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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 Canada, the United States, England, Australia and Ney Zealand.

We are pleased 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 coordinators

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 throughout 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 extend our thank3 to Carole Matheson, Judy

McKinney, Chris Prokop, Alberta Stallybrass, Elizabeth Stone, Joyce

Verkerk and Dorothy Woslyng for assistance in the preparation of the

iLstruments, 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 to 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 educational

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 still 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

the collection, compilation, analysis and dissemination of information

about educational administration programs offered by Canadian universities.

Among the specific questions addressed were the following:

1
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1. What programs are offered by various universities?

2. What are some of the characteristics of the context in which those

programs are offered?

3. What procedures are used in recruitment, selection and admission

of students?

4. 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?

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

and doctoral levels?

6. What instructional methods and approaches are used in educational

administration courses?

7. What facilities and services are available, and how adequate are

they judged to be by staff and students?

8. What placement activities do departments undertake, and where are

students placed?

9. 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 iu relation to these questions as well as to indicate 'the variations

which exist between programs and departments. 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 merit the attention of those who are responsible for designing

graduate programs.

1.6
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Method

In the initial phase of the study contact was made with the

faculty of education or department of educational administration office

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 information obtained in the first phase of the study was used

to identify the faculty and student respondents for the questionnaire

survey. Program coordinators were identified in the initial questionnaire

responses; the student sample was selected Irom the lists provided by each

university. A sample of no more than five full-time students enrolled in

each program at a university was considered representative for the pur-

poses of this study. Consequently, 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
or Institute

Program University, College
or Institute

Program

Acadia x Nipissing

Alberta x OISF x

Atlantic Institute Ottawa x

Bishop's x Prince Edward Island

Brandon x Quebec (Chicoutimi) x

British Columbia x Quebec (Montreal)

Brock x Quebec (Rimouski)

. .

Calgary x Quebec (Trois Rivieres) x

Concordia Queen's x

Dalhousie x Regina x

Fredericton Saskatchewan x

Lakehead x Sherbrooke x

Laurentian Simon Fraser x

Laval x St. Francis Xavier x

Lethbridge x St. Mary's

Manitoba x St. Vincent

McGill x Toronto

Memorial x Victoria x

Moncton x Western Ontario

Montreal x Windsor x

Mount Allison

New Brunswick x

York

1
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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 also 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 Distributed to and Returned
by Chairpersons, Coordinators and Students

Category Number
Distributed

Number
Returned

Percent
Response

Department Chairpersons 24 16 67%

Coordinators:

Master's program 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%

19
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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 the parallel study which was conducted in the United States at

the same time. Since it was considered desirable to have comparable 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 questionnaires 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 status (full-time or part-time), all

doctoral respondents indicated that they were full-time students. Of

the Master's program respondents, 93 percent indicated that they were

classed as full-time students.

2n
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The sample of students in each of the 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 by Proportion of Course
Component of Program Completed

Course Component
Completed

Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f

Less than one-half 41 59 3 30 5 24

Between one-half
and three-quarters

15 22 3 30 5 24

More than three-
quarters

13 19 4 40 10 48

No response - - - - 1

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 requirements, 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 their 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

21
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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 their 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.

Research not
identified

11 16 4 40 2 10

Proposal in
preparation

25 36 5 50 13 62

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 limitationa 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-
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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 and 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. Consequently, 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 deals 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-

tious 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. Althovgh data were not available for all universities,

those which were obtained do provide a general indication of the context

within which educational administration programs are offered.

Programs and Enrolments

Graduate programs in educational administration, as distinct

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 Qugbec a 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. Administration
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.

Brandon B.Ed. (5-yr.)

British Columbia M.Ed. (non-thesis)
M.A. (thesis)

Brock

Calgary

Dalhousie

Diploma

M.Ed. (thesis/non-
thesis)

Ed.D.

M.Ed. (non-thesis) Ph.D.

M.A. (thesis)

M.A. (Ed.)

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

Laval M.Ed. ( thesis /essay) Ph.D.

Lethbridge Diploma

Manitoba Diploma M.Ed. Ph.D.

McGill 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 M.Ed. (non-thesis) Ph.D.

M.A. (thesi-1

New Brunswick M.Ed.

26



onteetaity

owerio Inatitotn for
*--tm4Som itt t4.444tIon

;.1 (continued)

rt.-Master's Master's Doctoral

erttificAlte M.Ed. (non-thesis) Ph.D.
M.A. (thesis) Ed.D.

ftaw. M.Ed. (non-thesis) Ph.D.
M.A. (thmaie)

Ch 00 tat M.Ed. (non-thesis)

1410,41., trote-Itivtres M.Ed. (thesis)

.Moon's M.Ed. (non-thesis)
Certificate M.A. (thesis)

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

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

Nhoth1008-r M.Ed.

%loon rtsisat M.A. (Ed.)

It. Francis Iteviar M.Ed.

virtotis M.Ed.

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

101.1111.1.
Total 13 27 9

The combination of levels of programs varies considerably. Two

Hof the univemittra limit their offerings to a pre-Master's program, six

offer the pro-Mastor's plus a Master's program and five offer programs

st all three levels. Twelve others offer only a Master's program and

five offer both Master's and doctoral programs. Some further differen-

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



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 is 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 pro-

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 enrolments 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 Montreal 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

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 7

McGill 12 124 136 1 1

Memorial 14 127 141

Moncton 5 50 55

Montreal 15 136 151 15 15

OISE 12 288 300 38 18 56

Ottawa 20 537 557 13 13

Quebec, Chicoutimi 36 0 36

Quebec, 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



Ouebec 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, Montreal, 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 15
a

Moncton 3 8

Montreal 2 48 1

OISE 2 112 3 4

Ottawa 6 135 12

Queen's 2 70

Regina 2 3

Saskatchewan 5
5a

aThese 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 -

McGill 13 40

Memorial 10 28

Moncton 1 50

Montreal 11 58 7

OISE 10 160 10 4

Ottawa 36 173 18

Queen's 114a

Regina 4 3

Saskatchewan 5 10

Windsor 10 75

a
Total 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. Several department chair-

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, Quebec 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 attached 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 relatively,high 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 distinct department structure did exist, the chairperson

was usually appointed by the dean, on the advice of a committee, for a
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Table 2.5

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

Umiversity 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 5.0a 1.0
a

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

Quebec, Chicoutimi 6.0 1.0

Quebec, Trois-Rivieres 3.0

Queen's 3.0 1.0

Regina 3.0 1.0

Saskatchewan 7.15 1.0

a
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

appointment 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.

formal meetings with 3

department chairperson.

Informal communication 11

with various members of
department staff.

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

where more than one type applied.

34



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 courses potentially available to students in various

programs obviously was constrained by the total course offerings. In some

programs Master's students could choose from among as many as 30 courses

while the range reported for doctoral candidates was 11 to 39.

There was some variation in the in-class hours which define3 a

course across the departments. Seven chairpersons reported that a course

involved 30-39 hours 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 ruige 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 courses.

The distribution of course offerings across various sessions was

as follows:



Session Range Median

Regular winter session, on-campus 10% - 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 likely

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 re-

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

1. Specialized graduate-level programs in educational administration

have been offered by Canadian universities since 1956.

2. 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.

3. Enrolments in all programs vary widely across universities; the

largest proportion of the enrolment in most universities consists

of part-time students.

4. Sixteen of the Master's programs differentiate between a thesis and

a non-thesis route; only a minority of students elect the thesis

option.

5. The number of admissions, current enrolments and numbers of graduates

suggest no major change in enrolment patterns.

6. 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.

7. 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.

8. Faculty members are influential in decisions concerning academic

staff, programs and student admissions.
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9. In general, students influence departmental decisions through in-

formal rather than formal means.

10. Undergraduate course offerings ranged from zero to eight while the

number of graduate courses offered ranged from six to 44.

11. Most commonly the number of instructional hours required for a course

was between 30 to 39 hours.

12. 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.

13. Only some departments have specific budget allocations for graduate

assistantships.

14. In some universities students receive no financial assistance while

in others 100 percent of students received some kind of financial

support from teaching assistantships, research assistantships or

scholarships.
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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. In the questionnaire 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 studentd-are reported

in Table 3.1. The three most frequently reported procedures included dis-

tributing information to schools and school systems; to other faculties

o2 EtAlcation and departments and at cciu,:ational conferences. Other pro-

cedures used reflected reliancf? on advertisements, personal contacts and

rcpucation of the program. The one method which 62 percent of chair-

persons considered to be most effective in reaching potential students was

distributing materials to schools and school systems.

25
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'ale 3.1

Recruiting Proc,%lures 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 of education and

other departments

9 56

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 cheQ.k 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 program" which includes the "acceptance of a small

number of students with non-school professional experience." Other

departments may also be more sensitive to their recruitment activities

in view of declining enrolments and some competition from other depart-

ments. As une respondent stated:
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We have been very reactive in recruiting thus far,
but we propose to move to a much more proactive
stance--advertising the program much more vigorously
and relying much more heavily on nominations by key
school district officials.

The preciA. nature of the more proactive stance by other departments was

sot clear from the responses.

As is also indicated in Table 3.1 chairpersons identified the

ecographic areas at which recruitment activities were directed. Sixty -

nisi. percent of the respondents indicated that recruitment activities

were directed primarily at the province in which the university was lo-

cated while 19 percent reported that most of the recruiting activities

were focused on the immediate metropolitan area.

Information was obtained fro* program coordinators about back-

ground characteristics of students currently enrolled in programs. The

mediae. of coordinators' estimates of the proportions of students with

various hackeround characteristics are reported in Table 3.2. For both

Master's and doctoral programa, a substantial proportion of students

MOsf. reported as being Canadian citizens or landed immigrants and as hav-

ing obtaintd Wet of their professional experience in the province in

which the university la located. A significant proportion, approximately

fo orrLsht as the median reoponse, completed an earlier degree at the same

university. Only eizrii proportion of students in either Master's or

Atictorl programa had no teaching experience. The median proportion of

mostrr'll candidates with two or more years of administrative experience

et tee school level was SO percent. Although the median proportion of

doctoral candidates who had lass than two years of administrativo experience

was AO percent, the comparable figure for two or more years administrative

osperlence at system level was 33 percent.

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

Undergraduate at this
institution

18 50 6 40

Completed B.Ed. or M.Ed.
equivalent at this
institution

19 60 6 60

Obtained most professional
experience in this province

20 80 6 70

Obtained most of their
professional experience in
other provinces

13 10 6 10

Obtained most of their pro-
fessional experience outside
of Canada

11 10 6 10

Are Canadian citizens or
lauded immigrants

18 90 6 95

No teaching experience 4 10 4 10

Teaching experience but less

than two years of admini-
strative experience

20 50 6 40

Two or more years of admini-
strative experience at the

school level

\18 50 6 20

Two or more years of admini-
strative experience at the
district, regional or
provincial level

14 ", 10 6 30

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

42



29

numbers of students could be attracted to out-of-province universities

by more vigorous recruiting procedures remains an open question.

Program Selection

In order to obtain some assessment of the circulation of infor-

mation about programs, coordinators 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 in 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
Awareness

Coordinators Students
All Master's Doctoral All Master's Doctoral

Self-initiated
search of options

1 2 2 1 1

Recommendation by
friendsa

2 1 3

Recommendation by
professional

3 3

Previous course
work

1 3 3 2

Recommendations by
graduatesb

- - - 2 2

Publicity - - - - -
literature

aThis item appeared only on the coordinator questionnaire.

b
This item appeared only on the student questionnaire.
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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 recommendations by friends or pro-

fessionals were more influential than students reported that they were.

The second and third most influential factors as reported by all students

were recommendations by graduates and previous course work, respectively.

Doctoral students ranked publicity literature among the three major ways

that they learned of available programs; however, this factor was not

identified by sufficient numbers of respondents in order to be ranked

among the top three by any other group. The open-ended responses yielded

only a limited amount of additional information. Some students did

elaborate their responses to the extent 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 program.

Awareness of programs is obviously only the first phase of se-

lecting a particular program. In an effort to determine what factors

influence this choice, students were asked to rank order the three main

reasons for their choice of a particular 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.
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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
location

1 1 2 2 2 3

Reputation of
faculty and/or
program

2 2 1 - 3 2

Course schedule 3 3 3

Available
financial aid

3 11M.

Type of programa 1 1

aThis item appeared only on the student questionnaire.

Master's students ranked convenience of location second and reputation

of the 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 coordinators per-

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; however, 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

Criterion

Master's
Coordinators

(N=21)

Doctoral
Coordinators

(N=8)

Grade point average 95% 100%

Recommendations 956 88%

Teaching experience 71% 50%

Teaching certificate 57% 38%

Interview 19% 50%

Essay 10% 38%

Administrative experience 5% 38%

Departmental test 5% 12%

Other 19% 50%

A"'
..;



33

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 might be asked

to "submit a sample of scholarly writing" or their Master's thesis or

doctoral proposals. The responses of doctoral program coordinators to

the question of most important criterion ranged widely, from 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 no 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.
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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 others.

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

Requirement
Master's
Students
(N=69)

Ed.D.
Students
(N=10)

Ph.D.
Students
(N=21)

Submit letters of
recommendation

86% 90% 95X

Submit proof of teaching
experience

45% 40% 48%

Appear for a departmental
interview

28% 50% 33%

Submit a statement of
career goals

25% 80% 52%

Write a test such as 22% 50% 33%

Miller Analogies or
Graduate Record

Submit proof of admini-
strative experience

17% 70% 29%

Submit an autobiographic

essay

13% 30% 24%

18
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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

Mill r 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 repotting 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 work, 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

5 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-

ations 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.

Summary

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

So
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obtained most of their professional experience in the province in

which the university is located.

5. The median proportion of students who had completed a previous degree

in the same university was 60 percent.

6. Only small proportions of students obtained professional experience

outside of Canada.

7. Initial awareness of. program is frequently the result of a self-

initiated search of options and recommendations by friends or

graduates.

8. 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.

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

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

10. 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 PROGRAMS

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 of programs 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 programs as designed

for within-school'administrative pOsitions such as principal and vice-

principal. About three out of 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
Position Coordinators

(N=21)

Doctorfll

Coordinators
(N=8)

Assistant principal, elementary 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

educational administration 1 5

higher education administration 0 3

special 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 programs also provided preparation for con-

tinuing education administrators and provincial or regional level admini-

strative positions.
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Doctoral programs were 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 schools and research director. The only

position not checked was that of professor of special education admini-

stration. Other than this position, one or more coordinators 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 proportion of stu.ents who 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.
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The reaponses of six cootdi;.atois indicated that the median of

ttoi,vttona for ptoblIt at hi adr.intetratorm among doctoral students was

%0 poPtivt0 ulth a rangy ttom 5 perecnt t 65 percent. Although the median

prr'fcnootships was t5 percent, the range was from a low of 5 percent

19 a high of 100 percent. The proportion of students preparing themselves

1n. I 4 trgional agency administrators ranged about a median of 20

1.4tiont. t,nly telarively small proportions of doctoral study were

propp4tIng themselves a* R b 1) specialists, community college administrators

adatntatratotel in higher education.

Thy orientations of programa were defined in terms of the relative

omihais n t', development of conceptual, human relations and technical

Alaust nne-halt (48 percent) of program coordinator's considered



that the emphasis was equal among these three while over one-quarter

(28 percent) thought that the emphasis in the programs was equal between

conceptual and human relations skills. Five coordinators regarded the

emphasis to be c the conceptual skills, only one on technical skills and

none on human relations skills alone.

When the responses of ill students were combined, the order of

omphasis 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 chile 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 iaentify the seven topics in a

list of 37 (plus "other") which were emphasized in the greatest number of

courses. The rank orders 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

Skills Emphasized

Coordinators
(N -29)

Master's
Students
(N=69)

Ed.D.
Students
(N=10)

Ph.D.
Students
(N =21)

f % f % f %

1. Conceptual 5 17 17 25 7 70 10 48

2. Human relations - - - - - - - -

3. Technical 1 3 1 1 - - 1 5

4. Equal between 1 and 2 8 28 25 36 1 10 2 9

5. Equal between 1 and 3 - - 8 12 1 10 5 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 - - - -

administrative 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 methods 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 appear to receive



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
theory

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Leadership 2 2 6 3 4 4 7

Research methods 3 4 3 5 6 6 2

Decision making 4 4 - 2 2 3 3

Politics of
education

4 7 2 6 7 2 4

Instructional
supervision

6 3 - - - -

Economics of
education

7 - 3 - - -

Organizational
development

7 - 3 4 3 6 4

Curriculum
development

- 4 - - 5 - -

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
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Table 4.5

Distribui."..n of Coordinators and Students by Total and

Compulsory Number of Courses in Master's
and Doctoral Programs

Number of Courses Coordinators Students

Master's Doctoral Master's Ed.D.
% 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 8 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 - - - - - - - 1 5

No response .2 10 3 38 1 1 2 10

fulfill degree requirements varied 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 programs. 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, requir(

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. Only

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 indicated

that fewer than five of these courses were compulsory. Nearly all Ed.D.

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 nine

compulsory courses on their programs.

Program coordinators were asked to indicate the number of courses

which students were required to take in each of the following areas

statistics or educational research, history/philosophy of education, cur-

riculum development, educational psychology, educational sociology, super-

vision of instruction, organization theory, educational finance, politics

of education and administrative theory. Responses of Master's prograra

coordinators indicated that courses were most frequently required in the

areas of organization theory, administrative theory and research/statistics;

seldom was more than one course required in each of these. About one-half

of the programs required courses in supervision and'even fewer in curricu-

lum or educational finance. Courses in educational psychology or educa-

tional sociology were required by only a few programs. Doctoral programs

required courses most frequently in organization theory and statistics

followed by administrative theory and politics of education.

EO
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As is indicated in Table 4.6, the courses which students selected

reflected these program requirements. The three areas most frequently

identified--organization theory, statistics and administrative theory- -

were common to all three programs. Although these were not a requirement

Table 4,6

Number and Percentage of StuEMIts Including Courses
from Selected Areas in Their Programs

Area Pro ram

Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.

...,./

Organization theory 57 al 9 90 21 100

Statistics 53 7/ 8 80 21 100

Administrative theory 51 -29 7 70 18 86

Supervision of Instruction 41 V 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 3 4 40 9 43

History/Philosophy 17 2 1 10 4 19

Educational Psychology 16 2 2 20 3 14

Other 31 0 4 40 11 52

...1",--

in the majority of programs, approximately one-half of the Mastei's students

selected courses in supervision, curriculum, 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. students

selected courses in the politics of education and between 40 and 50 percent

selected courses in curriculum, educa0onal finance and educational soci-

ology. Courses in educational psychoyogy and history/philosophy of edu-

cation were infrequently selected.
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Among the "other" areas identified by Master's students as those

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 of Master's coordinators and the majority of doctoral co-

ordinators indicated that only a major in educational administration was

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

Research 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

RP
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educational planning and school law, most 649toral program coordinators

regarded their programs as providing oppor011ities for specialization

in various areas. Individualization of PrOgtams at both the Master's and

doctoral levels may enable students to develop specializations related to

either administrative functions or positio0 which are not readily identi-

fied with these disciplinary areas.

The most common areas for specialtion by Master's students

were administrative theory, educational piPI/ling and organizational design.

As is indicated in Table 4.7, these were "tified by 23 percent, 22 per-

cent and 14 percent of the Master's student, respectively. Only small

Table 4.7

Numbtx and Percentage of Studellts Developing

Various Areas of Specialization

Specialization Pro
Master's
f %

Ed.D.

f % f

Ph.D.

_,---N.---_--------------

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 3 14

Other 16 23 5 50 4 19

No response 2 3 1 10

proportions of students indicated that they were Specializing in the other

areas listed in the table. In the "other" catego%'Y, 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

included 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 educational 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

f Median
Ed.D.

f Median
Ph.D.

f Median

Department of educational
administration

68 80% 10 80% J. 60%

Other departments in faculty
of education

46 20% 7 10% 10 20%

Departments outside of faculty
of education

10 10% 4 10% 7 20%

64
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reported spending within educational adminisrcation was 80 percent. The

median time for the 46 students who took some courses 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 5'2' percent and 60 percent

respectively for Ed.D. and Ph.D. students the department. About

one-half of Ph.D. students reported taking some courses in other depart-

ments of the faculty and seven took courses oLtsIde of the faculty. The

median proportions of time were 20 percent in each case; for Ed.D. students

these were 10 percent each.

The pattern of responses summarized in Table 4.8 indicates that

some students in all three programs reported taking all of their course-

work within the department of educational administration. 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 outside 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.

Program 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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Table 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.

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 students in some universities took courses

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. The 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.

1. Participation in 5

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

2. Participation in
paid field acti-
vities (e.g.
field studies,
administrative
internships)

3. Combination of 1 1

and 2.

4. No required 13

field experiences

5. Other 1

No response 1

% f % f %

24 1 12 12 17 1 10 6 29

2 3

5 1 12 7 10 1 10 5 24

62 4 50 40 58 5 50 10 48

5 1 12 5 7 2 20

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 activity; however, the proportion of Ed.D. respondents was much

lower. Thirty percent of waster's students reported participating in

some form of field activity.

Research Requirements

Students were asked to indicate whether an criginal research
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project was required, optional or not part of program requirements.

Fifty-four percent of the responding Master's students indicated that a

research project was compulsory; however, the response format old not

make it possible to determine whether or not this research project and

to take the form of thesis research or whether it was part of a course

requirement or some less formal fo 'fhe 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 responses 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.
f %

Ph.D.

f %

Introduction to research
in education

14 67 3 38 44 64 4 40 12 57

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

Other research courses 1 5 1 12 2 3 1 10 3 14

No research course
requirement

5 24 - - 14 20 2 20 - -

of doctoral coordinators reported that an introduction to research in

education was required. However, 62 percent of doctoral programs required

68



sn advamed research design course. Forty-eight percent of Master's pro-

foc4Irt'L: AT introductur; statistics course but only one program

;ti,:46etl 4 ocapolsory advanced resc.srch design course.

the responses of students reflected these program requirements;

cw porctent m.aster's students reported taking an introduction to re-

rearch tsc and 51 percent an introductory statistics course while 41

;.et,rtt pattytpated in a thesis proposal seminar. Only 20 ercent of

students reported that there was no research course requirement. -le

tua.,1:ty of PI.D. studentr were required to take an introduction to re-

urea!, advanced research des'gn course and a thesis proposal seminar.

thfr that. the thesis pt ?osal sertnat, Ed.D. students responses did not

tr.r41 ions runty in research course requirements across programs.

Ptogrm .00rdinators estimated the proportion of research pro-

r,te ot variou4 types which were suStaitted for completion of programs.

:h, typw% Int' ,dvd cttheptualicrapirical study, case study, posit' 3n paper,

:oK arts otherN. givwpon:em ....dicated that the emphasis ,-Ariecl

,lcpsrtment to 6partment a, well as within and between programs.

following t pea wete mentioned most frequently: conceptual/empirical

tstels. (40r study., literature r views and project evaluations. The-ry

8-velupment theses and new shalytic approaches were reported by some

,00111!i4ttah 4b4, 1 .6 frequently, by some Master's coordinators.

Ptiwass atui kesesrch Advisory

1hr majority of students in all programs reported having an

aJvisot. »4.71c 4 research ptoject wuu a program requirement, all coordin-

frpotted that students had advisors. The description of the fre-

,orth,l, (+I mectInge between students and advisors was similar for students

R9
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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. Onequarter 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 appeared 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 requirement on all doctoral programs

and for 80 percent of Master's research projects. Final oral examination

committees usually required the addition of faculty members from outside

the department to the advisory committee.

Residency Requirements

Inforation on fulltime residency requirements 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 years 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

Time Period

Program

Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.

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 months - - 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 months. 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 reseal,:h proposal examinations were required in about

72
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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 6 3

Both of the above 0 1

Research proposal exam 2 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 1

Two foreign languages 1 0

One foreign language plus 1 0

computer or statistics

Computer and/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
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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 five

and a field project report in one other. A thesis was a common requirement

of Ph.D. programs, but one Ed.D. program required a major paper, a thesis

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 indicated

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 positions.

2. The orientation of program -.qnded to be balanced between con-

ceptual, human relations arc' re" ical skills. Students perceive

greater emphasis on the ncepti, and human relations than on roe

technical.

3. Administrative theory is topic which receives the w,.7eatest

emphasis in educational a Aistretion programs.

4. Course requirements vary considerably across department
. tt

range from five to total courses on Master's programs ait. cep coral

programs. Apprr'ximately one-half of the total app-3c% ro be compul-

sory courses. \N

7



62

5. Compulsory courses tend to be in the areas of organization theory,

administrative theory and research/itatistics.

6. The majority of programs require -e-J.; a major in educational admini-

stration and have no minor 01 ;up,4ting requirements.

7. Programs at both Master's am' ,)ctoy'al levels appear to permit indi-

vidualization and provide sp( ialiy#tlov in a variety of areas. The

most common areas for speciLlizatito. by Master's students are admini-

strative theory, educational plannVg aild organizational design.

8. Only a small proportion cf fr.,rmal Oursework time involves courses

outside of the department of educa0,otai ,ministration. Most fre-

quently, this involves ta- cour in curriculum and research/

statistics.

9. The majority of programs rr n, participation in field activities,

and approximately one-half of ;.adents do not report such exper-

iences.

10. A research project or thecs is required of all doctoral students

but is mandatory 'or -[1'.y about one^half of Master's candidates.

11. About one-quarter l the Master's programs have no research course

requirement. The majority of Mastot's candidates do take introductory

research and .7.;zIatistics courses while Ph.D. students tend to take

advanced researLL design courses.

12. The majority of all .students have crogram or research advisors and

meet with regularly.

13. Sixty-two pel,:ent of Master's proVams 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.
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CHAPTER 5

INSTRUCTIONAL APPROAQHES

The instructional approaches whioll characterize programs include
\

factors such as the types of learning acts ties as well as the instruc-

tional modes experienced by students. The Mature and quality of these

instructional practices contribute to the development of general program

characteristics such as the interrelatednOe of parts and the mix of

theory and practice. Information presented in this chapter is based on

the reports of students and program coordiV4torS-

Program Time Allocation

Responses of students indicated trier there was wide variation in

the proportion of time that was spent in ft:A'tal instruction, research pro-

jects and field experiences. Most student in all Programs devoted a high

proportion of time to formal instruction aild independent study. As is

indicated in Table 5.1, the median proporti-eh of time for Master's students

was 60 percent and for doctoral students the proportion was 40 percent;

however, the range was 20 - 100 percent for luster's students and 30 - 90

percent for doctoral students. The proportln of time reported by Ph.D.

students for research projects was higher thqn that reported by Ed.D. or

Master's students with medians of 50 percept for 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% 10 40% 21 40%

independent study

Field experiences 35 10% 7 20% 11 10%

Research projects 61 30% 10 30% 21 50%

for each of the latter groups. A range Gf 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 reported

devoting any time to field experiences was only 10 percent and for 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
f % f %

Formal instruction 20 80 6 50

Field experiences 13 10 4 10

Research projects 18 20 6 40

78
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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 less

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 instructional 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 30 students; the median proportion of time for

the 56 students who reported any time in instructional settings of 2 - 10

students was 40 percent. Only 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 time that Ed.D. students reported in small settings was higher than for

the o,-)1.- two groups.
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Table 5.3

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

Setting
Program

Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.
f Median f Median f Median

More than 30 students 12 10% - 3 10%

10 30 students 59 60% 7 30% 2 50%

2 - 10 students 56 40% 10 60% 21 40%

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 Coordinators' Estimates of Proportion of Time
Students Experience Various Instructional Settings

Setting Master's Doctoral
Coordinators Coordinators
f % f

More than 30 students 5 10 1 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 programs were
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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 50% 10 70% 21 60%

Independent study 48 20% 8 20% 16 20%

reported experiencing various methods of instruction. Students in all

programs ivd-',..2sted that the major portion of time in courses involved some

form of discus lion 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 another 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 obtained through

information on the frequency with which students experience activities
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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/
Often

Sometimes aarely/
Never

No

Response

Group processes Master's 22% 23% 52% 3%

Ed.D, 20% 20% 60%

Ph.D. 10% 24% 67%

Self-instruction Master's 10% 20% 65% 4%

programmed Ed.D. 0% 20% 80%

modules Ph.D. 10% 19% 71%

Case studies Master's 23% 54% 22% 1%

Ed.D. 0% 60% 30% 10%

Ph.D. 43% 43% 14%

Simulation Master's 14% 33% 52%

Ed.D. 10% 30% 60%

Ph.D. 10% 38% 52%

Field trips Master's 3% 23% 70% 4%

Ed.D. 10% 20% 70%

Ph.D. 14% 38% 43% 5%

Computer use Master's 3% 25% 65% 7%

Ed.D. 20% 20% 50% 10%

Ph.D. 10% 48% 38% 5%

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

M.D. = 21

differences between Master's and doctoral programs. The majority of

students r,:rely or never experienced group processes, self-instruction

modules or simulation/role playing. However, group ?rocesses were ex-

perienced more frequently than either of the other two, Field trips
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various activities self-instruction modules would be least frequently

experienced 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

techniques. A great deal of emphasis would still appear to be placed on

two wa) 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, relevance 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 received 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

84



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 1 2

Relevance to student needs 2 3

Interrelatedness of parts 3 4

Mix of theory and practice 4 7

Individualization of programming 5 1

Useful repetition 6 5

Innovative practices 7 8

Individualization of instruction 8 6

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 research
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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% 16% 3% 4%

content Ed.D. 5W 40% 10%

Ph.D. 72'' 24% 5%

Relevance to Master's 48% 45% 6% 1%

student needs Ed.D. 20% 70% 10%

Ph.D. 67% 29% 5%

Useful repetition Master's 23% 58% 16% 3%

Ed.D. 0% 60% 30% 10%

Ph.D. 24% 52% 19% 5%

Interrelatedness Master's 45% 4T% 6% 1%

of parts Ed.D. 50% 20% 30%

Ph.D. 43% 43% 10% 5%

Mix of theory and Master's 28% 46% 26%

practice Ed.D. 40% 60%

Ph.D. 38% 48% 10% 5%

Student-faculty Master's 57% 35;. 9%

communication Ed.D. 30% 20% 50%

Ph.D. 52% 38% 5% 5%

Innovative Master's 22% 39% 38% 1%

practices Ed.D. 10% 30% 60%

Ph.D. 38% 33% 24% 5%

Individualization Master's 25% 32% 42% 1%

of instruction Ed.D. 30% 40% 30%

Ph.D. 19% 57% 14% 10%

Individualization Master's 30% 30% 29% 10%

of prugramming Ed.D. 40% 20% 20% 20%

Ph.D. 62% 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 programs.

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.

5. The most commonly used instructional mode is discussion while the

remaining time appears to be divided almost equally between lecture

and independent study.

6. A large proportion of students rarely or L : experience such

activities as group processes or self-instrur,.on programmed modules

in their educational administration courses; cas 'ies and simu-

lation are encountered mc, frequently by Mastel:' .Etnts, while

doctoral students report mi. frequent computer

7. Programs are characterized by col,-/ance of cours,t (terit and L a

lesser extent by relevance to s:_o 'ent needs, interrelatedTless of

parts and good student-faculty :o,imurication.

8. The majority of respondents did not consider programs to be (11,rac-

terized by innovative practices or individualization of instruction.
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CHAPTER 6

FACILITIES AND SERVICES

The facilities and services which are available to students

make important contributions 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 mid :acilities such as work space, park-

ing, recreation and housing. In this chapter the responses are presented

separately for chairpersons and students fol- ATed by some comparisons.

Chairpersons' Ratings

The results of chairpersons' r,*ingb are summarized in Table 6.1;

in order to simplify the presentation ana discussion, two response cate-

gories, Good and Fair, have been comhivad. In terms of the prop, tion of

excellent ratings for items, 3d percent orchairpersons considered audio-

visual services, and supplies and tel,lphone service to be of high quality.

Just under one-third of the respondents considered computer a duplicating

equipment, and library service to be ex ellent. One-quarter of the chair-

persons gave this same high rating to clerical-secl,!tari 1 service,

77
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Table 6.1

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

Facility or Service Excellent Good/
Fair

Poor/Not
Existent

No

Response

1. Audio visual services 38% 44% 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,
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food/snack services, library stock, mail service, student housing and

transportation facilities to be good to cair.

The items with the highest proport_on of "Poor" or "Non-Existent"

ratings were laboratory services (31 .2rcent) ..ad food/snack services (25

percent). Although conference spact laboratory faciliies 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 wound 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 audio-visual services

and supplies, computer service and duplicating equipment. More than one-

third considered clerical/secretarial service to be poor or non-existent

and 30 percent placed food/snack services in this same category. Approxi-

mately one-quarter gave a low rating t parking facilities, recreational

facilities and student housing.

The majority of students (70 percent 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 Se.7vices

Facility or Service Excellent Good/

Fair

Poor/Not
Existent

No

Response

1. Audio-visual services 23% 67% 6% 4%

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. Recreational 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.
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Table 6.3

Percentage Distribution of Doctoral Students' Ratings
of Facilities and Services

Facility or Service Excellent Good/

Fair
Poor/Not
Existent

No

Response

1. Audiovisual services 35% 48% 6% 10%

2. Audiovisual 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 3 6

14. Library stock 35 58 0 6

15. Lounge space 32 42 19 6

16. Mail service 26 58 10 6

17. Parking facilities 19 65 6 10

18. Phone service 26 45 23 6

19. Recreati6nal facilities 23 45 26 6

20. Student housing 16 45 26 13

21. Student work space 35 . 45 13 6

22. Transportation facilities 32 55 3 10

More than onehalf 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 conference space

(42 percent) and classroom space (39 percent). Thirtyfive percent of the
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respondents rated audio-visual services, library service and stock and

student work space as excellent.

The majority of students considered 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 received 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, recreational 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 doctoral

students while the latter gave higher ratings to computer service and

equipment. Doctoral students also gave more favorable ratings. to class-

room and conference space than did Master'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
Students

Doctoral
Students

Chair-
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

Library stock 7 6.5'

Conference space 3

Student work space 6.5

Classroom space 4

Phone service 2

Parking facilities 5

Poor/Non-Existent:

Clerical/secretarial service 1 1

Food/snack service 2 2

Parking facilities 3

RecreLtional 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

Conference space 4

Laboratory facilities 4
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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 reflect a real

difference in the resources of those 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 whole 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 apparent

to students.

Summary

1. Chairpersons considered audio-visual services and supplies and tele-

phone 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 cl(Jrical/

secretarial services and food/snack services to be poor or non-existent.
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5. 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/secretarial 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 he due to differences in the services

available in various departments, differences in services available

to Master's and doctoral students, differences in needs of various

groups and differences in perceptions.



CHAPTER 7

STUDENT PLACEMENT

The availability of suitable posts for gra( '_fls of educational

administration programs carries important implications for nearly all

facets of those programs. From the perspective of prospective stt. ents,

career prospects will influence the decision of whether or not to u,

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

budgets which affect the number of administrative positions available as

well as changes 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
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or were returning to a previous position. The responses are summarized

below:

Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.

f"/.
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.

Thirty-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. Of the 35

Master's students who responded to this item, 17 indicated that they were

assured of positions as teachers and the other 18 identified various

positions most of them administrative in nature. The eight 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 number

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 were searching for academic careers at a college or university level

9,9
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Table 7.1

Distribution of Students by Position Held
for Which They Were Applying

and Position

Position Master's Ed.D. Ph.D.

Presently held:

Teacher 17

Vice or assistant principal 4 4

Principal 4 3 1

Department administrator 3 1

Consultant or supervisor 2 1

Professor of education 1

Administrator, teachers'
organization

1

Assistant superintendent 1

Adult education director 1

Recreation administrator 1

Program administrator 1

Central office administrator 1

Superintendent 1

Total 35 5 9

Applying:

Administration 7 4

Teacher 4

Principal 3 1

Professor, lecturer 3 3 6

Doctoral program 2

Vice principal 1

Curriculum consultant 1

Other 1

Total 21 4 11
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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 months; 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
time of the final oral

15 90% 4 65%

Held a temporary appointment at the
time of the final oral

3 10 2 15

Held no appointment but began a
continuing appointment within
three months of the final oral

7 20 5 20

Held no appointment and hold only
a temporary appointment now

2 5 2 20

The range of proportions varied greatly for each response item.

Although the mdian of the estimates of 15 Master's coordinators was 90

percent of students holding continuing appointments, the range was from
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20 percent to 100 percent. Seven coordinators indicated that some students

in their programs began a continuing appointment within three 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 coordinators 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

range in each response call:egory is clearly a function, in part, of the

small enrolments in doctoral programs.

Employment 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 was described in terms of these categories:

same urban area as the university, not in same urban area but in same

province, in another province and outsice of Canada. Department chair-

persons were asked to provide estimates of the proportions of all gradu-

ates in each of 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

approximately 30 percent hold appointments in the same province.

Table 7.3

Medians of Chairpersons' and Coordinators' Estimates of
Proportions of Students Who Hold Appointments in

Various Geographic Locations

Location Department
Chairperson
f Median

Master's
Coordinators
f Median

Doctoral
Coordinators
f Median

Same urban area as
university

13 40% 16 50% 5 50%

Not in same urban area
but same province

14 30 17 30 3 30

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 each 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 province. The proportions

of doctoral graduates employed outside of the province appears to be some-

what higher. Four coordinators indicated that from 10 percent to 50 per-

cent of graduates were employed in another province with a median of 30

percent. nnly two doctoral coordinators reported students emroyed 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
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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.

the 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/
research/administration

2 5% 3 10%

College teaching/research/
administration

6 10 5 10

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
principals

12 40 13 30

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

10i
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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'

estimates 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 administrative

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, regional or school system Tavel 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 any in these cate-

gories. In part, the variation may be explained by the relatively small

numbers of graduates involved.
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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 30Z

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 programs 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

105



:xceeded 20 percent. For doctoral students the median was 45 percent,

although the range was from 10 percent to 100 percent. The difference

between Master's and doctoral graduates 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 obtained 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 J_

Personal contacts between
members of department and
graduates

Occasional surveys of all
graduates

Systematic career monitoring
through continuing contact
with graduates

Other

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-

cluderl course evaluations and an alumni newsletter.

14 88

5 31

2 12

2 12

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.
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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 tec,...%ing/research positions at the post-secondary

level and administrative 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 positions in

the urban area or the province in which their university was located.

Only . mall proportions of graduating students were 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

depc:rtment and graduates for monitoring reactions to programs and

student follow-up.

197



CHAPTER 8

RECENT, DESIRED AND PROJECTED PROGRAM CHANGES

Although the main focus of this study was on the characteristics

of programs at the time the data were being collected, an attempt was also

made to obtain information about the nature of program developments. De-

partment chairpersons and program coordinators were asked 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

Thc2 frequency with which department chairpersons and program co-

ordinators reported recent changes 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; program 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

r,' ram Aspect Department Coordinators
Chairperson Master's Doctoral

(N=16) (N=21) (N=8)

ontent Or
t rtict processes

tu re

9

5

56 11

31 7

52

33

4

4

50

50

1 trieut / sel ec Lion/ 5 31 5 24 1 12

Hot,t, t.et-,e;Ircn '4 25 6 29

purpotws Or

t. 1"t".;

, orip let ion

3

3

19 3

19 4

14

19

1

1

12

12

cts r mnt
wce:ernanec

of

19

11:10,, .o.rvices

1
of ,duAtes

1 6 1 12

2 12 1 5

ih the ldtter case by the chairpersons only. None of the

,oted any changes in piricement of graduate students, sources

An,:litg, or In facilities and services.

!,,irl,,r,,ont. and coordinators agreed that the most common changes

1. c..d ri, ,ourse content and program structure. The specific changes

were similar across programs. In general, these

'refinently th, revhilon of exintIng courses, shifting of
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course content and the development of new courses. Other changes reported

included more diversified instructional strategies, increased use of audio-

visual 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 courses 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 strength-

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 changes 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; however, all of the
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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 identified as an area in which some change would be

desirable was progra, content or instructional 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
Students
(N=69)

Doctoral
Students
(N=31)

Program content or instructional
processes

31 45 18 58

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
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percent of doctoral students. Doctoral students indicated a greater con-

,ern for improved funding than did the Master's respondents.

Respondents saw possibilities for improvements in other areas

including program structure, facilities or services, recruitment/selection/

admission and completion requirements. Only a few respondents identified

student placement or department governance. Desired changes other than

those 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 idiosyncratic nature of these points of view is illustrated

by the responses of two students from the same 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-as such as
assessment of needs, climate measurement, etc.

The other student simply stated, "Snack 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 they 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

Pioaram Aspect Department Coordinators
Chairpersons Master's Doctoral

(N=16) (N=21) (N=8)

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

requirements

Department purposes or 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 coordinators anticipated more changes in program

structure than did the department chairpersons. There was agreement that

some changes were also likely 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 respondents 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 general 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. In 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 enrol-

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 a 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.

11 4
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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 designed for specific

administrative tasks and introduction of program modifications suited 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 progra:-.. structure.

4. The areas in which future changes are likely to take place include

course content or instructional processes, students' research experi-

ences and program structure.

1 1
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5. Changes in some programs will also focus on recruitment, selection

and admission of students; program completion requirements; and de-

partment purposes or objectives.

6. The recent and projected 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.



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 Generalizations

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 over the past twenty years, opportunities for graduate study in

this field are now readily accessible to t:le 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 programs 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

employment in the same geographic 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, forma: 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 consideree to be
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most suited as preparation for within-school administration and doctoral

programs for other administrative and research/teaching posts, no identi-

fiable prograr. lements relate clearly to such differentiation. Programs

provide preparation for a variety of ositions 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 summer 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.

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 perceived 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 cl'erical/

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

involved 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 characteristics of programs are evolving in response to needs per-

ceived by students and faculty 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 operation.

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 identify issues which merit consideration

by those who must make decisions about programs, whether or not there is

any additional research. A number 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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I. 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 experiences

provide suitable preparation for prospective administrators. Is there

any evidence to support the continued acceptance of this assumption?

What alternative approaches might be considered?

2. Should educational administration departments 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 succes3

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 academic and research

capability. Do departments have some responsibility for concerning them-

selves with performance 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. On 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. fo what extent and in what ways should programs take account of

current, local issues? Most programs in educational administration serve

a local clientele; 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

dtld v.orthy of support. Ability of those programs to attract students

attests to their acceptance by stude,.ts even though formal study in

educational administration is not a prerequisite for appointment to

administrative posts in most provinces. Changes in the components of

those programs reveals a flexibility to adjust to changing needs and

circumstances. Yet some challenges do remain.

The major challenges are suggested in the issues which have

been discussed. Program changes appear to be taking place within commonly

accepted boundaries 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 th2 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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EDUCATIONAL AD:IINISTRATION

PREPARATION PROGRAMS

IN CANADA

A COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY

Sponsored by

UNIVERSITY COUNCIL FOR EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

and the

Department of Educational Administration, University of Alberta

(Form: Department Heads)

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

2. If additional space is needed 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 WITHIN TWO WEEKS to E. Miklos, Department
of Educational Administration, University of Alberta, Edmonton.

Thank you.
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A INSTITUTIONAL DATA

Al Name of institution

A2 What is the approximate number of students, full-time and part -time,

in each of the following categories at your institution?

1 -- total graduate and undergraduate enrolment

2 -- graduate and undergraduate enrolment in education

3 -- graduate enrolment in education

4 -- graduate enrolment in educational administration

ID

1 2 3 4 5

6171019110

11112113(14115
I I I

1 16117118119

1 20121122

A3 In what year was the graduate program in educational administration

initiated?
1 23124

B PROGRAMS AND ENROLMENTS

Which of the following types of preparation programs in educational

administration are offered within your institution? (Check ( 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

2 -- Master's (without thesis)

3 -- Master's (with thesis)

4 -- Certificate Program between
Master's and Doctorate

5 -- Doctor of Education

6 -- Doctor of Philosophy

7 -- other (specify)

B2 Please indicate the number of students who completed each of the

following progrom,.: in the calendar years 1974, 1975 and 1976

(estimate). (If a program is not offered enter NA; if there were no

graduates in a program whick is offered enter "0".)

Program 1974 1975 1976

1 -- 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)

1

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32133 34135 36137

38 39 40 41 42 43

I 44145 46147 48149

50 51 52 53 54 55

56157 58159 60161

62163 64165 66167



83 Please indicate the number of students presently enrolled in each of
the following prograros 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.)

Program Current Enrollment

Number
1 -- 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)

84 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 Certificate

or Diploma Program

2 -- Master's (without thesis)

3 -- Master's (with thesis)

4 -- Doctor of Education

5 -- Doctor of Philosoph;

6 -- other (specify)

B5 Please indicate whether the number of admissions in 1976 represents
no change, an increase or decrease for each program. (Check (sot)
the appropriate box for each program. Where there is a change,
Indicate the percentage change to the nearest 5%.)

1 -- Pre-Master's Certificate
or Diploma

2 -- Master's (without thesis)

Master's (with thesis)

Doctor of Education

Doctor of Philosophy

other (specify)

1

2

3

5

6

a 00 0
0 o o 0O 0 o m
c L L cm U 0 m0 ..0 C o .0= t..) - n &q.t./

P29

123

68169

70171

72 73

74175

76 77

78179

ID 2

1 2 3 4 5

617

8 9

10111

12'13

14115

16117

18

19

20

21

22

23
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B6 What changes do you anticipate in admissions for 1977 in comparison,
with those for 1976 for each of the following programs? (Check (v0
the approximate box for each program and where a change is anticipated,
indicate the change to the nearest 5%.)

1 -- Pre-Master's CertificLte or Diploma 1

2 -- Master's (without thesis)

3 Master's (with thesis)

4 Doctor of Education

5 Doctor of Philosophy 4

6 -- other (specify)

2

3

5

6

C)
In

0 0
C)

c L
n 00.c c

'' c.)

C)
In

C)
L
U
C)

C.1

C DEPARTMENT ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNANCE

Cl What is the organization through which courses or programs in
educational administration are offered in your institution? (Check
( appropriate item.)

1 -- there is a Department of
Educational Administration

2 -- there Is a Centre,
Institute or Division
for the study of
educational administration

3 -- no distinct unit; faculty
members with an interest in
educational administration
are attached to other units

4 -- other (specify)

C2 If there is a head or chairperson of an educational administration
unit (Department, Division, Institute) how is that person selected?
(Check () the appropriate item.)

1 -- election by members of
the unit

2 appointment by the Dean
on the advice of a
representative committee

3 -- appointment by the Dean without
committee advice

4 -- other (specify)

C3 If there is a head or chairperson, what is the normal term of
appointment? (Check () appropriate item.)

1 indefinite

2 -- more than five years

3 -- five years

4 -- four years

5 -- three years

6 less than three years

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

C4 Approximately how many department meetings are held annunlly? (Check

() the appropriate item.)

1.-- more than 70 4 -- 6 to 10

2 -- 16 to 20 5 -- 5 or fewer

3 -- 11 to 15
33
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C5 I-!ow regularly do departrnt faculty members participate in making
departmental decisions regarding each of the following? (Check ()
one column for each item.)

C6

1 selection of
academic staff

2
2 selection of

non-academic staff
3

3 promotion of
academic staff 4

h promotion of
non-academic staff 5

5 admission of students 6

course changes
7

; program changes

How do students participate in or influence
making? (Check (t.i) each number which

-- formal representation on
departmental committees
and meetings

C

O

m
0
E E
0
1/)

t-
c4

t.
0

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

Li 1 I Li 2143144145

departmental decision
applies.)

informal communication
with various members of
department staff

informal comIltinicat3n
with department
chairperson"

3 -- formal meetings with
department chairperson

5 other (specify)

C7

C8

Wnich of the following formally constituted
exist in your institution? (Check ()

1 -- a student organization in the department

2 -- an association of graduate students

3 an association of graduate students

How reguraly do the following participants
the departmental decision making process?
for each item.)

-- interested graduate
students

2 -- graduate student 2

representatives

3 -- Instructors/Lecturers

h -- Assistant Professors 4

5 -- Associate Professors
5

6 -- Full Professors
6

7 part-time Academic
staff

7
8 -- non-academic staff

8
9 others (specify)

all

in

in

have

m

student
applicable

Education

the

a

(Check

C
C.)
.ta
tt-
O

organizations

university

formal

()

1 w
E

tr)

items.)

vote
one

L

in

column

L
rJ

46147148

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57
9



C9 How many full-time faculty members (including yourself) are

presently in the department of educational administration in each

of the following categories?

Category Number

1 -- Lecturers/Instructors

2 Assistant Professors

3 -- Associate Professors

4 -- Full Professors

5 -- Emeritus Professors

6 -- others (specify)

GTO flow many part-time faculty
members presently serve in the department

in each of the following capacities?

C11

Category

I
three-quarters time

2 two-thirds time

3 -- one-half time

4 one-third time

5 one-quarter time

6 -- other (specify)

Number

How many full-time non - academic staff members are presently
in the

department of edu6tion administration in each of the following

categories?

Category Number

1 adminiStrative assistants
or officers

2 clerical and secretarial

3 technical support
personnel

research assistants,
other than graduate
students

5 other (specify)____

D PROGRAM STRUCTURE AND GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

5 8 59

60 61

62 63
64 65
66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

714

75

76

77

78

Dl How many different credit courses in educational Administration are I D

4
offered by the department at both graduate and undergraduate levels?

3 4

617
1 -- undergraduate courses

2 graduate courses 819

1



D2 Now many of the courses offered by the department are potentially
available to students in each of the following programs?

Program Number

1 -- Pre-Master's Certificate
or Diploma

2 -- Master's (without thesis)

3 liz:ster's (with thesis)

4 -- Doctor of Education

5 -- Doctor of Philosophy

6 -- other (specify)

D3 How many hours of instruction, that is, 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 -- 40-49 hours 7 -- other (specify)

4 -- 50-59 hours

D4 Within this department, what is the approximate proportion (to the
nearest 10%) of courses offered at the following times? lIndicate
percentage for each item; total should equal 100%.)

1 between 8:Ou a.m. and 4:00 p.m. on weekdays

2 between 4:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. on weeknights

3 on Saturdays or a combination of Friday night and Saturday
classes

4 other (specify)

Total --, 100%

D5 Considering the total number of courses offered by your department
during a twelve-month period (July 1 through June 30), what is the

127

11112
13 14

15116

17118
19 20

21122

23

24125
26 27

78129

301 31

approximate proportion (to nearest 10%) of courses offered in the
following sessions?

1 -- regular winter session, on-campus 32133
34 252 regular winter session, off - campus
3G 17

3 -- spring session or intersession
38 1.9

4 summer session

5 other (specify)

E RECRUITMENT AND SELECTION OF STUDENTS

El What activities and procedures do You use to bring your programs to
the attention of prospective students? (Check (J) all items which

apply.)

1 -- distribute information 3 -- advertisements in
to schools and school professional journals
systems

4 -- distributing information at
2 -- distribute information educational conferences

to faculties of
5 -- other (specify)education and other

departments

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

1 ("):

40141

42143144145146
I I

47
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E3 At what geographic areas are most of the department's recruiting

activities directed? (Check (v') the appropriate item.)

1 -- at the surrounding urban 4 -- at all provinces

or metropolitan area

2 -- at the province

3 -- at provinces in the
region

5 -- other (specify)

E4 In general, who makes the decision on admissions to graduate
programs? (Check (7) the item which applies.)

1 -- the chairperson

2 -- the chairperson, on the
advice of a committee

3 -- an admissions committee

4 other (specify)

F STUDENT PLACEMENT AND FOLLOW-UP

Fl Of the students who find positions upon completion of programs,

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

4 outside of Canada

F2 How does the department monitor reactions to the program and

follow-up of graduates? (Check (./) each items which applies.)

1 -- personal contacts
between members of
department and graduates

2 -- through occasional
surveys of all graduates

3 -- systematic career monitoring
through continuing contact
with graduates

4 other (specify)

48

49

50151

52153

54155

56 57

58159160161

SOURCES OF FUNDING

1

I

62163

64165

66

68159

70

72

67

71

73

GI Approximately
now
for

1 --

2 --

3 --

4 --

5

6 --

what proportion of the department's fir-aal resources
comes from each of the following sources? (Indicate percentage

each item; total should equal 100%.)

budget allocation for general operation of department
(salaries, supplies, etc.)

budget allocation specifically for graduate

assistantships

grants for research from non-university so.,-ces

contracted research

field services and other contracted research

other sources (specify)

Total = 100%



C2 proportion of the full-time graduate students in educational
receives financial assistance from the following

sc.2rcsi (Rs pond accordinj to major sources if more than one is

1 research or teaching assistantships through the dupartment,
faculty or university

2 -- scholarships from funds administered by the university

3 scholarships and fellowships from non-university sources such
as Canada Council

4 -- no assistantships, scholarships or fellowships

5 other (specify)

H RECENT PROGRAM CHANGES

HI Within the past two years, have there been any changes in the
following aspects of the education.21 administration program?
(Respond in terms of outcomes or procedures; check (I) all
appropriate items.)

1 -- department purposes or
objectives

2 -- recruitment/selection/
admission of stuucnts

3 course content or
instructional processes

4 -- program completion
requirements

5 program structure/
mechanics

6 -- students' research
experiences

7 -- sources or level of fundings

8 -- facilities or services

9 -- placement of graduates

10 -- deparCment governance

11 -- other (specify)

12 -- no recent changes

H2 For each of the above items checke4, briefly state (in one or two
sentences) the nature of the recent changes. (For each change, indicate
the item number; enclose additional pages if necessary.)

13o

129

74175
76 77

78179

ID 4

1 2 3 4

I F12

8 9

1G111112;13114

15116117118119120121



1 PROJECTED CHANCES

11 Within the next two years, what changes are projected in the
following aspects of the educational admHisuation program?
(ke_pond in terms of anticipated outcomes or procedures; check
all appropriate items.)

1 department purposes or
objectives

2 recruitment/selection/
admission of students

3 course content or
instructional processes

4 program completion
requirements

program structure/
mechanics

5

( )

6 -- students' research
experiences

7 -- sources or level of funding

8 -- facilities or services

9 -- placement of graduates

10 -- department governance

11 other (specify)

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
identified, indicate the item number; enclose additional pages if

necessary.)

OTHER COURSES OF STUDY

Jl Are courses in Higher Education Administration offered at this
institution? (Check (s/) response.)

1 -- yes

2 -- no

J2 If ycs, where and how are they offered? (Check (II) one response.)

1 in the department of 3 -- in a different department,

educational administra- but not for a Higher

tion, but not for a Educat'on Administration

Higher EducatIon degree

Administration aegree

2 in the departm:_yr. of

education7 adminstra-
tion or.: for a Higher

Educ.,Lion Administration
degree

4 -- in a different department
and for a Higher Education
Administration degree

5 --.in a department of Higher
Education and for a Higher
Education Administration
degree

J3 If courses in higher education Administration are offered at your
institution, who would be the most appropriate person to contact

for information about the Higher Administration program?

1 Rp-;

22r23124!25126127

132I33

34

35

36



S,,

, r,;,31
Adm:ristration offered dr this

!, () rcs;,,nse .)

re err tt.e, offer-c.d.? (Check (4 ) one responte.)

t,t ,A,:,ent of
1 ,d,,nistro

t 4ot J

atiOA

it C'; 04Y

I ewl j. A I 71

A

;tro!

3 In a different department,

but not for a Special

Cduzation Administration
degree

4 in a different department

and for a Special Education
rdm;nistration degree

5 in J dey,rtment of Special

Education and for a Special
Education Administration
degree

n to, C. 4.61 Admtr,ittr.it ion are offered at your
r.,sf 02oropriate per:on to contact for

' t,.x cpwc;a1 Iducation :Ministration program?

continued on next pdr

37

38

131
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K FACILITIES AND SERVICES

Kl In terms of attaining 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 as follows: (check (./) one column for each item).

1 -- audio-visual services

2 -- audio-visual supplies

3 -- classroom space

4 -- clerical/secretarial
service

5 computer equipment

6 -- computer service

7 -- conference space

8 -- duplicating equipment

9 -- duplicating service

10 -- faculty housing

11 -- faculty work space

12 -- food/snack services

13 -- laboratory facilities

14 -- laboratory services

15 -- library service

16 -- library stock

17 lounge spice

18 -- Mail service

19 parking facilities

20 -- phone service

21 recreational facilities

22 -- student housing

23 student work space

24 -- transportation facilities

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

O

a.

a.
1.4 0
O 1, --
O 0 X

.7.2:

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

39
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45
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48
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50

51
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55
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57
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EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

PREPARATION PROGRAMS

IN CANADA

133

A COMPREHENSIVE SURVEY

Sponsored by

UNIVERSITY COUNCIL FOR EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

and the

Departmert of Educational Administration, University of Alberta

(Form: Master's Programs)

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS DESIGNED TO ELICIT
INFORMATION 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 () items or printing informat;on
as each item specifies.

2. If additional space is needed 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 WITHIN TWO WEEKS to E. Miklos, Department
of Educational Administration, University of Alberta, Edw,onton.

Thank you.

139
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A PROGRAM PIWW.1% A9[) WOJECEIVtS

Al The M.Ed. program in educational administration is designed to prepare
individuals for the following types of positions: (chuck () all
appropriate item).

1 -- assistant principal,
elementary

2 -- assistant principal,
secondary

3 principal, elementary

4 -- principal, secondary 10 --

5 supervisor of instruction,
building level

6 superintendent of schools

7 supervisor of instruction,
district level

8 assistant superintendent for

a - business 11 -

b -.personnel
c - instruction
d - pupil personnel
e - community relations
f - adult education

9

A2 The orientation of the M.Ea. program

1 -- developing conceptual skills

2 -- developing human relations
skills

3 -- developing technical skills

12 -

13

g r. evaluation

h - other (specify)

administrator, higher or

continuing education

professor of

a educational administration
b higher education

administration
c - special education

administration
d - other (specify)

- research director

- province or regional level
administrator

- other (specify)

is primarily: (check () one response).

about equal between

about equal between

about equal between

1 and 2

1 and 3

2 and 3

about equal among 1, 2 and 3

A3 Vhich seven (7) topics below are emphasized in the greatest number of courses in

the M.Ed. program? (Check (y1 seven items listed below).

1 -- administrative theory

2 -- adult education

3 -- buildings/facilities

4 -- business/finance/budgeting

5 -- community college
administration

6 -- community education

7 -- comparative administration

8 computer. uses

9 curriculum development

10 -- decision making

11 -- economics of education

12. -- education law

13 -- elementary school
administration

14 -- education technology

15 evaluation

16 -- foundations of education

17 -- higher education

18 -- human relations

19 management information
systems

20 -- instructional supervision

21 -- leadership

22 -- organizational development

23 personnel management, staff

24 personnel management, student

25 planning

26 policy making

27 -- politics of education

28 principalship, elementary

29

30

31

32

33

34

principalship, secondary

professional negotiations

public relations

research methodology

school-community relations

school district ,administration

(superintendency)

3, secondary school
administration

36 -- special education
administration

37 statistics

38 -- others (specify)

1 4 )

ID 1

1 2 4 5

6 71819 110 111112

3

1

27 28

29

30 31

32 33

34 35

36 37

38 39

40 41

42 43



Ah In the pr irom, what is the approximate proportion of students
preparing for ;.,h of the following types of positions? (ease your
estimates on oi.,arent student aspirations for positions immediately
after completion of the M.Ed. program.) Indicate percentage for each
Item listed below; total should equal 100%.

1 -- university professors

2 -- & D specialists

3 public school administrators

4 -- con-Triunity college administrators

5 -- college/university administrators

6 -- provincial /regional agency administrators

7 further study

8 -- other (specify)

Total IO

t

B RECRUITMENT, SELECTION AND ADMISSION PROCEDURES

B1 In your estimation, what proporion (to the nearest l0%) of students in the
M.Ed. program have the following backgrounds? (Indicate percentage for each
Item.)

I -- received undergraduate training at this Institution

2 -- completed l_chelor's program or equivalent at this institution

3 obtained all or most of their professional experience in this
provincr.

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

5 -- obtained most or all of their professional experience outside of
Canada

6 -- arc Canadian citizens or landed immigrants

B2 In your estimation, what proportion (to the nearest 10%) of students currently
enrolled in the MEd. program have the following backgrounds? (Indicate
percentage for each item.)

-- have no teaching experience

2 -- have teaching experience
but less than two years of

administrative experience 5.

3 -- have two or more years of administrative experience
at the school level

h -- have two or more years of administrative experience
at the district, regional or Provincial level

B3 Rank order, from I to 3, the three main reasons that students enrolled inthe 1.Ed.pro9ram preferred to enroll at this institution (regard "1" asthe primary reason).

I -- attractive admissions criteria

2 -- available financial aid

3 -- convenient course schedule

4 -- reasonale tuition/fee schedule

5 -- reputation of faculty ;,nd/or program
6 -- convenient

location (i.e. near home or work)

111

135

44145

46!47

P 4

50 S I

52 t. 3

54 5

56157

58159

60 {61

62163

6 4 65

66167

68169

70171

72173

74 7 5

76177

78179

n

1 2 3 4 5

617 P



B4 In your estimation, how did students in the M.P. program initially become
aware of the program? Rank order, from 1 to 3, the three main ways (regard
as the primary way).

extension courses

field surveys/evaluations

newspaper advertisements

previous coursework

publicity literature

survey of options

7 -- recommendation by friends

8 study council activities

9 -- recruitment activities

10 -- recommendation by professional

11 -- self initiated

12 -- other (specify)

B5 In order to be eligible for admission to the H.Fd. program, candidates must:
(check () all appropriate items).

1 -- hold a teaching certificate 8 pass a departmental interview

2 -- have some teaching experience 9 pass an English writing exam

3 -- have administrative/
supervisory experience

4 have a minimum grade point
average

pass a standard exam (i.e.
CRE, MAT)

6 pass other tests (e.g.
aptitude)

7 -- pass a departmental exam
(scholarly)

10 submit recommendations

11 submit an autobiographic
essay

12 -- other (specify)

13 -- no admission requirements for
the M.Fd.program

136 Of the above admission requirements (if any), which one is g7ven
consideration as a criterion of admission to the M.Ed. program?

greatest
Item No.

137 In your estimation, what proportion of applicants to the M.Ed.program is
denied admission as degree candidates?

C PRDGRri CONTENT AND INSTRUCTIONAL PROCESSES

CI Of the total arount of time students devote to completing the i.Ed. program,

estivate (to the ocarest 10'4) the proportion of time devoted to each of the
folloing typls of learning activities. (Indicate percentage for each item;

total should equal 1002.)

1 -- formal instruction and independent study

2 field experiences (i.p. practicums, observations,
internship!-)

3 research projects (i.e. field studies, theses,
di!.scrtations)

Total 100":

C2 Of the total amount of tree students in the M.Ed. program devote to
coursework estimate (to the nearest 102) the proportion of time
enrolled in the follo.ving types of courses. (Indicate percentage for
ez:ch item; total !.liould equal 100';.)

1 -- those

2 those

3 those

Total

in the department of educational administration

in other departments in the faculty of education

in decortm-nt outside thv faculty of cducotion

10071

1 4

9110

11112

13114

15116117118119120

211221231241251261

27

28129

30131

32133

34 I 3 5

36 37

38139

40141

42143
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iirrth (to the nedrest 10Z) the proportion of time that students
unrolled in the M.Ed. program experience the following in their
cducationol administration courses. (Indicate purcenzdT, for each;
total should equal 100%.)

1 -- instructional settings of more than 30 students

2 -- instructional settings of 10-30 students

3 -- instructional setting: of 7-10 students

4 -- o:ic-to-one instructional settings (tutorials)

Total 100%

C4 Estimate (to the nearest 10%) the proportion of time that students
enrolled in the M.Ecl:program experience the following in their
educational administration courses. (Indicate percentage for each;
total should equal 100%.)

1 lecture (one-way communication)

2 -- discussion (two-way communication) o.

3 -- independent study (programmed modules or other
self-instruction)

Total ti 100%

C5 Appro.sinately ho often do students enrolled in the m.Cd. program wcperience
cacii of the following in their educational administration courses? (Check
One column for each item.)

1 group process techniques (e.q.
sensitivity, t-groups)

self- instruction programmed
modules

case studies

simulation/role p!iying

field trips (site visits)

computer use

other (besides lecture/
discussion -- specify)

2

3

5

6

7

In
s

0 0
I-

1

137

44145

46147

48{49

50 51

52153

54155

56157

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

C6.1 Do stuen's enrolled in the m.Ed program take courses outside the
department of educational administration?

651 -- yes

2 -7 no

C6.2 if so, e:timate the proportion of students enrolled in the M.Ed. program 66167
who take one or more courses in each of the following fields:

6 81 69

1 -- Anthropology _______ 2 13 -- Social Psychology %
70171

2 Business Admihistration % 14 -- Foreign language % I

7217315 -- Research/Statistics3 Competer Science __ _ .

4 Econanics % 16 -- Sociology 7, 74 17 5

17 -- Curriculum 4
A.,5 Engineering 76,77

18 -- Educational Foundations6 -- INglish/He-.Elitic!-.

7 -- Ilisto:y____. % 19 -- Educotiondl Psychology
7 8' 79

r. 38 low ___3:, 20 -- Educational Planning
1 2 3 4 b,..

9 ,.inoc7-,rent !,LienL( 21 Vocationr1 EduLation
3 17 1E ; 17 2.61'7

4

10 ;1(litical Scic;irc % 2 -- others (sp.cify) 8191 1911,-,
4..? 0111 201:-. 28 29

30111
_

II Psychology %
e."--- ,- 2'13 22173

32. t 1112 - Public Ad.linistratim, t 14115 hinc.
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D PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

DI

D2

D3 For the
areas?

What is the minimum number of courses beyond the B.A. or B.Sc. required to

complete the M.Ed. program?

Of the minimum number of courses in the M.Ed. program, how many of these are

required courses?

M.Ed. program, how many courses are required in each of the follaaing
(If none, write "0" on the appropriate lines.)

1 -- statistics or educational
research

history/philosophy of
education

3 -- curriculum development

4 educational psychology

5 -- educational'sociology

6 -- supervision of instruction

7 -- organization theory

8 -- educational finance

9 -- politics of education

10 -- administrative theory

11 -- other (specify)

D4 That arc the major/minor (supporting field) requirements within the M.Ed.

program? (Check one number only.)

1 -- only a major in educational
administration is required

2 -- both a major in educational
administration ..d a minor in
the faculty of education

3 both a major in educational
achinlsttation and a minor
outside the faculty of
education

4 both a major ip educational
administration and a minor
inside or outside the faculty
of education

- no major or minor
requirements

- other (specify)

5

6-

D5 What arras of specialization (majors) is it possible for m.Ed.students to
develop in their programs? (Check () each number which applies.)

1
economizs of education

2 -- politics of education

3 -- organizational design

4 -- educational planning

5 higher education

6-- school law

7 -- administrative theory

8 -- research methods/statistics

9 -- other (specify)

D6 What are the required field experiences within
one item.)

1 participation in non-paid
field activities (e.g.
observations, member of
survey team, involvement
in administrators'
conferences)

2 -- participation in paid field
activities (e.g. field
studies, administrative
interships)

D7 What is the full tim^ residency requirement within

() one rspon.)

the m.Ed.pros-am? (Check

3 a co.ination of 1 and 2
above'

4 -- other field experiences
(specify)

5 -- no reqoir(J experiences

1 one half-y,:ar or les'.

2 -- I year

3 -- 2 ycar

36 1 3 7

3 81 39

40141142143;44145

46147148149150

Cv)

the r . Ed . program? (Ch-.:.c)

4 more than 7 yrars

5 -- no residency Irquirrv,nt

1,4

51

52 1 5 3 I 5 4 1 5 5 1 56

571 581 59 1 60

62
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13 What are the major exam requirements in the h.Cd. program, excluding admissionexams? (Check () one number.)

1 -- written and/or oral mid-
program exam (qualifying
exam)

2 -- final comprehensive exam

3 -- both 1 and 2

4 -- research proposal exam

5 -- no major exam requirements

09 What arc the culminating
project requirements within the M.Ed. program? (Check() one response; insert item numbers when/if appropriate.)

1 -- major paper (e.g. literature
review, case study)

2 -- thesis or dissertation

3 -- field project and report

4 -- either or

5 -- both and

6 -- no culminating project

requirement

7 -- other culminating project
(specify)

010 What are the foreign
language /research requirements (if any) for completion ofthe M.Ed. program? (Check (le() one response.)

1 -- one foreign language

2 -- two foreign languages

3 -- one foreign language plus
computer or statistics

4 -- computer and/or statistics

5 -- choice of 2, 3 or 4

6 -- other f pecify)

7 -- no language/research

requirements

D11 How regularly applied is each of-the requirements for completion of theprogram? (Check one column for each item.)

1 minimum number of credits

2 -- balance of coursework inside/

outside collebe of education

3 specific course requirements

4 -- number of credits of

required courses

5 -- major/minor requirements

6 -- foreinn language requirements

7 -- residency requirements

8 -- field experience requirements
9 exam requirements

10 -- culminating project
requirements

1

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

tr
>. r I VI

3
._, .-1 0

k E- iiQ 5 , 4.,

E PROC.R:l STRUCTURE, MECHANICS, GFNERAL CHARACTERISTICS

El Within the M.Ed. program, that is the maximum number of courses transferablefrom other institutions?

E2.1 Do students within the M.Ej. program have program advisors? (Check (.')

1 yes

2 -- no

139

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

76177

78
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E2.2 If so, 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.)

I -- less than once per semester/
term

2 -- once or twice per semester/
term

3 -- three or four times per
semester/term

4 -- five or more times per
semester/term

E3 To Oat extent is the m.Ed. program characterized by each of the following?
(Check (,/) response.)

1 -- cur.ency of course content

2 -- relevance to student needs

3 -- useful repetition

4 interrelatedness of parts

5 -- mix of theory and practice

6 innovative practices

7 -- individualization of
instruction

8 -- individualization of
programming

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

C 1 e.,)

c)E L4 0
C)

F RESEARCH EXPERIENCES

Fl Which of the following (if any) are included In the research requirements in the
KI.Ed. program? (Check () all appm)priate items.)

1 -- introduction to research in
education

2 -- advanced research design

3 -- introductory statistics

4 -- advanced statistics

5 -- thesis proposal seminar

6 other research courses

(specify)

7 -- no research course
requirements

CC

ID 14

1 2 3 4 5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15116117118111/

20121

F2 Of the research projects submitted for comp'etion of the M.Ed. pr .gram,

,pproximately what proportion (to the nearest 107;) is each of the following

types? (Indicate percentage fo:- each; total should equal 100:,;.) 22 123

1 -- conceptual/empirical study __% 8 -2- project implementation and
evaluation %

2 a theoretical survey %
9 -- new analytic approach (i.e.

3 -- case study and analysis % instrument design) %

4 literature review %- 10 -- other research (specify)
1.....__

5 position paper % %

6 -- personal log and analysis % 11 -- no research projects for this

7 theory development thesis %
program %

Total - 1000

24125

26127

29129

30/31

32133

1435

36137

38139

401141

42143



13.1 For research projects submitted for completion of the M.Ed. program, is there a
research project advisor? (Check (NO response.)

1 -- yes

2 no

3 -- ISO research projects

13.2 If there is a research project advisor, how is that individual selected? ((:heck
(V) response.)

) -- appointed by department 4 -- other (specify)

2 -- selected by student

3 self-appointed 5 no research projects

F4.1 For research submitted for completion of the 1.f-d. program, is there a research
project supervisory committee? (Check (I) response.)

1 -- yes

2 -- no

3 -- no research projects

F4.2 If there is a research project supervisory.committee, how many faculty members
serve on it?

15.1 Is there an oral defense required for research projects submitted to complete
the M.Ed. program? (Check (V) response.)

1 -- yes

2 -- no

3 -- no research projects

5.2 If there is an oral defense required, how many faculty members serve on the oral
examination committee?

15.3 Of the oral examination committee (if any), how many faculty members are from th
department of educational administration?

F5.4 In order for the candidate to fulfill the research project requirement (if any),
how many meehers of the_examining committee (if any) must vote "pass"?

C STUDENT. PLACEMENT

App-.ximately what proportion of students who completed M.N. programs during1975 were assisted in finding positions by the department or the university
placement service?

C2 What proportion of the m.Ed students who completed programs during 1975 fell
into each of the following categories? (Indicate to nearest 10%; total should
equal 100%.)

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

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

3 -- held no appointment but began a continuing appointment within
three months of the final oral

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

5 other (specify)

Total 100%

1

141

It

14 r;

I,7

5.4

1

5 4 I 5

'T F, 5 7

5 81 59

60 1



C3 What percentage (to nearest 103) of 1975 N.H. graduate., huld
temporary or permanent appointments in each of the foll(.4ing
locations? (Total should equal 100%.)

1 -- in the same urban area as this institution

2 -- not in this urban area but in

3 -- in another province

4 -- outside of Canada

Total = 100%

the sdn!..! province

C4 What percentage (to nearest 10%) of the 1975 M.Ed.
employed in each of the following positions?

1 university teachihq/research

2 university administration

3 college teaching/research

4 college administration

5 department of education

6 regional office of department of education

7 superintendency

8 assistant superintendency

9 principalship

10 other (specify)

graduates arc now

C5 In the last three -..ears, what percentage (to
graduates have gone 'o each of the following
(Total should equal 100%.)

1 -- universities

2 -- colleges /technical institutes

3 -- departments of education at
provincial ur regional
level

--

5

nearest 10%) of M.Ed.

types of positions?

school systems as central
office administ.ators/
supervisors

principalships

6 -- other (specify)

H RECENT PROGRPM CR\NGES

HI Within the past two years, nave
the program? (Kespond in terms
of all appropriate items.)

1 progre!,1 purposes or

objectives

2 tecruitmentIselection/
admissions

3 proyrakl content or
instructional processes

completion requirements

6416!;

66167

68I69

70'71

In

1 3 4

617

8 I 9

10 11

12113

14 IS
16,117

18 19

10121

.2 21

24125

there been changes in the following aspects of
of outcomes or procedures: check (t/) numbers

5 -- program structure/mechanics

6 -- research experience

7 -- student placement

8 -- other (specify)

.6127

28121

30131

32 33

34135
36 37

8!3,140141
I

42143!44145
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H2 For each of the above items that you have checked briefly state (in oneor two sentences) tho nature of the recent changes. For each recent change
described, indicate the item number from HI above. Enclose additional pages ifnecessary.

I PROJECTED PROGRAM CHANGES

11 Within the next two years, what changes are projected in the following aspects
of the M.E. d program (respond in terms of outcomes or procedures). (Check (.1)numbers of all appropriate items.)

1 -- program processes or
objectives

2 -- recruitment/selection/

admissions

3 -- program content or

instructional. processes

4 -- completion requirements

5 program structure/mechanics

6 -- research experiences

7 -- stJdent placement

8 -- other ( specify)

9 -- no changes projected

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

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

1 ,9

143

46147149149

SO 51 `," '53154
I

1
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EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

PREPARATION PROGRAMS

IN CANADA

A COMPREHENSIVE SURVE'l

Sponsored by

UNIVERSITY COUNCIL FOR EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

and the

Department of Educational Administration, University of Alberta

(For: Master's Candidates")

THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IS DESIGNED TO ELICIT
INFORMATION FROM STUDENTS AT THE MASTER'S
LEVEL -- M.Ed., M.A. (education), M.Sc.
(education). IN THE aESTICNS, M.Ed.
REFERS TO ALL MASTER'S PROGRAMS.

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

2. If additional space is needed 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 WITHIN TWO WEEKS to E. Miklos, Department
of Educational Administration, University of Alberta, Edmonton.

Thank you.

1 511
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C2 01 the totol areount of time yon devote to tormol jtoir::c
es.61.1.1to (lo the uttaret 10) the proptrtion of time . enrolled in the

following types of courses. (Indicate percentage for ci it-m;

total should equal 1002.)

1 -- those in the department of educational administration

2 those in other departments in the faculty of educatioa %

3 -- those in departments outside the faculty of education_

Total 100%

C3 Estimate (to the nearest 107,,) tlt_ proportion of time the you

experience the following in your educational administration courses.
(Indicate percentage for each item; total should equal 100%.)

1 -- instructional settings of more than 30 students

2 -- instructional settings of 10-30 students

3 -- instructional settings if 2-10 students

h -- oneto-one instructional settings (tutorials)

Total 100%

Cu Estimate (to the nearest 10%) the proportion of time that you
exper7cnce.the following it your educational administration courses.
(Indicate percentage for earl) item; total should equal 1002.)

1 -- lecture (oneway communication)

2 -- discussion (two-uay communication)

3 indepenuent stud,. (progra;r:r7A -lodules or other

self-instruction)

Total = 100%

C5 Which seven (7) topics helcw are emphasized in the greatest numbet
of courses you have taken in the M.Ed. program? (Check () seven of
the item-, lisied below.)

1 administrative t!teory

2 adult educaticin

3 buildings/facilitics

'e business/finance/budgeting

5 community college
administration

6 community education

7 co:iparative administration

8 computer uses

9 curriculum development

10 decision making

11 economics of education

12 education law

13 elementary school
administration

14 education technology

15 evaluation

16 foundations of education

17 higher eduction
administration

18 human relation

19 management information
systems

20 intructionol supervision

21 -- leadership

22 -- organizational
developmcnt

23 personnel management

24 -- planning

25 -- policy making

26 - politics of education

27 -- principalship,
elementary

28 -- principalship,
secondary

29 -- professional negotiations

30 -- public relations

31 -- research methodology

32 school-community
relations

33 school district
adiinistration
(suprintendency)

3i secondary school
administration

35 special education
administration

36 -- statistics

37 others (specify

? 7 I

u

3 1 "+7

1 3 I 3

1 5 I 3 6

17 38

3,4 I L

4 1 4 2

4 3 4 4

4 7 4 6

4 7 4 8

4Q 50

5 1 5 2

5 3 5 4

,5 5C

5715

5`i 160

147
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14s

C6 Approximately how often do you experience each of the following in
your educational administration courses? (Check () one column for
each item.)

>-
ro

C

44-
O

tr
C./ CI
E E
0 .-

CJ

L
0
V

1 -- group process techniques 1 61
(e.g. sensitivity, t-groups)

2 -- self-instruction programmed
modules

2 62

3 63
3 case studies

-- stimulation/role playing
4 64

5 -- field trips (site visits) 5 65
6 -- computer use

6

7 other (besides lecturer/
66

discussion specify) 7 67

C7 which you
on your

have included one or
program.

Check GO each field of study from
more courses from other departments

68169
1 -- Anthropology 13 -- Social Psychology

2 Business Administration 14 -- Foreign language
70171

3 Computer Science 15 Research/Statistics 72173

4 Economics 16 -- Sociology 74175
5 -- Engineering 17 Curriculum

6 -- English/humanities 18 -- Educational Foundations
76177

7 -- History 19 -- Educational Psychology 78179

8 Law 20 -- Educational Planning

9 -- Management Science

10 Political Science

21 -- Vocational Education

22 -- others (specify)

11 -- Psychology

12 -- Public Administration

D PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

DI What is the total number of
M.Ed. program?

D2 How many of these courses

courses which you will include on your

are required courses?

03 for your program, how_many courses
will you include in your program?
appropriate lile.)

I -- statistics or educational
research

2 -- history/philosophy of
education

3 -- curriculum development

4 -- educational psychology

5 -- educational sociology

in each of the following areas
(If none, write "0" on the

6 supervision of instruction

7 organization theory

8 educational finance

9 politics of education

10 administrative theory

11 -- other (specify)

ID 2

1 2 3 4 5

7

.101111121131114115

16117f16(19120
I I



D4 Which of the following arc you developing as an area of specialization
through course work and/or research? (If more than one area, check
() the major area.)

1 -- economics of education

2 -- politics of education

3 -- organizational design

4 -- educational planning

5 higher education

6 -- school law

7 administrative theory

8 -- research methods /statistics

9 other (specify)

D5 What are the required field experiences within your program? (Check
(ve) one ilem7I-

1 -- participation in non-paid 3 -- a combination of 1 and 2
field activities (e.g. above
observations, member of

4 -- other field experiencessurvey Leam, involvement
in administrators' (specify)

conferences)

2 -- participation in paid
field activities (e.g.
field studies,

administrative internships)

5 -- no required field experiences

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

1 six months o less

2 -- 7-12 moNihs

3 -- 13-16 months

4 -- 17-20 months

5 21-25 months

6 -- more than 25 months

E PROGRAM STRUCTURE, AND GENERA!. CHARACTERISTICS

El.] Do you have one or more program advicor(s)?

1 yes

2 -- no

E1.2 If so, how often, on the average, are you likely to meet with your
advisor(s) to review and plan your program of studies?

1 -- less than OnC( per
semester/term

2 -- once or twice per
semester/term

3 three or four times per
semester/term

4 -- five or more times per
semester /term

154

21

22

23

7

25

149
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E2 To what degree is your program characterized by each of the
following? (Check () one column for each item.)

1 currency of course content

2 relevance to student needs

3 useful repetition

la interrelatedness of parts

5 mix of theory and practice

6 student/faculty communication

7 -- innovative practices

8 individualization of
instruction

9 individualization of
prograTming

F RESEARCH EXPERIENCE

_C
U
n

)7
-'

r
CU

0 <

1
26

2 27

3 28

29

5 30

6 31

7 32

8 33

9 34

fl Which of the following arc included in the research requ.:ements in
(Check () all appropriate items.)your program?

1 -- introduction to research
in education

2 advanced r,- search design

3 -- introductory statistics

4 -- advanced statistics

5 thesis proposal seminar

6 other research courses
(specify)

7 no research course
requirements

F2.1 For your program, an original research project is:(check (v/) response.)

1 -- required

2 -- optional

3 -- not part of program

F2.2 For research projects submitted in completion of your program, is
there a research project adVisor? (Check (,/) response.)

1 -- yes

2 no

3 no research

F2.3 If there is a research project advisor, how is that individual

selected? (Check () one response.)

1 -- appointed by department 4 other (specify)

2 selected by student

3 self-appointed 5 -- no research projects

15,5

35136137138139140141

42

; 43



FACIIITIFS f9 SLRVICfS

Cl In terms of attaining the goals of your prolira:;, the facilities and
services for students In the faculty of education and the dpart:-,:nt
of educational administration would be rated as follows. (Check ()
one column for each item below.)

1 audio-visual services

2 audio-visuJ1 supplies

3 classroom space

4 clerical/secretarial
service

5 computer equipment

6 computer service

7 conference spate

8 duplicating equipment

9 duplicating service

10 food /snack services

11 laboratory facilities

12 laboratory services

13 library service

lh library stock

15 lounge space

16 mail service.

ly parking focilities

18 -- phone service

19 recreational facilities

20 student housing

21 student work space

22 transportation facilities

2

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

0
X rj 0

cr
CI

C.
Cj

0 X

PI.RSONAL DATA
-------------

H1 Arc you a full-time or part-time student? (Check (/) response.)

1 -- full-time

2 -- part-time

H2 How much of the course component of your H.Ed. program have you
completed? (Check (v') one response.)

1 -- less than one-half

2 -- between one-half and three- quarters

3 -- more than three-quarters

45

Li

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

59

60

61

62

63

1

64

65

66
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H3 How far have you progressed on your research project? (Check ()

one item.)

1 -- research topic not 5 data being analyzed/

Identified first draft in preparation

2 -- research topic identified; 6 first draft of thesis

proposal in preparation completed

3 -- proposal approved 7 -- not applicable

4 -- data collection completed

114.1 Arc you presently employed or will you be returning to a previous

position?

69

1 -- yes 70

2 -- no

H4.2 If yes, please identify the type of position.

H4.3 If no, please indicate the types of position(s) for which you are or

willbe vw!,in; application.

PROC,RAn CibV, S

II In which of the following aspects of the M.Ed. program at this

institetion do you think some changes would be desirable. (Check

() all appropriate item.)

I -- program prucesses or
objectives

2 -- recruitr,-nt/selection/
admist ion

3 -- progia.1 content or
instructional processes

4 -- copicinn requirements

5 progra structure/
rm...chanics

6 -- research experiences

7 sources or level of
funding

8 -- facilities or services

9 student placement

10 -- department governance

11 -- other (specify)

12 -- no changes required

Please scan the questionnaire
to ensure that you have responded

to every question. Thank you

for your cooperation.

3
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