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THE ASSESSMENT OF QUALITY IN PH.D. PROGRAMS: A REPORT'

ON JUDGMENT BY CRADUATE DEANS

Abstract

Sixty-three graduate deans were selected to represent Ph.D,.-
granting universities varied by geographic region, prestige,
control, and size. Ratings on the importance of Ph.D. program
characteristics to judgments about quality were obtained fr9m_i,_
more than 80 percent of the panel; in response to a second4ques-
tionnaire, panel members also rated the adequacy or acceptability
of several alternative ways to measure each important character-
istic. Procedures and results of the two questionnaires are
discussed, a summary list of endorsed'program characteristics and
indexes is presented, and further research is suggested.
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FOREWARD

High uaIity is the goal of every Pb.D. program. Yet little

is kno ',bout how to assess quality, or even what 'to assess. In

an effb to-narrow this knowledge gap, the Gradutte Record
Examinatibns Board together,witt the Council of Graduate_ Schools
asksid Educational Testing Service to idelitify program character-
istics which could be used to assess qualityin doctoral education

e)
and to suggest some appropriate indicators of th se character-
istics. This report presents preliminary resul s of a survey to
selected graduate school deans which was undertaken in order to
fulfill this request. Funds for the study were provided by the
Gfaduate Record Examinations Board and Educational Testing Service.

This preliminary report was prepared'for the September 1973
meeting of the Graduate Record Examinations Board Research Com-
mittee and for an October 1973 meeting of3 the project steering'
committee. In order to share the results more broadly with a
minimum of delay, this preliminary version is, also being distri-
buted to participants in the study, members of the Council of
Graduate Schools, and othen interested parties. Some further

analysis of the second survey results is anticipated and will be
incorporated into subsequent articles or reports. In particular,

14 late questtionnaires will be added to the tabulations in
Appendix C so that these results reflect the opinions of 90' per
cent of the sampled graduate school deans, rather than the
68 percent representation reflected in this preliminary version

,..

of Appendix C. Other suggestions for revision are solicited
from interested readers.

Special, appreciation is extended to the participantA in this'
survey. With only one telephone reminder about three weeks after
each questionnaire was mailed, 60 out of 63 panel members responded
to, at least one of.the two requests for judgments. Responses on

--the questionnaires were consistently thoughtful and complete. Such

expression of interest and cooperation is extraordinary,for a mail
survey, parLicularly given the tight time requirements and the
length and complexity of the questionnaires in this study. Whatever
value may be found in the results is due to the high level of pro-
fessional commitment and the good natures of these graduate deans,
in addition to their expert judgment about quality in doctoral
-education.

Princeton, N. J.
November, 1973

P-1
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/ THE ASSESSMENT OF QUALITY IN'PH.D. PROGRAMS: A REPORT

ON JUDGMENTS BY GRADUA DEANS

)1,

Mary Jcs Clark

The purpOse of this project was to identify characteristics
related to Ph.D. program quality and some acceptable ways to measure
each characteristic by collecting judgments from a sample og
graduate school deans. Patt of a larger proposal to study the
assessment of quality by developing instruments an4 .collectiming
data on programs in selected fields (Clark & Hartnett; 1973), this
study was designed to provide four kinds of information:

1) the extent of agreement among graduate;deans,epout Ph.D.
program characteriatics most important to judaents about
quality;

2) variations infthe importance of characteristics depending
upon the major purpose of a Ph.D. program;

3 ) the judged adequacy or acceptability of possible measures
for each - characteristic; and

4) the current availability of various kinds of information.

It was thought that these data would be of immediate interest to
members of the gra-dqate school community, given recent pressures
for program evaluation at the graduate level, an4 also would help,
to specify'areas for primary attention in the larger proposal for
empirical research.

The direction a! scope'of the study.wore determined in large
part by a steering committee of graduate deans appointed by the
Graduate Record Examinations Board and The Council of Graduate
Schools.' The project was funded by the GRE Board.

1
Members of the steering committee appointed by GREB were William

:...Burke, Arizona State University; Bernard Harleston, Tufts University;
,Rolyert MacFarland, University of Missouri at Rolla; ,and Donald Taylor,
Yale University. Members appointed by CGS included)Mary Evelyn Huey,
Texas Woman's University; Philip Kubzansky, Boston /University; Charles
Lester, Emory University; and Joseph McCarthy, University of Washington.
Michael Pelczar, chairman of the GREB, and J. Apyd Page, President of
CGS, were ex officio members of the committee.

-9-



Parameters or, guidelines fOr the study, agreed upon by the
steering Committee at the outset, included the following:

1. The survey would concern, Ph.D. programs only.

2.'Three alterntiVe purposes of.Ph.rE programs ,would be
considered: the training of scholarly researchers,

teacher6, and professional _practitioners,
7

'3. Dimeol-ons of quality Lhat are common across many fields,
of study would be emphasized.

4. An array of characteristics and measures would be sought,
rattier than a single rating or score.

5. The survey would be limited t4 a small but varied sample
of graduate school deans.

.Procedure

4

The study was designed as a two-stage mail survey to abbut
60 graduate school deans. The first questionnaire sought opinions
about the importance of various'program characteristics to the.
achievqsrent of high quality doctoral education for each of_th e
program goals. The second questionnaire suggested possible measure
for the more important program cbaragteristics and asked for judgments
about the adequacy and availability cf. each measure. Frequency
tabulations were compiled on the importance of characteristics and
on the adequacy of measures to assess the degree of Consensus among
respondents on each variable. In addition, mean ratings were com-
puted so that program characteristics could be arranged in the order
of their rated importance and measures rated "good" or better could
be identified. Sample selection, quesVonnaire development, data
collection, and data anaYysis are described in greater detail in
the following sections.

Sample

Sixty universities offering the Ph.D. degree were selected for
inclusion in the study, using the following criteria:

1. all universities represented on the GRE Board

2. all universities represented on the CGS executive committee

'3. other universities to provide an over-all, representative
sample of Ph.D.-granting universities by geographic region,
prestige rating, control, and size.
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The sample was diawn from the master list of universities inclin
in the 072 GRE/CGS Graduate Programs and Admissions Manual, which
represents over 85 percent of the graduate enrollment in, the
United States and an even hAher percent' of the doctoral degrees
awarded annually. These tutiversities were sorted by geographic'
region, universities meettrigthe first or second criterion were
identified, and additional universities were selected from each
region to total about one out of every.four 14.0.-granti-ng
universities of varying prettge, control, and ttize. The number

of selected institutions that fall in acts, cell` of the 'sampling
matrix are reported In Table 1. Slightly over 40 'percent oT the

'universities in the sample are included in a list of "top 50"
institutions (Millnlan & loot.ths, 1972) . AbOut 60 percent of the
universities are puLAC and 55 percent itav large (more than

2000 stkolents) graduatelrnroilments. About 40 perOent of the
universities are private an1.t 4') percent have small (less than
2000 students) graduate enrollments. It was assumed that the

. graduate dears at t:Iese varied kinds of institutions would reflect,

\'

at least in part, the different philosophies and opinions about
quality th, migl he Asso'ciated with each of them. Univetesities

included in the sample are listed in Appendix F.

The final mailing list consisted of 15 members of the GRE Board, 9

members of the CGS executive Committee (not counting duplicates. 4

with the GREG), -and 39 graduate deans at'other'institUtions in the
sample.. Because of some overlap in categories, .questionnaires were
sent, to two persons at three universities for a total of 63 panel
members.

Though the sample was rawn to include as much diversity as

:possible in a panel of 60 raduate deans, the results may not
accurately reflect the opi ions of all graduate deans in every
type of pfogram. Also, the advantages of a,retatively small group
for 'an-intensive su,rvey inevitably are balanced by the disadvantages
of small numbers for interpretation and generalization of the results.
These limitations of the study should he kept in mind throughout the
.remainder of this report.

questionnaires

The first questionnaire, concerning the importance of program
charac'teristics to lodgments about quality, grouped characteristics
under four major headings: Faculty Members, Students,' Resources, and

Program (>peration. Ten ko 20 specific characteristics were listed
under each topic, such as "academic training" and "teaching experience"
under.. Faculty and "general academic ability. at entrance"under Students.

Panel members were asked to indicate the importance of information
abottt each characteristic judging the educational quality o?

a,Ph.D. program to train a) researchers, b) teachers, and

-1110.



Table 1

`Characteristics of Uniersities in the Sample

m1.2.-Irreitumser=preew.s,ontr...7-wMcvna,11.1,1-,7---2.49.
Percent of

Geographic pOpulacion
1 2

_regions- in sample

Northeast 40

East 26

Midwest 24

South

West,

Total Number

Percent
I

60

27

Prestige

t Op 50

rating

other
Control

,public private

Size

Under Over

2000 7000

2 6
.) ,

. 3

7 5 5 7 6 6

6 10 3" 5 8

6 9 '10 5 7

9 3 8

26 34 36 . 24 27 33'

43 37 60 40 45 55

1
For composition of regions see Roose & Anderson, 1970, p. 5.

2
Population isi PH.D. universities included in the GREB /CGS Graduate
Programs andiAdOsSions Manual, 197W: Thirty -seven states are
tepresented::in the sample.

3
Based on composite scares prepared by J. W. Johnston from the Roose
and Andersen ACE.ratinand reported in Millman & Toombs, 1972, p.

4
Total graduate school eq01.4ment 1971 -72 As reported by the univer-
sities and listed in the:TiAhmal.

11
-12-



v . ,

.,c) prActftioners. Ratings were made on a four point scale from

(l

ssentLal." to "not. 'important". Respondents were invited to
comment on individual. _1.0ems°and ts add items if they felt important
characteristics had been omitted. .

Program character4Stics Listed under each heading on thefirst
questionnaire-were Identified through dismission with the project
steering committee review of graduate education and evaluation'
literature, and diS'cussion. with others knowledgeable about graduate
education. Helpful-Materials included Berelson, 1960; Blackburn &
Lingenfelter, 1972;' Brown;, 1970; dartter, 1966; 1-)Fes'sel,.et a1,-1970;-
Elton & Rodgets, 1971; Elton &:ROse, 1972; Hagstrom, 1971; .Reiss, 1970;
National Science Board, 1969; Powel & Lamson, 1972; Stanford, 1972;
and Tylet,'1972. Preliminary questionnaires from the 7Outcomes Iderilf
tification"'project of the National Center for Higher Eduation
Management Systems, Western interstate Commission for Higher Eddcatfon,
also were helpful.

The first questionnairealso asked for certain background -

informaCion about the resPoOent, including his or'her -academic
disciplirke,,highest degree, university awarding highest degree,-and
years of experience on a graduate facility. In addition, the deans,
were asked to rank.the major tasks of their own institutions' Ph.D.
programs, in the order of their importance in the physical sciences,
ht.ological sciences, s'oc:vil sciences, and. humanities. The three
major tasks to he ranked were the training of researching scholars,
college t9iichers, and'professional pra-ctitioners.

The second questionnaire built. on the results of the first one,
arranging-characteristics under each of the four headings in the order
of their rated importance to quality. and eliminating some of the
-lower-rated chracterNtics, As many as 13 possible measures were
then listed for each characteri ic. Many of the measures were
suggested by the literature reviewed to identify important program
characteristics for the first questionnaire; additional helpful
materials included Fenstemacher, 1972; Fleming, 1973; Gregg, 102;
Lamson &,Swaine, 1973; McMichael, 1973; Roaden, 1972; Roaden &
Larimore, in press; Webb, 1972; and guidelines for the evaluation
of graduate education in the State University of New York, University
of California at Berkeley, University of Washington, and University
of Michigan. Some of these materials were supplied or suggested by
panel, members in re'sponAc to the first questionnaire.

The full list of nossibfe measures for each characteristic may
he found in. Appe'rldix C, which presents the.tabulated results of
the second questionnaire.



anel members to respond inThe second qUestionnaire asked P
three ways to each possible measure: 1) rats its adequacy or
appropriateness as ari indicator of the quality of the listed
program characteristic, using'a foie point scale from

measure for each
"very good"

to "inadequate"; 2) indicate one
and 3).indiate whether

eh characteristic
preferred by1the respondent; ether 'the informa-
tion is currently available, whether availability

Avaries from program to program. gain, respondents were invited
to comment on each item and to add measures to each list.

Data Collection ,

Both questionnaires were accompanied by a personally addressed
and typed cover letter signed by the chairman of the Graduate Record
Examinations Board and the president of the Council of Graduate
Sc'hools. The first questonnair May 391973., Fifty
completed responses had been received by the cut

be-counted
-off date of June 4.

Four more were received too late to 9 for a total response
rate of 86 percent and usable resPonse rate of 80 percent.

The characteristics of respondents to the first questionnaire
are detailed in Table 2. Most of the graduate deans in the survey
Panel hold Ph.Dmdegrees from jest' universities and have served
for 20 years or more as a member of a raduate school faculty.

speci lized
TheTgeogran

ill the social sciences,Almost three out of four of theM
physical sciences, or enginee..-

universities
ic regions, prestige,

control, and size of their eMPloYing es are very much like
characteiistics of the total sample (see Table 1). Thus, though
their own backgrourids tend to be in prestige institutions and in
the social or natural sciences, they now represent more diverse
institutions and types of graduate

The second questionnaire was mailed on July 3, 1973, with a
cut-off date of July 31 for tabulation. Forty -threethree completed
questionnaires had been received by this time;

responsefor a total
nine more question-

naires came in after this date, Ponse rate of 83 percent.

The tight cut-off date for the second questionnaire, resulting in
tabulation of 43 responses (68 percent of the Panel), was necessitated
by deadlines to produce this report for the September meeting of the
GRE Board. Visual inspection of the nine

glaring
questionnaires received

after. July 31 does not indicate any inconsistency Tfith the
could be d43 making up the data pool, but this cou determined for sure

only by re-running the data with all 52 responses, Six of the 9
uncounted questionnaires were fr°rn deans at large "top 50" public
ins; ltutions and these universit ies were somewhat underrepresented
in the count. 5

1;3



Table 2

Characteristics of Panel Members Who Returned

the First Questionnaire (N=59

Characteristics

Personal Characteristics )

Title: Dean of the Graduate School 39 72

Vice-president-,-provost, or-chancellor 8 15

Professor 3 06

Assistant or associate dean 4 07

Highest degree: Ph.D. 49 91

Other doctorate 5 0

Area of academic specialization.:
Humanities 6 11

Social sciences 20
gBiological sciences 8

20 37Physical sciences & engineering

University awarding highest degree:

Ilk

"Top 50" 46 85

Other 8 15

Years of experience in graduate education:
Ten years or less 4 07

11 15 years 10 19

16 20 years 12 22

More than 20 years 27 50

1 02No an -sate r

Institutional Characteristics

Geographic region:
Northeast
East

Midwest
South
West

Prestige:
"Top 50"
Other

Control:
Public
Private

Size:
Fewer than
More than

2,000 graduate students
2,000 graduate students

7

10

11

14

12

24

30

-34

20

26

28

13

19
20

26

22

44

56

63
37

48

52



Data Tabulation

sit Ciie first qi.lestionnaire was tabulated by hand for frequency
distributions and mean ratings on the importance of information about
various program characteristics in programs .designed for three dif-
ferent purposes. Though this procedure served its purpose of providing
summary tabUlations for use in construction of the second question-
naire immediately after the cut-off date,.wear and tear on personnel
and prospects for error dictated machine tabulati n for the second
questionnaire.2 Face-sheet information concerninF the background and
training of respondents, characteristics of their universities, and
rank order ratings of the major tasks of Ph.D. programs at their
diversities were keypunched and hand sorted by various subgroups
of respondents.

Results

Detailed tabulations of the first questionnaire, concerning the
importance of program characteristics, are presented in Appendix B;
tabulated ratings of all suggested measures and their availability
will be found in Appendix C. Appendix D summarizes the rank orders
assigned by respondents to the-major tasks of their institutions'
Ph.D. programs in four major curricular areas. Appendix A summarizes
the materials in Appendixes B and C by listing only the most important
Program characteristics and the most acceptable measures in the order
of their endorsement by graduate deans. Though probably still some-
what too long and detailed, this summary list of program charac.ter-
istics and measures provides an impol-tant first step in efforts to
establish a systematic procedure for the assessment of quality in
Ph.D. programs of study.

The remainder ot\this section briefly discusses the results( of
each questionnaire and the summary listing of program characteristics
and measures.

First Questionnaire: Program Characteristics Important to Quality

From detailed results of the first questidnnaire (Appendix B),
it is apparent that graduate deans agreed about the importance of
some kinds of program information for the assessment of quality

2Rohert A. Marozsan prepared-the computer program for tabulation
of the second questionnaire.

-16-



and disagreed about the importance of-other characteristics. In

addition, about two-thirds of them made distinctions about the level
of importance of certain characteristics depending upon whether
the program was designed to train research scholars, college
teachers, or professional practitioners. The greatest number of

differences occurred in relation to the characteristics of faculty
members (Table B.1). For instance, the research conchicted by faculty
members .and the national'honors they receive were considered very
important to quality, in programs designed to train research scholars.
But teaching effectieness, teaching experience, and concern for
undergraduate learning were most important when evaluating programs
to train college teachers.

The importance of knowing about some resources (Table B.3) also
varied by program purpose; laboratory and computer facilities and
external financial support are examples. But different program pur-

poses did not appear to influence very greatly the importance ratings
assigned to student characteristics (Table B.2) or the desirability of
information about various operational aspects of programs (Table B.4).
These results suggest that it may be possible to vary information
about a few selected characteristics according to the primary purpose
of a program under study, rather than setting up different assessment
procedures for each kind of program.

In general, characteristics with a mean rating below 2.0
(1 = "Essential;" 2.= "Important") for at least one type of program
(last column in Appendix. a) were considered to have been endorsed
by the panel and were included on the second questionnaire. In

addition, a few characteristics were re-structured based on comments
of respondents and apparent overlap. These criteria eliminated 5 of

the 15 characteristics originally listed under "Faculty Members,"
8 of the 17 characteristics listed under "Students," two of the
10 characteristics listed under "Resources," and 6 of the 21 char-
acteristics listed under "Program Operation." In general, the charac-

t,eristics omitted from the second questionnaire are the ones toward
the end of each table in Appendix B.

d?
Though one purpose of the first questionnaire was to elim nate

some characteristics, the detailed results in Appendix B warr nt
further attention along two lines: the differences in rated impor-
tance depending upon the purposes of Ph.D. programs, aes noted above,
and the distribution of importance ratings assigned to each character-
istic by panel members. Though the mean ratings provide a convenient
index for the identification of the most important characteristics,
the frequen5y tabulations of ratings give a better indication of the
degree of consensus among graduate deans about the importance of
each characteristic. For example, Table B.1 reports that more than



80 percent, of the respondents agreed that it is essential to know
about the research activity and productivity of faculty members who
are training research scholars. But they did not agree to the
same extent. about the importance of similar information concerning
faculty members who are training professional practitioners. Also
in'this table, there is disagreement over the importance.of knowing
about faculty concern for student development and welfare, teaching
effectiveness, involvement in program affairs, or group morale when
making judgments concerning the quality of programs to train research
scholars. Similaroexamples of apparent consensus or difference of
opinion can be found in the tables on Students, Resources, and
Program Operation. These different points of view among experts
in graduate education have implications for the development of
any systematic approach to the assessment of quality in Ph.D.
programs of study.

Second Questionnaire: Measuring'Important Characteristics

Frequency tabulations and mean ratings on the second question-
naire are reported in detail in Appendix C. As with the importance
ratings of characteristics, the mean ratings of measurement adequacy
are useful as an index to identify those measures generally con-
sidered "very good" or "good" by the panel of graduate school deans,
but Cie freluency pistri.butions of ratings give a better indication
about the d'gree of consensus among the deans. For instance, the
first characteristic under Faculty (Table C.1) includes "appropriate-
ness of specialty areas of training to purposes of the program, as
evaluated-by a visiting team of experts," which received a mean
rating of 3.0 or a "good"3 indicator of the academic training of
faculty. But this mean rating masks the fact that an equal number
of deans rated the measure "very good" and "poor or inadequate."
It was preferred by a few, but two other measures received much
higher preference endorsement. Also, information about the two
more preferred measures is already available on more campuses.
Therefore, though this measure received a "good" average rating,

. two others probably are potentially more useful. On the other hand,
it was rated higher than three other possible measures on the list,
though, each of these measures was considered "very good" by a few
graduate deans and two of the three were preferred measures by a
few respondents.

3
The rating scale on the first questionnaire (Appendix B) was

1=Essential to 4=Not important. The rating scale on the second
questionnaire (Appendix C) was 1=inadequate to 4=very 'good. In
the'summary of the data (Appendix A) the rating scale on the first
questionnaire has been reversed so that higher mean ratings always
mean "more important" or "more adequate."

-18-



A similar comparative analysis amid be 'made among the measures
suggested for each program characteristic listed in Appendix C, and
probably, should be done by a group of werts_in graduate education
who could interpret more fully the meaning of the results for the
measurement of each characteristic. Such an extensive analysis is
beyond the scope of this brief report, though it is recommended as
a fruitful next step by an appropriate group. There are a few more

general comments about the ratings of the measures, however, that do
. seem appropriate at this time.

First, there is generally good agreement between high mean ratings
on measurement adequacy and preference for a measure. Preferences

sometimes scatter over several items, particularly if a number of
possible measures were 'sliggested for a given characteristic, but
generally 70 to 80 percent of the first prefetences were received by
measures that also received a mean rating of 3.0 ("good") or above.
Occasionally a measure was preferred by a number of deans even though
it was not considered a particularly good index, such as a measure
for characteristic 10 in Table C.1 (concern for undergraduate learning)
that was preferred by 15 deans but had a mean rating of_2.86, but this
is unusual. In general, the concurrence of mean ratings and preference
choices is an encouraging indication that these measures are acceptable
to graduate deans and therefore likely to be useful in the assessment
of program quality.,

Second, for most program characteristics there are one or two or
three measures that were definitely rated higher and, preferred more
often by deans, while there are some measures that were definitely
considered poor or inadequate by an appreciable number. Consensus

was great enough so that, on most characteristics, a clear line can
be drawn between the measures that are endorsed by the panel of deans
and those that are controversial or inadequate. Therefore, though

the list of items on the second questionnaire was very long and
burdensome for respondents, their ratings clearly recommend the
development of some assessment procedures rather than others. En-

dorsed characteristics and measureitcould provide the framework for
a model to assess quality in Ph.D. programs that Would be appropriate

for use at a variety of universities. These results also may be
helpful to those who are attempting to choose among various possible
ways to assess Ph.D. programs in specific settings.

Third, whi e some of the standard input measures are endorsed
as indexes for several of the program characteristics, self-report
measures from program participants (program directors, faculty mem-
bers, and students) and judgments by both a visiting panel of experts
and by program participants are rated highly as indekes for a number
of characteristics. The endorsement of judgments by a visiting panel
of experts is consistent with the current practice at a number of
universities to use outside teams as part of the evaluation process



(McMichael, 1973) and, upports.a recent recommendation to the Board
of Regents concernin,g;heevaluation of graduate education in New .York
(Fleming, 1971). The/support for rativs, judgments, and reports from
faculty memberS and SitudentS was not so predictable, but .it has even
more important impliptions for the development of procedureS for
program assessment. `These ratings suggest 'that some standard methods
to collect the Aud "ents and opinions of faculty members and students
o'n selected aspect of their graduate programs would be welcomed and
endorsed by many' g aduate school 4-,ins.

Fourth, thes data indicate that much of the more acceptable or
adequate and prefierned information needed to mak- dgments about the

on university
campuses. The "availability" responses should not e interpreted too
literally, sinc comments on the second questionnaire suggest that
somewhat differ nt Interpretaqons were given to the question. But
it is probablyLaccurate to conclude that information is generally
available for nly about one out of five of the measures that received
mean ratings of f3.0 or above. Standard procedures to collect some of
the currently navailable Anformation should be welcomed by the gradu-
ate sthools a well:as by other agencies interested in program evalua-
tion.

quality of ph.D.iprograms is not currently availa

Summary Listi of Measures for the AssessMent of Quality in Ph'.D. Programs

Appendifx A summarizes the results of two questionnaires to a
representat ve panel of graduate school deans by listing the character-
tistics of P .D. programs in the order of their rated importance for
judgments a out quality, and listing the most acceptable or adequate
measures f r each characteristic in the order of their rated adequacy.
Characteri tics and measures are grouped under the same four headings
used in Ap endixes B and C: Faculty Members, Students, Resources, and
Program Op ration. IteMs under each heading are from the more detailed
reports (A pendixeS 8.and C) but their orders have been changed in the
summary li t to reflJct their relative endorsement. Characteristics
listed under each heading in the summary range from "essential"
(ratings of 3.5 or above) to "important" (ratings 3.4 to 2.6). Most
measures have a mean adequacy rating of 3.0 or above ("good" to "very
good"), *ugh occasionally a measure with a rating slightly below 3.0
that is p eferred by a number of panel members is included in the list.
Notes pre eding the summary list define the terms and symbols used in
the'table

This listing of program characteristics and measures is not
proposed as a definitive view of quality,in Ph.D. programs of study,
but rather as a first winnowing of the multitude of characteristics
and measures that might be considered in the assessment of such a

-20-
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complex and varied set of educational efforts. ThAist as it

standg now would profit from further review by experts in the field
of graduate education, and probably could be shortened and simplified

somewhat. However', even in its, present form it represerits a better
picture of Ph.D. program assessment procedures that would be accepti-
able to a cross-section of graduate school deans than has been

\. available so far. As such, it should be useful to the graduate
education community, as well as to others who are interested in
furthering the systematic development of procedures to assess
quality in graduate education.

4.9

Conclusions and Recommendations
0

This report presents the opinions of a sample of graduate
school deans concerning the importance of various program character- .
istics to judgments about quality and the adequacy or acceptability
of several ways to measure each characteristic. In addition, program

characteristics are evaluated in relation to the primary goals of
preparing research scholars, college teachers, or professional
practitioners, and some estimate is made about the present avail-
ability of information suggested by the measures. All ratings

concrn Ph.D. programs of study, and emphasize dimensions of quality

that are common to many fields of study.

The mot important characteristics and the most acceptable
measures are summarized as a first step toward the development of

a model to assess quality in Ph.D. programs of study. This listing

can provide guidelines for efforts at individual universities to

establish appropriate evaluation procedures, and also provides a
framework for more detailed work on the development of systematic
procedures for the assessment of quality in doctoral education.
Several next steps are possible; the following three recommendations
are suggested as ways to begin to refine and build on these data.

First, more research should be done on differing points of view
about the importance of program characteristics and the adequacy of

measures. There may be identifiable subgroups of opinion within this
sample ofggraduate school deans; more detailed analysis of their

responses would be needed to determine whether their opinions are

moderated by their QW11 academic training and fields of specialization,
or type of employing university, or other conditions. In addition,

other publics, such as faculty members in selectedit'h.D. programs,

students, accrediting' groups, or legislators, might have similar or
different opinions about the relationship between various program

-21- 20



characteristics or measures and judgments about quality. Consensus
across groups as well as among graduate school deans could be
determined through "schools of thought" analytic procedures sug:-
gestgl in the first stage of the earlier proposal for research on
quality in doctoral programs (Clark &, Hartnett, 1972).

Second, discussion of the results by a group of experts in
graduate education would be useful. What difficulties may be
encountered in attempting to collect the preferred but unavailable
kinds of information? How much weight should be given to the
purposes of % program when deciding upon characteristics to be
measured, given the impottance ratings for different program pur7.
poses? What interpretation should be given to the-differences in
points of view about the importance of characteristics and the
acceptability of measures within this sample of experts in graduate
education? How can a research and development project minimize (or
utilize) these differences when developing some systematic procedures
for program assessment? A special group might be gathered:to discuss
the results, orTsuch'diScussions might be initiated at scheduled
professional or association meetings.

Third, the summary of important characteristics and acceptable
measures could be used as a framework for a model to assess quality
in Ph.D. programs which could be tested empirically (second stage
of the Clark and Hartnett proposal). Research along these lines
would develop procedures to collect preferred information and then
use these procedures to obtain data from selected doctoral programs
in order to .examine their reliability and validity as well as
evaluate the relationships among variables selected for study.

22
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Appendix A

A Summary List of Measures for-the Assessment

of Quality in Ph.D. Progralis

Notes

1. Importance ratings of program characteristics:

4 = Essential to have information about this characteristic in
order to judge quality

3 = Important to have thislinformation,
2 = Perhaps useful; not particularly important
1 = Not important to judgments about quality

(This scale reverses the one used in Appendix B to tabulate
results of the first questionnaire; in order to oNain
greater ease of interpretation.)

2. Mean importance ratings in this summary are the.inverse of the
grand mean of the ratings for each of the three program purposes
reported in the last column of Appendix B. A specific assess-
ment plan should consider these more specific ratings depending
upon the primary purpose of the programs,to be studied.

3 Adequacy ratings of measures:

4 = Very good indicator of the quality of given characteristic
3 = Good indicator
2 = Poor but useable indicator
1 = Inadequate indicator

4 The "percent preferred" column represents t percent of 43
respondents who selected this measure as th r first-choice
or preferred measure for a given characteristic.

5 The "percent available" column represents the percent of 43
respondents who indicated that the' information could be supplied
fx'om records without new data collection. Responses generally
ran 37 to 40 out' of 43; therefore, 10 to 15 percent of the total
often are non-respondents. The number of deans who say the
availability of information varies from department to depart-
ment, in addition to being generally available, can be
determined from Appendix C.

Note especially that the characteristics in each section of'this
list are also listed in comparable sections of Appendixes B and
C, and the measures in each section are also listed in comparable
sections of Appendix C, but the order of arrangement is different
to reflect the results of importance and adequacy ratingA on the
two questionnaires.

-23-
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1

Characteristic

Kean

importance

3.57

13.41

s\

3.20

23

-' Table A.l

FAC Y Characteristics and Measures

Measures

A. Ac kemic training of faculty

Mean

yaEy.
Pe cent. Percent

Preferred vyailable

1. Percent with Ph.D.'s or equivalelt degrees 3.37 33% 100%

2. Percent of Ph.D.'s from "top" progpms in each field,

as defined by a reputational survey
3,33 42 65

3. Appropriateness of specialty areas of training to purposes

of the program, as evalUated by i visiting team of experts 3.00 09 12

B. Rese.arch (or other scholarly or creative) activity

3.40 30 09

1. Average number research proposals funded in the last three

years per FTE faculty

2. Average number invited presentations of research results

in the past year (visiting lectures, colloquia, workshops, .

professional meetings, etc.) per FTE faculty 3.33 16 37

3. Percent of faculty actively involqd in the publication of

research results (journal editor, editorial board members,

referee for submitted articles, etc.) 3,26 14 49

4. Average number research projects in progress per FTE

faculty
3.02 26 21

C. Research (or other scholarly or creative) productivity

3,74 77 28

1. Weighted average number publications (giving progressively

morlweight o refereed journals, single authorship of

articles, se for authorship of books, etc.) in the past

three years/(sub. no. patents or artistic performances or

products where appropriate)

2. Average number journal articles published in tilt last three

years. per FTE faculty
3.51 09 67
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Faculty '(cent.)

'Characteristic Measures

Mean

importanceimportance

1,11 D. Teaching effectiveness '

1, Avg. ratings by students on a course and teacher evaluation form

2, Presenc'e of innovative teaching procedures and/or outstanding

instructional materials, as judged by visiting panel of experts

1

3.11 P. concern for student development and welfare

I, Avenge student (or former student) rat i,ng on A scale measuring

faculty concern ior.student development and welfare, accessi-

bility, advising skill, etc.

2.94 F. Involvement in program affairs

a 1. Faculty degree of agreement with and commitment to the

purposes and goals of the Program

2. Faculty satisfaction with itint lituce en important decisions

concerning the program

2,91 G. Teaching experience

1. Avg. no. of years of teaching experience at the'college oi-#11

university level in appropriate area of specialty 4

2.88 II, Honors and awards; national professional recognition

I, Average number professional honors and awards poi' FTE

faculty over the past three years'

Averao r'eputational rating of the faculty among colleagues

0, NJ rating0

.Mean Percent Percent

AdequacY Preferred Available

3:10 37% 21%

MO 16 07

1,21 58 07

1,26 47 05

h 3,21 17 07

3,05 72 70.

3,11 40 35

'3.14 :30 37



40 Faculty (cont.)

Characteristic Measures

Mean Mean Percent Percent

importance ,-,
Adequacy Preferred ,Available

2.78, -1. Group morale or esprit

1.Avg.-faculty-reported satisfact on with program leadership,

enthusiasm for the program, lay lty, involvement, etc.

d.

,k.

2. Relative vitality vs. malaise among the faculty, as rated

by a visiting panel or experts

2.55 J Concern for undergraduate learning

1. Quality of a program to train and supervise teaching fellows,

as rated by:
0

a) students

b) faculty members

c) visiting panel of experts

2. Faculty-reported sensitivity to the interests, needs, and

aspirations of.undergraduates

3. Percent of graduate faculty who teach at least one under-

graduate course per year:

27

3.45 51% 09%

3.23 14 09

3.12 14 07

2.95 02 02

2.93 07 ,05

2.86 35 02

2.86 14 67
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Table A.2

STUDENT Characteristics and Measures

tharacteristiC Measures

Mean Mean Percent Percent

importance Adequacy Preferred Available

3.61 A. GeReral academic ability of students entering the program

'1. Avg. score on graduate aptitude test (GRE, MAT, etc.) 3.42 21% 67%

2. Avg. undergraduate GPA. 3,37 35 79

3. Avg. score on appropriate GRE Advanced Test (or other ach. est) 3.09 07 60

4. Percent of enrolled students with national fellowships

(NSF, Woodrow Wilson, etc.)
3.07 , 09 65

3.61 B. Achievements, knowledge, and/or skills of students at time o

completion of degree

1. Excellence or uniqueness of dissertations and theses in the

last three years, as evaluated by external judges 3.47 26 05

2. Percent of graduates in the last three years who obtained

employment directly related to their field of specialization 5.33 26 47

3. Percent of graduates in the last three years who published

something prior to the degree, 3,24 23 28

3.38 C. Professional accomplishments of graduates

1. Percent of graduates occupying positions of leadership and

influence' in the field, as judged by outside experts- 3.37 23 02

2, Avg. no. publications by those who graduated in the last

five years 3.30 21 09

3. Avg. rating by employers on knowledge, skill, and performance

of recent graduates 3.14 12

29 4, Percent of graduates currently employed by doctorate-awarding

universities 3.09 12 32



STUDENTS (cOnt.)

Characteristic

Mean

importance

3.37 D, Gains in student knowledge and/or skills during their degree program

1. Avg. evaluation by faculty advisers and by assistantship/intern-

ship supervisors of the "growth" observed in students over a two

year period

3.15 E. Career interests of students

MeaSures I

Mean Percent Percent

Adequacy. Preferred Available

3.12 40% 19%

1, Congruence of student career interests with program purposes

and emphases, as judged by enrolled students 3.10 44 07

2, Self-reported career plans of degree recipients 2.93 14 (16

4

2,91 F, Student perceptions of program quality

1, Avg, alumni (1-5 years) rating of experiences in the program 3.58 72 02

2. Avg, student rating of the value of ,specified academic

experiences ip the program

2:89 G, Satisfaction with various aspects of the degree program

2.98 12 07

1. Percent of students who would recommend the program to others

with similar interests and abilities 3,40 51 05

2. Avg, student-rated satisfaction with specified academic and

non-academic aspects of the program 3.02 26 09

\'

31 32

I



w

Characteristic

can

imporu;nce

2.81 H. Group morale or esprit

33

STUDENTS (cont .)

1. Student sense of community, feeling of shared interests and

involvement in worthwhile activities, as rated by students
A

2. Avg. 'student satisfaction with rate of academic progress,

3. Avg. student-reported score on a scale measuring satisfaction

with program

.Measures

Mean Percent Percent

Adequacy' Preferred Available

3.30

2.88

2.86

, 23%

12

26

1 09%

07 '

07
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Table A.3

R OURCES and Measures

Characteristic

Mean

importance

3.60 A. University financial support for the program

3.60

3.47

35

Measures

Mean Percent Percent

gnu Preferred Available

1. Judgments about the adequacy of university support relative

to program purposes by a visiting team :of experts 3,10 30% 12%

.2. Education and general expense budget per FTE student 3,00 &, 14 , 70

3. Ratio'of. program budget allocation to total university

allocation for Ph.D. study 2.83 23 50

B. Library

1. Adequfcy of relevant holdings,as judged by:

a) visiting team of'experts 3.45 44 21

b) faculty members 3.43 26 28

c) program chairman 3.07 0 23

C.' Laboratory equipment and facilities (including facilities for the

creative arts)

ti

1. Presence of laboratory/creative equipment considered essential

or important by experts in the field 3.56 42 26

2. Adequacy of laboratory equipment and facilities as rjted by:
f

0a) visiting team of experts 3.53 19 16

b) faculty members 3.40 28 23
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RESOURCES (cont.)
N

Characteristic Measures
.,

Mean .

' Mean , Percent' Percent

importance ,Adequaa Preferred Available

3.18 D. External financial support for the program

1, Outside funds as a percent of total prograM budget

2. Avg.,d011ar income per FTE faculty from outside sources over

the past three years

3. Dollar amount of federal research projectirants and contracts

over the past three years

3.13 E. Purposes and strengths of parent institution

3.42 35% 65%

3.28 44 , 60

1.16 1,2 77

1 7',

1. Reputation of university as rated by knowledgeable educators' 3.49"

Congruence of program and university purposo as judged by

visiting panel of experts
. 3.19 /

3. Level of support for the program from central university

administrators, as judged by visiting panel of expkts. 3.07

F. Financial support for students

1, avg. dollars for all forms of financial assistance per

FTE student 3,.45

2. Percent of students receiving any form of financial assistance 3.14 4,

3. Percent of students Who hold fellowships or grants from

external sources 2.98

./

33 21

14 16

1Z 12

49 .67

23

12 77
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SOURCES (cont.)

Characteristic

Mean

imoortaace

3.07 G. Computer facilities

1. Adequacy of computer facilities for needs of the program as

rated by:

a) visiting team of exiieNsIs\

b) faculty memberl

c) program chairman

d) students

r.

H. Classroom and office space for the program

1. Adequacy of classroom and office space as rated by:

a) visiting team of experts

b) faculty members

2. Avg, square feet of office and research space per FTE faculty

39

Measures

Mean Percent Percent

Adequacy Preferred Available

3.44 33% 142

3.37 21 30

1,14 05 33

3.12 07 23

3.05 32 14

i.91 19 19

2.91. 14 07

4
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T le A.4

OPERATIONAL Characteristics and Measures

Characteristic
Measures

Mean

importance.

3.49 A. Purposes of the program

1. Clarity of program purposes and plans, as judged by:

a) visiting panel of experts

b) recent graduates

c) faculty members

d) program chairman andijt graduate dean

2. Relative emphasis on research, teaching, and service,

as judged by visiting team of experts-4

3.45 B. Course and program offerings

1. Courses and other available experiences appropriate to

purposes of the program and specialty training of the

faculty, as judged by:

a) visiting panel of experts

b) faculty members

c) students

2. Relative need for curriculum, review and updating as

judged by a visiting panel of experts

Mean Percent Percent

Adequacy Preferred Available

3.28 23% 07%

3.26 14 02

3.19 21 16

3.14 09 23

3.05 02 14

3.56 44 09

3.26\ 23 19

3.05 ( 0 09

3.32, 12 09

41 42



OPERATIONS (cont.)

Characteristic

Mean Mean Percent Percent

122.11
Adequacy Preferred Available

Measures

3.43 C. Admissions policies

Judgment of whether admissions standards should

be higher or lower, as rated by:

a) visiting panel of experts

b) faculty members

Percent 'of qualified applicants who are admitted,

as reported' by the admission committee

Relative selectivity of graduate and undergraduate

students, as reported by the admissions committee

1

(.4

co

1.

2.

3.

43

4. ClAity of admissions procedures and standards,

as judged by visiting panel of experts

(not rated) D. Provision for the welfare of faculty members

1

1. Median salary by rank

2. Extent of department and university support for the

princtple of academic freedom, as judged by outside experts

3. Excellence of fringe benefits package, as judged by

outside experts

4. Faculty satisfaction with freedom to plan courses and

conduct research without internal or external interference

(continued)

3.39 28% 12%

3.05 09 21

3,09 21 67

3.07 23 53

3.00 0 12

3.26 21 86

3.23 12 14

3.10 02 16

3.07 19 09
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Characteristic

Mean

importance

OPERATIONS (cont.)

5. Provision for assistance to new and young faculty,

as judged by:

a) visting panel of experts

b) faculty members

6. Average teaching load

3.41 E. Provision for the evaluation of student progress

1, Clarity of requirements and standards for progression

from entrance to candidacy with stated times for

review and evaluation, as judged by:

a) visiting panel of experts
GJ

b) program chairman

c) students

3.37 F. Program leadership and decision-making

1. Quality of leadership, provided by the program

chairman as judged by:

a) visiting panel of experts

b) graduate dean

c) faculty members

Measures

Mean 'Percent Percent

.Adequacy Preferred Available

X3.07 07% 07%

3,00 '07 14

3.02 '02" 60

3.16 26 12

3.16 21 30

3.14 21 16

3.44 21 09

3.40 19 37

3.37 33 16
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OPERATIONS cont.)

Characteristic

Mean

importance

3.31 G.' Job placement of graduates

1. Percent of degree recipients in last three years who were

placed in positions directly relevant to their graduate

education

2. Satisfaction with program efforts to place graduates, as

judged by students

i 3., Percent of recent graduates who joined faculties at major

doctorate-producing universities

1
4, Profile of jobs taken by former students and graduates

4,

o in the last three years

1

3.30 H. Provision for the advisement of students

I. Quality of the advising system,as rated by

a) recent graduates

b) students

c) visiting panel of experts

3.29 I. Student-faculty interaction

1. Student-reported satisfaction with opportunity to work

closely with at least one member of the faculty

Measures

Mean Percent Percent

Adequacy Preferred Available

3.56 40% 42%

3.26 -.. 14 ,- 12

^,1

3.07 07 51

3.00 19 14

3.42 40 02

3,42 28 ,07

3.02 05 07

3.42 46 05



Characteristic

Mean

importance

OPERATIONS (cont.)

3,17 J. Internships or other opportunities for relevant student

experiences

3.16

4ri

Measures

Mein Percent Percent

Adtpacy Preferred Available

1. Value of the internship or assistantship as rated by

students who have completed the experience 3.31 46Z 14%

2. Percent,of students who hold a research assistantship

in the course of their attendance 3.14 09 70

3. Percent of students who' hold a teaching assistantship

in the course of their attendance 1.12 IL 09 70

4. Percent of students who hold an apprenticeship,or other

preprofessional work assignment ' the course of their

attendance 3.01 07 46

K. Degree requirements

1. Flexibility of program requirements sufficient to meet

individual student needs, as judged by:

a) visiting panel of experts 3.33 33 09

1,4
b) students 3.15 16 07

c) faulty members 3.02 05 16

2. Clarity of specified competencies and qualities expected

of graduates preparing to be researchers, teachers, or

professional practitioners, as evaluated by:

a) visiting panel of experts 3.20 09 09

b) faculty members

a
students

3.17

3.07 ,

02

0

14

09 5°
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OPERATIONS (cont.)

Characteristic Measures

Mean

irtance

Mean Percent Percent

Adequacy, Preferred Available

I
3.07 L. Enrichment with visiting lecturers, colloquia, etc.

1. No, visiting lecturers, colloquia, etc., scheduled in

the past six months 3.43 46% 49%

2. Satisfaction with enrichment efforts of the program

as rated by:

a) visiting panel of experts

b) students

c) faculty members

2.94 M. Relationships with cognate programs

3.13 19 05

3.12 09 07

3.12 05 14

1. Percent of program students enrolled for one of more

courses in another department
s

3.14 26% 51%

2. Relationships and intdrchanges with cognate programs

as rated by:

a) program chairman and/or graduate dean

b) faculty members 41

c) students

d) chairmen of cognate departments

3.10 16 23

3.05 14 19

3.05 07 14

3.05 07 21
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OPERATIONS (cont.)

:haracteristic Measures

in Mean Percent ;Percent

r.ance Adequacy Preferred Available

92 N. Efficiency of degree production

1. Percent, of those who enroll who earn the Ph.D.

2. Estimated total avg. time required to complete the degree

3. Ratio of doctorates awarded to no. of graduate faculty and

to no. of enrolled students

86 O. Plans for the future of the program

1. Appropriateness and detail of middle -range and long-range

plans for the program, as evaluated by:

a) visiting panel of ,experts

b) faculty members

c) program chairman and/or graduate dean

83 P. Size of the program

.1. tio. of enrolled students and first-year students

in each of the past four years, byfull-time and part-time

2. Student/faculty ratio

3. No. of graduate faculty members in each of the past four

years, by full-time and part-time

i3

3.45 42% 72Z

3.14 09 58

3.02 23 '65

3.37 46 12

3.07 12 19

3.02 . 19 30

3.31 46 84

3.07 28
-p

84

3.00 05 77,
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Appendix B

The Importance of Program Characteristics

for Judgments about Quality

Notes

1. Instructions to raters were as follows:

For each of three types of doctoral programs--i.e., for those

emphasizing the preparation of researchers, teachers, or practitioners- -
indicate how important it would be for you to have information about
each listed program characteristic in order for you to make a.judgment

about a program's quality. Make your rating by writing a number in

each .column for each item, using the following rating code:

1. Essential -- must have information about this in order to

judge quality; this element of a programtis critical to the

achievement of excellence in doctoral education

2. Important -- desirable to have this information if at all

possible

3 Perhaps useful; nice to know if easily available but.not
particularly important

4. Not important to judgments about quality
.

2. Tables 1 through 4 report,Che ratings assigned respectively to-charac-

,teristics of faculty members, .students, program resources, and program
operation. Within each set, the characteristics are listed in the order

of their importance to quality judgments about programs to train research
scholars.

3. Note that, in these tables, a higher mean rating is the lower number. For-

instance, these graduate deans say that it is more important-to know about
the research activity of a faculty member in a program to train researchers
(mean rating of 1.08) than in programs to train teachers or practitioners

(mean ratings of 1.71 and,1.98 respectively.)
,

4. Tabulated ratings of 11 program characteristics listed in the first

questionnaire a included in these tables.

55
-45-

el
Syr

11'



4 -

Table B.1

jmportant Inforftation for Judgments about the
Educational Qualitf of Ph.D. Programs:

CHARACTERISTICS OF FACULTY MEMBERS

Characteristic

. Research (or other
scholarly or creative)
activity ,

. Research (or other
scholarly or creative)
productivity

'4

3. Academic training 4

4. Honors and awards;
national professional
recognitlon

. Concern for student
development and
'welfare

6. Teaching effectiveness

7. Involltement in program
affairs

8. Variety of s ecialties

1(

among member o the
faculty

9. Teaching experience

10. Group morale or
esprit

Number of graduate deans who rated
information about the characteristic:*

In programs
to train:

Essential
(1)

Important
(2)

Perhaps useful;
not important

(3 and 4)

Mean
rating

Researchers 46 " 4 1.08
Teachers 17 29 3 1.71
Practitioners 20 14 1.98

Researchers 41 7 1 1.16

Teachers 14 20 14 2.00
Practitioners 14 11 23 2.25

Researchers 35 14 1 1.32.

Teachers 29 19 1 1.43

Practitioners 24 23 1.55
/

Researchers 18 25 6 1.76

Teachers 1 35 12. 2.30
Practitioners 4 25 2.31

Researchers 14 22 14 2.02

Teachers 23 .21 5 1.63
Practitioners 17 15 17 2.02

Researchers 12 26 12 2.08
Teachers 39 10 1.20
Practitioners 11 23 15 2.20

Researchers 12 23 13 2.08
Teachers 11 27 9 1.96
Practitioners 10 21 16 2.15

Researchers 9 29 12 2.08
Teachers 8 31. 10 2.04
Practitioners 4 34 11 2.16

Researchers 7 22 21 2.22
Teachers 30 14 5 1.49
Practitioners 4 21 24 2.49

Researchers 10 17 23 2.32
Teachers. 8 26 :15 ' 2.14
Practitioners 9 23 17 2.20

*Total N 50. Raves may not add to 50 because respondents sometimes omitted an item.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF FACULTY MEMBERS

Number of graduate deans who rated
information about the characteristic:*

I

Characteristic
In programs-
to train:

Essential
(1)

Important
(2)

Perhaps useful;
not important

(3 and 4)
Mean
rating

cs--4

'11. Turnover Researchers 8 19 18 2.33
Teachers - 5 16 23 2.58
Practitioners 5 15 23 2.56

12. Concern for under-
graduate learning

Researchers
Teachers

4

22
17

19
29

8

2.72

1.78
Practitioners 3 12 34 2.84'

13. Non-university Researchers 1 11 37 2.98
activity Teachers 1 16 31, 2.73

Practitioners 6 18 24 2.50
e

14. Involvement in univer- Researchers 9 41 3.10
' sity affairs Teachers 3 16 2.65

Practitioners 5 44 3.18,
1

.

15. Concern for meeting Researchers 3 6 41 3.14
local and community Teachers 5 17 27 2.71
needs Practitioners 11 17 21 2.27
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Table B.2

Important Information for Judgments about the
Educational Quality of Ph.D. Programs:

CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS

Characteristic

1. General academic ability
of students entering
program

2. Achievements, knowl-
edge and/or skills of
students at time of
completion of degree

3. Professional accom-
plishments of
graduates

. Gains in studept knowl-
edge and/or skills
durfhg their degree
program

. Job placement of
graduates

6. Carreer interests of
students

7. Student perceptions of
program quality

8. Satisfaction with
various aspects of the
degree program

9. Group morale or esprit

NuMber of graduate deans who rated
information about the chaltacteltistid:*

In programs
to train:

Essential
(1), ,

Important
(2)

Perhaps useful;
not important

(3.and 4)

Mean
rating

Researchers
Teachers
Practitioners

Researchers
Teachers
Practitioners

Researchers
TeaCbers
Practitioners

Researchers
Teachers
Practitioners

Researchers
Teachers
Practitioners

Researchers
Teachers
Practitioners

Researchers
Teachers
Practitioners

Researchers
Teachers
Practitioners

Researche4
Teachers
Practitioners

37

29

27

34

29

31

26

19
21

24
22

25

23
18

18(

17

.16

15

4

4

4

5

6

5 .

8

11
8

13

19
)20

14

16
16

23

27

22

20
23

19

23

26

27

23

25
26

36

37

38

29

35
32

22

24

25

1

2

1

3

1

1

3

6

5

3

5

4

5

4

10
8

8

3.p8

7

16
8.

12,

20
14

16

1,26
1.43
1.49

1.13
1.46
1.38

1.50
1.67
1.69

1.61
1.60

1.67

1.62

1.73
1.71

1.66
.111.84

.11.86

2.12
2.08
2.06

2.24

2.04
2.14

2.30.

2.08:

2.20

*Total N50. Rows may not add to 50 because respondents sometimes omitted an item.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS

/

Characteristics

10. Involvement in profes-
sional affairs

11. Attrition rate

2. Baccalaureate origins

13. Enrollment status of
students '

14. Involvement in program
affairs .

15, Nonacademic needs and
concerns

16. Geographical origins
of students'

17. Involvement in insti-
tutional affairs

Number of graduate deans who rated
information about the characteristic:*

In programs
to train:

Essential
(1)

Important
(2) '

Perhaps useful;
not important'Mean

(3 and 4)- rating

Researchers 5 27 17 2.37
Teachers 1 ' 22 25 2.56
Practitioners 4 29 15 2.27

Researchers 3 25 20 2.38
Teachers 3 24 20 2.38
Practitioners 3 24 20 2.38

Researchers 5 24 20 2.41
Teachers 4 18 27 2.61
Practitioners 4

0
20 23 2.57

Researchers -,2 18 19 2.62
Teachers 1 14 22 2.73
Practitioners 1 17 19 2.68

Researchers 17 30 2,79
Teachers i 4 19 23 . 2.46
Practitioners 23 24 2.62

Researchers 3 12 34 2.$8
Teachers 1 19 28 2.73
Practitioners 1 16 30 2.81

Researchers 1 6 43 3.32
Teachers 6 ' 43 3.35
Practitioners 7 42 3.67

Researchers 4 46 3.32
Teachers 2 11 36 2.92
Practitioners 1 6 42 3.14
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Table B.3

Important Information for Judgments about the
Educational Quality of Ph.D. Programs:

CHARACTERISTICS OF RZSOURCES

Characteristics

.1. Universi ;y financial
support for the
program

2'. Library

3. Laboratory equipment and
facilities (including
facilities for the
creative arts)

4. Computer facilities

5. External financial
supPort for the

ogram

6. Financial support
for students

7. Purposes and
strengths of
parent institution

8. Classroom and
office space

9. Availability/utiliza-
tion. of noncampus
reSources

10. Facilities for leisure
time and sports
activities

Number of graduate deans who rated

information about the chtAracteristic:*

4

In programs Essential
to train: (1)

Important
(2)

Perhaps useful;
not tmportant

(1 and 4)

Mean
rating

Researchers 37 , 12 1.24

Teachers, 27 21 1.44

Practitioners 24 23
4

Researchers 37 11 ° 1 1.27

Teachers 29 19 1.40

PractitiOners 25 20 3 1.54

Researchers 37 11 1 1.27

Teachers 20 21 7 1.73

Practitioners 23 21 4 1.60

Researchers 27 20 2 1.49

Teachers
Practitioners

9

11

18

24

21

12

2.25
2.04

Researchers 28 16 5 1.53

Teachers 10 -26 12 2.04

Practitioners_ 14 26 8' 1.88

Researchers 20 22 4 1.65

Teachers 14 21 10 1.91

Practitioners 12 18 15 2.11

Researchers 12 32 6 1.90

Teachers 11 33 S 1.88

Practitioners 1, 10 28 11 2.04

Researchers S 26% 19 2.32

Teachers 4 341 11 2.14

Practitioners 4 28 17 2.29

Researchers 4 D 11 34 2.73

Teachers 14 34 2.79

Practitioners 3 21 24 2.46

Researchers 1 S 44 3.28

Teachers S 44 3.29

Practitioners 4 45 3.35

*Total Na50. Rows may not add to 50 because respondents sometimes omitted an item.
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Takle.B.4

Important Information for Judgments about the
Educatidnal Quality of:Ph.D. Programs:

CHARACTERISTICS-OF PROGRAN'OPERATIOR

,Number of graduate deans who rated
information about the characteristic:*

Characteristics.
In programs'
to

4ssenOal, Important
(1). (2)

Perhaps useful;

notJmOortan
.(3 and 4) ,.;.

11.:

Mean

1. Purposes of the program Researchers 30 16 3
'TeaCherW 26 19' 1.55 .,.

Practitioners 26 19 3

2. Admissions policies Researchers 26 20 3 1.53
Teachers 23 23 2 1.56
Practitioners 22 22 4 1.63

Provision for the ResearChers 20 28 1 1.57
evaluation of Teichets. 20 28 1.58
student progress Practitioners 20 26 2 1.63

A. Course and program
offerings

Researchers
Teachers

24

'2A

21

24:

3

1

1.58
1.53

Practitioners 25 21 3 1.55

5. Program leadership 'Researchers 22 25. 3 1.62
TeacherS 22 24 3 1.61
Practitioners 21 24 4 1.65

. Provision for Researchers 20 25 5 1.70
advisement of .Teachers. . 18 28 3 1.69
students Practitionens 19 25 5 1.71

1. Student-faculty Researchers 21 22 7 1.72
interaction Teachers 21 24 4 1.65,

Practitioners 19 23 7 1.76

8. Degree requirements Researchers 16 28 5 1.78
Teachers , 12 '30 6 -$4.88
Practitioners 12 31 5 1.85/

9. Enrichment with visit- Researchers 13 32 5 1.84
ing lecturers, col-
loquia, etc.

Teachers-
Practitioners

8

10
34

'30

7

9

1.98.

1.98

*Total N -50. Rows may not add to 50 because respondents sometimes omitted an item.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF PROGRAM OPERATION

Characteristics

lq. Support staff for aca-
demic program (secre-
taries, research
assistants, teaching
assistants, etc.)
I.

11. Provision for meeting
individual needs of
students

12'. Personal an

academic freedom
p.

13. Relationships with
cognate programs

14. Efficiency of degree
production

1 . Sizsof the program

16. Plans for the future
of the program

17. Inteinships or other
opportunities,for rele-
vant student experiences

18. PostdoctOral study
opportunities

19. Recent innovations

Number of graduqte deans who rated

In programs
to train:

information about characteristic:*

Mean
rating-

Essenttal

(1).;.

Important
(2)

Perhaps useful;
not important

(3 and 4)

Researchers 14 29 7 1.86

Teachers 12 27 .10 1.96

Practitioners 8 31 10 2.04

Researchers 14 25 10 1.92

Teachers 10 29 :9 1.98

Practitioners. 14 24' 10 1.92

Researchers 18 15 15 1.98.:

Teachers /9 15 13

Practid.oners
.21

18 11 18

Researchers 9 29 12 2.06 Agi
Teachers 10 29 10 2.00 NIF

Practitioners 8 27 14. 2.12

Researchers 7 29 9 2.07
Teachers 5 30 9 2.11
Practitioners 6 31 7 2.05

Researchers 8 30 11 2.12

Teachers 8 26 15 2.16

Practitioners 8 , 23 17 2.23

Researchers 11 23 16 2.14

Teachers 10 24 , 15 2.14
Practitioners 10 24 lS 2.14

Researchers 10 21 18 2.20
Teachers 21 23 4 1.65
Practitioners 23 21 5 1.65

Researchers 10 19 19 2.21
Teachers. 1 10 36 2.87
Practitioners 1 13 33 2.83

Researchers 8 21 19 2.27
Teachers 7 27 13 2.17
Practitioners 7 24 16 2.21
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CHARACTERISTICS OF PROGRAM OPERATION

Characteristics

Nuiber of graduate deans who rated
information about she. characteristic:*

Perhaps useful;
In Programt,, V44intial, Important' not important
to train: 31) (2) (3 and 4)

Mtan,
rating

20. Program deciaton-making
structure

Researchers
Teachers
Practitioners

21. Competitiveness(among Re0eArchers
'students 'feathers

Practitioners

6 22 4 21 2 :31

4 24 . 27 2.77
4 22 22 2.38

5 17 '27
1 19 28 4,5
2 15 31 2.79

,e4

L
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Appendix C

The Adequacy 14nd Availability of Measures that Might be Used
6

as Indicators of a Program Characteristic

Notes

1. laters were asked to answer-the 'following questions about each program
characteristic:

Q.1 a) In your opinion, how adequate or appropriate is the measure
as an indicator of the quality of the listed program
characteristic? .Circle one letter for each measure, using
the following key:

VG = very good indicator
,;4

G = good indicator
1 P = poor indicator(, but useable

.1 = inadequate indictor; not useable

b) From all of the possible measures for each characteristic,
including any you may have added, double circle your rating
ofithe.one measure 'for each characteristic that you would prefer
to see used as an indicator of program quality. In making this
judgment you may want 'to- consider. Tractical problems of gathering
the information as well as it's more abstract desirability.

Q.2 Is this information currently available through the program or
dean's office at your university? Circle one letter using the
following key:

Y = yes, information could be supplied from records without
' new data collection

N = no, information is not available at present
V = varies from program to program, or not sure whether

available or not

Since fudgments about the relative importance of the Various characteristics
in different kinds. of programs were available from the earlier survey, this
questionnaire did not ask respondents to make distinctions among programs
emphasizing the prepacation of research 'scholars, college teachers, or pro-
fessional practitioners.

2. Toral number of respondents is 43. Frequency tabulations ("Preference"
column; "adequacy" and "availability" rows) may not add to 43 because of
omissions. The omission rate was slightly higher on the "availability",
question than on the "adequacy" question, particularly in the last section.

3. Frequency tabulations for. "other" measures indicate the number of persons
who wrote in-some additional way to measure the characteristic. Mean ratings

and "availability" are not reported for these write-in neasules.

4. Program characteristics and possible measures appear in these tables exactly
=-4s they appeared in the second questionnaire; the only change is that tabu- If'

.lated response frequencies 'replace the questionnaire's response options.
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Ln /

up.'''" 2. : Research ior other schola?ly or creative) ActivityI
-----

a, Average number lekich, projects in progress per FTF faculty

Table C.1

FACULTY characteristics and possible measures

1. Academic training of faculty

a. Percentr,with Ph.D,Is or equivalent degrees

b, Percent f Ph.D.'s from."top" programs in each field, as defined by

a re at onal survey

,c. Aerage grOs in graduate school

d. Percent who held national fellowships as graduate students or peel

doctoral fellowships since graduation

'e. Appropriateness of Specialty,areas,of training, to purposes of the

program, as evaluated by a visiting team of experts

f. Percent of enrolled students who rate the academic achievement of,

faculty members "excellent"

g. Other (write in)

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

Preferred

by:

0.1

Limes/.

Rated as: Nees

Yes

Q.2

Availability

No VariedVery Good Good Poor or had. rating

(4) (3) (2 end

14 20 19 . 4 3.37 42

18 20 18 5 3.33 28 6

13 29 2,09 7 25 ' 11

4 24 12 2,86 11 11 20

4 11 22 10 3.00 5 16 19

2 6 16 21 2.49 2 28 12

1 2 4

.'.0.11

, ,

'11 '14 3 9 10 ,

b, Average lumber research proposals funded in the last three years

per FTE'faculty 13

c. Average percent of faculty time spent in basic research (or

'equivalent? 2

d. Average percent of faculty time spent in applied"research

(or equivalent) 0

4

e Average number research'aSsispints per FTE faculty

f. Percent of facUlty actively involved in thelmiblication of research

results (journal editor, editorial board member, referee for sub-

mitted articles, etc.)

g.,, Average number invited preiett-ations of research results in the

past year (visiting ectures, colloquia, workshops, professional

meetings, etc.) per faculty

h. Other:

65
(Doubielcircle one measure you prefer)

3

19 22 2

6 22 15'

3 20 20

2 11 30

15 24 4

11 23

4. 1

3,40 33

2,10 14 14 13

2,53 11 15 14

2,14

3.26 21 10 9

3.33 16 9 14



4 ti

0

TACltfl characteristics and possible measures (coot.)

3, Istearch (or other scholarly or creative) productivity

!Adequacy

,,,/l 0,1

Preftrred Rated as: Mean

by: Very Good Good 'Poor or load, toting

.

(4) (3) . 2 and 1

'Q,2

Availability

Yea No Video

a. Average number book' authored and published in the learthree

yeas per PIE faculty

,b. Average number edited books, book chapters, or monographs

o ,. published ih the la,t,three'yeare per Fl facility

c, Average number journal articles published in the last three

years.perITE faculty

leeighted average'number publications (giving progressively

re weight to refereed journals, single authorship of articles,

nior authorship of books, etc.) it the past three years (sub,

no, patents or artistic perforeinces or products where appropriate)

*No'
. , ,

. .

i. Percent of faculty who have published at least one item in the'

4 1, L lest year , k .

f. Average publications citation rate over the past three years

g. Average number technical papers or project reports prepared

in the last three years

h.' Other: (write in)

4Deuble,circle one mewl you prefer)

19 0' 4

4 4'24 11

33 35

1 6 23

1 13 21

1 21

.

3)5

3,14

32 6

29 6

3.74 , .12 18. 111.

' 14 2.81 29 10

3,07 12 18. 10

15 2,65 17 11 9
4

4. UOnore and awards; national professional recognition

A, ;voile, reputational rating of the faculty among colleagues (cf,

ACE retina)

b. Average number professional honors end avaidejer FTC faculty.

over the past 'three years

c. Average number professional amen, offices, Committee chairman-

ships, traveling lectureships, etc., per FP, faculty over the

put three years

r.

13 12 25 6 3.14 16 13 11

17 19 19 S 3.3) 15 9 17

5 9 21 11 2.91 14 9 17

2 1 1
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FACULTY characteristics and possible measures (cont.)

S. Contern for studyt developmen and welfare

y

a. Average student (or forme(student) rating on a scale measuring

faculty concern for student development and welfare, accessibility,

advising skill, etc.

b. Percent of faculty time spent in conferences or informal contacts

with studiats

c. Reputational judgments by colleagues

d. Avg. no. of posted office hours per week per FTE faculty

e. Tendency for faculty tp see students as colleagues, apprentices,

emplo

(-tu

yees, or students as rated by:

)11) s nts

2) faculty members

.3) program chairman

f. Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

'6. Teaching effectiveness

a. Avg. ratings by students on a course and teacher evaluation form

b. Avg. ratings by colleagues on a course and teacher eval,ation form,

)
with or without class. visits

0`

c. Number of awards for good teaching in the past three years

d. Presence of innovarITICteaching procedurea.and/or outstanding

instructional 71erials, as-j.tegedly:

students

am chairman and/or graduate

3) visiting panel of experts

e. Increase in knowledge of udents, as demonstrated on course final

exams or standaidized. t

ircle one m sure you prefer)

Preferred

0.1

Adequate

Rated as: Mean

Q.2

Availability

Yes No' Varies
by: Very Good Good Poor or Inad, rating

(4) (3) (2 and 1)

4

25 15 23 5 3,23 3 25 15

2 4 23 15 2,74 3 29 10

S 8 22 13 2,86 2 32 7

0 0 1 42 1,56 14 18 10

4 9 13 14 2,83 2 26 ,

0 4 16 15 2.69 1 28

3 18 ' 14 2,63 2 26

0 I

16 11 A 0 3.10 9 10 23

5 5 20 16 2.63 1 30 10

0 4 11 27 2.31 22 '10 9

4','

2 8. 24 l' 2.93 5 20 13

3 5 22 15 2.69 4 22 12

1 13 20 9 3.10 3 24 12

6 7 15 19 2.63 3 27

0
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FAULT': characteristics and possible measures (cont.)

7. Teaching experience

a. Avg. no. of years of teaching experience

d b, ,Avg, no, of years of teaching experience at he college or

university level in appropriate area of speci lty

c, Age

d,: Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)
)

8. Involvement in program affairs'

a. ' PacUlty'satijifaction,Wfth inflOene:On important decisions

concerning',. prograM ;

b. Perce f fap tlimping on one or more program /de p tment

,,,,k )1

dopm/tt

Klitcult.li.Wee Of agreement with and commitment to the purposes

and gO4e of the program ,

Nr

,A ,11,2 Low turnover rate

li. 06er:

71

416111e-circle one measure you prefer)

9. Group morale or esprit

Preferred

by:

0.1

Rated as: Mean

ratinR

.2

Availlability

Yes No Varies
Very Good Good Poor or load,

(4) 0) (2 and 1) '

2 2 19 22 242 31 6 3

11 13 19' . .10 3,05 30 6 5

0 0 1 (.4.1. 1.58 36 2 2'

2 2

13 3 25 1516 27 3 3.21

4 5 21 17 2.65 20 15 8 .

20 15 24 4 3,26 2 28 13

0 1' 11 . X30 2.02 32 7 1

.,,

0 1

a. Avg. faculty- reported satisfaction with program leadership,

enthusiasm for the program, loyalty, involvement, etc. 22 22 17 3 3.45 4 22 13

b, Low turnover rate 0 1 15 27 2.16 30 6 5

c, Relative vitality vs, malaise among the faculty, as rated by a

visiting panel of experts 6

4 1

15 23 5 3.23 4 24 12

1

g.

d. Faculty sense of community, feeling of shared interests and

invOlvement.in worthwhile activities, as rated by:

lOaculty. members 6 17 20 4 3.32 2 25 11

20rogram chairman and/or graduate dean o 5 25 11 2.80 7 20 11

3) vimIting panel of ,xperts

(continued)

1 11 23 8 3.07 3 23 12
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d.4

FACULTY characteristics and possible measures (cant.)

e, A4g. self- reported informal social interchange and camaraderie

among the faculty

f. Other:

iDoublerctrcle one measure you prefer)

Preferred

by:

0

Q.1

1'de0aa

Raced as: Mean

Very Good Good Poor or load. rAti,Pg

(4) (3) (2 and 1)

18 25 2,26

Q.2

Availability

Yes No Varies

34

10. Concern for undergraduate learning

a. Faculty-reported sensitivity to the interests, needs, and .

aspirations of undergraduates

b, ,Avg. percent of workload over past three years devoted to

teaching undergraduates

c. Percent of graduate faculty who teach at least one undergraduate

course per year

d. Avg. years of undergraduate teaching experience per FTE faculty

e. Quality of a program to train and supervise teaching fellows,'

as rated by..-

1) students

2) faculty members

3) program chairman and/or grad dean

4) visiting panel of experts

f. Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

73

'15 9 20 13

17 22

6 8 23 12

2 14 27

2,86

2.53

2,86

2.21

342

6 2.95

12 2.68

4

2.93,

1 29 10

26 8 6

29

18

3

1

5

2

16

25 11

26 12

26 8

29 8

A
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C 2

STUDENT characteristics and possible measures

Preferred,

by;

,

0.1

Adequate

Mean

ratipg Yea

Q.2

Availability

Rated as:

No VariesViry Good Good Poor or Inad,

\ (4) (3) (2 and 1)

1. General academic ability of students entering the program

(3

a. Avg. undergraduate GPA 15 18 23 2 3.37 34 4 2

b, Avg. score on graduate aptitude teat (GRE, MAT, etc.) 12 21 1 3 3.42 29 3 9

Co Avg. score on appropriate. CRE Advanced Test (or other ach. test)

d., Percent of enrolled students with national fellowships (NSF,

Woodrow Wilson, eti1,14'''

e, Percent of entering 'rodents from highly selective undergraduate

4

11

12

26

23

6

8

3.09

3.07

26

28

4

8

11

5

institutions

f. Percent of enrolled students who rate the academic ability of

5 26 8 2,98 23 10 8

their fellow students `excellent" 3 19 21 2.51 1 36 3

g, Other: . 1 3

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

2. Achievements, knowledge, and/or skills of students at,time of

completion of degree

a. Percent of graduates in the last three years who. published

something prior to the degree

b. Percent of graduates in the last three years who obtain78-40loy-

ment directly related to their field of specialization

c. Excellence or uniiiaeness of dissertations and theses in the

last three years, as evaluated by external judges

d, Avg. student score on a standardized test developed by experts

in the field

e. Avg. supervisor evaluation of internship/assistantship performance

f, Avg, student performance on an oral exam at the end of the program

g. Avg, performance on standardized licensing or other professional-

level entrance exams

h. Percent of graduates in the last three years offered postdootoral

fellowships

i. Other;

(Double-tiTcle one measure you prefer)

)75

10 16 21 5 3.24 12 18 11

11 19 19 5 3.33 20 10 11

11 23 11 3 3.47 2 32 7

2 2 22 19 2,53 1 34 6

1 1 24 18 2.56 7 20 13

1 5 20 18 2,60 , 15 16 9

1 2 25 16 2.58 5 24 11

22 13 2.77 15 13 11
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MEW characteristics and possible measures (cont.)

3. Gainsqn student knowledge and/or skills during their degree program

tr. Avg,' evaluation by faculty advisers and by assistantship/internship

euperVisors of the "growth" observed in students over a two year

period .

b. Avg. student- reported score on a scale measuring degree of satis-

faction with gains in knowledge and /or skills luring enrollment

c. Avg, gains scores (pre-post) on a standardized test developed

by experts in the field

d. Avg, evaluation of gal in knowledge and skills by recent alumni

e. Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

"-.!)7

4. Professional acompliihMentS'of graduates

a. Avg. no, Oklications by those who graduated in the last five years

b. Percent of graduates who have received one or more professional

awards or honors in the past three years

c. Percent of graduates currently employed by doctorate-awarding

universities

d. Percent of graduates occupying positions of leadership and

influence in the field, as judged by

1) program chairman

1) outside experts

e. Avg,'income of graduates at specified intervals (perhaps 1, 5,

10, and 20 years)

f. Afumnilrarintof satialaction with professional career performance

and development

8, Percent of graduates listed in "Who's Who"

h. Avg, rating by employers on knowledge, skill, and performance

of recent graduates

1. Avg. reputation among faculty at other universities

I, Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

Preferred

by:

1).1

'1412E1.

Rated as: - mean

rating

f t,

. 2 /

.Allattlici

Yes. No VireoVery Good Good Poor or load.

(4) (3) (2 and 1)

17 11 26 6 3.12 8 21 7

3 5 21 11 2.10 3 34 5

6 3 25 15 2.67 2 34 5

11 10 14 18 2.67 1 32 8

1 1

2

5

3

10

0

0

1

18 21 4 3.30 4 26 11

a.
r

11

,

21 9 1.02 5 24, 11

13 24 6 3.09 14 15 11

8 25 10 2.91 3 26e
21 17 5 3.31 1 31 8

1 14 28 2.26 0 39

6 23 13 2.81 0 31 10

5 16 22 2.49 10 28 3

9 31 3 3.14 0 33

11 24 3.09 '1 8



4

1

0'

STUDENT characteristics and possible measures (cont.)

5. Career interests of students

0.1

Adequacy,

Preferred 'Rated as: Mean

by: Very Cood Good Poor or load, rating

(4) (3) (2 and 1)

Availability

Yes No Varies

a. Congruence of student career interests with program purposes

and emphases,'as judged by enrolled students

b. Percent of students aiming for specified kinds and levels of

employment, as estimated by program chairman

c. Self-reported career ,plans of entering Students

d. 'Self-reported career plans of degree recipients

e, Avg. student score on a scale of piressional involvement or

commitment

f. Low student attrition rate

e. Other:

(Double-circle one, measure you prefer)

, 1

19 12 23 , 6 3.10

, 2 3 22 , 16 2.56

0 3 17 21 ,2.56

'6 7 25 9 2.93

2 2 16 5 23 2.41P

5 4 12 , 24 1.33

3 30 7

3 28 9

6 . 30' 4

7 23 10

1 37 2

27 10 .3

.

6. Student perceptions of program qualiry 0.7

-------
a. Avg. student rating of the value of specified academic experiences

in:,the pr8gram

..
.

.
f o

. ., .

b, Xvi, aluini. (1-5 years) rating of experiences in the program

c. Ratio of inqUariesInd applications for admission to number of

students admitted ea 4h year

A9
d, Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer), ;

5 6 31 6 2.9y

,

21 14 2 .. 3.58

1

5 6 19 18 2.65

3 30 7

,,1 33' 6

28 8 4

7. Satisfaction with various aspects of the degree program

a. Avg. no. complaints made to student complaint committee

b. Perc'ent of students who would`recommend the program to others with

similar interests and abilities

79

I

0 0 1? 31 2.135

22 18 24 1 3.40)

7, 10 4

so



(

STUDENT characteristics and possible measures (contj,,

c. Avg. itudent-rated,satisfaction with'specified academic and

4 non-academic aspects of the program

d. Low student attrition rate

e, Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

8, Group morale or e prit

.

Preferred

by:'

Q,1

AdequaryfL 0

Rbted as: /.

very Good Poor or

14) (3) .(2 Ad*

Mean

rating

Q.2

t

l'Ies No Varies

11 .8 "29 6 1.02 4 28

15 26 2.28 24 11 6

A
1

a, Avg, student-reported score on a scale measuring satisfaction

with program

, b, Avg, student satisfaction with tate of academic progress

c, Avg, student perception of degree of support from vs.

complitition with other students in the program

Student sense of community,, feeling
of shared interests and

involvement in worthwhile activities, as rated by:

1) students

2) faculty members

3) program chat

4) visiting panel of experts

e. Low student attrition rate

f, Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

8 .t

0

11 7 25 11' 2;86 3 31 4

5 6 21 10 2.88 27

2 0 23 20 2.42 1 32

.

10 1? 23 3 3,30, 4 28 1

:,,

0 5 24 . 14 2,72 4 27 8

0 3 21 17 2.60 5 26

6 19 18 2,64 4 30

I 1 13 24 2.18 18 10

4

r"\
82



Table C.3

RESOURCES and possible measures

1. Universit handal,support for the program

it?

a. 4ti iolorogrsm budget allocation to total university allocation

for , slay

b, M ian faculty salary by rank

tr,

cation'and general expense budget per FTE student

4 University Support as a peicent of total prograludget

ludgmints%bOut 'tile adequacy of university support reptiveto

program purposes by a visiting team of experts

),ri. Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

e,

4

'3.c.11.118S1

Preferred Rated as: Mean

by: Very Good:: Good Plor e(Inad. rating

(4) (3) (2 and 1)

10 9 ' 16 15 ' 2,3

1 5 21 15 2.66

6 ID 22 '3.00

6 12 10 2.90

Q.2

Availability

22 1,1

35 '2

30 6

32 3 2

a.' Adequay of relevant holdings as judged by:

1) visiting team of experts

2) faculty members

3) students

4) librarians

1 5) program chairman
r.p

b. Avg. no. books in the field.per'FTE student

c: .Program library budget per FTE student

d. Avg. dell- reported ,use of the librity by students and faculty

members 4

e, Avg, no, books and other materials checked out per FTE student

il!'the past six /laths.

F. ,Existence of other accessible libraries in4the' vicinity, as

reported by progratf chairman

g. Other:

(Double - Circle one measure you prefer)

83

19 ' 22 11 3.45

11 20 20 2 3,43

3 5 30 1 2..93

1 S 30. 7,

10 26 6 3.07

0 2 19 21 2,45

1 5 21 10 i2,81

15 24 2.36

3 4 9 _N' 29

N\

0 2\22

lr
1

18 2,57

9 19

12 16 12;

6 25

15 11

10 21

18 17'

23 13 4

9

e

5 28

11 20, .7

116 14

0.

4 .



a

RESOURCES ano vossible measures (cont.) .
3. laboratory equipment and fOilitiea (including facilities Tor the g

.

creative arts)
r, ,

a. Square feet of labotAry and/or.altudio space per Fit student

b. Presence of 111;o 'ory/creative equipment considered essential

or.important, by experts in the field

e. Adillirdnaborerory equipment and facilities as rated by:

bets

3) vialtiga team of experts

d. "Existence oMther accessible facilities in the vicinity,

reported by program chairman

(Double-circle one measure yo41u prefer)

0.1

t ' 1,,y Adequacy

Preferred hated as: Nein.

by: Very Coed .Good Poor,or Inad. Will

,, (4) 13). i2;and 1),h.,

l., 1 .',.''",

10 2.88 ,

18 .27 14 2 4.56

12 19 22 2 3.40

,40 5 32 2.98

8 ' ' 24 14. 18 3.53 ,

1 22 2.4t

Yes No Varies

11. 13' . p

10 19 11

5 25 7 Id

7 22 11

4 4, Computer fit

4

it'

AdlikcY cof computerlacilities for needS of ihe program is

rated by: . . il
!

r.

1) program chairman
, ,,- 'It 2 11' 8 14: 17 9 W;

.
,

4 .A:'

ir
2) faculty bee 9 17 25. 3:371 , 13 18

i

3) itudeni
0

4) visitisi team of experts

', 3 10 Z8

b. Adequacy of software and co4ute6tppoPse ces to meet needs

of the program as rated by:

1) program airman

2) faculty members

c. Program budget (money aopitor time)

per RTE student

(

(continued),

puter facilities

14 21 20

3.12 10 ,22

3.44. '6 22

10 28 ul 3.12

2' '20 21 2 3.42

12 20

12 11 10

9 19 11

2.95 22 12e. 5



RESOURCES end possible measures lEont.)

4'

d. Exiettoce of other pcaasitle cosOuteirin the vininity, as

reported by program clIfirmen
1

e. Other:

(Double-circle one 'leisure you prefer)

ik

s Iq

5. *Lethal financial support fqr theyvograia

,

7

ireforTAd

04

Q.1

Naiad as: Neal

2

Avellak/lity

1,Yes No

.

WillVery. Gook Good Poor or nail rating

,(4) 4(1) ( d 1)

fa 1 25 17 4. 2.56 17' 14 9

.

a. pg., dollar income per PIE faculty from 00t#tIle,soilrces over the

put three years , '

., , h....,/ ,...".'

s...

t

b. ,Oullatde fun

-At

s as a percent of'totit,program,bUdget: 10r.

c. Dollar amount of federal research project 4Fanti and contracts

over the past three years
,

d. Other.

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

6, Financial, supporrfor student

.=1.1a

19

4

17 22 4 3.28

15 19 23 3.42

4 '
5 26 4 3.16

2 3

16

28

33 2,

,

a. Og. dollars -for 111 forms of financial assistance per PTE stUden4

b. Petit of students re4iving any form of lipincr,aslistance

c. Ratioef students on fellowships oriprants to chide" W'

assietentshill

Potent of students who hold feliowsill0 orAra0i0rom external

tOurces 1.

e. FerCent, of students or spouses assist.416 obtaining appropriate

%

41ployment to support graduate study

1

'AAAN, f, Percent of siulints woriinrin dieserta ons full-time

i

r Other: (

,Abroiable -circle one measure you prefer) ,t4

S

88



RESOURCES' and possible measures (cont.)

7 Purposes and strengths of parent institution

Preferred

by:

L.1

Reputation of university as rated by knowledgeable educators

b'. Number of doctoral programs in related fields within the'university

t. Colgruence of program and university purposes as judged by:.

lYvisiting'poll of experts

2) program chairmaneand gredustellean t,,

\.)

) faculty members

4 colliagues shilar,programs at other universities

vel of support for the program from,central'university

adtinistrators, as judged by:

1) visiting pane of expires

.2) program chai n and/or graduate dean

3) faculty nembe
4

Ads*
Rated, ar Mean

Very Good Good Poor or had. Otin;

(4) (11 (2 and 1)

1.2

Availability

Yes No Varies

14 22 29 1 3.49 9 le 13

3 8 24 11 2.81 34 3 3

\ :

6 15 22' '3.19 1 17 13
;

3 6 28' 4, .7 7 2.88 414 16

4 4, 2.86 8 , 19 10

0 5 25 12 2,19 11'1.25 11

Pi

e; Level of Admissions selectivity in the4fger university

relative program under study

f. Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)'

Clasiroom and, offip,spacetfor the program
4

2.79 4 B, 20

.

14, 2.67 20 11'

1

ague feettrinstructional spaceper FTli Udent,
24 14 2.14

21 9

25 18 2,49

b.4 Avg; squire feet of office and research s ,ftt ficulf

c. Percent of faculty titmbers in single- person uffices

d. Adequacy of classroom ani)office apace as rated by:i

1) students

2) faculty members

3) program chit nd/or graduate dean

4) visiting teem apeits

e, Other:

. '(Double-circle:one measure you prefer)

8

1 2 t 24. 17 2.60

B 5 30 8 1.91

1 2 32 9 '.79

14 1 2 22 3.65

5 26

8 21 9

1

10" 19 8

20,. 12

9 0



0

Preferred ted as: Mean

by ve ,pood ,::Good Poor or load, ratin

(2 and 1)

Yee NA Vries

V 4
4

4 )

4.1

e program

a. Clarity of program poses and plans, as judged by:

Wfaculty members
4'

2) program chairman and/or graduate dean

3) visiting panel of experts

4) students

5) recent graduates

b. Ratio of graduate to undergraduate students in the program

C41/ftatio of gradua'te to undergraduate degrees awarded

d. Relative emphasis on research _teaching andService, as judged by:

1) faculty members

2) program chairman andlor g ( "9,0 dean

3) visiting team of experts

e, Number of areas of specialization within the

9 13 26 4 3.19

13 25' S 3.14

10 18 20 S 3.28
4

2 j' 2 33 8 2,84

6 4 15. 24 3 3.26

1 1 10 2.00

0 1 9 31 1.95

f. Ratio of part time to full-time students enr

0
, g. Other:

Dauble-circle lie measure

rogram

fled

7 21 12

10 19 11

3' 22 15

27 11

1 28 11

34 2 5

34 2. 4

12 20

,12 19

4 22 13

29 5 , 5

21 S

efer)

2. A ssions policies

et. ercent of q alif i d ,applicants' MfOri admitted

by the adrOkssions, ommittee

b, Relative settivity of Oduate and 'ode

as reported

as reported by the admissions committee.

uate students,

i

1T,

c, Annual recruiting and admissions processing cost per E student

ontinued)

9
'

13 23

10 1S 17

.5 36 1.98
,

1 q 21

1

92



OPERAfIONAL characteristics and possible measures (cont.)

d. Judgment of whethit admisiions standards should be higher or

lower, as rated

6

1) students

2) faculty stenbers

3) program chairman

4).visiting panel of:ilaparte

e. Clarity of admissions procedures and, standards, as judged by:

I),1

Alus,

Preferred
Rated es: Mean

by: Very Good Good Poor or Ina, rating

(4) (3) (2 and

Q.2

alba

ries

1 S . 17 20. 2.51

4 11 '24 8 J 345

8 21 8 2.98

12 f9 20 3 3.38

1) visiting panel of experts

2) students

3) prospective students.

f, Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

9. 21 1 3.00

1 5 24 14 2.61

N

0 6 21 16 2.63

2 , 2 2 1

3 28

9 18 ..12

10 19% 10

5 12

,

.5 2*

1 29

1 31 6

3. Provision for the evaluation of student progress

a, Clarity of requirements and standards for progression from

I
entrance to candid& with stated times for review and

..j
evaluation, as by:

,P.

1) program chairman

2) students

3) visiting panel of experts

b. Student-reportqi satisfaction w

c. Quslity and regularity' of repo

supervisors, as judged by:

1) visiting panel of experts

42) fstulty advisers

A the degch

tship

9 14 23 6 1.16

12 26., 5 3.14

14. 24 3.16

8 24 .11 2.88

4, Percent of stuients who spend 18 months or more in full-time

enrollment (including'assistantships/internships)

e'. Distribution of grades assigned to doctoral students

93 f, Other:

(Double-circle one measure, you prefer)

45

24 .16' 2.65 9

C115'

26 ' 12 '2.19"

13 20 1

1 25

5 B'

13 28 2.19

1040

S "'20 13

2( $ 12

6 40,

23 1 S

4 ,

28 8', 3

4 3..

4



OPERATIONAL characterialca and possible measures (cont.)

4. Course and program offerings

Q.2

Aretlebilit

:tee 00 kariu

a. Courses pd °this-available experiences appropriate to,puzposes

of the program and specialty training of the faculty, as judged by

1) faculty inhere

2) 'students ,

3) visiting panel of experts
1

b. Percent of total student credit l rs produced by seminars and

tutorials

c.
,e,

Avg. student ratings on thm varlet) and relevance of course

offerings

d. No, of new or completely revised courses in the list two years

f.

g.

Ease with which new courses can be introduced, as judged by

faculty members

Relative need for curriculum review and updating as judged by a

visiting panel of experts

Other:
0

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

5. Program leadership and decision-making

16

0 11

19 21

22

230,

13

3.26 21 11

13

4 20 16

9 3,

1 2. .17 24 2

0

24'

10.

23 10

1 18 ,, 24 2 35

0,

17 20

0 1 1

I

9

4 21 14

I. Quality of leadership provided by the program chairman as

judged by: 1

A 1) faculty members

2) gradece dein

3) visiting panel of Okperts

95

b. Faculty self-reported Activity andinflu rice' in the, larger

univatsity cosemnity

c. Extent-of de retie or decentralized decision-making in the

progra as ed by:

1) fees y atm

2) stud nts

') 1

3) p cam chairman'

) visiting paneUef experts

(continue4)

1

20

7 8 20 20

'71

0

0

21

;5

3.'37

3 3,40

3.4 .

18.,W.,

19 2,91'

It
17 16 1!1(

19. 15 9'

4 -19 .j) 17

,

23 10

5 20 4' 16 :2,

2 10 29

19

17 : fir. 2,63

$ ,
,

r.3, ay

v. 4011,



OPERA:IONAL characteristics and passible measures (cont,)

d, Satisfaction with opportunity to influence decisions as rated by:

1) faculty members

2) students

3) alumni

e. Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

Preferred

by:

,

Mackie.
t

Rated as: Mean ,,

rating

0.2

Availability

.

Yes No VariesVery Good Good PoOr or Inad.

(4) (3) (2 and 1)

8 25 9' 2.90 6 123 10

3 19 20 2.52 3 25 11

0 1 '13 28 2.17 1 18 10

0

1 1 '0 2 0 11

6. Provision for the welrfate of faculty members

a. Percent of faculty with the rank of professor and associate

professor

b. Percent of faculty with tenure

c. Median salary by rank

d. Excellence of fringe benefits package, as judged by:

1) faculty members

2) outside experts

.4 e. Number of faculty members who left and number who have,been

Cr% replaced in the last three years as a percent of total number

of graduate faculty
a.

f. Provision for assistance to new and young faculty, as judged by:

1) faculty members

2) visiting panel of experts

g. Faculty satisfaction with the quantity and quality of support staff

h. Faculty satisfaction with freedom to plan courses and conduct

research without internal or external interference

i. Faculty satisfaction with freedom to pursue personal life without

internal or external interference

j, Extent of department and university support for the principle of

academic freedom, as judged by outside experts

k. Average teaching load

1. Other:.

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

.

1 6 17 20 2.51 1/ 1 0

i.

1 S 19 19 2.51 38 1 0

9 14 27 2 3.26 31 1 1

9 25 9 2.91 14 19 6

1 10 27 4 3,10 1 26 6

2 5 15 22 2,45 29 6 4

3 9 26 7 3,00 6 20 112

3 9 27, 6 3.07 3 26 9

2 6 30 7 2.91 4 22 13

8 12 24. 6 1,07 4 24 11

0 12 17 14 2.91 5 25 9

5 15 23 5 3.23 6 25

1 11 22 8 3.02 26 6 4

4 - 4



OPERATIONAL, characteristics and possible measures (cont,)

7: Job placement of graduates

a, Satisfaction with program efforts to place graduates, as judged by;

1) students

'2)1aculty members

3) visiting panel of experts"

lb, Percent of degree recipients in last three years who were placed

In positions directly relevant to their graduate education

'c. Percent of recent graduates who joined faculties at major

doctorate-producing universities

d. Profile of jobs taken by former students and graduates in the

last three years

e. Other:

(Double-circle une measure you prefer)

8. Provision for the advisement of students.

Q,1

Litt Lliel

Preferred Rated as: Seas

by: Very Good Good Poor or load. rating

(4) 2 mild 1

Q.2/

Availability

Yes No Varies

6 20T, 6 3.26

1 28 8 2.91

3 8 21 8 2.95

11 26 16 1 3.58

3 15 21 7 3.07

a 10 25 7 3.00

1 2

5 22 12

5 21 13

2 26 11

18 8 14

22 10'

6 17 16

a. Onality of the advising system, as rated by:

1) students

2) faculty members

3) visiting panel of experts

4) recent graduates

b. Avg. no. advisees per faculty adviser

c. Avg, no, dissertations or theses directed by each faculty member

d. Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

99

12/ 19 23 1 3.42 3 23 13

110 6 21 10 2.88 6 20 13

2 11 24 8 3.02 3 25 11

17 20 21 2 3.42 1 26 12

1 23 16 2.61 22 9 8

1 7 22 13 2.14 16

1 1 1



,

OPERATIONAL characteristics and doiSible measures (corit.)

....../..1.7,716/1

9. Student-faculty interaction

a. Avg. So. student-reported informal contacts with faculty members

in a typical semester

b.
I

Avg. no. faculty-reported individual conferences with students

in a typical week

c. Avg. no, faculty-reported hours per week available to students

for queitions or consultation

d. No. students and faculty members who serve o4 joint student-faculty

committees

e. Avg. faculty and student scores 9,2 scale measuring thOelative

faculty perception of students accolleaiues, apOrenticep

employee. or students

f. Student-reported satisfaction with opportunity to work clUeely

with at least one'member of the faculty

g. Provision for informal lounge apace used jointly by students and

faculty

h. Other:

(Double-cirCle one measure you prefer)

10. Degree requirements

4

Preferred

by:

9,1

'

Raced as: Neon

Very Good Good Poor or Ined. rating

(2 and 1)(4) (3)

6 7 21

1 r s 9 le

2 5 14

2 4 16

3 3 18

20 21 20

1 2 26

101

15 2'.70

16 2.14

24 2.47

23 2,40

21 1.411

11:

3.42

15 2.65

a. Pleilbility of program requirements sufficient to meet individual

student needs, as judged by:

1) studeas
1 11 26 4 3.15

.

2) faculty musters
1 10, 23 8 3.02

3) visiting panel of experts

b. Percent of students who undertake a research project (other than

dissertation)

c. Percent of students who serve mn apprenticeship or assistantship

(appropriate area of professional sped/Shy or teaching)

14

2

1

16

5

6

21

13

11

3

23

14

3.33

2.39

2.68

d. Percent of the program required in full-time residence

e. Percent of total requirements (credit hours or time) specified

in a common core of, courses and experiences

0

a

3

3

, 21

17

17

21

2.59

2.46

(continued)

Q.2

Availability

Yes No Voles

1 32 8

4 30 7

8 26 7

18 13 10

1 36

2 28 11

18 13 10

:14

43
26 10

1 22 10

4 23 12

8 22 9

21 11 7

29 6 4

25 7 7

102



OPERATIONAL characteristics and possible measures (cont.)

f. Avg. percent of annual first-year students who are dropped for

inadequate echolarshp or refused advancement to candidacy within

four years (or equivalent)

g. Clarity of 'specified competencies and qualities expected of

graduates preparing to be researchers, teachers, or professional

practitioners, as evaluated by:

I) faculty members

2) students

3) visiting panel. of experts

h. Percent of students on individually planned programs each year

Other:

0.1

AMU
Preferred Rated al: Mean

by: Very Good Good Poor or load. toting

4 (4 13) 2 and 1)

.
Q.2

Availability

Yes Varian

(Double-CirINne measure you prefer)
e

r

2 6 16.

:

1 12 25

0, Sr 27

4 14 21

9 14

2 2

IA 2,54

3,17

k -3 .01

5. 1 3,10

16 2,72

'20 13 1

6 23 11

4 2d 10

4 26 9

16 15 9

11. Enrichment with visiting lecturers, colloquia, etc,

a. No, visiting lecturers, colloquia, etc., scheduled in the

past six months

b. Avg.,attelance per scheduled lecture, colloquium, etc.

c. Satisfaction wilt enrichment efforts of theprogra as rated by:

1) students

2) faculty members

3) visiting panel of experts

d. Other:

(Double-circle one measure you prefer)

20 23 15

2 8 21

4 12 24

2 11 26

8' 13 20

1 1

12. Relationships with cognate programs

a. Percent of program students enrolled for one of more courses in

another department

b. Percent of studeunts registered for an interdepartmental program

(continued)

103

11 ' 14 22

4 ', 3.43

13 2.81

6 . 3.12

5 3,12

, ,1 3.13

21' 7 11

4 25 10

3 22 12

6 21 10

2 23 12

3,14

1 6 22 13 2,78

22 11 7

20 11 9

104,
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e

OPERATIONAL characterlitics e6d possible measures (cont.)
r

't, Relationships and interchanges with cbgnate programs as rated by:

A

1) faculty members ,

2) ,students

3)' program chairmen,and/or graduate dean.

4

4) chairmen of cognate departments

d. Percent of courses that are cross- listed with Another department

4. Avg; student credit hours in program courses each semester that

are produced by students enrolled in other program

f, Other:

(Double-circ).o \measure you prefer)k

13. Efffiienci of tegree(production

Q,1

Ode 91E.

Preferred Rated ol: Mean

by: Very Good Good Poor of lard. rating

4) 1 sad 1

Q.2

4wil1obilitt

Yoo No Voris'

6 6 31 4 ,1,05

3 1 29 5 3.05

7 8 30 3 3.10

I
3 5 32 , 2 3.05

'3 7 14 21 2.57

3 11 12 16 2.82

1

8 22 10

6 24 10'

10 20. 10

9 19 10

26 6

18 t2

0. Percent of those who enroll who carp the Ph.D.

\\b. Percent of those who enroll who achieve candidacy

c. Median number quarteis or semesters in attendance that are needed

to complete the degree

d. Estimated total avg, time required to achieve candidacy

e. Istimated total tvg, time required to complete the degree

f, No. of degrees awarded in each of the past four years

, g, Ratio of doctorates awarded to no, of graduate faculty and

ny, of enrolled students

h, Other:

to

'(Double- circle one measure you prefer)

^41.....-+.......1......
18 21 20 ' 1

0 6 24 12

5 9 23 10

0 5 28 9

4 11 27 4

1 4 19 19 It

10 12 21 8

0

14, tilt of the program

3.45

2.76

2.86

1.83

1.14

2.55

3.02

31 6 3

18 8 4

24 6 8

21 10 8

25 8

35(2

28 6 5

a. No. of enrolled students and first-year students in each of the

past four years, by full-time and part-time

b. No. of postdoctoral students enrolled in each of the past four years

(continued)

20 19 . 19 4 3.31 36 2 2

1 3 16 23. 1.36 29 '1 4 I 0 (.;
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Appendix D

Ranked, Importance of Major Tasks of Ph.D. Programs

in Fifty-four Universities

A

Graduate deans in the sample were asked to rank the major tasks
of their own institutions' Ph.D- programs in the order of their
importance in the physical sciences, biological sciences, social
sciences, and humanities. .Ire general, training research scholars
ranked' first in the physical-and biological sciences, training
college teachers. 'ranked first in the humanities, and training research
scholars and college teachers received about equal weight in the
social sciences. Training professional practitioners ranked third
in all four curricular areas, highest in the social sciences and
lowest in the humanities. Frequency tabulations and mean ranks are
presented in Table D.1.

Rmks assigned to each task in each curricular area were also
examined for differences delpending upon the respondent's field of
specialization or the characteristics of the universities represented
in the sample. Size of graduate enrollment was not a factor, but
deans employed by private and high-prestige universities reported
more emphasis on the training of research scholars in all four areas,
while representatives (If public and non-prestige universities gave
slightly higher ratings to the training of college teachers and pro-
fessional practitioners in all areas. Deans trained in the social
sciences and humanities reported that the physical and biological
science departments in their universities strongly emphasized the
training of researchers, while deans who were trained as scientists
gave this goal somewhat lower ratings for science departments in
their universities. Field of training was less related- to ratings
assigned tasks in humanities or social science programs. In all

cases, however, the training of researchers was perceived to dominate
the 'physical and biological sciences while the preparation of
teachers was most important in the humanities. Training profes-
sional practitioners received lower ratings by all subgroups of
respondents in each curricular area with most endorsement in the
social sciences by deans in public institutions.

pifferent
tasks for different fields of study or disciplines, as

well/ as among programs within disciplines, suggests an additional
dimension for consideration inthe development of systematic pro-
cedures to assess quality in doctoral education.
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Table D.1

Ranked Importance of Major Tasks of Ph.D. Programs

in Fifty-four Universities

1(47
Curricular Area

Number of deans who
ranked each task:*

#1 #2 #3

Mean
rank

Physical sciences major task is

to train research scholars- 32 11 2 1.33

to train college teachers 9 21 15 2.13

to train professional practitioners 4 13 28 2.53

Biological sciences major task is

tc, train research scholai'a , 28 14 3 1.44

to train college teachers 14 24 7 1.84

to train professional practitioners 3 '7 35 2.71

Social sciences major task is

to train research scholars 18 15 12 1.87

to train college teachers 18 18 9 1.80

to train professional practitioners 9 12 24 2.33

Humanities major task is

to train research scholars 10 25 6 1.90

to train college teachers 29 12 1 1.33

to train professional practitioners 3 4 34 2.76

*Rows do not add to 54 because a few respondents did not complete this
part of the questionnaire and some universities do not offer Ph.D.s in all
curricular/areas.

//0



Table D.2

Major Tasks of Ph.D. Programk, as Ranked

by Graduate Deans in 54 Programs

Curricular Programs

Area to train: Average rank order of importance

Researchers

Physical Teachers
sciences

Practitioners

1.33

2.13

2.53

Researchers 1.44

Biological Teachers
sciences

1.84

Practitioners ;,71

.,-.-...--.-r+-.
Researchers 1.87

ocial Teachers
sciences

1.80J

Practitioners 2.331

Researchers 1.90

umanities Teachers 1.33

Practitioners 2.76

Question: How wouia y)u rank the major tasks of your own institution's Ph.D. programs,

in order of their importance? Tasks: training Tesearch scholars, training

college teachers, training professional practitioners.



Appendix E

Universities in the S. ple

SoutNortheast,

Boston University
Brandeis University
Brown University
University of Maine
Northeastern University
Tufts University
The University of Vermont
Yale University

East

Carnegie-Mellon University
Catholic University of America
Cornell University
University of Delaware
Howard University
Indiana University of Pennsylvania
University of Maryland
New York University
Princeton University
University of Rochester
Rutgers University
SUNY at Buffalo
SUNY at Stony Brook

Midwest

Case Western Reserve University
Indiana State University
University of Iowa
Loyola University
University of Michigan
University of Minnesota
University of Missouri at Rolla
University of North Dakota
University of Notre Dame
Ohio State University
Southern Illinois University
Wayne State University
University of Wisconsin

Duke University
Emo y University
Un ersity of Florida
Ge rgia Institute of Technology
U versity. of Louisville
M: phis State University
U iversity of North Carolina

at Chapel Hill
ahoma State University

ice University
niversity of Texas at Austin
exas Woman's University

aulaneUniversity
Vanderbilt University
University of Virginia

West

Arizona State University
University of California -- Berkeley
Colorado State University
University of Denver

University of Hawaii at Manoa
Idaho State University
University.of New Mexico
University of Southern California
Stanford University
University of Utah
University of Washington
University of Wyoming
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