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@ TIn the 1975-76 academic year, the average proportion of young doctorates on the full-
time faculty in sixteen science and engineering fields at Ph.D.-granting institutions
was 28 percent. The social sclences =-- sociology, psychology, ecenomies == had the
highest proportions, and the fields of physies, mining and mineral engineering,
chemistry, chemical engineering, and biochemistry had the lowest proportions.

# The proportions of young doctorate faculty were expected to decrease over the five
years to 1980, to an overall average of 25 percent. Most fields estimated a decline,
though mining and mineral engineering, chemical engineering, and biochemistry anti-
cipated increases from 3 to & percentage points. )

# Generally, the ten highest ranked of the departments rated good or adequate in the
fourteen science and engineering fields covered in the Roocse-Andersen study had
higher proportions of young doctorate faculty in 1975 than did either the 236 depart-
mentas--rated distinguished or strong or the Top Ten departments; the only exceptions
were physics and economics, where the Top Ten had more young doctorates. Moreover,
estimates for 1980 indicated that these differentials would continue in virtually all
fields.

e In most of those departments for which longitudinal data were available, the propor-
tions of young doctorates had deeclined since 1968. Between 1968 and 1974, the pro-
portions had dropped by at least half in electrical engineering, physics, and chemical
engineering, though the last of these fields anticipated an increase by 1980.

There were no clear-cut and consistent differences between the Top Ten distinguished
and strong departments in each field and the first ten good or adequate departments
with respect to relative changes in the proportions of young doctorate faculty.

& Bbout two in five department heads said that they considered the 1975 proportions
of young doctorate faculty to be too low. Nearly half said they regarded the
estimated 1980 proportions as too low. Concern over age imbalance was directly
related to having (or expecting to have) a lower-than-average proportion of young
doctorates on the full-time faculty.

@ The most desirable proportion of young faculty, according to department heads, was
30 percent. For most fields, the "ideal" proportion was slightly higher than the
actual (1975) proportion, the exceptions being the three gocial science fields.

® The most common measures initiated by either departments or institutions to increase
the proportions of young doctorates were lengthening the probationary period before
a tenure decision has to be madesand encouraging optional early retirement.

& About one in four department heads believed that financial constraints were solely
responsible for limiting the hiring of young faculty. Other frequently mentioned
factors were the lack of new positions, the low mobility of senior faculty, and the
need to hire senior rather than junior faculty.

@ Those department heads who felt that their proportions of young doctorates were too
low most often recommended encouraging early retirement or partial retirement,
increasing funding and research support, and hiring only or mestly young faculty as
ways to overcome the age imbalance. Relatively few, however, felt that their re-
commendations would be put into operation.

7
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YOUNG DOCTORATE FACULTY IN SELECTED SCIENCE
AND ENGINEERING DEPARTMENTS, 1975 TO 1980

This survey, conducted at the request of the Natiénai’ééience Foundation, focuses on -
young ductorate faculty employed full-time in science and engineering departments at Ph.D.-
granting institutions. In surveys conducted previously by the Faunaatian,l it was found,
among other things, that the overall proportion of young doctorate faculty in Fh.D.=granting
institutions dropped from 39 percent to 28 percent between 1968 and 1974.

| Economic constraints and changing enrollment patterns in higher gducation may further
reduce the cépacitytzfacaﬂamig institutions tc add new doctorate-recipients to their faculties,
with a resultant loss of vigor in both teaching and scientific research. To monitor this
trend and to qain more insight into the situation, the present survey asked department heads
in selected science and engineering fields to report what proportions of their faculties, as
of December 1975, were young doctorate faculty (defined as those who had received the docto-
rate within the previous seven years); to estimate what that proportion would be "five years
from now" (i.e., in 1980); to ihaiéafa whether they regarded those proportions as too low;
to specify what steps the department or institution had taken (or planned Eg take in the
next academic year) to change tenuia or appointment policies and practices; and to give their
opinions about what should be done to alleviate any age imbalance. (See Appendix A for a
copy of the survey instrument, along with other material mailed to the institution or depart-

ment in connection with the survey.)

Methods Summary

The data for this report were collected as part »f the continuing research program of the
Higher Education Panel of the American Council on Education. Created in 1971 to conduct

gquick=turnaroud surveys on topics of general policy interest to the higher education community

lSee National Science Foundation, Young and Senior Science and Engineering Faculty, 1974:
Support, Research Participation, and Tenure, NSF 75-302 (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1975), and Support and Research Participation of Young and Senior Academic
staff, 1968, NSP 68-31 (Washington: U.S. Covernment Printing Office, 19€8).
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and to government agencies, the Panel is based upon a network of campus representatives at
643 academic institutions broadly representative of all colleges and universities in the
nation. For any given survey, the entire Panel or a subset of institutions may be used.

For this survey, the subset comprised institutions that (1) had awarded the doctorate
in at least one science or engineering field in the 1970-71 academic year, and (2) had
received at least S1 million in federal support for research and development in fiscal
lS?é.E Of the 219 Ph.D.-granting institutions in the Higher Education Panel, 145 met both
criteria. These institutions accounted for 85 percent of the nearly 18,500 science and
engineering doctorates awarded in 197D§71. (See Appendix C for a list of the institutions
surveyed.)

Like the recent HEP survey on faculty research activity (Higher Education Panel Report
No. 29, January 1976), this ingquiry was directed at individual science and engineering
departments within the institution rather than at the institution itself. The respondents
were deparitment heads in the fellowing sixteen fields:

Biochemistry Chemistry Mathematics Physiology
E

Biology lconomics Microbiology Psychology
Botany Electrical Engr. Mining & Mineral Engr. Scciclogy

Chemical Engr. Geology Physics Zoology

our experience with the earlier departmental survey, together with updated information
received during the course of this survey, enabled us to arrive at a reliable count of
eligible Ph.D.-level aépartﬁéntg within each institution. Thzpotential respondents
ultimately comprised nearly 1,400 departments at 145 colleges aﬁd vniversities.

By the deadline for guestionnaire returns, usable responses had been received from

1,148 departments” at 137 institutions. Thus; the departmental response rate was 82 percent,

Based on reports to the National Science Foundation derived from the government-wide data
system originally established under the auspices of the Committee on Academic Science and
Engineering (CASE)., These institutions were selected because of their substantial research
activity,

P |

BNét all the responding departments provided usable data on each item in the survey question-
naire; therefore, totals vary from item to item.
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and the institutional response rate was 94 percent. (For a more detaied a;«gé\xs§i@n of
institutional and departmental response to the survey, see ApPendiy B.) }hﬁ,s yeport presents
the basic data, separately by field, for all departments resp@naing_ witﬁ \lg ggjilé 4information
for a given item. In addition, for purposes of comparison, 50me data arf aﬂ;gé jxeluded

on three sub-groups of departments: (1) those departments rated "diﬁtiﬂg\igh%" or "strong”
(Roose and Andersen, 1970)%; (2) the Top Ten responding departments in thy 41 g dnguished”
or "strong" categories; and (3) the ten highest ranked responding dgparﬂ%ngﬁ vatod "good"

L1 I = = ii5
or "adequate.’

Resul ts

In December 1975, more than one-fourth (28 percent) of a1l fTyll-tifMy Aoy rate faculty
in the 1,113 departments responding to the first item on the Survey qugﬁt\i@;ﬂﬁ%{ife were re-

portaed as young, having received the degree in the seven years since 1968 (fiakﬂg 1a}. The

The Roose-Andersen ratings represent a summary of the assesshents proviqg 4 Py 45,000
faculty members in 37 diseiplipes at 131 major institutions who rated ay L any, of the
major institutions offering doctoral study in their disciplines as theY % 1t omMpetent
to judge. Specifically, respondents were asked to select from a given Y, Oy ¢orms

the one they felt begt described the quality of gqraduate faculty and th\ E§ff§g§ivenegs
of the doctoral program, and to indicate the degree of change they pe;%w«éd i3 the
relative position of departments. Average ScoreS vwere calculateq for E%;w} ag artment

at each institution, and the departments within each discipline were th\\ ia“ggd—arder\%ﬂ.

4

In the summary ratings of graduate faculty, the highest-scoring agpaftﬁ‘\#é Ver®

categorized as "distinguished." The next level was "strong:" followed "‘a‘ng.“ "sdequate,"
"marginal,” and “not sufficient for doctoral training." The top two C2} (0Fy,g were
combined for separate tapulation. See Kenneth D. Roose and Charles J. W L A Rating
of Graduate Programs (Washington: American Council on Education, 1970)

SNgt all institutions ranked by the Roose-Andersen study were members of tf’é yjgher
Education Panel; converselyY, not all HEP merbers were ranked by the Eﬂ%e PG, £8en study.
Consequently, the departments categorized as "Top Ten" of the digﬁingﬂlﬁkgd anfﬁi strong
and "first ten” of the good and adequate were selacted on the bagis of §;gj}% ¢pe highest
ranked respondents in their respective categories for which data were a\,éﬁ,laﬂé from
both sources.

10



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~5-

proportions varied widely among the sixteen fields. The highest concentrations of young
doctorates were found in the three social sciences included in the survey (sociology, 40
percent; psychology, 38 percent; and economics, 36 percent), and the lowest in physies (17
percent), followed by mining and mineral engineering, chemistry, chemical engineering {each
with 21 percent), and biochemistry (22 percent)}.

Overall, the responding department heads estimated that the proportion of young docto-
rates would decline to 25 percent by 1980. All but four fields anticipated a decline, the
exceptions being microbiolegy, bicchemistry, chemical engineering, and mining and mineral
engineering. Their estimated proportions of young faculty were closer to the average pro-
portion for all departments than the other fields. The two fields with the very lowest
proportions, physics and chemistry, predicted further decreases in the proportions of younhg
doctorates on their full~time faculties by 1980.

The 236 departments rated “"distinguished" or "strong” in the fourteen science and
engineering fields covered by the Roose-Andersen studyE had somewhat smaller proportions of
young doctorates on their full-time faculties in December 1975 (24 percent), and that figure
was expected to drop te 22 percent by 1980 (Table 1B). Variations by field among these
distinguished and strong departments followed the same general pattern as that for all
departments: The social sciences had the highest proportions of young agcﬁératesi whereas
physics, chemical engineering, biochemistry, geology and electrical engineering had the
lowest, with fewer than one in five young doctorates on their full-time faculties. Two of
+hese five fields —- chemical engineering and biochemistry -- expected the proportion to
increase by 1980, and the three others anticipated slight declines, In addition, the three
social sciences exrected decreases from 3 té 7 percentage points, as did mathematiecs and
zoology,

The patterns were similar for the Top Ten departments for which data were available in

& . .
The Roose-Andersen study did not include biology departments as designated in the present
study or departments of mining and mineral engineering,

i1
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the fourteen science and engineering fields rated “distinguishad“vér "strong” in tha Roose-
Andersen study (Table 1C). 1In 1975, about one in three full-time faculty members in the
three soeial sciences was a young doctorate, and this proportion was expected tec drop
slightly over the next five years. Fields having lower-than-average proportions of young
doctorates in 1975 were geology, chemical engineering, botany, biochemistry, physics, and
electrical engineering; all six of these fields anticipated decreases or only slight increases
(of no more than 3 percentage points) by 1980. The only fields expecting substantial pro-
physiclogy (from 23 percent in 1975 to 28 percent in 1980). The eight reporting zoology
departments anticipated a decline of 6 pefcentéqe points (from 27 percent in 1975 to 21
percent in 1980), which represents a 17 percent decrease in the absolute numbers of young
doctorate faculty in this field. Department heads in other science and engineering depart-
ments expected only minor changes over the next five vyears.

For the ten highest ranked of departments rated good or adequate in the fourteen science
and engineering fields rated in the Roose-Andersen study, the overall proportion of young
doctorates was higher (28 percent) than that for the Top Ten distinguished or strong depart-
ments (24 percent), but there was considerable variation by field (Table 1D). The heads of
sociology and psychology departments reported that about two in five of their full-time
doctorate faculties were young, whereas the heads of physics departments reported tﬁat only
three in twenty of their full-time faculties had received the doctorate in the last seven
years. Departments in two fields expected substantial inereases in the proportions of young
doctorate faculty over the next five years: chemical engineering, from 17 percent in 1975
to 39 percent in 1980; and biochemistry, from 25 percent in 1975 to 35 percent in 1980.
pepartments in the three social sciences estimated that their proportiens of young faculty
would decline by 1980, but to a level that would remain well above the‘averall estimated

avaerage of 27 percent for all fields.

12
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Comparisons with Earlier Surveys

To get a clearer picture of trends in the hiring of young dectorates, the responses of
departments to the present survey were matched with earlier responses by these same depart-
ments to previous surveys conducted by the Natiamal_Séiénae Foundation. Table 2 presents
£:3ﬂds based on 899 departments for which data are available for three years ;s 1974, 1975
and 1980. Longer-term trends based on 450 departments for which data are available for
four years -- 1968, 1974, 1975 and 1980 -- are shown in Table 3.

Between spring 1974 and December 1975, there was slightrbut consistent decline in the
proportion of young dectorates among full-~time faculty iﬁ mést of the fifteen fields covered
by both surveys,? the sharpest drops occurring in mathematics and sociology {6 percentage
points each) (Table 2). The 56 matched biélcgy departments registered an ovarall increase
of 3 percentage points during the peried, and the fields of botany and physioclogy registered
smaller increases.

The data from the 1968 survey indicate that the decline in the proportions of young
doctorates evident between 1974 and 1975 was actually the éantiﬁﬁatiﬂn of a longer-range
trend (Table 3). In 1968, of the 2,800 full-time Sgctaraté faculty at the 450 departments in
twelve fieldsa'fér which matched data from all three surveys were available, more than two
in five (43 percent) were young docterates; by 1974, the overall proportion was only three
in ten; by 1975, it was slightly over one in four; and for 1980 it was estimated to be less
than one in four. The decrease in the absolute numbers of young doctorates was 31 percent
over the peried from spring 1968 to December 1975. In some fields, the decline was modest:
biclogy, from 31 percent in 1968 to 28 Paﬁéent in 1975; miercbiology, from 35 percent in 1968
to 32 percent in 1975. In others, it was pfegépitausi, In three fields, the proportion of

young doctorate faculty was virtually cut in half: -eleéctrical engineering, from 51 percent

7The field of mining and mineral engineering was not included in the 1974 NSF study.

SThe fields of botany, geology, and zoology were not included in the 1968 NSF study:
mining and mineral engineering was included in neither the 1968 nor the 1974 study.

ol
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to 25 percent; physics, from 41 percent to 18 percent; and chemical engineering from 40

percent to 19 percent. Mathematics also suffered a decrease of over 20 percentage points.
In only one field was there an increase: The proportion of young doctorate faculty in

physiology rose from 21 percent in 1968 to 33 percent in 1975,

Concern Over the Proportion of Young Doctorate Faculty

Another item on the 1975 survey instrument asked department heads to indicate whether
they regarded the current projected proportions of young doctorates on their faculties as
too low. Overall, two in five department heads said they considered the 1975 proportions
to be too low, and almost half expressed the same opinion about the anticipated 1980 pro-
portions (Table 4). Most frequent concern over age imbalance was indicated by department
heads in physies (66 percent in 1975; 80 percent in 1980), biochemistry (53 percent in 1975;
54 percent in 1980), and chemistry (49 percent in 1975 63 percent in 1980) -~ fields which
alsc had low average proportions of young doctorate faculty. On the other hand, those in
fields with above-average proportions (e.g., economics, ‘sociology, and paychology) were
legs likely teo express such concern.

Table 5 shows the proportions .of young doctorate faculty only in those departments
whose heads judged that proportion to be "too low," and thus highlights the causes of con=
cern over age imbalance. Overall, the departments judged to be "too low" averaged enly
seventeen young doctorates per hundred full-time doctorate faculty members in 1975 and
anticipated having only eighteen per hiundred by 1980.

Both figures were substantially lower than those reported by all departments surveyed
(28 percent in 1975, and 25 percent anticipated for 1980). The same relations obtained in
each field considered separately: That is, departments expressing concern over having too
few young doctorateg were also those departments.where the proportions of young doctorates
were below average for the field. For instance, in physics -- the field with the lowest
proportion of young doctorate faculty in 1975 (17 percent) —- those departments whose heads

judged the proportion as "too low"™ averaged only 12 percent.

14



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Department heads were also asked to indicate what they regarded as the most desirable

Ly

30 percent, ranging from a low of 26 percent in chemistry to a high of 37 percent in
sociology (Table E)i For most fields, the proportion thought desirable was greater than

the actual proportion of young doctorate faculty shown in Table 1. Not suprisingly, the
discrepancy between the ideal and the actual was greatest in physics, mining and mineral

In economices, psychology, and sociology, however, the proportion regarded as desirable was
slightly lower than the actual 1975 proportiens. Department heads who believed that they
had too low a proportion of young doctorates did not differ drastically from other department
heads in their views of what constitutes a desirable proportion. Tabulations for the 229
responding departments rated distinguished or strong are shown in Table €B; the patterns

were essentially the same as those for all rysponding institutions.

Efforts to Increase the Proportion of Young Faculty

The present survey inquired about the kinds of tenure or appointment policies and prac-
ticesA(designga to increase the proportion of young doctorates and initiatea either by the
department or by the institution) that were in effect during the current aéaéemic year or that
were planned to go into effect in the next academic year (Tables 7A and B). Policies in
effect during the 1975-76 academic vear, as reported by the 1,148 responding departments,
were {in order of frequency):

s Lengthening the probationary period before a tenure decisicn has to be made

{reported by 18 percent of the responding departments)
& Encouraging optional early retirement {18 percent)
# Replacing senior faculty with young faculty by hiring only at the assistant

professor/instructor levels (8 percent)

@ Reducingthe mandatory retirement age (7 percent)
& Announcing quotas on the number or percentage of tenured faculty (5 percent)
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Other efforts to increase the proportion of young faculty, mentioned by fewer than 5
percent of the responding departments, were making 1imited/temporary appointments and
tightening standards for promotion.

In 73 instances, departments heads indicated that similar pelicies and practices were
planned for implementation in the next academiz year (1976-77). Most such plans invelved
lengthening the probationary period before granting tenure (mentioned by 27 department heads)
or providing a mechanism for optional early retirement (méﬁtianed by 23 department heads).

Respondents were asked to give their opinions as to what other factors, apart from
financial constraints, had the effect of limiting the proportion of young doctorate faculty
(Table 8). More than one in four department heads believed that mo factogs other than
financial Eans;§§;nﬁsﬂwefe involved. The lack of new positions, the low mpbility of senior
faculty, and the need to hire senior rather than junior faculty were each nentioned by about
one in five department heads. Tenure policies and practices were considered a limiting
factor by abo.t one in ten; a few respondents (4 percent) mentioned lack of Spaée or of
equipinent ; and fewer still (3 percent) said that a shortage of high-quality young appli-
cants was a limiting factor. Comments: indicated that the main limitaticn ultimately was
financial.

Those depariment heads who, earlier in the survey questionnaire, indicated that they
believed the PféEEréiéﬁs of young doctorate faculty in their departments were too low,
also provided their opinions on what should be done to alleviate the situatién, They
offered a wide variety of proposals as to specific kinds of actions that should be under-
taken by the department or institution (Table 9). The most frequently suggested remedies
were:

e To ercourage early retirements, including partial retirement with or without

financial incentives (164 mentions)

@ To increase funding, research support, postdoctorate research associate positions,

sabbaticals, etc. (163 mentions)

& To make changes in the tenure system (126 mentions)

s To hire only or mostly young faculty (90 mentions)

10
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The department heads were not, however, optimistie that their proposals would be imple-
mented within their own departments of institutions. Almost half of the approximately 600
department heads responding to' this item did nut expect any actiom to be taken to allaviate

the ags imbalance. Among the actions that were regarded as most likely were hiring only or

pated by 40 respondents) and raising tenure standards (anticipated by 36 respondents): Torty=
one respondents said they did not know what action would be taken, and an additional 47 d4id
not accept the premise that any action wds necessary, some believing ‘that the sige imbalance
would eventually take care of itself. Many respondents expressed the belief that the encour-

agement of early retirement without financial assistance would not be very successful.

Conglusion

It is generally held that the vitality of the sclence enterprise in this country
depends on the infusion of new blood, new ideas, and new vigor in teaching and research,as
represented by young facul?y members. The results of this study indicate that the prospects
for continued vitality in the science and engineering departments of the nation's doctorate-
granting institutiorss may not be bright.

The proportions of voung faculty members have been declining over the past seven years
or so and, in most fields, are estimated to continue to decline. The situati@niappéars most
¢ritical in the fields of physics, chemistry, botany, and electrical engineering; and scarcely
less so in biocbsmisztry, biology, geclogy, mathematics, mining and mineral engineeving,
physiology, and zoology. In all these fields, the proportions of young doctorates -~ either
in 1975 or as estimated for 1980 or both —-= fall below what iz regarded by most department
henads as theé most desirable proportion.

Those department heads who expressed concern about the age imbalance within their
faculties suggested a variet§ of means for increasing the proportion of young doctorates.

Generally, however, they are not optimistic that these means will be adopted in the near future,
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Table 1

Full-Time Doctarate Faculty and Young Doctorate Faculty in

Selected Science and Enginesring Flelds:

A, ALl Departments

1975 and 1980 (Estimated)

Field

Number of

December 1975

1980 _(E

__Young_Fae:

Total Number Percemt

Tatal Numbe |

L L Departments of Faculty | Womber | of Totral | of Fagulty
Bio 3 72 1,008 224 22.3 1,121
Biology a7 1,740 502 28,9 1,930
Botany iz 567 127 25,0 519
Chemical Engineering 70 BEE 147 21.4 Bl3
Chemistry 114 2,664 551 20.7 2,857 18.9
Econonics 74 1,568 557 35.5 1,760 577 3z2.8
80 1,607 426 26.5 1,829 413 22.6
7 &0 958 242 25.0 1,089 252 23.1
Mathematics ] ¥.229 1,005 31.1 3,549 968 27.3
Microbiology 70 822 224 27.3 571 270 27.8
¥ining & Mineral Engr. 13 136 28 20.6 172 45 26,2
Physies 97 2,431 433 17.¢ 2,546 382 15.0
Physiology ' 56 869 269 31.0 961 282 29.3
paychology . 27 2,497 951 8.1 2,742 829 8. ¢
sociology 32 1,331 534 40.1 1,475 486 32.9
Zoalogy 32 2241 197 8.6 73§ 177 24.1
All Fields 1,113 22,750 6,397 8.1 25,089 6,317 25%.3

ber 1975 . 1980 (Estimated) ]
- "~ Young Faculty  ¥oung Faculty

Field Mumher of Toral Humbsr Pefeent Total Humbee| Percent

_ Depagtments of Faculty |Number 1of Total of Faculty | Number |pf Total
s hemistry 18 3136 &5 13,2 364 81 22.3
5 tany ) 12 2286 46 20.2 218 45 18.8
chemical Engimeering 13 164 27 18.5 12 14 18.7
Chemistey - a2 245 191 20.1 976 173 17.7
Eoononlos 11 264 93 38,32 79 90 32.3
Electrical ELgineering 21 660 129 19.5 698 132 18.9
cenlogy 16 280 47 15.8 301 49 16.3
Mathematics 17 7.0 197 26,3 dia 173 22.3
Misrobielogy 14 180 47 26.1 701 57 28 .4
Fhysics ' 20 RGO 131 16.4 798 120 15.G
Fhysiology 12 250 &9 24.0 266 74 7.8
Psychology 24 804 287 35,7 847 247 25.2
sociology 18 402 140 24.8 412 131 31.8
zoology i 200 54 27.0 216 45 20.8
A1l Fields™ 236 6,266 L 514 24.2 6,555 - 1,451 22.1

The Roose=Andersen study did pot inciu

departments of mining and mincral engineworing.
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Table 1 (cont.)

¢*. Top Ten of the Responding Departments Rated *pistinguighed" or "Strong”
in the Rpose=-Andersen Study

| ,,, _December 1975 H _

) “Young Faculty culey

Field Tetal Number Parcant

) _ __of Faculey | Humber Number | of Total
Biochemistry 1o 180 14 18.9 193 a3y 22,3
Botany 10 181 34 18.8 l8a .- 34 18.1
Chemical Enginevering - 10 126 22 7.5 139 27 19.4
Chemistry 10 329 73 23.2 341 72 21.1
Economics 10 249 38 35.3 266 a9 331.5
Electrical Engineering 10 - 388 79 20.4 408 75 18.4
Geology i0 i 189 30 15.9 204 13 16.2
Mathematissg 10 i 454 102 24.0 469 a4 20.0
ierobiolaogy 10 [ 117 28 23.9 129 19 30.2
Physics 10 | 416 a2 19.7 417 75 18.0
Physiology 10 : 219 50 22.8 234 &6 28,2
payechology 10 394 130 33.0 | 407 233 32.7
sociclogy 10 222 74 31,3 227 &8 30.0
Zoology? 2] 200 54 27.0 216 45 20.8
ALL Fields® 114 ' 1,664 ag? 24.2 3,838 893 23.3

Bof all zoology departments rated dimtinguished or strong, only 8 rasponded. Thus the “Top Ten" is
really the "Top Eight" for zoology.

bThua Roose~Andersen study did not include bioloqy departments as dssignated in the present study or
departments of mining and mineral engineering,

D, Ten Highest Ranked of the Respondimg Departments Rated "Goed" or “Adeguate”
. in the Roose-Andersen Study

B December 1975 1980
o Young Faculty o
Field sumber of Toral Number | | PeFcent Total Mumber
L _ Depar tments of Faculty | Wumber | of Total I of Faculty | Number| of Total

Biochemistry 10 169 42 24.9 182 64 35.2
Batany 4 3 159 46 28.9 l6s 38 22.9
Cherizal Engineering 1% ' 116 20 17.2 138 53 39.0
Chemistry 140 257 55 21.4 286 o8 £3.8
Economics : 10 284 92 32.4 io4 93 30.6
Electrical Enginesring 10 240 5B 24.2 ‘ 270 49 18.1
' Geology 10 169 17 2.9 | 181 37 20.4
Mathematics 10 355 T899 27.9 379 94 24.8
Microbiolegy 10 124 a2 25%.8 147 39 26.5
Physics 10 287 42 14.6 297 47 15.8
Fhysiology 10 184 &7 36.4 195 &9 35.4
Payzholegy 10 325 Lag 40.6 375 1le 30.9
Sociology 10 [ 189 1 40.7 203 &7 33.0
© Zeology 10 242 65 6.9 238 61 25.6
1l Fields® 139 3,100 862 27.8 | 3,359 895 26.6

2oF anl botany departments rated gond or adequats, snly @ responded. Thus there are only 9, not 10,
“highest ranksd”,

Bove Roose~Andersen study did net include biology departments as designated in the present study or
gdepartments of mining and nineral engineering.
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Table 2

Full=Time Doctorate Faculty and Young Dopctorate Faculty:
A1l pepartments Providing Dasta for 1974, 1975, and 1980 (Estimated)

o ) L Spring 1974@ ] -__December 1375 N

_Young Paculty ‘fnung Fa;ulty 1 Facult}r
Total Total
Number | Percent | Nufber Percent | Number Percent
Field | MNumber of of of af of af of

| Departments | Faculty | Mumber | Total | Foecylty | Number Total Faculty | Number | Total
Biochemistry - 44 624 141 22.6 612 115 22,1 686 149 21.7
Biology E1Y 1 . 1,378 362 26.3 1,439 415 28.8 1,604 419 26.1
Batany 26 S 398 102 25.6 391 101 25.8 418 103 24.6
Chemical Engineering 63 619 141 22.8 638 134 21.0 752 195 25.9
Chemistry 10% i 2,474 542 21.9 2,491 512 20.6 2,674 506 18.9
Econar &1 1,335 489 36.6 1,33 468 35.2 1,480 74 32.0
Elestrieal Engineering (23] 1,420 415 29.2 1,463 393 26.9 1,652 ] 22.2
Geology %] 905 226 ¥5.0 a91 212 23.8 1,005 225 22.4
Mathematics a7 2,898 1,052 36.3 | 2,931 900 30.5 . 3,237 864 26.7
M;Ef@blmlﬂij iBs 406 110 27.1 | 441 119 27.0 514 137 26.7
Physics =] . 2:.766 441 - 19.5 2,268 a8 17.1 2:370 353 14.9
Physiclogy 22 R 83 26,9 | 341 103 10.2 | 382 9 25.7
Faychology 82 840 41,1 2,137 8z1 38.4 2,355 730 31.0
Socidlegy 67 564 45.5 1,260 500 39.7 ¢} 1,399 458 32.7
Zoolegy 28 181 29.6 23 177 78,4 666 155 23.3
All Fiélﬂah ) 8599 5,689 30.1 19,271 5,378 27,9 21,294 5,232 24.7

'me‘ source of the 1974 data is National Scisnce Foundation, Young and s:;nit:r saiem:é and Engineering Facilty, 1974.
Eupport, Research Participation, and Tenure, WSF 75-302 (1975F. ) )

The field of mining and mineral engineering was not included in the 1974 NSF study,

Table 3

Full-Time Doctorate Faculty and Young Dectorate Faculty:
All Departments Froviding Data for 1968, 1974, 1975, and 1980 (Estimated)

N ) spri ecejl\hgr 1975 ~1ME0 ’E timated)
Yaunlf:at:ulty, S T,
| Total 1 Per-~ |Total
Number | Number | cent | cent |mumber
Field of of | i ,,E i of of

R ___ | oepts, |Faculty | Number 1 Tgtal Faculty | Number | N Tétal Far:ult}{ Np,mbefrli T?Eal | Faculty | !

Biochemistry 17 222 &8 30.6 287 56 19.5 | 277 55 19.9 303 56 18.5

Biology 6 | 492 150 30.5 578 187 27.2 sa7 166  28.3 651 153 23.5

Chemical Engr. 41 | 401 162 40.4 430 29 23.0 428 80 18.7 507 138 27.2

Chemistry 84 1,892 670 5.4 2,051 431 21.0 | 2.05% 417 20.3 2,185 398 18.2

Economics 33 749 327 43.7 785 259 33.0 778 254 32.6 H26 250 36G.3

Electrical Enge. 49 1,055% 541 51,3 1,137 310 27.13 1,169 294 25,1 1,301 269 20.7

Mathematics : 53 1,786 921 51.5 2,0:0 713 35.5§ 2,021 207 30.0Q 2,186 585 26.8

Miceobiology 12 138 48 35.3 163 46 28.2 183 58 31.7 204 51 25.0

Physlcs ) 53 | 1,480 592 40.5 1,493 aoo 20.1 1,498 270 18.0 1,570 234 14.%

Fhysiology s 42 9 21.4 85 i3 23.6 !‘ 51 v 33.3 57 18 3l.6

Psychology 45 1,091 494 45,3 1,225 498 40.7 { 1,280 464 36.3 1,398 407 29,1

Sociclegy 6 465 221 47.5 553 242 43.8 } 552 209 37.9 554 174 29.3

All ‘FiElﬂ:sE 450 9,733 4,203 42.9 | 10,767 3,124 29.0 : 10,879 2,891 26.6 {11,782 2,733 23.2

%1he source of the 1968 data ls Naticnal Science Foundation, Support and Rgseggch Participation of Young and Senior
demic St&ff 1265, NSF &8=31 (1968}).

hﬁ‘he source of the 1974 data is National Science Foundation, Young and sgﬂiﬁ: _Science and Engineering Faculty, 1974:
Support, Research Participation, and Tenure, NSF 75-302 (1975).

Sthe fields of Eatany, gamlmgy. and zoology were not included in the 1968 NSP study; mindng and mineral engineering was
not included in the 1968 or the 1574 NSF study. :
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Table 4

Departments in Which Proportions of Young Doctorate Faculty are Considered by Department Heads
to be Too Lew: 1975 and 1980 (Estimated)

) T  December 1975 ! " 1980 (Estimated)
Field Humber of I Percent with " Numbe. of ‘Percent with
o | Departments | Froportion Departments | Proportion Too Low
Biochemistry 75 53.3 74 4.1
Biology ' 69 33.3 &6 33.3
Botany i3 331.2 3 45.5
71 42.3 70 3i8.6
117 48.7 11s 62.9
74 i8.9 72 25.0
Electrical Englnecring 79 44.13 79 57.0
Guology &9 36.2 &8 38.2
Mathematics 100 28.0 28 53.1
Microbiology 72 44.4 71 19.4
Mining & Mineral Engr. 13 46.2 13 38,5
Physics 102 &5.7 100 80.0
Physialogy 56 35.7 55 41.8
Faychology 36 22.9 95 42.1
Soc iology 74 20.3 71 41,1
Zoology EE] 27.13 3z 4.4
All Fields 1,133 38.3 1,115 48.0
Table &
Composition of Faculty in Departments in Which the Preportions of
Young Doctorate Faculty Are Considered To Be Too Low:
1975 and 1980 (Estimated)
B © 1 Dpecember 19 o 1980 (Estimated)
Takal Total
Humber Fercent Number Percent
Fisld Humber of of Yeoung Nunmber of of Young
) Departments | Faculty Facul ty Departments |  Faculty Faculty
Bipchemistry 40 592 15.9 40 669 20.3
Biology 21 E11 21.6 22 624 17.5
Hotany 11 173 20,2 15 260 15.4
Chemical Engineering 30 310 11.9 27 ile 22.2
Chemistry 57 1,328 14.9 73 1,788 15.9
Econamics 14 275 22,9 18 404 25.0
35 710 14.5 45 1,105 18.0
25 385 15.6 26 437 14.2
2B 991 19.6 52 1,693 17.5
32 367 15.8 28’ 194 22.1
& = 70 5 76 11.8
Physics &7 41,760 20 2,010 12,6
Fhysialogy 20 318 23 434 22.4
Psychology 22 sé8 40 1,084 21.9
Socielagy 15 295 30 631 24.7
Zoozlogy 9 230 11 251 17.5
All Fields 434 8,983 17.1 535 12,176 17.9
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Average of Most Desirable FPercentage of Young Doctorates
Among the Total Doctorate Faculty, in the opinien of Department Heads

A. All Departments

N o “Departments Reporting Proportiens

All Departments ~ Too [ow in 1975 or 1980 B

- Average De irable S Average Desirable

Field Pi tage of Percentage of
- Humber -~ ¥oung Faculty Humber Young Faculty

Biochemistry 74 31 52 i1
Biology 4 &9 30 14 i1
Botany 32 27 16 27
Chemical Engineering 71 27 is 28
ist 113 & 81 27
Economics 71 33 23 s
Elegtrical Engineering 78 29 56 30
Geulagy &7 28 14 26
Mathamatics 96 il 56 30
Microbiology 71 30 44 32
Mining & Mineral Engr. 13 iz 7 il
Physics 99 27 a2 27
Fhysiology 55 34 29 35
Psychology 94 34 45 35
Seciology 71 17 14 40
Zoology 30 31 13 32
ALl Fields 1,104 30 644 310

B.

in the Roose-Andersen Study

papartments Rated "pistinguished” or "Strong”

All Departments

" Departments Reporting Pr

Too Low in 1975 or

Average Deslrab e

T Average Desirable

Paercentage of

Field ; parcentage of i
_ _ | Humber ! __Ypoung Faculty Number | _ Young Faculty

Biochemistry , 18 28 12 26
Botany ; 12 24 7 26
Chemical Engineering 13 27 10 30
Chemistry 31 25 21 26
Economics 9 3z 4 22
FElestrical Enginesring 21 29 18 5
Geology l& 25 11 25
Mathematics 17 3z 11 30
Hicrabiology 14 28 a 27
Physics 22 25 17 25
Ehy-’—‘mlaqy 11 is 7 E1:)

21 34 13 33
Suuzglugy 17 a5 8 40
Zoology 7 28 3 31
ALl Fields” 229 29 150 29

AThe Roose-Andersen study did not include biology departments as designated in the present study or
departments of mining and mineral engineering.
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Percentage of Departments Reporting Chang

Table 7

sz in Tenure of Appointment Policies ox Practices:

RIC

A. TIn Effect This Academic Year (1975-76)
. ) ] Percentage of Departments Reporting: _
Total Quotas Reduced “fiiring B
o Number on Lengthened | Encouraged | Mandatory Faculty |Increased|Temporary
Field of Tenured | Probationary Early Retirement | at Lower | Promotion| Appoint=
_ o iDepartments | Faculty Period petirement | Age | levels )Standardsi ments Other
Binchemistry 16 3.2 13.2 21.1 3.9 10.5 1.3 3.9 1.3
Biology 69 7.2 14.5 15.9 7.2 2,9 2.9 2.9 1.4
Botany 33 3.0 21.2 24.2 6.1 6.1 a 0 0
Chemical Engr. 72 5.6 20.8 20.8 6.9 4.2 1.4 1.4 1}
Chemistry 117 5.1 24.8 23.1 6.8 6.0 4.3 6.0 1.7
Econamics 75 4.0 17.3 12.0 6.7 1z.0 4.0 1.3 1.3
Electrical Engr. 81 6.2 2.2 i8.5 ii.1 B.6 2.5 1.2 1.2
Gealogy 70 10.0 18.6 21.4 7.1 10.0 4.3 1-4 1.4
Mathematics 100 3.0 15.0 11.0 9.0 8.0 2.0 &0 2.0
Microbiolegy 72 4.2 5.7 13.9 4.2 4.2 a 6.9 2.8
Mining & Mineral Engz 13 15.4 1.7 23.1 7.7 15.4 [« o} o
FPhysics 105 7.6 23.8 15.2 9.5 6.7 1.9 9.5 i.8
Physiology 57 1.5 8.8 14.0 L.8 5.3 3.5 7.0 5.3
Psychology 99 4.0 22.2 i6.2 5.1 11.1 6.1 4.0 2.0
Sgoiology 75 5.3 17.3 20.0 10.7 16.0 6.7 2.7 0
Zoology 34 2.9 20,6 8.8 2.9 8.8 2.9 2.9 0
A1l Fields 1,148 5.3 i8.3 17.2 7.0 B.2 3.0 4.2 1.7
8. pPlanned for Next Academic Year (1976-77)
- ] ~ Percentage of Departments Reporting:
Total Quotas Reduced Hiring |
Humber on Lengtheried | Encouraged | Mandatory Faculty |Inecreased|Temporary
Field of Tenured | Probationary Early Retirement | at Lower |Promotion| Appoint-

B pDepartments | Faculty Periad Betirement | Age Levels Standards] ments Other
Biochemistry 75 o] 1.3 0 o] o} 0 o 0
Biology &89 1.4 1.4 2.9 1.4 0 1.4 o 1.4
Rotany 13 o] 3.0 3.0 0 0 o o R 0
Chemical Engr. 72 1.4 1.4 1.4 [} 0 0 o] 1.4
Chemistry 117 a 8] 1.7 -] .9 .9 =9 Q
Econamics 75 1.3 5.3 4,0 o] 0 0 s} 0
Electrical Engr. =31 1.2 4.9 2.5 0 o] 0 o 0
Gealagy 70 o} 1.4 0 o a o 1-4 1}
Mathematics 1o0 s} 4.0 3.0 4] o 1) o 0
Microbiology 72 a] 2.8 1.4 0 1.4 1.4 o 1.4
Mining & Mineral Engr il s} o 15.4 0 0 o [s] [o
Physics 105 o 1.0 1.0 o 0 0 0 o
Physiology 57 o 1.8 0 ] o 0 o 0
peycholegy 99 2.0 .0 4.0 1.0 o o 2.0 a
Sociclogy 75 o] 1.3 1.3 0 [a} 1.3 a 0
Zoology 34 2.9 5.9 o] a o o Q 0
All Fields 1,148 .6 2.4 2.0 ) .2 .3 -3 .3
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y Department Heads Who Consider the Current

T4
or Projected Proportions of Young Doctorate Faculty to be Too Low

B

Remedial Actions Proposed b
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Appendix é; Survey Instrument

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION
OME DUPONT CIRCLE
WASHINGTON, D. €. 20036

HIGHER EDUCATION PANEL November 24, 1975

Dear Higher Education Panel Representative:

Enclosed is the thirtieth survey of the Higher Education Panel. Requested by
the National Science Foundation, this survey concerns the status of ''young"

doctorate faculty in selected science and engineering departments.

You will note that, instead of a single institutional response, replies are
requested from heads of doctorate-level departments in selected science and
engineering fields. A list of the selected fields and an explanation of the
survey procedures and enclosed materials are provided on the fellowing page.

The Director of the National Science Foundation has written a letter to
department heads explaining the purpose of the survey. His letter appears as
the cover page of the questionnaire.

We realize that for some institutions there will be a number of individual
departments to contact and that, in some instances, the department head may
not be available during the survey period. In such cases the acting department
head or the department's director of graduate studies should be asked to
complete the questionnaire.
Please understand that responses from your institution will be held in

- strictest confidence.  As with all our surveys, the data you provide will be
reported in summary fashion only and will not be identified with your
institution.

We would appreciate having the completed questionnaires returned to us by
December 1S5th, 1975. A self-addressed, stamped envelopehas been enclosed for

your convenience. We ask that you not delay the return of completed. question-
naires past the due date even if some of the departmental replies are missing.

If you or the department heads have any questions or problems with the survey
procedures, please do not hesitate to telephone us (collect) at (202) 833-4757.

Thank you for your continued cooperation.

Frank Atelsek, Director

Encls. 27
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American Council on Education
Higher Education Panel Survey Number 30

Status of '"Young'' Doctorate Faculty in Selected Science and Engineering Departments,

1975 to 1980

GENERAL_INSTRUCT [ONS

Enclosed in this package are the following materials:

1. Multiple copies of the questionnaire including an introductory Ietter from
H. Guyford Stever, Director of the National Science Foundation. Please
distribute these as soon as possible tothe heads of selected science and
engineering departments (see list below).

2. Cover Sheet to accompany completed questionnaires. Please use this form to
indicate the departments: (1) for which completed questionnaires are being
submitted, and (2) for which completed questionnaires will be submitted later.

3. Prepaid, self-addressed return envelope.

Please return completed questionnaires to the Higher Education Panel by December 15th.
Questionnaires completed after December 15th should be returned to us individually

as soon as possible.

SELECTED SCIENCE AND ENGINEERING DEPARTMENTS (DOCTORATE-GRANTING ONLY)

(1f your institution has a medical school, please also include the
appropriate doctorate-level departments within the medical school.)

319CHE§ESTBX'%W'nF!gde,qEPaftméTts,OF MICROBIOLOGY = Include only departments

biochemistry.or biological chemistry. ———— T
: designated as microbiology or bacteriology.

BIOLOGY - Include only departments MINING AND MINERAL ENGINEERING

designated as biology or biological — —————

science. Do not include departments PHYSICS - Include only departments

covering only-speciallzed fields B deslgnated as physics or physics and

such as cellular biology or molecular

biolo astronomy. Do not include highly

vloelogy. Spéiiéllzed depar‘tments such as molecular
o physics or electrophysics.

BOTANY - Include departments of botany

or botany combined with other subjects,

e.d., department of botany and plant

pathology.

PHYSIOLOGY = Include departments of
physiology or physiology combined with
other subjects, e.g., department of
CHEMICAL ENGINEERING physlology and biophysics.

PSYCHOLOGY - Do not include highly specialized
departments or fields of education such as
departments of child development, child
studies, educational psychology, or counseling.

CHEMISTRY

ECONOMICS - Do not include departments
of agricultural economics.

S0CIOLOGY - Include departments designated

ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING ARl LR - EEE MR : ) -
= — — as sociology or sociology and anthropology.

GEQLOGY - Include only departments

designated as geology or geological

science.

HATHEMATICS - Do not include departments
"Timited to applied mathematics, computer

science, or statlstics.

ZOOLOGY - Include departments of zoology or
zoplogy combined with other subjects, e.g.,
department of zoology and entomology.




American Council on Education
Higher Education P:nel Survey Mumber 30

Status of '"Young'' Doctorate Faculty in Selected Science and Engineering Departments,

1975 to 1980
COVER SHEET
(to accompany completed questionnaires)
Reports are requested only for departments granting the doctorate

degree. “Please make aépraprlate notations for repnrt*i“ubmxtted
or to be submitted.

Eligible Depar: mEﬁt§ at . “Completed Survey to be
Your Institation’ Survey Submi tted
(underlined in red) Enclosed (V) by: (Indicate date)

Biochemistry....ovenaeonnnuanner - e

Biology.:saseesss cerrsssaaen .- _
Botany..:... vaeseraas ceereenn_ o e
Chemical Engineering sasanns - _

Chemistry. .. ceeeannssnns e cea_ . . -
ECONOMICS. s v esscasannnsnsnns . o .
Electrical Engineering...««vevvn__ _ _

Geology s creunroocsonsncnnnnnasns

Mathematics. ..o v iivannnnensnen

Microbiology.ivieeesornnnnannsss

Mining and Mineral Engineering..

PRYSTCS.uuresesasensnananennanss

Physiology.s ssvenrverascsssnnns_

Psychology..oveecevrncrnansasss o

SOCTOIOgY s sarensssoarannranss

Zo0T0gY . taesvavrsroscannerunnsas

Accordlng to the pestgard you completed for the previous HEP survey.
Please note above any corrections.

N§m§7§¥'f6§titﬁtioﬁ' T — ) ) - )
o Person to be caiiéd'rééardfhg'depaftmentéifwr7 " Phone Number
ERIC forms to be submitted at a later date §§£3
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NATIONAL SCIEMCE FOUNDATION
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
WasHINGTON, D.C. 20550

Movember 24, 1975

Dear Colleague:

The National Science Foundation has previously conducted surveys to gain
information about the status of young doctorate faculty in college and
university science and engineering departments. These surveys found,
for example, that the overall proportion of young doctorate faculty in
doctorate-level science and engineering departments dropped from 39 per-
cent in 1968 to 27 petecent in 1974. :

Economic constraints and changing enrollment patterns in higher education
may further reduce academic institutions' abilities to add new doctorate
recipients to their faculty., This may affect the vigor of teaching and
scientific research at universities. Therefore, the Foundation believes
that it is important to have up-to-date information on the present and
projected numbers of young doctorate faculty, on certain administrative
policies and practices that affect their status, and on your views and
opinions. To meet this need, we have asked the American Council on
Education to conduct this fast-response survey through the Higher

Education Panel. The Panel is a mechanism designed to obtain quickly a
limited amount of information from a sample of institutions.

This questionnaire is being sent to you and to heads of other selected
departments in a sample of institutions granting doctorates in the sciences.
Since the sample is not large, it is important that your &nswers be
included along with those of others in your field. Your helpfulness in
assisting us in this endeavor by completing the questionnaire promptly

will be appreciated. The American Council on Education will publish a
report of survey findings, probably in the spring. As in the case with

all Higher. Education Panel surveys, the confidentiality of the data you
provide will be safeguarded.

We trust that you share our interest in this matter and thank you for
your assistance.

H. Guyfoyd Stever

Director



This questionnaire should be completed for each doctorate-granting department
(including those in medical schools) in the designated science and engineering
fields. Please return the completed questionnaire to your institution's HEP
Representative a few days before December 15th so that it may be forwarded
with other questionnaires from your institution to the American Council on
Education (Higher Education Panel).

Full=Time Faculty

The questions herein relate to all regular full-time faculty assigned to your
department, including instructors and assistant professors. Please do not
include the following as regular fuli-time faculty: visiting professors,
postdoctorates and research associates, graduate students, or others who are
not regular full-time members of your departmental faculty. Be sure to
include yourself. :

Please note that this questionnaire has been distributed to heads of doctorate-
level departments in the following fields:

Biochemistry Chemis try Mathematics Physiology
Biology Eeonomics Microbiology ‘ Psychology
Botany Electrical Engineering Mining & Mineral Engrg Sociology

Chemical Engineering Geclogy Physics Zoology

If any full-time faculty who serve half-time in your department also serve half-
time in one of the above departments, please confer with the head of the other
department to decide who will provide the information about those faculty. The
reporting department should provide information as if the individuals were
assigned solely to that department. Do not include in this report any regular
full-time faculty serving less than half-time in your department. Faculty
employed part-time at your institution should also be excluded from this report.

f@ung,FaguIty

Faculty members are defined as "voung" if they were awarded the doctorate after
July 1, 1968. For your five year estimate, in item 1, remember to advance your
definition of "young' faculty by five (5) years.

NOTE

if you have any questions, please call the Higher Education Panel staff
{zollect) at (202) 833-4757.
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American Council on Education OMB No. 99-0265
One Dupont Circle, N.W. Expires &/76

Washington, D.C. 20036
Higher Education Panel Survey Number 30

Status of Young Doctorate Faculty
in Selected Science and Engineering Departments, 1975 to 1980

Name of Department o . -

1. Please provide the numbers of regular full-time doctorate faculty in your
department for the years specified. What numbers are young doctorates?
(In making your estimate for five years from now, please assume no
significant changes in the availability of federal research funds.)

December 1975 Five years from now
__(actual) ___(estimate)
Number of full-time doctorate faculty -

Number of young doctorate faculty
(i.e., 7 years or less
since doctorate)

2a. Do you consider that the present or projected proportions of young to the
total doctorate faculty, as reported above, are too 1ow? (Please check one
response for each period of time.)

December 1975 Five years from now
(actual) __(estimate)

Yes /7 ! iiwj

b. For your department, what do you consider to be the most desirable percentage
of young doctorates of the total doctorate faculty?

%

" 3. Sknce 1970, has your department or institution implemented any of the following
changes in tenure or appointment policies or practices? (Check all that apply.)

Piznned for
in Effect this Implementation
Academic Year Next Academic Year

a. Anncunce quotas on number or percentage
of tenured fatulty.

b. Léngthen the probationary period before
a tenure decision kas to be made.

¢. Encourage cptional early retirement. ) .
d. Reduce mandatory retirement age from
age_ to age . ) o
e. Other actions designed to increase the
number of young faculty, or having
that effect. Please specify:
f. None
o N — T Over
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4. Besides financial constraints, what cther factors currently have the effect
of limiting the proportion of young doctorate faculty? (For example, the
need to hire recognized senior faculty tc maintain previous levels of
extramural research support.)

5. |F YOU RESPONDED "YES'' TO ANY PART oF ITEM 2a (indicating that the
proportion of young doctorate faculty in your department is now too
low or is expected to be tco low five years from now), PLEASE ANSWER
THE FOLLOWING:

a. Wkat, in your opinion, should be done to alleviate the situation?

b. What actions do you believe your department (or institution) will be
able to take in this matter?

Thank you for your cooperation.

Please retain a copy of this survey for your records.

Person completing this form: B e

Office: . _ e e

Telephone Number: . e

ERIC
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Response to Survey #30: Young Doctorate Faculty

=L
Amorig the 219 doctorate-granting institutions in the Higher Education Panel, 145

institutions were considersd eligible for inclusion in the survsy in that each (1) awarded

at least one doctorate in a science or engineering field in 1970-71, and (2) received at

least $1 million far research and development from the federal govermment in FY 1974. Re-

sponses were received from all relevant departments at 73 of these institutions; from more

" than half of the relevant departments at 60 institutions; and from fewer than half at four

institutions. Thus some data were collected from 137 of the 145 eligible institutions, for
an overall institutional response rate of 94.5 percent.

of the 1,392 science and engineering departments within the responding institutions,

enginee?ing departments and 71 percent for physiology departments. Chemical engineering
had a higher=-than-average response rate (88 percent); lower-than-average response rates
occurred in botany (75 percent), biochemistry (77 percent), and zoology (77 percent).
Responses were received from 245 of the 295 sampled departments rated "distinguished”
or "strong" by the Roose-Andersen study, for an overall response rate of 83 percent. With-
in individual fields, response rates yanged from a low of 54.5 for physiclogy departments

to a high of 100 percent for chemistry departments.
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Appendix C: List of Surveyed Institutions

University of Alabama-University
University of Alaska-Fairbanks
Bmerican University

Arizona State University
University of Arizona

University of Arkansas-Main Campus
Auburn University-Main Campus

Boston College
Bosten University
Brandeis University
Brown University

University of California-Berkeley
University of California-Davis
California Institute of Technology
University of California-Irvine
University of California-LA
University of California-Riverside
University of California Med Ctr-SF
University of California-Santa Barbara
University of California-Santa Cruz
Carnegie-Mellon University

Case Western Reserve University
Catholic University of America
University of Cincinnati-Main Campus
Clemson University

Colorado School of Mines

Colorado State University -

Columbia University-Main Division
Columbia University Teachers College
Cornell U. Endowed Colleges

Dartmouth College
University of Dayton
University of Delaware
University of Denver
brexel University

Duke University

Emory University

Florida State University
University of Florida

Georgia Institute of Tech-Main Campus

.George Peabody College for Teachers

George Washington University
Georgetown University
University of Georgia

Hahnemadn Med Col and Hospital
Harvard University

University of Hawaii at Manca
University of Houston-Main Campus
Howard University

University of Idaho

University of Illineois=Chicago Circle
University of Illinois=Urbana Campus
Illineis Institute of Technology
Indiana University at Bloomington
Iowa State U Sciences and Technology

Johns Hopkins University

Kansas State U Agr. & Applied Sciences
University of Kentucky-Main Campus

Louisiana State University-Baton Rouge
Lehigh University

Ioma Linda University

University of Louisville

Loyola University

University of Maine at Orono

University of Massachusetts-Amherst
University of Maryland-College Park
college of Medicine and Dentistry-Newark
Medical College of Georgia

Medical University of South Carolina
Medical College of Pennsylvania
University of Miami :
University of Michigan=-Ann Arbor
University of Minn-Mnpls St Paul
University of Mississippi~Main Campus
Mississippi State University

University of Missouri-Columbia
University of Missouri
Montana State University
University of Montana

University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
North Carolina Btate University-Raleigh
N Dakota State University-Main Campus
University of Nevada-Reno

University of New Hampshire

New York Medical College

New York University

University of New Mexico-Main Campus
New Mexico State University-Main Campus
Northeastern University

Northwestern University

University of Notre Dame

Ohioc State University-~Main Campus
oOklahoma State University=-Main Campus
University of Oklahoma~-Norman Campus
University of Oregon-Main Campus
Oregon State University

Pennslyvania State University-Main Campus
tiniversity of Pennsylvania
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List of Surveyed Institutions

(continued)

University of Pittsburgh-Main Campus
Polytechnic Institute of New York
Princeton University

Purdue University-Main Campus

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
University of Rhode Island

Rice University

University of Rochester

Rutgers University-New Brunswick

St. Louis University-Main Campus
University of South Carolina-Main Campus
South Dakota State University

University of South Florida

Uiniversity of Southern California
stanfoerd University

stevens Institute of Technology

SUNY Downstate Medical Center

SUNY State University Buffalo~Main Campus
SUNY Stata University Stony Brock Main
SUNY State U at Albany

SUNY Upstate Medical Center

Syracuse University Main Campus

Temple University-Main Campus

University of Tennessese Knoxville
Univiersity of Texas at Austin-Main Campus
Texas A&M Urilversity-Main Campus

Texas Tech University

Tufts University

Tulane University of Louisiana

ttah State University
University of Utah

Vvirginia Polytechnic Institute and St. U
vVanderbilt University

Virgln;a Commonwealth University

ersity of Virginia-Main Campus
vniversity of Vermont & St Agrl College

E

Washington State University
Washington University

University of Washington

Wayne State University

West Virginia University
University of Wisconsin-Madison
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee
University of Wyoming

Yale University
Yeshiva University
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Other Reports of the Higher Education Panel
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