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THE ASSEéSMENT OF QUALITY IN PH.D. PROGRAMS: A REPORT-

ON JUDGMENT$ BY GRADUATE DEANS

’ Abstract
rag A - Q K

. Sixty-three graduate deans were selected to represent Ph.D.-
granting universities vardied by geographic region, prestige,
control, and size. Ratings on the importance of Ph.D. program
characteristics to judgments about quality were obtained fram .
more than 80 percent of the panel; in response to a second. ques-
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 1s presented, and further research is suggested.
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- ~ FOREWARD

J

Highnﬁuality is the goal of every Ph.D. program. Yet little
is knoﬂggbbout how to assess quality, or even what to assess. In
an ef ft to-narrow this knowledge gap, the Graduate Record.
Examinatidns Board together .with the Council of Graduate Schools
aska@ Educational Testing Service to ideftify program character-
istics which could be used to assess quality:in doctoral education
and to suggest some appropriate indicators of tzise character-
istics. This repprt 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 pronded by the
Graduate Record Examinations Board and Educational Testing Service.

This prellminary report was prepared for the September 1973
meeting ‘6f the Graduate Record Examinations Board Research Com-
mittee and for an October 1973 meeting of° 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 other. interested parties. Some further
analysis of the second survey resylts is anticipated and will be
incorporated into subsequent articles or reports. In particular,
14 late questﬁonnaires will be added to the -tabulations in
Appendix C so that these results reflect the opinions of 90 pers
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‘appreciatioh is extended to the participan® 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 consistentlv thoughtful and complete. Such

expression of interest and cooperation is extraordinary .for a mail
survey, particularly 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.

. o, 1
- . g 4
Zif;tIEEéton, N. J. %

November, 1973
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The purpbse 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 od
graduate school dears. Patt of a larger proposal to study the
assessment of quallty by developing instruments and collectsng
data on programs in selected fields (Clark & Hartnett, 1973), this
study was designed to provide four kinds of information.

~

l) the extent of agreemené among graduate.deans out Ph.D.
program characteristics most important to judgments abopt
quality;

"2) variations in ,the importance of characteristics depending
~ upon the major purpose of a Ph.D. program; ‘ _
] .
3) the judged adequacy or acceptability of pOSsible measures

for each- characterlstlc, and )
: ‘ J

‘9

4) the current’ availability of various kinds of information. /
It was thought that these data would be of immediate interest to
members of the grad?fte school community, given recent pressures
for program evaluatYon at the graduate level, and also would help,

o specify ‘areas for primary attention in the larger proposal for
empirical research. »
S >
The direction a: scope’of the study.were determined in large
part by a steering committee of graduate deans appointed by the
Graduate Record Examinations Board and The Council of Graduate
Schools.l The project was funded by the GRE Board.

? i

1Members of the steering committee appointed by GREB were William
=.Burke, Arizona State University; Bernard Harleston, Tufts University;
- .»Robert MacFarland, University of Missouri at Rolla; and Donald Taylor, ga
Yale University. Members appointed by CGS include%)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. Bpyd Page, President of

CGS, were ex officio members of the committee. . . .
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Parameters or guidelines fbr the study, agreed upon by the -
steering committee at the outset, included the following: '

* 1. The survey wdula'cdncern Ph.D. programs only.
. " '_" - i ~
N T N
2.'Three altermative purposes of Ph.D! programs would be-
considered: the training of scholarly researchers,

Agolkege teachers, dand profegsional _practitioners.

By
3. Dimengions of quagxtv that are common across many fields '
of study weuld be emphasi7ed

4. An array of characteristics and measHres would be sought
ratfer than a single rating or score. :

5. The survey would be limited tg a small but varled sample
of graduate school deans.

«Procedure

L4 .

I The study was designed as a two-stage mail survey to about

60 graduate schol deans. The first questionnaire sought opinions
about the importance of various’program characteristics to th>e
achievemént of high quality doctoral education for each of .th

program goals. The second questionnaire suggested possible measufes
for the more important program characteristivs and asked for Judgments
about the adequacy and availability ¢ each reasure. Frequency

. tabulations were compiled on the importance of characteristics 4nd

on the adequacy of measures to assess the degree of tonsensus 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, questyfonnaire development, data
colfection, and data anaI&sis are desctibed in greater detail in
the following sections. K
\ !

Sixty universities offering the Ph.D. degree were selected for:

inclusion in the study, using the fo1lowing criteria: SR SN

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 4
sample of Ph. D.-granting universities by geographic region,

' prestige rating, control, and size.

Y -10-

~ | 9

Ry



y The qdmple' was dgawn from the master list of universitles lncludld
in the 1972 GRE/CGS Graduate Programs and Admissions Manual, which
reprtsentq over 85 percent of the graduat enrollment in_the . -
United States and aneven higher percent of the doctoral degrees
awarded annually. These univergities were sorted by geographic’
reglon, universities meeting the firat or second crlterion weré
identified, and additional universities were selected from each
region to total about one ot of every.four PH.D. ~granting ‘
universities ot varying prestiye, control, and size. The pumber
of selected Institutions that fall in gach cell of the samplin%
matrix are reported in Table 1. Slightly over 40 percont of the
‘universities in the sample are included in a 1tst of "top 50"
fnstitutions (Millman & Toowbs, 1972). About 60 percent of the
universitles are pub.lc and 59 percent have large (more than
2000 stylents) graduate"ntollmentq About 40 percent of the
unjversities are private and %5 percent have small (legs than
2000 students) graduate enroiiments. It was assumed that the

graduate dears at tuese varied kinds of institutions would reflect, x

at least in nart,[the different philosophies and oplnions about
quality tha® might be assvtciated with each of them, Universities
included in the sample avre listed in Appendix E.

» . .

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

members of the CGS executive committee (not counting duplicates,
with the GREB),-and 39 graduate dedns at ‘other’institut ions in the
sample Beciause of some wverlap In categories, rquestionnaires were
sent, to two persons at three universities for a total of 63 panel
members.,

Though the sample was Mrawn to include as much diversity as
-possible in a panel of 60 graduate deans, the resylts may not
' accyrately reflect the opidions of all graduate deans in every
type of program. Also, the'advantages of a.relatively small group
for an-intensive survey inevitablv are balanced by the disadvantages
of small numbers for interpretation and generalization of the results.
These limitations of the study should be kept in mind throughout the
-remainder of this report.

Questionnaires

The flrst qutstxnnndire concerning the importancé of program ~
characteristics to judgments about quality, grouped characteristics
‘under four major headings: Faculty Membgrs, Students, Resources, and
Program Mperation. ‘Ten ko 20 specific characteristics were listed
under each topic, such as "academic training' and "teaching experience"

4

under. Faculty and "general academic abilityrat entrarce" under Students.

Panel members were asked to {ndicate the importance of information .
abhoyt each characteristi¢ wrer judging the educational quality of
a Ph.D. progrfam to train a) researchers, b) teachers, and

1]
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Table f ' : ?

“@haracteristivs of Universities in the Sample ' WY
) i
. Percent of 4t
Geographic opulation Prestige rat i C 1 - - Slze e
reograp lL ‘ pop 0 rust1§¢ rating ‘ontro ‘Undey Over
.reglons in qample .top S0 other .public private | 2000 2000
- . Av U W, -'. e e .,\‘_,{L__.~,_ PRSI S hi
' ' s \) g N
Northeast 40 - 3 5 2 6 .S , 3
. { , . . . i
ki
East . \ 26 7 5 5 7 6 6
Midwest 24 . 6 A 10 3 - 5 8
. -,
SSouth .o+ 25 6 9 w00y 7 -8
West. 29 . 4 8 | 9 3 4 8-
Total Number - .60 | 20 34 36 . 24 27 33
. . . . !/ . . J ) ‘ ¢
Percent . 27 43 37 - 60 40 45 55

o«

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

2Population {s Pi.D. universities included in the GREB/CGS Graduate
) e S e e
Programs andyAdmisSLOns Manual, 1972 Thirty-seven states are
represented 'in the sample. :

.

3Based on oomposfte scqres prepqrednby J. W. Johnston from the Roose

and Andersen ACE. ratings and reported in Millman & Toombs, 1972, p. 15.

aTotal graduatp school enxOL&ment 1971 72 as reported by the univer-
sities and listed in the Hanual .

1 | P
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1) anvt(Liunefs Rat ings werv'madé on a four’point scale from -~
"essent ial" to "not 1mportanr ‘Respondents were invited to
comment on individual JAtems dnd tQ add items If they felt important
characteristics had been omitted. - ° oo ‘

.

~

’

Program characteristics 1lsted under each heading on the first
. questionnaire were fdentified through discussion with the- project
stéering committee,, review of graduate education and evaluatjon'
“literature, and dis€ussfon with others knowledgeable about graduate
education. Helpful materials included Berelson, 1960; Blackburn &
‘Lingenfelter, 19725 Brown, 1970; Cartter, 1966; Dressel, et al, 1970;
Flton & Rodgers, 1971, Elton & Rose, 1972; Hagstrom, 1971;;Heiss, 1970;
National Science Board, 1969; Powel & lLamson, 1972; Stanford, 1972;
aad TYLUY,“197' Preiiminary questionnaires from the ' Gutcomes Iden®
tification" project of the National Center for Higher Eduation
Mdnagvmtnt Svstems, Western lnterstdtu (ommlssion for Higher qucatLon,
"also were helpful, . ‘ . ) »
¢ . . . B Cf .
The first qucstionnaire'also asked for certain background -
informatiion about the respopdent, including his or~“her academic -
. discipline, highest degree, university awarding highest degree,-and
years of experience on a graduate faculty. In addition, the deans,
"were asked to rank ,the major tasks of their own institutions' Ph.D.
programs, in the order of their fmportance in the physical sciences, '
hiological sciences, Huc)ﬂl sciences, and- humanlties The ‘three .
major tasks to be ranked were the training of researchlng scholars,
collego tQﬂ(hurs and’ professlonal nractltloners A
L Y
The second questionnaire built. on the results of the first one,
arranging-characteristics under each of the four headings in the. Qrder
- of their rated meortanre to quality and eliminating some of the
lower-rated rh1racter1\tlos As many as 173 possible measures were
theq‘listéd for each (hl(&(terléqi:. _Many of the measures were
suggested bv the literature reviewed to identify important program
characteristics for the first questionnaire; additional helpful
materials included Fenstemacher, 1972; Fleming, 1973; Gregg, 1972;
Lamson & Swaine, 1973; McMichael, 1973; Roaden, 1972; Roaden &
N Larimore, in press; Webb, 1972; and guidelines for the evaluation
of graduate education in the State University of New York, University'
‘of California at Berkelev, University of Washington, and University
of Michigan. Some of these materials were supplied or suggested by
panel members in responbg to the first questionnaire.

- The full list of possible measures for each charaeteristic may
be found in Appendix C, which presents the tabulated results of
the second questionnaire. : . ’

\\ -
- - Y R : , .
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The second questionnaire asked Panel memberg to respond in
three ways to each possible measuTe: 1) rate i¢g adequacy or
appropriateness as an indicator Of the quality of the listed
program characteristic, using ‘a [OUT point scale from "very good"
to "inadequate"; 2) indicate One TMedSUre for each characteristic
Preferred by.the respondent; and 3) Indicate whether the informa-
tion is currently available, not ava{%able, Or whether availability
varies from program to program. AO#aLln, Tespondepts were invited
to comment on each item and to add measures to each list.

Data Collection - . ) !

Both questionnaires were actompanied bv 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
Schools. The first questioppair® wds mailed on May 3, 1973.- Fifty
completed responses had been received By the cut-off date of June 4.
Four more were received too late to be-counted, for a total response
rate of 86 percent and usahle reSpPonse rate of 80 percent.

The characteristics ot respondents to the first questionnaire
are detailed in Table 2. Most of the graduate deans in the survey
Panel hold Ph.Dédegrees from ﬁf‘?sﬁ universitjes and have served
for 20 years or more as a member Of 2 graduate gchool faculty.
Almost three out of four of them SPecidlized in the social sciences,
physical sciences, or engiqgggigﬁgéézbgf&EQBEQEhjc regions, prestige,
control, and size of their emploY1n8 unlversitieg are very much like
characteristics of the total SamP¥€ (see Table 1). Thus, though
their own backgrourds tend to be 1n Prestige ingritutions and in
the social or natural sciences, they novw represent more diverse
institutions and types of graduat® Programs.

The second questionnaire wa® m?iled on July 3,°1973, with a
cut-off date of July 31 for tabulatlon: Forty~three completed
questionnaires had been received bV this time; hjine more question-
naires came in after this date, for a total responsq rate of 83 percent.

The tight cut-off date for the second quéstijonnaire, resulting in
tabulation of 43 responses (68 percent of the panel), was necessitated
by deadlines to produce this repott for the September meeting of the
GRE Board. Visual inspectiqn of the nine questjgnnajres received
after July 31 does not indicate a0y 8laring incopsistency with the
43 making up the data pool, put this could be determined for sure
only by re-running the data with 31l 52 responses. Six of the 9
uncounted questionnaires were from deans at large "top 50" public
insgitutions and these universities Were somewhat underrepresented
in the count. - b ’

i
’
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Table 2

Characteristics of Panel Members Who Returned

the First Questionnaire (N=54)

-

Characteristlcs

Personal Characteristics

Title: Dean of the Graduate School 39 72
Y 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 09
Area of academic specialization:
Humanities ' 6 11
Social sciences 20 7
Biological sciences 8 5
Physical sciences & engineering 20 37
University awarding highest degree: .
"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
— No answer 1. 02
Institutional Characteristics .
Geographic region:
Northeast / 13
East 10 19
Midwest 3 11 20
South 14 26
West ) 12 22
Prestige:
"Top 50" 24 44
Other 30 56
Control: s
Public 34 63
Private 20 37
Size: .
Fewer than 2,000 graduate students 26 48
More than 2,000 graduate students 28 52
A

_"5_
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Data Tabulation , o ' /

f The first questionnaire 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 immediatelv after the cut-off date, wear and tear on personnel
and prospects for error dictated machine tabulatipn for the second
questionnaire.2 Face-sheet information concernin§ the background and
training of respondents, characterisiics ot their universities, and
rank order ratings of the major tasks of Ph.D. programs at their
upiversities 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. Appehdix A summarizes
the materials in Appcndlxeq 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 summarv list of program character-~
istics and measures provides an impottant first step in efforts to
establish a systematic procedure for the assessment of quality in
Ph.D. programs of study.

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

First Questionnaire: Progrem_gheraCteristics Important to Quality

From detailed resulte of the first questlonnaire (Appendix B),
it is apparent that graduate deans agreed about the importance of

some kinds of program information for the assessment of quality

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

~16-~
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and disagreed about the imporfance 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 conducted by faculty
members .and the national honors they receive were considered very
important to quality in programs designed to train research scholars.
But teaching effectiVeness, 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 o program
(last column in Appendix. B) 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-
teristics omitted from the second questionnaire are the ones toward
the end of each table in Appendix B.

Though one purpose of the first questionnaire was to eli;}nate
some characteristics, the detailed results in Appendix B warrdnt
further attention along two lines: the differences in rated impor-
tance depending upon the purposes of Ph.D. programs, ag 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 frequency 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.l1 reports that more than

-17-
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N

80 percent® of the respondents agreed that it is essential to know
about the research activity and productivity of facul'ty mémbers 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. Similar ‘examples 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. ’

{
13

.

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 tc identifv those measures generally con-
sidered "very good" or '"good" by the panel of graduate school deans,
but the frequency distributions of ratings give a better indication
about the dégree of consensus anong 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.

-

jThé 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 l=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- .
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A similar comparative analysis cbuld be made among the measures
suggested for each program characteristic listed in Appendix C, and
probably should be done by a group of experts in graduate education
who could interpret more ﬁully 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 grou There are a few more

general comments about the ratings of the measures; however, that do
seem appropriate at thls 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, partlcularly if a number of
possible measures were suggested for a given’' gharacteristic, but
generally 70 to 80 percent of the first prefefences 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 11ke1y 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, theiy ratings clearly recommend the
developmént of some assessment procedures rather than others. En-
dorsed characteristics and: measuteqtcould 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, while some, of the standard input measures are endorsed
as indexes for s@veral 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

-19-
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(McMichael, 1973) and .gupports a recent recommendation to the Board

of Regents concerning lhe evaluation of graduate gducation ~in New York
(Flemlng, 1973). The/suvport for ratipgs, )udgments,_and reports from
faculty members and studénts was not so predictable, but it Wss even
more important .impli¢ations for the development of procedures for
program assessment.u'TheSe ratings suggest 'that some standard methods
to collect the judgpent's and opiniors of facultv members and students
on selected aspects/ of their graduate programs would be welcomed and
endorsed by many graduate school dgans.

Fourth, thes¥ data indicate that much of the more acceptable or
adequate and prefgerred information needed to makegdfdgments about the
quality of Ph.D. /programs is not currently avallm on university
campuses. The ﬁvallabllltv responses should not be interpreted too
literally, since comments on the second questionnaire suggest that
somewhat different 1nterpretat10nq were given to the question. But
it is probablylaccurate to conclude that information is generally
available for gnly about one out of five of the measures that received
mean ratings of 3.0 or. above. Standard procedures to collect some of
the currently unavailable information should be welcomed by the gradu-
ate sthools a3 well as by other agencies interested in program evalua-
tion.

Faa

Summary List/of Measures for the Assessment of Quality in Ph.D. Programs

. ®
Appendilx A summarizes the results of two questionnaires to a
representatjve panel of graduate school deans by listing the character-

Jistics of Ph.D. programs in the order of their rated importance for

judgments apout quality, and listing the most acceptable or adequate
measures for each characteristic in the order of their rated adequacy.
Characterigcics and measures are grouped under the same four headings
wsed in Appendixes B and C: Facultv Members, Students, Resources, and
Program Operation. " Itéms under each heading are from the more detailed
reports (Appendixes B and C) but their orders have been changed in the
summary ligt to reflect 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 qave a mean adequacy rating of 3.0 or above (''good" to 'very
good"), tHough occasionally a measure with a rating slightly below 3.0
that is pY¥eferred by a number of panel membsrs is included in the list.
Notes pre¢eding the summacy list deflne the terms and symbols used in
the table

Thls|llst1ng of program characteristics and measures is not
proposed és 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

-
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|
_complex and varied set of educational efforts. Th;?iist as it 4

stand$ 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 represefits a bettar
picture of Ph.D. program assessment procedures that would be acceptr
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 intergsted in
furthering the systematic development ‘of procedures to assess
quality in graduate education.

.
-~

r
‘ o
. Q@
Conclusions and Recommendations

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 wavs to measure each characteristic. In addition, program
cHaracteristics are evaluated in relation to the primary goals of
preéparing research scholars, college teachers, or professional
practitioners, and some estimate is made about the present avail-
abiljty of information suggested by the measures. All ratings
cogcirn Ph.D. programs of study, and emphasize dimensions of quality
that are common to many fields of study.

The modt 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 folldwing 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 of graduate school deans; more detailed analysis of their
responses would be needed to determine whether their opinions are
moderated by their own academic training and fields of specialization,
or type of employing university, or other conditiogs. In additien,
other publics, such as faculty members in selectedjbh.D. programs,

_students, accrediting groups, or legislators, might have similar or

different opinions about the relationship between various program

0

-21- 20



" h

characteristics or measures and jJEgments about quality. Consensus
across groups as well as among graduate school deans could be
determined through "schoolsof thought' analytic proceéures sug-
gesteé 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 g program when deciding upon characteristics to be
measured, given the impoitance ratings for different program pur-—-
poses? What interpretatién should be given to the .differences in
points of view about the 1mportance 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, orrsuch 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.

-2~
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Notes

1.

Appendix A

A Summary List of Measures for the Assessment . d

’

of Quality in Ph.D. Programs

N

Importance ratings of program characteristics: BN

4 = Essential to have information abgut this characteristic in
order to judge quallty

3 = Important to have this;information,

2 = Perhaps useful; not particularly important

1 = Not important to judgments about quality

(ThlS scale reverses the one used in Appendix B tqQ tabulate
results of the first questionnaire; in order to ob\ain
greater ease of interpretation.)

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.

Adequacy ratings of measures: ‘ o

4

L}

Very good indicator of the quality of given characteristic

3 = Good indicator
2 = Poor but useable indicator
™1 = Inadequate indicator

respondents who selected this measure as th&ir first-choice

The 'percent preferred'" column represents qt: percent of 43
or preferred measure for a given characteristic.

The ''percent available'" column represents the percent of 43
respondénts who indicated that the information could be supplied
from 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 alsc listed in comparable
sections of Appendix C, but the order of arrangement is different
to reflect the results of “importance and adequacy ratingd on the
two questionnaires.



L, "' Table ALl |
N ) ( ' ?

FACUMY Characteristics and Measures ‘ \
1 .
Characteristic \ Measytes
- ,
Mean ¢ ‘ ' Mean  Pegcent  Percent
importance ‘ o Adequacy Preferred \Available

351 A Aqgdemic training of faculty

b

1. Percent with Ph.D.'s or equivalerﬁé degrees 3‘.37 | 3% 1007 \
2. Percent of Ph.D."s from "top" progyams in each field,
as defined by a reputational survey B 5 X R A 1

3. Appropriateness of specialty areas of training to purposes
of the progran, as evaluated by 4 visiting team of experts 3.00 09 12

, ¢
J.41 B. Research (or other scholarly or creative) activity

L. Average number research proposals funded in the last three “
years per FIE faculty : 3.40 30 09

1. Average number invited presentations of research results
, in the past year (visiting lectures, colloquia, workshops, . .
professional meetings, etc.) per FTE faculty | KK 16 37

~ 3. -Percent of faculty actively involvdd in the publicatien of

résearch results (journal editor, editorial board members, -
' \\\~.\ referee for submitted articles, etc.) , 3.2 14 49

4

4. Average number research projects in progress per FTE 4 L
faculty : | i 3.02 26 21

3,200 C. Research (or other scholarly or creative) productivity ‘ -
L. Weighted average number publications (giving progressively ‘
nor@veight o refereed journals, single authorship of |
articles, sepor authorship of books, etc.) in the past
three yearS/(SUb. n0. patents or artistic perfornances ot

products where appropriate) | 36 m
’ 2. Average number journal articles published in the last three |
years. per FIE facnlty ' 3,51 M9 6
: ' %




" TFaculty (cont.)
{
, Measures

’

| 'Characteristic ' ,
_ ) or

4

Mean Percent  Percent

/
117 D, Teaching effectiveness '

'

~ Importance / o
A . E t

I, Avg. ratings hy students on a course and teacher evaluation form 3,10 i 2%
' ). Presence of {movative teaching procedures and/or outstanding :
instructional materfals, as judeed by visiting panel of experts 3,10 16 07
|

311 B Concern for student development and welfare
. |
L. Avergge student (or former student) rating ou o seale measuring
taculty concern lor student development and welfare, accessi-
bility, advising skill, ete. L 58 07

2.9 F. lovolvement in progran af\girs

’ - .
v

;o
N v 1L Faculty degree of agreement with and commitment #o the
l / purposes and goals of the program ' ‘ VAT Y 0
’ L. Faculty satisfaction with influence on Important decisions
concerning the program ‘\\ e 3.2 3 0

2,93 G, Teaching experlence

I, Avg. no. of years of teaching experfence at the college or
»untversity level in appropriate area of gpecialty ‘ 3.0 1 !
) ; {
2.4 . Honors and avards; national professlonal recognition
. . Average number professional honors and awards pet FIE
. ‘ faculty over the past three vears: B 40
¢
L. Mverage reputational rating of the faculty anong colleagues
(of, ACF ratings) , RAUI
0l
2V ”

Mean '
‘ Adeguacf Preferred Available

0

33

3

2

b



L Faculty (cont.)

Characteristic ; ' - Measures
‘ o . )
Mean . co . Mean = Percent - Percent
1ngortanceéf% ‘ | o Adequacy Preferred ,Available. o

4, Group norale or esprit ,

1. Avg“faculty reported satisfacf on with program leaderéhip;
enthusiasm for the program, loy lty, involvenent, etc. 3.45 514 09%

e D Relative vitality vs, malaise among the faculty, as rated

by a visiting panel or experts 3.23 14 09
2,55 {,lIConcern for uAdergraduate learning | | ’
1. Quality of a program to train and supervise teaching fellows, |
as rated by: | . |
' }a) students ~ . 3.12 U 0'7
'é : b} faculty members | h 2,95 02 02
! ' ' : '
E: - ¢) visiting panel of experts ¢ VAL 07 | 05

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

aspirations of.undergraduates 2,86 35 02
3. Percent of graduate faculty who teach at least one under- | \
graduate course per year - 2.86 14 67

Al | o o %




Table A.2
STUDENT Characteristdcs and Measures

Characteristic
- Mean
{mportance
3.61 A, General academic ability of students entering the program

3.61

3.38

7/

', Avg. score on graduate aptitude test (GRE, MAT, etc.)
2, Avg. undergraduate GPA .

3, Avg.‘score on appropriate GRE Advanced Test (or other ach.Aest)

4, Percent of enrolled students with national fellowships
(NSF, Woodrow Wilson ete.)

. Achievements, knowledge, and/orlskills of studegts at time of »

completion of ‘degree

1. Excellence or uniqﬁeness of dissertations and theses in the
last three years, as evaluated by external judges

2. Percent of graduates in the last three years who obtained
~ employment directly related to their field of specialization

3. Percent of graduates in the last three years who published
something prior to the degree

. Professional accomplishments ofléraduates

1. Percent of graduates occupying positions of leadership and
influence’in the field, as judged by outside experts

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

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

b, Percent of graﬂuates currently employed by doctorate-awarding _
universities

Mean

Measures

Percent
Aequacy Preferred Avallable

Percent

3,42
3.37

- 3.09

3.07

3.47
3,33

3.2

3,37
3,30
13,14

3.09

&

21y
3

07

.09

26
26

23

23
2
12

1

074
79

60

65

05

47

28

02

09

32



STUDENTS (cont )

- Characteristic | ;o - Measures
Moan - . : ' Mean - Percent = Percent
inportance o Adequacy Preferred Available
K D. Galng 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 R 3.12 ar 19t
3.15 B (areer interests of students . )
1, Congruence of s}udent cateer interests with program purposes o , )
' -and emphases, as judged by enrolled students * 3.10 4 07
2, Self-reported career plans of degree recipients 299 U 16
¥ ‘ ’ ‘ a
& 291 F. Student perceptions of program quality
]
1, Avg, alumni (1-5 years) rating of experiences in the program © 3.8 72 02
2. bvg, student rating of the value of specified acadenic |
experiences in the program . S 2.98 iV 07
- r
2.89 - G, Satisfaction with various aspects éf the degree program é
1, Percent of students who would recommend the program to others
vith similar interests and abilities 3.40 51 05
2. hvg, student-rated satisfaction with épeciﬁied acadenic and |
non-academic aspects of the program = 3.02 2 09

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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 STUDENTS (cont,)

Characteristic o '4‘fl‘ | _MeaSuraa
Mean ) ¥ ‘,‘"f‘ | S Mean  DPercent  Percent
1mEorcunce , ' o r - Adequacy " Preferred Available
2, 81 H Group morale or esprit {.;' - | )
1, Student sense of community, feeling of shared interests and .
330 3%y 092

involvement in worthwhile activities as rated by students

-

A Avg, student satisfaction vith rate of academic progress 2,88 12 oo

3. Avg. student-reported score on a scale measuring satisfaction | ,
o R T T 0

with program

Ve

.
’ . M . "
> ’ : M




) - W : CTable A3 o 'z/ A | |

RBSOURCES and Measures

Caracteristic Measures '
Mean | . ' | . . Mean  Percent Percent
{mpertance , . ‘ , Adequacy Preferred Avallable

3.60 A University financial support for the program

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 FIE student : 3,00, 14 . 10
. Ratio of program budget allocation to total university
allocation for Ph.D. study 2.83 23 50

LSS

3.60 B Library

i

1, Adequgcy of relevant holdings as judged by:

| ,

? a) visiting tean of experts - 3.45 bl /3
b) faculty nembers o | 3.43 % . B
¢) Brogram chairman ' , S 3.07 0 23

3.4 C Laboratory equipment and facilities (including facilities for the
| creative arts) ; N

1. Presence of laboratory/creative equipuent considered essential ‘ :
or important by experts in the field . 3,56 42 26

.}. Adequacy of laboratory equipment and facilities as rgted by:
1a) visiting team of experts | 15 19 16
' . b) faculty members ‘ | | 3,40 28 23
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RESOURCES (cont,)

Characteristic

 Mean
importance
' 3018

3.13

3.

D.

100

.

Extetnal financial support for the progrsn'
. Outside funds as a percent of total progran budget

2. Avg. dollar income per FTE faculty from outside sources over
the past three years

3. Dollar amount of federal research proJect grants and contracts

over the past three years . P
Purposes and strengths of parent institution
1. Reputation of university as rated by knowlédgeable educators *

1, Congruence of program and university purposes as judged by
visiting panel of experts

PR

3. Level of support for the program from central university
administrators as judged by visiting panel of expérts

Financial support for students

1, Mvg. dollars for all forms of financial assistance per
FIE student '

2, Percent of students recelving any form of financial agsistance
3, Percent of students vho hold fellowships or grants from

external sources 5
o

<

I T

T TS s

Mean -

Measures

Percent”

Percent .

3.42

1.8

3.16

3049'

LR

3.07

JAS

3,14

2,98

 .Adequacy Preferred Availsble

b La
¥ n
;} ‘ 21
| 14 .
lz 12
49 : p
523 -3;ﬁf.“"*1u T

12
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LY
stounc‘zs (cont.)
: {

Characteristic

- Mean
{mnortance

v ————_— 4

307 G. Computer facilities

¥

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

. rated by:
a) visiting tean dfﬁexpe;?BN\F\ |

! b) faculty memberd

¢) progtam chaiman 'k

B |

d) students

2.75 H. Classroom and office spaée for the progran

—

I
&
I )

L. Adéquacy of classroom and office space as rated by:
. . - j

‘ " oa) visitihg tean of experts

b) faculty members

2. Avg. square feet!of office and research space per FTEvfadulty

'
\

AN

R

- Measures
Yean  Percent  Perceat

: 'Adeqnacy Preferred Availsble -

B
3TN U
A4 R

VI R

y
3.05

R

X T

Nl

0



Table A.4
OPERATIONAL Characteristics and Measures

Characteristic | ' Measures
Nean - Mean  Percent  Percent
importance | | ' Adequacy Preferred Available
3.49 A Purposes of the program

1. Clarity of pfogram purposes and plans, as judged by:
a) visiting panel of experts - 3.8 234 .0}2
b) recent graduates 1 Lon
¢) faculty members , | L1 2l 16
d) hgogram chairman and/d{ graduate dean o LG 09 23

2. Relative euphasis on research, teaching, and service,
as judged by visiting team of experts ' 3,03 02 14

—2€—

3.45

1=

Course and program offerings

1. Courses and other available experienées appropriate to

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

a) wisiting panel of experts . 3.5 44 09

b) faculty nembers W6y B -1
o “ " |

¢) students 305 ¢ 0 09

2. Relative need for curriculum reviev and updating as
judged by a visiting panel of experts 3R 1 09




~ OPERATIONS (cont.)
- Characteristic . Neasures
Nean : ‘ . - Mean  Percent " Percent
{mportance | | Adequacy Preferred ﬁvailable

343 G Aduissions policies

1. Judguent of whether adnissions standards should

be higher or lower, as rated by: ‘
a) visiting panel of experts . LY 287 124
b) faculty members | 3.05 09 )|

2. Percent ‘of qualified applicants who are adnitted, P :
- .as reported’by the adnission comnittee 3.09 2l 67

3. Relative selectivity of graduate and undergraduate
students, as reported by the admissions committee P N1V X 53

—ssé"/ |

4, Cld*ity of admissions procedures and standards,
as judged by visiting panel of experts ' 3.00 0 12

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

ey

I Median salary by rank ‘ 16 1 B

2. Extent of department and university support for the |
princﬁple of acadenic freedom, as judged by outside experts 3.3 12 14

. 3. Excellence of fringe benaﬁits package, as judged by -
outside experts 3.10 02 16

4. Faculty satisfaction uith freedon to plan courses and

~ conduct research without internal or external interference 3.07 19 09

(continu;d) 14




i

| | ORERATIONS (cont.)
Meaéures

i ,
| Mean  ‘Percent Percent

Characteristic
-Adequacy Preferred Available

Mean

1mEortance '

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

5,
W m

a) visting panel of experts
(R | R TR

b) faculty members
M2 0 6

6. Average teaching load

E. Provision for the evaluation of student progress

341 E
1. Clarity of requirements and standards for progression
from entrance to candidacy with stated times for -

review and evaluation, as judged by:
12

L6 %

-6€—

1

, a) (v;siting panel of experts
" 3,16 ]| 30

b) progran chairman
2 16

3.14

" ¢)" students
331 T, Progran leadership and decision-making
1. Quality of leadership. provided by the program

chairman as judged by:
09

3.4 /Al

a) visiting panel of expérts
340 19

b) graduate dean
3.37 33

¢) faculty members

-~

46
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OPERATIONS (coﬁt.)

¢
Characteristic , | | ~ Heasures
. Mean ‘ . ' \ o Mean  Percent Percent
© " Importance | | | ; Adequacy Preferred Available
331 6. Job placement of graduates S
‘ , N ~ :
1. Percent of degree recipients in last three years who were
placed in positions directly relevant to thelr graduate o :
education ~ - 3.3 40% 62
. 2 Satisfaction with program efforts to place graduates, as |
; © judged by students . | 326 - U4 ~ 12
g e ’ Lo
3. Percent of recent graduates who joined faculties at maJor y
doctorate-producing universities = | 3.07 07 )|
| 4., Profile of jobs taken by former students and graduates |
S in the last three years ‘ 3.00 49 14
l )
3.0 K Provision for the advisement of students
L. Quality of the advising system, as rated by:
o) et gadutes | SR A
b) students I AR IR
¢) visiting panel of experts o 3,02 05 07
3.9 1. Student-faculty interaction |
L. Student-reported(satisfaction vith opportunity to work

closely with at least one member of the faculty 3,42 46 05




¥
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OPERATIONS (cont.,)
N\

Characteristic

\ . Heasures
| ' ‘
Mean | _ ' Medn  Percent  Percent
~ ipportance \ | Adequacy Preferred Available
317 J. Internships or other opportunities for relevant student
experiences
» L Value of the internship or assisnéatship as rated by b
students who have completed the experience 331 462 142
1 A ; '
‘ 2, Percent.of students who hold a research assistantship
in the course of their attendance ' 3.1 09 10
¢ 3. Percent of students who hold a teaching assistantship
in the course of their attendance SRV 10
A 4 Percent of students who hold an apprenticeship or other
n preprofessional work assignment * the course of their .
attendance . 3.07 07 46
3.6 K. Degree requirements r;
L. Flexibility of program requirements sufficient to neet
individual student needs, as judged by: - ’
o ‘
a) visiting panel of experts . 3,33 33 ‘p9
: b) students ¥ \_ BN 16 0
y;\ o | ‘ , \ ]
f, ¢c) faculty members ) 3.0 05 16
2. Clarity of specified competencies and qualities expécted 4 ;
| of graduates preparing to be researchers, teachers, or , " )
R professional practitioners, as evaluated by: '
. \ .
" A 4(} a) visiting panel of experts 3.2 9 _09
| b) faculty'memberq‘ o kY, (/A U

,,'c‘)‘{.students o d _ o "3.07,_ 0 09



OPERATIONS (cont.)

Characteristic

Mean

 inportance , o
4 | , /

- 3.01 L. Enrichoent with visiting lecturers, colloquia, etc,

-

1, No, visiting lecturers, colloquia, etc,, scheduled iu
the past six months

2, Satisfaction with enrichment efforts of the progran
as rated by: ‘

a) visiting panel of experts.

_ b) students

~Zv— .

¢c) faculty members /

2.9 M, Relationships with cognate programs v

1. Percent of program students enrolled for one of more
courses in another department

2. Relationships and intdechanges with cognate prograus
ag rated by:

a) progran chairman and/or graduate dean
b) faculty members
c) students

| : 1 d) chattnen of cognate departments

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC

Measures

Nean Percéﬂf Percent
Adequacy Preferred Available

L3 W

319 0
W2 00

w205l

3.14 26% b)Y

3016 i)
305 W 19
s 0

3050 o

94



OPERATIONS (cont.)

haracteristic ' : & . Measures
an ’ ' : . o , Mean Percent  Percent
ance , Adequacy  Preferred Available
N : M E,\‘\ -
92 -© N. Efficlency of degree production
1. Percent of those who enroll who earn the Ph.D. . 3.45 Y S b
2. Estimated total avg. time required to complete the degree ° 3.14 09 58

3. Ratio of doctorates awarded to no..ofbgraduate faculty and ' :
to no. of enrolled students . 3.02 13 'S

86 0. Plans for the future of the program

1. Appropriateness and detail of middle-range and 1ong;range | \\
plans for the program, as evaluated by
a) visiting panel of,experts . 3.3 46 12 .
b) faculty members . ’ ' .‘ : .07 .12"‘» 19
R e) pfogram chairman and/ér graduate dean 020 - 190 30

LN
¢ - s

83 P. Size of the program

-«

1 ‘&Q. of enrolled students and first-year students ' .
in each of the past four years, by full-time and part-time 3.3 Ch6 . 84
: o - g
2. Student/faculty ratio , 30 28 = 84
'3; No. of graduate faculty membefs in each of thg'bast four
years, by full-time and part-time : 3.00 05 17,

N
| ;
N e

)3 ) ) ) ‘ oo ' :’. ' %




. ‘ , ‘
. ! 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 programis critical to the
achievement of excellence . in doctoral education

2. Important ~- desirable to have this information if at all
possible C :

3. Perhapskuseful; nice to know if easily available but'not
particularly important

-

4. Not important to judgments about quality

2. Tables 1 through 4 report ,the ratings assigned respectively to'charac-
steristics of faculty memb%rs;_st dents, program resources, and program
operation. Within each sét, 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 rating:ﬂgf/all program characteristics listed in the first

‘questionnaire a included in these tables. o

r . @ X __,'. &

-45- Wi




\- : Table B 1

Important Information for Judgment s about the
Educational Qualiti’of Ph D. Programs: -

CHARACTERISTICS OF FACULTY HEMBERS

™ ——

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

*Total N=50.

o

Rows may not add to 50 because

=47~

’

respondents sometimes omitted an item.

SRR . o Perhaps useful;
‘ , ) In programs - Essential Important not important - Mean
Characteristic Y to train: (1) (2) (3 and 4) rating
S 1. Reégarch (or other Researchers - 46 o4 1.08
scholarly or creative) Teachers 17 29 3 1.7Y
activity’, Practitioners 15 - 20 14 ~1.98
_ 2. Research (or other Résearcheré 41 7 1 1:16
~ scholarly or creative) Teachers 14 20 14 2,00
productivity ¢ Practitioners 14 11 23 - 2,25
e,
3. Academic training A Researchers 35 14 1 1.32
S , ’ _Teachers 29 19 1 1.43
A Practitioners 24 23 » 22 1.55-
4, Honors and awards; Researchers 18 25 6 1.76
: national professional Teachers 1 35 .- 12 2.30 .
recognit?on Practitioners 4 25 19 2,31
5. Concern for student Researchers 14 122 14 2.02
development and Teachers 23 21 5 1.63
- welfare BN Practitioners 17 15 17 2.02
6. Teaching effectivenesé‘ Researchers’ 12 26 12 2.08
'~ «  Teachers 39 10 1.20
Practitioners 11 23 15 2,20
% ' ¥y
7. Involvement in program Researchers 12 23 13 2.08
affairs Teachers 11 27 9 1.96
Practitioners 10 21 16 2.15
8. Variety of s ecialties Researchers‘ 9 B 29 1é 2,08
among member the Teachers 8 31 10 2,04
faculty Practitioners 4 34 11 2.16
9, Teaching experience ' ﬁesearéhers 7 22 21 2,22
' Teachers 30 14 5 1.49
! Practitioners 4 21 24 2,49
10. Group morale or Researchers 10 , 1? 23 2.32
_esprit : Teachers - .8 26 K - - . .15 2.14
- Pra;;itiouers 9 23 17 2.20



v

CHARACTERISTICS OF FACULTY MEMBERS:

1

Number of éiaduate deans who rated

1n£ornntion abogt the ghdtcctoriltic:f

Perhaps useful; -

N In pfogrhns’ Essential Important not important Mean

Characteristic to train: 1) (2) (3 and 4) ‘:fting

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

12. Concern for under- Researchers 4 17 29 2:72

graduate learning Teachers 22 19 . 8 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
14, Involvement in univer- ‘Researchers 9 41 3.10
" gity affairs Teachers 3 16 2.65
: Practitioners -5 44 3.18

- ‘ i R .

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

) . . ,)_-Y.%'{ﬂ"_ -
~ - . ‘?.,m ﬁ‘\'\ oo
o
." L
. , “j -
. ; '
* 6= 57
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Table‘B-Z

Important Information for Judgments about the

Educational Quality of Ph.D. Programs:

' CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS

S

‘Number of graduate deans who rated

information about the cHakactezistic:*
Perhaps useful;

Practitioners

S

i : ' In programs Essential Important not important Mean
uf Chargcteristic to train: (1), (2) (3-and 4) rating

1. General academic ability Researchers 37 13 1.26
of stydents entering Teachers 29 19 1 1,43
program - Practitioners’ 27 120 2 1.49

2. Achievements, knowl- _Researchers - 34 14 1 1.33
edge g“d/°r skills of Teachers 29 s, 16 3 1.46
students at time of Practitioners i1 16 1 1.38
completion of degree :

3. Professional accom- Researchers 26 23 1 %‘50
plishments of Teachers 19 27 3 1.67
graduates Practitioners 21 22 6 1.69

*-4. Gains in studept knowl- Researchers 24 20 . 5. 1.61
s edge and/or skills Teachers - 22 23 3 1.60
during their degree Practitioners 25 19 5 1.67

~ ~ program ) o
| ?-‘JOb blacement 6f Researchers 23 . 23 4 1.62
: graduates Teachers 18 26 5 1.73
. Practitioners 18<k’ 27 4 1.71

6. Career 1ﬁterests of Researchers 17 23 10 - - 1.86.

students ' Teachers .16 25 8 v Sl 86
Practitioners 15 26 8 1.86

7. Student perceptions of Researchers 4 36 %P' 2.12

© program quality Teachers 4 37 8 2.08

Practitioners 4 \38 7 2.06

8. Satisfaction with Researchers 5 29 16- 2.24
various aspects of the = Teachers 6 35 8 2,04
degree program Practitioners 5 . 32 12 2.14

9. Group morale or esprit Researcher® 8 22 20 2.3&'
) Teachers 11 24 14 2.08

8 25 . 16 2.20

" *Total N=50. Rows may not add to 50 because respondents sometimes omitted an item.

-~
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CHARACTERISTICS OF STUD?ﬂTS

-/

' Number of graduate deans who rated
inf6érmation about the characteristic:*

Perhaps useful;

. In programs Essenti;i vapoftant not important ‘- ‘Mean

Characteristics to train: (1) (2) * (3 and 4)- .  ° rating
10. Involvement in profes- Researchers 5 27 17 2.37
sional affairs Teachers 1 = 22 .25 2,56

' : Practitioners 4 29 15 2.27.
ll.-chrition rate Researchers 3 25 .:;20 2.38
Teachers 3 24 * 20 2.38

Practitioners 3 24 20 2,38
.12, Baccalaureate origins Researchers 5 24 20 2,41
B : '~ Teachers 4. 18 27 2.61
Practitioners - '45d_ ' 20 25 2.57

Tl - e ' L . .
13. Enrollment status of Researchers ~2 18 19 2.62
' students Teachers 1 14 22 2.13
Practitioners 1 17 19 2.68
14, Involvement in program Resqarcﬁers 17 _’30 2.79
“  affairs ' *°  Teachers ¥ 4 19 - 23 2.46
Practitioners : 23 24 2.62
15, Nonacademic needs and Regsearchers 3 12 34 '2.88
- concerns Teachers 1 19 28 2,73
Practitioners 1 16 30 2.81
16. Geographical origins Researchers .. 1 6 43 3.32
of students’ . Teachers -6 P43 “3.35
Practitioners 7 42 3.67
17. Involvement in insti- Researchers 4 46 3.32
tutional affairs Teachers 2 11 36 2.92
' Practitioners 1 6 42 3.14
N
., ) ‘



. Table B.3

{ Important Information for Judgménta nbout the
Educational Quality of Ph.D. Programs:

o . CHARACTERISTICS OF RESOURGES

w

Number of graduate deans who rated
Dinformation'nbout the characteristic:*

T AP ' s Perhaps useful;
. ' In programs Essential Important not important Mean
Characteristics to train: (1) 2) (3 and 4) rating
" :1, University financial Regearchers ,37'; 12 1.24
support for the Teachers, 27 .21 1.44
' program Practitioners 24 23 1 1.52-
- 2. Library Researchers - 37 11 1 . L.27
C Teachers 29 19 o - 1.40
Practitioners 25 20 s 3 1.54
3. Laboratory equipment and Researchers 37 11 D ¢ 1.27
facilities (including Teachers 20 21 7 1.73 .
facilitiés for the Practitioners 23 21 4 1.60
creative artq) :
4. Computer facilities Researchers 27 © 20 2 . 1.49
¢ Teachers 9 18 hd 21 2.25
7 Practitioners 11 24 12 2.04
5. Eitgpnﬁl financial Résearchers 28 16 5 1.53
support for the Teachers 10 26 12 ' 2.04
' g&Pgram Practitioners . 14 26 8 - 1.88
.",'./ . R . '
6. Financial support Researchers 20 22 4 1.65
for students Teachers ‘14 21 10 .91
¢ Practitioners 12 18 15 » 2.11
7. Purposes and Researchers o2 32 6 . 1.90
" strengths of Teachers 11 33 5 -1.88
+ parent institution Practitioners = 10 28 11 2.04
8. Classroom and Researchers 5 26 % 19 ~ 2.32
office space Teachers ' 4 3 11 2.14
Practitioners 4 28 17 2.29
9. Availability/utiliza- Researchers 4 2 11 34 - 2.73
" tion of noncampus Teachers 14 34 2.79
resources ~ Practitioners 3 21 24 2.46
10. Facilities for leisure Researchers 1 5 b 3.28
time and sports Teachers 5 44 . 3.29
Practitioners 4 45 3.35

‘ act;vities\

*Total N=50. Rows may not add to 50 because respondents sometimes omitted an item.

Py
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Tahle.B.4 - '

Y ) Important . Infomtion for Judgnente about the o e
- ST Educatidnsl Qutlity of Ph.b. Progrnne o : .
CHARACTEBISTICS 0? PRDGRAH OPERATION- Co SR
X ,Nunber of grnduete deans who rated - . it
‘ o 4 M&M&L& S
R » . ' ' ﬁ?. ) J : ’ o ‘Perhaps useful; o ';‘J
' . : In programs: Qasential Important not. inportant : Heaﬂ ».."l
Characteristics - ; to train: .- (68 (@) (3 and &) . rqtin(g
‘1. Purposes of the progranm Researchers ) 30 16 o h} e 4 45}'
o - Teachers’ .26 19° : 4. _ 1'55 .
‘ Practitioners = 26 . 19: o 3 : 1. 52 .
2. Admissions policies Researchers . 26 ‘201 3 1.53
hd A Teachers - 23 23" 2 i - 56
' = . \ Practitioners 22, ".22 ) 4 63
é; Provision for the | Researéﬁere ' 20 . 28 L 1]“3. : 1.57 .
- evaluation of - - Teachets - 20 S8 C .- 1.58 -
student progrees ~ Practitioners 20 = 26 2 1.63
4, Course and program . Researchers 24 ' 23 ' : 3 1.58
offerings " "~ Teachers 24 24 1 ~ L.53
' - . Practitioners 25 .2 3 1.55
5. Programvleaderehip ‘Researchers 22 25 3 < ;'62
' ‘Teachers 22 24 3 1.61
" Practitioners 21 L 24 o4 1.65
‘6. Provigion for " Researchers 20 25 5 1.70
advisement. of .Teachers .18 28 3 1.69
students : Practitioness 19 25 -5 L
7. Student-faculty - ' Researchers 21 22 - -1 oo 1720
interaction Teachers 21 24 4 - -1.65
‘ Practitioners 19 23 7 1.76
8. Degree requirements Researchers 16 28 5 1.78 .
Teachers , 12 030 6 b1 88
Practitioners 12 31 S 1.8%}?
9. Enrichment with visit- ~ Researchers 13 .32 5 . 1.84'
ing lecturers, COl— Teachers - = 8 34 7 + . -1.98.
loquia, etc. Practitioners 10 30 9

*Total N=50. Rows may not add to 50 because respondents sometimes omitted an item.

>

4 ©
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b h DL

CHARACTERISTICS OF PROGRAK'OPERATIOﬁ

S
I

Number of graduqte deans who rated

o . 'a = 1nfotnntion about.'the characteristic:*
M - ";¥ o / v o ' Perhaps useful; L
s 4o In prggrams Esseactal Inportant - not . important

-54—~

':'Ch_a'racteristics ‘ to trainx fil (2) (3 and 4)
. . .
lQ Support staff for aca- Researchefs 14 29 7 1.86 )
¢ demic program (secre~ :. Teachers {/’ 12 27 10 1.96
taries, research Practitioners 8 31 10 2.04
assistants, teachipng - P
'assistants, etc.) :
.11.'Provision for meeting Reeea:chersv 14 25  ;,10 1.92
individual needs of Teachers 10 .29 © -9 1.98
- students Practitioners. 14 28 10 - 1.92
12. Personal and - Researchers 18 15 15 -1.98 .
academic freedom " Teachers 19 15 13 1. &w
o Practi;}oners 18 11 18 ‘“2._1§.7_*
. ' - _t . "M'.' et
713, Relationships with Researchers 9 29 f12- 2.06
: _cognate programs . Teachers 10 29 10 2.00
Practitioners 8 27 14 2.12
14. Efficiency of degree  Researchers 7 29 9 2.07
-~ production o ., Teachers 5 30 9 2.11
: Practitioners 6 31 7 2.05
15. Sizq\ef the ‘program Researchers 8 30 11 2.12
' Teachers - 8 26 15 2.16
Practitioners 8 23 17 2.23
16. Plans for the future Researchers 11 - 23 16 2.14
" of the program Teachers 10 24 15 2.14
Practitioners 10 24 et 15 2,14
17. Internships or other “Researchers 10 21 18 2.20
. opportunitiess for rele- Teachers 21, 23 4 1.65
vant student experiences Practitioners 23 21 5 1.65
18. Postdoctoral study Researchers 10 19 19 2.21
opportunities Teachers 1 10 36 2.87
Practitioners .- 1 13 33 2.83
15. Recent innovations Researchers 8 21 . 19 2.27
: Teachers 7 27 ' 13 2.17
Practitioners 7 2@_} N 16 2.21
\ A}
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\ o b " : )
CHARACTERISTICS OF l;ROGRAH OPERATION ¥
" Nusber of graduate deans who rated
. . :I.nf'o ion about the characteristic:*
' o ‘ ¢ Perhaps useful; -
: : ) In #rograma. ‘Esqent:lal “Important’ not-important Méan n
Characteristics #°  to train: 51) (2) , (3 and 4) rat:lmg‘:*'f-
o ."1‘\. N . B} :.b‘, "1‘,'
20. Program deciﬁion—mk:lng Researchers 6 2 % . 2 T 2031
structure A Teachers 4 e v 27 2.77
T, Practitioners = 4 22 .- .22 238
21. C°"'Pet1t1"e“e°°(ﬂm°ns Researchers = 5 ¢ 17 © ... 27 3#3 -
atudents » . Teachers 17 - 28 5.
i L / Practitioners 2 31 2.79
' - b 'L, — i “l'.j
» € -
6 - ‘v »4:
- ,?‘:i ™ ( .
- -k ’
- “ . i ? “:5_ P & ¢ pu
N ‘ * ", o
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< S s ‘ Appendix C
The Adequacy gpd Availability of Measures thau might be Used
-

as Indicators of a Program Characteristic ﬁ%-

Notes

1. Qaters were asked to answer. the following questions “about each program e

characterlstic‘

4

Q-1 a) In your opinion; how adequate or appropriate is the measure
? as an indicator of the quality of the listed program
r:haracteristic'7 Circle one letter for each measure, using
‘the following key:

VG = very good 1nd1cator

= good indicator

poor indicatorl, but useable
= 1nadequate 1ndﬂ'ator, not useable

,
oo O
B

' = b) From all of the pessible measures for each characteristic,
- _including any you may have added, double circle your rating.
of ,the one measure for each character1st1c that you would prefer
to see used as an indicator .of program quality. In making this
judgment you may want ‘to conslder practical problems of gathering
the information as well as it's more abstract desirability.

Q.2 Is this information currently avallable through the program or
" dean's office at your university? Circle one letter using the
] following key: (; IR o .

. ; PR ¢

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 ]udgments about the relative impdrtance 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 preparation of research scholars, college teachers, or pro-
fes51onal practitionets.

2. Total number of'respondents is 43. Frequency tabulatjons (“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, partlcularly in the last section.

3. Frequency tabulations for "other' measures indicate the number of persons
who wrote in-some additiomal way to measure the characteristic. Mean ratings
and availablllty are not reported for these write-in measutes.

4. Program character1st1cs and possible measures appear in these tables exactly
Jas they appeared in the’ second questionnaire; the only change is that tabu- k4
. "lated, response frequencies r\place the questionnaire's response options.

. ,: -57- 64
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| et - " | o
' Hle L. ‘ Mequacy Availabiltcy
‘FACULTY. characteristics ‘and‘ possible measures ’ Preferred fated a8 Nean » |
: - by:  Very Good Good Poor or Insd. Tt | Yes Mo Varle . .
‘), Acadenic rraining of faculty ) M ¢ Quwil). : 2
| < . | ¥ o
- 8. Percent: with Ph, D,'s or equivalent degrees o 14 fo S, § un 41
b, Percent of Ph.D.'s frow top" programs in esch field L} defined by ‘ P ' _ :
8 reputational survey ‘ y 18 [ I U R TR I B 6 8 D
t Kerage gr;?e in graduate school 1 1w 2.0 1B
d. Percent vho held national fellowships as graduate students or poe'b ) ‘ ‘ . , ‘ s * .
. doctoral fellmhipe a{nce graduat lon _ . 4 6 % 12 2,56 nuow
‘e, Appropriateness of specialty.areas.of training to purposes of the | - ks ,
program, as evluated by a visiting team of wxperts . - : 4 Il 2 10 100 S Ou 19 .
“f. Percent of enrolled students vho rate the academic achisvenent of, ', ' T g
faculty members "excellent” 1’ S [} 2.4 VA 1 "'.
g. Other (write {n) _
|‘T
‘ (Double-circle one measure you prefer) '
r - -
tf T b Research (‘orlother scholafly or creative) Activity = .. NI Cr Cy
I : ' - ‘ : s ‘ ‘ _;_é i rresa .
8, Average nunber reseqrch projects in progress per FTE faculty 11 018k 00 in £ N TR (| R ‘
. ' . , . ] . [ ! ‘,,P . 'y
. b, Average quuber resenrch proposals funded in the last three years . ; % % o
) Ca ‘per FIE Faculty ‘ N 19 n 3,40 RS o \
. L toa . ,;‘3“".""
e Average percent of faculty time spent in basrc research (ot ’ o , ) N I _/‘_
~ equivalent) : , 2 6 2 LI 20 ) R O U U
¥ ' ' 8 o f
. ¥ ' .
L Merage percent of faculty time spent in applied'research | '
(or equivalent) o . . 1o 10 20 2.53 D S U
e, -Average number research ‘assiskants per FIE faCul[y s 0 1 1l X IAL S 8 ? )
o . . Percent of faculty actively lnvclved in the publicatlon of research oo I ‘
results (journal editor, editorial board member referee for sub~ 7, .
mitted articles, etc.) ; G , I b B u b w1 w9
. A ,
. ) S r.. ‘,' . 4 !
g Average number dnvited prese‘ntations of research results in the \ ‘ ‘ ‘ .
past year (visiting lectures, colloguig, vorkshops, professional '
meet ings, etc,) per Y faculty _ ‘ ! Y ¥ 3 KB .9 L »
" h -Other: " - » ) ] §. 1 ‘ ,‘ B
! r o . k | V ‘ ) r‘\
(Doubi?elcircle one neasure you prefer) Y , / “ \ o s
- ) b
1 ? ' ,




i .
n “ .

! - ‘ [} e
s N . , S Mequacy  Atlabtlity
Ty TACULTY chmcu.ruticuland poasible nearures (contf‘) Pretgered Rated as: N {0 ‘ |
‘ e " byt Very Good Cood ‘Poor or Ined. TIIME |* Yes Mo  Varim
- ' Y W red)) |
3. Ressarch (or other scholarly ot creative) productivity L
) L . )
| . Avm;e nusber bocks duthored nnd pubLished {n the lm thm . S :
“yeats per‘ 1 flculty ‘ /A | RN o6 S
‘b, Avarsge nusbar edited books, book chapters, or monographe B (}L R ‘
0 publiehed {n the lagt thre e er rrf facilty TS I\at) S R N ' o1
¢, Avarage nusber jourmal nrttclos published in the last three Lo . e ,
‘ ytm per L faculty p b B ! Rl B o5 '
d imcd‘lveuge:mﬂher publications (giving progressively S
re veight to refereed journtls, single authorship of articles, - | !
. enfor aithorship of books, etc.) in the past three years (sub. o e -
. ‘ n0. patents or artistic performbnces or products vhere spproprlate) n ) T T T N (IR T VIS L1 T
R Wi ' \ ' ! ' !
O A lent of faculty who hlve publiuhed at lmt on! item in the’ o ’ ’ ’
Voo lotyr oy ‘ 1 O RS X ¥ ) S RS U
7 Average publications citation rate over the past three years}" 1 nooa. 9 0 E 1 | 8. 10
g Average nuaber technical papers or project reports prepared ‘ ' l '
- ‘ in the last three years _ 0 I 13 M5 L N
N 4 : |
Che Others (veite'tn) ' . ! B U T o
‘ ‘ 1y
e | o
; & - (Double~circlé ane measute you prefer) ’ ! “-‘ \‘ ’ ‘ﬂ ‘ :
o) ‘ S — — e s e animire e I
o . . - TTi—
4. Harora and avards; natiolnal p;gfessl?nn,l recognition o~
x [} Anrl;e reputational ratlng of the faculty among colleagues (cf, : " \ o
S o ME utim) : : 1) non b INU US|
: -~
b, Avnrm ousber profmionnl honou and mrdn per P fnculty . ‘ '
o the past ‘three years 17 19 19 § 1.3 15 ¢ 0
¢ Average nuaber professional aasn, offices, tomdteee chairaan- .
ships, traveling lectumhipl ete,, per m fuulty over the
Co past three years ‘ 5 yon U e Wy n
Other: (ugttn 1n) S ) / 1 l
’ v
‘/
’ . % ' /
v A .




4 ‘A
P

i o 5
: o 0.l 0.2
o Megquacy Availabilit
FACULTY characteristics and possible me.asur?s (cont.) rafercad Rated as: " Mean B
= , by:  Very Cood Good Poor or Inad. rating Yes No» ‘Varles
5. Contern for studgpt developnent, and welfare W () Q Iﬁd 1)
. "y oy : v;‘ 6
. 4. Average student (or former’student) rating on a scale measuring “ ’ .
 faculty concern for student developsent and welfare, accessibility, ' .
; advising skill, etc, _ % 15 23 5 323 y5on
¥ b, Percent of ‘flaculty time speht in conferences or Informal contacts . S
vith studeffs ‘ 2 4 i 15 274 19 I
¢. Reputational judgwents by colleagues B 8 2 13 2.86 YY) [
d. Avg. no. of posted office hours per week per FTE faculty 0 0 1 §2 1,56 o110
e. Tendency for faculty tp see students as colleagues, apprent {ces,
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a. Avg. ratings by students on & course and teacher evaluation form 16 11 A '.w;f J300 9 10 "B
. t
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. | ‘ . .
1) visiting panel of experts /. 1 n. 20 - 9 TN (N A R /B V.
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. d Avg. yéars of undergraduate teaching experience per FIE faculty 0 R T A DU TR T
.‘ y ' " ] »
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! N = mh
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4 1
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’ !
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\h Percant of those vho enroll who achieve candidacy 0 b U] n L1 B8\
¢. Median number quarters or semesters in attendance that are needed :
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(continued) .
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Appendix D . -
Ranked Importance of Major Tasks of Ph.D. ?rograms

in Fifty-four Universities

» .

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. .Im 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.

Rans assigned to each task in each curricular area were also

‘examined for differences depending upon the respoﬁdent’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 of 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 y
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.

ifferent tasks for different fields of study or disciplines, as
well/ as among programs within disciplines, suggests an additional

dimension for consideration insthe development of systematic pro-
cedures to assess quallty in doetoral education.
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Table D.1

Ranked Importance of Major Tasks of Ph.D. Programs

_ in Fifty~four Universities
; Number of deans who Mean
: . “”@ﬁ,Cur:icular Area ranked each task:* rank
. : #1.  #2 #3
. 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

to train research scholéfs . 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, avreas. i oo

//0.




LI Table D.2 -
v ' ' Major Tasks of Ph.D. Programé, as Ranked

by Graduate Deans in 54 Programs

Curricular =~ Programs : \ o
Area to train: : Average rank order of importance
Regearchers 1.33
Physical Teachers 2.13J
sciences . . ’ |
Practitioners 2,53
T \ Researchers 1.44
Biological Teachers o 1.84J
sclences ‘ ;

Vo Practitioners 2.7]

* Researchers 1.87
ocial Teachers ' . 1.80
sciences N '
’ Practitioners , _ 2,33
| Reseapchers 1.90
upanities | Teachers 1.33

Practitioners | 2.76

-~

Question: How would vou rank the major tasks of your own institutions Ph.D. programs,
| in order of their importance? Tasks: training research scholars, training
college teachers, training professional practitioners.
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- \ ' Appendix E

Universities in the Safple

Northeast

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

Gegrgia Institute of Technology
versity. of Louisville

‘Mdmphis State University

Upiversity of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill
ahoma State University
ice University
niveréity of Texas at Austin
exas Woman's University
sTulane' University
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

7112 !
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