education. This is evident
for a number of reasons. Doctoral education enriches
and strengthens New York's own educational and cul-
tnral resources. In addition, many of New York’s doctor-
al-granting institutions are national and international ed-
ucational and research centers, drawing talent and

Government Printing Office, 1969: Frank Newman, et. al., *Re-
port on Higher Education.” Washington, D. United States
Government Printing Office, 1972; John !, Powel, Jr., and Rob-

“ert D. Lamson, “Elements Related to the Costs and Benefits of

Graduate Education.” Washington, 1.C.: The Council of Gradu-
ate Schools, 1972; Earl F. Cheit, “The New Depression in Higher
Edueation: A Study of Financial Conditions at 41 Colleges and
Universities.” New York: MeGraw-iliil. 1971; Ann M. Heiss,
“Challenges 10 Graduate Schools.” San Francizeo: Jossey-Bass,
1970; the studies emanating from the Ford Foundation Program
for Research in University Administration; the studies of man.
power and funding by the National Science Foundation; and the
first report of the National Board on Graduate Education, "Grad.
uate Education: Purpoeses, Preblems and Powemial.” Washington,

D.C.. November 1972,

2See, for example, Lyman Glenny, “Doctorate Planning for
the Seventics: A Challenge to the Siates.” in “Effective Use of
Resources in State Highe- Education.” Atlanta: Southern Re-
gional Education Board, 1970; Dael Wolfle and Charles V. Kidd,
“The Future Market for Ph.D.'s,” Seience, vol. 173, pp. 78+793;
Robert O. Berdahl, “Statewide Coordination of Higher Educa-
1ion.” Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1970.
See also the Carnegie Commission reports, op.cit.’

money to the State. These institutions enhance the State’s
economie development by making available their staff
and facilities for use by industry, attracting particularly
those requiring the unique resources of universities. Gov-
crnment, too. draws upon the many talents and expertise
in such institutions for a wide variely of uses and pur-
poses. Finally. it must be noted that although in past
years New York has been a net exporter of doctoral re-
cipients to the rest of the country, and indeed to other
nations, the State has also retained a higher percent of
its doctoral recipients than most other major doctoral-
producing states. All of these considerations, in conjunc-
tion with the major problems faced by doctoral institu-
tions, are compelling reasons for a study such as this,
which is direeted to make recommendations to the Re-
gents for policy to meet present needs and to guide the
future development of doctoral education in the State.

The report has three sections. The first part examines
the dimensions of education in New York in terms of the
range of existing resources, probable needs, quality,
costs, and student access. The second section discusses
objectives in doctoral education that the commission be-
lieves to be of central importance. These objectives are
high quality and responsiveness to changing needs; in-
creased ceconomy, efficiency, and effectiveness in the use
of resources: and the removal of financial and cultural”
barriers of access for qualified students, The report con-
cludes. in the third section, with the commission’s recom-
mendations in support of these objectives.



I. The Dimensions of Doctoral Education in New York

Retrospective: The 1960’s

The late 1950’ and 1960’s were a time of widely per-
ceived need throughout the Nation for a great expansion
of doctoral education to meet shortages of highly trained
manpower in a wide range of fields and employment
sectors, The universities and colleges needed stafl to meet
the demands of unprecedented growth. Industry and gov-
ernment were eager to employ the highly trained doc-
toral recipients in their burgeoning research and devel-
opment programs. Consistent with these needs, the Heald
Committee in 1960 called for a dramatic increase in New
York’s commitment to higher education® New York’s
existing institutions scemingly lacked the resources to
meet the State’s and Nation’s increasing needs. The com-
mittee recommended that the State University develop
major research universities offering a comprehensive set
of doctoral programs. In consequence, the State Univer-
sity developed four major university centers offering
doctoral programs. In addition to the Heald Committee’s
recommendations for the State University, a decision was
made to develop doctoral programs within the municipal
college system of New York City. The City University of
New York and its Graduate Center were developed ac-
cordingly. The growth of doctoral education in these two
public systems has been dramatic. Between 1960 and
1970 doctoral output in the public sector increased from
120 to 691 (476 percent). In 1960, the public institu-
tions produced 7 percent of the State’s doctorates; in
1970, it was almost 21 percent. Five more major institu-
ional units offered doctoral programs in 1970 than in
1960 in the public sector.

In the 1960’s, a number of private institutions under-
took major expansions of doctoral programs and enroll-
ments. The private sector accounted for two-thirds of the
increase in the total State doctorate output between 1960
and 1970. Collectively, these private institutions in-
creased their production of doctorates by 77 percent
Some individual private universities increased production
much more sharply; for example, Syracuse increased an-
nual doctorate output by 213 percent; Cornell, by 154
percent; and Rochester, by 243 percent during this pe-

3 Committee on Higher Education, Henry T. Heald, chair-
man, “Meeting the Increasing Demand for Higher Education in
New York State. A Report to the Governor and the Board of Re-
gents.” Albany, N.Y. 1960.
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Iive more private institutions awarded the docto-
k in 1970 than in 1960. Table 1 shows the increases
in doctorate production by major sector. (See appendix
A for details. )

TABLE 1 .
Doctoral Degrees Awarded in New York, 1960 and 1970

Percent of

Number Increase
Type of Institution 1960 1970 1960-70
Total Public 120 091 475.8
SUNY 120 597 ’ 3975
CUNY 91
Total Private 1,477 2618 77.3
Multiversities 908 1,882 107.3
All Other 569 736 29.3
New York State 1,597 3,309 107.2

Source: Higher Education General Information Survey, De-
arces, Awarded. 1970-71; NYS Education Department, “College
and University Degrees, 1960-61.

New York as a whole increased doctorate output by
107 percent between 1960 and 1970, and the number of
doctoral-granting institutions increased by 50 percent.
This doubling of the State’s annual doctoral production
during the 1960’s should be seen in the perspective of a

TABLE 2
New York Doctoral Production Compared 1o United States

Produetion

1963-66 and 1970-71

N.Y.S. Percent of

Field N.Y.S. Doctorates .U.S. Doctorates

1965 1970 1965 1970

Physieal Sciences 382 641 10% 11%
Engincering 244 340 11 10

Biological Sciences 243 418 8.5 83
Arts and Hunanities 326 500 13 13
Education 374 017 12 10
Social Sciences 355 041 13 12
Professional Fields 42 126 11 9
TOTAL 2,006 3,349 1n 11

Source: National Research Council, “Doctorate Recipients
From United States Universities, 1958-1966,” (1967); National
Research Council, “Summary Report 1971. Doctorate Recipients
From United States Universities, (1972).”
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national tripling of doctoral production during the same
period. Whereas New York accounted for about 15 per-
cent of the national doctoral production in 1960, in 1965
and 1970 it was about 11 percent. New York’s increase
in both the publie and private sectors nevertheless re-
mains impressive. The State’s recent production by
major field is shown in a national context in table 2.

A. The Present Distribution of Resoureces

New York has comprehensive and diversified resources
for dottoral education, as indicated by the number and
distribution of institutions, programs, and eurollments in
both the public and private sectors. This section briefly
elaborates on these aspects of the State’s doctoral educa-
tion system. It also notes the still limited extent but sub-
stantial potential of interinstitutional cooperation and co-
ordination in doctoral education.

1. Institutions, Programs, and Enrollments
Diversity of Institutions

New York’s system of doctoral education is both
remarkably diverse and comprehensive in institutions
and progiams. Twenty-eight private institutions and 14
units of the State University of New York and The City
University of New York grant the doctorate. (See appen-
dix A for detailed listing.) These institutions constitute a
thoroughly mixed economy of institutions: large and
small, comprehensive and specialized, public and private.

Though 42 institutions grant the doctorate, production
is concentrated in seven private and six public institu-
tions. These 13 institutions accounted for 83 percent of
the State’s doctoral enrollments in 1971-72.' Comple-
menting the major doctoral-producing institutions are a
variety of institutions either specialized (as in theology,
music, education, and engineering) or substantially more
limited in commitment to doctoral programs. The doc-
toral output of most of this latter group is numerically
small compared to the State total, though often impor-
tant to specialized needs. This group of 29 institutions,
each having less than 2 percent of the State’s doctoral
enrollment in 1971.72, accounted collectively {for 17 per-
cent of total State doctoral production.

+The 13 institutions each accounted for-over 2 percent of
total New York State doctora]l enrollment, fall 1971. The public
institutions are the State University Centers at Albany, Bingham.
ton, Buffalo, and Stony Brook, and The City University of New
York Craduate Center. The private institutions are Columbia,
Cornell, Columbia Teachers College, New York University, Syra-
cuse, Rochester, and Fordham.

Geographie Distribution of Institutions and
Enroliments.

There is a wide geographic distribution of doctoral in-
stitutions and programs within New York State. The
four comprehensive State University Centers are widely
dispersed in Stony Brook (Long Island), Binghamton,
Albany, and Buffalo. The City University Graduate Cen-
ter represents the public sector in New York City. Of the
six comprehensive private institutions, three are in New
York City, one in Rochester, onc in Syracuse, and one in
Ithaca. In 1971.72, 55 percent of the State’s doctoral en-
rollment was in New York City institutions, with the re-
mainder distributed mainly in the other major popula-
tion areas of the State. The public institutions have
particularly well distributed enrollments. The geographic
distribution of enrollinents is shown in table 3.

TABLE 3

Pcrcent of Total
Doctoral Enrollments in New York
Higher Education Planning Rcgions

Fall 1971

Public Private N.Y.S

Region Institu- Institu- Population
tions tions Total (1970)

Western ' 23.4% 0.1% 7.9% 9.1%
Genesee Valley 6.1 4.0 7.1
Central 23.5 18.2 20.0 6.9
Northern 0.6 04 1.5
Northeast 8.8 2.5 4.6 8.2
Mid-Hudson 10.0
Metropolitan 27.3 70.2 55.8 433
long Island 17.0 2.3 7.3 14.0

New York State

Percent 100% 100% 100% 100%

Number 9,027 17,932 20,959 18,241,000

Source: Higher Education General Information Survey, Ad-
vanced Degree Enrollments, Fall 1971.

Student Residenee and Migration.

Data on student residence and migration also suggest
substantial and widespread opportunity for doctoral
study. While New York has been a consistent net ex-
porter of undergraduete students, it has been an equally
consistent net importer of graduate students. In addition,
about 85 percent of graduate students who are New
York State residents remain in New York for graduate
study. A relatively high percent (46) of New York bac-
calaureates who receive the doctorate obtain it in New
York. (Among major doctoral-producing states in the
period 1960-66 only California, Texas, and Michigan re-
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tained a higher percent.) Analysis of the home residence
of all doctoral students (in 1968) shows thal 70 percent
were New York residents. While some doctoral institu-
tions in the State are strongly cosmopolitan in student
origins. others draw strongly upon State and local resi-
dents for doctoral enrollment. Ameng the five private
multiversilies. for example, the percent of 1968 docloral
students who were New York State residenls ranged
from 38 percent lo 8¢ percenl. (See appendix B for de-
tail.) Data on intrastale migration of graduate students
in New York indicate that enly in the Mid-lludson and
Long Island regions is there a large net oulmigration.
New York City and the Central region of the State are
major nel importers of graduoate students. (See appendix
B for detail.)

Distribution of Programs by Field and
Institutional Control

New York has a substantial number of programs in
virtually all major fields and most specialized fields. In
addilion, as the discussion on the distribution on quality
will indicate, New York has high quality programs in
most academic disciplines. The comprehensiveness of
New York’s programs is indicaled in table 4, which
shows the number of institutions reporting docloral en-
rollments in major fields by public and private sector.
For example, New York has 24 inslitutions with one or
more docloral programs in the biological sciences, 13 in-

TABLE 4
Number of Institntions With Doctoral Programs and

Distribution of Enrollment in Sclected Fields in
New York by Institutional Control, 1971-72

Porcent of

No. of Insts, With

Programs Enrollment

Field Public Private  Public  Private
Biological Seciences 11 14 49.9 50.1
Business and Management 3 0 42.7 57.3
Computer Scienees 2 5 34.3 65.7
Education 4 9 16.7 83.2
Engincering 6 10 274 72.0
Fine Arts 3 5 23.2 76.8
Foreign Languages 5 6 42,3 51.7
Letters 5 11 44.6 55.4
Mathematics 6 11 349 065.1
Physical Sciences 6 15 329 67.1
Psychology 6 14 34.5 65.5
Social Sciences 7 9 341 65.9
All Fields Combined 33.5 66.5

Source: Higher Education General Information Survey, Ad-
vanced Degree Enrollments, Fall 1971, Number of institutions
with doctoral programs bhased on reported doctoral enrollment.

stitutions with doctoral programs in education, and 20
institutions with doctoral programs in psychology. (See
appendix A for distribution of programs by subfield.)

Table <, in showing the distribution of doctoral enroll-
l.]cnls_l)cl\\'cen the public and private sectors in 1971-72,
illustrates the substantial degree to which the public in-
stitutions have succeeded in developing a comprehensive
system of doctoral education in most major fields. The
public sector accounted for about 33 percent of New
York’s total doctoral enrollment in 1971-72, with a rela-
tively high proportion of the statewide enrollments in
fields such as biology, foreign languages, and letters, and
a relatively low percent in education and fine arts. (See
appendix A for distribution of enrollments by subfield.)
New York can now be said to have a well developed tri-
partite system of doctoral education consisting of the ag-
gregation of private institutions, The City University of
New York faccounting for about 9 percent of slatewide
doctoral enrollments). and the State Universily of New
York (accounting for about 24 percent of slatewide doc-
toral enrollments). The public share of the Stale’s doc-
toral production will continue to grow in the reasonably
near future, as comparison of the 21 percent public doc-
torales in 1970-71 with the 33 percent public doctoral
enrollments in 1971-72 indicates.

2. Cooperation and Coordination

The distribulion of resources among institulions may
be influenced to a considerable extent by their shared
use. The tweo major approaches lo sharing resources are
voluntary cooperative arrangements among inslitutions
and slatulory coordination by public agencies.

Yoluntary Interinstitutional Cooperation

New Yerk’s higher education institutions have under-
taken a variely of voluntary cooperative enterprises,
ranging from cross registration of students and sharing
faculty lo engaging in common programs with shared fa-
cilities. A recent study cited over 425 cases of interinsli-
tutional cooperation in New York.” Interinstitutional co-
operalion at the docloral level is still limited, however,
as a recent report on doctoral programs in New York
City has shown.®

% Coliege Center of the Finger Lakes, “Interinstitutional Co-
operative Arrangements in  FHigher Education in New York
State.” Albany, N.Y.: NYS Education Department, January
1970. :

¢ Regents Advisory Council for the New York City Region,
A Regional Plan for ligher Education. A Report From New
York City.” Albany, N.Y.: NYS Education Department, June
1972.
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Nevertheless. a modest number and variety of interin-
stitutional cooperative arrangements do exist at the doc-
toral level in New York among both private and public
institutions and are illustrative of the possibilities. For
example. State University of New York at Albany coop-
erates with the State University colleges in a program
leading to a doctorale in educational administration. Sev-
eral New York institutions have members of the stafl at
the Brookhaven Laboratory as adjunct faculty. Doctoral
students in the Albany area may take specialized courses
in any of four institulions in that area. The State Uni-
versity of New York has announced a program of allow-
ing doctoral students to register for doctoral work at any
of the four University Centers. Fordham, under a special
program, has placed its graduate student teaching fellows
at 15 cooperating liberal arts colleges. Doctoral students
at State University of New York at Albany engage in
advanced research al the State University College of For-
estry Biological Station at Cranberry Lake. There are in
addition a number of cooperative ventures that include
more than doctoral level education in their operation (as
in management and library cooperation) and an increas-
ing number of informal cooperative arrangements (par-
ticularly among faculty).?

Statewide Coordination

The expansion of doctoral institutions and programs
has been accompaanied by increasing recognition of the
need for planning and coordination at the State level.
Under a system of statewide master planning and coordi-
nation established in 1961 and amended in 1971 by the
Legislature, the Regents have the responsibility to formu-
late, each <} years, a “Statewide Plan for the Develop-
ment of Post-Secondary Education.” The Board of Trust-
ees of the State University, the Board of Higher
Education of The City University of New York, and the
governing boards of the private institutions are required
lo submil plans and recommendations to the Regents for
approval and integration into the overall Statewide Plan.
The Regents Statewide Plan is then seri to the Governor
for his approval. The Legislature subsequently acts as it
sees fit on the features of the Statewide Plan requiring
its approval.

“ Marvin W. Peterson and John S. Waggett, “Interinsti-
tutional Cooperation in Doctoral Education, A Report With Rec-
ommendations”  (unpublished study prepared for the Regents
Commission on Doctoral Education). September 1972, pp. 69-85;
State University of New York, “Inventory of Selected Interinstitu-
tional Cooperative Arrangements as of January 1971 (Report No.
13)." Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York, September
1971.

An orderly system of comprehensive planning and co-
ordination thus exists for doctloral education, beginning
at the institutional level and moving upward through the
major planning units -of State University and City Uni-
versity central staffs and the Commission on Independent
Colleges and Universities (representing tha 28 privale
doctoral institutions}, to the Regents, the Governor, and
Legislature. This institutional planning is done within
the framework of statewide priorities established by the
Regents as the State’s coordinating and planning agency
for higher education.

Regional Coordination

Within the framework of statewide planning, regional-
ism is a potentially important method of voluntary coor-
dination in doctoral education. Cooperation at the re-
gional level may well be an important means of
achieving a grealer economy, qualily, and student oppor-
tunity in doctoral education through the more effective
nse of all existing resources, both public and private.

In one major initiative in this direction, the Regents
in 1971 announced the formation of eight regions in
New York within which programs would be developed to
coordinale individual programs of both public and pri-
vale institutions. A series of pilot projects has begun in
different regions, responsive to local initialives and re-
quircments. They are under the general guidance of the
Regents Advisory Council, composed of the representa-
tives of all institutions in each region. The first such
project gol underway in September 1971 in New York
City. The first report of this council is cited in foot-
note 6. A second Regents Advisory Council for the North-
eastern region was announced in January 1972, and oth-
cr. are in carly stages of organization. In addition, the
State University of New York systein announced the for-
mation of regions at essentially the same time for much
the same purposes. Cooperation among both private and
public institutions is encouraged in this program, too.
Programs of cooperation and coordination are currently
underway in the Buffalo area and on Long Island under
the auspices of the State University.

B. Resources for Doctoral Education in
Relation to Need

New York appears to have resources for doctoral edu-
cation adequate to meet both anticipated enrollment de-
mands and manpower needs during the 1970’s. The data
summatrized in the following discussion on recent enroll-
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menl trends, institutional projeetions of enroliments and
degrees, institutional capacity for additional doetoral en-
rollments, and estimated national manpower needs all
suggest that conclusion. Estimates of changing doeloral
manpower needs suggest that major efforts should be
made Lo direct some doetoral training to additional or
new compelencies.

1. Stndent Demand: Recent Enrollment Trend

It is now clear that the dramatic expansion of doctoral
enrollments characleristic of the 1960 has peaked. Com-
prehensive slatewide data for 1970 and 1971 shows a 2
percent decrease in lotal first-year doctoral enroliments
in New York. Among the major sectors, only City Uni-
versily of New. York reported an inerease in firsl-year
doctoral enrollments, while State Universily reported a
decline of 7 percent and the private seetors a deeline of
4 percent.

Data for 25 New York institutions (shown in table 5)
comparing 1970, 1971, and 1972 data confirm this trend
of decline in enrollments. It should be noted at the ont-
set that this group (accounting for about 48 percent of
the State’s doctoral enrollment) exeludes several major
private universities that experienced significant declines
between 1970 and 1971. The extent of doctoral enroll-
ment decline is probably understated. Among this group
of 25 inslitutions, then, total doctoral enroliment in-
creased G percent hetween 1970 and 1971, but declined
by 4 percent between 1971 and 1972. First year doctoral
enrollment declined by 5 percent between 1970 and 1971
and by 16 percent between 1971 and 1972. Thus the
trend of enrollment decline has accelerated. These dala

snggest that doctoral production in New York will stop
increasing by 1975, when it has reached a level of per-
haps -LO0O degrees.

A survey comparing 1971 enroliments with expected
1972 enrollmesits in a sample of institutions in New
York . ad the United States confirms the data on table 5.
This survey by the American Couneil on Edueation,
shown in table 6, indicates declines in total enrollment of
15 pereent in New York and 11 percent in the United
States in the sciences. Only in the social sciences (be-

TABLE 6
Change in First-Year Graduate Applications and Total
Enrollments in Scienee and Engineering in
Private Institntions
1971 (aetual enrollments) and 1972 (expeeted enrollments)

Expected Change
in Total
Envollment

Change in New
Applications
Received Through

Field July 5, 1971, and 1972 1971 und 1972
- NYS.  Us. NYS. US.
Biological Sciences 1.8% 0.0% —11.0% —-9.7%
Engincering -15.0 —-178 ~17.0 —-149
Mathematical Seiences  —8.8 ~-10.5 -28.7 -21.6
Phiysical Sciences -18.6 -12.7 =215 -6.7
Soeial Scienees 11.2 3.8 1.2 -5

—4.3 -53 ~15.5 —-11.0

Total

Souree:s “Expected First Year -Graduate Enrollment in Sci-
ence and Eagineering, Foll 1972,” Barbara A. Blandford and
Joan C. Tresler, vhgaer Education Panel Report, Survey No. 10,
American Council on Education, Washington, D.C., August 1972,
The New York State sample was 10 institutions. The national
sample was 38 institutions and was weighted for 85 institutions.

. TABLE 5
Changes in Doctoral Enrollments, in 25 New York State Institntions,!
Fall 1970, Fall 1971, Fall 1972

(Full- and Part-Time Combined)

Change in Doctoral Envollment

Level of Enrollnent Net Change Percent of Change
Enrollmient 1970 1971 1972 1970-71 1971.72 1970 to 1971 1971 to 1972
First Year )

Enrollment 2,902 2,754 2,305 —148 ~449 —5.1% -~16.3%
Enrollment Beyond

First Yecar 9,623 10,521 10,442 +898 -79 +9.3 -1.0
Total

Enrollment 12,525 13,275 12,747 +750 ~528 +6.,0 —-4,0

1 The 25 institutions represent approximately 48 percent of the doetoral enrollment in New
York State. They include 11 units of the State University and 14 private institutions.

Source: Higher Education General Informution Survey, Advanced Degree Enrollments, Fall

1970, Fall 1971, Fall 1972.
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cause of an § percent increase in psychology) was there
an increase in expected total enrollments hetween 1971
and 1972 in New York.

Applications also declined. There were <} percent fewer
applications in the sciences in New York in 1972 than in
1971. Only psychology and the basic medical sciences
were exceplions to the pattern of decline. It should be
noted, as these data suggest, that the pattern of decline is
not uniform. Significant declines in enrollment have oc-
curred in engineering, the physical sciences, mathemal.
ics, and foreign languages in New York, hut not in such
fields as biology, educalion, fine arts, and psychology.

2. Projected Enrollments and Degrees

The changing patlern of enrollments is reflected to
some degree in institutional estimates of future enroll-
ments and degrees. The doctoral-producing institutions
in New York collectively expected their full-time egniva-
lent enrollment to increase from 18,760 in 1970 to aboul
22,000 in 1975 and about 26,000 in 1980 (a 38 percent

increase over the decade) according to their 1972 master

plans. Statewide doctoral degree output is expected to in-
crease about 50 percent between 1971 and 1980 under
these projections, in conlrast to the 107 percent increase
between 1960 and 1970. These institutional estimates
would result in statewide production of 4,957 doctorales
in 1980. The public sector would account for about 75
percent of the total Slate increase between 1970 and
1980 under these projections, and for about 39 percent
of total State doctoral outpu in 1980.

The collective increases' in doctloral enrollment and
production projected in 1972 by New York’s doctoral-
producing inslitutions should be regarded as “high” esti-
males, however. Projections by a number of privale in-
stilutions appear to undereslimate the decline in doctoral
enrollments as well as in the undergraduate enrollments
which form an important base of support for doctoral
programs in some institutions. Projections by some insti-
tutions also include unreasonably low altrition rates. In
the public sector, too, the pattern of enrollment growth
which would have increased public outputl by a factor of
about 2.5 during the 1970’s has already slowed down
dramatically, and in the case of the State University has
been reversed. A reasonable “low” estimate of statewide
fulltime equivalent doctoral enrollment in 1980 is

judged to be 24,000 students, a 26 percent increase over .

1971. A reasonable “low” estimate of State doctor:i out-
put in 1980 would be 4,300 (a 30 percent increase over
1970).

These estimates of limited growth in doctoral enroll-
ment and production for New York in the 1970’s corre-

spond to national estimates. Graduate deans in 29 major
doctoral-granting United Stales institutions recently esti-
mated that their institutions would collectively experience
a 5 percent decrease in doctoral enrollments belween
1072 and 1976. Because of the recent and expected de-
clines in enrollmenl, some commentlators predicl as few
as 35,000 Unilted States doctorates for 1980. expecling
annual production to decline slightly after 1975 in reflec-
Charles Kidd, Allan

“oundation have more

tion of recent enrollment lrends
Cartter, and the National Scien
realistically estimated that Unit  States production will
be between 10,000 and 45,000 in '980.* A New York
doctoral oulput of about -1,300 is ¢ nsistent with these
laller national projections.

quickly and
while recent enrollment data do show sharp varialions in
enrollment trends between fields, it seems likely that stu-
dent “demand” for doctoral education will continue to

Thus, while enrollment patlerns can

be much lower than student “demand” in the 1960’s.
This will oceur in response lo shifling student values, re-
duced doctoral manpower demands in traditional em-
ployment activities, and the curtailment of enrollment
stimulating doctoral student fellowships and assistant-
ships. Recent enrollment data thus suggest a general
policy of continued restraint on the growth of the State’s
doctoral programs.

3. Institutionai Capacity

A recent survey of docloral institutions in New York
indicales adequale present capacily to meet doctoral en-
rollment demands in the 1970°s in most fields. The insti-
lutions were asked lo estimate their 1971-72 enrollment
capacity as determined only by faculty, facilities, and re-
sources presently at hand or firmly committed. Re-
sponses from 24 institulions representing 65 percent of
the State’s doctoral enrollment showed enrollment to be
in the neighborhood of 77 percent of capacity, as indi-
cated in table 7. The major doctoral-producing instilu-
tions operated at between 57 percenl and 97 percent of
capacity al the doctoral level. Patterns of surplus capac-
ity were similar among institutions within both the pub-
lic and privale seclors.

When the sample is weighted lo include all doctoral
inslitutions in New York there is an estimated surplus of

Eduecation in the Seventies” (unpublished paper), October 1972,
p. 16

9 Charles V. Kidd, op. cit,, n. 16; Allan M. Cartter, “Scien-
tific Manpower for 1970.1985,” Science, vol. 172, p. 137; National
Science Foundation, “1969 and 1980 Science and Engineering
Doctorate Supply and Utilization” (NSF 71.20). Washington,
D.C.. 1071, p. 20.
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TABLE 7

Ratio of Enrollment to Capacity, Fall 1971, in 22 Doctoral-
Grauting Institutions in New York State

Full-Time

Full-Time Part-Time Equivalent

Enrollment Enrollment Enroliment
Public (8 insts.) 70 87 72
Privat~ (16 insts.} .79 81 79
Total (24 insts.) 76 83 a7

Source: Edueation Department, Office of Science and Teel-
nology, “Survey of Doctoral Capacity and Estimated Doctoral
Enrollinents,” 1972

about 5,500 places for full-time equivalent students. In
the preceding section on projected enrollments, it was
seen that annual full-time equivalent enrollments are ex-
pected to increase, according to the estimates made by
institutions in their 1972 master plans, by not more than
7,200 between 1971 and 1980. These figures are judged
1o be tov high, as noted in that discussion, and a more

veasonable figzure for the increase in annual enrollment.

from 1971 to 1980 would be about 5,000. Recognizing
all the uncertainties inherent in estimates like these, it
nevertheless appears that New York’s doctoral institu-
tions have a total present capacity suflicient to meet ex-
pected student demand through most of the 1970’s. Anal-
ysis by subject area indicates that this pattern of
expected extended sufficiency of resources obtains in
most fields {applied psychology was a conspicuous ex-
ception) in both the public and private sectors. While all
such estimates are approximate and subject to modifica-
tion in the reasonably short term, these data do confirm
the implications of recent enrollment trends and suggest
a policy of restraint in the growth of new doctoral insti-
tutions and programs.

4. Doctoral Manpower Needs

The debate about doctoral education in the 1950’s and
1960’s was centrally concerned with the need to produce
skilled manpower for the industry, education, and gov-
ernment. This is still an important factor in all assess-
ments of “need,” but additional aspects of need must be
considered. These include the need to sustain the expan-
sion and transmission of knowledge in even the most
specialized or esoteric fields, the need to develop pro-
grams that may contribute to solving societal problems,
and the need to develop multidisciplinary and interdisci-
plinary programs. Although need is generally discussed
in the following section in traditional terms of market
supply and demand, it is the intention of the commission

that the concept of need be broadly considered. This is
especially important in view of the rapid shifts in the
kinds of advanced training required for jobs as well as
in the quantitative needs for doctoral manpower.

Any assessment of manpower needs in New York mwst
be made in the context of national needs bhecause of the
high mobility of doctoral holders. On a national scale,
the most recent assessments projecl a signiﬁcanl oversup-
ply or underutilization of new doctorates during the
1970’s and 1980’ in their traditional labor markets.
This trend has already begun. although the problems of
unemployment and underemploymenl are not yet critical
in most fields."" The most recent assessment of science
and engineering doctoral manpower needs in 1980 by
the National Science Foundation indicates a surplus of
hetween 15,000 and 66,000 doctorates. They estimate
that in engineering, supply will exceed demand by 20
percent; and in the biological sciences and humanities
supply will exceed demand by about 10 percent. Only in
the physical sciences is a balance of supply and demand
expected.’ Other studies indicate serious oversupply in
the humanities and education.'

Among employment sectors, the sharpest shift is ex-
pected in the acacemic market, which traditionally has
employed over 50 percent of all new doctoral recipients.
Surpluses have been experienced in many academic fields
for several years. Allan Cartter has estimated that the
historic 50 percent employment of new doctorates in col-
lezes and universities will drop to 20-30 percent in the
late 1970’s, and that by 1986 there will be an actual sur-
plus of college faculty already in place over positions
available.' (See appendix A for detail.) In the human-
ities, in which up to 90 percent of the new Ph.D.’s have
been entering academic employment, the future is espe-

10 See, for example, Wolfle and Kidd, op. cit,, pp. 784.793;
Cartter, op. cit,, pp. 132-140; National Science Foundation, op.
cit.

11 National Research Council, “Employment of Ph.D.’s and
Postdoctorals in 1971.” Washington, D.C.: National Rescarch
Couneil, 1971. Unpublished data on New York State doctoral re-
cipients from National Rescarch Couneil’s Doctorate Records File
shows slightly increasing difficulty for New York’s new doctoral
recipients in gaining employment during the period 1969-71, illus-
trating New York’s close correspondence to national patterns of
employment. In the context of probable oversupply, New York, as
a traditional net supplicr of doetorates to the Nation, can be ex-
pected to be a significant contributor to that condition in a num-
ber of ficlds. (Sce appendix B for first post-doctoral job migra-
tion data for New York.)

12 National Science Foundation, op cit., pp. 5-6.

13 See, for example, Wolfle and Kidd, op. cit.,, p. 787.

' Cartter, op. cit, pp. 133-136; also F. E. Balderston and
Ray Radner, “Academic Demand for New Ph.D.’s, 1970-1990: Its
Sensitivity to New Policies” (Ford Foundation Program for Re-

seareh in University Administration) Berkcley, Calif.: University
of California, 1972.
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cially bleak. New doclorates in the field of educalion are
faced with an academic employment market in which a
conlracling student population base now evident in the
early elementary grades will be fell most heavily in the
higher educalion community in the 1980°s. In a second
major employment seclor, research and development (ac-
counting for about 25 percent of new doclorates),
growth is expecled al a subslantially lower rate in the
1970°s than in the early and mid-1960s, though it is ex-
peeted Lo increase from the slow pace of the most recent
vears.'?

A National Science Foundation estimate of the shifts
out of these lwo major employment markels in the sci-
ences and engineering (lable 8) shows that at least twice

TABLE 8

1969 and 1980 Utilization of Doctorates in Activities Other
Than the Academic Scctor and Research and Development

1969 1980
Engincering 129, 319--38%

Life Sciences 0% 10%.-13%
Mathematics 7% 119145
Physical Sciences 109 29% -35%
Social Sciences 11% 199 219

Source: National Seience Foundation, 1969 and 1980 Science
and Engineering Doctorate Supply and Utilization,” (NFS 71-20).
Washington, 1971,

as many doclorales will be engaged in some work activ-
ity other than in the academic sector or in research and
developmenl. These estimates show the end of a period
of ready access of doclorales lo their tradilional major
labor markets and indicate that new doctorales will be
engaged in activities where new skills may have to be
emphasized. Problems of occupational readjustment will
he even more pronounced in the humanities. Thus within
the context of more limited traditional needs and grealer
utilization of doctorates in other work activilies, even
they are increasingly confronted with the prospect of
possibly dysfunctional training and of obsolescence.

It need hardly be said that projections of need for
doctoral manpower have a history of limited accuracy,
as do most attempts to predict the future. (A notable ex-
ception is the work of Carlter (see footnote 9) who in
the mid-1960’s foresaw the drop in demand for docto-
rates in the academic sector.) A number of recent com-
menlators have been critical of projections of doctoral
manpower oversupply both in general and in particular
fields. The National Board on Graduate Education has

15 Cartter, op. cit,, p. 138; National Science Foundation, op.
cit., pp. 13-14.

cautioned against a policy of overcurtailment of doctoral
enrollments in response to manpower projections hecause
of both the unpredictabilily of needs and the cyclical na-
ture of the supply/demand relationship. A specific exam-
ple by one author suggests that student enrollment reac-
tion to poor cmployment prospects in physics has been
so great that a shorlage of physicists with the doclorale
may actually develop later in the 1970°s. The widespread
sense of oversupply of new college teachers has also been
criticized by two authors who suggest that the mecha-
nism of a self-fulfilling prophecy is operaling to the det-
riment  of general higher education needs for
doctorates.'®

It is clear, nevertheless. with all these considerations,
that while State policy in doctoral educalion should not
be lied too closely to consideralions of manpower
suppy/demand relationships, at the same lime such esli-
mates must be included in overall planning of doctoral
programs. Il was shown in table 2 how the State’s pro-
duction of doctorales compares to nalional figures in
major fields. As a producer of about 11 percent of the
Nation’s doctorates, New York must take into considera-
tion its contribulion to whatever national oversupply
may develop in the future.

Particular note should be laken of the relatively large
proportion of doctorales granted in the arts and humani-
ties, fields already identified with especially poor employ-
ment prospects. Appreciating all the difficulties and pit-
falls  in supply and demand
considerations, the data on expecled national needs and
on New York’s role as a supplier clearly suggest a policy
of constraint on the growth of doctoral programs. In ad-

oredicting  future
o

dilion, eslimales of fulure employment patlerns suggest
that there should be major reassessments of the pnrposes
and content of exisling doctoral programs.

C. Patterns of Quality in Doctoral
Education

The rapid expansion of doctoral programs and enroll-
ments has been accompanied by concern abont both the

16 Lincoln Moses, “The Response of Graduate Enrollinent to
Placement Opportunities,”™ Science, vol. 177, pp. 494-497; T. R.
Vaughan and G. Sjoberg. “The Politics of Projection. A Critique
of Cartter’s Analysis,” Science, vol. 177, pp. 139-147. Hans Rosen-
haupt, “Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation Annual
Report,” for 1969-70, Princeton, N.J.: Woodrow Wilson National
Fellowship Foundation. 1970, pp. 5-11; National Board on Gradu-
ate Education, “Graduate Education: Purposes, Problems, Poten-
tial.” Washington, D.C.: National Board en Graduate Education,
1972, pp. 7-10. For an analysis of the cyclical market pattern for
doctoral manpower, see Richard Freeman, “The Market for Col-
lege Trained Manpower.” Cambridge, Mass.; Harvard University
Press, 1971,
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extent of and trends in quality. This seclion compares
New York with the Natien and other major doctoral-pro-
ducing states and discusses the distribution and trends in
quality in New York. This discussion is based on two in-
dexes of quality. the 1969 American Council on Educa-
tion's ratings of graduate programs and the location of
graduale fellowship winners. The American Council on
Educatlion assessment is a comprehensive, authoritative
peer group rating.'” The location of fellowship winners
is also fundamentally a reputational rating. but more nar-
rowly is how high quality students with substantial finan.
cial support “voted with their feet.” These data are sup-
plemented by discussion of correlates of graduate quality
with various institutional characterislics.

1. New York Compared to the Nation and Other
States Graduate Faenlty Ratings

According 1o the ralings of graduate faculties
undertaken in 1969 by the American Coundil on Educa-
tion. New York has comparatively high quality graduate
faculties. as shown in table 9. Ratings in the “strong to
distinguished categories™ were achieved by 39 percent of
the Nev: York programs included in this survey. This
compares favorably with the mational figure of 31 per-
cent in these top calegories. At the low end of the spec-
trum, 18 percent of New York’s programs were given

TABLE 9

Distribntion of Doectoral Programs for Graduate Faculty
Quality Rating in United States and New York State

United States New York Stawe

Quality Class

3.0-5.0 tstrong to distinguished)

number 802 100

pereent 319 39%
2.5-2.9 (adequate 1)

numhber 4607 53

percent 18% 21%6
2.0.24 (adequate IT)

number 570 56

percent 22% 229
< 2.0 (marginal & inadequate)

number 787 18

pereent 30% 18%

Source: Kenneth 1), Roose and Charles J. Anderson, *A
Rating of Graduate Programs,” American Council on Education,
Washington, D.C., 1970.

17 Ronse ard Anderson, op. cit. See appendix C for a eritique
of this method. Also, at this juncture, the obvious disadvantage
of working with data that are at least 5 yeuars old 1s acknowl-
edged. There are no other comparable, more recent dala avail-
able, however, and the inherent limitations of the conclusions
that may be drawn are appreciatad.

faculty ratings of “marginal or inadequate™ in compari-
son to the 30 percent of all programs nationally placed
in these caleguries.

Further examination of data from this study, however.
reveals velative weakness in New York’s position. New
York had a lower percent of ils rated programs in the
“strong to distinguished” category (3.0-5.0) than did a
number of p jor or neighboring doctoral-producing
states. For example. in contrast to the 39 percent of New
York's rated programs in the highest category of gradu-
ale faculty quality 13.0-5.0), California had 66 percent
of its rated programs in this category: Hlinois. 51 per-
venl: Massachusetts, 17 percent; Michigan, 55 percent;
Indiana, 48 percent; Wisconsin, 77 percent; Minnesota,
7t percent: New Jersey. 48 percent; and Connecticut, 43
percent. Thus. as measured by this factor, New York has
not been as successful in providing a high quality system
of doctoral education as a number of comparable slates.

Location of Fellowship Recipients
National Science Foundation Graduate Fellows

The choice of institution by winners of National Sci-
ence Foundation graduate fellowships is an indication of
reputational quality in the sciences. New York ranked
third amony all the states in graduate school choice by
National Science Foundation fellowship recipients of
1971. With a production of about 11 percent of the Na-
tion’s doclorates in the sciences and engineering, New
York attracted 8 percent of United States recipients of
the NSF awards, compared to Massachusctts with 23 per-
cent and California with 25 percent. New York was sixth
in rank among the 10 major doctoral-producing states in
the sciences in the ratio of National Science Foundation
graduate fellows to total doctloral output in the sciences
in each slate. By this standard. New York was relatively
less attractive to the National Science fellows than such
states as Massachusetts, California, Wisconsin, lllirois,
and Michigan. These data are shown in table 10. New
York was also significantly less allractive to NSF [fellows
than neighboring states of Conneclicul and New Jersey.

A relatively modest qualitative position in attractive-
ness in the sciences is indicaled, too, by the net outmi-
aration of National Science Foundation graduate fellows
between bacealaureale and graduate career stages, New
York accounts for a significanlly greater number of per-
manent Slale residents who receive National Science
Foundation fellowships than it does of all United States
National Science Foundation fellows who choose to study
in New York institutions. New York ranked only sixth
out of the 10 major doctoral-producing States in the sci-
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ences in the ratio of 1971 National Science Foundation
fellows studying in the State relative to National Science
Foundation fellows who were permanent State residents.
Finally, though New York has over 35 separate doctor-
al-producing institutions, only four of them attracted 10
or more of the 1971 National Seience Foundation na-
tional fellowship recipients. These four institutions
ranked only seventh (Cornell). 12th {Columbia), 20th
{Rockefellery and 24th (New York University) as insti-
tutions attended by the 1971 National Science TFounda-
tion Fellowship recipients.

Woodrow Wilson Fellows

The location of Woodrow Wilkon fellows is an indica.
tor of repulational quality in the humanities and social
sciences. The data in table 10 indicate that New York
has been in a relatively stronger position in these fields
than in the sciences. Almost 12 percent of the Woodrow
Wilson fellows of "1970-71 attended New York institu-
tions compared lo less than 8 pereent of the National
Science Foundation fellows. New York ranked second
among the 10 leading humanities and social science doe-
toral-producing states in the total number of Woodrow
Wilson fellows attracted for graduate study in 1970-71.
(Massachusetts was first.) In terms of the ratio of fel-
lows 1o total doclorates awarded in the social sciences

and humanities in the 10 leading doctoral-producing
states in these fields. New York ranked third (with 11l
nois) among the 1.

2, Distribution of Quality Within New York State

The graduate faculty ratings of the American Council
on Lducation and the location of fellowship recipients
both indicate the extent of coneentration of high quality
in New York. Trends of the last decade show. according
to the council’s 1961 and 1968 surveys, a small but defi-
nite decrease in the proportion of doctorales produced
by the highest rated programs with the prospect that the
trend will continue. A 235 percent increase in the number
of “new™ programs (those rated in 1969 but nol in
1961) contributed significantly to the overall drop in
proportion of doctorates graduated from and enrolled in
the higher rated programs and institutions. At the same
time. programs in the State rated in 1969 showed a
marked improvement in quality over the preceding 5
years. This improvement in program quality was widely
distributed among institutions.

Graduate Faculty Ratings

High quality graduate faculty in the 36 disciplines
rated in 1969 were concentrated in eight of the 14 New

TABLE 10

Ratio of National Fellowship Recipients to Doctorates in Same Broad Field
in 10 Leading Doctoral-Producing States

Nationa) Seience Foundation
Graduate Fellows (1971)

Woodrow Wilson Fellows
(1970-711

Ratio of

Ten States Fellows to

Ten States Ratio of Producing Most Humanities

Producing Fellows to Humanities and and Sucial
Most Science Science Social Seiences Seiences

Doctorates Doctorates Doctorates Doctorates

(1970.71) (1970.71) Rank (1970-71) (1970.71) Rank
Massachusetts 43 1 Massachusetts 24 1
California 22 2 California 12 2
Wisconsin 10 3 New York A0 3
Michigan 09 4 THinois 10 4
Hlinois .08 5 Pennsylvania .09 5
New York 07 6 Wisconsin .08 6
Pennsylvania .05 7 Indiana .07 . 7
Indiana .03 8 Michigan .06 8
Texas .03 9 Texas .05 9
Ohio .02 10 Ohio .02 10

N

Sources: National Science Foundation, “Grants and Awards, 19717 (NSF 72-7); Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation.
“Annual Report for 1970-717; National Rescarch Council, “Summary Report, 1971, Doctorate Reeipients From United States Universities.”



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

MEETING THE

York institutions surveyed.”™ In three institutions, at
least 80 percent of the programs rated scored 3.0-5.0
{strong to distinguished} in g.aduate faculty quality.
These institutions were Columbia, Cornell. and Rocke-
feller. In four additional institutions, abont 30 percent to
60 percent of the rated programs were in the highest
quality class, and over 50 percent of the rated programs
were judged to he 2.5 “good” in faculty quality. These
institutions were, alphabetically, New York University,
Polytechnic Institute of Brooklyn, State University of
New York at Buffalo, the University of Rochester. and
Yeshiva.

Location of Fellowship Recipients

The distribution of quality is also indicated by the lo-
:ation of fellowship winners. Table 11 shows the eight

Jleading New York institutions attended by National Sei-
g Y

ence Foundation graduate fellows (sciences), Woodrow

NEEDS OF DOCTORAL EDUCATION IN NYS 17

Wilson fellows tsocial sciences and humanities), and Leh-
man fellows fsocial seiences) in recent years. Among
compreliensive doctoral institutions, it shows a general
pattern of concentration at Columbia and Cornell (Co-
lumbia especially in the humanities and social seiences
and Cornell in the “lard” sciences). New York Univer-
sity and Rochester form a second rvanking. followed by
the State University at Buflajo, City University of New
York, Syracuse. and Fordham. The specialized institu-
tions cited in this ranking were Rockefeller University
{sciences), Clarkson tsciences and engineering), and the
New School for Social Rescarch (social sciences and hu-
manities). Rockefeller University ranked very high in
the mimber of Nalional Seience Foundation awardees it
attracted relative 1o its total enroliment. The distribution
of fellowship recipients roughly corresponds to the qual-
ity ratings in the American Council on Education assess-

ment.

TABLE 11

Location of Fellowship Reeipients in New York Institutions

National Woodrow
Science Found. Wilson Lehman
Graduate Fellows Fellows
Fellows 119701 11968.70) (Spring 1972)

Rank Inst. No. Inet. No. Inst. No.
1 Cornell 74 CGolumbia 99 Columbia 06
2 Columbia 31 Cornell 83 Cornell 35
3 Roekefeller 14 NYU 28 NYU 11
1 NYU 10 Rochester 24 CUNY 8
5 Rochester 4 SUNY Buflalo 22 New School 8
6 Clarkson 2 Syracuse 8 Rochester 7
7 CUNY Graduate

Center 2 CUNY 7 SUNY Buffale [
8 SUNY Buffalo 2 Fordham 7 Syracuse 4

Sources; National Science Foundation, “Grante and Awards, 1971 (NSI® 72.2); Woodrow

Wilson National Fellowship Foundation, “Annual Reports™ for 1967.68, 196869, 1970-71; New
York State Education Departinent, Regents Examination and Scholarship Center.

15 The 14 rated institutions were Adelphi, Columbia, Cornell,
Fordham, New York University, New School for Soeial Rescarch,
Polytechnic Institute of Brooklyn, Rensselaer Polytechnic Insti-
tute, Rockefeller University, University of Rochester, St. John's
University, State University of New York at Buffalo, Syracuse,
and Yeshiva. These ratings should be regarded with several cons
siderations in mind. The ratings exclude many of the doctoral-
granting institutions in New York including almost all of those
in the public sector. Some specialized instilntions offer programs
in only a limited number of ficlds. In some instances, programs
rated inadequate appear 1o exist more in forin than substance
(judging from enrollment data). With all caveats, however, the
ratings do have validity in the asscssment of quality in New
York. Changes in institutional quality are discussed subsequently
in this section of the report.

3. Quality and Institutional Characteristics

High quality graduate departments in New York are
concentrated in a relatively few large multiversities and,
in some fields, in specialized institutions. High quality
programs generally are not found in institutions which
have a relatively limited commitment to doctoral educa-
tion in terms of enrollments and resources. In institu-
tions in the lower half of the quality ratings, doctoral
production generally accounts for 5 percent to 7 percent
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of tolal degrees; in institutions in the upper half of the
quality ralings, doctorates generally account for 10 per-
cent or more of their total degree output. Comparable
differences exist in terms of enrollment distribution.

There is evidence for New York's institutions. as well
as for institutions nationally. that quality and efliciency
correlate. The four highest rated institutions account for
32 percent of the doctoral enrollment and 40 percent of
the degrees attributable to all rated institutions in the
State, The middle group account for slightly more of the
enrollment 58 pervent) than degrees (51 percent). The
lowest rated group account for 10 percent of the enroll-
ment and 3 percent of the degrees. These datla suggesl
reduced degree costs on a unit basis in high quality in-
stitutions compared 1o low qualily institutions insofar as
atlrition is a eost factor and insofar as the degree is u
standard by which the outputs of graduate education are
assigned as cost.*

Data on institutional income correlate high quality
with a relatively high percent of total income from spon-
sored research and from gifts and endowments. and 2
relatively low percent of income from tuition and fees.
With the exception of New York University, institutions
in the upper half of the quality rating reported only 15
percent to 32 percent of their income from tuition, while
institutions at the hottom of the scale generally reported
over 65 percent of their total income from tuition and
fees. ‘

Direct Federal support of New York’s doctoral institu.
tions also correlates positively with faculty quality rat.
ings in terms of both total obligations and funds for re-
search and development. The top half of the institutions
rated for quality in New York accounted for 81 percent
of the Federal support (total obligations) reeeived by all
rated institutions in 1970. The four highest rated institu-
tions received 27 times more Federal suppott (total obli.
vations) in 1970 than the lowest rated group of three in-
stitutions.

These quanlitative correlates of reputational assess-
ments of quality in New York State (and others noted
below) conform in general to the analysis of the Nu
tional Science Board in indicating the institutional al-

* While minor distortion in rale of attrition is probable in
this comparison beeause of varying rates of enrollment growth
prior to 1970, the lower attrition rates of high ¢uality institutions
is documented in Allan Tucker, “Factors Related 1o Attrition
Among Doectoral Students”  (Cooperative Research Project No.
1146). East Lansing, Mich.: Michigan State University, 1965, pp.
45-46. Tn a related aspear of “cfficiency” of production, unpub-
lished data from the National Research Council’s Doctorate Rec.
ords File show that the high rate doctoral institutions in New
York have shorter registered time averages for their doctoral re
cipients than do lower rated institutions,

tributes associated with quality.™ Data on correlates of
quality in New York institulions and in the national
study show the association of quality witlt a major gov-
ernmental investment in sponsored research and with a
relatively large percent of income from gifts and endow-
ments. They show the association of quality with large
numbers of doctoral students in comparison with total
enrollment. Alko. these data show that programs in re-
lated fields at an institution tend to have comparable
quality ratings, Finally, there appears to be, in general, a
“clustering” of quality at high. middle. or low levels. of
most programs at an individual institution. Both national
and State data thus suggest a policy of concentration of
resource in a relatively few institutions for maximum
vield i quality.

4. Trends in Quality
Dilution of Quality in Terms of Production

There has been considerable concern nationally and in
the State that the proliferation of new doctoral programs
and the greater growth of enrollment in those not of the
highest quality has created an overall dilution in quality
in doctoral education. The situation is reflected in the
National Science Board estimate in 1969 that high qual-
ity institutions will decline from 52 percent of national
production in 1961 to 31 percent in 1980. Nearly
one-third of the United States doctoral production will
be by institutions that are “subminimal or .otherwise of
less than optimum quality,” according to this eslimale.
This projection is confirmed in a reeent analysis of
Charles Kidd. He estimated that the top 60 universilies
in the Nalion produced 83 percent of the doctorales in
1960; 65 pereent. in 1970; and will account for perhaps
55 percent in 1979 under conditions of moderale
arowlh.®'

This national treud is evident in New York. Analysis
of tolal 1965 and 1970 doctoral output by the rated in-
stitutions in each of four quality categories of institution
shows a pattern of dilution, as table 12 indicates, It is
seen there that institutions in the top quality category
increased doctoral output by 40 percent in that S-year
period, while the institutions in the third quality cate-
zory increased doctoral output by 79 percent.

1w National Science Board, op. cit., pp. 49-108.

20 Thid,, p. 120. See also Allan M. Cartter, “An Asscssment
of Quality in Graduate Education” Washington, D.C.: American
Council on Education, 1966, pp, 119-120; and Freeman, op. cit,, p.
130.

21 Charles Kidd, “Shifts in Doctorate Output—Ilistory and
Outlook” (unpublished paper) 1972, p. 8.
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TABLE 12

Distrilntion of Doctoral Degrecs Awarded in New York in
1960 and 1971, by Quality Category of Institution
(1} lustitations)

Pervent of Perernt of

Quality Cittegory NYS Praduction Increase

of In~titution

[905-00 1970-71 jn6. T

A a8 31 0

B Ry b a3

[ 94 16 19 70

b 3 K} il
Total Ratedd Tastitutions 87 81 |
Unrated Institutions 13 16 ‘H)
NYS Total 100 100 a0

Sanrees KNeaneth D, Raesee and Chatles )0 Anderson, <\
Rating of Graduate Programs”  Washington, D.C: Awerican
Counsel on Education, 1970

In addition, analysis of doctoral outpmt by field in
1966 and 1970 also shows a moderate trend in produe
tion toward lower rated programs. Whereas 57 percent
of all New York's 1966 doctorates tineluding those fron
in the 16 fields examined were from pro.
arams  raled 1961
American Council on Education Survey). only 52 per-
cent of the State’s 1970 doctorates were from programs

programs)

strong 1o distinguished™ tin the

rated strong and distinguished (in the 1969 Smvey ), A

TABLE 13

Percent of Degrees From Programs in the Highest Rated
Category as 1 Proportion of Degrees From All Rated
Progams in New York

19661 1950

Electrical Engineering 89.9%¢ 76,09,
Frieneh gt I #1.3%
English 43.9%¢ 93.0¢¢
Mathematies 07.5% 01.3%
Chemistry 33.1% 42,20
Psychology 61,7 49,200
History 40.0% 51.2%
Toral of Above Fields 006.3% 63.29
5950

Total of ANl 16 Fiehls Raed

63,350

11966 degrevs are correlated with the 1966 ratings and 1970
degrees with the 1969 ravings,

Sources: Allan M. Cantter, “An Assessment of Quality in
Graduate Education.” Washington, D.C.: American Couneil on
Education, 1966; Keaneth D, Roose and Charles J. Anderson,
“A Rating of Graduate Programs.” Washingten, D.C.: American
Council on Education, 1970; NYS Education Department, “Col
lege & University Degrees, 1965.660”; Higher Education Gensoral
Information Survey, Degrees Awarded, 1970-71,

comparable shift ocenrred when the doctorates from
strong and distinguished departments were compared 1o
doctorates from ondy the rated programs in 1960 and
1970 as shown in table 13, Sistv-four pereent of the
1906 doctorates were from strong and distinguished de-
partments. while 60 percent of the 1970 doctorates were
from these departments, Thus, there was a decline tex-
ceptions are seen for individual fields) in the State’s
doctoral production from the high qualits doctoral pro-
ariams in those vears. This recent change in New York
conforms 1o the national trend< and projections already
cited.

As o matter of general interest. the distribution of
doctoral degrees awarded in certain fields in the State
among the various quality categories i shown in lable
1L Abso shown are the mast recent enrollments. 1n most
fiekls the proportion of stadents enrolled in the lower
rated programs is greater than the proportion of docto-
rates granted in preceding years. This eannot e inter-
preted generally 10 mean that a greater proportion of
doctorates will be produced from those programs in
coming years becanse lower rated programs are known
1o be less efficient than higher rated ones in graduating
their students. In the few ecases where the discrepancy
hetween proportion of degrees zranted and enrollment is
very zreal, sueh a suggestion may he supportable. Unfor-
tunately, doctoral enrollment figures  tas opposed to
sraduate enrollmenty only hecame available in the last
couple of years so that longterm trends in enrollment
among programs in the different quality categories can-
not unambizuously be determined.

Most new programs are not of as high quaiily as
older. established ones. The National Seience Board has
noted the traditionally long time lags between the begine
ning of doctoral studies in an institution and  the
achievement of high quality.® This finding is illustrated
by data from the American Council on Education Survey
which showed nationally that only 6 pereent of “new”
programs (those rated in 1969 hut not in 1961 were
adjudged high quality and that 58 percemt were consid-
ered marginal or inadequate. A similar pattern occurred
in New York. Only 11 pereent of the -46 programs rated
in 1969, but not in 1964, were placed in the top category
in faculty quality, while 48 percent of these “new” pro-
urams were placed in the “marginal and inadequate™ cat-
egory. In this regard. 1able 12 is again suggestive, show-
ing an increase in proportion of doctoral production in
institutions with no rated programs in 1969. These un-

=2 Nativnal Science Board, op. cit, p. 57, Eleven more insti-
lul{inns awirded the doctorate in New York in 1970 than did in
1960,
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TABLE 14

Distribution of 1966-70 Degrees and 1971-72 Doctoral Enrollments in 33 Fields
According to Quality Class of Graduate Faculty
(by Percent)

1966.70
Field Degrees

197172
Enrollment

Biological Scienees 69.9

29.1

Engineering 528 30.1
Fine Ar's (Music) 100.0

Foreign Languages 69.0 19.2
Letters 785 5.3
Mathematics 1.2 11.7
Physical Scicnees 1.4 21.3
Psychology 56,9 19.4
Social Sciences 60.0 1144
All Fields 60.¢ 179

3.0:5.0 2529 2024 <20

3.0-50 2529 2024 2.0

2.3
11.1

10.2
13.0
18.9
22.1
12.2
19.0
15.4

0.4 79.1 17.3 3.3

50.2 31 18.4
100.0
1.0 062.5 29.0 7.6 0.9
3.2 62.9 8.1 26.6 6.4
5.2 53.4 109 28.6 7.1 .
8.2 61.0 12.5 19.0 7.5

115 323 19.9 22.4 254
9.0 47.6 15.6 224 114
0.1 511 15.9 20.4 9.6

Sources: Kenneth D, Roose and Charles J. Anderson,

“A Rating of Graduate Programs.”

Washington, D.C., 1979; Higher Education General Information Survey Data on Degrees and

Enrollments.

rated institutions increased their doctoral production by
90 percent, while the rated institutions increased produc-
tion by 51 percent, a possible further source of quality
dilution if national trends obtain in New York.

The Improvement of Quality of Programs

Analysis of change in faculty quality in all programs
rated in beth 1964 and 1969, according to assignment to
quality ategories, shows the margin of improvement
over decline is about 6 to 1. Forty-two programs were
rated in a higher faculty quality category, while seven
programs were placed in a lower category. One hundred
twenty-four programs remained in the same quality class.
In this analysis, Rochester, Syracuse, and State Univer-
sity of New York at Buflalo showed a dramatic improve-
ment. For these three institutions combined, 26 programs
were placed in a higher quality category than in 1964,
while only one program was placed in a lower category.
None of the 14 institutions had more programs placed in
a lower quality category than in a higher category.

The finding of an overall improvement in quality
among the more highly rated programs in New York be-
tween 1964 and 1969 is also strongly indicated by other
data in the 1969 American Council on Education Survey
which deals with estimated change in “quality of educa-
tion.” Assessment of this factor involved the opinion of
the individual doing the rating as to whether or not an
existing program had improved, declined, or remained
the same insofar as the “quality of education” it fur-

nished was concerned. Of the 257 programs assessed for
change in “quality of education”, the ratio of programs
adjudged significantly higher in quality to those consid-
ered significantly lower in quality was 2.7 to 1 (46 to
171, Only Columbia showed consistent relative decline
(though still ranked in the highest quality class in al-
most all fields), while Cornell, New York University,
Rockefeller University, the University of Rochester, and
SUNY Buflalo all showed significant improvement.

Examination of trends in quality in New York State
thus shows two major trends. On one hand, there was a
trend toward dispersion of doctoral enrollments (and
eventual doctoral degrees) among more institutions and,
overall, toward programs and institutions rated lower in
quality. In addition, in New York, as in the Nation, a
large number of new doctoral programs of modest, poor,
or unknown quality were established in the 1960’s. There
has been a significant shift in the percent of statewide
doctoral enrollments toward these new programs. Thus
there has been a trend toward dilution of quality in
terms of total State doctoral production.

There is clear evidence that the general movement to-
ward a more widely dispersed and comprehensive doc-
toral system in New York has been characterized by all
overall improvement as well as dilution. This takes the
form of consistent improvements in quality hetween 1964
and 1969 at every level, on a statewide basis, in both
publie and private institutions. While it is generally true
time for
achievement of quality, it is also unmistakably true that

that new programs do take considerable
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in a number of institutions in New York. again both
public and private, substantial increases in quality have
been achieved in a few years, The evidence is clear that
the range of opportunity not only for docloral study in
New York but also for opportunity at high qualitative
levels was very substantially increased in the 1960’s,

One final point should be made in this discussion of
trends in quality. Long established high quality pro-
grams are more likely lo remain traditional in purposes
and methods. The newer programs may have, by virtue
of their newness. heller opportunity to adapt to needed
new emphuasis in the training of doclorates, Thus the ex-
istence of a number of new programs may be desirable
from the perspective of needed increased responsiveness
to changing individual and societal needs and in this
may lie the greatest opportunity for them to make a
unique contribution.

D. Costs and Deficits in Doctoral
Education

Cenlral concerns in the debate about doctoral educa-
tion have been its relatively high cost and the continuing
financial stress experienced by doctoral institutions. The
following discussion elaborates on these problems in
New York’s doctoral instilutions.

1. The Costs of Doctoral Education

It is very difficult to separate doctoral cosls from the
total costs at an inslitution where there is such extensive
and intimate sharing of services, activities, and facilities.
Procedures are being developed now lo a point where
there is prospect of general agreement on how this may
be accomplished. All parties agree, however. that the
cosls of doctoral education are high.

In a special study commissioned for this report, David
Dresser and-David Chapman derived some relationships
related to doctoral costs.*® It must be fully appreciated
at the outset that all figures employed are approximale
and results obtained from calculations with them are far
from precise. Nevertheless, it is believed that they fur-
nish useful guidelines. Dresser and Chapman have esti-
mated the annual full cost of a full-time equivalent doc-
toral studenl lo be 5.45 times the cost of a full-time
equivalent undergraduale student and calculated a ratio
of 4.08 to 1 for the doctoral degree full cost to the hach-

23 David L. Dresser and David W. Chapman, “The Finance
of Doctoral Education: Resources, Expenditures, Costs and For-
mulas” (unpublished report prepared for the Regents Commission
on Doctoral Education), 1972, pp. 60-76.

clor’s degree full cost.*' Using these ratios and average
costs calculated from the Gradeost Study, it was caleu-
lated that for 22 fields combined the average annual full
cost per full-time equivalent student was about $7,900
tin 1970 dollars).** Taking inlo accounl altrition and
the varying amounts of time students in the different di-
ciplines are registered for doctoral studies, it may he es-
timated that about seven times the annual figure,
$55,000, represents the average cost of a degree.*"

The Dresser-Chapman ratios and calculalions can also
be applied in several ways to illustrate the costs of doc-
toral education relative lo enrollments and degrees. As
shown in table 15, doctoral enrollments constituted about
3.5 percent of tolal enrollments at all higher education
institutions in New York State, but following the Dresser
and Chapman ralios they represented about 13 percent
of the costs of all higher educalion in the State in 1970-
71,

Table 16 shows the estimated relative cosl of doctoral
education in 10 major doctoral-producing institulions.
Doctoral level education conslituted about 26 percent of
educalional cosls in these instilutions in both the public
and private institutions. Doctoral enrollment in these in-
stitutions accounted for about 11 percent of the total en-
rollment. If all the medical shcools were omitted from
these calculations, the costs attributable to doctoral edu-
-ation would rise significantly, probably above 30 per-
cenl.

The dimension of State aid for. doctoral education
through the Bundy Law is illustrated by the results of
the preceding estimates. The $7.900 annual cosl in 1970
dollars is $8,500 in 1972 dollars. Assuming that the
Bundy aid of $2,400 per degree is equivalenl to about
$100 per year per full-time equivalent student enrolled, it

2+ Dresser and Chapman, op. cit., p. 68. The ratios for degree
costs are based on credits per degree and do not consider factors
such as attrition, Sce appendix D for method of caleulation. :

Sponsored research and student aid are excluded in making
these caleulations, This was done to make the problem of calcu-
lating costs more “manageable.”™ In doing so, many aspects of
cost and bhenefit in doctoral education are disregarded. New
knowledge generated by research and the enrichment of a total
institution by a viable doctoral program are extraordinarily difh-
cult to measure hut are obvious benefits. It is generally conceded
that teaching by graduate assistants provides instruction for nore
students than would expenditure of the same antount of nioney
for a regular faculty member. A discussion of some of these fac-
tors may be found in, among other places, Powel and Lamson,
op. cit,, and Joseplu L. McCarthy and David R. Deener, “The
Costs and Benefits of Graduate Education: A Commentary With
Recommendations.”  Washington, D.C.: Council of Graduate
Schools, 1972,

25 Powel and Lamson, op. cit,, pp. 246.249. See appendix D
for eost ranges and medians by field.

2¢In 1968, Allan Cartter estimated that with this assumption
the average cost of a degree was about $47,000. In 1970 dollars,
that figure is $52,000. .
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TABLE 15

Estimated Relative Annual Costs of Education
in New York State by Enrollment Level

TABLE 16

Estimated Relative Annual Costs of Doctoral Education
in 10 Doctoral Institutions ! in New York State

FFull-Time Equivalent
Enrollment
Fall 1970

Relative Cost
Percent of Education !
Number of NYS  (Annual Basis)
Undergraduate 495,714 85.9 57.5
Master’s 46,393 8.0 133
First Professional
(medical and dentaly 6.060 1.1 14.1
First Professional
(all others) 8.904 1.5 2.0
Doctoral 19.991 3.5 12.6
NYS Total 577.0062 100%% 100%

! Ratios used to convert full-time equivalent enrollment to
cost are undergraduate = L00; master's = 2.47; fir:t professional
tmedical & dental) = 20.00: first professional (all others) =
2.47; doctoral = 545,

Souree: Enroliment data from NYS Education Department.
Bureau of Statistical Services, Weighting ratios from Dresser and
Chapman. “The Finanee of Doctoral Education.” 1972, p. 68. (See
appendix D)

is seen that aboul 5 percent of annual costs are wet by
this grant. This comipares with amounts budgeted at pub-
lic institutions which are varionsly estimated to range
from $3,800 to $5,800 anmmally per full-time cquivalent
student. Although aid from public funds for docloral ed-
ucation at private institutions is certainly modest, the
commission does not mean to suggest by this comparison
that Bundy aid should equate with the cosl subvenlion at
the public inslitutions. There are other considerations
which enter into that problem.

2, Financial Stress in New York’s Doctoral
Institutions Deficits

All types of instilutions have been experiencing finan-
cial crisis. but prominent among them are the large pri-
vale universities which are heavily committed to doctoral
education. Nationally, it has been estimated thal gradu-
ate students account for perhaps 40 percent of the
institutional deficits of universities.*” In New York, the
five multiversities (Columbia, Cornell, New York Univer-

27 Two major examinations of financial stress on a national
scale are Cheit, op. ¢it; and Joseph Fromkin, “Aspirations, En-
rollments and Resources: The Challenge to Higher Educalion in
the Seventies.”™ Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1969, p. 4, Two major examinations of financial stress on
a national scale are Cheit, op. cit.; and the Carnegie Commission
on Higher Eduecation Report, “The More Effective Use of Re-
sources,” op. cit,

Relative Cost
of Doctoral
Education ®

FTE ENROLLMENT

Control of _MN_“"ll)ii_ Percent  tannual
Institutions Total Doctoral Doctoral  basis)
Public
(-} institutions) 43,421 % 4,050 9.3% 26.3%
Private
(6 institutions) 80.651 4 9,105 1.2 2.7
Total

(10 institutions) 124,078 13,155 10.6 25.9

' Publi~ institutions: SUNY University Centers at - Albany,
Binghamton, Buflalo tincluding Health Science  Center), and
Stony Brook; private institutions: Columbia (including medical
wnd dental schools), Cormell fincluding medical center), Ford-
ham. New York University texcluding medical center), Syvracuse,
Rochester tineluding medical center).

* Ratins used 1o convert full-timie equivalent enrollment to

costs are undergraduate = 1.00; master’'s = 247; medical and
dental = 20.00; other professional degree enrollment = 247;

doctoral = 5.45.

3 Publie enrollments for 1970-71.

4 Private enrollments for fal) 1971,

Source: Enrollment data for SUNY und CUNY from 1971.72
budget requests; enroltment data for private institutions from
1972 institutional master plans. Weighting ratios for enrollment
from David L. Dresser and David W. Chapman. *The Finance of
Doctoral Education.’” 1972, p. 68, (Sce appendix D).

sity, Syracuse, and Rochester) awarding about 47 per-
cent of New York’s doctorates in 1970-71. also accumu-

lated, by their report, $27 million of the estimated 360

million deficit of all private inslitutions in the State in
1970-71. _

Recent dramatic illustrations of financial stress in doc-
toral institutions have been the sale of over 874 million
in endowment assets and the horrowing of over $50 mil-
lion to cover deficits in the period 1967-71 by six of
the largest privale universities, the proposed elimination
of major units of New York University, and the up to
$3 million annual State subsidy to the Polytechnic Insti-
tute of Brooklyn in recent years.

For a number of institutions, the financial future ap-
pears troubled. In their 1972 master plans, 22 private
doctoral-granting institutions in New York projected
through the 1970’ a combined deficit of approximately
the same magnitude as the deficit for 19./0-71. The five
private multiversilies projected a decrease in their collec-
live operating deficits from $27.1 million to $23.9 mil-
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lion in 1975 and $22.6 million in 1980. Some smaller in-
stitutions  projected  sharp inereases in their deficits
during the 1970°s. These data are summarized in table
17. The private doctoral-granting institutions collectively
estimate thai
of their total expenditures in 1970-71 to 2.5 percent by

“eir deficits will decline from 3.4 percent

1975. While economies will necessarily be made, other
data in the 1972 master plans (notably projected enroll-
ments, tuition charges, and percent of income from tui-
tion}, suggest that these expectations of a reduction of
deficits proportional to total expenditures may be oplti-
mistic. It should be noted that during the past year there
has been marked improvement in the financial position
of some private universities. Deficits for some institu-
tions have been smaller than expected, partly through
improved internal ecost controls and partly through in-
creased gifts. However, financial stress is expected 1o
continue in most doctoral institutions.

TABLE 17
Estimated Net Operating Deficits in Private Doctoral-
Granting Institutions in New York State
(dollars in millions)

Type of Institution 1971 1975 1980
Multiversities 258 23.9 22.0
All Others 37 5.0 8.6
Total Private 29.5 28.9 31.2

Source: 1972 master plans of private institutions.

In the public sector, where institutions are nol permil-
ted to run deficits, the constraints on The City Univer-
sity of New York at the doctoral level are indicated by a
reduction in the budgeted cost per full-time equivalent
student at the Graduale Center from about $5,700 to
about $5,000 (a 12 percent decrease) between 1971.72
and 1972-73. Reductlions in estimated unit cosls at the
gradualte level in the State University of New York doc-
toral-producing institutions in the same 2-vear period
were about 6 percent.

The Problem of Tuition

A basic income dilemma of private instilulions has
been that they must conslantly raise luilion income to
meet rising expenditures. In doing this, they run the in-
creasing danger of pricing themselves oul of the market
for the most qualified students, not only because of abso-
lule increases in charges but also because of recent in-
creases in the ratio of private charges to public charges.
This dilemma is expecled to conlinue. Between 1966 and

1971, tuition charges in the five multiversities increased
by about 12 percent. They are projected by these insitu-
tions 1o rise another 60 percent between 1971 and 198
to an average of about $1.300.

At the same time that the private instilutions arve
steadily raising tuilion, they also expect a steady in.
crease in the proportion of luilion income to lotal in-
come, {rom an average of 38 percent in 1970-71 to 42
percent in 1980-81. The five multiversities project an in-
crease in the percent of tuition lo total income from 31
percent in 1970-71 o 36 pereent in 1980-81. These
projeclions seem oplimistic in view of the recenl pallern
of a decreasing percent of income coming from tuition
and fees.*

The prospect of undergraduate enrollment decline and
financial erosion in many doctoral inslitutions reflects di-
rectly on probable doctoral enrollments and quality. Doc-
toral programs are generally regarded as financially de-
pendent on  undergraduate income. In addition, an
increasing percent of doctoral students have been de-
pendent on leaching assistantships for financial support
in New York. If the private institutions’ undergraduate
hase of support is financially eroded, therefore, doctoral
programs may sufler decreased enrollments and inslilu-
tional support. Such a trend would probably seriously
undermine some doctoral programs of high quality and
special value.

Student Aid Deficits

One important factor in the financial stress of private
institutions is the percent of student aid from instilu-
tional operaling funds (the student aid “deficit”). Stu-
dent aid from these sources rose from less than 9 percent
of (uition income in 1966-67 lo more than 11.8 percent
in 1069-70 in the five multiversities (plus Fordham).*
In effect. the ratio of unfunded student aid increased by
33 percent in 3 years. This problem of constantly rising
tuition and decreasing utilization of it to pay operaling
expenses applies wilth particular force to inslitulions that
have limited endowed scholarship funds and also to
those with a high dependence on tuition income for op-
eraling expenses.

The actual cosls of unfunded student aid in private in-
stitutions are high. For the multiversities (plus Ford-

281972 lustitutional Master Plans; NYS Educational Depart-
ment, “The Financial Problems of Private Colleges and Universi.
ties of New York State. An Interim Report”” Albany, NJY.:
NYS Education Department, April 1971, p. 9.

20 NYS Education Department, “The Financial Problems of
Private Colleges and Universities of New York State. An Interim
Report.” op. cit, pp. 9-10. Also see Cheit, op. cit,, pp. 107-108.
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ham), the estimated student aid deficits for 1971.72
approximated their combined operating deficits for the
year. For this same group of inslitutions, nongovernment
funded student aid rose from $19.6 million in 1966-67 to
$29.9 million in 1970-71.* For all of New York’s doc-
toral-producing institutions, student aid from operating
funds was about $37.2 million (11.7 percent of their
total tuition and fee income in 1971-72).*' Wlile these
data apply to all levels of study. a significanl proportion
of student aid is attributable to doctoral education. Dala
show that about 20 percent of the 1969-71 doclorate re-
cipients from both public and private institutions in New
York held institutionally funded fellowships during their
doctoral study.**

Student aid is a major means of compeling for
qualified doctoral students {as well as financing low-in-
come applicants). It is clearly in an inslitulion’s interest
to give such assistance. Student aid by private .institu-
tions also accrues to the State’s benefit, however. It is a

private subsidy that reduces the cosls to the State of stu-

dents who might have gone to public institutions. Stu-
dent aid illustrates a way in which private institutions
serve public ends not only through the educational proc-
ess bul also by saving public money.

E. Student Access to Doctoral Education

Examination of opportunity for doctoral education for
students in New York has a variety of aspects. Student
acess pertains lo the number of programs offered in the
various disciplines and their regional distribulion, to
standards of admission, to financial barriers for students,
and to underattendance by virtue of cultural barriers.

Data already presented indicate that New York has
comprehensive resources for doctoral education in terms
of number of inslitutions and of programs in subject
areas. The Stale also has wide geographic distribution of
comprehensive doctoral inslitutions. Dala on available
capacity in relalion to enrollments also indicale reason-
able student accessibility lo doctoral education, again in
most major fields and in most geographic regions of the
State. These general findings are supported by additional
dala on student residence and by data on admission se-
lectivity. However, economic and cultural barriers still

30 Commiission on Independent Colleges and Universities of
the State of New York, “A Plan of Action for Financing Higher
Education in the State of New York.” December 1971, appendix

311972 institutional master plans. .
32 National Research Council, Doctorate Records File (un.
published data). ‘

exist and do warrant additional examination. The follow-
ing section briefly discusses data pertinent lo problems
of access for minority group members, women, and stu-
dents lacking adequate financial resources.

1. Access for Minority Groups

Racial census dala at the doctoral level of study in
New York is not available, but full-time graduate enroll-
ment ‘in. 1970-71 was reported as only 7 percent racial
minorily students (the same as for undergraduales)
among all the doctoral-producing institutions in New
York. This is shown in table 18. Among the minorily

groups, blacks comprised 3.6 percent of the total gradu- -

ate full-time enrollment; and Spanish-surnamed stu-
dents, 1.2 percent. The percent of racial minority stu-
dents  was  slightly  higher  for the privale
doctoral-granting institutions than for the public institu-
tions. The diffcrenge was due lo several large private in-
stitutions, such as Columbia Teachers College (12 per-
cent minority) and Columbia University (10 percent
minority } .

TABLE 18

Racial Minorities as a Percent of Full-Time Graduate
Enrollment in New York Doctoral-Granting Institutions

1970-71
Minority Group Public  Private Total
Anterican Indian 2 5 4
Negro 29 4.0 3.0
Oriental 29 1.3 1.8
Spanish-Surname 5 1.5 1.2
Total Minority Students 6.5 7.3 7.0

Source: New York State Eduecation Departnient, Bureau of
Statistical Services.

Incomplele data for 1972-73 show significant increases
in minority enrollment. In a sample of 11 private institu-
tions, the full-time graduate enrollment of minorities rose
from 7 percent to 12 percent. For blacks, the increase
was from 4 percent to almost 7 percent in this sample.**
Similar trends were evident in the public sector where,
as an illustralion, there was an increase in black gradu-
ale enrallment at State University of New York from 2
percent in 1969-70 to 4 percent in 1971-72.% There is
evidence thal graduale schools have recently been mak-

33 These data may slightly underrepresent black enrollment
because of inconsistencies in reporting,

3 NYS Education Department, Bureau of Statistical Services
(unpublished data).

35 State University of New York, Office of Institutional Re-
search (unpublished data).
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ing considerable efforts in terms of bhoth admissions
practices and financial aid * (o recrvil minorily slu-
dents at the doctoral level. Despite these recent improve-
ments in minority representalion in graduate education,
great advances are still to be made for full equity in ac-
cess as illustrated by the fact that in 1970 blacks alone
accounted for abuut 15 percent of New York's 18-24 age
population.*

Fundamentally, however. low representation of hlacks
and other minorilies in doctoral education proportional
to their total population is tied to the =erious eduea-
tional and sociocconomic disadvantages they face at edu-
cational levels below the doctorate.”™ Thus blacks ac-
counted for only 6 percent of the college undergraduates
in the State and for only 9 percent of the 12th-grade
population in the State’s high scheols® Underrepre-
senlation at all levels of education in New York is even
more prononnced for Puerto Ricans. A national study of
1969 high school senjors showed that 61 percent of the
Caucasians and 10 percent of the non-Caucasians at-
tended college (37 percent of the blacks and 12 percent
of the Spanish Americans).*®

These educational disadvantages are. of course, closely
related to socioeconomie status. In 1969, 20 percent of
black families and 30 percent of Puerto Rican {amilies
in New York State had incomes below the Federal pov-
erly level, in contrast to the 7 percent of white families

in that category.'* Again on a national scale, studies

have shown that 56 percent of black college freshmen
were from homes in which parental income was under
86,000, whereas only 14 percent of all other college
freshmen came from this socioeconomic background.
Over half of the blacks had fathers who had not com-
pleted high school, while about a quarter of the non-
blacks were in this category.'®

46 Heiss, op. cit., pp. 96-98; Mary Ellen Parry, “A Survey of
Programs for " Disadvantaged Students in Graduate  Schools.”
Princeton, N.J.: Educational Testing Service, 1970; Sce also J.
Scott Hunter. “The Academic and Financial Starus of Graduate
Students, Spring  1963." Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1967, pp. 25, 27, 29, 31.

47 .S, Department of Commerce, “1970 Census Advance Re-
port,” April 1971, Cited in NYS Regents Position Paper No. 15,
“Minority Access to and Participation in Post-Sceondary Educa-
tion.” Albany, N.Y.: NYS Education Department, May 1972, p.
6.

38 fhid. For comprehensive discussions, see Fred E. Cross-
land, “Minority Access to College. A Ford Foundation Report.”
New York: Schocken, 1971; K. Patricia Cross, “Beyond the Open
Door.” San Francisco, Calif.: Jossey Bass, Inc., 1971; James
Coleman, et al, “Equality of Educational Opportunity.”” Wash-
ington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1966.

3 U.S. Department of Commerce, op. cit., p. 6.

10 Cross, op. cit., pp. 114-115. i

41 U.S, Department of Commerce, “General Social and Eco-
nomic Characteristics, 1970, New York,” table 46.

42 Cross, op. cit., pp. 116-117.

2. Access for Women

New York has granted a consistently higher pereent of
its degrees to women than has the Nation as a whole.
This is true at the bachelor’s, master’s, and doctoral lev-
els. At the doctoral level, New York grants about 18 per-
cenl of its degrees to women, against a United States av-
erage of about 13 pereent. New York grants a
substantially higher percent of doctorates to women than
any other major doctoral-producing state. Within New
York in 1969-70, the fields in which the grealest propor-
tion of doctorates were granted to women weve education
(30 percent), fine arts (31 percent), foreign languages
(37 pereent), language aris (33 percent). and psychology
(30 percent). In contrast. women gained an almost in-
significant proportion of doctorates in the physical sei-
ences (5 percenl) and engineering (1 percent). These
data are shown in table 19.

Recent inereases in the numbers of women in doctoral
education are also shown in table 19. In virtually all
fields shown there is a significantly higher percentage of
women enrolled in 1971.72 than gained their doclorates
in 1969-70. This presages a likely major increase in the
proportion of doctoral recipients who are women within
the next several years even allowing for the higher attri-
tion rate of women than men. (For comparative dala on
male-female altrition at the doctoral level, see footnote
44.) Examination of these dala by field shows thal the
relatively low representation of women in doctoral edu-
cation in New York is especially attributable to low fe-
male entrance into the “hard” sciences. Low enrollments
in these fields is, no doubt, caused in part by cultural
bias in admissions praclices, but it also reflects more
deeply inculcated cultural biases that discourage women
from choosing to enter or remain in these fields.

While the evidence is mixed on the question of sexual
discrimination in admissions practices and fellowship
awards, Ann Heiss in her study of major graduate

schools, {latly asserts that “ . . . not exeluding ncademie

qualifications, sex is probably the most disc iminatory
factor applied in the discussion of whether to widmit an
applicant to graduate school.” ** The Woodrow Wilson
National Fellowship Foundation found that while 43 per-
cent of the applicants for Woodrow Wilson Fellowships

43 Ihid, p. 93. For general data citing the approximate equal-
ity of women doctoral students in terms of graduation (at the
Pli.D. level) from the highest quality institutions proportional to
men, see Joln K. Folger, Helen S, Astin, and Alan E. Bayer,
“Human Resources and Doctoral Education.” New York: Rusgsell
Sage Foundation, 1970, p. 285. A comprchensive analysis of
women who hold the doctorate is found in Helen S. Astin, “The
Woman Doctorate in America: Origins, Career, and Family.”
New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1969.
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TABLE 19

Doctorates Awarded to Women in 1969-70 and 1971-72 Female Doctoral Enrollments
in New York State, by Field

1969-70 Doctorates

1971-72 Doctoral Enrollment

Number of

(Full & Part Time)

Doctorates % of Total Number of % of Total
Awarded to Doetorates Women Enrollment
Field Women in Field Enrolled in Field

Biological Sciences 41 14.3 617 28.4
Business 2 2.7 34 6.2
Education 189 29.7 1844 36.5
Engineering 3 0.9 40 1.9
Fine Arts 20 31.2 343 49,1
Foreign Languages 45 36.0 594 55.5
Letters 60 28.2 1148 41.5
Mathematics 9 7.6 152 17.1
Physical Sciences 20 4.8 209 10.5
Psychology 64 30.5 817 39.2
Soctal Sciences 92 19.0 1188 - 28.5
Total (includes all ficlds not eited) 600 18.4 7681 28.6

Souree: New York State Education Department, “College and University Degrees Conferred,
1969-70.” Higher Educition General Information Survey, Advanced Degree Enrollments, fall 1971,

were women, only 28 percent of those chosen were
women, and attributes this attrition from application to
acceptance in part to cultural bias.** There is also some
evidence that women are discriminated against in the
type of support they receive in graduate schools.'” An
extensive national survey of graduate students by the
American Council on Education shows that among the
group expecting the Ph.D., a slightly higher percent of
the women than the men had fellowship support (29 per-
cent to 26 percent), but the men had more sources of
support and also significantly ‘higher percent of teaching
and research assistantships than the women (43 percent
to 37 percent). A slightly higher percent of female than
male graduate students relied on their spouse for some
financial support (30 percent of the men and 33 percent
of the women) ¢

+ Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation, “Annual
Report, 1970-71.” Princeton, N.I., 1971, p. 16. The cultural bias
includes consideration of the greater difficulties of women in ob-
taining jobs commensurate with their training, ability, and inter-
ests. The higher attrition rates of female Woodrow Wilson fel-
lows may also be a factor. Of the classes of 1958, 1959, and
1960, 47 percent of the women obtained the Ph.D., whercas 76
percent of the men obtained the doctorate.

15 See, for exaimnple, Heiss, op. cit., p. 94.

16 Sec John A. Creager, “The Anierican Graduate Student: A
Normative Description” (ACE Research Reports, vol. 5 No. 5).
Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, October 1971,
p. 19. See also Folger, op. cit., p. 285; Hunter, op. cit,, pp. 31, 33.

3. Financial Barriers to Access

The information is not available to gauge accurately
and specifically the extent to which qualified students
have been denied access or have faced significantly lim-
ited alternatives to doctoral education because of lack of
financial support. Anecdotal accounts abound, but are
found on both sides of the question. Some information,
however, does strongly suggest the need for more sup-
port in this area.

First of all, the sharp drop in federally funded trainee-
ships and fellowships (which was more than 50 percent
between 1968 and 1972 and significantly greater in the
current fiscal year) has not only seriously curtailed ac-
cess generally, but has placed a special burden on the
poor, though qualified, student. One of the major effects
of the dramatic expansion of Federal funding of gradu-
ate education through both student aid and academic re-
search grants had bheen greatly to expand opportunities
for the talented student without economic resources of
his own or his family. This movement toward equality
on the basis of ability alone is now threatened with re-
gression.

Second, some idea of the large group of students with
limited financial resources in New York is seen from the
data of table 20. These data suggest that the group of
doctoral students needing substantially increased assist-
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TABLE 20

New York State Scholar Incentive Payments; Distribution by Net Income Level

52,000 $2,000-56,000 $56.001-58,000 S8.001-820,000
Undergraduate
1970.71 15% 35% 17% 33%
1971.72 15% 33% 16% 36%
Total Graduate
1970-71 28% 35% 13%: 24%
1971.72 30% 33% 14% 23%

Source: Regents Examination and Scholarship Center, New York State Education Department.

ance in order to remove financial barriers of access may
be in excess of one-third of the doctoral student popula-
tion. In 1971-72, 30 percent of all New York graduate
students who received scholar incentive payments had a
net taxable income of less than $2.000.%*

Additional suggestive data on unequal opportunity for
doctoral study on the basis of financial barriers is pro-
vided by New York’s Scholar Incentive system, shown in
table 21. The average award to all graduate students in
1971-72 under the Scholar Incentive Program was $331.
Advanced graduale students (mostly doctoral) received
an average award of $515 (1968 data). The maximum
annual award for doctoral students is now $600. This
level of support is clearly not adequate lo cqualize edu-
calional opportunity for economically disadvantaged
groups. This is especially the case for qualified students
seeking to attend private doctoral institutions which have
average annual tuitions of over $2,000 and which in
some cases charge almost $3,000 annually,

One study has found that 43 percent of graduate stu-
dents considered financial assistance to be the most im-
portant single factor in choosing a graduate school, and
56 percent made their decision about a specific graduate
school on that basis. Additional national surveys indicate
that doctoral students cite financial difficulties as the sin-

17 On a national scale, the median income of graduate stu-
dents was about $4,000 and one-half of the single men and
women had incomes of less than $3,000 in 1965, Hunter, op. cit.,
p. 17. The same study shows that the percent of male students
with graduate stipends rises with the increase in the father's
level of education, job status, and income (p. 35). Thus, support
at the graduate level has not bheen fundamentally apportioned in
consideration of sociocconomic equity or probable need.

TABLE 21
New York State
Scholar Incentive Payments:
Average Annual Award

Total First-Year Higher
Undergraduate Graduate Graduate  Graduate
1967-68 $171 $287 $520
1968-69 $105 $284 $515
1970-71 $178 8317
1971-72 $207 $331

Source: Regents Examination and Scholarship Center, New
York State Education Department.

¢le most important reason for not completing study more
rapidly or for discontinuing study.*®

15 Cited in Powel and Lawson, op. cit. p. 68; Hunter, op. cit,,
pp. 42-13, for response on not completing graduate study more
rapidly (31 percent of the fulltime student respondents eom-
pared to 13 percent for the next reason) 3 Creager, op. cit. p. 41,
for responses on whether finance will prevent eompletion of grad-
uate study (9 percent, yes, and 28 percent, maybe, among those
students expecting a Ph.D.), It should be noted that recent stud-
jes by David Breneman have minimized the role of student finan-
cial support in explaining doctoral student attrition and cmpha-
sized internal market conditions in institutions and the relative
external market for Ph.D.'s as hasie factors. See David W. Brene-
man, “The Ph.D. Production Function: The Case at Berkeley.”
Berkeley, Calif.: University of California, Berkeley, 1970; David

. Breneman, “An Economic Theory of Ph.D. Production.”
Berkeley, Calif.: University of California, Berkeley, 1970; and
David W. Breneman, “The Ph.D). Degree at Berkeley, Interviews,
Placement and Recommendations,” Berkeley, Calif.: University of
California, Berkeley, 1971. Breneman does not eall for an end to
student aid. but for the allocation of student enrollments so as to
reduce the high attrition of doctoral students.
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I1. Objectives for the Seventies

The problems confronting doctoral education in New
York are systemwide in nature and effects, encompassing
all types of institutions, public and private, large and
small, complex and specialized. This is true of problems
of quality, costs and finaneing, changing manpower and
student needs, and equity in student opportunity. Clearly,
therefore, the State has a responsibility to deal with
these problems and to promote the orderly development
of doctoral education on a statewide basis. The commis-
sion believes that all New York’s doctoral institutions
should be regarded as a system of complementary, inter-
related parts. All of New York’s institutions should be
regarded as distinctive in self-defined missions and pur-
poses but as all working within a common framework.

The commission believes that the objectives for the
1970’s in New York’s doctoral institutions within a con-
text of common needs, interests, and purposes should be

(A) maximum gquality in doctoral education, on an
institutional and statewide basis

{B) maximum economy, efliciency, and effectiveness
in the use of the resources for doctoral education
on an institutional and statewide basis

(€C) equity in access to doctoral education for all doc-
toral students,

It is the major and difficult task of both institutions
and the Regents, as the State’s coordinating body in
higher education, to work toward these objectives to the
greatest possible extent through judicious programs of
coordination and selective use of resources. It should be
the objective of all concerned to make progress toward
these objectives as complementary and as mutually rein-
forcing as possible on a statewide basis In a period of
constraint and consolidation, moreover, emphasis should
be placed on maximum effectiveness in the use of re-
sources on a statewide basis. Of course, institutional di-
versily, flexibility, and initiative should also be sustained
in this process as much as possible.

The following section discusses approaches that the
commission believes appropriale to pursuit of the several
objectives. It is expected that these approaches should be
multipurpose, such as supporting the objective of in-
creased efficiency as well as qualily, or increased student
opportunity as well as net economy.

29

A. Maimtaining and Improving Quality

A central objective in doctoral education should be the
maintenance and improvement of quality, There are
great ambiguities and subtleties of concept surrounding
quality."” But quality does exist, and it needs no de-
fense as a goal. Quality should be a basic determinant in
the allocation of resources in doctoral education. Thus
its assessment, however difficult, is of central importance.
The following discussion indicates some of the factors
and methods the commission believes important in the
assessment of quality.

1. Assessments of Quality

It is clear that assessments of quality must be respon-
sive to the mix of objectives of each program being eval-
uated. Some may be geared primarily to the production
of new knowledge, some primarily to the application of
knowledge to solving technological and societal prob-
lems, and others primarily to the training of skilled
teachers.”” As the objectives vary in relative impor-
tance, so too must the criteria used to judge success in
meeting the defined objectives. In addition, all evalua-
tions must be sensitive to the environment of free in-
quiry characteristic of high quality programs.

Evaluation by Peer Groups

The commission believes that evaluations by external
peer groups hest assess the appropriateness of program
objectives and the effectiveness with which they are
being met, as well as the less tangible milieu and “cli-
mate” of quality. Such groups should include both aca-

4 Allan Cartter has noted, for example, that ultimately qual-
ity is an “attribute of value” and cannot be objectively measured.
Cartter, op. cit,, p. 4.

5 The purposes of graduate education are discussed, for ex.
ample in the National Board on Graduate Education, op. cit., pp.
3.6. For additional discussion and critique, sve Heiss, op. cit;
Bernard Berelson, “Graduate Education in the United States,”
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1960; Clark Kerr, “The Uses of the
University.” New York: MHarper and Row, 1963; Stephen M.
Spurr, “Academic Degree Structures,” New York: McGraw-Hill,
1970; and McCarthy and Ilner, op. cit.
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demic and nonacademic members and recent doctoral
graduates. They should of course assess a program hoth
through appropriate slatistical indexes of quality and
also through extensive interviews and discussions with
students, recent graduates, faculty, and administration.
The peer groups should examine the various aspects of
program effectiveness and success within the context of
the defined objectives of a program. The factors to be
considered include supportiveness of gradoate students;
quality of informal and formal advisement and supervi-
sion; degree of cooperalion, morale. and commonality of
purpose among both students and faculty; effecliveness
of teaching; student quality; institutional support for
doctoral programs; comprehensiveness of instruction;
coherence of programs within a department; and suppor-
live facilities. A major aspect of these peer group evalua-
tions should be examination of the quality of the out-
comes of the doctoral program as indicated by the
quality of student research and dissertations and by fac-
ulty research (or other creative achievement). Evalua-
tions should also attempl to assess qualily in terms of
how fully a program has utilized or developed student
ability and in terms of ltow the students have bheen
changed or affected by the educational process.

The commission feels that evaluators should particuo-
larly assess the responsiveness of each program to
changes within the methodology and structure of knowl-
cdge in each discipline. They should assess the respon-
siveness of programs to the problems of the rapid ohso-
lescence of specialized knowledge characteristic of some
fields. As is appropriate in the various disciplines, they
should assess each program’s responsiveness both to need
for increased or changed specialization and also to needs
for more interdisciplinary training. In sum, evaluators
should examine not only the effectiveness with which a
program’s stated objectives are met but should also as-
sess each program’s objectives in the context of changes
within the discipline being examined.

The commission believes thal evaluators should also be
sensitive to changing work roles and activities in each
discipline and to problems of possible mistraining and
misutilization of Ph.D.’s. Clearly, only a limited number
of programs fully committed to producing university re-
search professors will be needed. There should be read-
justments in values and purposes among graduate facul-
ties so as to prepare doctoral students more adequately
for changing work roles. Evaluations by peer groups
should assess responsiveness to new needs. These include
more generalized, cross-disciplinary analysis and -more
sophisticated, problem-solving capabilities. The “consum-
ers” of doctoral educatlion especially — the students,

alumni, and employers—sliould he assayed as to the effec-
tiveness of the program being examined in preparing
students for work, both in terms of needed skills and
knowledge and in terms of allitnde toward different roles
they will assume.

2. Efficiency and Quality

The commission believes that in a period of limited
resonrces there must be increasing examination of the ef-
liciency and productivity of doctoral programs, The dis-
enssion of quality in New York’s inslitutions has noted
that the high quality institutions generally are more
eflicient in doctoral production than low rated institu-
tions. Analysis by the National Science Board shows that
high  quality  institulions have higher graduate
student/faculty ralios and grant more doctorates per fac-
ulty member and per graduate student than low quality
institutions.™ Programs characterized by both efliciency
of "production and high quality should be strongly sup-
ported wherever they exist.

Programs should be carefully examined for low
efliciency and productivity, using such indexes as num-
ber of students and degrees granted, altrition “rate.
alumni productivilty (as indicated by job placement,
employer satisfaction, research achievement), and stu-
dent and faculty research (or creative achievement). Pro-
wrams of low quality accompanied by low efliciency or
productivily should be considered for phasing out. It
must be emphasized that efliciency should not replace
other indexes of quality, but it should be considered in
the larger context of rclative benefit and need to both
the inslitution and society.

3. Size and Quality

An increasing body of information shows the general
correlations of size and quality. The Nalional Science
Board in its study of correlates of quality has found, for
example, that high quality doctoral institutions have
larger degree outputs, a higher ratio of doctorates to
baccalaureale degrees, larger departments (in terms of
faculty members), greater educational and general in-
come, and greater Federal funding for academic research
and devclopment than low qualily institutions.”® High

51 National Seience Board, op, cil., pp. 77-81, 92.97. The total
student/fuculty ratio was lowest in the high quality institutions
and increased with the decline in quality class of institution. The
National Secience Boeard notes that low student/faculty ratios
might be cxpeeted in new high quality programs which had not
yet achieved widespread repute among potential graduate stue
dents.

52 National Seience Board, op. cit., pp. 53-65.
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quality institutions characteristically have a number of
high quality programs in related fields. The National
Science Board has suggested as a “critical mass” mini-
mum for doctoral institutions, seven doctoral programs
in mutually supporting fields, of seven faculty members
and 49 students each.* These kinds of data and analy-
ses suggest giving support to a general resource concen-
tration policy in the State’s system of doctoral education.

Thus the examination of quality has a variety of
aspects and ramifications. Assessments should be sensi-
tive to the diversity of professional and social roles for
which doctoral education prepares students. Within this
framework, evaluations of quality should centrally exam-
ine the extent to which doctoral programs fulfill their
stated objectives. Beyond this assessment, however, eval-
uations should consider the degree to which programs
are preparing students for changes in both their disci:
pline and in kinds of work activity. In addition, evalua-
tions should assess quality in relationship to various fac-
tors of efficiency. These several considerations should be
a hasis on which to establish priorities of relative benefit
and need and on which to allocate resources for the sup-
port of doctoral education,

B. Increasing Economy, Efficiency, and
Effectiveness

A second major objective of State policy in the 1970’
should be utilization of New York’s total resources for
doctoral education in a more economical, efficient, and
effective way. This means the reduction of unneeessary
duplication and competition in the State’s system of doc-
toral education. It means maximizing such desired attrib-
utes of doctoral education as high quality and increased
student opportunity in the most economical and efficient
way while at the same time maintaining the pluralism
and diversity of New York’s system. It means, finally,
making the State’s resources for doctoral education more
effectively responsive to societal and individual needs.

Approaches to realizing these objectives may he dis-
cussed within three cafegories which are mutually sup-
portive, They are (1) reviews of program need, henefit,
and purposes (2) development of interinstitutional coop-
eration and coordination, and (3) selective financial sup-
port for doctoral programs.

1. Reviews of Program Need

Because education has entered a perioed of constraint
in growth and resources and because of changing socie-

53 [Dbid., pp. 97-102.

tal and individual demands, it is imperative that there he
systematic reviews of need, henefit, and purposes in doc-
toral programs. These assessments from the broad
perspective of need should mesh with the assessment of
quality discussed in the preceding section. Reviews
should occur on two levels. The first is within the institu-
tion itself and the second at the State level.

Institutional Self-Evaluation

All doctoral programs should be self-evaluated by in-
stitutions in terms of both institutional needs and priori-
ties and in terms of societal needs for doctorates in the
discipline. These internal reviews may he appropriate at
various levels. They may be universitywide, or as in the
case of State University of New York and City Univer-
sity of New York, systemwide.

It is apparent that some doctoral programs are exces-
sively costly in terms of benefits to the institution or stu-
dents. The faculty may be too small or the students too
few for an effective program. There may be inadequate
quality of students or faculty, or poor productivity and
achievement. There may be inadequate specialized sup-
portive facilities, notably libraries or equipment for sci-
entific research. A program may detract significantly
from the quality and eflectiveness of undergraduate work
in the same field. A program may not contribute to or
enhance doctoral programs in other disciplines in the in-
stitution, but instead, by virtue of unusually high cost,
seriously weaken them. In addition, institutions should
evaluate their doctoral programs in the context of exist-
ing strong programs in the field in the State and Nation.
If the program is comparatively weak, serious considera-
tion should be given to eith.r raising it to high quality
or else eliminating it and using its resources
elsewhere.™!

Special consideration should also he given to the fu-
ture of all fields examined in the context of scientific
and scholarly trends and in terms of national needs. Al-
though doctoral education cannot bhe geared exclusively
or even primarily to employment preparation, institu-
tions should, nevertheless, be increasingly sensitive in
their evaluations to the degree to which these programs
are responding to changes in employment patterns. As in
external reviews of qualily, doctoral programs should be

5t The Carnegie Conmmission on Higher Education in “The
More Effective Use of Resources” (1972) discusses such institu-
tional reviews, especially pp, 91-110. Problems of resouree alloca-
tion are analyzed quantitatively in a number of the studies ema-
nating from the Ford Foundation Program for Research in
University Administration. For two examples of procedures and
eriteria for institutional self-evaluation of programs, sce appendix
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examined by institutions themselves in terms of whether
they are making their students increasingly vulnerable to
changes in their discipline or the job market and
whether they are training them to deal with broad func-
tional problems and interdisciplinary problems.

The effect of such internal reviews of doctoral pro-
grams in terms of quality. costs. and benefit to the insti-
tation and society shonld result in a more effective and
eflicient internal structnre of doctoral education at a
higher level of quality.

Statewide Review and Coordination

As the body responsible for the development of higher
education on a statewide basis, the Regents should hoth
intensively and systematically review programs and vig-
orously exercize their coordinating function in the inter-
ests of maximum overall economy, efficiency. and effec-
tiveness. As the only agency at the State level with
coguizance over all New York’s education institutions.
they should insure that. duplication is avoided. that
needed areas are served. and that an increasingly interre-
lated system develops. To this end. they should rigor-
ously assess proposed new programs in the context of
existing regional State. and national programs in the
same field according to standards of both need and qual-
ity., In assessments of quality in existing programs, the
Regents, like the doctoral institutions themselves. should
examine each program’s contribution to both societal
and institutional needs. Finally. the Regents should un-
dertake a systematic study of the economics of doclorale
production in New-York’s doctoral institutions in order
lo ascertain the actual and relative cost of doctoral edu-
cation among institutions and disciplines. Analysis along
this line should contribute greatly to the more eflicient
and economical allocation of resources.

2. Developing Interinstitutional Ceoperation
and Coordination

Interinstitutional cooperation and coordination hold
areat promise for promoting all of the commission’s rec-
ommended objectives for the seventies. Sharing facilities
and faeulty and providing for eross registration of stu-
dents, for example, are obvious ways of extending the
benefits of high quality resources as well as minimizing
unnecessary duplication and competition and probably
saving money. A speeial study prepared for this report
avers that “. . . At issue in this study is not so much
whether joint efforts among colleges and universilies can
or should exist (the lengthy history of, and increasing
experience with, various forms of interinstitutional coop-

eration has clearly answered this the aflirmative), but
rather for what purposes, under what conditions, and in
what  forms  might  such  combinations he most
effective?” > The eommission concurs in this outlook
and Delieves that purposeful ventures in coordination
and cooperation will contribute importantly to increased
quality. student opportunity, and efliciency.

Interinstitutional cooperation may proceed in a variely
of forms. It may develop between graduate departments
in the same dizciplines, in complementary disciplines. or
between institutions with mutual interests. It may de-
velop regionally. on a statewide basis, or on an interstate
basis, It should occur within formal and informal group-
ings. Encouragement and stimulus should be given to all
forms of cooperation that promote the objectives of Stale
policy in doctoral education. There may be a special op-
portunily for cooperative efforts within the framework of
regional programs now heing established.

The possible forms of cooperation can be ealegorized
in many wavs. In the paper prepared for this study. the
anthors have categorized major forms: (1) instructional
forms and techniques (particularly in technology): (2)
joint degree programs; (3) faculty sharing: (4) student
exchange: (5) student research {field experience); 10)
service and applied expertise: (7} facilities sharing; (8)
faculty development: (9) faculty research.

The authors of this paper suggest that all nine of these
categories of coordination at the doctoral level might
apply under the assumptions. clearly applicable to the
Regents. that {a) the eoordinating agency plays a strong
or moderate role. (b) there is a State policy of main-
taining a balanee between private and public institutions,
{¢) there is a strong coordinaling agency commitment to
quality.™

Some forms of interinstitutional
clearly more readily effected than others, in large part

cooperation are

becanse of a low perceived threat to the autonomy or
basic intetests of institntions or aflected groups within
institutions. Thus, facilities sharing and student exchange
can be relatively ecasily implemented. Facilities sharing is
also likely to result in cost savings by participating insti-
tutions. Other forms of cooperation, such as joint degree
programs or sharing of institutional techniques and
forms. might be more diflicult because of high perceived
threats to interest= within institutions. Whatever the un-
certainties and difficulties, however, it is elear that inter-
institutional cooperation can and should be an important
means of increasing the total effectiveness of New York’s

an Peterson and Woggett, op. cit, p. 1.
5 Ihid, pp. 18:26. Sce appendix E for a more detailed pres-
entation,
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system of doctoral education in weeting its needs and ve-
sponsthilities.

3. Financial Support for Doctoral Programs

The commission believes the State’s commitment 1o
doctoral education must be accompanied by the willing-
ness to provide suflicient resources and opportunity for it
to sustain itsell in a productive and eflicient manner at a
high level of quality. Its support of programs in the pub-
fic cector is direct and straightforward through the usual
budgeting process and appropriations by the Legislatrre.
Contributions of public mouneys lo programs in the pri-
vate seclor are made through direct grants, nnder the
Bundy Law. to individual institutions for each degree
granted.* While the commission recognizes the many
questions surrounding the issue of disbursement of pub-
lic moneys lo a mixed publie and private educational en-
terprise, it strongly helieves that appropriate support
should be provided for high quality and needed pro-
grams in both seclors. '

It should be reemphasized at this point that it is in the
State’s interest to maintain continuation of programs of
high quality because quality and eflicieney are mutually
reenforcing. As noted in the discussion of the correlates
of quality, the highest quality inslitutions are often also
the most eflicient, producing more doctorates per faculty
member and per graduate student than lower quality in-
stitutions. Additionally, the National Science Board has

“found that the unit cost of raising quality is least at the

top end of the scale*™ Thus, it would generally be more
economical for the State 1o sustain high quality in estab-
lished programs than to altempt lo raise qualily through
large investments in low quality programs. It should also
be noted that high quality programs are generally most
suceessful in attracting funds from external sources. All
these considerations apply both to public and private in-
stitutions.

Although calculations of the costs of doctoral educa-
tion within a university are still not developed to the
point where preeise figures are available, there is consid-
erable evidence that the amounts formally hudgeted in
the public sector do not really cover actual costs. The es-
timate of about 88,500 (Section I D) as the average an-
nual cost for doctoral education per full-time equivalent
student does not square with the annual budgeted alloca-

* Public funds also acerue to private institutions through
such programs as the Regents Scholarships and Student Incentive
aid wherein awards made 1o individual students are used for tui.
liur:l payments at the institutjon, public or private, the student at-
tends.

57 Nationul Science Board, op. cit,, pp. 108-113.

G THE NEEDS OF DOCTORAL EDUCATION IN NYS 33

tions at public institutions variously cited from $3.800 to
$5.600. with more weight given the lower figure. (Com.
parable figures were not readily available from the pri-
vale sector.) The difference must be made up by funds
from tition. sponsored programs, or other sourees. If
this is achieved, the full educational costs will be forth-
coming. If this is not achieved, then the doctoral pro-
aram will suffer or support will be drawn from other lev.
els of instruction. There appears o be evidence for the
latter in both the public and private sectors. To the ex-
tent that is so. a poor almosphere is provided for sus.
taining the Kind of doctoral education enterprise to
which the State aspires, to say nothing of the effects on
other levels of nstruction. '

The State and New York City in its relation to The
City University have the responsibility to insure that the
doctoral programs in the publie institulions, meeting the
standards of present or potential high quality and need
receive appropriate support. They have an important
place and serve important functions within New York’s
overall educational svstem. Having made a commitment
to establizh this level of education in the publie institu-
tions. it is vital that the State and city see o it that the
qualified programs are maintained to achieve the goals
set for them. With probably many. if not moest, programs
sUll in relatively carly stages of maturity and growth,
and during a time of diminishing support from tradi-
tional sources, particular attention and discrimination
are required to concentrate available resources for doc-
toral education most appropriately.

The State and city also have a considerable stake in
the continuation of programs of high quality and need
in the private sector. Generally speaking, it would be
more expensive for them to provide additional doctoral
education for more students at public institutions than to
subsidize their education at privale institutions. Thus, a
program of increased Bundy aid support for doctoral ed-
ueation, within the limils of the subvention with public
funds for support of doctoral education at public institu-
tions, should promote net efficiency and cconomy in New
York’s system of doctoral edueation. Under the present
formula, $2,100 is granted for each doctorate awarded.
This represents, on the average, about one-twentieth of
the estimated actual cost of each degree.

The commission is aware of the many questions of
both principle and pragmatisin surrounding the applica-
tion of the present formula for Bundy aid. The formula
does not, for example, discriminate among programs or
institutions on the basis of such faclors as quality, re-
sources, level of sponsored research, student aid, or in-
structional practice, Neither, insofar as can be deter-
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mined. do appropriations to individual institutions in the
public sector so discriminate. As has already been stated.
the commission believes that public funds should be
appropriated to support diseriminately doctoral educa.
tion on the basis of high quality and need,

C. Toward Equity in Access

A third objective of State policy in the 1970° should
be to provide equal opportunity for doctoral education
to all qualified students at all the institutions. both pub-
lic and private, within the State. Full realization of this
goal should not be frustrated by sociocconomic or cul-
tural barriers.

1. Reducing Economice Barriers

Financial considerations may be the most pervasive
barrier to access. While data are not available on the
number and quality of students excluded from doctoral
education by lack of financial resourees, a substantial
munmber of doctoral students and qualified potential stu-
dents do lack adequate financial resources, The problem
of fimancial Larriers has heen both illustrated and exac-
erbated by the decline in public fellowships, traineeships.
and assistant=hips support for doctoral students, Whereas
Federal fellowships and trainceships, which had effec-
tively reduced financial harriers for science students in
the 1960, supported 20 percent of United Stated gradu-
ate students in 1963-69, by 1972-73. they supported only
7 pereent of the graduate students

The problems of inadequate student aid have haid
major impact on students® opportunity to attend the pri-
vate universities where tuitions are higher than at the
public institutions, and where the traditional sources for

their support are much diminished. The commission be-

lieves that if the objective of equal opportunity for ad-
mission of qualified students to any of the doctoral pro-
grams in the Stale is to be vealized. then a student grant
based on the difference in tuition at the public and
private institution and on the students’ individual need
should be fortheoming,

This is probably best accomplished through the State’s
Seholar Tucentive Program, modified to accomplish the
objective described heve. In devising formulae for enact-
ing this recommendation, however, these grants for nar-
rowing the public/private tuition gap, should not, when
coupled with Bundy aid to the institution, exceed the

Seventies,” op. cit, p. 12

limits established by the cost subvention for doctoral ed-
ucation at the public institutions. At the same time, care
should be taken that support for achievement of equity
in access should not become a stimulus 1o great doctoral
enrollinent expansion.

It should be emphasized that inereased public support
of doctoral students is desirable for reasons of general
economic benefit. Estimates of the “costs™ of doctoral ed-
ucation frequently underestimate both the costs o the
student and the ceconomic contributions of doctoral train.
ing to society. All commentstors agree that in addition
to the actual costs to the student of tuition and subsist
ence, carnings foregone while in graduate school must be
counted. It is also estimated that most. if not all, of the
public cost of education at the doctoral level s paid
baek through the higher taxes resultant from the higher
income attributable to the doctorate, There are. of
course. additional benefits acerning to soeiety from the
existence of doctoral education and manpower in the
form of new knowledge, economic  development. and
other less tangible dividends Clearly. substantial sup-
port of doctoral students is a judicious public invest-
ment,

2. Removing Barriers to Minority Groups
and Women

In its first report. the National Board on Graduate Ed-
ucation makes the observation . . . *The overnhelming
majority of faculty members in the United States are
white males, It ix unlikely that this aceurately reflects the
distribution of talents required for teaching and research
in the population.”™ * In view of the fact that the docto-
rate is a general requisite for faculty membership, it ap-
pears a safe assumption that whatever the reasons, this is
a reflection of what had transpired in pust years in grad-
uate schools,

Although representation of minorities and women' in
doctoral studies is increasing, they are still underrepre.
sented. As already noted, in 1970 women accounted for
only 29 pereent of the doctoral enrolliment in New York
and minority wmembers for less than 10 percent (blacks
for less than 1 pereent), Athough there are some find-
ings to the contrary, the evidenee appears to be predomi.
nantly on the side that women indeed have heen subject
to significant diserimination in gaining aceess to doe.
toval studies in certain fickls and in certain justitutions.

M For o discussion of costs and “return™ on investment, see
Freeman, op. cit, especially chapters 5 and 6, and Powel and
Lamson, op. cit., especially chapter 2,

o National Board on Graduate Education, op. eit, p. 1L
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In the case of minorities, there is evidence that at pres-
ent discrimination in admission to doctoral studies is not
the significant factor it once was. Low minority represen-
tation in doctoral studies at this time prohably derives
most importantly from low income and the serious disad-
vanlages minority group members still face at educa-
tional levels below the doctorate.

Whatever the deep-seated cultural and socioeconomic
barriers causing disproportionately low minority enroll-
ments, aflirmative action measures should he taken by

hoth institutions and the State to increase enrollments of
qualified students in these groups in doctoral programs.
There should he a continuing examination of the admis-
sions practices, enrollments, and attrition rates of these
students to insure equity in access and responsiveness lo
the special needs of these groups. The State should also
promote, through aflirmative action programs, thor-
oughly equal employment opportunities for minority
members and women as stafl members in doctoral insti-
tutions or others requiring doctorates.



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

III. Recommendations

A major theme of this report is the need for New
York 1o coordinate “is planning for doctoral education at
the State level. This recommendation derives its force
from the fact that this is a period in which the resources
available for doctoral education are clearly limited and
promise to remain so in the foreseeable future. Conse-
quently, the traditional practice of individual institutions
seeking lo develop their own comprehensive doctoral
programs, often in fierce competition with each other,
can no longer be justified. The present situation requires
that future development of doctoral education in the
State be guided by the principle that doctoral programs
should complement one another so that their quality and
purposes are muinally supportive to the greatest extent
possible. The arrangement of higher education in New
York in three separale sectors, State University, City
University, and the private institutions, make this even
more essential.

The commission makes its specific recommiendations in
cognizance of the Regents mandated responsibility to co-
ordinate planning for all higher education in the State,
both in the public and private sectors, and their author-
ity to accredil programs to all the institutions and to
evaluate eligibility for aid to private institutions undecr
the Bundy Law. It is noted in this regard that the Board
of Regents possesses virtually all the characteristics and
functions ‘cited by the Carnegie Commission on the Fu-
ture of Higher Educatipn as appropriate ior a statewide
higher education coordinating and planning agency.

Finally, the commission takes note of-the richly di-
verse array of doctoral institutions and programs in the
State in both the public and private sectors. The national
and indeed international standing and roles of many of
them should not be devalued by the recommendations
for statewide coordination and planning.

Recommendations

(1) The Regents should regard all the doctoral pro-
grams at both the public and private institutions, as con-
stituting together an interrelated system Jor doctoral edu-
cation.

The commiission considers this recommendation to be
fundamental. Doctoral education faces an abnndance of
complex problems at this time, and its purposeful coordi-
nation at the State level is essential if New York is to
preserve and strengthen its posilion in this vital area of
higher education. '

The Regents, as the responsible agency at the State
level for coordinating the planning of higher education,
should take steps to insure that all the State’s doctoral
programs, individually and collectively, arve of the high-
est quality, that they are pursued with economy and
efliciency, and that sociceconomic and cultural barriers
to access are eliminated. The other recommendations of
the commission are directed essentially toward the reali-
zalion of these goals.

(2) The Regents should have a general policy of con-
centrating programs at a relatively limited number of in-
stitutions in the interest of both highest quality and the
most efficient and economical use of limited resources.

An increasing body of information indicates that both
high quality and economies of scale are generally found
in institutions which have a major commitment to doc-
toral education and which have substantial programs in
related fields. The advantage of mutual support of re-
lated programs wherein their physical and financial re-
sources and the interests, knowledge, and competencies
of faculty and students are shared is best realized by
concentrating these programs at a relatively limited num-
ber of institutions, At the same time, in a stale as large
and diverse as New York, due consideration must also
be given lo regional needs.

(3) The Regents should establish special committees to
review the quality of and need for doctoral programs in
selected disciplinary areas. Only programs meeting
standards of present or potential high quality, and need
should be offered.

This recommendation stresses the paramount impor-
tance of quality and need in doctoral education. Only
programs meeling standards of high quality and need
should be sustained. Even those programs which hereto-
fore have been regarded as being of sufficient quality re-
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quire serious review at this time of limited resources and
new estimates of need. However diflicult and challenging
a task this recommendation presents, the problems it ad-
dresses must nevertheless be faced.

The commission rccommends, first, that the Regents
appoint evaluation committees in the disciplinary areas
they wish to study and charge them with evaluating the
programs according to specified criteria and procedures.
The commission believes thal evaluations are ordinarily
best made by groups composed primarily of peers in the
disciplinary area. These peers should be primarily from
out-of-state, represent both the academic and nonaca-
demic seclors, and include recent doctoral graduates.

The committees should employ combinations of objec-
tive and judgmental criteria in making their evaluations.
The criteria should reflect the joint requirements of high
quality and need. Among the specific factors that must
be considered are quality of students, scholarly achieve-
ment of faculty, availability of laboratory and library fa-
cilities, success in graduating enrolled students, financial
support, the supervision and guidance of students, and
the need for each program and ils appropriateness for
students’ career aspiralions.

Within the context of this report, “necd for programs”
has several connotations. It includes the need to sustain
the expansion and transmission of knowledge in even the
most esoleric fields; the need lo produce skilled man-
power for employment in industry, education, govern-
menl, or olher sectors; the need lo develop understand-
ing and methodologies that may be used to deal with
societal problems; and the need for new forms and types
of programs in docloral education. The evaluative proce-
dure should give weight Lo these several aspects of need
according to the special character of each discipline. As-
sessments of nced should be made on regional, statewide,
and national bascs, again according to the special char-
acter of each discipline.

Consideration of the “appropriateness of programs for
students’ career aspiralions” has generally not been em-
phasized enough in the evaluation of dactoral programs.
The practice in most fields has been primarily to prepare
doctorates for research oriented careers in universities.
The sharp contraction of the academic market and conse-
quent grealer likclihood of employment in other sectors
and in new kinds of work aclivity necessitate much
closer examination of the purposes and processes of doc-
toral education.

The commission recommends, second, that on the
basis of the comumittees’ reports and recommendations,
the Regents should give consideration to which programs
should be suslained, placed on probation, or in case of

serious deficiency. dercgistered. Probation of a program
should be for a period of 3 years, at the end of which
time its status should be reviewed. The question of with-
drawal of registration presents difficult and painful prob-
lems for all concerncd. When a program that fails 1o
meet standards has been identified, the commission rec-
ommends that the Regents, in consullation with the insti-
tution affccted, arrange for its phasing out over a rea-
sonable period of time with due consideration for the
faculty and students involved.

The particular stalewide evaluations recommended
here are envisaged as part of the current special reexam-
ination and reevaluation of doctoral education in the
State. The commission recognizes, of course, that the
regular revicw of programs lo maintain standards in all |
areas of doctoral study is the continuing task of the
State [Lducation Department. The commission recom-
mends that the Department take the same actions pro-
posed here with regard lo support and registration of all
doctoral programs on the basis of their review and as-
sessment.

(4) New York State should lend its financial support in
hoth the public and private sectors only to programs
meeting the standards of existing or potential high qual-
ity and need. Programs without these qualifications
should not be supported.

The commission believes it is essential that financial
support of programs by the State be provided selectively
on the basis of quality and need. At a time when re-
sources are constrained and when review and reevalua-
tion are watchwords in doctoral education, the State
should nol expend resources on programs which do not
meet standards of high quality and need. These funds
would be much more effective if reallocated to the sup-
port of those programs that do meet such standards.

The privale institutions’ main source of State funds is
Bundy aid. Present practice calls {for awards lo be made
for doctoral degrees granted from all registered pro-
grams. The commission recommends that awards be
made only for degrees granted from individual pro-
grams that meel the standards determined by the Re-
gents. Programs on probation would also warrant sup-
port.

The commission also recommends that financial sup-
port for doctoral education in the public institutions be
given only on a selective basis to approved programs. In
addition, the present funding formula for doctoral educa-
tion in public institutions, which rests on enrollment,
should be modified to incorporate a factor based upon
awarded degrees. It is urged that the Legislature and
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Governor authorize funds for support of only those pro-
grams meeting the standards of high quality and need.

(5) New York State should strengthen its support of all
programs that meet the standards of high quality and
need.

This recommendation is advanced in recognition of
the need for the State lo make an unqualified :comrit-
ment to support its high quality and needed programs in
doctoral education. Such programs are found in both the
public and private institutions. Many of these institu-
tions are national and international researck centers,
drawing talent and money to New York, enhancing its
economic development, and making available their many
resources and talents for use by industry and: govern-
ment.

The commission recommends that the programs at the
public institutions meeting the standards of quality and
need bhe adequately supported. The selective funding of
only such programs as these, as called for in recommmen-
dation (4), would allow for the concentration of re-
sources to increase their support. It is strongly recom-
mended that the State and cily make a commitment to
insure thal the programs in their institutions meeting the
standards of quality and need that have been developed
are sustained with adequate support. It is urged that the
Legislature and Governor authorize these funds.

Programs of quality and need should also be sup-
ported at New York’s private institutions. They histori-
cally have produced most of the State’s doctorates and
will continue to do so in the foreseeable future. In view
of their importance to doctoral education in New York,
the commission believes that the level of Bundy aid
could be doubled from the present level ($2,400 per de-
gree, or approximately $400 per year per FTE student)
without raising serious questions..of its being dispropor-
tionate to the State’s and city’s subvention of doctoral
programs in public universities. The award of Bundy aid
only to qualified programs as called for in recommenda-
tion (4) would allow for the concentration of resources
in their support.

(6) The Regents should sponsor Uicreased cooperation
and coordination in doctoral education by the institu-
tions within the State.

In order to design and promote purposeful interinsti-
tutional cooperalion in as many ways as possible, the
commission recommends that the Regents direct the es-
tablishment of committees of representatives in the var-
jous disciplinary areas from the State’s doctoral institu-

tions. The commission bhelieves that each committee
should be given a specific charge and be required to sub-
mit a report of its efforts. This system of committees
should provide opportunities for both public and private
institutions to achieve improved quality, economy, and
student opportunity. This cooperation may proceed on a
variety of levels—between individual institutions, region-
ally, statewide and interstate—as the hest opportunities
may appear.

{7) The Regents should insure that doctoral education
ai all institutions within the State be accessible to all
qualified New York students. Economic and cultural bar-
riers lo the realization of this goal should be eliminated.

This recommendation has a number of facets, but its
essence is that access to doctoral education must be
equally available to all qualified students at all the insti-
tutions, both public and private, within the State. The
commission recommends that the Regents insure that
economic and cultural barriers do not prevent the reali-
zation of this goal.

In furtherance of this objective, the commission rec-
ommends that differences in tuition between the public
and private institutions be considered to prevent this
economic factor from limiting students’ range of oppor-
tunities for doctoral education. The financial grants fo
be provided New York students in such a new program
to achieve this objective should be based on need. In de-
vising formulae for this purpose, however, these grants
should not, when coupled with Bundy aid to the private
institutions, exceed the limits established by the public
cost subvention for doctoral education at the public insti-
tutions.

In addition, the commission recommends that sex and
minority group membership he eliminated as barriers to
enrollment in doctoral programs for qualified students.
The Regents are urged to continue their efforts to insure
that women and others heretofore excluded by those bar-
riers have full opportunity to secure doctoral education
so that they may subsequently participate more widely in
society in all those aclivities requiring such preparation.

(8) The Regents should require thal, as part of the
1974 statewide master plan progress report, all the doc-
toral-granting institutions be required to review their
doctoral programs [rom the point of view of determining
ancw their purpose, place, and need in overall institu-
tional plans.

This recommendation is made to emphasize the re-
sponsibility and opportunity institutions have, particu-
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larly al this time and in conjunction with this specific
study, to review their plans with respect to doctoral pro-
grams. The review should include consideration of the
many faclors that have been discussed in this reporl,
such as the qualily of and need for doctoral programs,
but should also consider the relative importance of these
doctoral offerings to the institutions’ overall programs.
The commission is parlicularly sensitive to the need for
institutions to reconsider the benefits of allocalion of re-
sources to doctoral programs as compared with other
needs on the campus.

It may be said that such reviews nve part of the regu-
lar ongoing business of an instit and indeed it is
expecled that this is so. The reason emphasizing it at
this juncture is that within the context of the recommen-
dations proposed in this report. a signtficant atmosphere
for change is generated. The opportunity for effecting
such change, where warranted, should not be lost.

(9) The Commuissioner of Education should end the
moratorium on new doctoral programs when ready to
implement criteria. and procedures that will insure that
any new programs f[ully meet rigorous standards of po-
tential quality and need.

The commission recommends an end to the morato-
rium under the condition stated. It recommends that ap-
propriate procedures be established lo apply criteria for
new programs: (1) the program must have a definite,
strong commitment for support from ils institution; (2)
the proposed program should give definite promise of as
high or higher quality than existing programs in the
same field; (3) the need for the program must be
clearly demonstrated; and (4) the impact of the new
program on existing programs in the same field should
be analyzed so thatl overall statewide strengths are pre-
served.
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APPENDIX A

INSTITUTIONS AND TRENDS

1. Doctoral-Degree-Granting  Institutions in New York
Steie
Twenty-cight private institutions in New York award
the doctorate. In the public sector. both The City Univer-
sity (through its Graduate Center) and the State Univer-
sity of New York (through 13 units) award the docto-
rate. Five of the State University units are contract
colleges at private institutions.
2. Doctoral Degrees Awarded in New York State by In-
stitution, 1960, 1965, 1970
Institutions in New York State awarded 1.597 docto-
rates in 1960 and 3.309 doctorates in 1970, a 107 per-
cent increase in annual output. The private sector
accounted for two-thirds of the inerease, but the public

sector grew al the more rapid rate. accounting for 7.5

percent of the State’s doctorates in 1960 and 20.9 per-

cent in 1970.

3. Number of New York State Institutions Reporting
Doctoral Enrollment, Fall 1971, by Major Fields and
Selected Subfields

New York has a large number of doctoral programs in
most fields, judging from doctoral enrollments. For ex-
ample, 25 institutions had doctoral programs in the bio-
logical sciences: 21 in the physical sciences: 20 in psy-

chology; and 16 in the social sciences. There are also a

substantial number of programs in many subfields. The

publie institutions as well as those in the private sector
offer a comprechensive array of doctoral programs.

4, Distribution of Doctoral Enrollments (by Percent),
by Field and Institutional Control, 1971.72

New York’s public institutions accounted for 33 per-

cent of the State’s total doctoral enrollment in 1971-72.

The State University accounted for 25 percent of the

State’s enrollment and The City University, for & per-

cent. Among fields, the pubkic sector had a relatively

large share of the doctoral enrollments in the biological
sciences (50 percent), foreign languages (42 percent),
and letters (:15 percent), The public sector had a rela-
tively low percent of statewide enrollment in education
(17 percent) and engineering (27 percent).

5. Doctoral Degrees in New York State, 1970-71, and
Projected for 1975 and 1930 by Type of Institution
According to recent enrollment and 1972 institutional
master plan data. statewide doctoral degree output will
be about L9530 in 1980 (a 50 percent increase over
1970}, The private sector will increase by 9 percent and

‘the public sector by 178 percent between 1070 and 1980

under these institutional estimates. By 1960, the public

sector will account for 39 percent of the State’s doctoral

output under these plans. This estimate shonld be re-

garded as in the “high” range in view of recent trends.

6. Full-Time Equivalent Doctoral Enrollments in New
York State, Fall 1970, and Projected for 1975 and
1980 by Type of lustitution

Institutional estitnates of enrollment increases hetween
1970 and 1980 are moderately lower than for degrees,
reflecting the recent slowdown in enrollment growth. For
the State as a whole, doctoral enrollments will increase
hy 10 pereent between 1970 and 1980 in this estimate.
The public sector would aceount for almost 15 percent of
the State’s doctoral enrollment in 1980 under the 1972
projections, The estimate in this table should be re-
sarded as in the “high” range in view of recent trends.
7. New Ph.D’s and New College Teachers With Docto-

rates Required To Maintain Quality of Faculty,
1960.89 (United States)

Allan Cartter has estin ted that by 1985 there will be
zero need for new college teachers with a doctorate in
order to maintain quality. In contrast, over 10,000 new
Ph.D.’s were required to maintain quality in coileges and
universities in the period 1965-69,

8. Supply and Utilization of Science and Engincering
Doctorates by Broad Area of Science, 1969 and 1980

(United States)

The National Science Foundation estimates that there
will be a significant oversupply of Ph.D.’s in engineering
and the social sciences in 1980 and a probable moderate
oversupply in the life seiences and mathematies. Only the
physical sciences are expected to be in approximate
supply/utilization equilibrium in 1980.
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DOCTORAL DEGREE GRANTING INSTITUTIONS IN NEW YORK STATE'

1972

SUNY
University Center at Albany
University Center at Binghamton
University Center at Buffalo
University Center at Stony Brook
Health Seience Center at Buflalo
Downstate Medical Center
Upstate Medieal Center
College of Forestry
College of Cermuics at Alfred (Contracty
College of Agrienlture and Life Seiences at Cornell
(Contract)
College of Human Ecology at Commell (Contract)
School of Industrial and Labor Relations at Cornell

(Contract)
Veterinary College at Cornell 1Contract)
CUNY

University Graduate Center
MULTIVERSITIES

Columbia University

Cornell University

New York University

Syracuse University

University of Rochester
UNIVERSITIES

Adelphi University

Fordham University

! Institutions cited according 10 New York State Edueation
Depurtment Taxonomy.

Hofstra University
Long Esland University (Brooklyn Center)
St John's University
Yeshiva University
COLLEGES
New School for Social Researeh
St Bonaventure University
Union College
ENGINEERING AND TECHNICAL SCIHOOLS
Clarkson College of Technology
Cooper Union
Poly technie Institute of Brooklyn
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
SPECIALIZED COLLFGES
Juilliard S+hool of Musie
Columbia Teachers College
Albany Medical College
Collegze of Pharmaceutical Seiences, Columbia Uni-
versity
New York Medical College
Rockefeller University
SEMINARIES AND RELIGIOUS TRAINING CENTERS
General Theological Seminary
Hebrew Union College
Jewish Theological Sewinary of America
Union Theological Senzinary
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OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Doctoral Degrees Awarded in New York State, by Institution

1960, 1965, 1970

Doctoral Degrees Awarded

Percent of NYS Output

Percent of Change

Institution 196061  1965.06  1970-71 1960 1970 1960-70
PUBLIC, Total 120 257 691 7.51 20.88 475.83
SUNY, Total 120 252 597 7.51 18.03 397.50
Albany 10 47 1.42
Binghamton 17 051
Buffalo ? 97 210 0.34
Stony Brook 1 56 1.69
Buffalo Health Sciences Ctr, : 39 1.18
Downstate Medical Center 5 O 11 031 0.33 120.00
Upstate Medical Center 3 7 0.21
College of Forestry 10 20 30 0.62 041 200.00
College of Ceramics ) 2 4 0.01 0.12 300.00
College of Agriculture and Life Sciences 85 88 147 5.32 1H 72.94
College of Human Ecology 10 11 12 0.62 0.36 20.00
School of Industrial and Labor Relations -+ 5 8 0.25 0.2 100.00
College of Veterinary Sciences 5 6 9 0.31 027 80.00
CUNY 5 91 2.8}
Graduate Center 5 91 284
PRIVATE, Total 1477 1858 2618 92.48 79.12 77.25
PRIVATE MULTIVERSITIES, Total 908 1291 1882 50.85 56.91 107.59
Columbia 317 427 500 19.84 15.28 59.62
Cornell texcluding statutory colloges) 136 209 315 8.52 10.42 153.68
New York University 313 385 5371 19.09 17,24 82.43
Syracuse 82 151 257 5.13 7.76 213.11
Rochester 60 119 - 203 3.76 6.22 2:43.33
PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES, Total 183 148 243 11.16 7.34 ~19.13*=
Adelphi 14 11 28 0.88 0.85 100.00
Fordham 77 65 9 4.82 239 . 2.60
Hofstra 16 0.48
St. John's 20 30 47 1.25 142 135.00
Yeshiva 23 39 73 1.44 2.20 217.39
University of Buffalo? 49 3.07
PRIVATE COLLEGES, Total 6 21 23 0.38 0.69 283.33
New School for Social Rescarch 5 20 23 0.31 0.69 360.00
St. Bonaventure 1 1 0.01
PRIVATE ENGINEERING and TECHNICAL SCHOOLS,
Total 87 153 217 5.45 6.55 14943
Clarkson 3 17 0.51
Cuoper Union 2 0.01
Polytechnic Institute of Brooklyn 48 72 106 3.01 3.20 120.83
Rensselaer Polytechnie Inst. 39 76 92 2.44 2.78 135.90
PRIVATE SPECIALIZED INST. 277 225 233 17.31 7.01 —15.88
Albany Medical College 1 3 2 0.06 0.06 100.00
College of Pharmaceutical Sciences, Columbia University 1 0
New York Medical College 0.18
Rockefeller University 10 18 23 0.63 0.69 130.00
Juilliard School of Musie 7 0.21
Columbia Teachers College 260 203 195 16.65 5.89 —26.69

1965.70

168.87
136.90
370.00

11649
5500.00
1200.00

83.33

133.33

50.00
100.00
67.05
9.09
60.00
50.00
1780.00
1780.00
40.90
46.01
18,50
65.07
48.31
70.20
73.11
64.19
100.00
21.54

560.07
87.18

41.83
2.40

47.22
21.05
3.56
—33.33
27.78

-3.94

1 University of Buffalo was a private institution until 1962 and the SUNY University Center at Buffalo thereafier.

2 Autributable to University of Buffale merger with SUNY.

Sources: New York State Education Department, “College and University Degrees,” 1960-61, 1965:66; Higher Education General
Information Survey, Degrees Awarded, 1970-71; State University of New York, Office of Institutional Research, “Trends in Enrollment

and Degrees Granted, 1948-1970” (Report No. 11); Columbia University Teachers College, “Dean’s Report,” 1962.
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Doctoral Degrees Awarded in New York State, by Institution

Institution

PRIVATE THEOLOGICAL SCHOOLS
General Thenlogical Seminary
Hebrew Union College
Jewish Theological Seminay
Union Theological Seminary

NEW YORK STATE, Total

1960, 1965, 1970— (Continued)

Doctoral Degrees Awarded — Percent of NYS Output - 1

Number of New York State Institutions Reporting Doctoral Enrollment. Fall 1971,

Fields Total
Agrienlture, Total 2
Architeeture and Environmental Design,
Total
Area Studies, Total 1
Biological Sciences, Total 1!
Botany 2
Bacteriology, Microbilogy 5
Zoology 2
Pharmacology ¢
Physiology 4
Biochemistry 0
Entomology 2

Genetics
Business and Management, Total

1
3
Communications, Total 1
Computer Sciences, T'otal 2

1

Eilucation, Total

Ed. of Mentally Retarded
Ed. of Emotivnally Disturbed

Social Foundations of Education 2
Eduecational Psychology 3
Student Personnel 1
Ed, Admin. & Supervision 2
Admin, of Special Education
Curriculum and Instruction 2
Higher Education, general 1
Engincering, Total 6
Chemical Engineering 2
Civil Engineering 2
Electrical Engineering 3
Meehanical Engineering 2
Fine and Applied Arts, Total 3
Music 2
Fureign Languages, Total 5
French 4
German 5
Spanish 4

Russian and Other Slavic Lang.

“Change

1960-61  1965-66  1970-71 1960 1970 19¢ 1965-70
16 20 20 1.00 0.60 25.00 0.00
1 1 0.00 0.03 0.00

1 1 2 0.00 0.06 100.00 100.00

4 3 4 025 0,12 0.00 33.33

10 16 13 0.03 0.39 30.00 —19.75

1597 2115 3309 100.00 100.00 107.39 50.60

by Major Field and Selected Subfield
Public Private
SUNY CUNY Total  Multiversitics t All Other N.Y.S.

2 2
2 2 2
1 3 2 1 4
10 1 14 3 9 25
2 2 2 4
5 G 3 3 11
2 2 2 4
1 0 3 3 10
4 8 4 4 12
5 1 Y b} 4 15
2 2
1 4 2 2 5
2 1 0 5 1 9
1 2 2 3
2 5 3 2 7
3 1 9 4 5 13
3 1 2 3
2 2 2
2 3 2 1 5
2 1 8 3 5 11
1 [§ 3 3 7
2 7 3 4 9
3 2 1 3
2 5 2 3 7
1 3 2 1 4
5 1 10 5 5 10
1 1 9 D i 11
1 | 8 5 3 10
2 1 8 b 3 11
1 1 O 5 1 8
2 1 3 4 1 8
1 1 5 4 1 7
4 1 O 4 2 11
3 1 5 4 1 9
4 1 4 4 9
3 1 ) 4 8

! Columbia (excluding ‘Peachers College and College of Pharmaceutical Sciences), Cornell (exeluding four contract colleges), New

York University, Syracuse, Rochester.

Source: Higher Education General Information Survey, “Advanced Degree Enrollments, Fall 19717
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Number of New York State Institutions Reporting Doctoral Enrollment, Fall 1971,
by Major Field and Selected Subfield—(continued)

Public Private
Fields Total SUNY CUNY Total  Multiversities t All Other N.Y.S
Health Professions, Total 4 4 4 3 1 8
Honie Economies, Total 1 1 2 2 3
Law, Total 3 3 3
Letters, Total 5 4 1 11 5 0 16
English and English Literature 5 4 1 8 5 3 13
Linguistics 2 1 1 4 4 6
Philosophy 4 4 10 5 5 14
Classics 2 2 4 3 1 0
Comparative Literature 2 1 1 3 3 5
Library Science, Total 2 2 2
Mathematics, Total 6 5 1 11 5 0 17
Physical Sciences, Total 6 5 1 15 5 10 21
Physies 5 4 1 14 5 9 19
Chemistry . 6 5 1 14 5 9 20
Geology 2 2 ) 5 4 1 7
Astronomy 1 1 2 2 3
Psychology, Total 6 5 1 14 5 9 20
Public Affairs and Services, Total 2 2 4 3 1 6
Social Work 2 1 1 2
Social Sciences, Total 7 6 1 9 5 4 16
Anthropology 5 4 1 6 5 1 11
Economics 6 5 1 8 5 3 14
History 5 4 1 7 5 2 12
Geography 1 1 2 2 3
Political Science and International
Relations 5 4 1 7 5 2 12
Sociology 6 5 1 7 4 3 13
Theology, Total 3 3 3
Interdisciplinary Studies, Total 2 2 3 3 5
Number of Institutions Reporting Doc-
toral Enrollment 14 13 1 27 5 22 41
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Distribution of Doctoral Enrollments {by Percent), hy Field and Institutional Control,

1971-72
Public Private N.Y.S Total
Ficld Total SUNY CUNY Total Multiversities 1 All Other No. Percent

Agriculture, Total 100.00 100.00 209 100
Architecture and Environmental Des. 100.00 100.00 58 100
Area Studies, Total 17.14 17.14 82.86 77.14 5.72 70 100
Biological Sciences, Total 49.89 39.68 10.21 50.11 34.39 15.72 2175 100
Botany, General 095,74 95.74 4.26 4.26 47 100
Bacteriology, Microbiology 46.85 46.85 53.15 4234 10.81 111 100
7,()0]();1)’, General 27.91 27.91 72.09 72.09 43 100
Pharmacology 59.35 59.35 40.65 22.76 17.89 123 100
Physiology 41.18 41,18 58.82 36.27 22.55 102 100
Biochemistry 52.28 33.68 18.60 47.72 30.18 17.54 285 100
Entomology 100.00 100.00 59 100
(;enetics 51.28 51.28 48.72 7.69 41.03 39 100
Business and Management, Total 42.68 12.58 30.10 57.32 5175 5.57 1485 100
Communications, Tota! 2.08 2.08 97.92 97.92 48 100
Computer Sciences, Total 34.29 34.29 05.71 37.42 28.29 350 100
Education, Total 16.68 16.13 0.55 83.32 25.57 57.75 5120 100
Ed. of Mentally Retarded 100.00 4.35 95.65 46 100
Ed. of Emotionally Disturbed 100.00 100.00 27 100
Social Foundations of Edueation 29.21 29.21 70.79 15.17 55.62 178 100
Educational Psychology 20.53 16.18 1.35 79.47 6.38 73.09 643 100
Student Personnel 13.48 13.48 86.52 267 100
Ed. Administration and Supervision 24.09 24.09 75.91 21.69 54.22 1042 100
Admin. of Special Education : 100.00 64.10 35.90 39 100
Curriculum and Instruction 28.51 28.51 71.49 15.33 56.16 463 100
Higher Education, General 25.44 25.44 74.56 26.75 47.81 228 100
Engincering, Total 27.43 23.32 4.11 72.57 48.92 23.65 2118 100
Chiemical Engineering 23.74 13.70 10.05 76.26 50.69 25.57 219 100
Civil Enginecring 20.73 14,51 6.22 79.27 52.85 20.42 193 100
Electrical Enginecring 24.01 18.20 6.41 75.39 51.65 23.74 577 100
Mechanical Engincering 22.39 14.43 7.96 77.61 52.74 24.87 201 100
Fine and Applicd Ants, Total 23.18 8.73 1445 76.82 73.96 2.86 699 100
Music 20.56 5.93 14.63 79.44 72.47 6.97 287 - 100
Foreign Languages, Total 42.31 21.67 20.04 57.69 51.12 6.57 1066 100
French 44.02 20.38 23.64 55.98 49.19 0.79 368 100
German 58.28 44.78 13.50 41.72 41.72 163 100
Spanish 62.32 21.26 41.06 37.08 37.68 207 100

Russian and Other Slavic
Languages 100.00 100.00 9 100
Healtll Professions, Total 50,99 56,99 43.01 43.01 286 100
Home Economices, Total 69.00 069.00 31.00 31.00 100 100
Law, Total 100.00 100.00 14 100
Letters, Total 44.50 33.13 11.43 55.44 41.05 14.39 2765 100
English and English Literature 52.80 4251 10.29 47.20 38.45 8.75 1623 100
Linguistics 3295 19.66 13.29 67.05 67.05 173 100
Philosophy 27.19 27.19 72.81 40.90 31.91 423 100
Classics 35.00 35.00 65.00 46.25 18.75 80 100
Comparative Literature 38.40. 6.99 3147 61,54 01.54 143 100
Library Scicnees, Total . 100.00 100.00 35 100
Matheniatics, Total 34.91 28.49 6.42 65.09 52.03 13.06 888 100

1 Colunibia (excluding Teachers College and College of Pharmaceutical Seieneesy. Cornell texeluding fonr contract eolleges), New
York University, Syracuse, and Rochester.

Source: Higher Education General Information Survey, “Advanced Degree Eurollment, Fall 1971.”
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Distribution of Doctoral Enrollments {hy Percent), by Field and Institutional Control,
1971-72—{continued)
Public Private N.Y.S. Total
Field Total SUNY CUNY Total  Multiversitics 1 All Other No. Percent
Physical Sciences, Total 3290 25.64 7.20 67,10 50,23 16.86 2562 100
Physics 30.65 23.17 7.48 09.35 55.43 13.92 1243 100
Chemistry 34.59 25.63 8.90 65.41 41.33 21.08 1038 100
Geology 23.70 23.70 760.30 71.10 5.20 173 100
Astronomy 5.26 3.26 94,74 94.74 38 100
Psychology, Total 34.50 16.77 17.73 65.50 22.33 43.17 2087 100
Public Affairs and Services, Total 21.85 21.85 78.15 73.62 4.53 508 100
Social Work 100.00 72.94 27.06 85 100
Social Sciences, Total 31,08 21.48 12.61 65.92 3h21 11.67 4172 100
Anthropology 47.02 28.14 19.48 52.38 49.35 3.03 462 100
Economies 3347 23.11 10.36 60.53 48.01 17.93 753 100
History 38.09 2383 1:426 6191 53.71 8.20 1171 100
Geography 4.26 4.26 95.74 95.74 47 100
Political Seience & International
Relations 31.23 15.15 16.09 68.77 57.37 11.39 716 100
Sociology 32.08 19.13 12.95 607.92 48,91 19.01 820 100
Theology, Total 100.00 100.00 66 100
Imterdisciplinary Studics, Total 39.32 39.32 60.08 60.08 969 100
ALL FIELDS, '['OTAL 33.48 24.76 - 833 60.52 42.50 23.95 26,959

100

Doctoral Degrees-in New York State, 1970-71 and Projected for 1975 and 1980
by Type of Institution

Projeeted Percent of .

Pereent of N.Y.S.

Degrees Change Doctoral Degrees
1975 1980 1970- 1975- 1970- 1975 1980
Type of Institutions 1970  (proj.) (proj.) 75 80 80 1970 (proj.) {proj.)
Public, Total ! 691 1,269 1,920 + 83.65 +51.30 +177.80 20.88 30.68 38.73
SUNY, Total 597 909 1,384 +52.26 +52.26 +131.83 18.04  21.98 27.92
University Centers 330 606 1,066 +101.82 +60.06 +223.03 9.97 16.10 21.50
Medical & Health Sceience 57 68 114 +19.30 +67.68 +100.00 1.72 1.64 2.30
Contract & Speeial Colleges 210 175+ 204 3 —16.67 +16.57 —2.86 6.35 4.23 4,12
CUNY .
Graduate Center 91 360 536 +282.98 +48.89 +470.21 284 8.70 10.81
P’rivate, Total 2 _ 2,618 2,867 3.037 +9.51 +5.93 +16.00 79.12 69.32 61.27
Multiversities 1,882 1,951 2,047 +3.66 +4.92 +8.77 56.87 47.17 41.30
Universities 243 337 <367 +38.68 +8.90 +51.03 7.34 8.15 740
Colleges 23 50 69 +117.39 +38.00 +200.00 0.09 1.21 139
Teehnical & Enginecring Schools 217 198 217 —-8.76 +9.60 0.00 6.50 479 4.38 .
Specialized Schools and Theological _ o
" Schools 253 331 337 +30.83  +1.8l +33.20 7.65 8.00 6.79
NEW YORK STATE, Total 3,309 4,136 4,957 +24.99 +19.85 +49.80 100 100 100
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11975 and 1980 degrees estimated on basis of .22 X FTE doctoral enroliment 5 years carlier.

21975 and 1980 degrees derived from 1972 institutional master plans.
38 This estimate is probably teo low. See 1 for method.

Souree: 1972 institutional master plans; Higher Education General Information Survey, Degrees Awarded 1970-71.



MEETING THE NEEDS OF DOCTORAL EDUCATION IN NYS 55

Full-Time Equivalent Doctoral Enroliments in New York State, Fall 1970 and Projected for 1975 and 1980
by Type of Institution

Percent of N.Y.S. FTE

Full-Time Equivalent Enrollment Projected Percent of Change Doctoral Enrollment
1975 1980 - 1970- 1975 1970- 1975 1980
Type of Institution 1970  (proj.) (proj.) 75 80 80 1970  (proj.) {proj.)
Publie, Total 5,754 8,707 11,846 +51.32 +36.05 +105.87 30.67 3947 45.19
SUNY, Total 4.130 6,290 8,800 +52.32 +39.90 +113.08 22,01 28.51 33.57
University Centers 3,028 4.845 6,960 +60.01 +43.65 +129.85 16.14 21.96 26.55
Medical & Health Sciences 307 315 765 +67.75 +48.54 +149.19 1.64 2.33 2.92
Contract & Specialized Colleges 795 930 1,075 +16.98 +15.59 +35.22 4.23 422 410
CUNY
Graduate Center 1,024 2417 3,046 1 +48.83 +26.02 +87.56! 8.66 10.90 11.62!
Private, Total 13,008  13.352 14,370 +2.64 +7.02 +1047 69.33 60.53 51.81
Multiversities 9.186 9,097 9,808 +0.07 +7.82 +06.77 48.96 41,24 3741
Universitics 1,278 1,407 1,500 +10.09 +06.61 +17.37 0.81 0.38 5.72
Colleges 214 194 281 ~9.35 +41.85 +31.31 1.14 0.88 1.07
Technical & Engineering Sehools 602 622 735 +3.32  +18.17 +22.09 3.21 2.82 2.80
Speceialized Schools and Theological
Schools 1,728 2,032 2,046 +17.59 +0.6Y +18.40 9.21 9.21 7.81
NEW YORK STATE, Total 18,762 22,059 20,216 +17.57 +18.84 +39.73 100% 100% 100%

VCUNY 1980 FTE enrollment is hased on an extension of the pmj(:cted growth, 1971.75 (26 percent). CUNY did not project to 1980
in 1972 master plan.

Source: Institutional Master Plans, 1972; “State University of New York 1970-71 Headcount Enrollment and Full-Time Equivalent
Workload Statistics of Credit Course Students.” —

New Ph.D.’s and New College Teachers With Doctorates
Required To Maintain Quality of Faculty, 1960-89
{United States)

1 2 3
New Teachers

. Ph.D.s (With Ph.D.) Ratio

Period Awarded Required 1:2
Actual
1960-64 59.3 33.5 1.8
196569 103.6 41.5 2.5
Projected

1970-74 157.6 47.7 3.3
1975.79 204.1 44.2 4.6
1980-84 258.0 27.1 9.5
1985-89 ? -04 %

Source: Allan M, Cartter, “Scientific Manpower for 1970-85,”
Science, vol. 172, p. 135.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

50 THE UNIVERSITY OF THE STATL OF NEW YORK

Chart 1

Supply and utilization

of science and engineering
doctorates, by broad area
of science, 1969 and 1980.

{000) ALL FIELDS
360 :
I s
7] N I S
[ u
280 © 1980 I
240} e .
200
. [
160 @
1969
T

Note: Vertical bary indicate range between hugh any low
prajected values of supgly and uthzation,

{00D)
100 [
| 1980 y s
S
s I
wkh I .
1980
I v
1980 I
60 fo i
O 1980
1969 U
whk ® I
1969 @
3 s 1969 -
" .
w0} Ta|®©
) 1989 1969
1969
0
Physical Life Mathematics Engineering Social
sciences sciences sciences

Source: National Science Foundation, *1969 & 1980 Science
and Engineering Doctorate Supply and Utilization™ (NSF 71.20),

May 1971,




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

MEETING THE NEEDS OF DOCTORAL EDUCATION IN NYS 57

APPENDIX B

RESIDENCE AND MIGRATION

1. Intrastate Migration of Full- and Part-Time Graduate
Students, Fall 1968

Among all full-time graduate students who were New
York State residents atlending institutions in New York
State in the fall of 1968, there was a large net migration
into New York City and the Central region of the State,
and a large nel migralion oul of the Long Island and
Mid-Hudson regions. These lalter two regions are sub-
stantially within commuting distance of New York City.
Other regions were in approximate balance.

2. Home Residence of Graduate Students and Doctoral
Students in New York State Doctoral-Granting Insti-
tutions (by Percent), Fall 1968 (Full- and Part-Time
Combined)

In the fall 1968, 70 percent of doctoral students in
New York Stale institulions were also New York resi-
dents, 21 percent were from other states, and 9 percent
were not United Stales citizens. In the public sector, 77
percent of the docloral studenls were Stale residents;

and in the private seclor, 68 percent were State resi-
dents. The degree of cosmopolitanism in doctoral student
origins varies greatly. For example, among the five pri-
vate multiversities the percent of Stale residents ranged
from 39 percent to 89 percent.
3. Migration of 1958-66 Doctorate Recipients for First

Post-Doctoral Job, by Employer and Field

In the period 1958-66, New York was a nel exporter
of new doctorates. About 2,500 more new New York
State doctorates left the Stale than new doctorates from
other states entered the State. Almost half of those who
left the Stale found employment in an educational insti-
tution. There was a slizht net inmigration in the in-
dustrial sector of employment, Among major fields of
study, education accounted for over one-third of the tolal
net outmigration of 2,500. Foreign emigration vomprises
most of the “other” employment sector, which accounted
for almost 45 percent of the total net outmigration of
2,500,

Intrastale Migration of Full- and Part-Time Graduate Students
(New York State Residents Who Attend Graduate School in New York State), Fall 1968

New York State Full-Time

Part-Time

- Higher Education Out In Net (Out) In Net
Planning Region (-) (+) (—or+) (—) (+) (—or+)
Western — 384 +505 +171 —210 + 341 +131
Genesee Valley —538 +418 —120 —378 +205 -173
Central —288 +2003 +1715 —222 +707 +545
Northern -91 +100 +9 —125 +12 —-113
Northeast —405 -+506 +41 -557 +559 +2
AMid-Hudson —1982 +48 —1934 - 4507 +274 —~4233
Metropolitan -1286 +3009 +1723 —1610 + 8868 +7258
Long Island ~ 1880 +275 —1605 —4728 +1311 ' ~3417

Source: New York State Education Department, Oftice of Planning in Higher Education.
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Home Residence of Graduate Students and Doctoral Students
in New York State Doctoral-Granting Institutions (by Percent), Fall 1968

THE UNIVERSITY OF THI STATE OF NEW YORK

{Full- and Part-Time Combined)

Same County

Total Number as lnst.
Institution Grad. Doct. Grad.  Doct.
SUNY, Total 10018 2963 A8.79 10.8:1
Albany 3163 196 27.00 20.77
Binghamton 1007 162 56.70 18.15
Buffalo 4995 1800 61,90 55.04
Stony Brook NA NA NA NA
Buffalo Health Sciences
Venter 369 212 53.93 49.59
Downstate Medical Center 61 S50 1126 48.21
Upstate Medical Center 51 10 2745 28,26
College of Forestry 263 136 31.98 37.50
College of Ceramics 19 19 0.12 4.08
College of Agriculture
and Life Seiences NA NA NA NA
College of Human
Ecology NA NA NA NAC
School of Industrial and
. Labor Relations NA NA NA NA
College of Veterinary
Scienee NA NA NA NA
CUNY 1453 1441 21.61 2.1,601
PRIVATE
MULTIVERSITIES
Columbia 7918 1778 28.33 35,94
Cornell 4278 019 12.37 17.77
New York Universities 15642 1857 23.78 25.53
Syracuse 7586 2145 62.80 83.31
Rochester 3232 1332 15.061 9.61
PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES
Adelphi 3327 153 4821 3791
Fordham 2566 NA 1991 NA
Hofstra 450 144 5844 54.86
Long 1sland University 1208 57.02
St. John's 3015 464 42.16 33.62
Yeshiva 1681 NA 26.12 NA
PRIVATE COLLEGES
New School for Social
Research 2440 660 35.28 27,73
St. Bonaventure 279 5 55.56 0.00
Union College NA NA NA NA
PRIVATE TECHNICAL
SCHOOLS
Clarkson 220 80 20.00 33.72
Cooper Union 62 10 17.74 10.00
Polytechnic Institute of
Brooklyn 2672 8605 19.50 20.46
Rensselacr Polyteehnic
Institute 1415 501 39.79 48.84

Same Higher
Ed. Planning
Reg, as Inst.

Grad.

56.73
33.23
6118
71.23
NA

58.81
60.60
47.06
39.16
10.20
NA
NA
NA

NA
70.08

43.67

17.32
53.39
75.22
50.31

72,32
5440
85.37
90.81
63.85
70.85

02.79
09.53
NA

21.36
54.84

46.15

05.37

Doct.

>LT4
32.006
5132
62.62
NA

51.65
00.07
50.00
40,44
21.05
NA

NA

NA

52.58
0.00
NA

34.88
60.00

46.94

7291

N.Y.S. Al Other
Residence Stales

Grad.  Doct. CGrad. Doet,
81.02 7499 8.17 13.70
90.58 81.25 0.39 L1
7844 70.99 10.87 15,43
83.71 7030 753 12.90
NA NA NA NA
72,03 6188 13.01 17.36
81.97 83,93 1.92 1.79
88.2.1 86,96 5.88 6.52
54.37 50.74 20.53 22.006
53.00 68.12 32,65 10,53
NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA
NA NA NA NA
Nz\ N\ NA N.‘\
81.00 81.12 1.0l 11.03
5606, 6063 3109 2610
52.45 50,51 38.15 2342
09,88 09,75 22.28 21.33
90.02 89.04 7.38 793
64.94 3949 25.40 4047
98.74 96.08 1.23 3.92
7584 NA 24,10 NA
99.35 1009 0.54 0.00
96.36 348

90.35 81.47 4.74 841
85.66 NA 12.20 NA
7316 6439 2070 2682
76.70 0.00 2294 100%:
NA NA NA NA
04.09 80.23 1545 11.63
069.35  70.00 16.13 10.00
80.46 73.41 15.19 20.35
71.31 82.89 19.08 13.90

Foreign

7.82
3.01
10.08
8.73
NA

1136
13.11

588
25.10
11.29

NA

NA

NA

NA
7.98

12,84
9.40
7.81
2.60
9,65

0.03
0.00
0.11
0.08
4.91
2.14

6.15
0.36
NA

20.45
14.52

4.34

3.60

Grad, Doct.

11.31
1.601
13.58
10.80
NA
17.57
1.1.29
0.52

T97.21

21.05

NA

NA

NA

NA
7.81

13.27
20.03
8.91
3.03
20.05

0.00
NA
0.00

10.13
NA

879
0.00
NA

8.14
20.00

6.24
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Home Residence of Graduate Students and Doctoral Students
in New York State Doctoral-Granting Institutions (by Percent), Fall 1968
(Full- and Part-Time Combined—(continued}

Same Higher

Same County Ed. Planning N.Y.S. All Other
Total Number as fnst, Reg. as Inst, Residence States Foreign

Institution Gral. Doet,  Grad.  Doct. Grad,  Doct. Grad.  Doet, Grad. Doet. Grad.  Doct.

PRIVATE SPECIALIZED
INSTITUTIONS

Alhany Medical College 20 19 30.00 31.58 35.00 3081 70.00 73.08 15.00 15,79 15.00 10.53
New York Medical College 115 45 7.83 0.07 33.91 57.78 5391 73.33 3739 11.11 8.70 1556
College of Pharmaceutical
Seienee, Columbia Univ. 03 O 7.09 0.00 21,02 0.00 33.85 0.00 0.15 16.67 00.00 83.33
Rockefeller University 1 11 10.01 10.6:4 19.15 19.15 27.60 27.00 00.99 60.99 11.35 11.35
Juilliard School of Music 110 35 35.71 57.14 42,80 6171 50.71 7143 3129 17.14 15.00 11.13
Columbia Teachers College 5518 1782 18.78 1-4.93 30,01 31.18 59.88 .02 3157 39.50 3,59 3.82
PRIVATE THEOLOGICAL
SCHOOLS
General Theological
Seminary 14 4 2857 50.00 35.71 50.00 5000 50.00 28,57 0.00 2143 50.00
[Hebrew Union College NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA S
Jewish Theological
Seminary NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Union Theological
Scwinary : 232 49 27.59 2119 37.50 30.01 4828 4190 30.01 4190 15.09 10.20
PUBLIC, TOTAL 11471 1ot 14573 39.58 58.50 5997 8301 77.00 8.53 12.83 7.81 10,17
PRIVATE. TOTAL 068272 15760 33,92 32.96 5557 50,22 7112 07.68 19.80 23.31 6,08 9.01
NEW YORK STATE,

TOTAL 9743 20164 35,062 3141 55.99 52,35 549 69.71

18.18 21.02 0,33 0.20

Souree: New York State Edueation Department Office of Planning in Higher Fduocation,

ERIC
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Migration of 1958.66 Doctorate Recipients for First Post-Doctoral Job
by Employer and Field

EDUCATION GOVERNMENT INDUSTRY
Field of Ph.D. Ou In Net Out In  Net Out  In Net
L’l_l)-sicall Science,
’Ml_]_ 0639 605 =5t 86 50 =36 780 811 +31
Math 120 121 +1 9 1 -8 22 56 +31
Physics &

Astronomy 181 137 —47 271 24 -3 86 103 +17

Elem. Part. 51 43 -8 5 8 +3 2 6 +4

Solid St. 43 33 -10 7 3 -4 41 57  +10
Chemistry 172 180 +8 1616 — 340 343 +3

Organie 75 73 -2 4 4 —_— 188 195 +7

Physical 60 55 -5 10 5 -5 108 6 —32-
Earth Science 37 51 +14 2 =12 18 13 -5
Engineering 146 116 -30 20 T =13 314 296 -—18

Chentical 14 12 -2 1 3 -1 88 52 —-36

Eleetrieal 30 29 -7 3 1 - 53 86 +33

Bivlogical Science
Total 385 330 -5 93 60 -21 65 96 +31
Agriculture &

Forestry 0 38 -32 29 6 =23 14 14 —
Health Science 23 30 +7 8 7 -1 8 45  +37
Biochemistry,

Biophysics 127 120 -1 18 34 +16 25 16 -9
Anatomy, Cytol 98 78 —-20 27 13 -14 13 18 +5
Ecol, Hydiohi 10 7 -3 3 - -3 — — —
Botany, Zoology 57 57 0 8 9 +1 5 3 -2

Social Scicnee
Total 637 398 —239 139 43 =96 59 83 +24
Psychology 205 145  —60 91 31 -6 32 36 44
Anthropology,

Archeology 40 25 —15 2 1 -1 — — —_
Suciology 73 52 =21 3 1 -2 6 3 -3
Economics 127 70 —57 18 5 -13 15 39 +24
Political Science 139 84 —55 vy 2 —1I7 3 4 +1

Arts & Humanities
Total 810 619 —191 6 5 -1 317, +14
History 219 143 -70 1t 2 -9 1 4 +3
English & Ameri-

can Language 259 197 —62 — 1 +1 2 3 +1
Modern Foreign

Language 92 87 -5 3 — -3 - 5 +5
Classic

Languages 20 21 +1 R — - —_— — —_
Philosophy 73 63 -10 _ - — — 2 +2
Speech & DA 25 56 +31 2 2 — — — —
Fine Arts, Music 115 50 —65 —_ - - — 2 +2

Prof. Ph. D.s Total 161 79 —82 9 — -9 7 16 +9
Bus. Adm. 58 35 —23 4 — -4 6 14 +8
Rel. & Theo. 5 26 —30 1 — -1 — — —

Education Total 950 308 —642 70 12 -58 14 11 -3

All Fields Total 3602 2339 —1263 413 179 —234 928 1034 +106

Out

363

35

8l
16
11
1
47
41
27
109
15
20

340

106

-
x &

=
~1

362
129

2
45

75
61

121
28

30

26

13

76
18
30

249
1517

OTHER

In Net Out
118 —-245 1888
9 -2 186
32 -9 378
12 -4 74
3 -0 102
49 —-02 0639
18 -29 314
16 —-28 222
3 —-24 96
25 -84 589
3 —-12 121

8 -18 118
14 —232 889
9 -97 219

7 —28 74
58 -25 253
18 -60 216
- -7 20
2] - 16 127
8 —248 1197
29 —-100 457
4 —-20 60
11 —34 127
18 -57 235
7 -57 225
21 —07 950
T -2 2

3 -27 291

3 —-23 121

1 -0 27

3 —10 86

2 — 29

5 -8 128
25 -51 253
2 —-16 80
17 -13 87
17 - 232 1233
376 —1141 6460

TOTAL

In

1584
187

296
069
98

588

290

152
0y

4

124

609

07

228
127

7
90

602
21t

30
07
132
97

665
156

204

96

22
68
60
57
120
51
43

3418
3928

Net

—304
+1

—82
-5
-1

~51

-24

—-70

-27

- 145

-51

+0

—280

—152
+15

-25
-89
-13
-37

—595
—216

-30
—-060
—103
—123

—-285
—103

-87

-26

-5
-18
+31
=71

-133
-35
—44

—935
—2532

Source: National Research Council, Doctorate Records File.
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APPENDIX C

QUALITY

1. Distribution of Doctoral Degrees Awarded in New
York, 1966-70, According to Graduate Faculty Rat-
ing (1969)

Sixty percent of the 1966-70 doctorates awarded in 33
disciplines in the 14 New York institutions rated in the
1969 Ameriean Couneil on Edueation survey of reputa-
tional quality were from programs rated strong and
above. Only 6 percent were from programs rated mar-
ginal or inadequate. The doctorates awarded in the rated
programs accounted for 91 percent of all the degrees
granted in those disciplines in New York between 1966
and 1970, The percent of degree output from programs
raled strong and above varied considerably. New York's
high quality output in English, for example, was propor-
tionately greater than its high guality output in chemis-
try.

2. Distribution of Total Doctoral Enrollment in New
York, 1971-72, According to Graduate Faculty Rat-
ing (1969)

Fifty-four percent of the 1971.72 doctoral enrollment
in 33 disciplines in the 1. New York institutions rated
in the-American Council on Education survey of reputa-
tional quality was in programs rated strong and above.
About 10 percent of the enrollment was in programs
rated marginal and inadequate. The doctoral enrollment
in institutions rated in 1969 represented 67 percent of
the total State doctoral enrollment, Thus. there has been
a dispersion of doctoral students toward unrated (essen-
tially new) programs and toward lower rated programs,
Direct comparison of the distribution of degrees and en-
rollments by quality rating sh.uld he made with several
considerations in mind, including the lower attrition rate
of higher quality institutions and the rapid improvement

of some lower rated programs.

3. Variables Relevant to Excellence in Doctoral Pro-
grams

A large number of variables should he examined in
any assessment of qualily at the doctoral level, some
quantifiable and some judgmental. Variables may be cal-
egorized in terms of input, process, and output.

4. A Critique of Reputational Studies

Although there are clear limits to reputational studies,
including possible panel hias, subjectivity, lack of panel
competence, and invalid criteria, these can be largely
eliminated in ratings of the scholarly ability of a faculty.
The American Council on Education raling of graduate
faculty quality is an example of a valid reputational
study.

5. Procedures and Guidelines for Evaluations of Doc-
toral Programs at the University of California,
Berkeley (Excerpts)

Internal institutional evaluations of doctoral programs
should he made by a review panel of peers from outside
the program being examined. They should examine three
aroups directly through disenssion and interviews: the
chairman and graduate advisors, the remainder of the
faculty, and the graduate students. Aspects of the doc-
toral programs examined should include the structure
and content of the program of study. adviscment. teaching
cffectiveness. methods of evaluating student progress, ad-
missions, distribution of faculty by rank and turnover
data. student financial supporl. quantitative and qualita-
tive student productivity, and faculty and student morale.

6. State University of New York Guidelines for Evalua-
tions of Graduate Programs

Lvaluations of graduate programs should bhe made at
5-vear intervals. The first phase of evaluations of both
new and existing programs should be an internal review
by the facully group involved in the particular graduate
program, This internal examination should include as-
sessment of the program in terms of perceived needs to
be met and intended contributions to the discipline and
lo society. Second, this examination should include eval-
uations of quality in terms of students, faculty, and pro-
aram content and organization. Third, the examination
should include quantitative analysis of available and
probable financial support for the program and for stu-
dents, library and other facility support, present and
projected enrollments, attrition rates and facully turn-
over. Finally, internal evaluations should inelude assess-
ment of the relation of the graduate program to other
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;_'rauhmlc programs and 1o undergraduate programs al
the institution: the relation of the program to other pro-
erams in the region. State. and Nation: and the oppor-
tunities and plans for interinstitutional and intrainstito-
tional cooperation.

In the second phase of external evaluation (normally
by a panel of three highly qualified individuals from
outside the unit of the State University heing evaluated ),
the following assessments should be made: validity of
the zeneral and specific goals of the program and effec-
tiveness with whiel they are being met: need for the
program and its graduates; appropriateness of proposed
direetions of growth of the program: the quality of the

instructional and rescarch offerings of the programs:
compalibility of the level of scholarship tor ereative
work) of the facalty with the program: sulliciency of re-
sources for future planned growth: flexibility of the pro-
aram to meet the varied needs of individual studenis and
society: and the graduate stndents” perception of the
quality of the program.

Following the internal and external evaluations, the
Central Administration of the State University may, on
the basis of the composite findings and recommenda-
tions, approve a program for a period. conditionally ap-
prove a program for a limited period. or not approve a
program.
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Distribution of Doctoral Degrees Awarded in New York. 1966.70.
According to Graduate Faculty Rating (1969)

Pereem
. ) o Tatal , . . . Tetal  of NY.S.
Nunther i Quality Category in Total Percent in Quality Rating Rated Degrees
) . Rated  N.Y.S, )  Proe in Rated
Field ® 3050 2529 2021 <20 Progrmm Degrees 3050 0 2529 2028 <20 prams  Programs
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES = a5t 153 12 2 521 029 67.95 2037 2.30 .38 107 ¢ 82.83
Botany 18 O 21 32 7500 20000 1007 .00
Zowlogy 12 23 A5 39 3129 6571 1007 ¢ 89.71
Plarmacology 1l 1 03 100,00 100"« 6308
Physiology 18 T KX ) 727 12,73 1007 ¢ 09,62
Microbialogy amld
Bacteriolugs 21 T4 2 97 107 2105 020 2,06 1007 %).05
Binchemistry 122 19 } 175 208 0971 2800 229 w o 8113
Entomology 5l 3l 56 100.00 1007 9107
Nevelopmental Biology
taenetics) i 2 13 145 93,539 1.63 1007 95.50
ENGINEFRING 182 330 101 913 938 5250 3.0 11.00 1007+ 95.30
Chemical Engineering 110 al 19] 211 73550 20,70 1007 89.25
Civil Engineering 89 5] 10 150 153 3983 300 0,00 1007 98.01
Eleetrical Engincering 331 Y 12 ’ H5 125 8048 16,62 2.90 10077 97.05
Mechanical Engincering 39 nl 28 157 106 3708 11,39 17.83 10077 91.58
FINE AND APPLIED ARTS
Musie 116 ' 116 126 100.00 1009 90.03
FOREIGN LANGUAGES 218 060 32 3 313 347 09,05 1917 10.22 [TALY 100%¢ 92.88
Freneh 126 16 112 159 88.73 11,27 100%: 49.31
German 29 20 l 30 56 5179 1043 1.79 1007 100.00
Spanish . 35 n 2 7l 8 1930 1789 282 1005 91.03
Russian 28 14 1 +H 63.01 36,36 1004 100.00
LETTERS 852 58 [RE 35 1086 1153 TRAS 234 12.98 322 1005 9L1Y
- English 0653 3 8 R} 781 88.96 995 1.10 1007« 93.02
Linguisties 35 2 25 02 062 IR X) 3.23 40,32 1007 100.00
Philssophy 129 at 33 2 218 253 2120 22.69 2207 0.8} 100 91.07
Classices 35 4 13 52 52 07.31 7.09 25.00 1005 100.00
MATHEMATICS 330 60 97 Ry all 959 61.20 11.67 18.87 225 1005 91.95
PHYSICAL SCIENCES 832 360 181 111 1720 1912 18,37 21.28 215 8.20 1007+ 48,57
Physies 110 175 111 33 sy 813 3102 23.06 18.58 135 1009 91.12
Chemistry 325 188 191 108 815 Y51 39.88 23.07 23.80 13.25 10057 45.13
s Astronomy 10 3 13 13 7692 23.08 1005 100.00
Geology 87 16 133 142 05.1] 3159 1009 93.60
PSYCHOLOGY 77 163 102 90 834 952 50.92 19.15 12,17 11.16 10047 88.03
SOCIAL SCIENCES 1033 196 327 165 1721 1807 00.02 11.39 19.00 9.59 100%¢ 9521
Anthropology 106 20 16 136 110 A2 11.71 7.5 100%¢ 97.11
Ecouomies 200 93 0] 300 381 57.22 2583 1691 1009 93.75
History 321 111 30 02 221 533 01.26 21.18 553 10.83 1005 9470
Geagraphy 17 18 35 35 RST A143 1007 100.00
Political Science 215 50 91 14 109 435 M990 13.69 2298 3.42 1005+ 91.02
Socinlogy 138 29 72 |HH 257 200 53.70 11.28 28.02 7.00 1005 98.85

ALL FIELDS W91 1380 1193 MW 7T 8105 6003 1790 15.41 6.06 100% 91416

! Population biology, molecular biology, and art history omitied.
# Categorization of programs for quality rating and categorization of enrollments do not mateh well in same subficlds of biology.

Source: HEGIS, “Advanced Degree Enrollment,” Fall 1971,
Kenneth D, Roose and Charles J. Andersun, A Rating of Graduate Programs™ (American Council on Education, 1970).
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Distribution of Total Noctoral Enrollment in New York, 1971-1972, According to

Graduate Faculty Rating 11969)

9% N.Y.S.

Enroll.
Number in Quality Category R:lltlml 1\5(;‘1 Percent in Quality Rating II{::::(II h";‘::”'
= Poet, Doet. Pro- Rated
Fields ! 3.0-50 2529 2024 <20 Program  Enroll. 3.0-5.0 2529 2024 <20 grams Programs
BIOLOGICAL
SCIENCES = 339 74 14 427 809 79.39 17.33 3.28 100%% 52.78
Botany 29 ) 29 47 100.00 1009, 61.70
Zoology 8 21 32 43 25.00 75.00 1005 7442
Pharmaco gy 39 39 123 100.00 100% 31.71
Physiology H 6 47 102 87.23 12.77 100%6 46.08
Microbiology and
Bacteriology 29 26 355 111 52.73 47.27 100% 49,55
Biochemistry 110 16 14 140 285 78.57 1143 10.00 1009 49.12
Entomology 46 o 59 100.00 100% 7797
Developmental Biology
(Geneties) 37 2 39 39 94.87 513 100% 100.00
ENGINEERING 484 303 177 964 1190 50.21 31.43 18.36 1009 81.01
Chemical Engineering 101 73 171 219 58.05 41.95 1009 79.45
Civil Engineering 51 72 360 159 193 32.08 45.28 22.61 100% 82.38
Electrical Engineering 364 66 17 7 77 81.43 14.77 3.80 10096 7747
Mecchanical Engineering 69 61 51 184 201 37.50 3178 27.72 100% 91.54
FINE AND APPLIED
ARTS /
Music 208 208 287 100.00 100% 7247
FOR IGN
LAN JUAGES 287 133 35 4 459 87 62.53 28,98 7.63 0.87 10095 58.32
French 176 30 206 368 85.44 14.56 1009, 5598
Germim 43 48 4 95 163 45.26 5053 4.21 1009 58.28
Spanish 30 85 115 207 26.09 73.91 100% 55.56
Russian 38 5 43 49 88.37 11.63 100% 87.56
LETTERS 943 121 399 97 1500 2299 62.87 8.07 26.60 6.47 100% 65.25
English 735 144 45 924 1623 79.55 1558 - 1.87 100% 56.93
Linguistics 77 34 39 150 173 51.33 22,67 26.00 100% 86.71
Philosophy 100 105 140 13 358 423 27.93 29.33 39.11 3.63 100% 84.63
Classics 31 16 2] 68 80 45.59 23.53 30.88 100% 85.00
MATHEMATICS 361 74 193 48 676 888 53.40 10.95 28,55 7.70 100% 76.12
PHYSICAL SCIENCES 1099 226 343 135 1803 2492 60.95 12.53 19.02 7.49 100% 72.35
Physics 641 66 133 51 891 1243 71.94 7.41 14.93 5.72 100% 71.68
Chemistry 321 160 169 84 734 1038 43.73 21.53 23.02 11.44 100% 70.71
Astronomy 36 36 38 100.00 100% 94.74
Geology 101 41 142 173 71.13 28.87 1005 82.08
PSYCHOLOGY 364 224 252 286 1126 2087 32.33 19.89 22.38 25.40 100% 53.95
SOCIAL SCIENCES 1305 428 615 295 2743 4005 47.58 15.60 2242 14,40 100% ' 68.49
Anthropology 155 79 28 262 462 59.16 30.15 10.69 100% 50.71
Economics 230 145 167 542 753 42,44 26.75 30.81 100% 71.98
History 391 187 124 96 798 1171 49.00 23.43 15.54 12.03 100% 68.15
Geography 22 23 45 47 48.89 51.11 100% 95.74
Political Science 328 53 109 23 513 746 63.94 10.33 21.25 448 100% 68.77
Sociology 179 188 135 81 583 826 30.70 3225 23.16 13.89 100% 70.58
ALL FIELDS 5390 1583 2028 965 9906 14,844 54.41 15.98 20.47 9.74 1009 66.73

! Population biology, molecular biology, and art history omitted.

* Categorization of programs for quality rating and categorization of enrollments do not match well in some subficlds of biology.

Souree: HEGIS, “Advanced Degree Enrollments, Fall 1971,

Kenneth D. Roose and Charles J. Anderson, A Rating of Graduate Programs” (American Council on Edueation, 1970).
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Yariabies Relevant to Excellence in Doctoral Programs

INPUT VARIABLES

PROCESS VARIABLES

OUTPUT VARIABLES

1) Student ability

2) Faculty ability

3) Financial support

1) Physical facilities

5) Supporting disciplines

1) Morule
a. Faculty
b. Student

2) Efficiency
a. Faculty

1) Faculty research
2) Student research
3) Ph.D. alunmi productivity

b. Student

3) Pedagogical methods
a. Curriculum content
. Instructional methods
4 Research procedures

1Y Student ability tstandardized
tests, GPA. fellowships held)
2) Faculty ability (scholarly reputa-

1) Morale (surveys. interviews)
2) Efliciency (degrees awarded per
faculty member, altrition, com-

1} Faculty research (publication
count, cilation indexes, reputa-
tional studies)

tion, past productivity of research pletion time, workload studies) 2) Student research (publication
and Ph.D.’s, doctoral training) 3) Pedagogical methods (internal count, citation indexes, disserla-

3) Financial support (salary levels,

reviews, oulside visitors)

tion reviews)

“sofl” money, etc.) 4) Research procedures (internal 3) Ph.D. alumni productivily (place-

4) Physical facilities (library
volumes, library budget, labora-
tory facilities, ete.)

5) Supporting disciplines (must
exist and meet quality indicators)

reviews, oulside visitors)

ment in first job, employer
satisfaclion, recipient opinion
polls, scholarly productivity)

Source: Robert T, Blackburn and Paul- E. Lingenfelter, “Assessing Quality in Doctoral Programs: Criteria and Correlates of Exeels

lence™ (1972).

A Critique of Reputational Studies

Ahthough a systematic criticism of repulational studies
has not been published, attacks on this technique gener-
ally criticize the impartiality of the evaluatling panel, the
subjectivity of reputation, the competence of the panel,
or the validity of the criteria used in reputational stud-
ies. Although these criticisms do not apply with equal
force to the most recent reputational studies, each criti-
cism and a defense of vepulational methodology will be
considered below.

First, the question of panel impartiality. It is a well-
known fact that a handful of doctoral programs are alma
mater lo the majority of all Ph.D.’s. Although this pat-
tern is changing, in 1934 Hughes’ top 15 inslitutions ac-
counted for 59 percent of all doctorates and in 1957
Keniston’s top 15 produced 43 percent.! At least one re-
viewer equales size with quality,® but the high correla-
tion between size and high reputational ralings may be
explained in part by rater bias.* It is understandable

that a professor would favor the department in which he
is teaching or from which he received his degree in a
reputational survey. Consequently, departments with a
large facully and alumni group will receive higher rat-
ings, so the argument goes.

Other sources of bias may come from the procedure
used to select evaluators. Keniston used department
chairmen and Hughes used his faculty at Mia: -/ Univer-
sity (1925) and the secretary of national scholarly asso-
ciations (1934) to select his panel. Department chairmen
may not be representative of professional opinion in a
discipline, and relying upon a single expert to select a
panel risks contamination from the biases of that indi-
vidual.

The American Council on Education studies reduced
the possibility of rater bius by systematically selecting a
balanced panel of evaluators. Graduate deans at all insti-
lutions included in the evaluation were asked to select
both junior and senior faculty to parlicipate on the
panel. The large number of deans participating and the
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balanced distribution of raunk in the panel largely elimi-
nales the possibility of systematic bias through panel
sclection procedures.

The possibility of bias through current or. pasl affilia-
tions is less easily mitigated, but in a large study il is
relatively unimportant. Cartter’s careful internal analysis
of his dala revealed that, as expecled. raters lend lo be
biased toward their alma mater and current employer,
but such biases tend to have negligible effect. The high
split half reliability of Cartler’s ratings suggests that sys-
tematic bias in the evalualing panel has been prevented
by careful techniques of panel selcction and by ultilizing
a large number of respondents.

The second major argument against reputational stud-
ies is the intrinsic subjectivity of reputation. Quoting Dr.
Johnson, one respondent lo the Carlter survey observed
that “a compendium of gossip is still gossip.” 4

In a similar vein, some argue that “subjeclive” repula-
tional studies are inferior to evaluations based upon
“objeclive” traits such as facully publications, library fa-
cilities, etc.” As Carlter observed, however, “objective”
crileria are based upon subjective notions of quality one
step removed.® Any efforl al evaluation requires a de-
gree of trust in the subjective wisdom of the evaluations,
whether they assess a program directly or merely estab-
“ileria of quality. (In defense of
wld be noted that high ratings

lish other indicators
repulational studies.

tend to be correlated with “objeclive” measurcs.’

Third, some contend that a valid assessment of a doc-
toral program can only be made from first hand expo-
sure lo the program.” Since only a fraclion of a survey
panel is likely to have had direct exposure to more than
a small fraction of the lotal population of programs,
their assessments, perforce, are of dubious validity. This
argument holds more weighl when considering ratings of
all aspects of a program than when considering ratings
of a single allribute such as the scholarly ability of a
faculty. Particularly in this case, faculty in a discipline
have firsthand exposure to the scholarly work of their
peers all over the country. The competence of scholars to
evaluate the scholarly work of others is almost self-evi-
dent, even though their competence to assess other as-
pects of doctoral programs may be questicned if they
lack firsthand information.

Fourth, and finally, the criteria of qualily used in rep-
utational studies may be challenged. The ACE studies
used the “quality of the graduate faculty (defined in
terms of scholarly achievemints) in your field” and the
overall “effectiveness * of the doctoral program” as crite-
ria for the ratings.'” Since the first criterion is~the most
widely cited in reviews of the repulational studies, many

argue that scholarly ability alone is an insuflicient condi-
tion for “quality.” Other factors such as teaching eflec-
tiveness and cfficiency are important as well. The second
crilerion, as delined, encompasses all other relevant vari-
ables, but as mentioned above, the fact that most evalua-
tors lack direct contact with most doctoral programs
casls doubt npon the validity of

be » 11
calegory.

ratings in this
Nevertheless, scholarly compelence is a nec-
essary, if not sufficient, condition of excellence and the
ability of repulational surveys lo measure this attribule
has not becn sufliciently challenged.

One other faclor related lo criterion validity deserves
mention. In a tepulational study, the criteria deemed im-
portant by the raters must be accepted implicitly. In
most cases where professional consensus obtains, a non-
professional observer is. and should be, inclined to ac-
cepl the judgment of the professional panel. Bul, if a
discipline is undergoing fundamental changes in ils
methodology or theoretical framework, or if a discipline
on the whole has failed to adapt itself to changing envi-
ronmental needs, the values of faculty raters may be un-
reliable or incongruent with those of a nonprofessional
observer.

In political science during the late fifties, the contro-
versy Delween professors interested in behavioral ap-
proaches and those concerned with normative structural
analysis quite likely was reflected in the ratings. Al-
though partisans of either perspective may have hcen
counterbalanced by the other, inlerprelation of ralings in
a divided discipline is risky without some direct indica-
tion of the criteria emphasized by individual raters. And,
given Lhe possibility that an entire discipline embraces
dysfunctional values, a nonprofessional should have at
least some knowledge of professional norms before ac-
cepling reputational ralings uncritically.

To summarize, repulational studies have been criti-
cized on the following grounds: (1) panel bias, (2) sub-
jectivity, (3) panel competence, and (4} crilerion validity.

In defense of reputational studies, we have suggested
that 3} panel bias has been largely eliminaled by the
:areful sclection procedures of the ACE studies; (2)
subjectivily cannot be escaped in evaluation no matter
what lechnique is used; (3) professional peers are com-
pelent to evaluale scholarly work, the central crilerion in
reputational studics; and (4) although not a sufficient
condition of general excellence, scholarly ability is neces-
sary for a good doctoral program. Reputational studies
cannot provide a comprehensive assessment of overall
qualily, and they deserve crilical examination whenever
used, bul for ratings of the scholarly ability of a faculty
they are a valuable and valid instrument of assessment.
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Footnotes Jor “A Critique of Reputational Studies”

1. Bernard Berelson, “Graduate Education in the
United States.” New York, 1960 p. 97.

2. Walter C. FEells, Graduate
Schools,” Association of American Colleges Bulletin,
vol. 43, December 1957, pp. 563-576.

3. Charles F. Elton and Harriett A. Rose, “What on
the Ratings Rating,” American Psychologist, vol.
27, March 1972, pp. 197-201. Lauren G. Wispe,
“The Bigger the Belter: Productivity, Size and

“Leading American

Turnover in a sample of Psychology Departments,”
American Psychologist, vol. 24, pp. 662-668.

4. Allan M. Cartter, “An Assessment of Quality in
Graduate Education.” Washington, N.C. 1966, p. 8.

5. Lionel S. Lewis, “On Subjective and Objective Rat-
ings of Sociology Departments.” The American So-
ciologist, vol. 3. May 1968, pp. 129-131.

6. Cartter, op.cit., p. .

7. Ibid.
8. Council of Graduate Schools, “Reassessment: Pro-

ceedings of the Tenth Annual Meeting.” December

1972.

9. “Effectiveness” is defined as “the accessibility of
faculty and their scholarly competence, curricula,
educational and research facilities, the quality of
graduate students, and other (relevant} factors.”

10. Cartter, op.cit., p. 127,

11. The high correlalion between “scholarly achieve-
ments” and “effectiveness” ratings suggests that ra-
ters chose lo emphasize the trait they knew Dest
when evaluating “eflectiveness.”

Source: Robert T. Blackburn and Paul E. Lingenfel-
ter, “Assessing Quality in Doctoral Programs: Criteria
and Correlates of Excellence” (1972}, pp. 23-25.

Procedures and Guidelines for Evaluations »f
Doctoral Programs at the University of
California, Berkeley (Excerpts)

Procedures for Review of Doctoral Programs

The reviews of doctoral programs will be guided by
two major commitments: that the improvement of gradu-
“ale education can be fostered most effectively by collect-
ing as much information as possible about each program
under review; and that the same procedures will be ap-
plied to all programs reviewed. In accord with these
principles, the following procedures will be used as a
means of securing the types of information listed in the
attached itemization.
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In each case, a principal source of information will be
the members of the department under review; other
sources of information are designated in the itemizalion.
It is anticipated that two forms- of information will be
solicited from department members: written and oral.
Written information will include various formal depart-
mental announcements and documents as well as less {or-
mal letters and reports. Information will be communi-
caled orally during the course of meetings of the review
panel with department members. v

Within each department. three subgroups may be dis-
tinguished: the chairman and graduate advisers; the re-
mainder of the facully; and the graduate students. In
order 1o promote candor in the communications from de-
partment members in these groups to the review panel, it
is proposed that information be solicited separately from
each group. Accordingly, in addition to whatever docu-
ments are submitted by members of the three groups,
three separate meetings will be scheduled for attendance
by the panel for each group. The first of these three
meetings will be a dinner discussion between the panel
and the department chairman along with graduate advis-
ers. At this time, the panel will detail its procedures for
the chairman who can also use the occasion to present
and discuss his own views of the doctoral program in his
department. Daytime meetings will involve the remaining
two groups: faculty and graduate students. A final meet-
ing will also be scheduled to which members of all three
groups will be invited. This meeting will permit the
panel to present its report for discussion and comment
by all components of the deparlment prior to its presen-
tation to the Graduate Council. Prior to preparing a
final version of the reporl, comment on a preliminary
version will also be invited from appropriate oflicers of
other relevant units {e.z. Dean of the College).

In accord with this plan, each review will be initiated
by letters from the Chairman of the Graduate Council
and the Dean of the Graduate Division to the members
of the three departmental groups (as well as to two other
pertinent groups: Teaching Assistants and other non-Sen-
ate members of the instructional stafl). These letters will
invite the recipients to the appropriate meetings, outline
the review procedures to be followed, and describe the
kinds and forms of information the panel wishes to se-
cure from members of each group.

The membership of the review panel will vary depend-
ing on the identity of the department under veview.
Lvery panel will include the Chairman of the Graduate
Council and the Dean ‘of the Graduate Division. The
Council Chairman will appoint one or two other mem-
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bers of the Council to each panel, selecting persons from
departments allied with that being reviewed. And Associ-
ate Dean of the Graduate Division may be appointed to
the panel by the Dean in view of the relationship be-
tween lhe Associate Dean’s discipline and that of the de-
partment to be reviewed. Finally, a graduate student may

be designaled to serve on the panel and lo consult with
.

graduate studenls in the department under review. .

While the panel is securing information directly from
departmental sources, the Graduate Division will take re-
sponsibility for securing and assembling all other infor-
mation listed in the attached itemization. In addition, the
Graduate Division will assist the panel in preparing its
report to the Council.

Guidelines for Evaluating Doctoral Programs
at the University of California, Berkeley

Type of Information
A. Description of present slalus and
expecled fale of disciplines in which
work is offered
B. Program
1. Original description
Approved revisions
3. Unauthorized revisions
4. Informal description
5. Course offerings
a. Content, number, variety
b. De facto scheduling
C. Advising
1. Availability-frequency

2. Qualily
D. Teaching
1. Faculty load: formal and in-
formal
2. Effectiveness

E. Evaluation of sludent progress

1. Methods of evaluatling course
work

2. Extracourse methods of evalua-
tion: examinations—character,
objeclives, frequency. sequence,
failure rate, research reqnire-
.nents, thesis and disserlation
requirements

. Admissions
1. Numbers admitted annually
2. Procedures
3. Criteria
G. Resources
1. Faculty
a. Number filled and vacant
FTE

Source of Information

Chairman, advisers, facully, studenls

Graduate division

Graduate division _
Chairman and advisers, students
Chairman, advisers, students

Catalog
Schedule and directory

Chairman, advisers, other faculty pres-
ent, and former students
Same

Chairman, advisers, other facully, and
schedule and directory

Chairman, advisers, present and former
students

Chairman, advisers, other facully stu-
dents
Chairman, advisers, other facully, stu-

‘dents, graduate division

Source
Graduate division

Chairman, advisers
Chairman, advisers

Chancellor
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b. Distribution by rank
Turnover rate
d. Retirement prospects
e. Distribution by lraining in-
stitution
2. Student financial support; TAs,
RAs, fellowships, grants, etc.
H. Productivity
1. Quantity
a. Admission rate
h. Years to M.A.
¢. Years to doctorate
d. Rate of granling M.A. and
doctorate
e. Aldrich-Hammel index
2. Quality
a. Saniple of recent theses and
dissertations
b. Letters from former students
¢. Occupational history of for-
mer students

1. Morale
1. Faculty
2. Student
a. Degree and methods of par-
ticipation in departmental
decisions
b. General

Chancellor
Chancellor
Chancellor
Chancellor

Graduate division

Graduate division: EDP

Library
Graduate division

Chairman, faculty, graduate division,
alumni offices

Chairman, advisers, faculty

Chairman, advisers, students, G.A. reps.

1 A
Students

Source: Robert T. Blackburn and Paul E. Lingenfelter,” Assessing Quality in Doctoral Pro-
grams: Criteria and Correlates of Excellence” (1972), pp. 37-41.

State University of New York
Guidelines for Evaluations of Graduate Programs

1. Policy

It is the policy of State University of New York to
offer graduate programs to serve the need of individual
students and society. To foster the altainment and main-
tenance of high academic quality and to promote a con-
tinuing responsiveness to changing needs for and dimen-
sions of such programs, it is necessary lo establish
detailed procedures for evaluation and approval of all
new graduale programs, and, thereafter, to make a care-
ful review of all approved and active programs at regu-
lar intervals.

II. Responsibility

Responsibility for the conduct of each graduate degree
program resides with the faculty of that program. It is
also the responsibility of the faculty and administration
of each unit of the university to conduct periodic re:
views of all graduate programs, evaluate the findings of
these reviews, report the results to the office of the pro-
vost for graduate education and research, and take actions
which are intended to increase the value of the program
to graduate students, the university, and society.

111. Initiation of the Evaluation of @ New P--ogram

Any interested faculty group may propose a new_grad-
uate program via the procedures set forth in the” follow-

ERIC
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ing sections. The filing of an internal evaluation report
{see section V., A.} with the dean of graduate studies
tor corresponding academic oflicer) of a unit of State
University shall consititue a request for initiation, by the
dean, of the further steps in the evaluative process.

1V. Evaluation of Existing Graduate Programs

Periodic evaluations of existing graduate programs
shonld be made at 3-vear intervals. The dean of graduate
studies (or corresponding oflicer) of a unit shall be re-
sponsible for initiating such reviews. Under certain cir-
enmslances evaluations at more frequent intervals may
be desirable, and in special instances the interval may be
somewhat longer. Subject to university policy, the presi-
dent of each State University campus may approve, in
consultation with the faculty of a program und the unit’s
graduate council or other comparable body, the delay or
acceleration of the 3-yvear cycle.

V. Procedure

Each campus is responsible for establishing detailed
procedures for initiating, conducting, and reporting the
results of program evaluations. These procedures should
be reviewed and approved by the graduate council (or
other comparable body) on cach campus. The following
general procedures indicate the minimal requirements for
an adequate evaluation of a graduate program.

A, Internal Evaluation Report
The first step is preparation of an internal evalua-
tion report by the faculty group involved in the
particular graduate program. This report serves the
dual purpose of (1} involving responsible faculty
in a critical self-study of the clements of the pro-
gram and (2) informing external evaluators (see
B below) of the objectives and status of the pro-
gram. A similar format should be followed in the
internal evaluation reports on both new programs
and exisling programs. Appropriate inclusions are
the following:
1. Qualitative Indexes
a. General rauonale for the program, including
perceived needs to be met, and intended con-
tributions to the discipline and to society.
Numerical data on the need for the program
should be provided where available.
b. Structure of the program

i. Admission requirements and student selec-
tion procedures
ii. General requirements for the degree

it Speaific degree,

including course descriptions, qualifying

requirements  for the

examinations, language proficiency, minors,
thesis, or other terminal requirements and
academic standards.
¢. Quality of students (For new programs, provide
information on projected sources and caliber of
students. For existing programs, outline the
previous d-year experience with respect to
i. Sources of previous undergraduate and
graduate degrees
il. Performance on standardized tests
iii.  Professional and scientific contributions
iv. Placement of students on completion of
degree)
d. Quality of faculty
i. Curriculum vitae
ii. Participation in national and international
societies and meetings
iii. Interdisciplinary associations
v. Editorial, review, and committee activities

—

v. Honors and awards
vi. Publications
vii. Instructional ability as indicated by gradu-
ate student evaluations
e. Quality of program
i. Foci of emphasis
ii. Relationships to
tional offerings

undergraduate  instruc-

iii.  Coordination of course oflerings
iv. Advisement procedures and evaluation of
student progress
v. Innovative elements
vi. Interdisciplinary and nmbhidisciplinary as-
pects
vii. Participation of graduate students in un-
“dergraduate instructional activity. Extent
of supervision and guidance of such activ-
ity. Opportunities for graduate students to
develop teaching skills.
viii. Graduate student perceptions of quality of
program
2. Quantitative Indexes
a. {For new programs, respond to i-vi. For existing
programs, outlirie the previous 5-year experience
with respeet to i-x.)
. Physical facilities assigned lo program
ii. Support [facilities available from other

—

sources
iit. Library holding in this field and available
from nearby libraries
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iv.  Stafl resources—secretarial. technician, cte.
v. Financial aid for graduate students—
amount and sources
vi. Financial resources for the program from
the university and from other agencies
vii. Changes in faculty
viii. Trends in student enrollment—graduate
and undergraduate, full-time and part-time
ix. Instructional services to other programs,
including size of service load
x. Degrees completed—graduate and under-
graduate ’
. Next 5 years
i. Projected enrollments with rationale for
these enrollment figures
. Resources and facilities needed to accom-
modate such enrollments

3. Relation of Graduate Program tec Other Programs
a. Relation to undergraduale programs on the cam-
pus
N
b. Relation to other graduate programs on the cam-
pus
i. Graduate programs of other departments
i, Interdisciplinary eraduate programs
ii.  Multidisciplinary programs
¢. Relation to graduale programs at other Stale
University unils '
i. In the region
ii. In the State
d. Relation to other graduate programs at privale
colleges and universities of the region and State
e. Opportunities and plans for developing coopera-
tive relations with other graduate programs, de-
partments, instilutions, and agencies

B. External Evaluation Report

Following the preparation of the internal evaluation
reporl. an evaluation panel will be selected to visit the
campus and evaluate the program. This process sha!l in-
clude interviews with faculty, graduale students, and ad-
ministrators related to the programn. The evaluation panel
must consist of highly qualified individuals (normally
three) in the particular and/or related field who are not
members of the unit of Stale University being evaluated.
The program faculty shall provide the graduate dean
with names and qualifications of individuals they believe
are qualified to evaluale the program. The graduale dean
and the graduate council (or other comparable body)
shall be responsible for insuring that the evaluation

pantel is made up ‘of individuals who are qualified to
make the evaluation. Arrangements of an evaluation visit
shall be made by the graduate dean.

On completion of the visit, the evaluation panel will
make an oral report to the graduate dean and subse-
quently will provide a written veport {or reports if each
evaluator wishes to submit an individual statement) indi-
cating their findings and recommendations. Particularly,
in the interest of the Stale Universily as a whole, il is
important that the graduale dean insure that the report
include carefully considered answers to the following

questions:

—_—

Are the general and specific goals of the program
valid? How are they being met?

o

Is the need for the program and its graduates jus-
tilied? Consider local. State. and national needs
and the appropriateness of the program for the
particular State University unit.

3. Are the proposed directions of growth of the pro-
gram appropriate considering the aims of the fac-
ulty in the program, the nature of the State Uni-
versity, and the goals of the program?

1. What is the quality of the instructional and
research (or creative) offerings of the program?

5. Is the level of scholarship (or creative work) of
the faculty identified with the program suitable for
this program? Does the program as operaling or
planned provide sufficient opportunities for conlin-
ued growth in quality of scholarship and creativ-
iy?

6. Are sufficient resources available to support the
program and permil the future planned growth?
Consider faculty, stafl support, graduate fellowship
or lraineeship support, space, and administrative
commitment of the university unit.

7. Does the program make appropriale use of exisling

resources of the university and provide opportunily

for innovative and flexible programs to meet the
varied needs of individual students and society ?

jore]

What is the graduate students’ perception of the
qualily of the program?

The report of the evaluation panel shall be submitted
to the graduate dean, who will then submit it to the
graduate council (or other comparable body), and
through the director or chairman, to the faculty mem-
bers of the program. Where desirable, each of these may
prepare additional wrillen malerials in response to the
reporl of the evalualion panel. '
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C. President’s Review

Copies of the internal evaluation report, the report of
the evaluation panel, the faculty unit’s response lo the
evaluation report, and the response of the graduale dean
and graduate council (or other comparable body) shall
be forwarded directly to the president of the inslitution
for his review. In many cases, the president will wish lo
discuss aspects of these reports with interested facully or
academic officers before arriving at an institulional rec-
ommendalion.

D. Report to the Provost for Graduate Education and
Research

The president of the institution will forward copies of
the internal evaluation report, the evaluation panel re-
port. the facully unil’s response to the evaluation report,
and the report of the graduate dean and graduate coun-
cil (or other comparable body) lo the provost for gradu-
ale education and research, for his review. In addition,
the president will indicate the institutional response to
the recommendalions which have been made. The prov-
ost will insure that the response of Central Administra-
tion is made within 60 days. Based on the composite
findings and recommendations made at the several slages
of review, such response may be approval of a program
for a period, condilional approval for a Imited time (in
some inslances involving a subsequent reevaluation), or
nonapproval.
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APPENDIX D

COSTS AND FINANCES

1. New York “State Purposes”™ Expenditures and lligher
Education Support (1960-72)

State support for higher education has increased from
$90 million to $843 million between 1960 and 1972, a
740 percent increase. In 1972-73, the State Universily of
New York received 49 percent of the State purposes
funds for higher education. The City University received
11 percent; communily colleges, 19 percent, students
(through direct aid)}, 10 percent; the disadvantaged
(through special programs), 5 percent: and private insti-
tutions (through direct aid), 6 percent.

2. Projected Total Deficits in Private Doctoral-Granting
Institutions 1970.71 to 1975-76, 1980-81

In 1970-71, 22 private doctoral-granting institutions
reported a combined deficit of $30.2 million. They esli-
mate (in their 1972 masler plans) that their collective
deficits will be $28.9 million in 1975-70 and $31.2 mil-
lion in 1980-81.

3. Instructional Costs per Student Credit Hour on FTE
Student per Year, and Cost Ratios by Level of In-
struction, Public Sector, Selected States

Analysis of direct instructional costs per credit hour
by degree level in public institntions in six states shows
an undergraduate to Ph.D. level cost ratio of from
1:3.01 1o 1:6.79. When these relationships are averaged,
the ratio of undergraduate to doctorate direct instruc-
tional cost is 1:3.99. The unit cost studies of the six

stales were made according to differing methods, but the
resultant unit costs ratios were generally similar.

4. Direct, Full Cost, and Weighted Full Cost Relation-
ships by Instructional Level, Bachelor’s, Master’s, and
Doctorate

Using the relative cost data from six state studies
(cited above), and dala from the gradcost study spon-
sored by the Council of Graduate Schools, the full cost
ratio of undergraduate 1o doctoral education is calcu-
lated to be 1:5.45 per FTE student. Multiplication of the
credit hours required for the baccalaureate (120 credits)
and the doctorate (90 credits) produces a degree cost
ratio, bachelor’s lo doclorale, of 1:4.08. Aurition and
other factors are omitled.

5. Sample Direct Cost Instructional Cost Ranges, Medi-
ans, and Means by Discipline Group, Doctoral Level

The gradcost study of Powel and Lamson (“Elements
Related to the Costs and Benefits of Graduate Education,
19727) shows the wide range in the estimated unit direct
instructional cost of doctoral education within each of 22
disciplines among the various instilutions examined. Cal-
culation of medians of the cosls within also reveals large
differences in costs belween disciplines. For example, the
median of direct instructional costs in English was
$1.701, while for physics it was $7,322, These direet ap-
proval costs. of course. do not reflect the relative
clficiency of the various disciplines. Physics, for example,
zenerally has a lower altrition rate than English.
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New York “State Purposes” Expenditures and Higher Education Support
(1960-72)
{Dollars in Millions)

Increase
State Fiscal Years 1960.70

1972.73 1971.72 1970-71 1905-66 1960-01 Amount Percent

State Purposes “Plus”? $2,744 $2.610

1 $1,008 $ 6l $1,047 250

$£2.31
Higher Education Support $ 843 $ 805 § 758 § 206 § 9 $§ 068 740
Higher Education Share of “State Pnrposes™ 319 31% 3356 25%. 115 17% 121
SUNY-Regular Operations $ 412 $ 416 $ 424 § 141 § 50 § 374 750
Percent of Higher Edneation Funds 49 52 56 53 55 — —
CUNY-State Aid § 92 § 9 § 86 s Jo $ 20 g 66 330
Percent of Higher Education Funds 11 11 11 15 22 - —
Community College—State Aid 2 $ 161 S 127 $§ 93 s 22 S 8 S 87 1.085
Percent of Higcher Education Funds 19 16 13 8 9 - —
Aid to Students S 80 § 76 S 72 § 0l s 12 $ 60 300
Percent of Higher Education Funds 10 10 10 23 13 .- —
Programs for Disadvantaged Students § 43 S 41 § 32 — — — —
Percent of Higher Education Funds 5 5 4 — L - —_
Aid to Nonpublic Institutions S 48 S 47 S 44 — - — —
General Aid $ 33 $ 33 $ 31 — - — —
Health ’rofessions Education s 15 S 14 $ 13 — — — —
Percent of Higher Education Funds 6 6 0 — - — —
Other Support $ 6 $ 6 $§ 5 s 3 $ 1 s 4 400
Percent of Higher Education Funds 1 1 1 1 1 — —

1 State purposes as defined in State budget aceounts plus local assistance for CUNY and community colleges and capital construction
for latter.

2 Ineludes both operating and capital funds,

3 *Other” includes State Education Department administrative offices for higher education, educational TV network, and SUNY and
CUNY professorial chairs.

Source: New York State Education Department, Office of Higher and Professional Education, “Financing Higher Eduecation in New
York State, A Background Paper.” August, 1972, pp. 4.5.

Projected Total Deficits in Private New York State Doctoral-Granting Institutions,
1970-71 to 1975-76, 1980-81 (In Thousands of Dollars)

Total .
No. 1970.71 1971.72 1972.73 1973.74 127475 1975-76 1980-81
Private Multiversities 5 $27,131(5)* $25.771(5)  $26,546(.H  $20,567(4)  $23,876(4)  $23,672(4)  §22,577(3)
Private Universities 5 1,931(4) 1,318(3) 1,090(3) 523(2) 2,409(3) 1,573(3) 4,0062(3)
Private Colleges 3 335(2) 038(2) 391(3) 411(2) 394(2) 330(2) 296(1)
Private Engincering and Technical
Schools 4 163(2) 419(2) 2,538(3) 1,515(3) 1,092(3) 1,009(2) none
Private Medical and Health N
Science Institutions 2 none 578(2) 709(2) 313(h 834(1) 654( 1) 180(1)
All Other Private Institutions 3 627(1) 771(2) 511(2) 1,616(2) 1,901(2) 1,586(2) 4,119(2)

New York State, TOTAL DEFICIT 22 30,187(14)  29495(16)  31,785(17)  30,954(14)  33,509(15) 28,884(14)  31,234(10)

* [igures in parentheses () are number of institutions reporting or projecting deficits in cach category and year.

Souree: 1972 institutional master plans,
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Instructional Cost Per Student Credit Hour on FTE Student Per Year,
and Cosl Ratios by Level of Instruction, Public Sector, Selected States

South
Colorado Dakota Tennessee Hlinois Ohio Washington
Cost Ratio Cost Ratio Cost Ratio Cost Ratio Cost Ratio Cost Ratio
Lower Division 905 1.00 1632 1,00 12,65 1.00 36.61  1.00 75 100 685 1.00
Upper Division 1358 1.50 2130 149 20.30 160 58,17 1.60 5 100 1185 1.70
Undergraduate '

Average - e—— 125 EIRE S — 1 - ————1.30 - —-130 e 1 0() — 135
MUA. 27.00 305 4655 2.85 1698 3.71 102.72 2.80 2103 3.8 2156 3.58
Ph.D. 3L 397 6701 4.11 111.68 8.83 15618 4.27 3060 105 1248 473
Under-

graduates MA. 1/2.44 1/1.55 1/2.85 1,215 1/3.18 1,265
Under-

sraduate/Ph.D. 1,201 1/3.31 1/6.79 1,3.32 1,/1.05 1/3.50
Referenee source a h « d ¢ f

Mean undergraduate MUALPhD. ratio = 1.00.2.21,3.99

(a) "Volume and Cost of Instruetional Aetivity-Public Colleges and Universities in Colorado,” State Education Departinent. Denver,
March 1971, pp. 47-50. .

thy Gibh, R. D.. “Graduate Programs in South Dakota State Colleges and Universities,” Recommendations Submitted to South Diakota
Regents of Eduecation, Pierre. S.D., June 14, 1972,

(e) “An Instructional Analysis of Tennessee Public Higher Education.™ Tennessee Higher Education Commiission, Nashville, Fall
1969. ( Combines the costs of master's and professional education under master’s costs,)

(r “Unit Cost Study Data, 1969.70,” Nlinois Board of Higher Education, Springficld, August 23, 1971

ter “1971-72 Budgeted Expenditures per FTE Students,” Ohio Board of Regents, Columbus, Ohio, 1971 (Expenditures per FTE stu-
denty,

(fy “1970-71 Instructional Expenditures per Student Washington Public Instituticns of Higher Education,” Couneil on Higher Edu-
cation, State of Washington, Olympia, Wash., May 1972 (Total lnstruetional Expenditure per student per years,

Source: David L. Dresser and David W. Chapman, “The Finanee of Doctoral Edueation: Revenues, Expenditures. Costs and
Fornulas.” September 1972, p. 05,

Direct, Full Cost, and Weighted Full Cost Relationships by Instructi:nal Level,
Bachelor's, Master’s. and Doctor’s

Weighing v Weighed Full
Direet 1o Dircet? for Credit Cost
Full Cost Factor Cost Direct Cost Full Cost  Hours Per  Weighted Relationship
Level Factor Range Midpoint  Relationship Factor Produet Relationship  Degree Ritio BA = 1.00
Ductorate 1.3:2.6 ° 1.95 3.99 7.80 545 3 16.35 4.08
Master's 1.3.1.9 Lo0 2.24 3.58 247 1 247 0.62
Bachelor's 1.3:-1.6n 145 1.00 145 1.00 4 4.00 1.00

a Imputed. See Joseph L. McCarthy and David R. Deener, “The Costs and Benefits of Graduate Edueation” Washington, D.C,
1972, p. 39 for master’s and doctoral level ratios of direet costs to full costs.
b Computed from table.
¢ Ph.D., 90 credit hours = 3.
M.A., 30 eredit hours = 1.
B.A., 120 credit hours = 4.

Source: David L. Dresser and David W. Chapman, “The Finanee of Doctoral Education: Revenues, Expenditures, Costs and
Formulus.” September 1972, p. 68.
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Sample Direct Instructional Cost Ranges, Medians and Means by Discipline Group,

Doctoral Level (1970 Dollar/9-Month FTE Student Year)

N

Discipline (Group)
Humanities

Classics

English

German

Philosophy

Romanee Languages

Social Scicnees
Anthropology
Business Administration
Economices
Geography
History
Psychology
Sociolgy

Engineering
Chemical
Electrical
Mechanieal

Biological Sciences
Botany
Zovlogy

Physical Sciences
Astronomy
Chemistry
Geology
Mathematies
Physics

Total 22 disciplines

9
172

Median

Range

$ 552-1588
2988.4588
1120-3511

552-1970
1946-1075
1358-3106

532.7702
1599.3127

532.7669
12543552
22247702
1233.5078
1066-7590
1599-1909

1651.9083
2.466-9083
1651-5600
2508-6938

3198.7276
3343.7270
3198-7180

1129-157-1
3260-1574
1896-6121
415813896
1129-6186
1636-11075

53215741

$ 3n86
1781
1112
2570
1998

2605
3529
2093
3067
3075
2583
1970

{71
370.
4035

5354
4080

10057
3805
6293
2804
7322

Mean

$2230

2797

H012

6030

WMultiplication of this average of the estimated direct costs for the 22 disciplines by the
midpoint factor (1.95) for conversion to full costs (see p. 75) yields the average estimated {ull
cost of $§7,972. Sponsored research and student aid costs are excluded from these estimates.

Source: David L. Dresser and David W, Chapman, “The Finance of Doctoral Education,”
1972, p. 72. Adapted from John H. Powel and Robert D, Lamson, “Elements Related to the Costs
and Benefits of Graduate Education.” Washington, 1).C.: The Couneil of Graduate Schools, March

1972, pp. 245248,
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APPENDIX E

COORDINATION AND COOPERATION

I. Strengths and Weaknesses of Cooperative Methods

Formal covperation and coordination among institu-
tions may be either voluntary or statutory. Advantages
of vohmtary cooperation are that it provides maximal
freedont of choice and the greatest hikeliliood of achieve-
ing consensus. Among its weaknesses are the tendency
for control by the more powerful. wealthy. or prestigions
members: a tendency to rest with the status quo: diffi-
culty in identifying achievable joint goals: unpredictable
financial security for the arrangements over the long
run: and lack of staff resonrces for comprehensice long.
ramge planiing.

Among the advantages of statutory coordination are
that it may lead to more rational resource allocations
and effective integration of effort; it may provide a uni-
fied and effective voice for higher education in the Legis-
latare; it insures a stable membership, thus providing
1or maximum program breadth. Among the weaknesses
of statutory coordination are the danger of an excessive
centralization of direction by the coordinating agency,
leading to diminution of the distinetive character of in-
stitutional members: neglect of expertise within institu-
tions; and possible increase of political interference in
institutional affairs.

2. Forms of Interinstitutional Cooperation (Content Cat-

egories and Their Characteristics)

Nine possible forms of interinstitutional cooperation
are joint instructional forms and techniques. joint degree
programs, faculty sharing, studemt exchange, student
research/field experience, service and applied expertise,
facilities sharing. faculty development, and faculty re-
search. These forms of cooperation require varying in-
stitutional commitment, imply differing threats to institu-
tional autonomy, and require varying degrees of external
monitoring. For example, faculty sharing generally ealls
for a high degree of institutional commitment, while stu-
dent sharing requires only a medium degree of institu-
tional commitment. Joint degree programs generally sug-
gest a high threat to institulional autonomy, while
student exchange and facilities sharing suggest a low
threat to autonomy. Most forms of coordination can be
effected through either voluntary «r statutory means.

RIC
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A Role of a State Planning Ageney in Nine Forms of
Interinstitutional Cooperation

A state coordinating ageney might logically actively
promote each of the nine forms of cooperation cited
ithove if it has as its primary objectives (1) cither a
moderate or strong coordinating stanee, (2) a viable
bilance hetween the public and private sectors, (33 im-
provement of quality of doctoral programs while provid-
ing sufficient doctoral output. (Assumption cels A and
1)

Strengths and Weaknesses of Cooperative Methods

Strengths of Formal Voluntary Cooperation

a) Provides for maximal freedom of choice, as institu-
tions retain the right to choose whether or not to
participate in any given consortium program.
Provides the greatest likelihood of achieving consen-
sus. as joint programs are generally not undertaken
without at least the nominal consent of all members.
¢ Can embrace a potentially wide range of institutional
members, culling across conventional houndaries to

h

achieve great heterogeneity or homogeneity as the
proclaimed objectives seem to require.

d) Provides greatest likelihood of promoting coopera-
tion at the subinstitutional level (e.g. depuartment
leads, middle-level administrators, ete.) as a “spin-
off” effect from higher levels.!

e) Facilitates self-generated program development at all
hierarchical levels, with the consortium stafl gener-
ally serving more as facilitators rather than legisla-
tors or promotors.!

W eaknesses of Formal Voluntary Cooperation

a) Asymmetrical acrangements are likely to be con-
trolled by the wmore wealthy, powerful. or prestigious
institutional members.

VOne recent case study of a multipurpose consortium {Lan-
caster, 19690 has questioned the validity of these two alleged
“strengths.”  Lancaster  deasnstrated  that  interdependencies
formed wfter the establishment of the formal consortium and that
the movement 1oward cooperation actually engendered  competi-
tion and conflict among consortinm members, between the mem-
bers and the consortium staff, and within individual institutions.
While the conflict was not generally viewed as dysfunctional,
these findings do *end to cast doubt upon the above assertions,
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There exisls a powerful tendency to follow the stalus
quo, since unlil a genuine sense of cooperalive inter-
dependence is established (and time is a major faclor
here, as wilness the early difficulties of the Claremont
federalion), only peripheral programs unrelated lo
the central core of the institution’s missions are gen-
erally atlempted.
Consortia staff generally lack the facilities, funding,
and experlise necessary lo engage in comprehensive
long-range planning for individual members.
Often institutions are not impelled to join such ar-
rangemenls until the environment becomes most
threatening, and at this point, their available re-
sources to supporl voluntary aclivilies may be mini-
mal.
The financial securily of such arrangements over the
long run is unprediclable at best.
There is often great difficulty in identifying those
joint goals which can be achieved, particularly when
the concern is for some approximale equity as re-
gards benefils received.
Few common problems are both of central
concern and easily managed, and many
critical problems lack common elements
(Grupe, 1971).
Staff personnel in formal veluntary arrangemenls
possess only delegaled powers, while the actual deci-
sion-making cenlers are localed in each of the mem-
ber institutions.
Such arrangements require “unusual allenlion Lo con-
sensus-making machinery, represenlation, and tapping
of creativity, out of all proportion to the motivation
felt by the members” (Johnson, 1967).

Strengths of Statutory Coordination

Centralizes planning, policy making, and/or gover-
nance responsibilities for a group of institutions,
which ideally shou!ll lead to more rational resource
allocation and more effective integration of effort.
Provides a unified voice from the higher education
communily in the Legislature, thus ideally reducing
the likelihood of legislative intrusions into the edu-
cational process, or al least channeling such interven-
tions through an established mechanism.

c¢)

d)

e)

f)

a)

- )

Is inclusive of all institulions so dcsignated by the
relevant legislation, thereby “insuring” a stable mem-
bership and providing for maximum program
breadth.

Has provided for (and recent studies indicate the
trend is accelerating) a greater public role (e.g.,
more noninstitutional and noncentral staff) in the de-
termination of educational policy.

The legislative granl of authority provides a grealer
-assurance lhal individual inslitutions will comply
with legitimate agency decisions.

Available evidence seems lo indicale that coordinat-
ing agencies have becn more successful vis-a-vis legis-
latures (e.g., appropriations, provisions for new con-
struction and new programs)} than individual
institutions acling on their own behalf might have

been.

Weaknesses of Statutory Coordination

The composition of the coordinating board, ils con-
ceplion of leadership, and ils supportive staff are crit-
ical elements upon which the board’s success in ful-
filling a mediating role between the instilutions and
the Legislature will be contingent.

There always exists the possibility that stronger or
more prestigious institutions will allempt to “end run”
around the coordinating agency in order to deal di-
rectly with the Legislature.

Under certain conditions, this form can increase the
probability of political interference in institutional
affairs.

-Excessive centralizalion of direction by the agency
can lead to diminution of the distinctive character of
institutional members.

Expertise within the institutions may be neglected in
favor of agency stafl utilizalion, which in turn may
lead to further enlargement of agency staffs and pro-
portionately less inslitutional involvement.-

Unless so mandated, the coordinating agency may be
unable to inlegrale private instituticns into a compre-
hensive planning framework.

Source: Marvin W. Peterson and John S. Waggett,” Inter
national Cooperation in Doctoral Education: A Report With
Recommendations.” 1972, pp. 7-10.
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Role of a State Planming Agency in Nine Iorms
of Interinstitutional Cooperation

In order to demonstrate how a State agency might,
under varying circumstances, respond to programs in-
cluded under the nine content categories of interinstitu-
tional cooperation, the following table has been con-
structed. 1t is intended to portray how the impact of
agency role, public-private balance considerations. and
qualitative emphasis might affect both the capacity and
the willingness of an agency to become involved with
program development in each of these categories.

These three assumptions as to the role and objectives
of the agency may be further elaborated as follows:

a) Agency Role: agency chooses a strong, initiatory,
coordinating posture over public and private insti-
tutions, or a more moderate, supportive, and less
initiatory stance over all institutions.

b} Public-Private Balance: agency feels it is important
to insure a viable balance between the public and
private sectors, or deems it unimportant to exercise
any special concern for such balance.

c¢) Program Emphasis: agency desires to improve the
quality of doctoral programs while providing sufh-
cient doctoral output, or feels there is no need to
give undue attention to matters of quality at the
expense of guaranteeing sufficient output.

For convenience, the agency role may be designated as”™
either “strong” or “moderate™; similarly public-private

balance may be stated as either “balanced” or “unbal-

anced,” and program emphasis as either “qualitative” or

“quantitative.”
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From these assumptions may be generated a total of
eight possible “assumption sets” which represent all pos-
sible combinations of these factors. Under each of these
“assumption sets,
ent ways lo proposcd cooperative programs whiclh might

49

a state agency may respond in differ-

be included under the nine content categories described
in the text. Each of these
State agency’s willingness to consider cooperation under

3

‘assumption sets” affects the

the various content categories, as well as ils capacity to
do so. For example, a strong, balanced, and qualitative
State agency (Set A in following table} might well
consider initiating faculty sharing programs, in contrast
to a moderate, imbalanced, and quantitative agency (Set
H) which, in all likelihood, would not. The latter agency’s
decision not to emphasize quality concerns or to provide
for the welfare of private institutions would mean that,
under such an agency, faculty sharing would exist only
among public institutions for purposes of achieving cost
savings. And, given the relatively weaker role of the
agency vis-a-vis the institutions under its purview, it may
possess insufficient power to initiate such programs.

The question, lllen,\ which is asked in each cell is,
“Given this assumption set, would a State agency be
likely to initiate cooperative programs which might be
included in this content category?”

One final point should be mentioned. Throughout

3

these “assumption sets” an initial premise is held con-
stant: the State agency desires to hold costs down and
reduce duplication wherever feasible. Since virtually all

agencies appreciate the need for such economic restraint,

it appears unnecessary to include this premise in the

original list of assumptions.

Ry
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Forms of Interinstitutional Cooperation
(Content Categories and Their Characteristics)

Assumption Sets

SET A SET B SET C SET D SET E SET F SET G SET H
Strong Strong Strong Strong Moder. Moder. Moder. Moder.
PROGRAM Bal, Bal. Imbal, Imbal, Bal, lmbal. Imbal. Imbal.
CATEGORIES Qual. Quan, Qual. Quan. Quan, Qual. Qual. Quan,
Instructional Forms
and Techniques mayhe - no no . no yes yus mayhe no
Joint Degree Progruins yes yes naty be 1o mayhe inaybe no no
Fuaculty yus naybe no no yus yes maybe no
Student Exchange yUs yes mayhe mayhe yes yes maybe mayhe
Student Research/ :
Field Expericnee yes no yes 1o yes no yes no
Serviee and Applied
Expertise - yos maybe yes maybe yos maybe yes - mayhe
Facilities Sharing yes yus yus yes yes yes yes yes
Faculty Development mayhe no no no yus mayhe no no
Faculty Rescarch mayhe no mayhe no yes .inaybe mayhe no
-~

Source: Marvin W, Peterson and John 8, Waggett, “International Cooperation in Docioral Education: A Report With Recommenda-
tions.” 1972, pp. 89-92,
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