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PREFACE

The study on which this report is based resulted from
initiatives taken several years ago by the University Council for
Educational Administration. Representatives of UCEA and the
Commonwealth Council for Educational Administration met during
the 1974 International Intervisitation Program and agreed to
proceed with parallel studies of administrator preparation programs
in Cénada, the United States, England, Australia and New Zealand.

We are ﬁleased to have had the opportunity to conduct the Canadian
study.

Although there was no standard format for the five studies,
there seemed to be merit in making the data collected in Canada and
the United States comparable in as many respects as possible.
Accordingly, the instruments developed by the UCEA research team
were used with minor modifications for this study. Special thanks
are extended to the members of the research team and to UCEA for
making the questionnaires available.

The study could not have been completed without the coopera-
tion and assistance of department chairpersons, program coqrdinators
and students across Canada. We greatly appreciate their willingness
to complete questionnaires and assist in the data collection.

The support provided by the Department of Educational
Administration thréughout all phases of the study is gratefully
acknowledged. The financial contribution of the University Council
for Educational Administration toward the publication of this report

is also recognized with many thanks.
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We would like to ektepd our thanks to Carole Matheson, Judy
McKinney, Chris Prokop, Alberta Stallybrass, Elizabeth Stone, Joyce
Verkerk and Dorcthy.Woslyng for assistance in the preparation of the
instruments, data collection, data analysis and the typing of the
report.

It is our hope that this report will prove to be a useful
source of information te all those who have an interest in

educational administration programs offered by Canadian universities.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The study of educational administration is a relatively recent
addition to the areas of graduate level specialization in education.
Specialized preparation for the practice of administration is still not
regarded universally as being necessary or desirable; in many educatipnal
systems educators or even non~educators are appointed to administrative
posts without any formal preparation for these responsibilities. Although
.the desirability of such preparation is gtill not recognized by some
school systems in Canada, there has been a rapid development of graduate
level university programs over the past two decades. As a result, those
educators who aspire to administrative posts have access to programs at
the pre-Master's, Master's and doctoral levels; for many prospective stu-
dents these programs are available within easy commuting distance. Al-
though the existence of these programs is generally known, information
about their similarities and differences is not readily available. The

. lack of such information prompted the study on which this report is based.

Purpose

The purpose of the research project was to fulfill the need for

13

the collection, compilation, analysis and dissemination of information
about educational administration programs offered by Canadian universities.

Among the specific questions addressed were the following:



4.

7.

8.

9.

What programs are offered by various universities?

What are some of the characteristics of the context in which these

programs are offered?

What procedures are used in recruitment, selection and admission

of student:s?

What are the purposes of those programs in terms of the positions
for which they are intended as preparation and the skills which

they attempt to develop?

What is the content and structure of programs at the Master's

and doctoral levels?

What instructional methods and approaches are used in educational

administration courses?

What facilities and services are available, and how adequate are

they judged to be by staff and students?

What placement activitles do departments undertake, and where are

students placed?

What changes in programs have been introduced recently, and what

changes are being considered?

The intent of the study was to develop some generalizations about pro-

.grams in relation to these questions as well as to indicate ‘the variations

which exist between programs and departménts. Although it was not a prime

purpose of the study, one anticipated outcome was that the analysis of

this information would lead to the identification of some problems and

issues which meri@ the attention of those who are responsible for designing

graduate programs.

16



Method

In the initial phase of the study contact was made with the
faculty of education or department of educational administration of fice
in each of the degree-granting institutions in Canada. A one-page
questionnaire was used to request information regarding the following
items: (1) the existence of programs in educational administration;

(2) the names of department chairpersons where a departmental structure
existed; (3) the names of faculty personnel responsible for coordinating
degree programs; and, (4) the number and names of full-time students
enrolled in various programs., The universities, institutes and colleges
which were contacted and those which reported having a program‘in edu-
cational administration are identified in Table 1.1. Twenty-nine of the
43 institutions indicated that they offered such a program at one or more
levels. Of the remaining 14, nine reported that they did not have a pro-
gram while the status of programs at the other five institutions was left
uncertain due to lack of responses.

The informatiou obtained in the first phase of the study was used
to idéntify the faculty and student respondents for the questionnaire
survey. Program coordinators were identified in the initial questionnaire
responses; the student sample was selected from the lists provided by each
ugiversity. A sample of no more than }ive full-time students enrolled in
each program at a university was considered representative for the pur-
poses of this study. Consequéntly, the maximum number of student respon-
dents for any one institution was fifteen--five for each of the Master's,
Ed.D. and Ph.D. programs, if all were offered, Actually, only one insti-

tution received the maximum number of questionnaires. The number of
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Table 1.1

Institutions Contacted and Programs Identified in
the Initial Phase of the Study

University, College Program University, College Program
or Institute or Institute

;;;dia Nipissing

Alberta OISF X
Atlantic Institute Ottawa X
Bishop's Prince Edward Island

Brandon Quebec (Chicoutimi) X
British Columbia Quebec (Montreal)

Brock Quebec (Rimouski)

Calgary Québec (Troié Rivieres) X
Concordia Queen's X
Dalhousie Regina X
Fredericton Saskatchewan x
Lakehead Sherbrooke X
Laurentian Simon Fraser X
Laval St. Francis Xavier X
Lethbridge St.»Mary's

Manitoba St. Vincent

McGill Toronto

Memorial Victoria X
Moncton Western Ontario

Montreal Windsor X
Mount Allison York

New Brumswick




student respondents was usually fewer than 10, and in cases of low enrol-
ment programs, fewer than five.

Packets of questionnaires were mailed to department chairpersons
in November, 1976 with requests for distribution to program coordinators
and students. There was aiao a questionnaire for the.chairperson. Return
envelopes were provided so that the respondents could mail the completed
questionnaire direct to the researchers. In the cases of non-responses,
follow-up letters were sent in December, 1976 and again in January and
February of 1977. Table 1.2 shows the number of questionnaires distri-
buted to and returned by the various categories of respondents. Sixteen
of 24 chairpersons returned completed questionnaires while only two of
41 coordinators failed to return a usable questionnaire., The response

rate for students was fairly high—82 percent for the Master's group and

Table 1.2

Number of Questionnaires Distrituted to and Returned
by Chairpersons, Coordinators and Students

Category Number Number Percent
Distributed Returned Response
Department Chairpersons 24 16 67%

Coordinators:

Master's program T 22 21 95%
Ed.D. programs 2 2 100%
Ph.D. programs 7 6 86%

Students:

Master's 84 69 82%
Ed.D. 10 10 100%
Ph.D. 30 21 70%




70 percent for Ph.D. students. All 10 of the Ed.D. students contacted

returned completed questionnaires.

Instrumentation

The questionnaires used in this study were adapted from those
used in che parallel s:uvdy which was conducted in the United States at
the same time. Since it was considered desirable to have éomparable data
for the two countries, most of the same questions were included although
a different response format was used. Only those items which were not
considered applicable to Canadian universities or educational systems
were modified or eliminated.

Seven qgestionnaires with certain common elements were designed
for the specific sample groups. These groups were as follows:

(1) department chairpersons; (2) Master's program coordinators ; (3) Ed.D.
program coordinators; (4) Ph.D. program coordinators; (5) Master's stu-
dents; (6) Ed.D. students; and, (7) Ph.D. students. Samples of the

questionnaires are included in the Appendix.

Description of Sample

No information was solicited about characteristics or responsi-
bilities of department chairpersons and program coordinators. The de-
‘scription of the sample is, therefore, restricted to students. The
intention of the study was to i - lude only full-time students. When
students were asked as to their statu; (full-time or part-time), all
doctoral respondents indicated thet they were full-time students. Of
the Master's program respondents, 93 percent indicated that they were

classed as full-time students.




The sample of students in each of thz programs included those who

were just beginning their programs and had completed less than one-half

‘of the course requirements, those who were more than half way through

their course work, and those for whom no course work or less than one-
quarter of the course component of their program remained. The distri-

bution of the respondents across these categories is shown in Table 1. 3.

Table 1.3

Distribution of Students bty Proportion of Course
Component of Program Completed

Course Component Master's ' Ed.D, Ph.D.
Completed f Z f % £ Z
Less than one-half 41 59 3 30 5 24
Between one-half - 15 22 3 30 5 24
and three-quarters
More than three- 13 19 4 40 10 48
quarters
No response - - - - 1 5
Total ’ 69 10 21

Students were also asked if a research project was part of their
program requirements and, if so, to indicate their progress. Responses
to this question are summarized in Table 1.4. With respect to these re-
search requiremgnts, one Master's student reported having progressed as
far as a first draft of the thesis but none of the students in the other
two programs indicated that they were at this stage of thelr research.
Four Ed.D. students reported that they were at an advanced stage with

respect to the course component but only one indicated that the research
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proposal had been approved. Of the ten Ph.D. students who had either
finished the course work or had less than one-quarter remaining, six
had received formal approval for thelr research but only one was at the
stage of data analysis. These results suggest that a common pattern is
for students to do their research projects or theses after the course

work has been completed rather than concurrently.

Table 1.4

Distribution of Students by Progress on Research Project

Stage of Research Master's Ed.D. 2h.D.
f % f Z f Z
Research not 11 16 4 40 2 10
identified
Proposal in- 25 36 5 50 13 62
preparation
Proposal approved 6 9 1 10 3 14
Data collected - - - - 2 10
Data being analyzed 4 6 - - 1 5
First draft 1 1 - - - -
Not applicable 22 32 - - - -
Total 69 10 21
Limitations

This study had all of the limitations which are associated with
a questionnaire survey. The use of a standardized instrument makes it
difficult for respondents to indicate variations and emphases which con-
tribute to important differences in programs. interpretation and analysis

by those who are not familiar with the programs leads to further distor-



tion. In some cases, data may not have been readily available and
estimates provided by respondents may not be highly reliable,

The survey focused only on full-time students because it was
designed to provide information about programs aud not students, Only
full-time students were contacted on the assumption that they would have
more information about programs; furthermore, it was more feasible to
involve‘them in the questionnaire survey. Since there are large propor-
tions of part-time students in most programs, excluding them as a source
of information serves as a limitation on the study.

Another limitation derives from the fact that the questionnaires
were not translated into French. The absence of the translation made it
difficult for students in French language programs to respond and may
have reduced returns. Conseqﬁently, the nature of programs offered in
some universities may not be adequately reflected in the descriptions of
program characteristics.

Finally, the study was delimited to programs leading to Master's
and doctoral degrees; pre-Master's and certificate programs were excluded
even though a number of universities offer such programs. Similarly,
short courses offered by universities and other agencies were not included.
The absence of information about such opportunities for studying educa-
tional administration renders this as a partial description and less than

a comprehensive description of programs available in Canada.

Organization of the Report

This report consists of the integrated responses of the seven

groups to the items on the questionnaires., The open—~ended responses and
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additional comments have been used mainly for purposes of elaboration or
interpretation and have not been reported in full. The chapter which
follows provides a summary of the responses of chairpersons with respect
to. program enrolments and departmental organization. In Chapter 3 the
recruitment, selection and admissions procedures in various universities
are described. Chapter 4 deais with the purposes, content and structure
of programs'while Chapter 5 focuses on methods and modes of instruction.
Facilities and services are described in Chapter 6 while Chapter 7 examines
student placement and follow-up. Recent, desired and projected changes
are reported in Chapter 8. The final chapter presents some generaliza-
tions about preparation programs and identifies some issues which may

warrant further consideration and perhaps even further research.



CHAPTER 2

PROGRAMS, ENROLMENTS AND DEPARTMENTAL ORGANIZATION

In the initial phase of the research project information was
requested from all universities about programs and enrolments. Addi-
tional data on enrolments, admission trends and various aspects of
departmental organization were obtained from chairpersons in the ques-
tionnaire survey. Althouvgh data were not available for all universities,
those which were obtainad do provide a general indication of the éontext

Qithin which educational administration programs are offered,

Programs and Enrolments

Graduate programs in educational administration, as distinet
from program components,have been available in Canadian universities
since the 1950s. According to the questionnaire returns from department
.chairpersons, the first program was initiated at the University of Alberta
in 1956. Among the more recent programs were those begun in 1975 at Brock
and Québec & Chicoutimi. As is indicated in Table 2.1, at least 29
Canadian universities now offer programs in educational administration.{
Thirteen of these offet a pre-Master's program, 27 offer one or more

routes to the Master's degree and nine offer doctoral programs,

11
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Table 2.1
Types of Programs in Educational. Administraticn
Offered by Universities
University Pre-Master's Master's Doctoral
Acadia _ M.Ed.
Alberta Diploma M.Ed. (thesis/non- Ph.D.
thesis)
Bishop's Diploma M.Ed.
British Columbia M.Ed. (non-thesis) Ed.D.
M.A. (thesis)
Brock M.Ed. (thesis/non-
thesis)
Calgary Diploma M.Ed. (non-thesis) Ph.D.
M.A. (thesis)
Dalhousie M.A. (Ed.)
Lakehead M.Ed. (thesis/non-
thesis)
Laval M.Ed. (thesis/essay) Ph.D.
Lethbridge Diploma
Mani toba Diploma M.Ed. Ph.D.
MeGill Diploma M.Ed. (thesis/non- Ph.D.
thesis)
‘Memorial Diploma M.Ed. (thesis/non-
thesis),
Moncton Diploma M.Ed. (non-thesis)
M.A., (thesis)
Montreal i M.Ed. (non-thesis) Ph.D.
M.A. (thesi-)

New Brunswick M.Ed.



Table o1 (continued)

YN R CEMEZTH 1SS ) ene RIS SO - i vam et cvan g

miveralty te-Mastor's Mantor's Doctoral
Wmtarle Inatitute fur Cettiflcate M.td. (non-thosis) Ph.D.
“tudliea tn Lducat ton M.A. (thdllﬂ) Ed.D.
Ot gws M.Ed. (non-thausia) Ph.D.

M.A.  (thania)

wuehed . (hivouyt imt M.Ed., (non-thesis)

wehec, Trotm-Riviercon M.Ed. (thesis)

nwen e Frincipal's M.Ed, (non-theais)

Certificate M.A. (thesis)

legina Diploma M.Ed. (thesis/non-
thesis)

“sabat, hewan Diploma M.£d. (thesis/non-
thesis)

Shethrooke M.Ed.

Vimon Praser M.A, (Ed.)

St., Prancia Xavier M.Ed.

Victotlae M.Ed,

Windear M.Ed. (thesis/non-
thesis)

Total 1) 27 9

The comhination of levels of programs varies considerably. Two
“f the inivetaftins limit their offerings to a pre-Master's program, six
cffet the pre-Master's plus s Master's program and five offer programs
st all three levels. Twelve others offer only o Master's program and
five offer both Master's and doctoral programs. Some further dif feren-

tiation exiets st the Master's level; at least 16 offer two routes to

o
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the Master's degree while the information available for nine programs did
not indicate clearly whether there was only one route. Of the remaining
two programs, one required a thesis while the other‘was a non-thesis
program. Seven of the 16 which offer two routes differentiate designations;
usually the thesis route leads to an M.A. degree and the non-thesis to an
M.Ed. degree. Nine of the programs provide either a thesis or a non-thesis
route to an M.Ed. degree and do not differentiate in terms of the degree
which 1s granted.

Only one (Ontario Institute for Studies in Education) of the nine
universities currently offers two doctoral programs, the Ed.D. and the
Ph.D.; one other (University of Alberta) is authorized to offer both prc-
grams but has not offered the Ed.D. degree in recent years. Seven uni-
versities offer only the Ph.,D. degree, and one offers a program leading
to the Ed.D. degree.

Table 2.2 illustrates the wide variations in enrclments across
programs and departments. In 1977 the universities for which data were
available reported an enrolment of 122 Ph.D. and 51 Ed.D. students. Over
57 percent of the 173 doctoral students attended one of two institutions--
the University of Alberta or the Ontario Institute for Studies in Educa-
tion. The universities of British Columbia, Calgary and Ottawa reported |
enrolments of 13 each while Montréal reported 15 Ph.D. students. Although
data on enrolments in Master's programs were not obtained for all programs,
the number of students reported exceeded 2,900 and probably is over 3,000
for all universities. These numbers include both full-time and part-time
students. An accurate breakdown into these two categories is difficult

to obtain because definitions vary across universities. Two institutions,




Table 2,2

Enrolments in Graduate Programs in Educational
Administration at Selected Universities

University Master's Candidates Doctoral Candidates
Full-time Part-time Total Ed.D. Ph.D. Total

Acadia 3 15 18

Alberta 33 63 96 44 44

Bishop's 0 13 13

British Columbia 11 185 196 13 13

Brock 0 125 125 A

Calgary 25 54 79 13 13

Dalhousie 6 46 52

Lakehead » 2 20 22

Laval 20 83 103 | 11 11

Manitoba 6 150 156 7

McGill 12 124 136 1 1

Memorial 14 127 141

Moncton 5 50 55

Montréal 15 136 151 15 15

OISE 12 288 300 38 18 56

Ottawa 20 537 557 13 13

Québec, Chicoutimi 36 0 36

Québec, Trois-Rivieres 7 73 80

Queen's ' 6 101 107

Regina ' 3 30 33

Saskatchewan 6 25 31

Sherbrooke 1 137 138

Simon Fraser 50 0 50

St. Francis Xavier 0 60 60

Victoria 7 45 52

Windsor 3 150 153

Total 303 2637 2940 51 122 173




Ouébec a Chicoutimi and Simon Fraser, report all students as full-time.
The next highest proportions of full-time students were reported by
Alberta (34 percent) and Calgary (32 percent). Approximately 90 percent
of all Master's candidates were enrolled part-time. Universities such
as Ottawa and OISE have high part-time enrolments; others such as
British Columbia, Brock, Manitoba, McGill, Memorial, Montréal, Queen's,
Sherbrooke and Windsor enrol more than 100 part-time Master's candidates.
The average number of students who completed graduate programs
over a three-year period are reported in Table 2.3 for selected univer-

sities; these ranged from over 140 at Ottawa to 10 or fewer at universities

Table 2.3

Average Number of Students Completing Programs Annually
in Selected Universities (1974-76)

University Master's Program Doctoral Program
Thesis Non-Thesis Ed.D. Ph.D.
Acadia 3 - - -
Alberta 5 40 - 10
Brock 5 45 _ - -
Calgary 8 15 - 2
McGill 3 24 - 0
Memorial 8 152 - -
Moncton 3 8 - -
Montréal 2 48 - 1
OISE 2 112 3 4
Ottawa 6 135 - 12
Queen's 2 70 - -
Regina 2 3 - -
Saskatchewan 5 52 - -

®These averages are for two years only since non-thesis routes
were recently initiated.
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such as Acadia, Regina and Saskatchewan., The ratio of graduates of non-
thesis programs to thesis programs was approximately eight to one for all
programs. As was to be anticipated, the graduates of doctoral programs
were relatively few in number. From the information provided by depart-
ment chairpersons it was apparent that there were no wide fluctuations

from year to year in the numbers of graduates at various universities.

Table 2.4

Number of Students Admitted to Graduate Programs
in Selected Universities in 1976

University Master's Program Doctoral Program
Thesis Non-Thesis Ed.D. Ph.D.
Acadia 5 0 - -
Alberta 10 40 - 18
British Columbia 3 10 7 -
Brock 4 150 - -
Calgary ’ 11 11 - 5
Lakehead 1 11 - -
Laval 27 - , - -
MeGill 13 40 - -
Memorial ' 10 28 - -
Moncton 1 50 - -
Montreal 11 58 - 7
OISE 10 ' 160 10 4
Ottawa 36 173 - 18
Queen's 1142 - -
Regina 4 3 - -
Saskatchewan 5 10 - -
Windsor 10 75 - -

aTot:al admitted to both thesis and non-thesis programs,
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The data on admissions to programs during 1976 reported in Table
2.4 show the wide variations which have already been indicated in
other aspects of enrolment information. The universities in Ontario re-
port particularly high numbers of admissions. Seve.al department éhair—
persons reported a slight decline in total enrolments but an increase in
the number of admissions to non-thesis M.Ed. routes. No major changes in

enrolment patterns were anticipated for the next few years.

Departmental Organization

Most of the responding universities reported that programs were
offered in a distinct Department of Educational Administration. Among
reported exceptions to this form of organization were Acadia, Québec a
Chicoutimi and Lakehead in which no formal departments have been estab-
lished. If there was some departmentalization in these faculties, staff
members with an interest in educational administration were atfached to
other units. As is indicated in Table 2.5, staffing of educational admini-
stration programs varied considerably ranging from about three to 25 full-
;time equivalent academic staff members. In the universities for which
data were available, a relativelyihigh proportion of the academic staff
(40 percent) held the rank of full professor, 35 percent were associate
professors and 20»percent were at the assistant professor rank. Although
many departments employed part-time faculty to some extent, no institution
made extensive use of such services and the overall proportion of part-
time staff was very low.

Where a distinpt‘department structure did exist, the chairperson

N~ 7

was usually appointed by fhe dean, on the advice of a committee, for a

32



Table 2.5

Number of Academic and Support Staff for Educational
Administration Programs in Selected Universities

University Academic Non-Academic
Acadia 5.0 2.0
Alberta 24,3 8.0
British Columbia © 7.5 10.5
Brock 4.0 -
Calgary 16.0 3.0
Laval 6.0 2.0
Manitoba 5.0% 1.02
McGill 7.25 1.5
Memorial : 8.0 1.0
Moncton 4.5 1.0
OISE 15.5 : 10.0
Ottawa - 6.5 5.0
Québec, Chicoutimi ‘ 6.0 1.0
Queébec, Trois-Rivieres 3.0 -
Queen's 3.0 1.0
Regina 3.0 1.0
Saskatchewan 7.15 1.0

#Additional academic or secretarial services available as required.

Note: Numbers are reported in terms of full-time equivalents.

term of three to five years. Only three respondents indicated that the
abpointment was for an indefinite period. The reported number of formal
department meetings ranged from fewer than five to more than 20 during

the academic year. The majority of chairpersons reported that faculty
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members usually participated‘in‘making decisions which involved (1) the
selection and promotion of academic staff, (2) program and course changes
and (3) admission of students. In only a few departments were faculty
involved in making decisions regarding the selection or promotion of non-
academic staff. On the basis of chairpersons reports it appears that in
the majority of departments, part-time academic staff participate sometimes
in formal decision making while non-academic staff members rarely or never
have a formal vote.

Only two chairpersons indicated that there was a formal student
organization within the department. In most institutions formal student
associations were organized at a university or faculty level. Students
had a formal vote in some departments through their representatives; how-
ever, it appeared more common for students to have access to decision-
making processes through less formal channels. A summary of chairpersons
responses to the questions which asked them to indicate how students par-

ticipate in or influence departmental decision making is presented below:

Type of Participation Number of Departments

Formal representation on 6
departmental committees
and meetings.

Informal communication 8
with department chair-

person.

Yormal meetings with 3

department chairperson.

Informal communication 11
with various members of
department staff.

The respinses reflect all types of participation/influence in a department

where more than one type applied.
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Course Organization

The variations in size of departments, students served and program
emphases were reflected in the differences in numbers of courses offered
and the times when those courses were available.

Responses of department chairpersons indicated that the range of
graduate-level courses offered was from six to 44 courses with a median
of 13. Some departments offered no undergraduate courses while one offered
eight. The median number of undergraduate courses was two for those de-
partments which offered courses at this level.

The number of coﬁrses potentially available to students in various
pfograms obﬁiously was constrained by the total course offerings. In some
programs Master's students could choose from among as many as 39 courses
while the range reported for doctoral candidat:s was 11 to 39.

There was some variation in the in-class hours which defined a
course across the departments. Seven chaifpersons reported that a course
involved 30-39 hcurs of instruction, and five indicated that 40-49 hours
defined a course. Only two chairpersons indicated that a course involved
50 or more hours of instruction.

A wide raznge of practice was reported with respect to the time of
day when courses were offered. Some departments offered no courses be-
tween 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. while some offered nearly all courses during
this time. The range of courses offered during the 4:00 p.m. to 11:00
p.m. time period was from 10 percent to 100 percent; the median was about
50 percent. Saturday, or some combination of Friday night and Saturday,
were not commonly used for scheduling coﬁrses.

The distribution of course offerings across various sessions was

as follows:



Session Range Median

Regular winter session, on-campus 10%Z - 90% 50%
Regular winter session, off-campus 0% - 40% 9%
Spring or intersession 0% - 25% 2%
Summer session 0% - 70% 30%

The data reveal a relatively heavy emphasis on special-sessions teaching

in some departments to very little or none in others.

Funding

Information on funding was provided for 16 universities. In four
universities the budget allocation for the general operation of the de-
partment was the sole source of funding; nine reported having budget
allocations specifically for graduate assistantships. Grants from non-
university sources were rare and where they did exist, such grants never
exceeded 12 percent of the department's total budget and were more likelf
to be between 1 and 5 percent of the budget. Field services and other
contracted research were reported in five cases as contributing to the
departmental budget. Again, the proportion of the total budget was small--
5 percent or less.

The responses to the question concerning the percentage of full-
time graduate students who received financial assistance from research
or teaching assistantships varied from zero to 100 percent. Eleven de-
partment chairpersons reported that at least some students did receive
this type of financial support, nine chairpersons reported scholarship
funding from university sources and six reported that some students fe-

ceived scholarship type funding from sources other than the university.
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Summarz

71'

Specialized graduate-level programs in educational administration

have been offered by Canadian universities since 1956.

Nine universities offer doctoral programs, and at least 27 offer
one or more routes to a Master's degree. A pre-Master's diploma

or certificate program is available in 13 universities.

Enrolments in all programs vary widely across universities; the
largest proportion of the enrolment in most universities consists

of part-time students,

Sixteen of the Master's programs differentiate between a thesis and
a non-thesis route; only a minority of students elect the thesis

option. L
\
The number of admissions, current enrolments and numbers of graduates

Suggest no major change in enrolment patterns.,

The size of departments as defined by numbers of full-time staff
ranges from three or fewer to more than twenty full-time equivalents.
Although part-time staff are employed by a number of departments, no

departments make extensive use of such services,

Department chairpersons are usually appointed for a three to five-
year term. In most universities, a committee is involved in the
selection of the chairperson although nominally the appointment is

made by the dean.

Faculty members are influentizl in decisions concerning academic

staff, programs and student admissions.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

In general, students influence departmental decisions throﬁgh in-

formal rather than formal means.

Undergraduate course offerings ranged from zero to eight while the

number of graduate courses offered ranged from six to 44.

Most commonly the number of instructional hours required for a course

was between 30 to 39 hours.

Departments varied widely as to the time of day when courses were
offered. The median proportions were 50 percent of courses offered

in regular sessions and 30 percent offered in summer sessions.

Only some departments have specific budget allocations for graduate

aséistantships.

In some universities students receive no firancial assistance while
in others 100 percent of students received some kind of financial
support from teaching assistantships, research assistantships or

scholarshipé.
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CHAPTER 3

RECRUITMENT, SELECTION AND ADMISSION PRACTICES

The various elements related to choice of and admission to a graduate
program were examined from several perspectives, Ir the questionnéire sur-
vey department chairpersons were asked for information about recruitment
activities and selection procedures. Coordinators were asked to identify
the factors which entered into a student's choice of program and the ad-
missions criteria applied. The students reported how they became aware
of programs and about the information they were asked to provide prior to

admission.

Recruitment

The activities and procedures which department chairpersons identified
as being used to bring programs to the attention of students™are reported
in Table 3.1. The three most frequently reported procedures included dis-
tributing information to schools ard school systems, to other faculties
oi etucation and departments and at e<ucational conferences. Other pro-
cedure=z used reflected relianmce on advertisements, personal contacts and
the copucation of the program, The one method which 62 percent of chair-
persons considered to be most effective in reaching potential students was

digtributing materials to schools and school systems,

25
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“wle 3.1

Recruiting Proc.durzs and Target Areas
Identified by Chairpersons

Procedure or Target Areas f %
Procedures:
Distribute information to schools and school systems 15 94
Distribute information to faculties c¢f education and 9 56
other departments
Advertisements in professional journals 4 25
Distributing information at professional conferences 8 50

Geographic Area:

Surrounding urban or metropolitan area 3 19
Province in which university is located 11 69
Provinces in the region 0 -
All provinces 0 -

Note: The chairpersons were asked to check all items which applied.

Apparently these recruitment activities were not always seen as
adequate either by chairpersons Or program coordinators in view of the
number of comments respondents made about initiating more active recruit-
ment procedures. For example, one chairperson reported that the depart-
ment had “embarked on a campaign to attract a greater number of full-time
students." In another department there has been a move toward a "more
active recruitment prcgram" which includes the "acceptance of a small
number of students with non-school professional expericﬁce." Other
departments may also be more sénsitive to their recruitment activities
in view of declining enrolments and some competition from other depart-

ments. As ovne respondent stated:

40
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Me huve been very reactive in reaxruiting thus far,
but we propose to move to a much more proactive
stanco-—advertiaing the program mich more vigorously
and relying such more heavily on nominations by key
school district officials.
™e preciss neture of the more proactive stance by other departments was
sot clear from the reeponsea.

As 18 aiso indicated (n Table 3.1 chairpersons identified the
rogreshic arvas at vhich recruitment activities were directed. Sixty-
nine percent of the reapondents {ndicated that recruitment activities
wre directed primarily at the province in which the university was lo-
cated while 19 percent reported that moat of the recruiting activities
were focused on the immsdiste metropolitan area.

Information was obtained fronm program coordinators about back-
ground characteristica of students currently enrolled in programs. The
wmdians of coordinstors’ eatimatea of the proportions of students with
verious background characteristics are reported in Table 3.2. For both
Meater's and doctoral programs, s substantial propertion of students
wefe feported as being Canadian citizens or landed immigrants and as hav-
Ing obteincd most of their professional experience in the province in
vhich the univetsity 1s locatad, A significant proportion, approximately
) petcant as the median recponse, completed an earlier degree at the same
university., Unly & &2nil proportion of atudents in either Master's or
4ictaral programs had no tesching experience. The median proportion of
Nastor'a candidates with two or more years of administrative experience
ot the school level vas 50 percent. Although the median proportion of
doctorel candidates who had leas than two years of administrative experience

was 40 percent, the cosparable figure for two or more years sdministrative

ssperience at & aystem level was X percent.

ERIC 11
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Table 3.2

Medians of Program Coordinators' Estimates of Proportion of
Students with Selected Background Characteristics

Characteristics Master's Students Doctoral Students
f 4 f Z

Undergraduate at this 18 50 6 40
institution

Completed B.Ed. or M.Ed. 19 60 6 60
equivalent at this
institution

Obtained most professional 20 80 6 70
experience in this province :

Obtained most of their 13 10 6 10

professional experience in
other provinces

Obtained most of their pro- 11 10 6 10
fessional experience outside
of Canada T

Are Canadian citizens or 18 90 6 95
landed immigrants ’ :

No teaching experience : 4 10 4 10

Teaching experience but less N 20 50 6 40

than two years of admini-
strative experience

Two or more years of admini- \18 50 6 20
strative experience at the
school level

Two or more years of admini- 14~ 10 6 30
strative experience at the R
district, regional or
provincial level

In general these characteristics of students are consistent with
the factors which enter into recruiting activities of the various depart-
ments--the majority of prospective candidates are at the school level

within the province in which the university is located. Whether greater
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numbers of students could be attracted to out-of-province universities

by more vigorous recruiting procedures remains an open question.

Program Selection

In order t§ obtain some assessment of the circulation of infor-
mation about programs, Eoordinators were asked to identify the three
main ways that students appear to become aware of programs. Students
~were also asked-to rank order the three main ways by which they had
become aware of the programs ih which they were currently enrolled.
The weighted responses of students and coordinators were used to establish

the rank orders which are summarized in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3

Rank Orders of Ways in which Students Initially
Became Aware of Program Based on Responses
of Coordinators and Students

Initial Coordinators 4 Students
Awareness " All Master's Doctoral All Master's Doctoral

Self-initiated 1 2 2 1 1 1
search of options

Recommendation by 2 1 3 - - -
friends?

Recommendation by 3 3 - - - -
professional

Previous course - - 1 3 3 2
work -

Recommendations by - - - 2 2 -
graduatesb

Publicity - - - - - 3
literature

3This item appeared only on the coordinator questionnaire.

bThis item appeared only on the student questionnaire.

O ‘ » 7 ' 43
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When the responses of all program coordinators and of all stu-
dents were combined, they agreed that a student's initial awareness of
programs is frequently the result of a self-initiated search of options.
Program coordinators perceived that recoﬁmendations by friends or pro-
fessionals were more influential than students reported that they were.
The se?ond and third most influential factors as reported by all students
were recommendations by graduates and previous course work, respectively.
Doctoral students ranked éublicity literature among the three major ways
that they learned of available programs; however, this factor was not
identified by sufficient numsers of resp;ndents in order to be ranked
among the top three by any othgr group. The open-ended responses yielded
only a limited amount of additional information. Some students did
elaborate their responses to therextent that they gave the name of the
person who recommended the program or explained that "conversations with
a faculty member" were very influential in helping them decide on a par-
ticular prog;am.

Awareness of programs is obviously only the first phase of se-
lecting a particular program. In an éffort to determine what factors
influence this choice, students were asked to rank order the three main
reasons for their choice of a barticular_university or program. The co-
ordinators of Master's and doctoral programs were also asked to identify
the three:main reasons which they thought had influenced students to.
select the programs in which they were currently enrolled. Individual
responses were weighted and the composite rankings are summarized in
Table 3.4. )

Both doctoral and Master's students indicated that the type of
program available was the most important factor affecting their choice.

Q ‘ {[4
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Table 3.4.

Rank Orders of Reasons for Program Selection Based
on Responses of Coordinators and Students

Reason - Coordinators Students
All Master's Doctoral All Master's Doctoral
Convenient 1l 1 2 2 2 3
location :
Reputation of 2 2 1 - 3 2
faculty and/or
program
Course schedule 3 3 ) - 3 - -
Available - - 3 - - -

financial aid
Type of programa - - - 1 1 1

aThi_s item appeared only on the student questionnaire.

Master's students ranked convenience of location second and reputation
of tbe faculty and program third while these ranks were reversed for
doctoral candidates. For the two groups‘combined, convenience of course
schedule also emerged as a . .gnificant factor. Program cooxrdinators pe£-
ceived that the three most significant factors were convenience of loca-
tion, reputation of the faculty/program and the course schedule. Co-
ordinators of doctoral programs thought that availability of financial
aid was an important factor; howéver, this did not rank in the upper
three for any other category of respondents on the basis of procedures
used to compile the data.

One;third of the Master's students reported that the type of
program available at a particular university had been their first con-

sideration. Individuals who elaborated on their responses or used the
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"other" category gave a variety of reasons for their choice ranging from

opportunity available" and "was admitted promptly" to "ambient of study."

Admission to Programs

The practices regarding admission decisions varied to some extent
across departments as well as across programs. In some cases the chair-
person made the decision, in others it was the chairperson acting on the
advice of a committee and, in still others, admission decisions were made
by an admissions committee. In general, decisions on admissions to gradu-

ate programs were seldom left to the discretion of the department chair-

_person; an admissions committee which either made all decisions or which

shared the responsibility with the chairperson was reported by almost 70
percent of the respondents.
The criteria for eligibility for admission to programs as re-

ported by the coordinators are summarized in Table 3.5. For each criterion

Table 3.5

Percentage of Master's and Doctoral Program
Coordinators Reporting Use of Various
Admissions Criteria

Magter's Doctoral
Criterion Coordinators Coordinators

(N=21) (N=8)
Grade point average 95% 100%
Recommnendations 95% 88%
Teaching experience 717% 50%
Teaching certificate 57% 38%
Interview ) 19% 50%
Essay 10% 38%
Administrative experience 5% 38%
Departmental test 5% 122
Other | 19% 50%

AR
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is reported the percentage of respondents who indicated that it was
applied for admission to doctoral and Master's programs. All coordinators
identified grade point average as a criterion for admission to doctoral
programs; recommendations were also used frequently but there was no
general agreement on other criteria. In addition to, or instead of , some
of the criteria listed in Table 3.5, doctoral applicants ﬁight be asked

to "submit a sample of scholarly writing" or their Master's thesis or
doctoral proposals. The responses of doctoral pfogram coordinators to

the question of most important criterion ranged widely, érom grade point
average to administrative experience to '"other."

With respect to the criteria for admission to Master's programs,
nearly all (95 percent) of coordinators were agreed as to the importance
of both the grade point average and letters of recommendation. Seventy-
one percent of the respondents considered some teaching experience to be
essential but only 57 percent reported that possession of a teaching cer--
tificate was a criterion. Administrative experience was identified as a
criterion by only one program coordinator. Other admissions requirements
unique to particular departments that were mentioned by respondents in-
cluded the following:

1. Pass a departmental screening committee which does not

necessarily interview personally;
2. Pass a written French examination;

3. Two prerequisites: Introduction to Educational Admini-

stration and Research Methodology; and,

4. B.Ed. or equivalent.

[3a
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The criterion which was given the greatest weight in making the
decision for admission to Master's programs was the grade point average;
95 percent of the coordinators identified this factor. The remaining co-
ordinators reported emphasis on teaching experience, personal interview
and general academic record, among cthers.

A slightly different perspective on admissions criteria was ob-
tained by asking students to indicate what information they had to provide
in addition to the formal application for admission. The responses are

summarized in Table 3.6. The only requirement which was reported by 80

Table 3.6

Distribution of Students by Requirements in Addition
to Formal Admission Application

Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
Requirement Students Students Students
(N=69) (N=10) (N=21)
Submit letters of 86% 90% 95%
recommendation
Submit proof of teaching 45% 40% 48%
experience
Appear for a departmental 28% 50% 33%
interview
Submit a statement of 25% 807 52%
career goals
Write a test such as - 22% 50% 33%
Miller Analogies or
Graduate Record
Submit proof of admini- 17% 70% 29%
gtrative experience
Submit an autobiographic 13% 302 24%
essay
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percent or more of students in all programs was letters of recommendation.
Proof of teaching experience was required of 45 percent of Master's stu-
dents, 40 percent of the Ed.D. students and 48 percent of the Ph.D. stu-

" dents. Statements of career goals and appearing for a departmental inter-

\\\\\\view were required more frequently of doctoral than of Master's applicants.
though five of the 10 Ed.D. students reported writing a test such as

Miller Analogies or Graduate Record, only one~third of the Ph.D. students
and less than one-quarter of the Master's students indicated that this was
a requirement. The only category of students reporting proof of admini-
strative experience as a requirement was that of Ed.D. students; seven
out of the 10 respondents indicated that they were required to submit
such proof. The autobiographic essay was used relatively infrequently
for applicants to all programs.

An examination of the responses to the open-ended "other' cate-
gory revealed that this had been used mainly to identify items that are
normally components of a formal application such as the official tran-
script, vitae, names of references and so forth. A few responses did
indicate that a variety of additional requirements does exist and varies
with the individual applicant and the program. Among these were verifica-
tion of completion of previous graduate wﬁrk, submitting a copy of a pub-
lished article, qualifying paper or statement of issues in education,
raising undergraduate average and passing a competency test in the French
language. Proof of previous educational background was generally required;
however, departments appeared to accept student statements as to previous

teaching and administrative experience.

There was wide variation in the responses of both Master's and
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doctoral program coordinators to the question of the proporcion of appli-
cants who were denied admission. The range for Master's refusals was from
S percent to 50 percent of tHe applicants. The median proportion for the
19 coordinators who responded to this question was 20 percent. For
doctoral coordinators' responses, the lowest proportion reported by any
was 20 percent while the greatest was 95 percent; the median of the seven
responses was 40 percent of applicants as being denied admission.

The variations in proportions denied is due, in part, to vari-
atisns in admission practices. As one coordinator clarified, the depart-
ment sees only those applications which meet the minimum criteria for
admission to a graduate program; consequently, a refusal rate of 20 per-
cent may reflect a relatively high degree of selectivity. Another factor
contributing to the apparent high variation is the relatively low enrol-
ments in doctoral programs. If only one or two applicants are admitted,
a refusal rate of 90 percent could be accurate. Furthermore, practices
may vary from department to department so that what is considered a
refusal in one case may in another be viewed as counselling prospective

students not to proceed with a formal application.

Summar
1. The most frequently identified recruiting procedure was distributing

information to schools and school systems.

2. Recruiting activities tend to be confined to the province in which

the university is located.
3. Many departments see a need for more active recruitment in future.

4, A high proportion of students in both Master's and doctoral programs

o0
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obtained most of their professional experience in the province in

which the university is located.

The median proportion of students who had completed a previous degree

in the same university was 60 percent.

Only small proportions of students obtained professional experience

outside of Canada.

Initial awareness of program is frequently the result of a self-
initiated search of options and recommendations by friends or

graduates.

The most important factor in choice of university, as reported by
students, is type of program available. Coordinators perceive that
convenience of location and reputation of the faculty and program

are important factors.

Grade point average and letters of recommendation are the most com-~

monly used admissions criteria for both Master's and doctoral programs.

The median proportion of students who were denied admission was 20
percent for Master's programs and 40 percent for doctoral programs,

with a wide range across universities.
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CHAPTER .

PURPOSE, CONTENT AND STRUCTURE OF PROGKAMS

The characteristics of programs at both Master's and doctoral levels
were examined in terms of purposes and structure. An indication of pur-
pose was obtained by asking program coordinators to identify the positions
for which programs were designed to prepare individuals; both students‘
and coordinators reported on the orientation ofbprograms and the topics
which received the most emphasis in courses. Among the other aspects of
programs which are discussed in this chapter are course, research and
field experience components as well as residence and other program require-

ments.

Purpose and Orientation

The positions for which programs might be designed to prepare pro-
spective administrators are listed in Table 4.1 together with information
about the number of programs which provide appropriate preparation. Nearly
all Master's program coordinators considered their pfograms as designed
for within-school administrative positions such as principal and vice-
principal. About three out ;f four considered them to be appropriate
preparation for superintendent of schools and supervisor of instruction
positions. A few programs were viewed as appropriate for various assistant

39
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Table 4.1

Number of Coordinators Identifying Selected Positions
as Those for Which Program was Designed to
Prepare Administrators

Master's Doctorill
Positicn Coordinators Coordina ors
(N=21) (N=8)
Assistant principal, elemeuntary 18 1
Assistant principal, secondary 18 1
Principal, elementary 19 1
. Principal, secondary 19 1
Supervisor of instruction (building level) 14 1
Superintendent of schools 14 4
Supervisor of instruction (district level) 15 3
Assistant superintendent
business 2 1
personnel 9 3
instruction . 10 2
pupil personnel 5 2
community relations 6 1
adult education 4 2
evaluation 4 2
Administrator, higher or continuing education 7 3
Professor
educaticnal adrministration 1 5
higher education administration 0 3
speciel education administration 0] 0
Research director 2 4
Provincial or regional level administrator 4 3

superintendent positions, most frequently with responsibilities for in-
struction or personnel. Some prcgrams also provided preparation for con-
tinuing education administrators and provincial or regional level admini-

strative positionms.
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Doctoral programs wzre generally considered as appropriate prep-
aration for positions above the school level; however, responses of co-
ordinators suggested that the experiences provided within the parameters
of programs were neither role- nor level-specific. The most frequently
identified position was that of professor of educational administration
followed by superintendent of sch&gls and research director. The only
position not checked was that of professor of special education admini-
stration. Other than this position, one or more coordiuators indicated
that preparation could be obtained for all positions listed at either
the Master's or doctoral levels.

Program coordinators were also asked to estimate the proportion
of students in their departments who were preparing themselves for various
positions. The ranges and medians for these estimates, together with the
number of coordinators on whose responses these are based, are presented
in Table 4.2. Public school administrators received a median of 85 per-
cent with a range of 30 percent to 100 percent; that is, 19 coordinators
indicated that some candidates in their departments were preparing them-
selves as administrators for the public schools. The median of the
estimates of the proportion of students with this goal was 85 percent of
Master's candidates. The median propoftion\of stu.ents wvho were preparing
themselves for further study was 25 percent, while the range was from 2
percent to 33 percent. Although the median proportion for community
college admiristrators was only 5 percent, one coordinator indicated that
one~third of students in that program were preparing themselves for’this
type of position. The proportion of Master's students in any program who

were preparing themselves for the other types of positions was low.

o4



lable 4.

Hangca atd Medtana of Program Coordinatorn' Eatimates
o1 Tropett fona of Studenta Propating tor Selected
Tyvpea of Posltionn

Com it bon ~ Manter '.r; , L \_r'l‘t_‘)'r:l*l_ -
t hangs Med fan t LAnge Medtian

taiveteally ptofeanntia ‘ - YA 7 *-100% 30X

b Al apecialiata ! 8% a } h=257 10%

rubtlic adhool R V0-100% R .. (3 R 4 4ok
adminintrators

community ccliege P4 Y- N 3 2 15% 10%
adminiatrators

toiiege/universtty ) 2N ERA 4 “-13% 10%
adminiatratars

Frovine jal/tegional 11 1-10% ) 5 10-35% 20%
agency adminiantratorm

furthet atudy .0 Q-3 257 - - -

The reaponases of aix coordiiatois indicated that the median of
Fresoetiona for publtic schonl adrinistrators among doctoral students was
w0 petient with a range ftom 5 percent to 65 percent. Although the median
for prefcametahipe was 13 percent, the range was from a low of 5 percent
to & high of 100 percent. The proportion of students preparing themselves
an pFrovin ta./regional agency administrators ranged about a median of 20
perient. imly telatively small proportions of doctoral studer 5 were
ptepat ing themaclven as» R & D specialists, community cellege administrators
vt aduinistrators in higher education.

The orientations of programs were defined in terms of the relative
emjhanin 0 1'¢ developaent of conceptual, human relations and techknical
shi.le. Almost one-halt (48 percent) of program coordinators considered
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that the emphasis was equal among these three while over one—huarter

(28 percent) thought that the emphasis in the programs was equal between
conceptual and human relations skills. Five coordinators regarded the
emphasis to be ¢ the conceptual skills, only one on technical skills and
none on human relations skills alone.

When the responses of 111 students were combined, the order of
emphasis was conceptual (34 percent), equal between conceptual and human
relations (28 percent) and equal among conceptual, human relations and
technical (14 percent). As is indicated in Table 4.3, a higher proportion
of doctoral students than Master's students perceived an orientation to
conceptual skills in their programs vhile more of the latter perceived
the emphasis to be on a combination of conceptual and human relations
skills. Of interest is the result that 24 percent of Ph.D. students
perceived a balance between conceptual and technical which is a higher
proportion than for either Master's or Ed.D. students. The explanation
for the difference may lie in the specific interpretation which was placed
on technical skills by the different groups of students.

Apparently, the majority of programs .strive for a balanced
orientation; however, in terms of students' views, the emphasis on con-
ceptual and human relations skills is greater than on the development of
technical skills.

In order to obtain a further indication of emphasis in programs,
coordinators and students were asked to laentify the seven topics in a
list of 37 (plus "other") which were emphasized in the greatest number of
courses. The rank orderc of the frequency of mention for the 11 topics
which were among the top seven for all categories of respondents are

presented in Table 4.4. Responses for all categories indicate that
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Table 4.3

Number and Percentage of Coordinators and Students
Identifying Various Orientations of Programs

Coordinators Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
Skills Emphasized (N=29) Students Students Students
(N=69 (N=10) (N=21)
f % f % f % f %
1. Conceptual 5 17 17 25 7 70 10 48
2. Human relatiomns - - - - - - - -
3. Technical 1 3 1 1 - - 1
4, Equal between 1 and 2 8 28 25 36 1 10 2 9
5. Equal between 1 and 3 - - 8 12 1 10 S 24
6. Equal between 2 and 3 - - 2 3 - - - -
7. Equal between 1, 2 and 3 14 48 16 23 1 10 3 14
No response 1 3 - - - - - -

adminiétrative theory receives the most emphasis in both Master's and
doctoral programs. Combined responses for all coordinators would place
leadership second followed by research methods; however, doctoral program
coordinators indicate less emphasis on leadership_and more on politics
of education. Instructional supervision ranks third on the basis of
Master's program coordinators' responses. The responses of Master's stu-
dents results in a ranking of second for decision making and third for
organizational development. For Ph.D. students these ranks were held by
research méthods and decision making while for Ed.D. students they were
held by politics of education and decision making.

Although they rank among the top seven for at least one category
of respondent, topics such as instructional supervision, economics of

education, curriculum development and evaluation do not appeaf to receive
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Table 4.4

Rank Orders of the Seven Topics Considered by Coordinators
and Students to Receive Most Emphasis in Programs

Topic Coordinators Students

All Master's Doctoral All Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.

Administrative 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
theory ’

Leadership 2 2 3 4 4 7

Research methods 3 4 5 6 6 2

Decision making 4 4 - 2 2 3 3

Politics of 4 7 2 6 7 2 4
education

Instructional 6 3 - - - - -
supervision

Economics of 7 - 3 - - - -
education

Organizational 7 - 3 4 3 6 4
development

Curriculum - 4 - - 5 - -
development

- Evaluation - - - - - 6 -
Human relations - - 6 - 7 4 4

much emphasis. Only four topics were among the top seven for Master's
and doctoral coordinators as well as Master's, Ed.D., and Ph.D. students.
These were administrative theory, leadership, research methods and poli-
tics of education. However, politics of education appeared to receive

much more emphasis in doctoral programs than it did in Master's programs.

Course Requirements

According to the responses of students and coordinators which

are summarized in Table 4.5, the total number of courses required to




Table 4.5

Distribui“~n of Coordinators and Students by Total and
Comrulsory Number of Courses in Master's
and Doctoral Programs

Number of Courses Coordinators Students
Master's Doctoral Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f % f % f % f % f %

Total number:

Fewer than 5 - - 2 25 1 1 - - - -
5- 9 9 43 3 38 26 38 9 90 10 48
10 - 14 g 38 1 12 33 48 - - 9 43
15 - 20 3 14 - - 9 . 13 1 10 2 10

No response 1 5 2 25

Compulsory:

Fewer than 5 8 38 4 50 27 39 7 70 6 29
5- 9 9 43 1 12 34 49 3 30 11- 52
10 - 14 2 10 - - 7 10 - - 1 5
15 - 20 _ - - - - - - - -

No response 2 10 3 38 1 1 2 10

fulfill degree requirements fa?ied widely across programs. Only one
Master's student reported including fewer than five courses in his program
while 38 percent reported taking from five to nine courses, 48 percent
from 10 to 14 and 13 percent from 15 to 20 courses; The responses of
coordinators provided additional evidence of this variation in the course
component of pfograms. Forty-three percent of the coordinators reported
fewer than 10 courses, 38 percent from 10 to 14,.and 14 percent from 15

to 20 courses. The variation might be explained, in part, by the varying
definitions of what constitutes a course. In some universities, requirc -
ments might be expressed in terms of "full" courses while in others it

may be "half'' courses or semester courses.
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The results in Table 4.5 also show that almost 90 percent of
Master's students reported taking nine or fewer compulsory courses. Qply
two coordinators reported more than nine compulsory courses.

Two coordinators indicated that fewer than five courses were
required on doctoral programs, three reported five to nine and only One
indicated more than 10 courses. One-half of the coordinators indicateqd
that fewer than five of these courses were compulsory. Nearly all Ed.p.
students reported taking fewer than 10 courses while Ph.D. students Were
almost equally divided between fewer than 10 and 10 or more courses. The
majority of Ed.D. students indicated that fewer than five of the cOUrses
were compulsory while the majority of Ph.D. students had from five to pine
compulsory courses on their programs. |

Program coordinators were asked to indicate the number of coyrses
which students were required .to take in each of the following areas:
statistics or educational research; history/philosophy of education, cyr-
riculum development, educational psychology, educational sociology, Super-
vision of instruction, organization theofy, educational finance, politjcs
of education and administrative theory. Responses of Mastér's program
coordinators indicated that~co;rses were most frequently required in tpe
areas of organization theory, administrative theory and research/statigtics;
seldom was more than one course required in each of these. About one~pglf
of the programs required courées in supervision and' even fewer in currjcu-
lum or educational finance. Courses ineducational psychology or educa-
tional sociology were required by only a few programs. Doctoral pPro8raps
required courses most frequently in organization theory and statistics

followed by administrative theory and politics of education.

\‘\'
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As is indicated in Table 4.6, Lhe courses which students selected
reflected these program requirements. Rhe three areas most frequently
identified--organization theory, statiglics and administrative theory--

were common to all three programs, Alihough these were not a requirement

Table 4 &

Number and Percentage of Studénts Including Courses
from Selected Areas iy Their Programs

: ——
fres Master's PI%E?D . Ph.D.
£ 7% f % £ %
A
Organization theory 57 87 9 90 21 100
Statistics 53 71 8 80 21 100
Administrative theory 51 79 7 70 18 86
Supervision of Instruction 41 .5 '2 20 6 - 29
Curriculum 35 5+ 3 30 ' 9 43
Politics of Education 34 49 5 50 13 62
Educational Finance 34 49 3 30 10 48
Educational Sociology 24 35 4 40 9 43
History/Philosophy 17 by 1 10 4 19
Educational Psychology 16 24 2 20 3 14
Other 31 %) 4 40 11 52
e

in the majority of programs, approximytely one-half of the Master's students
selected courses in supervision, currifulum, politics and finance. Fifty
and 40 percent of Ed.D. candidates reported taking courses in politics and
educational sociology, respectively. Over 60 percent of Ph.D. stﬁdents
selected courses in the politics of education and between 40 and 50 percent
selected courses in curriculum, educayional finance and educational soci-
ology. Courses in educational psychajogy and history/philosophy of edu-

cation were infrequently selected.
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Among the "other" areas identified by Master's students as thoge
from which they selected courses were higher education, computing science,
evaluation, vocational education and communications theory. Doctoral
students reported taking courses from areas such as the administration of
higher education, change processes, urban education and counselling.

Program coordinators were asked to indicate what the major/minor
or supporting field requirements were in each of the programs. Eighty-~
one percent ofiMaster's coordinators and the majority of doctoral co-
ordinators indicated that only a major in educaticnal administration wag
required. A minor in the faculty of education was reported as a program
requirement by one Master's and one doctoral program coordinator.

| The number of program coordinators who indicated that special~

ization was possible in selected areas is summarized below:

: Master's Doctoral
Area . Program Program
Administrative theory 12 6
Economics of education 7 5
Politics of education 7 7
Organization design 7 6
Educational planning 7 3
Resear;h methods/statistics 6 5
Higher education 5 5
School law 3 1

Given that coordinators could check each response which applied, the
relatively low number of responses indicates that either the areas were
inappropriate or that Master's programs were not designed to develop
specific specializations. A number of coordinators did make reference

to the generalist nature of their programs. With the exception'of

RO
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educational planning and school law, most 49ttoral program coordinators
regarded their programs as providing oppors¥iitjes for specialization
in various areas. Individualization of prpftams at both the Master's and
doctoral levels may enable students to devgimp specializations related to
either administrative functions or position® which are not readily identi-
fied with these disciplinary areas.

The most common areas for specialiZitign by Master's students
were administrative theory, educational plﬂnhing and organizational design.
As is indicated in Table 4.7, these were jdSwtrified by 23 percent, 22 per-

cent and 14 percent of the Master's studeptl, respectively. Only small
P 1 R

Table 4.7

Number and Percentage of Stud¢Wts peveloping
Various Areas of SpQCializacion

—  N— e
Specialization Program

Master's Ed.D, ) Ph.D.

f % ‘-J/\‘—\fﬂ_/‘>% f %
Administrative theory 16 23 2 20 6 29
Educational planning 15 22 2 10
Organizational design 10 14 2 10
Research/Statistics 4 6
Politics of education 2 3 1 10 1 5
Higher education 2 3 1 10 3 14
School law 2 3
Economics of education 1 1 14
Other 16 23 5 50 4 19
No response 2 3 1 10

e

proportions of students indicated that tL€Y were sbPecializing in the other

areas listed in the table. In the "othef" category, mention was made of ’
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such areas as community education, evaluation, curriculum development and
teacher evaluation. Of the nine Ed.D. students who responded, two identi-
fied administrative theory but there was little apparent overlap in the
identification of areas of specialization. Areas that were mentioned
iﬂcluded politics of education, higher education, curriculum/communications,
policy decision making, policy implementation and professional development,
One Ed.D. student responded, "My specialty is being a generalist.'" The
most frequently identified area by Ph.D.students was administrative theory;
however, beyond that there was wide variation in the, specializations being

pursued. No students in doctoral programs identified research/statistics

or school law as areas in which they were specializing.

Location of Courses

Although there was provision in all programs for students to
select courses from fields other than educationgl administration, both
coordinators and students reported that the majority of time devoted to
formal coursework was spent within the department. As is indicated in

Table 4.8, the median proportion of time which 68 Master's students

Table 4.8

Median Proportion of Formal Coursework Time Students
Devote to Courses Offered by Various Departments

Department Program
Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f Median f Median f Median
Department of educational 68 80% 10 80% ol 607
administration
Other departments in faculty 46 207 7 10% 10 207

of education

Departments outside of faculty 10 10% 4 107 7 20%
of education
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reported spending within educationél adminisrration was 80 percent. The
median time for the 46 students who took some éourses outside of the de-
partment but within the faculty was 20 percent. Only 10 students reported
taking any courses outside the faculty, and the median time was 10 percent.
Doctoral respondents reported a median of 32 percent and 60 percent
respectively for Ed.D. and Ph.D. students witri. the department. About
one-half of Ph.D. students reported taking som: courses in other depart-
ments of the faculty and seven took courses outside of the faculty. The
median pronortions of time were 20 percent in each case; for Ed.D. students
these were 10 percent each.

The pattern of responses summarized in Table 4,3 indicates that
some students in all three programs reported taking all of their course-
work within the department of educational administratipn. When students
did take courses outside of the department, Master's students tended to
stay within the faculty but doctoral students were equally likely to
select courses from outsiﬁe as from within the facult:.

The fields from which students selected courses offered by other
departments are identified in Table 4.9; most frequently, courses in cur-
riculum and research/statistics were taken in other departments. In com-
parison, relatively few Master's students took courses in educational
psychology, sociology, educational foundations or psychology. About one-
third of doctoral students took courses in sociology outside of their
home departments.

Pfogram coordinators indicated that students selected courses
from a variety of fields but, with only a few exceptions, the proportion

of students taking courses in any one area was small. The fields in
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Tabie 4.9

Number and Percentage of Students Who Reported Including
Courses from Selected Fields in Their Programs

Field Program

Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.

f % f % f %
Curriculum 29 42 3 30 9 43
Research/statistics 21 30 3 30 9 - 43
Educational psychology 9 13 _ - - - -
Sociology' 9 13 3 30 7 33
Educational foundations 8 12 - - 4 19
Psychology 6 9 - - 3 14
Social psychology - - 2 20 - -
Computer science - - - - 3 14

which the larger proportion of s;gdents in some universities took coﬁfSes
were curriculum, research/statistics, educational foundations and educa-
tional psychology. Coordinators reported that no students were currently
taking courses in the humanities, history or foreign languages and that
very few students were taking courses in fields such as law, economics,

social psychology and anthropology.

Field Experiences

Both program coordinators and students were asked to indicate
what the required field experiences were. 7The item responses included
participation in paid activities, participation in non-paid activities and
combinations of these. As is indicated in Table 4.10, 60 percent of
Master's coordinators and 50 percent of doctoral coordinators indicated

that there was no required field experience; this was confirmed by the
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Table 4.10

Number and Percentage of Coordinators and Students Reporting
Various Types of Required Field Experiences in
Master's and Doctoral Programs

Field Experience Coordinators Students
Master's Doctoral Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f % f % f A & % ) 4
1. Participation in 5 24 1 12 12 17 1 10 6 29

non-paid field
activities (e.g.
observations, mem-
ber of survey team,
involvement in
conferences)

2. Participation in - - - - 2 3 - - - -
paid field acti-
vities (e.g.
field studies,

administrative
internships)

3. Combination of 1 1 5 1 12 7 10 1 10 5 24
and 2.

4. No required 13 62 4 50 40 58 5 50 10 48
field experiences

5. Other 1 5 1 12 5 7 2 20 - -
No response 1 5 1 12 3 4 1 10 - =

responses of students. Five Master's programs and one doctoral program
require participation in non-paid field activities. Approximately one-
_half of doctoral students reported having participated in some type of
field activiéy; however, the proportion of Ed.D. respondents was much
lower. Thirty percent of Master's students reported participating in

some form of field activity.

Research Requirements

Students were asked to indicate whether an criginal reseaxch
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project was required, optional or ﬁot part of program requirements.
Fifty-four percent of the responding Master's students indicated that a
research project was compulsory; however, the response format did not
make it possible to determine whether or not this research project nad
to take the form of thesis research or whether it was part of a course
requirement or some.less formal fo . The proportions for whom a research
project was either optional or not a requirement were 28 percent and 16
percent respectively. As might be anticipated, a research project was
required of all doctoral students.

The distribution of respornses of coordinators and students by

research course requirements are summarized in Table 4,11. Over one-third

Table 4.11

Number and Percentage of Coordinators and Students Reporting
Various Research Requirements for Master's and Doctoral Programs

Course Requirement Coordinators Students
Master's Doctoral Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f % f % f % £ 7z f %
Introduction to research 14 67 3 38 44 64 4 40 12 57
in education

Advanced research design 1 5 5 62 9 13 1 10 14 67
Introductory statistics 10 48 1 12 35 51 1 10 10 48
Advanced statistics - - 4 19 8 12 - - 7 33
Thesis proposal seminar 4 19 7 33 28 41 7 70 16 76
Cther research courses 1 5 1 12 2 3 1 10 3 14
No research course 5 24 - - 14 20 2 20 - -

requirement

of doctoral coordinators reported that an introduction to research in

education was required. However, 62 percent of doctoral programs required
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an advanced rescarch design course, Forty-eight percent of Master's pro-
ato..> toquirce an introductory statistics course but only one program
in. tuced a . capulscry advanced research design course.

The responses ot students reflected these program requirements;
tw percent of waster's students reported taking an introduction to re-
search o rse and 51 percent an introductory statistics course while 41
et ent partiripated in a thesis proposal seminar. Only 20 ercent of
+e mtudents reported that there was no rvsearch course requirement. e
matority af Pr.l. studentr were required to take an introduction to re-
seat. ', advanced research des'ygn course and a thesis proposal seminar.
cther thar the thesis pr posal serinar, Ed.D. students responses did not
tevcal tons stency in research course requirements across programs.

Ptogram ovordinators c¢stimated the proportion of research pro-

e ts of varfous types which were submitted for completion of programs.

‘hie typew tnc aded cenceptual /empirical study, case study, posit’on paper,
Lctnons. Lop and others. Respon:es ..dicated that the emphasis ‘uariea
e, department to depsrtiment ag well as within and between programs.

fie todlowing ! pes wete mentioned mos*t frequently: conceptual/empirical
atodive, (aac atudles, literature r views and project evaluations. The~ry

cevelupment theses and new analytic approaches were reporced by some

coctutal cootdinatars and, 1 .u frequently, by some Master's coordinators.

reogeam and Repearch Advimors

The majority of studente in all programs reported having an
advinet . Whete o fesearch prolect was o program requirement, all coordin-
wtut - teputted that students had advisors. The description of the fre-

qwehe y Ol mectlngs between students and advisors was similar for students

£9
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in all programs. Approximately 70 percent of Master's students and 65
percent of doctoral students indicated that they met with their advisors
as many as four times each term. One-quarter of students in both Master's
and doctoral programs met with their advisors five or more times per term.

Responses of coordinators indicated that the most frequently used
procedure was the selection of advisors by students; the other commonly
used ..ethod was appointment of the advisor by the department, with or
without student consultation. From student responses it ippeared almost
equally probable for the advisor to be selected by the student as to be
appointed by the department._ The responses of doctoral students suggested
that the selection of advisors by students was the more common practice.
Comments by the respondents indicated that even in those cases where
advisors were assigned by the department, students usually had opportunities
to influence the decision.

According to coordinators' responses, a common practice was to
have supervisory commit*ees for all research projects. The number of
faculty members on such committees ranged from two to four for Master's
projects and from two to five for doctoral projects. An oral defense of
the research project report was a requirément on all doctoral programs
and for 80 percent of Master's research pfojects. Final oral examination
committees usually required the addition of faculty members from outside

the department to the advisory committee.

Residency Requirements

Infor.ation on full-time resldency requifements for programs was
obtained from the coordinators. The responses for Master's and doctoral

programs are summarized below:
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Master's " Doctoral
Residence Program - Program
One-half year or less 2 0
One year -5 3
Two years 0 5
More than two years 0 0
No residence 13 0
No response 1 0

Thirteen (62 percent) of the Master's program coordinators reported that
there was no full-time residency requirement. For the remaining programs,
the residency requirement was one year or less. The residency requirement
for doctoral programs was two vears in six departments and one year in the
other three. A Ph.D. program usually required two years at six universities
and one year at two others; for the Fd.D. the residency requirement was one
year at one university and two at the other.

Since the practices of students may differ from the formal re-
quirement, students were asked to indicate the longest period of continuous’

residence as a full-time student; responses are reported in Table 4.12.

Table 4.12

Distribution of Students by L. gest Period of Continuous Residence

Program

Time Period Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f % f % f A
6 months or less 2 3 - - - -
7 - 12 months 40 58 2 20 1 5
13 - 16 months 14 20 2 20 3 14
17 - 20 months 8 12 1 10 5. 24
21 - 25 months 4 6 2 20 11 52
More than 25 mohths - - 2 20 1 5

No response 1 1 - - - -
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The anticipated period of continuous residence as a full-time
student ranged from less than six months to more than 21 months. The
majority of Master's students (58 percent) anticipated that the longest
period of continuous residence would be 7 to 12 months; 20 percent antici-
pated that it would be 13 to 16 months and 12 percent planned to be in
residence 17 to 20 months. Doctoral students in both programs reported
a similar range--from 7 - 12 months to 25 months or longer; however, there
was greater variation within the Ed.D. group as to anticipated residence.
The majority of Ph.D. students (52 percent) anticipated that they would

involved in continuous full-time study for 21 - 25 monghs. Less than
20 percent of the Ph.D. students planned to spend a shorter period of
time than 16 months as full-time students. Although the opportunity for
splitting the residence periods probably exists in most departments, fewer
students in Ph.D. programs than in Ed.D. programs appear to follow this

practice.

Other Degree Requirements

Information was obtained from program coordinators about other

program requirements including major examinations, culminating projects

and language or research requirements. The responses are summarized in

Table 4.13.

Approximately one-half of the Master's coordinators indicated
that there was no examination requirement. Six (30 percent) reported a
final comprehensive examination requirement, two indicated that there was
a research proposal examination and one reported that there was a mid-
program examination. Doctoral program coordinators reported that final

comprehensive and resear.:h Proposal examinations were required in about

7R
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Table 4.13

Number of Coordinators Reporting Various Examination,
Culminating Project and Language Requirements

Requirement Master's Doctoral
Programs Programs

Major Examinations:

Written and/or oral 1 : 0
mid-program exam

Final comprehensive 3

Both of the above 0 1

Research proposal exam 4

No major exam 10 0

Other/No response ' . 2 0
Culminating Project:

Major paper 3 0

Thesis or dissertation 5 7

Field project and report 1 0

No culminating project 6 0

Other/No response 6 1
Language/Research:

One foreign language 0

Two foreién languages

One foreign language plus

computer or statistics

Computer ahd/or statistics 5 4

No language/research 11 1

Other/No response 3 2

one-half of the programs; comments indicated that a final thesis examin-
ation was common to all programs.
Thirty percent of Master's programs had no culminating project

requirement. The culminating projects which were required in other

.\1'
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departments varied considerably. Among the ways in which the reqUirement
could be fulfilled was a major paper in three programs, a thesis in give
and a field project report in one other. A thesis was a common requjrement
of Ph.D. programs, but one Ed.D. program required a major paper, & thpesis
and an administrative internship report.

Second language requirements were characteristics of onlY a few
programs; however, computer or statistics courses were more often required,
particularly in doctoral programs. Eleven Master's coordinators indjcated
that there was neither a language nor a research requirement, Among the
other requirements that did not appear to be rigidly enforced were those
which included a balance of coursework inside and outside the faculty,

and field experience requirements.

Summary

1. Both Master's and doctoral programs offer preparation for a Variety

of administrative and academic positionms.

2. The orientation of program ~+ended to be balanced between qon-
ceptual, human relations ar. re~ 1ical skills. Students percejye
greater emphasis on the .ncent:e  and human relations than 00 rpe

technical,

3. Administrative theory is ' he .- tonic which receives the preatest
emphasis in educational a aistration programs.
4. Course requirements vary conciderably across departmen: . tr. - agjority

range from five to 1¢ total courses on Master's programs ainc duagoral

programs. Apprrximately one-half of the total app-ac: o be Cogpul-~

SOry courses. \\\

4.
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10.

11.

12,

13.

Compulsory courses tend to be in thy areas of organization theory,

administrative theory and research/ tatistics.

The majority of programs requirc :njy a major in educational admini-

stration and have no minor ovr ;uf, 3yting requirements.

Programs at both Master's anc¢ ->ctoyal levels appear to permit indi-
vidualization and provide sp. lallzstion in a variety of areas. The
most common areas for specizlizatiqp by Master's students are admini-

strative theory, educationa. plannjag and organizational design.

Only a small proportion cf fr.rmal ¢pursework time involves courses
outside of the department cf educatfonai ..ministration. Most fre-
quently, this involves ta: ng courgfs in curriculum and research/

statistics.

The majority of programs eJu re M- participation in field activities,
and approximately one-half of 1 . ;.udents do not report such exper-

iences,

A research project or the<is iz reguired of all doctoral students

but is mandatory ‘cr -n’y about ong~half of Master's candidates.

About one-quarter .{ the Master's ptograms have no research course
requirement. The majority of Mastgt's candidates do take introductory
research and scatistics courses while Ph.D. students tend to take

advanced resear.. design courses.

The majority of all students have pxogram or research advisors and

meet with -i.em reguliarly.

Sixty-two peicent of Master's progyams have no residency requirement;

~%
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however, the majority of full-time candidates anticipate a pericd
of residence at least seven months in duration. The majority of
Ph.D. students anticipate at least 16 months continuous residence

as full-time students. Most programs still require two years of

residence in total.

14. The majority of Master's programs have no major examination or
language/research requirements and almost one-third have no culmin-

ating project.

15. Foreign language requirements are characteristic of only a few pro-

grams.

~7
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CHAPTER 5

,’ INSTRUCTIONAL APPRoACHES

The instructional approaches whi¢l characterize programs include
factors s;ch as the types of learning activities as well as the instruc-
tional modés experirznced by students. The Qature and quality of these
instructional practices contribute to the JQVelopment of general program
characterissics such as the interrelatedng9N of parts and the mix of
theory and pfactice. Information presentga in this chapter is based on

the reports of students and program coordi™torg.

Program Time Allocation

Résponses of students indicated ¢P_t tpere was wide variation in
the proporfion of time that was spent in §O%twa] instruction, research pro-
jects and field experiences. Most student? in 211 Programs devoted a high
proportion of time to formal instrﬁction aﬂd independent study. As is
indicated in Table 5.1, the median proporii® of time for Master's students
was 60 percent and for doctoral students (b® proportion was 40 percent;
however, the range was 20 - 100 percent fof Master's students and 15 - 90
percent for doctoral students. The proportiun of time reported by Ph.D.
students for research projects was higher than that reported by Ed.D. or
Master's students with medians of 50 percept foy the former and 30 percent
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Table 5.1

Median Proportion of Time Students Devote
to Different Learning Activities

Activity Program
Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f Median f Median f Median
Formal instruction and 67 60%Z 10 407 21 407
independent study
Field experiences 35 10% 7 20% 11 10% .
Research projects 61 302 10 307 21 50%

for each of the latter groups. A range ¢f from 10 to 70 percent for
Master's students indi...ted that some students in this program were de-
voting more time to research than some doctoral students.

The median proportion for those Master's students who rgported
devoting any time to field experiences was only 10 percent and fér the
Ph.D. and Ed.D. students it was 10 percent and 20 percent respectively.

The estimates of program coordinators indicated even higher
proportions of time for formal instruction than those reported by students.

Table 5.2 shows that the medians of these estimates were 80 percent for

Table 5.2

Medians of Coordinators' Estimates of Proportion of Time
Students Devote to Different Learning Activities

Learning Activity Master's Doctoral
Coordinators Coordinators

£ % £ %
Formal instruction 20 80 6 50
Field experiences 13 T 10 4 10
Resecarch projects 18 20 6 40
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Master's programs and 50 percent for doctoral programs. Their estimates
of the proportion of time devoted to research projects was slightly 1e§s
than that reported by students. The median for the estimates of 18
Master's coordinators was 20 percent and for six doctoral coordinators
it was 40 percent. Coordinators' estimates agreed with student reports
that a low proportion (median 10 percent) of time was devoted to field
experiences by students who had any such experience at all.

These responses indicate that both by design and in actual
practice, programs place heavy emphasis on activities of a formal instruc-—
tion type. Research projects involve more of a student's time on doctoral
programs, particularly the Ph.D. programs, while field experiences receive

little emphasis for the majority of students.

Instructional Settings

The inétruction&l setting in educational administration courses
was defined in terms of the number of students in a course; respondents
were asked to estimate the proportion of time that the instructional set-
tings indicated in Table 5.3 were experienced. Master's students reported
that the largest proportion of time (median of 60 percent) was in instruc-
tional settings'of 10 to 50 students; the median prorortion of time for
the 56 students who reported any time in instructional settings of 2 - 10
students was 40 percent. Orly 22 Master's students experienced tutorials
for a median of 20 percent of the time. The medians for doctoral candi-
dates are roughly similar, with the exception that the median proportion

of tim: that Ed.D. students reported in small settings was higher than for

the othv:* two groups.

.\I
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Table 5.3

Median Proportion of Time Students Experience Various Instructional
Settings in Educational Administration Courses

. Program
Setting : Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f Median f Median f Median
More than 30 students 12 107 - - 3 10%
10 - 30 students 59 607 7 30% 2 50%
2 - 10 students 56 407 10 60% 21 407
Tutorials 22 20% 6. 20% 8 10%

The estimates of Master's program coordinators were similar to
the proportions reported by the students as is indicated in Table 5.4.
According to the coordinators, the distribution was approximately two-

thirds in settings of 10 - 30 students and one-third in settings of

Table 5.4

Medians of Coordimators' Estimates of Proportion of Time
Students Experience Various Instructionral Settings

Setting Master's Doctoral
Coordinators ' Coordinators

f % f %
More than 30 students 5 10 ] 10
10 - 30 students 20 70 8 20
2 - 10 students 20 30 8 60
Tutorials 16 10 7 20

2 - 10 students. Estimates of doctoral program coordinators tended to be
more in the direction of the smaller settings than those actually reported

by students; the proportions for both types of doctoral prczrums were

Q é;{)
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closer to those reported by the Ed.D. students than those reported by the

Ph.D. students.

Modes of Instruction

Instructional modes were examined in terms of the extent to which
lectures, discussion and independent study were experienced in the educa-
tional administration courses, as well as the types of activities carried

out in courses. Table 5.5 shows the median proportions of times students

Table 5.5

Median Proportion of Time Students Experience Various Methods
of Instruction in Educational Administration Courses

- Program -
Instruction Mode Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.

f Median f Median f Median
Lecture 61 20% 6 20% 15 10%
Discussion : 68 507% 10 70% 21 63%
Independent study 48 207% 8 20% 16 207

reported experiencing various methods of instruction. Students in all
programs judizazted that the major portion of time in courses involved some
form of discucsion or two-way communication. Lectures were reported for
a median of 20 percent on Master's and Ed.D. programs and 10 percent for
Ph.D. programs. Independent study occupied ancther 20 percent of course-
work time on all programs. Coordinators' estimates were similar to those
proportions reported by students; however, these estimates were slightly
higher for the proportion of time devoted to lectures.

Another perspective on modes of instruction was obtuined through

information on the frequency with which students experience activities

81
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such as group processes, self-instruction, case studies, simulation,
field trips and computer uses in their educational administration courses.

The data in Table 5.6 indicate that there were both similarities and

Table 5.6

Distribution of Students by Frequency with Which
They Report Experiencing Various Types of Activities

Activity Program Always/ Sometimes TRarely/ Nc
Often Never Response
Group processes Master's 227 237% 52% 3%
Ed.D. 20% 207% 607%
Ph.D. 10% 247, 677
Self-instruction Master's 10%: 20% 65% 47
programmed Ed.D. 0% 20% 80%
modules Ph.D. 10% 19% 71%
Case studies Master's 23% 547% 227, 1%
Ed.D. 0% 60% 30% 107%
Ph.D. 437 43% 147
Simulation Master's 147 33% 52%
Ed.D. 10% 307 607%
Ph.D. 10% 38% 527%
Field trips Master's 3% 237 70% 47
Ed.D. 10% - 20% 70%
Ph.D. 147% 38% 437 5%
Computer use Master's 3% 25% 65% 1%
Ed.D. 20% 20% 50% 10%
Ph.D. 10% 487 38% 5%

Note: The Ns are as follows: Master's = 69; Ed.D. = 10; and
?h.D. = 21

dif ferences betweer Master's and doctoral programs. The majority of
students rurely or n2ver experienced group processes, self-instruction
‘modr.les or simulation/role playing. However, group processes were ex-

perienced more frequently than either of the other two. Field trips
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various activities scelf-instruction modules would be least frequently
oxperienced in educational administration courses.

Although there is a possibility that students could experience
a variety of instructional activities in their courses, none are used
extensively enough to suggest that major reliance is placed on selected
2echniques. A great deal of emphasis would still appear to be placed on
two way communication which is possible within regular classes as indi-

cated by the reliance on discussion and such activities as case studies

and simulation in the form of role playing.

Program Characteristics

Coordinators and students were asked to indicate the extent to
which they considered their programs to be characterized by currency of
course content, reievance to student needs, interrelatedness of parts
and the other factors listed in Table 5.8. The table presents the rank
orders based on the responses of coordinators; there are some differences
between perceptions of Master's and doctoral coordinators. The Master's
coordinators considered their programs to be characterized by currency,
relevance, interrelatedness with a mix of theory and practice. Although
doctoral coordinators responses agreed with the first three to some extent,
individualization of programming receivéd the highest rank. Doctoral co-
ordinators did not perceive effective mixing of theory and practice as
did Master's coordinators while innovative practices and individualization
of instruction received low ranks from both groups.

The responses of Master's and doctoral students are reported in
Table 5.9. The one factor which appears to be most characteristic of

programs is currency of course content. To a lesser extent they are also
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Table 5.8

Selected Characteristics of Programs Rank Ordered by Extent
to Which Coordinators Perceive Them to Apply to Their Programs

Characteristic Master's Doctoral
Programs Programs

Currency of course content
Relevance to student neads
Interrelatedness of parts

Mix of theory and practice
Individualization of programming
Useful repetition

Innovative practices

0w N O WN e
D 0O N =N LN

Individualization of instruction

characterized by relevance to student needs, interrelatedness of parts
and student-faculty communication. Programs are not considered by
students to be characterized by innovative practices or individualization
of instruction; however, Ph.D. students do perceive a fairly high degree
of individualization of programming. To a greater degree than the other
two groups, Ed.D. students perceived lower degrees of innovative prac-
tices, student-faculty communication and useful repetition. The reasons
for these differences could not be determined from the information which

was available.

Summary
1. Students in all programs spend a relatively high proportion of their

time in formal instruction activities.

2. The proportion of time which Ph.D. students devote to rescearch

§5



Table 5.9

Distribution of Students by Extent to %Which They Perceive
Selected Characteristics as Applying to Their Programs

Characteristic Program Very Much/ Some Little/ No
Much Not at all Response
Currency of course Master's 77% 167 3% 47
content Ed.D. 50.1 407 10% )
Ph.D. 73 24 5%
Relevance to Master's 487 459 6% 1%
student needs Ed.D. 207 70% 10%
Ph.D. - 67% 29% 5%
Useful repetition Master's - 23% 58% 16% 3%
Ed.D. 0% 607 30% 10%
Ph.D. 24% 52% 19% 5%
Interrelatedness Master's 45% 497 6% 17
of parts Ed.D. 50% 207% 30%
Ph.D. 437, 43% 10% 5%
Mix of theory and Master's 28% 467 267%
practice Ed.D. 40% 607
Ph.D. 38% 487 10% 5%
Student-faculty Master's 57% 355 9%
communicition Ed.D. 30% 20% 50%
Ph.D. 527 387 5% 5%
Innovative Mas’er's 22% 39% 38% 17
practices Ed.D. 107 30% 607
Ph.D. 38% 33% 24% 5%
Individualization Mastecr's 25% 32% 42% 1%
of instruction Ed.D. 30% 40% 30%
Ph.D. 197 57% 14% 10%
Individualization Master's 30% 30% 29% 10%
of prugramming Ed.D. 407 207% 20% 20%
Ph.D. 627% 24% 5% 10%

activities is higher than that reported by Ed.D. or M.Ed. students.

3. Field experiences account for only a small proportion of time for
students in all prog;amsﬁ

4. The majority of instructional time for Master's and Ph.D. candidates
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is in settings of 10 - 30 students; Ed.D. students report somewhat

smaller instructional settings.

The most commonly used instructional mode is discussion while the
remaining time appears to be divided almost equaliv between lecture

and irdependent study.

A large proportion of students rarely or i : experience such

-

. activities as group processes or self-instrur..on programmed wmodules

in their educational administration courses; cas . 'ies and simu-
lation are encountered m¢: - frequently by Master's . .zats, while
doctoral students report mc:- ‘requent computer .. ::.

Programs are characterized by iel-vance of cours: cuuteat and ve a
lesser extent by relevance to si. -ant needs, intcrrelatednass of

parts and good student-faculty .couwurication.

The majority of respondents did no: consider programs to be churac-

terized by innovative practices or individualization of instruction.

s
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CHAPTER 6

FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The facilities and services which are available to students
make important contribucions to the effectiveness of learning experiences.
In order to gain some impression of the availability and standard of such
services, chairpersons and students were asked to rate a number of items
on a scale with these response categor‘es: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor,
and Non-Existent. The items concerned services such as audio-visual,
computer, laboratory and library and Jacilities such as work space, nark-
ing, recreation and housing. In this chapte: the responses are presented

separately for chairpersons and studeucs fol ,wed by some comparisons.

Chairpersons' Ratings

The results of cﬁairpersons' 1-tings are summarized in Table 6.1;
in order to simplify the presentation ana discussion, two response cate-
gories, Good and Fair, have been comhiuad. In terms of the prop -tion of
excellent ratings for items, 33 percent of chairpersons considered audio-
visual services, and supplies and tel~phone service to be of high quality.
Just under one-third of the respondents ronsidered computer a duplicating
equipment, and library service to be ex ellent. One-quarter of the dhair—

persons gave this same high rating to clerical-secictari 1 service,
N ‘ ‘ 77
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Table 6.1

Percentage Distribution of Department Chairpersons' Ratings
of Facilities and Services Available

Facility or Service Excellent Good/ Poor/Not No
Fair Existent Response

i. audio visual services 387% 447 6% 12%
2. Audio-visual supplies 38 44 6 12
3. Classroom space 19 63 6 12
4. Clerical/secretarial service 25 56 6 12
5. Computer equipment 31 56 0 12
6. Computer service 25 50 12 12
7. Conference space 19 50 19 12
8. Duplicating equipment 31 56 | 0 12
9. Duplicating services 25 56 6 12
10. Faculty housing 19 ' 50 12 19
11. Faculty work space 25 44 12 19
12. Food/snack services 0 63 25 12
13. Laboratory facilities : 0 56 19 | 25
14. Laboratory services 0 44 31 25 .
15. Library service 31 56 0 12
16. Library stock 12 75 0 12
17. Lounge space 19 50 19 12
18. Mail service 25 62 0 12
19. Parking facilities 31 44 6 19
20. Phone service 38 50 0 12
21. Recreational facilities 19 50 12 19
22. Student housing 12 62 6 19
23. Student work space 19 56 6 19
24. Transportation facilities 12 75 0 12

computer service, duplicating service, faculty work space and mail service.

A high proportion, 60 percent or more, considered classroom space,




food/snack services, library stock, mail service, student housing and

transportation facilities to be good to fair.

The items with the highest proport _on of "Poor" or "Non-Existent"
ratings were laboratory services (31 .:rcent) .ad food/snack services (25
percent). Although conference space laboratory facilicies and lounge
space were rated favorably by the majority of respondents, 19 percent of
the chairpersons viewed these as poor or non-existent in their departments.
With these items as exceptions in some departments, chairpersons wou.d seem
to regard favorably the facilities and services necessary or desirable for

attaining the goals of the educational administration program.

Students' Ratings

In general, the results reported in Table 6.2 for Master's students
indicate a less favorable rating by students than by ‘the chairpersons.
Only one item, library service, was rated as "Excellent” by more than one-
quarter of the respondents. Four others received this rating by 20 per-
cent or more of students; these items related to audiq—visual services
and suﬁplies, computer service and duplicating equipment. More than one-
third considered clerical/secrefarial service to be poof or non-existent
and 36 percent placed food/snack services in this same category. Approxi-
mately one-quarter gave a low rating t arking facilities, recreational
facilities and student housing.

The mrjori;y of students (70 peicent or higher) considered the
following items to be good or fair: audio-visual supplies, classroom
space, computer equipment, conference space, library stock and lounge

space.
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Table 6.2

Percentage Distribution of Master's Students' Ratings
of Facilities and Sexvices

Facility or Service Excellent Good/  Poor/Not No
Fair Existent Response

1. Audio-visual services 23% 67% 6% 47
2. Audio-visual supplies 20 70 6 4
3. Classroom space 17 77 4 -1
4, Clerical/secretarial service 4 58 35 3
5. Computer equipment 19 71 1

6. Computer service 20 64 7 10
7. Conference space 10 72 12 6
8. Duplicating equipment 20 65 13 1
9. Duplicating service 19 62 16 3
10. Food/snack services 7 59 30 3
11. Laboratory facilities 0 64 16 © 20 ¢
12. Laboratory services 1 59 14 25
13. Library service 32 61 6 1
14. Library stock 19 74 6 1
15. Lounge space 10 70 20 0
16.. Mail service : 9 83 . 4 4
17. Parking facilities 9 62 26 3
18. Phone service 12 64 20 4
19. Recreationai facilities 16 49 25 10
20. Student housing 4 58 25 13
21. Student work space 14 68 14 3
22, Transportation facilities 13 64 16 7

Doctoral students rated a number of services more favorably than
did the Master's students. As is indicated in Table 6.3, at least one-
quarter of the respondents considered 13 items to be excellent in their

departments, and for some items the proportion was considerably higher.

91




Table 6.3

Percentage Distribution of Doctoral Students' Ratings
of Facilities and Services

Facility or Service Excellent Good/ Poor/Not No
Fair Existent Response
1. Audio-visual services 357% 48% 6% 10%
2. Audio-visual supplies 26 52 10 13
3. Classroom space : 39 42 13 6
4. Clerical/secretarial service 3 42 45 10
5. Computer equipment 58 29 3 10
6. Computer service 48 39 6 6
7. Conference space . 42 35 16 6
8. Duplicating equipment 19 52 23 6
9. Duplicating service 13 55 26 6
10. Food/snack services 13 65 16 6
11. Laboratory facilities ' 23 39 19 19
12. Laboratory services ' 19 35 26 19
13. Library service 35 55
14. Library stock 35 58 0
15. Lounge space 32 42 19
16. Mail service 26 58 10
17. Parking facilities 19 65 6 10
18. Phone service 26 45 23
19. Recreational facilities 23 45 26
20. Student housing 16 45 26 13
21. Student work space 35 . 45 13 6
22. Transportation facilities 32 55 3 10

‘More than one-half of the doctoral students considered computer equipment
to be excellent and 48 percent gave the same rating to computer service.
Among the other items which received high ratings were conierence space

(42 percent) and classfoom space (39 percent). Thirty-five percent of the

g5




respondents rated audio—visual services, library service and stock and
student work space as excellent.

The majority of students consideréd these facilities or services
to be good or fair: audio-visual supplies, duplicating equipment and
service, food/snack services, library services and stock, parking facilities
and transportation facilities. As is discussed below, some of these same
items receivéd unfavorable ratings from a significant proportion of stu-
dents. No doubt, this reflects inter-departmental differences in the ser-
vices which are available to students.

Clerical/secretarial services received the highest proportion
(45 percent) of poor or non-existent ratings. The generally unfavorable
availability of this service is indicated by the fact that the next highest
proportion of poor and non-existent rating was 26 percent for duplicating

service, laboratory services, rcocreational facilities and student housing.

Comparisons

The rank orders of the five items which received the most favor-
able ratings and the five which received the least favorable ratings from
each group are presented in Table 6.4. The Master's students tended to
rate library and audio-visual services more favorably than did dcctoral
students while the latter gave higher ratings to computer éervice and
equipment. Doctoral students also gave more favorable ratings. to class-
room and conference space than did M;éter's students.

Chairpersons'’ responses tended to be in agreement with Master's
students regarding audio-visual services and supplies and with doctoral
students regarding computer equipment. In addition they considered phone

service and parking service more favorably than did the student groups.
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Table 6.4

Rank Orders of Items Rated Excellent and Poor/Non-Existent
by Students and Chairpersons

Item Master's Doctoral Chair-
Students Students Persons -
Excellent:
Library service 1 6.5
Audio-visual service 2 6.5 2
Audio—visual supplies 4 2
- Computer service 4 2
Duplicating equipment 4 5
Computer equipment 7 1 5
Duplicating service; 7 N
Library stock. 7 6.5;n‘
Conference space ’ 3
Student work space 6.5
Classroom space J 4
Phone service - 2
Parking facilities 5
Poor /Non-Existent:
Clerical/secretarial service 1 1
Food/snack service 2 . | 2
Parking facilities 3
Recreztional facilities 4.5 3.5
Student housing 4.5 - 3.5
Lounge space 6.5 4
Phone service 6.5 6.5
Duplicating service 3.5
Laboratory services 3.5 1
Duplicating equipment 6.5
®  Counference space 4 .

Laboratory facilities
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Differences in responses may be due to a number of factors. The
more favorable ratings of items by doctoral students may reilect a real
difference in the resources of thése‘departments which offer the latter
program. Even if both programs are available in the same department,
doctoral students may have access to greater numbers of services than do
Master's‘students, and differences in negative ratings may reflect dif-
ferences in the need for services. Chairpersons, no doubt, were respond-
ing in terms of the services and facilities available within the depart-
ment and to the department as a Vhole and not with reference to any
particular group. Some services which they consider available may not
be available to students; some needs which they see may not be appdrent

to students.

Summary

1. Chairpersons considered audio-visual services and supplies and tele-
ohone service to be of high quality in a number of departments; high
ratings were also given to computer and duplicating equipment and to

library service.

2. The services which were most frequently rated as poor or non-existent

were laboratory and food/snack services.

-

3. Library service was rated most favorably of all items by Master's
students; audio-visual services and supplies, computer services and

duplicating equipment were also rated favorably for some departments.

4. Approximately one-third of the Master's students considered clevical/

gecretarial services and food/snack services to be poor or non-existent.
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Doctoral students gave highly favorable ratings to computer equipment
and services followed by conference and classroom space. Audio-visual

and library services also received high ratings.

. 6. Low ratings were given by doctoral students to availability of
clerical/sscretarial services, duplicating services, laboratory ser-
vices, recreational facilities and student housing.

7. Doctoral students generally rated availability of facilities and ser-

vices more favorably than did Master's students; chairpersons tended

to rate fewer facilities and services as poor or non-existent,

8. Differences between groups may be due to differences in the services
available in various departments, differences in services available
to Master's and doctecral students, differences in needs of various

groups and differences in pérceptions.
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CHAPTER 7

STUDENT PLACEMENT

The availability of suitable posts for grac “ecs of educational
administration programs carries important implications for nearly all
facets of those programs. From the perspective of prospective stu lents,
career prospects will influence the decision of whether or not. to ui ~r-
take study and, consequently, will affect the size and growth of such
programs. From the perspective of the university, placement in specific
types of posts will influence decisions on purpose and components of pro-
grams. Although these considerations are important at all times, they may
be particularly significant during a time of declining enrolments and
budgeﬁs which affect the number of administrative positions available as
well as chanées in the educational system which affect the types of skills
_that are expected of graduates. In the sections which follow some infor-
-mation is presented about the placement patterns and career aspirations
of students in educational administration programs as well as activities

undertaken by departments to. assist students and to monitor their careers.

Career Plans and Prospects

Students were asked at the time of the survey whether or not they
were assured of a position in terms of having either obtained a position

87
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or were returning to a previous position. The responses are summarized

below:
Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f 7% f /A f A
Yes 42 61 5 50 6 29
No 26 38 5 50 14 67
No response 1 1 1 5

As is indicated by these data, the majority of Master's students were
assured of positions while the majority of Ph.D. students were not.
Thirtv-eight percent of Master's students, 50 percent of Ed.D. students
and 67 percent of Ph.D. students were seeking positions.'

The types of positions which were presently held and the types
for which students were applying are summarized in Table 7.1. 0f the 35
Master's students who responded to this item, 17 indicated that they were
assured of positions as teachers and the othef 18 identified various
positions most of them administrative in nature. The éight doctoral
students all identified administrative positions such as principal or
administrative/consultant posts. Whether or not these students actually
did return to these positions is not clear from the study. As a numbert
of the respondents pointed out, the fact that they were assured of a
position did not mean that they were not also seeking another position;
consequently, many of the Master's candidates who were teachers may have
also been applying for posts as principal or hoping for such a promotion.

Those students who did not hold positions were applying for various
administrative posts. The majority of Master's candidates were applying
for administrative posts at the elementary or secondary level; however,

three werc searching for academic careers at a college or university level



Distribution of Students by Position Held and Position
for Which They Were Applying

Table 7.1
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Position

Master's
f

Ed.D.

[l

Ph.D.

Presently held:

Teacher

Vice or assistant principal
Principal

Department administrator
Consultant or supervisor
Professor of education

Administrator, teachers'
organization

Assistant superintendent
Adult education director
Recreation administrator
Program administrator
Central office administrator
Superintendent

Total

Applying:

Administration
Teacher

Principal

Professor, lecturer
Doctoral program
Vice principal
Curriculum consultant
Other

Total

17

o= N W~

=N W W

u

=]

Wl P =
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. and four were applying for teaching posts. Doctoral students were applying
for one or both administrative posts and teaching/research at a college or
university level. Comments indicated that the administrative posts would
likely be at th- school district, regional or provincial level.

In order to supplement the information from students, prcgram
coordinators were asked to estimate the following proportions of graduates
at the time of program completion in 1975: (1) those who held continuing
or temporary appointments; (2) those who obtained continuing appointments
within three menths; and (3) those who did not obtain continuing appoint-
ments. The responses are summarized in Table 7.2 which presents the number

of responses in each category and the medians of the coordinators' estimates.

Table 7.2

Medians of Coordinators' Estimates of Proportions of
Students in Various Employment Categories

Employment Category Master's Doctoral
f Median f Median
Held a continuing appointment at the 15 907 4 65%
time of the final oral
Held a temporary appointment at the 3 10 .2 15
time of the final oral
Held no appointment but began a 7 20 5 20
continuing appointment within
three months of the final oral
Held no appointment and hold only 2 5 2 20

a temporury appointment now

The range of proportions varied greatly for each response item.
Although the median of the estimates of 15 Master's coordinators was 90

percent of students holding continuing appointments, the range was from

ERIC Lon

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



20 percent to 100 percent. Seven coordinators indicated that some students
in their programs began a continuing appointment within thrce months; the
median of these estimates was 20 percent of students while the range was
from 5 percent to 80 percent. Only two coordinators indicated that any

of their Master's graduates still held only temporary appointments; the
estimate was 5 percent in each case.

Responses of doctoral coordihators indicate that a lower propor-
tion of students than that estimated by Master's coordinators held a con-
tinuing appointment. The median of the estimates was 65 percent of stu-
dents but the range was 50 percent to 80 percent. The responses of the
five coordinators who indicated that some of the graduates obtained
appointments within three months ranged from 10 percent to 100 percent with
a median of 20 percent. Two coordinators estimated that as high as 20
percent of the graduates still held only temporary appointments. The
rangé in each response category is clearly a function, in part, of the

small enrolments in doctoral programs.

Emglpyment Patterns

The patterns of employment of recent graduates was described by
the geographic location in which positions were obtained as well as the
types of positions. Location wes described in terms of these categories:
same urban area aé the university, not in same urban area but in same
province, in another province and outsiae of Canada. Department chair-
persons were asked to provide estimates of the proportions of all gradu-
ates in each ol these categories while program coordinators presented

estimates for students in particular programs.
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As is indicated in Table 7.3, approximately one-half of all
graduates hold appointments in the same urban area as the university

while approximately 30 percent hold appointments in the same province.

Table 7.3

itedians of Chairpersons' and Coordinators' Estimates of
Proportions of Students Who Hold Appointments in
Various Geographic Locations

Location Depar tment Master's Doctoral
Chairperson Coordinators Coordinators
f Median f Median f Median
Same urban area as 13 40% 16 50% 5 50%
university
Not in same urban area 14 30 17 30 3 30
but same province
In another province 9 .10 7 10 4 30
Outside of Canada 4 10 3 5 2 50

Department chairpersons'estimates for those holding appointments in
another province or outside of Canada ranged from 5 percent to 30 percent

~for cach category with a median of 10 percent. Since only nine and four
chairpersons reported any students at all in these categories, the majority
of departments have no graduates outside of the provincc. The proportions
of doctoral graduates employed outside of the province appears to be some-
what higher. Four coordinators indicated thatL from 10 percent to 50 per-
cent of graduates were employed in another province with a median of 30
percent. Maly two doctoral coordinators reported students emy oyed out—‘
side of Canada but the proportion was high--50 percent in each case. This
is probably accounted for almost entirely by graduates of low enrolment

programs returning *o their home countries. Given the relatively low

12
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enrolments of doctoral programs, the actual numbers of students involved
is likely to be quite low.

Information was also obtained from coordinators about the propor-
tion of students who were employed in various types of positions; specific
information was requested about the 1972-74 graduates and 1975 graduates.
1lhe median of coordinators' estimates for Master's graduates are presented

in Table 7.4. The median of the estimates of 16 coordinators for 1972-74

Table 7.4

Medians of Coordinators' Estimates of Proportion of the
1972-1974 and 1975 Master's Graduates Employed
in Selected Positions

Position 1972-1974 1975
f Median f Median
University teaching/ 2 5% 3 10%
research/administration
College teaching/research/ 6 10 5 10
administration
Department of education 8 10 6 10
Regional office 4 5
Superintendency 5 20
Assistant superintendency 4 10
School systems 7 20
Principalships 16 40 ) 17 50
Teaching/Assistant 12 40 13 30
princigals

indicated that 40 percent of the graduates were in principalships while
the median of 17 coordinators estimates was 50 percent of 1975 graduates
were in principalships. The range in each year was large; for 1975 one

coordinator estimated that only 10 percent held principalships while the
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coordinator of another program gave an estimate of 100 percent. The
second highest median was for teaching/assistant principalship positions--
40 percent for 1972-74 and 30 percent for 1975. According to coordinators'
estima?es only relatively small proportions of students in relatively few
programs accepted the other positions which were listed.

An examination of responses by departments revealed that the com-
bination of principalship and a teaching post with or without administrativé
responsibilities would account for 70 percent to 100 percent of Master's
graduates. The responses for only one university fell below 70 percent
for these two types of positions combined.

As might be expected, a different pattern was evident in the
employment of doctoral graduates, one which indicated much greater vari-
ation from university to university. The results are presented in Table
7.5. Coordinators' estimates for the proportion of graduates in university
positions ranged from 10 percent to 50 percent for 1972-74 and from 20
percent to 50 percent for 1975 with a median of 30 percent in each case.
The proportion of students in colleges also remained approximately the
same; however, fewer coordinators reported graduates employed at the de-
partment of education, vegional or school system level in 1975 than in
the preceding three years. Responses indicated that in some departments
significant proportions of graduates were employed in the other positions
listed while the majority of respondents did not list iny in these cate-
gories. In part, the variation may be explained by the relatively small

numbers of graduates involved.

llj{f
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Table 7.5

Medians of Coordinators' Estimates of Proportion of
Doctoral Graduates in 1972-74 and 1975 Employed
in Selected Positions

Position 1972-1974 1975
f Median f Median

Universities 6 30% 5 30%
Colleges/technical institutes 3 20 4 30
Departments of education, 4 10 1 50

provincial/regional
School systems central office 5 20 1 10

administrators or super-

visors _
Principals 1 30 1 30
Assistant principals 1 20 1 30
Consultants 1 20 1 40
Research institutes 1 30 1 20
Teachers' associations 2 10

Student Placement and Follow-Up

Program coordinators also estimated the proportion of students
completing prcgrams in 1975 who were assisted in finding positions by the

department or the university placement service. The results were as

follows:
Master's Doctoral
Number 9 4
Range 5 - 20% 10 - 100%
Median 10% 457

Only 9 Master's and 4 doctoral program coordinators indicated that any
proportion of the graduates were assisted in finding positions. The pro-

portion of students at the Master's level was relatively low and never
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~xceeded 20 percent. For doctoral studeuts the median was 45 percent,
although the range was from 10 percent tu 100 percent. The difference
between Master's and do:toral graduaz.es can be explained, in part, by
the relatively large proportion of Master's students who were assured
of positions as compared to the doctoral graduates, if the situation which
obtained in 1975 also obtzined in previous years. Information was not
obtained on the manner in which this assistance was provided.

A related item is that of procedures which are used by the de-
partment to monitor reactions to the program and to follow-up of graduates.
Chairpersons were asked to identify each type of activity which applied

to their department. The responses are summarized below:

Method £ %
Personal contacts betwesen . 14 88
members of department and )
graduates
Occasional surveys of all 5 31
graduates
Systematic career monitoring 2 12

through continuing contact
with graduates

Other 2 12
The majority of departments relied on personal contacts, and about one-
third used the occasional survey of graduates. Only two reported systematic
career monitoring and two identified other means. These other means in-

cluded course evaluations and an alumni newsletter.

Summary

1. The majority of Master's students who were included in the survey were
assured of positions at the time of data collection while the majority
of doctoral students had neither obtained a position nor were on leave

from a position.

Q , .l') N
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2. Most of the Master's students were applying for positions, or already
held positions, at the school level; doctoral students indicated a
preference for tea;ﬁing/research positions at the post—gecondary
level and administrat}ve positions at the provincial, regional or

school district levels.

3. Significantly more Master's students than doctoral students held con-

tinuing appointments at the time of program completion.

4. The majority of Master's and doctoral graduates accepted positicus in
the urban area or the province in which their university was located.
Only .mall proportions of graduating students werc employed in other

provinces or outside of Canada.

5. Most Master's graduates find positions at the school level as princi-

pals or as teachers with or without administrative responsibilities.

6. Universities, colleges and departments of education employed a large

proportion of doctoral graduates.

7. A larger proportion of doctoral than Master's graduates were assisted

in finding a position by the department or university placement service.

8. Departments rely heavily on personal contacts between members of the
depurtment and graduates for monitoring reactions to programs and

student follow-up.
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CHAPTER 8

RECENT, DESIRED AND PROJECTED PROGRAM CHANGES

Although the main focus of this study was on the characteristics
of programs at ﬁhe time the data were being collected, an attewpt was also
made to obtain information about the nature of program developments. De-
partment chairpeisons and program coordinators were askeu to identify pro-
gram changes introduced within two years prior to the study as well as
changes projected for the following two years. The student respondents
were asked to identify aspects of the program in which they thought some
changes would be desirable. Results of compiling answers to these questions

are presented in this chapter.

Recent Changes

The frequency with which department chairpersons and program co-

-

ordinators reported recent chanées in various aspects of the educational
.

administration program are shown in Table 8.1. The four areas most fre-

quently identified were as follows: course content or instructional

processes; prcocgram structure; recruitment, selection and admission of

students; and students' research experiences. Some changes were reported

in department purposes, program completion requirements and department

99
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Table 8.1

Number and Percentage of Chairpersons and Coordinators
Reporting Recent Changes in Various Aspects of Programs

Crogram Aspect Department Coordinators
Chairperson Master's Doctoral
(N=16) (N=21) (N=8)
f % f % f %
LY .o content or 9 56 11 52 4 50
(structional processes
praAn structure 5 31 7 33 4 50
o1 tnent /selection/ 5 31 5 24 1 12
Pt s den
colonty ! research A 25 6 29 - -
CRPCT Lo Ok
Cparlin sl purposvs or 3 19 3 14 1 12
chiee e :
Frowram onpletion 3 19 4 19 1 12
reculrements
Cnartte nt o governance 3 19 - - - -
Gt or levels ot - - - - - -
i Ly
ol ties  onervices - - - - - -
et oot e aduates - - - - - -
[ [ B RN 1 6 - - l 12
Lt 2 12 1 5 - -

Citort o, in the latter case by the chairpersons only. None of the
Ltent . resorted any changes in placement of graduate students, sources
P tandany, or in tacilities and services.
Cnaitpersons and coordinators agreed that the most common changes
)
ore aaoatod to course content and program structure.  The specific changes

P Ut it area were simllar across programs.  In general, these

Crequently the reviglon of exlsting courses, shifting of

199
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course content and the development of new courses. Other changes reported
included more diversified instructional strategies, increased use of audio-
visﬁal materials and an increased emphasis on research within courses.

Some of the changes in program structure were related to course
changes, in particular to a redefinition of core coursés and specializations.
Some departments introduced more significant changes such as the addition'
of a non-thesis route or an increased emphasis on projects and field
components. Program completion requirement changes which related to these
included a comprehensive oral or written examination at the end of an all-
course program, the requirement of a project or an internship and s;rength—
ening of academic requirements.

Several chairpersons and coordinators reported a more active
recruitment program and more stringent selection of students in recent
years. Most of the references to changes in students' research related
to the relative emphasis on research and specific types of research
activity. The few changes in department purposes related to such devel-
opments as placing increased emphasis on preparation for the principal-
ship and moving from a general to a more specialized program at the

Master's level.

Desired Changes

Student respondents were asked to identify the aspects-of their
respective programs in which they thought some changés would be desirable.
The same responses as had been used to obtain information from chairpersons
and coordinators on recent changes were provided; however, students were
not asked for elaborative comments. Ten Master's students and two doc-—
toral students thought that no changes were required; howévér, all of the

I1in
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responses were checked by one or more students.
As is indicated in Table 8.2, the one aspect of the program which
was most frequently jdentified as an area in which some change would be

desirable was prograr content oOr instr.ctional processes. This response

Table 8.2

Number and Percentage of Students Identifying Aspects of
Programs in Which They Considered Changes Would be Desirable

Program Aspect Master's : Doctoral
Students Students
(N=69) (N=31)

£ 7% £ 7

Program coﬁtent or instructional 31 45 18 58
processes

Research experiences 19 28 11 35
Program processes or objectives 17 25 13 42
Program structure 16 23 8 26
Facilities and services 14 20 7 23
Recruitment/selection/admission 14 20 6 19
Sources or level of funding 13 19 10 32
Completicn requirements 13 19 3 10
Department governance 7 10 1 3
Student placement 4 6 1 3
Other | 7 10 4 13
No changes required 10 14 2 6

was checked by‘45 percent of Master's respondents and 58 percent of doc-
toral respondents. The doctoral students saw more improvement possible

in program processes or objectives than did Master's candidates; however,
it was ranked high as an aspect for possible improvement by both groups.

Research experiences were identified by 28 percent of Master's and 35

Q .1_1_1
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percent of doctoral\students. Doctoral students indicated a greater con-
cern for improved funding than did the Master's respondents.

Respondenés saw possibilities for improvements in other areas
including program structure, facilities or services, recruitment/selection)
admission ahd compietion requirements. Only a few respondents identified
student placement or department governance. Desired changes other than
thiose listed appeared to elaborate the areas identified and referred to
factors such as the following: teaching proficiency, flexibility in
programming, financial support and interest in students.

The iaiosyncratic nature of these points of view is illustrated
by the responses of two stqdents from the fame institution. One commented:
Changes mostly on socialization end, i.e., making students
feel more secure, more at home, more supported by staff--
staff is more concerned with intervention and consultancy
work in some instances than with development of students

Also, changes in program; more on common sk-'ls such as
assessment of needs, climate measurement, etc.

The other student simply stated, ''Smack bar." Perhaps the comment of
another student may reflect the attitudes of still others: ''Nothing

is perfect but I have no major complaints."

Projected Changes

A number of department chairpersons and program coordinators
anticipated no changes in various aspects of their programs over the next
two years at the time when theyv responded to the questicnnaire. The
frequency with which other chairpersons and coordinators identified pos-
sible changes is indicated in Table 8.3. The most frequently identified

projected changes were in areas of course content and students' research
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Table 8.3

Number and Percentage of Chairpersons and Coordinators
Identifying Projected Program Changes in
Various Aspects of Programs

Proeram Aspect Departhent Coordinators
Chairpersons Master's Doctoral
(N=16) (N=21) (N=8)
£ 7 _ f 7% £ 7%

Course content or 7 44 9 43 2 25
instructional processes

Students' research 6 38 6 29 1 12
experiences

Recruitment/selection/ 6 38 5 24 0
admission

Program completion 5 31 5 24 0
requiremnents

Department purposes oOr 4 25 5 24 1 12
objectives

Sources or levels of 3 19 0 0
funding

Program structure 2 12 6 29 1 12

Department governance 0 0 0

Facilities or services 0 0 0

Placement of graduates 0 0 0

Other changes 0 1 5 1 12

No changes 3 19 0 2 25

experiences. Program coordinatPrs anticipated more changes in program
structure than did the department chairpersons. There was agreement that
some changes were also likzly to occur in recruitment and admission
practices, program completion requirements and department objectives. No
changes were projected in relation to department governance, facilities

and services, or placement of graduates.
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In elaborating on these possible changes. the rcspondents identi-
fied a variety of specific developments; however, some respondents did
not indicate the specific changes which they anticipated. With reference
to content and instructional processes, mention was made of continuous
development in generel by a number of the respondents. The specifics
which were mentioned included more emphasis on field and clinical experi-
ences, and the development of courses and modules. 1In relation to program
Structure, one respondent indicated different types of courses in fields
such as ethics, educational theory and human development. Another indicated
a change in structure to accommodate full-time as well as part-time students.

Several respondents indicated that they were planning more active
and aggressive recruitment to attract a broader clientele, to increase
numbers of full-time students and to maintain the level of existing enroi-
ments.

Although some changes in students' research experiences were
anticipated, the nature of the changes did not come through clearly in
elaborative comments. In general, these related to an increased emphasis
on research and attempts to improve the quality of research. Anticipated
changes in program completion.requirements related to reviewing all-course
programs, addition of a culminating project and increasing field experi-
ences. Similar comments were made in relation to purposes, namely, more
emphasis on practical applications and field experiences in 2 number of
programs.

Several department chairpersons made reference to the need (or
possibility) for more funding; they identified contract research as one

possible new source.



106

In general the projected changes appear to reflr.t either con-
tinuation of recent changes or some new ones in light of changing circum-
stances. Continued development of program content and structure seems to
be related to the emerging nature of the field of study. The increased
emphasis on recruitment and selection may reflect the desire to maintain
enrolments at a time when declines can be anticipated and also a desire
to be more selective. Emphasis on research, on culminating projects or
a comprehensive oral would appear to reflect more emphasis on scholarship.
However, this appears to be balanced by other components which are more
practice-oriented: field experiences, courses des‘gned for specific
administrative tasks and introduction cf program modifications suitzd to

the needs of part-time students.

Summary

1. The aspects of programs in which most changes have been made in recent
years include course content or instructional processes; program Scruc=
ture:; recruitment, selection, and admission of students; and students'

research experiences.

2. There have been few or no changes in areas such as sources or levels of

funding, facilities and services, and placement of graduate students.

3. Students would like to see more changes in program content or instruc-
tional processes, research experiences, program purposes or objectives

and prograrn. structure.

4. The areas in whizh future changes are likely to take place include
course content or instructional processes, students' research erperi-

ences and program structure.

O
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5. Changes in some programs will also focus on recruitment, selection
and admission of students; program completion requircments; and de-

partment purposes or objectives,

6. The recent and projectgd changes indicate a number of major thrusts:
(1) continued development of the content of the field of study; (2)
re-emphasis on quality of program through selection of students and
added completion requirements; and (3) increased efforts to develop

the practical or applied aspects of programs.
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CHAPTER 9

CONCLUSION

The variations in programs and practices which have been described
in preceding chapters render it somewhat hazardous to attempt generaliza-
tions about educational administration programs in Canadian universities.
The risk of distortion is increased when the generalizations are based on
questionnaire data which have not been supplemented by first-hand observa-
tion or experience in those programs. - Choosing the less risky alternative
of not attempting any generalizations leaves the report incomplete. Con-
sequently, the only acceptable course of action seems to be to develop
some generalizations based on the assumption that these will be considered

in light of the earlier discussion.

Some Genreralizations

The generalizations which follow are highly tentative; they result
as much from impressions as they do from clear evidence of trends, and they
should be read as such. Some of them apply more to one program--Master's,
Ed.D. or Ph.D.--than to the others. In those cases where differences are
not pointed out, the assumption is that the variation will have been made

clear in the text or the summaries of the preceding chapters.
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1. As a result of the rapid growth of educational administration
programs ovar the past twenty years, opportunities for graduate study in
this field are now readily accessible to the majority of educators in
nearly all provinces of Canada. These programs are characterized by wide
variations in such factors as size (number of faculty and student enrol-
ment), ratio of full-time to part-time students, the structure of programs
and related characteristics; however, there are also similarities which

reflect common sources of influence and adaptations to similar situations.

2. The majority of progfams appear to have primarily a local or
provincial character: they tend to recruit and attract students who live
in the same metropolitan area and province, they serve part-time students
who live within commuting distance, and their graduates tend to find
emp:oyment in the same geograpﬁic area as the university. Although some
programs do enrol students from other provinces and countries, these

students constitute only a minor portion of the total enrolment.

3. Both the Master's and doctoral degree programs appear to have a
heavy academic/research emphasis: academic background and aptitude are
important factors in admission, fnrmal study is emphasized, and research
courses and projects are frequently compulsory components of programs.
Indications are that only limited attention is given to administrative
practices in terms of selection of students, content of programs or

instructional methods.

4. High degrees of specialization within administration are not
characteristic of educational administration programs; they are more

generalist in nature. Although Master's programs are considered to be
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most suited as preparation for within-school administration and doctoral
programs for other administrative and reséarch/teaching posts, no identi-
fiable prograr .lements relate clearly to such differentiation. Programs
provide preparation for a variety of ‘positions and permit sufficient

individualization of programming to provide for a diversity of speciali-

zations.

5. Programs are primarily conceptual in orientation; human relations
skills receive some emphasis but a balance of conceptual, human relations
and technical skills does not appear to be achieved. Topics such as
administrative theory, organization theory and research methods are

commonly emphasized.

6. For the vast majority of students, graduate study in educational
administration is part-time study. The majority of Master's programs do
not have a residence requirement, and some doctoral students are unable
to complete a program in one continuous period of residence. Particularly
ror Master's students, completing a degree program involves attendance

in evening session classes and other sessions such as the summei1 session.

7. Only a minority of students now elect a thesis route at the
»Master's level in programs where the choice of a ncn-thesis route exists.
The majority of students are enrolled in programs which can be defined by
course requirements. Even though there may be field experience or research

project requirements, these tend to be defined in terms of course credits.
t

8. Departments and graduate programs are largely self-contained; the
majority of students complete all or nearly all of their program require-

ments within the home department. Master's students may take some courses
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from other departments but seldom venture outside of the faculty. Although
doctoral students are more likely to take courses from other departments,
for the majority of students such work involves only a small proportion

of the total program requirements.

9. Graduate programs in educational administration place heavy em-
phasis on formal study and formal instruction, particularly of the more
standard in-class type. Field experiences receive little if any attention;
research projects are emphasized more at the doctoral than at the Master's

level.

10. The content of programs is pefceived by students to be current
and relevant to some extent but not particularly innovative or individual-
ized. Extensive use is made of class discussion as a method of instruction.
Although case studies and role playing are used, the majority of students
complete programs without encountering other forms of simulation, group

processes or self-instructional modules.

11. In most departments faculty and students have access to facilities
and services which are generally of high quality. Students rated facilities
and equipment such as library, audio-visual, computer and duplicating
favorably; quality of service related to these facilities and equipment
received somewhat lower ratings.' Department chairpersons perceived a need
for laboratory facilities while students identified a lack of clerical/

secretarial service.

12. Placement of graduates has not been a problem. Most Master's
candidates come from teaching posts and appear to be assured of teaching

positions although most aspire to administrative posts at the elementary
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or secondary level. Doctoral graduates aspire to higher level administra-
tive posts or academic/research appointments and may have to engage in
more search than do the Master's graduates. Departments have not been

invelved extensively in placement or systematic follow-up activities.

13. The programs which have been established for several years appear

to be relatively stable although some changes have been introduced in

recent years and are projected for the next few years. Indications are
that cha;acteristics of programs are evolving in response to needs per-
ceived by students and facult& as well as in response to perceived changes
in the environment. Specific changes in various universities cover the
full range from course content changes to modifications in program require-
ments, including research requirements and field experiences. The sum
total of all of these changes would give the impression of a systematic

review of program requirements; however, no department appeared to be

considering changes in more than one or two aspects of its cperation.

Some Issues

The results of a survey--such as the one on which this report

~is based--do not provide a firm base for recommendations other than those

relating to the need for further study. Nevertheless, the conclusions

and generalizations do help to idenﬁify issues which merit consideration
by those who must make decisions about programs, whether or not there is
any additional research. A nﬁmber of the issues which emerge from the »
present study are discussed below; they relate to orientations of programs

and specific practices which should be questioned given the information

contained in this report.
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1. Are programs which have a research/academic orientation the most
appropriate preparation for professional practice in the field of educa-
tional administration? The research orientation of present programs is
evidenced by the emphasis on research courses, research projects, formal
study and limited attention to field experiences or simulation. There
appears to be an assumption that this type of content and experienées
provide suitable preparation for prospective administrators. 1Is there
any evidence to support the continued acceptance of this assumption?

what alternative approaches might be considered?

2. Should edu._ational administration departﬁents attempt to select
students on the basis of potential for success in administrative practice
as well as on academic ability? No doubt, promise for success in admini-
stration is given some attention in the selection process; however,
departments generally appear to select on the basis of predicted success
in the program. Since there are few, if any, field experience or practicum
requirements, success in a graduate program is defined in terms of academic
success. The degree attests to a high level of academié and research
capability. Do departments have some responsitility for concerning them-—
selves with ﬁerformance in administrative posts of those who hold graduate

degrees in educational administration?

3. What types of programs are best suited to the needs and circum-—
stances of part-time students? The large proportions of part-time graduate
students in most departments present a particular challenge to designers
of programs. Cn the surface it appears that few attempts are made to take

advantage of the opportunity to combine formal study with learning from
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6. To what extent and in what ways should programs take account of
current, local issues? Most programs in educational administration serve
a local c¢lientele; yet the content of the program is general and conceptual
in nature. Emphasis is placed on administrative theory, organizational
theory and research methods; the extent to which educational issues and
problems receive attention in such courses in unknown. Nor is it known
how studies in statistics and research methods contribute to preparing
for involvement in educational decisions. How might programs be modified
to provide appropriate preparation for service in a particular school

system with particular needs and problems?

7. What instructional strategies and resources are required for
effective preparation of administrators? The facilities and services
available to staff and students in the majority of departments appears
to be of high quality. There are indications that more specialized
facilities such as laboratories and the instructional modes associated
with them are lacking. Students do not regard their programs as par-
ticularly innovative; heavy reliance appears to be placed on formal study
of a fairly standard type. Have innovative and exciting instructional
modes such as simulation now become a standard part of learning experi-
ences so that they are taken for granted or have they indeed failed to

have an impact on how teaching and learning are carried out?

Concluding Comment

The results of this survey reveal that much has been accomplished
in the development of educational administration programs in Canadian uni-
versities over the past two decades. Growth of programs attests to the
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acceptance of graduate study in educational administration as legitimate
and worthy ¢t support. Ability of those programs to attract students
iittests to their acceptance by studeits even though formal study in
educational administration is not a prerequisite for appointment to
administrative'posts in most provinces. Changes in the components of
tho;e programs reveals a flexibility to adjust to changing needs and
circumstances. Yet some challenges do remain.

The méjor challenges are suggested in the issues which have
been discussed. Program changes appear to be taking place within commonly
accepted boundéries and definitions of graduate programs; they are minor
variations on an established theme. There is room for innovative thrusts
which change-the theme. The mix of theory and practice, relevance to
administrative careers and appropriate instructional strategies raise
new challenges. Programs were accepted by universities on strength of
similarity to existing models of graduate programs generally and not
just those for professional schools. Are they now sufficiently firmly
established so that they can look outward to the needs of th> profession
and not just to the expectations of the university community? Such an
examination may lead to exciting new thrusts in the further development

of university-based programs for preparing educational administrators.
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EDUCAT IONAL ABMINISTRATION
‘ PREPARAT | 0} PROGRAMS
IN_CANADA
' A COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY
4
Sponsored by
! |
. UNIVERSITY COUNCIL FOR EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION !
i -
! and the :
i Department of Educational Administration, University of Alberta
1
, (Form: Department Heads)
}. Plcase indicate responses by checking (V) items or printing information
" as each item specifies.
2. If additional space is nceded to answer any questions, enclose additional
pages with the questionnaire.
3. Enclose completed questionnaire and additional pages (if any) in the
. envelope provided and return VITHIN TWO WEEKS to E. Miklos, Dapartment
. of Educational Administration, University of Alberta, Edmonton.
Thank you.
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A INSTITUTIONAL DATA -
1 23 4 S
Al Name of institution ;
A2 What is the approximate number of students, fuli-time and part-time,
in each of the following categories at your institution? . G]?!G]Qllo
] -- total graduate and undergraduate cnrolment | 11 l 12113 l 14 l 15
, |
2 -- graduatc and undergraduate enrolment in education 1 16 l 17]18'19
3 ~- graduatc enrolment in education !
X 1 20 ! 21 ’22
4 -- graduate cnrolment in educational administration !
A3 In what year was the graduate program in educational administration !
initiated? ‘ 23|24
i
i
B PROGKAMS AND ENROLMENTS i
B. Wvaich of the following types of preparation programs in educational
administration are offered within your institution? (Check (V) all
appropriate numbers and designate th~ degree {e.g. M.Ed.) or
certificate (e.g. Diploma) awarded.
Program Certificate/Degree
1 -- Pre-Master's Certificate
or Diploma 25
2 -- Master's (without thesis) 26
. . . 27
3 -- Master's (with tiesis)
L -- Certificate Program between ! 28
Master's and Doctorate
5 -- Doctor of [ducation 29
6 -- Doctor of Philosophy 30
7 -- other (specify)
31
B2 Please indicate the number of students who completed each of the

following prograum: in the calendar years 1974, 1975 and 1976
(estimate). (If a program is not affered enter NA; if there were no
graduates in a progrom which is offercd enter Yo' )

Proqram C 1974 1975 1976

1 -- Pre-Master's Certificate
or Diploma Program 32]33 3H135 38|37

38 39 40 41 42 43

2 -- Master's {without thesis)

3 -- Master's {with thesis]) ! uulqs q5|q7. 4e |49
L -- Doctor of Education o o o , S0 51 52 53 Su S5
5 -- Doctor of Philosophy | 56]57 58] 59 60[61
6 -- other (specify) l

—— ' 62!63 SHISS 66]67

Q ) ]
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BY4

BS

Please Indicate the number of students presently enrolled in each of
the following programs on a part-time and a full-time bases.
(include all students whose programs have not lapsed even though
they may not be doing course work or research In the present term.)

Proqram Current Enrollment
Humbe r

} ~- Pre-Master's Certificate
or Diploma Program

2 -- Master's (without thesis)

3 -- Master's (with thesis)

4 -~ Doctor of Education

5 -- Doctor of Philosophy

6 -- other (specify)

Please Indicate the number of students admitted to each of the
following programs during the calendar year 1976.

Program Students Admitted
Number

I -- Pre-Master's Certiflcate
or Diploma Program

-- Master's (without thesls)

-~ Haster's (with thesis)

-- Doctor of Philosoph

2
3
4 -- Doctor of Education
5
6

-- other (specify)

Plcase indicatc whether the number of admisslons in 197 6 represents
no change, an incrcase or decrcase for each program. (Check (V')
the appropriate box for each program. Where there is a change,
Indicate the percentage change to the nearest 5%.)

v o
n (%]
ol ® ® ©
o Q [ o
c bl - b
-] (8] (¢ [
O | = (4] o -
zZ 0O —_ I NO
1 -- Pre-Master's Certificate 1
or Diploma
2 -- Haster's {without thesis) 2
3 -- Master's (with thesis) 3
4 -- poctor of Education L
5 -- Doctor of Philosophy
6 -- other (speci fy) 5
6

68{69
i
70]71
72°73
7"]75
76 77

78[79

6[7
8 9
10'11

1213

1‘9[15

16117

ls
19
20
21

22

4



86

Cl

c2

c3

Cc4

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

What changes do you anticipate in admissions for 1977 in conparison
with those for 1976 for cach of the following programs? (Check (

the approximate box for each program and where a change is anticipated,

indicate the change to the nearest 5%.)

|

o I o
ol ® 4 °
ele |9 &
of [ 2 ° e
o1 E &8 S
1 -- Pre-Master's Certificatc or Diploma |
2 -- Master's (without thesis) 2
3 -- Master's (with thesis)
L -- poctor of Education 3
5 -- Doctor of Philosophy b
6 -- other (specify) 5
6
DEPARTMENT ORGAN!ZATION AND GOVERNANCE
What is the organization through which courses or programs in
educational administration are offered in your institution? (Check
(V) appropriate item.)
1 -~ there is a Department of 3 -- no distinct unit; faculty
Educational Administration members with an interest in
2 -- there Is a Centr educational administration
ere @ ventre,, are ottached to other units
institute or Division
for the study of L -- other (specify)
educational administration
If there is a hcad or chairperson of an educational administration
unit (Dcpartment, Division, Institute) how is that person selected?
(Check (V') the appropriate item.)
) -- election by members of 3 -- appointment by the Dean without
the unit committee advice
2 -- appointmeat by the Dean L -- other (specify)

on the advice of a

representative committce

If there is a head or chairperson, what is the normal term of
appointment? (Check (V') appropriate item.)

} -~ indefinite L -- four yeors
2 -- morc thon five years 5 -- threce years
3 -- five years 6 -- less than three years

Approximatcly how many department mecetings are held annually? {Check

(V) the appropriate item.)

1.-- more than 20 L -- 6 to 10
2 -- 16 to 20 5 -- 5 or fewer
3--11 1t 15

15n

24

25

26

27

28

29

31

32

33
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How regularly do departrent foculty members participate Tn making
depaitmental decisions regarding each of the following? (Check {
one cotura for each item.)

w >~
> [ T ownl o~ 1
n [ V] O O (43 Q
x 43 E E| L =
- s O —] @ Q
23 o wn &) w

selection of 1

acadenic staff

R 2

selection of

non-academic staff 3

promotion of

academic staff 4

promotion of 5

non-academic staff

admission of students 6

course changes 7

program changes

How do students participate in or influence departmental decision
making? (Check (V') each number which applies.)

Wnich
exist

1

2 --
3-_

- informal communicat:on

formal representation on - 4 -~ jnformal communication
departmental committees with various members of
and meetings department staff

S -- other (specify)
with department

V)

chairperson -

formal meetings with

department chairperson

of the foliowing formally constituted student organizations
in your institution? (Check (V') all applicable items.)

a student organization in the department

an association of graduate students in Education

an association of graduate students in the university

How regquraly do the following participants have a formsl vote in
the departmental decision making process? (Check (v') one column
for cach item.)

(o]

AN

wn >
> = 1 @) — +
o 31 o El o o
X ot £ =] >
— U [¢] ) 3
« o wv 0 =

interested graduate 1

students

graduate student 2

representatives

Instructors/Lecturers

Assistant Professors 4

Associate Professors 5

Full Professors

part-time Academic 6

staff

non-academic staff

others {specify) 8
9
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38
39
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How rany full-tirc faculty members (incltuding yourself) are
presently in the department of educational administration in each
of the folloving categor.es?

6 -- others (spocify)

Category Numbe r
1! -- Lecturers/Instructors
2 -~ Assistant Professors
3 -- Associate Professors
4 -- Full Professors
5 -~ Emeritus Professors

How many part-time faculty members presently serve in the department
in each of the following capacities?

Category

] -- three-quarters time
2 -- two-thirds time
3 -- one-half tire

4 -- one-third time

T

§ -- one-quarter time

§ -- other (specify)

———

How many full-time non-academic staff members are presently in the
department of education administration in each of the following
categories?

Category Numbe r

] -- administrative assistants
or officers

2 -- clerical and secretarial

3 -- technical support
personnel

L, -- research assistants,
other than graduate
students

6 -~ other (specify)___.

PROGRAM STRUCTURE AND GENCRAL CHARACTERISTICS

How many different credit courses in educational administration are
offered by the department at both graduate and undergraduate levels?

| -~ undergraduate courses

2 -- graduate courses

12>

A

L e ——

58| 59

60161
62163
64 65
66

67

68
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70
71

72

73

74
75
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77
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D3

D4

D5

£1

E2

How many of the courses offered by the department are potentially
avatlable to students in cach of the following programs?

Program Number
! -- Pre-Master's Certificate

or Diploma
2 -- Master's (without thesis)
3 -- Master's (with thesis)
4 -- Doctor of Education
5 == Doctor of Philosophy
6 -- other (specify)

How many hours of instruction, that Vs, total in-class time, are
involved in a course offered at your institution? (Check (V') the
item which applies.)

1 -- less than 30 hours 5 -- 60-69 hours
2 -- 30-39 hours 6 -- 70 hours or more
3 -- L0-49 hours 7 -- other {specify)

4 -- 50-59 hours

Within this department, what is the approximate proportion (to the
nearest 10%) of courses offered at the following times? ‘(Indicate
percentage for cach item; total should equal 100%.)

} -- between 8:0u a.m. and 4:00 p.m. on weckdays ______%

2 -~ between 4:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. on vieeknights 4

3 -- on Saturda;s or a combination of F}iday night and Saturday
classes k4 I

L -- other (specify)
Total = 100%

Considering the total number of courses offered by your department
during a twelve-month period (July 1 through June 30), what is the
approximate proportion (to nearest 10%) of courses offered in the
following sessions?
1 -- regular winter session, on-campus 2
~- regular winter scssion, off-campus _____ %
~- spring session or intersession _________2

2
3
L -- summer session _ 2
5

-- other (speci fy)

o~

RECRUITHMENT AHD SELECTION OF STUDENTS

What activities and procedurcs do you use to bring your progroms to
the attention of prospective students? (Check (/) all items which
apply.)

1 -- distribute information 3 -- advertiscments in
to schools and school professional journals
systems L -- distributing information at
2 -- distribute information educational conferences
to facultics of .
. -- H f
education and other 5 other (specify) _

dopartments

———

Which one of the above do you consider to be most effective?

19~

—
o
~1

11!12
13714
15!!6
17|18
19 20

21!22

23

2~lzs
26 27
?8]29

30]31

32]33
I35
3e1 17
38} 29

4141
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At what geographic areas are most of the department's recruiting
activities dirccted? (Check (V) the appropriate item.)

1 -- at the¢ surrounding urban L -- at al) provinces
or metropolitan area 5 -~ other (specify)
2 -- at the province
3 -- at provinces in the
region

in general, who makes the decision on admissions to graduate
programs? (Check (/) the item which applies.)
} -~ the chairperson 3 -~ an admissions committee

2 -- the chairperson, on the L -- pther (specify)
advice of a committee

STUDENT PLACEMENT AND FOLLOW-UP

Of tie students who find positions upon completion of progrems,
approximately what proportion (to the nearest 10%) accept
positions in the following locations?

1! -- in the urban or metropolitan area in which the university is
located %

2 -- outside of the urban area but within the province in_which the
university is lor. ted

3 -- in other provinces P4

L -- outside of Canada 2

How does the department monitor reactions to the program and
follow-up of graduates? (Check (J) each items which applies.)

1 -- personal contacts 3 -- systemalic career monitoring
between members of through continuing contact
department and graduates with graduates

2 ~-- through occasional 4 -- other (specify)

surveys of all graduates

SOURCES OF FUMDIMG

Approximately what oroportion of the department's fi<~<al resources
now comes from cach of the following sources? (Indicate percentage
for each item; total should cqual 100%.)

1 -- budget allocation foer general operation of department
(salaries, supplies, etc.)

2 -- budget allocation specifically for gradua“e
assistantships %

-- grants for research from non-university sou-ces %

£wW

~- contracted research ;4

field services and other contracted research 4

v
'
1

6 -- other sources (specify)

Total = 100% _l

.
~
b,

————— et o e et -

—— A — - - - —. s < 5% o "
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G2 voat proportion of the full-time graduate students I'n educational
cirinvistration receives financial assistance from the following

scoreest (Respond accordiny to major sources if more than one is

santapriate.) ;
i
} -- research or teaching assistantships through the department,
faculty or university ! 7k| 75
2 -- scholurships fron funds administered by the university < t76 77
3 -- scholarships and fellowskips from non-university sources such '
as Canadu Council 2 ) ' 78] 79
b -- no assistantships, scholarships or fellowships b4 - In 4
5 other (specify) ) ! 12 3 4 q
’ Gl7
c—— —_—— 8 9

H RECENT PROGRAM CHANGES
i
Hl Within the past two years, have there been any changes in the i

following aspects of the educationa) administration program?
(Fespond in terms of outcomes or procedures; check (/) all ‘
appropriate items.) 1o Illl 12,'131 1y
| -- department purposes or 6 -- students' research 151161171813 17012]
cbjecctives experiences ; l l ‘ N
2 -- recruitment/selection/

.. -~ sources or 1 of fundings
admission of stuuents 7 ¢ leve ‘ng

8 -- facilities or services ;
3 -- course content or
instructicnal processes 9 ~- placement of graduates
L -- program completion 10 -- departnent governance

requirements

11 -- other (specify}
5 -- program structure/
nechanics

12 -- no recent changes

H2 for each of the above items checke?, briefly state (in one or two
sentences) the nature of the recent changes. (For ecach change, indicate
the item number; enclose additional pages if necessary.)

8e7 e —— S ~ - § S - ™ Sae
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| PROJECTED CHANGES

11 Within the next two years, what changes arc projected in the
following aspects of the cducational admiiistiation prograw?
(ke_pond in terms of anticipated outcomes or procedures; check (V)
all appropriate items.)

} -- department purposes or € -- students' research ;
objectives experiences
. ' ‘22l23i2k,25]26127
2 -~ recruitment/selcction/ 7 -- sources or level of funding :
admission of students . . ‘
8 -- facilities or services 28] 29 130 31321133
3 -~ course content or 9 -- placement of duat ' ] l
instructional processes pta nt of graduates
L -- program completion 10 -- department governance
requircments 11 -- other (specify)
% -- program structurc/
chanics .
mechanics 12 -~ no changes anticipated
12 For each of the above items checked, briefly state (in one or two

sentences) the nature of the projected changes. (For each change
identificd, indicate the item number; enclose additional pages if
necessary.)

J OTHER COURSES OF STUDY

J1 Are courscs in Higher Education Administration offered at this
institution? (Check {v) response.)

I -~ yes
Y 3y
2 -~ no
J2 If yes, wherc and how arc they offered? (Check (v) one response.)
1 -- in the department of 3 --in adiffercnt department,
educational administra- but not for a Higher
tion, but not for a Educat-on Administration f
Higher Education degree
Administration uegree L -~ In 2 different department 15
2 =- in the departrcis of and for a Higher Edutation
educations! admin:.stra- Administration degree ‘
tton_ut: f?g 2 glghcr‘ n 5 ---in a department of Higher
g“?c”“'°" \WJministratio Education and for a Higher
cgree Education Administration
degrze
J3 If courses in higher education Administration arc offcred at your !
institution, who would be the most appropriatec pecrson to contact ¢
for information about the Higher Administration program? ) ? 16
{
t

El{lC 172~ :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



131

1
i
{
Tter o Treload Fecie iun Adniristration offercd at this i
rLt o~ e ol () revpunse )
37
' 'l‘
Pt e are e offered?  (Check (y ) one responte.)
T e O acrment of 3 --1In a different department,
X boadministra but not for a Snecial
LR AT B Y 2N Education Administration
| Y S N T T degree 38
LR ALY e Ay i .
¢ b -- in a different department
J VO Gk Sment and for a Special tducation
AT R T SRS Adninistration degres
L SO e | . . ;
feccarso Limoa wirar 3 7-in g dep rtment of Sprcial '
oot ' tducation and for a Speciyl
stee . L . '
fducation Administration .
dzgree

" cer oo Y e sl tducaticr, Administration are offered at your
) Uoton . w b e The post appropriate per.ion to contact for
Ct raties a0t Special tducation Administration program?

continurd on next page
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FACILITIES AND SERVICES

In terms of attalning the goals of the educational administration

program, the facilities and services in the faculty of education and

the department of educational administration/supervision would be

rated

W NN -
1
'

[-- B N B
1
t

n --
12 --
13 --
" --
15 --
16 --
17 --
18 --
19 --
20 --
21 --
22 --
23 -~
24 --

as follows:

audio-visual services
audio-visual supplies
classroom space

clerical/secretarial
service

computer equipment
computer service
conference space
duplicating equipment
duplicating service
faculty housing
faculty work space
food/snack services
laboratory facilities
laboratory services
library service
library stock

lounge spice

rail service

parking facilities
phone service
recreational facilities
student housing
student work space

transportation facilities

©C W O N N V> W N

N RN N RN e e e et e e w = vl e
W N = O W N 6w W N -

N
-

Excellent

Good

Falr

(check (V) one column for each item).

Poor

Not

Exlstant

Please scan the questionnaire
to ensure that you have responded
to every question.
for your cooperation.

Thank- you
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EDUCATIONAL‘ADHIHISTRATION
PREPARATION PROGRANS
IN CANADA

A COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY
Sponsored by

UNIVERSITY COUNCIL FOR EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATICN
and the

Departmert of Educational Administration, University of Alberta

(Form: Master's Programs)

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE 1S DESIGMED TO ELICIT
INFORMAT!ON ABOUT PROGRAMS AT THE MASTER'S
LEVEL -- M.Ed., M.A. (education), M.Sc.
(education). IN THE QUESTIONS, M.Ed.
REFERS TO ALL MASTER'S PROGRAMS.

Please indicate responses by checking (V) items or printing informatfon
as cach item specifies.

If additional space is needed to answer any questions, enclose additiona!l
pages with the questionnaire.

Enclose completed questionnaire and additional pages (if any) in the
envelope provided and return WITHIN TWO WEEKS to £. Miklos, Department
of Educational Administration, University oi Alberta, Edi:onton.

Thank you.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.13

i

A2

A3

PROCRAM PLHIOSES_AMD OBJECTIVES

The 4.£d. program in cducaltional administration is designed to prepare
individuals for the following types of positions: (check (v7) all

appropriate items).

1 -- assistant principal,
elementary

2 -- assistant principal,
sccondary

3 -- principal, clementary

4 -- principal, secondary

5 -- supervisor of instruction,

building level
6 -~ superintendent of schools

-~ supervisor of instruction,
district level

8 -- assistant superintendent for

- business
-.personnel

- Instruction

pupil personne]
community relations
adult education

!

-0 Qn oo
t

The orientation of the M.Ed. program is primarily: {check (V') one response).

1 -- developing conceptrtal skills

2 -- developing human relations
skills

3 -- developing technical skills

\hich seven {7) topics below are emphasized in the greatest number of courses in

g = evaluation
h - other (specify)

9 -~ administrator, higher or
continuing education

10 -- professor of

a - educational administration

b - higher education
administration

c - special education
administration

d - other (specify)

11 =- research dircctor

12 -~ province or regional level
adminlstrator

13 -- other (specify)

4 -- about egual between 1 and 2
5 -- about equal betvicen 1 and 3
6 -- about equal between 2 and 3
7 -- aboul cqual among 1, 2 and 3

the M.Ed. program? (Check (v') seven ltems listed below).

)} ~- administrative theory

2 -- adult cducation

3 -- buildings/facilities

4 -- husiness/finance/budgeting

§ -- community coliege
2dministration

-- community cducation

-- comparative administration

6

7

8 -- computer uses

g -~ curriculum development
0

-~ decision making

11 -- economics of ecducation

12 -- education law

13 ~-- elementary school
administration

14 ~- education technology

16 -- evaluation

16 ~-- foundations of education

17 -- higher cducation

18 -- human relations

19 -- managerment information
systems

20 -- instructional supervision

21 -- lecadership

22 -- organizational development

23 -~ personnel management, staff
2l -- personnel management, Student
25 -- planning

26 -~ policy making

27 -- potitlcs of cducation

28 -- princ’palship, clementary

29 -- principalship, sccondary

30 -- professional negotiations

31 -~ public relations

32 -- research methodology

33 -- school-comunity relations

34 -~ school district administration

(superintendency)

35 -- seccondary school
administration

26 -- special education
administration

37 -- statistics

38 -- others (specify)

1 g

6 !7! 8] ﬁl 10 lll 112

13]1%]15!16]17[18!19'

RO

21]22!23'2%[25[26]

27lza
29
30131
32133

i 3u| 3s
36[37
38,39
uolul

uzlua
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B1

B2

B3

In the B program, what is the approximate proportion of students
preparing for « - .h of the following types of positions? (Base your
estimates on a, parent ctudent aspirations for positions immediately
after completion of the M.Ed. program.) Indicate percentage for cach
ftem listed below; total should cqual 100%.

1 == university professors ____ G

2 -- R & D specialists ____ %

3 -- public school administrators _ ,_?

L -- community college administrators %

5 -~ college/university administrators ___ %

6 -- provincial/regional agency administrators_ %
7 == further study b4

8 -- other (specify) :

Total = 1¢n,

RECRUITHENT, SELECTION AND ADMISSION PROCEDURES

In your estimation, what proportion {to the nearest 10%) of students in the
M.Fd. program have the following backgrounds? (Indicate percentage for each
Ttem.)

} == received undergraduate training at this Institution 2

2 -- completed L.chelor's program or cquivalent at this institution

3 -~ obtainad al) or most of their professional experience in this
province n

4 -- obtained all or most of their professional cxpericnce in other
provinces b4

5 -- obtained most or all of their professional expericnce outside of
Canada z

6 -~ arc Canadian citizens or landed immigrants _______%

In your estimation, what proportion (to the ncarest 10%) of students cuerrently

enrolled in the “.Ed. program have the following backgrounds? {lIndicate
percentage for cach item.)

- - &
1 -- have no teaching experience %
2 -- have tcaching expericence but less than two years of
adninistrative experience =

3 -~ have two or more years of administrative experience
at the school level__ <

4 -~ have two or more years of administrative experience
at the district, regional or provincial level

Rank crder, from | to 3, the three main rcasons that students enrolled in
the M.£d.program preferred to cnroll at this institution (regard 1" 34
the primary reason).

1 ~~ attractive admissions criteria

2 -- available financial aid

3 -- convenient coursc schedule

4 -~ rcasonable tuition/fcee schedule

5 =~ reputation of faculty wnd/or program

6 -~ convenjent location (i.e. ncar home or work)

11j

-
w
w

kklk.‘}
Lotuy
]
hatyn
50151
521¢3
S5415¢%
ss,sv'
58159
60,61
62,63
H
64165
!
66]67
68]69
70‘71
72173
1
7l+l7':
76!77
78179
1
I
1 2



Bl In your estimation, how did students in the M.E4. program initially becore
avare of the program? Rank order, from 1 to 3, the thres main ways (regard ™%
as the primary way). ‘

] -~ cx}cnsion courscs 7 <= recommendation by friends i 9110
2 -- field surveys/cvaluations 8 -~ study council activitics I

3 -- newspaper advertisements 9 -- rccrqitm:nt activities h ]12
4 -~ previous courscework 10 -~ rccommenda}ion by professional 13] 1o
5 -~ publicity literature 1} —- self tuitiated

6 -- survey of options 12 -- other (specify)

B5 In order to be eligible for admission to the .Fd. program, candidates must:s
(check (V') @l) appropriate items).

I -~ hold a tcaching certificate 8 ~~ pass a departmental interview
- ., 15

2 -- have some teaching experience 9 -- pass an English writing exam IIGJ 17’1 8'19 Izo
3 -~ have administrative/ 10 -- submit recommendations

supervisory cexperience 11 -- submit an autobiographic
L -- have @ minimum grade point essay

average 12 -- other (specify) 2122 |23 Iz“l 25 IZGI
5 -- pass a standard cxam (i.e. 27

GRE, MAT)

13 ~~ no admission requirements for
6 -- pass other tests {c.q. the M.Ed.program
aptitude)

7 -=- pass a departmenial exam
(scholarly)

B6 Of the above admission requirements {if any), which one is g’ven greatest
consideration as a criterion of admission to the M.Ed. program? ltem Ho. 28]29

B7 In your estimation, what proportion of applicants to the M.Ed.program is 30 l31
deniced admission as degree candidates? % '

C PROGIAM COUTENT AND INSTRUTTIONAL PHOCESSES

€i  Of the total arount of time students devote to completing the .Ed. program,
estinate {to the hcarest 103) the proportion of time devoted to cach of tha

following typss of learning activities. (Indicate percentage for each itenm;
total should equal 100%.) 32' 33
1 -~ formal instruction and indepcendent study 3
2 -- ficld cxycrzcncos (i.g. practicums, observations, 41135
internships) - °
3 -- research projects (i.e. field studies, theses,
dicsertations) 2 36137

Total = 100%

€2 Of the total amount of time students in the M.Ed. program devote to
coursewnrk, estimate (to the nzarest 102} the proportion of tima

enrolicd in the fallowing types of courses. (Indicate prrcentage for

euch item; total chould equal 100%.)
38[39
I -- those in the department of educational administration 2 .
? -- those in other departments in the faculty of education 2 Y] Iul
3 -- those in departments outside the faculty of cducation 2
. “2,“3
Total == 100% !
o A D i
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1
Lo/ Evtimate (to the ncarest 10%) tie praportion of time that students 137
carolicd in the M kd. program cxperience the foliowing in their
3 cducational administration courses. (indicate percenteqe for each;
total should cqual 100%.)
. . LRI
I -- instructional settings of wore than 30 students _ L3 |
2 -- instructional scttings of 10-30 students b4 1'611'7
3 -- instructional scttings of 2-10 students __ R ‘08[‘09
L -- oiic~to-one instructional scttings {tutorials) ¥ 50 | 51
Total = 100%
€4 Estimate (to the ncarest 10%) the proportion of tim: that students
enrolled in the M.Ed.program experiecnce the following in their
educational administration courses. (Indicate percentage for each;
total should equa! 100%.)
. . 52153
1 -- lecture {one-way communication) _ 4 7
2 -~ discussion (two-w:ay communication) < Shiss
[
3 -- independent study (proararmed modules or other 5657
self-instruction) Z :
Total = 100%
(5  Npprosimately how often do students enrolled in the M. fd. program expericence
cach of the following in their educational administration courses? (Check
one coluan for each item.)
w D
o c 1w — a
(123 (9] A a (=] Q) ]
* 42 ©E b >
— u. O — e} [ ,
< o B = Y= o i
} -- group process tcchniques (e.q. 1 l 58
sensitivity, t-groups) :
Yo . 2 59
2 -- seclf-instruction programmcd
modules 3 | 60
3 -- case studics 1
. ] ! 61
b -- siralation/role ptaying i
. . } . 62
5 =~ ficld trips (site visits) 5 !
6 -~ computer use 6 3 53
7 -~ other (bestdes lecture/ 7 64
discussion -- specify) _ \
C6.1 Do studenrs enrolicd in the M.Ed.program take courscs outside the
department of cducational administratian?
1 -- yes 65
2 -~ no
C6.2 If su, estirate the proportion of students enrolled in the M.Ed. progran 66’(‘7
who tase onc or more courses in each of the follewing fields: 68|R9
1 -- Aathropology _________‘2 13 == Social Psychology 3 70171
2 -- Businuss Adninistration ______2 1 -- Foreign Language _ Z |
o N 72173
3 -- lo=puter Science . .~ 15 -~ Kescarch/Statistics < "
4 -- fconomics .______5% 16 -- Sociology % 74175
S -~ tngineering - % 17 -~ Curriculum _______ % 76177
6 -~ English/huraniticn % 18 ~= Educational foundations _2 78179
. . . '
7 -- Mistory ___. z 19 -- Educationnl Psycholoqy _ b4 i '
B - Ltaw _____ =% 70 -- Educational Planning S -
o o : ""“—_' 1 2 3
9 -- Management Science ¢ 21 -- Vocationa! Educotion 0 617 1¢
10 - Potitical Scicire % 22 -= others (wpocify) 8! ?1 1q!
. — 10 20
Q 11 -~ Pyychology _ % 4.; © '12'l 13 2>
E lC 12 «= Publie Adainictratine b4 1u118 »4
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D1
D2

D3

Dl

05

D5

D7

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

What is the minimum number of courscs beyond the B.A. or B.Sc. required to
conplete the M.Ed. program?

0f the minimum number of courses in the M.Ld. program, how many of these are
required courses?

For the M.Ed. program, how many courses are required in each of the following
areas? (If none, writc "0" on the appropriate lines.)

-} -- statistics or educational 6 -- supervision of instruction

research 7 -- organization theory

2.-- hnstor¥/philosophy of 8 -~ educational finance
education
3 -~ curriculum development 9 -- politics of edutation

~=- adminis i e
- educational psychology 10 adminlistrative theory

5§ -- educational sociology 11 -- other (specify)

- e e - -_—

What are the major/minor (supporting field) requirements within the M.fd.
program? (Check {v') one number only.)

1 -- only a major in educational b-- both a major in educational
administration is required ?dm!nnstratnon'and a minor
inside or outside the faculty

2 -- both a major in educational of education
administration «.d a minor in . .
the faculty of education 2 TT no major or minor
i ) . requirements
3 -- both a major in educational 6 : .
adainictiaiion and a minor -- other (specify) _
outside the faculty of
education

\hat arcas of specialization (majors) is it possible for H.€d.studzants to
develop in their programs? (Check (v') cach number which applies.)

-- economics of education 6 ~- school law

-- politics of education -~ administrative theory

organizational design research mcthods/statistics

LW N -
1
]
O oo N
t
1

-- educational planaing -- other (specify)

§ -~ higher cducation

What are the reguired ficld experiences within the M Ed.prog:am?  (Checl ()

one item.)

1 -- participution in non-paig 3 -- g com-ination of 1 and 2
ficld octivities (e.g. above!
observations, member of
survey team, involvemant
in administrators!
conferences)

L ~-- other ficld experiences
(specify)

2 -- participation in paid field 5 == no requircd 17¢Y expericaces
activitics (e.q. field
studics, adminictrative
interships)
mat is the full time reridency requirement within the MEd. progroa? {Chacek
(v) 925‘r05p0wuv.)
1 -- onc half-yrar or lesx h -- more thon 7 yearn
2 -- 1 year 5 -- no residency tequireeent
3 - 2 yuars ,4(f
~ = “

36[37

38'39

blel]kZ]u3?hklb5

hs]u7]ua|u9|50
i '

51

52]53'5%!55]56

57]58[59]60

£l

oe)
nN



—b—
139
8 Vhot are the major exum requirements In the 1.td. program, excluding admission
exans?  (Check {v/} one number.)
1 ~- written and/oz or?!fmid— 3 -- both 1 and 2 . 63
Program exam (qualifyin
exam g ving h -~ research proposal exam
2 -~ final comprchensive exam 3 77 n0 major exam requirements .
D9 Mhat are the culminating project requirements within the M.td. program? (Check
(v) one response; insert item numbers when/if appropriate.)
1 == major paper {c.g. Viterature 5 -- both and
review, case study) B . .
6 -- no culminating project
2 -~ thesis or dissertation requirement
. . 64
3 - field project and report 7 -- other culminating project
b ~- cither or (specify)
D10 VWhat are the foreign language/rescarch requirements (if any} for completion of
the .Ed.program? (Check (v') one response.)
1 ~~ one foreign language § == choice of 2, 3 or 4
2 -~ two foreign languages 6 -~ other ! pecify) —
3 ~~ one forcign lanquage plus 65
computer or statistics
7 == no lanquage/research
b -~ computer and/or statistics . requirements
D11 How regularly applied iz each of-the requirements for completion of the ™.Ed.
program? (Check on2 column for each jtem.)
w ' >
>~ c LI ] L ..
o ) RS } (U] o
& “UE R
< 2 e < =
1 -- minimum number of credits ! 56
2 -- balance of coursework inside/ 2
outside colleye of education 67
3 =~ specific course requirements 3 68
L -- number of credits of 5 .
required courses —
5 ~- major/miror requirecrents 5 70
6 -- forcign language requirements 6 71
7 -- residency requirements
v red 7 72
8 -- ficld experience’ requirements
9 -~ ecxam requirements 8 73
10 -~ culminating proiect ) 74
requirements
10 J 75
3 PROGRNY STRUCTURE, HECHANICS, GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS
El Within the M.Ed. program, what is the maximum nunber of courses transferable 76177
from other institutions? ’
E2.]1 Do students within the M Ej, program have program advi.ors? {Chech (-7) rcsnonse.{
1 -- yes
ye 78
Q 2 -- no - 1/’}
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£2.2 If w0, how often, on the average, are students and advisors likely to meet to
review and plan the student's program of studies? (Check (v') response.)

-~

£3

Fl

(@]

1 -~ less than once per scmaster/

2 -- once or twice per scmester/

To what extent is the v gd. program characterized by each of the

term

term

(Check (¢} response.)

3 -~ three or four timas per
semester/term

b ~- five or more times per
semester/term

1 -- cur-ency of course content !
2 -- relevence to student nceds 2
3 -- uscful repetition
4 —- iInterrelatedness of parts 3
5 -- mix of theory and practice L]
6 -~ Innovatlive practices 5
7 ~- individualization of

instruction 6
8 -- individu?\ization of 7

programming

8

Always

O0ften

Some~

following?

>
vy — L
I3 3] o
£ - >
— [4e 9 (3}
42 < z

RESFARCH EXPERIENCES

Which of the following (if any) are included In the ressarch requirements in the

thesis proposal seminar

other resecarch courses
(specify)

no rescarch course
requirerants

n.Ed. program? {Check (V') all appropriate items.)
! -- introduction to rescarch in 5 --
cducaltion
. 6 --
2 -- acvanced research cesign
3 -- introductory statistics
L -- advanced statistics 7 --
F2 Of the rescarch projects

(indicote percentage for each;

submitted for comp'’~tion of tho M.Ed.
«oproximately what proportion {to the nearest 10%) i
types?

program,
s ¢ach of the folluwing

tutal should equat 100%.})

'
i
1 -- conceptual/eapirical study _ K 8 -< project implementation and !
. evaluation Z |
2 -- a theoretical survey _ 2 !
) . o 9 -~ new onalytic approach (i.e.
3 -- case study ond analysis i instruvent dcs:gn) 2 i
N . . . 1
4 -- Vlterature review % 10 - other re<earch (specify) |
5§ -- position paper 3 ZE
< c TSR {
€ -- personsl log and analysiv % ) - no rescarch projects for this,
. an I

7 -- theory development thenis 4 program _
Total =~ 100% i
i
4 ) i.
N V) !

10
11
12
13

1y

15'16!17]18]13!

20121
22123
24125
n6127
»8)29
39131
32}33
1435
3si37
39%30
wo |81
42143
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F3.1

F3.2

Fh.)

F4.2

-y
L
.

-—

F5.3

F5. L

G2

For rescarch projects submitted for completion of the M.Ed. program, is therec a
research project advisor? {Check (V) response.)

1 -~ yes

2 -- no

3 == no renearch projects

1f there is o research project advisor, how is that individual selected? {Check
(v) respanie. )

} -- appointed by department L -~ other (specify)

2 -= sclected by student

3 == self-appointed 5 ~- no research projects

Far research submitted for completion of the M.Ed. program, is there a rescarch
project supervisory committee? (Check () response. )

1 - yes
2 -- no
3 -~ no resecarch projects

If there is a4 resecarch project supervisory.committee, how many faculty members
serve on it?

Is there an oral defense required for research projects submitted to complete
the 4 rd, program? (Check (V) response.)

1 -- ves

2 ~- no

3 -- no research projects

1f there is an oral defense required, how many faculty members scrve oa the oral
examination committee?

N\
0f the oral cxamination committec (if any), how many faculty members are from tha &

department of educational administration?

In order for the candidate to fulfill the research project requirement (if aay),
how many members of the cxamining coumittee (if any) must vote Ypass?

STUDENT PLACEHENT

Appt.ximatcly vhat proportion of scudents who completed M.Fd. programs during
1975 were assisted in finding positions by the department or the university
placement scrvice? : ‘

What proportion of the M.Ed. students who completed programs during 1975 fell
into each of the following catcegories? (Indicate to nearest 10%; total should
equal 100%.)

1 -- held a continuing oppointwent at the time of the final oral _____ %

e,

A

2 -- held a temporary appointmeat at the time of the final oral _

3 ~- held no appointment but beqgan a cantinuing appointment within
threc months of the finol oral % )

4 -~ held no appointment and hold only a temporary appointment at
present _ $

~

5 -- other (specify)

Total = 1002

141

Wiy

Bo

46

b7

4R

G

» 0

M1

LIS
|

‘)10|Y‘3’

6 57

581549
|

60 inl

6?‘61
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G3

GhL

G5

!

What percentage (to nearest 10%3) of 1975 H.Ed. graduates hold
temporary or permanent appointments in cach of the following
locations? (Total should equal 100%.)

} -~ in the same urban arca as this institution ___.~__~3

2 ~- not in this urban area but in the same province __ 3
3 -- in another province %

§ -- outside of Canada ____ %

Total = 1003

What percentage {to ncarest 10%) of the 1975 H.Cd. graduates are now
enployed in cach of the follewing positions?

-- university téaching/rescarch _ 2
-- university administrution _ %

-- college teaciting/rescarch %

-- college administration 2

-~ department of education __ 4

regional office of department of cducation

e

-- superinteadency %
~- &ssistant superintendency 2

-~ principalship %

O \0 0O N O N W -
1
i

o~

-- other (specify} _ _ 4

In the last three —'ears, what percentage (to ncarest 10%) of M.Ed.
graduates have gone ‘o cach of the following types of positions?
(Total should equal 100%.)

1 == waivercities - h 4 -~ school systems as central
. office administ_ators/
2 -~ colleges/technical institutes supervisors
3 -- departments of «ducation at 5 == principalships
provinciul ur regional

level 6 -- other (spacify)

GHIGG
56167

68169
70 71

1 ¢ 3 b

617
f
8,9
10 11

12]13
1415
16117
18 19
20!21
22213
2&'25

26'27
28|2ﬂ

30131
32 33
3“'35
36 37

RECENT PROGRAM CHINGES

Within the past two years, nave therc been changes in the {ollcwing aspects of

the program? (Kespond in terns of outcomes or procedures: check (Vv
of all appropriate items.)

1 -- prograu purposes or

vbjectives 3
~-- rescarch expericnce
2 -~ vceruitment/selection/

admissions -- student placcment

o N O\

3 == proyran conlent or == other (Spccify)

instructional processes

) pumbers

-- ptogram structure/mechanics

L -- completion requirements

%8'37!h01h1

uziuayuuyus
i !
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H2 For each of the above jtems that you have checked briefly serate (in onn
or twe sentences) the npature of the recent changes, For cach recent change

described, indicate the Item number from Hl above. Enclose additional pages if
necessary,

i PROJECTED PROGRAM CHANGES

1 Within the next two ycars, what changes are projected in the following aspects !
of the M.t¢. program {respond in terms of outcomes or procedures). {Check (./) i
nurbers of all appropriate items.)

1 -- PFQQFGT processes or 5 -~ program structure/imechanics 46 147' 48149
objectives . .
. 6 -- rescarch cxperiences
2 -~ recruitment/sclection/
admissions 7 -- student placement 50151 rnnrsates
. . PE1 A )
3 -- program content or 8 other ( specify) e — I . 1 |
instrugtional,proccsses
-+ 4 -~ completion requirements 9 ~- no changes projected

12 For cach of the items checked in 11, briefly state (in one or two sentences) thes
nature of the nprojected changes. For cach projected change describad, indicate *
the item number from f1 above. Enclose additional pages if necessary.

Please scan the questionnaire

to ensure that you have responded
to every guestion. Thank you

. for your cooperation.

119
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é EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
PREPARAT |ON PROGRAMS
IN CANADA

A COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY

Sponsored by

UNIVERSITY COUNCIL FOR FDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
and the

Department of Educational Administration, University of Alberta

(For:: Mister's Candidates)

R
THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS DESIGNED TO ELICIT !
INFORMATION FROM STUDENTS AT THE MASTER'S !
!
|

e

LEVEL -- M.Ed., M.A. (cducation), M.Sc.
(education). IN THE QUESTICHS, M.Ed.
REFERS TO ALL MASTER'S PROGRAMS.

Please indicate responses by checking (V') items or printing information
as each item specifies.

2. If additional space is necded to answer any questions, enclose additional
pages with the questionnaire.

3. Enclose completed questionnaire and additional pages (if any) in the
envelnpe provided and return VITHIN Two WEEKS to E. Miklos, Dupartment
of Educational Administration, University of Alberta, tdmonton.

Thank you.

-

T Tt e tme e —— <+ ———
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Ot the total oount of time you devole to h.”',"_‘_I_,(b“.'f_r_,':"“,'_{’ !:_,
estimgte (ta the nearest 10Y) the proporction ot tine enrolled io the

tolluving types of courses.  {Indicate percentage for each item;

total should e¢qual 100%.)

77' 3}
I == those in the deportment of educational administ-otion _ P4
- . . na 7
2 =- those in other departments in the faculty of education y
3 -- those in departments outwide the faculty of education % 31
Total = 100%
tstimate {to the ncarest 10%) the proportion of time tho  you
expericnce the following in yaur cducational administration couises.
(1adicate percentage for cach item; total shouid equal 100%.)
- : . . i
1 =- instructional settings of more than 30 students _ % ; 337134
2 -~ Instructional scettings of 10-30 studcnts 2 15138
3 == instructional scttings 1f 2-10 students _ % ' 17° 33
I -~ one-to-one instructional settings (tutorials) 3 { 306"
Total = 1003 f
Estimate (to the nearest 10%) the proportion of time that you
experience. the following i1 your educational administration courses.
(tndicate percentage for cach item; total should equal 100%.)
i L1142
1 == lecture (one—way communication) % ! ]
2 -- discussion {two-way communication) ___ 2 i B3] b
3 -~ indepencent stud, {(prograrm:d ~odules or other LRILE
4 progra |
self-instruction} = . ;
Total = 100%
Which seven (7) topics hcl?w arc emphasized in the greatest nusbe:
of courses you have taken in the M.Ed. program? (Check (/) scven of
the items lisicd below.)
L7148
! ~- adninistrative theory 21 -- Tcadership !
.. . La |50
2 -- adult education 22 - organirzational : !
3 -~ buildings/ftacllitics development bos1]52
L -- business/finance/budgeting 23 -- personnel management i 53|54
L - H .
5 -- community college 24 planning ceier
administration 25 -- policy making ¢ 5515
6 -- conmunity education 26 - - po]itics of education ! 571513
. . e . . i .
7 -- conparative administration A27 ~ principalship, ' 59160
8 -- computer uses elementary :
9 ~- curriculum development 28 -- principalship,
: sccondary
10 -~ dccision makin . .
. s 29 -- professional negotiations
11 -- economics of education . .
30 -~ public relations
12 -- education law
31 -- rescarch methodology
13 == clementary schaol .
administration 32 -- 5choo!-comnunnLy
i relations
14 -~ education technolog
9y 33 -- school district
15 -- ecvaluntion adainistration ,
16 -- foundations of cducation (supmrintendency)
17 -- higher cducation 34 -~ 53‘?"?GFY 5?““01
administration administrotion
18 -~ hunan relations 3 - Spv?'?‘ edueation
administration
19 ~- management information .
systems 36 -~ stotistics
20 -- instruction:l supervision 37 -~ othors (spcci{y N
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Approximately how often do you expericence each of the following in

your cducational

cach item.)

group process techniques

(e.g. scnsitivity, t-groups)

self~instruction programmad

modules

case studies
stimulation/role playing
field trips (site visits)
computer use

other (besides lecturer/
discussion - specify)

administration courses?

(Check () one column for

v >

>~ C " wn — | &
0 o o w u )
z ~ JE B - >
— . QO - r 13
<C (] vy o P4

Check (V) cach field of study from which you have inctuded one or

more courses

Anthropology
Business Administration
‘Computer Science
Economics
Engineering
English/tumanities
History

Law

Management Science
Political Science
Psychology

Public Administration

13 --
1 --
15 --
16 --
17 --
18 --
19 --
20 --
21 --
22 --

from othe~ departments on your program.

Social ?sychology
Foreign language
Rescarch/Statistics
Sociology

Curriculum

Educational Foundations
Educational Psychology
Educational Planning
Vocational Education

others (specify)

PROGRAM REQU!REMENTS

Vihat is

M.Ed. program?

the total number of courses which

you will include on your

How many of these courses are required courses?

For your program, how_many courses in cach of the following areas

will you.include in your program?

appropriate live.)

statistics or cducational

research

history/philosophy of
education

curriculum development
educational psychology

educational sociology

6 --
7 -
8 -—
9 -
10 --
1" --

(If none, write "'0" on the

supervision of instruction

organization theory
educational finance
politics ofi cducation
administrative theory

other {specify)

157
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65
66

67

68]69
70|7l
72I73
7%'75
76|77

78|79
J
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Which of the follwving are you developing as an arca of specialization
through course work and/or rewearch? (I1f more than one area, check
(V') the major arca.)

1 -~ economics of education 6 -- school law

2 -- politics of education 7 -~ administrative theory

3 -- organizational design 8 -- rescarch mathods/statistics
4 -- educational planning 9 -- other (specify)

5 -- higher education

What are the required field experiences within your program? (Check

(V') one ilcmT

1 -~ participation in non-paid 3 -- a combination of 1 and 2
field asctivities (c.g. above
obscrvalnons,.men@c: of 4 -~ other field experiences
survey team, involvement ( ify)
in administrators' spectly
conferences)

2 -- participation in paid 5 -- no required field experiences
field activities (ec.q.
field studies,
administrative internships)

What will be the longest period of continuous residence e. a full-
time student on your M.Ed. program?

I -~ six months o less L -~ 17-20 months
2 == 7-12 monihs § -- 21-25 months
3 -- 13-16 months . 6 -~ morc than 25 months

PROGRAN STRUCTURE, AND GENERAL CHARACTLKISTICS

Do you have onc or more prograa advisor(s)?

} -~ ves

2 -- no

If s0, how often, on  the average, are you likely to meet with your
advisor(s) to revicew and plan your program of studie.?

1 == less than once per 3 -~ three or four times per
semester/ierm semester/term

2 -- once or wwice per b ~- five or more times per
semester/term scmester/term

21

22

23

2

N
v

149
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To what degree is your program characterized by each of the
following? (Check (V) one column for each item.)

1 -- currency of course content
2:-- relevance to student needs

3 ~- useful repetition

h -- interrelatedness of parts
5 -- mix of theory and practice
€ ~- student/faculty communication

~
]
!

innovative practices

(=]
1
'

individualization of
instruction

9 -- individualization of
programming

Q L o
— <
>l oo [1] 4
Lol u t- s <
o D -1 (6] . o —
P ) N (%] - T <

RESTARCH EXPERIENCE

Vhich of the following are
your program?

! -~ introduction to research
in cducation

2 -~ advanced resecurch design

3 -- introductory statistics

L -- advanced statistics

} -~ requirced
2 -- optional

3 -- not part of program

} -- yes
2 -- no
3 -- no research

} -- appoirted by department
2 -- sclected by student
3 -- sc’lf-appointcd

included in the rescarch requ. ements in
(Check (V) all appropriate items.)

5..._.
6 --

7__

thesis pronosal seminar

other rescarch courscs
(specify)

no resecarch course
requirements

For your program, an criginal research project ist: (check (v/) responsec.)

for rescarch projects submitted in completion of your program, Is
there a rescorch project advisor? (Check () response.)

If there iss a research project advisor, how is that individual
selected? (Check (V) one response.)

L -- other {specify)

-~ no research projects

26
27
28
29
30

31

32
33

3y

35’36’37[38'39[%0'“1

42

43

By
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G L/\_('_H ITIES AND SLRVICES
Gl In terms of attaining the goaly of your progres, the facilities and

services for students In the faculty of education and the departrent
of educational administration would be rated as follows. (Check (v)
oric colunn for each item below.)

“
o -~
(3 €.
— 0
':’ e - L :I‘:
0 o - o aee-
x O el Q) o]
(XY) 9 1 0n '_f:
1 -- audio-visual services ! , 45
2 -- audio-visuul supplics 2 46
3 -- classroom spacc 3 W
4 -- clerical/scerctarial : - :
service A . be
5 -- computer equipment 5 : A
6 -- computer scrvice !
7 -- conference space 6 _ Y
8 -- duplicating cquipment 7 f 51
9 -- duplicating scrvice 8 Z 52
10 -- food/snaci. services ]
S 9 , 53
11 -- laboratory facilities !
12 -- laboratory services 10 54
13 =- library scrvice 1 ~i 55
W - Yibrary stock . R
15 ~- lounge space o
16 -~ mail service 13 57
7 -- parki ovitities o ) :
17 parking fociliti " Yoeg
18 -- phone service '
. . 15 . 59
19 == recrcatiena) fucilities
20 -- student housing 16 , 80
I i
21 - student work space 17 to61
22 -- transportation facilitics - E 62
18 :
19 63
20 64
2) I 6s
22 66
N
H f_f.RSOPH\L DATS '
N 1
H1 Are you a full-time or part-time student? {Check (V) response., ) :
1 - full-time
o6y
2 -- part-tinme '
H2 How much of the course component of your M.Ed. program have you
completed? (Check (V') one response.)
1 =- less than one-half
2 - betuween one-half and three-quarts ;
e { ree-qua rs . 1 ; “~ J 6h
Q 3 -- wore than threc-quarters

ERIC
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How far have you progressed on your research project? (Check (V)
one item.)
] -- research topic not 5 -~ data being analyzed/
Identificd first draft in preparation
2 -- research topic identified; 6 -- first draft of thesis
proposal in preparation completed
3 -- proposal approved 7 -- not applicable
L -- data collection completed

Arc you presently caployed or will you be returning to a previous
position?

1 -- yes

2 -- no

If yes, please identify the type of position.

If no, please indicatc the types of

position(s) for which you are or
willbe moking application.

PROGEAT CHlZSIOES

In which of the following aspucts of the M Ed. program at this

institution do you think some changes would be desirablei” (Check

(V) all appropriate items.)

V' -- program precesses or 6 -~
objuctives

research erxperiences

7 -- sources or level of
2 -- recruitrent/selection/ funding
admission Sy, e .
i § -- facilities or services
-- progian content or
3 prod . 9 -- student placement
instructional processes
. . 10 -- department governance
4 -~ completion requirements )
11 -- other (specif
5 -- progron structure/ (s V)
mechanics
12 -~ no changes regtired

Please scan the questionnaire

to ensure that you have responded
to every question. Thank you

for your cooperation.

oy
9t
~¢

{
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