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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

I

1. The most conspicuous development in graduate education at California's
collates and universities during recent years, has been the shift of
enrollments to a few fields with corresponding lasses in many others.
In general, the rapidly eepanding proscenia are in "applied" subjects;
those shrinking in enrolLmests are in the traditional liberal slats
fields.

Among the changes within individual fields of study between 1978 and
1982 at the California State University and the University of California,
these are notable:

Programs in foreign languages sustained more consistent and broad-
scale losses than those in any other discipline. Of the 42 graduate
programs in French, airmen and Spanish offered by both segments, 37
lost enrollment; half of ;he program lost more than 20 percent of
their students during the five-year period.

Promos in computer enigma enjoyed the most consistent increases.
All Obt two of the 18 programs seined in majors, 13 of them more than
doubling ionise.

A majority of programs in all branches of engineering showed impressive
gains, as enrollments in half of all programs in the major specialties
increased by more than 20 percent. At the same time, however, one of
every three programs lost students, and fewer doctorates were conferred
in 1952 than In 1978.

Graduate programa in English on six State University ampules have
lost more than one-third of their enrollments since 1978. Enroll-
ments fell in 16 of the 19 programs in English, as they did in all
six programs in linguistics, and five of the six programs in phil-
osophy.

Among the natural science disciplines, only programs in bielogy show
appreciable losses. Of the 21 programs in general biology, 18 lost
enrollments. The decline in general biology has not resulted from a
shift to the mare specialised program in botany, biochemistry,
microbiology, or zoology as graduate programs in all these subjects,
especially in the State University, dropped sharply as Well.

Although fewer students earned master's degrees in education in 1982
than in 1978, degrees in this field still represent one-third of all
graduate degrees conferred by the State University and one-fifth of
all master's degrees awarded in California in 1982.

In view of the heavy enrollment declines in the social sciences
notionally, the University's. graduate programs in these subjects have
fared surprisingly well since 1978. Social science programs in the
State University, however, have suffered staggering losses. All nine
programs in anthropology and all 14 programs in history lost students,



Is did eight of the 10 progress in geography, 10 of the 11 in political
science, and eight I" 'Ale 10 in sociology. Three-fourths of all
programa currently offered in these disciplines lost at least 20
percent of their enrollments during the five-year period, and many
lost more than that. Only two of the 63 programs in the social
science disciplines awarded more than 10 master's degrees in 1982;
most awarded twee, than five.

Enrollments in business administration programs in the University, of
California increased 95 percent in fives years. Degrees in business
now account for 16 percent of all master's degrees awarded by the
University and 14 percent bar the State University. Independent
institutions,. however, conferred over 4,500 master's degrees in
business in 1962, more than twice as many as the University and State
University combined.

2. A second important development is the growth of graduate enrollments in
independent institutions. While graduate enrollments is the University
of California and the California State University increased slightly
during the past decade (from 88,000 in 1973 to 91,000 in 1982) enroll-
ments in independent universities were up 62 percent. As a result, 40
percent of all graduate students in the State are now enrolled in inde-
pendent institutions.

Almost one-third of all master's degrees awarded by independent
universities in 1982 were in business administration.

Independent institutions awarded 42 percent of all master's degrees
in eagineering and close to 40 percent of those in education in
California in 1982.

California's independent institutions conferred 574 doctoral degrees
in psychology, one -fifth of all Ph.D.s in psychology in the country
in 1982.

3. Another development, with implications far the differentiation of func-
tion provisions of the Master Plan, concerns the proportion of graduate
to undergraduate enrollments at the University of California and the
California State University. Peopite the steady demand for graduate
education in public universities, graduate enrollments as a proportion
of total enrollments have declined in both the University of California
and the California State University to 20 percent. Ten years earlier,
graduate enrollments amounted to 30 percent of total enrollment in the
University and 23 percent in the State University.

4. The percentages of women and men enrolled in graduate education continue
to change signiftcantly.

Between 1978 and 1982, women continued to increase their share of
graduate degrees earned in most fields of study in California's
public and independent universities. Tha nusiber of master's degrees

-viii -
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awarded to woken increased 9 percent in the University, 8 percent in
the State UniVersity, and 22 percent in independent instituting
during-this period. The number of doctorates earned by wpmen increased
30 percent in the University and 27 percent iii independent univer-
sities.

In all Out one field (education), women increased their percentage of
degrees awarded, despite receiving fewerdegrees in some subjects
than e4ve years ago. The number of men earning degrees in those
fields was declining even more rapidly.

41 The number of women earning maat.er's degrees in business adminis-
tration and computer science bailor* than doubled since 1978. Women
received 28 percent of all master' degrees in business in 1982, and
21 percent of the master's degrees in computer science.

A
Despite a 24 percent drop in the number of master's degrees in educa-
tion earned by women, they still accounted forayer 70 percent awarded
in this field. Women also received just over 50 percent of the
doctorates in education in 1982.

Almost one-fourth of the doctorates Awarded to women were to the
field of psychology. Of these, 88 percent (269 of the 310 Ph.D.$)
came from independent institutions.

The number of men enrolled in graduate prograsi,in the State Univer-
sity has declined more than 10 percent during the last five years
(from 30,712 to 27,564) . Hale enrollments in the University of
California increased by 7.5 percent during the same period.

5. As a group, the percentage of ethnic minority students enrolled and
earning degrees has increased at all levels in both segments since 1978.
The record for separate minority groups varies however.

Asian students continue to increase their representation at the
graduate, as well as the undergraduate levels. ,Asian students made
up 10 percent of the graduate enrollment in the University and 8
percent in the State University in 1982. In the 1980 Census, Asian
Americans represented 4 percent of the 22-30 age group in the State's
population as a whole (207,000 of 5,020,000).

Asian students concentrate heavily in engineering and computer science
programs in both the University of California and the California
State University. They represent 20 percent of all students in
engineering in the University and 30 percent in the State University.

The percentage of Hispanic graduate students is up in both segments
to d percent in the University and 7.6 percent in the State Univer-

nigher in both cases than the percentage of Hispanics receiving
ar's deg&as in that segment. In the State's population as a
Hispanics make up 21 percent of the 22-30 age group (1,055,000

ox J,020,000).
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Slick students as a percentage of total graduate enrollments fell
between 1978 and 1982 to under 4 percent in the University and just
over S percent in the State University. In the 1980 Census, Blacks
made up 8 percent of those between 22 and 30 years of age in Cali-
fornia (W,000 of 5,020,000)

Both Black and Hispanic students represent a small proportion of the
enrollments in engineering, computer science, biological and physical
sciences, business administration, and letters in both segments.

6. Foreign students constitute a significant portion of graduate enroll-
ments in several fields of study.

In 1982, foreign students received one-fourth of all doctorates and
one-fifth of all master's degrees awarded by the University of Cali-
fornia. In computer science and several engineering fields, over
half of the doctorates went to foreign students. The high proportion
of graduate degrees awarded to foreign students in these fields
appears to have resulted not so much from increased numbers of such
students but from declining numbers of domestic students.

7. Job pv. acts for graduate students in many disciplines remain uncertain.

In most of the liberal arts disciplines, prospects for academic
employment for new Ph.D.s appear highly unfavorable for at least 10
more years. Efforts to expand non-academic opportunities for Ph.D.s
in the humanities and social sciences have met with quite limited
success.

In most of the liberal arts disciplines, the master's degree may have
loss: its value as a credential for employment.



INTRODUCTION

RATIONALE AND SCOPE OF THE REPORT

Several purposes underlie most graduate-level education anu account for its
significance to the social, economic, and intellectual life of California
and the nation at large:

Graduate programs exist to educate and credential scientists, scholars,
and other professionals in all fields of knowledge.

In the process, graduate programs not only preserve and transmit highly
specialized knowledge but also produce new knowledge through research and
refine existing knowle4e through advanced scholarship.

Graduate programs also establish standards for critical judgment, rational
discourse, and intellectual performance across all fields of knowledge
and professional practice..

These functions result directly in technological advances, economic develop-
ment, and overall improvement in the quality of life of all Americans and
contribute to the maintenance of a tunsane society and civilized- existence.

During the past few years, these aims and functions of graduate education
have been the subject of extensive discussion. In 1980, speakers addressed
the "philosophy and future of graduate education" 'at a conference at the
University of Michigan, and their papers were. subsequently published in a
book under that title by the University of Michigan Press (Frankena, 1980).
In Fall 1981, "Graduate Education: Prodpects for the Future" by William G.
Bowen, President of Princeton, appeared in the Educational Record. In
December 1983, the National Commission on Student Financial Assistance
issued "Signs of Trouble and Erosion: A Report on Graduate Education in
America." Almost simultaneously, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching published Scholarship and Its Survival: Questions on the Idea
of Graduate Education by Jaroslav Pelikan, Sterling Professor of History and
former Dean of the Graduate School at Yale. Other books, articles, and
speciaf reports continue to appear on the subject.

This widespread attention has been prompted by several conditions which,
taken together, promise to alter the direction graduate education has been
taking for the past two or.three decades and thus force a reconsideration of
the assumptions that have shaped' its development during this period:

One condition is the current financial squeeze throughout higher education,
which is especially acute at the graduatu level where costs to both
student and institution are proportionately highest and where federal
research and fellowship funds have dwindled in the face of soaring in-
structional and equipment costs.

An even more important condition, particularly in liberal arts discip-
lines, has been the job market for new faculty members -- the traditional
career expectation of graduate students inmost of these fields. Except

- 1-



in a few subjects, this market has been so depressed for the past ten

years that graduate enrollments were bound to suffer. Prospects for the

immediate fature look no brighter. In contrast, enrollments in a few

engineering and business fields have been booming, and efforts to meet

this demand without wrenching the curriculum out of shape and distorting

the overall mission of universities call for administrative judgments of

the most demanding kind.

For these and other reasons, a review of recent developments in graduate

education in California seems timely.
V

This report, based largely on information in the Commission's files concern

ing enrollments and degrees awarded, presents a statistical record of Cali-

fornia graduate education during the past six years and attempts to'identify

the major issues is graduate educaUon that have public policy implications

for the State. While it presents some national statistics for the sake of

perspective, it focuses on California issues; and while it includes some

data from California's independent institutions, it deals primarily with

graduate education in the University of California and the California State

University. Because the Commission's biennial reports on education in the

health sciences cover issues of postbaccalaureate education in medicine,

dentistry, and other health professions, this report concentrates on academic

master's and doctor's degrees rather than what are called "first professional

degrees."

The Commission's statistical information relating to enrollments and degrees

awarded not only allows for a discussion of such program characteristics as

growth or decline of enrollments, ratio of enrollments to degrees, degree

production in relation to similar programs, but it also makes possible a

description of student characteristics in relation to particular programs on

individual campuses. For example, the age, sex, and ethnicity of students

receiving degrees in chemical engineering throughout the University or State

University can be compared over the past eight years. The present report,

however, deals more extensively with program characteristics than student

characteristics, except for a discussion of ethnic minority and foreign

students in Part Four.

Because of the heavy emphasis on numbers throughout the report, it might

appear that the Commission views the size of programs and the number of

degrees they award as the primary measure of their importance; That is, of

course, not its intention, since some essential fields of study vill never

attract large enrollments. Nevertheless, the size and changes in size of a

program, espec:ally in relation to other programs in the same field, are

such basic consideration in program planning and review that careful atten-

tion to these facts needs no apology.

Admittedly, this report cannot deal in detail with all the issues that

confront graduate education. Whether the substance and content of graduate

programs are properly suited to present circumstances, whether there is too

great an insistence on narrow original research at the expense of mastering

broad areas of knowledge,.whether pedagogical techniques receive too little

attention in graduate programs for prospective teachers and faculty members,

and whether graduate programs are evaluated by proper standards of quality

by appropriate bodies -- all matters of great importance to the social,

-2-



intellectual, and economic future of the State and nation -- are beyond the
scope of this report. The report does, hot ver, attempt to provide a statis-
tical foundation for informed discussicin of these issues and for institutional
decisions regarding them, in the hope of strengthening graduate education
throughout California.



ONE

HISTORY AND PROSPECTS OF GRADUATE STUDY

GROWTH OF THE DOCTORATE NATIONALLY

Seen in relation to the 350-year tradition of baccalaureate education in
this country, graduate education has a relatively short history. Even
though a few European universities were awarding the doctorate as early as
the fifteenth century, 'American colleges, based on the English model, re-
stricted themselves to undergraduate education until Tale awarded the first
Ph.D.s in this country in 1861 one in philosophy, one in physics, and one
in classical languages. With a growing emphasis on professionalism in a
wide range of occupitions after the Civil War and the founding in 1876 of
Johns Hopkins University as the nation's first full-fledged graduate insti-
tution, the stage was set for the emergence of graduate study as a standard
function of American universities. Still, there was no strong rush into the
pursuit of the American doctorate. By 1910, only about 8,000 doctoral
degrees had been conferred in this country (National Center for Education
Statistics, 1982, p. 131). Until 1917, many American students preferred to
continue their graduate studies in German universities, and by then over
10,000 of then had returned to America with German Ph.D.s.

The German university tradition with its emphasis on broad examinations and
a published dissertation came together with the credit-hour approach of
American colleges to shape the doctorate as it became established in the
United States. The move toward standardisation of Ph.D. requirements was
soon underway, with the Association of American Universities being founded
in 1900 largely for this purpose. Shortly thereafter, the National Associ-
ation of State Universities and the American Association of University
Professors sought agreement on uniform degree standirds; and by the ens:1%f
World War I, residency, language, and dissertation requirements that would
endure for over half a century had been established (Harris, Troutt, and
Andrews, 1980, p. 5).

The emphasis in American doctoral programs from their earliest development
has been on oi4inal research suitable for publication, even though the most
common career outlet for a majority of Ph.D. recipients has been teaching at
the undergraduate level.,..pagggeolingly, the Ph.D. has become the necessary
-credential for membership in ,the professoriate. At the same time, the
intensive specialization evident in all areas of knowledge has caused new
disciplines to seek to award the Ph.D. as an indication that they have come
of age. As the so-called "applied" fields sought recognition within the
academic community, they also pressed for their. own degrees, with the result
that 6y 1940, Ph.D.s were being awarded in such fields as agriculture,
business, education, engineering, home economics, library science, nursing,
and social work (Eerelson, 1960, p. 27); and their recipients were taking
jobs in government, industry, and other non-campus settings as well as in
teaching.

-5-
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These developments stirred considerable controversy among college and

university faculties, some of whoa felt strongly that the Ph.D. should

remain an academic degree awarded only to those committed to lifelong

scholarship in one of the traditional disciplines. Meanwhile, the nature

and purpose of all doctoral degrees was being complicated as some
professional fieldi began avoiding the "Doctor of Philosophy" label and

issuing doctoratei in their own subjects -- replacing the Ph.D. in

Engineering, for example, with the Doctor of Engineering or "D.E." degree.

Harvard had awarded the first Doctor of Education (Ed.D.) degree in 1920,

and thereafter the gate wcs opened. for a wave of new doctoral titles,
including such presentPday degrees as Doctor of Agriculture (D. Agri.),

Doctor of Sacred Music (D.S.M.), Doctor of Science in Hygiene (D.S.

and Doctor of Recreation (D. Rec.).

Despite-this proliferation of degree titles, the prestige of the Ph.D. has

held firm, causing professional doctorates in specialised fields to emulate

the Ph.D model. For example, the Ed.D. degree has for years differed from

the Ph.D. in Education chiefly in having no foreign language requirement;

and a 1971 survey of 113 institutions found only minor differences in the

content and requirements of their Ed -D. and Ph.D. programs (Harris, Troutt,

and Andrews, p. 11).

Even with the expanding number of doctoral titles, however, the number of

doctoral degrees awarded did not increase greatly until'the mid-1960s, as

Figure 1 illustrates.

FIGURE 1 Earned Master's and Doctor's Degrees Conferred by American
Institutions of Higher Education, 2949-50 Through 2981-82
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Enrollments were then soaring at every academic level, of course, but doctoral
programs were increasing more rapidly than undergraduate programs, as evi-
denced by the increased ratio of new doctorates to B.A.s. By 1970, the
nation's colleges and universities were awarding one doctorate for every 26
bachelor's degrees, compared to one for every 39 in 1960, and one for every
67 in 1950 (National Center for Education Statistics, 1982, p. 130, reproduced
as Table 1 below) .

N

N

TABLE 2 Earned Degrees Conferred by American Institutions of
Higher Zdtication, by Level of Degree, 1869 -70 Through
1979-80
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Several developments contribute) to this dramatic increase in the number of
doctorates awarded. The boom in undergraduate enrollments led to dire
forecasts of an impending shortage of college instructors in virtually all
fields of study. This concern prompted the federal government to enrich its
graduate-level financier aid programs; it also inspired more institutions to
expand into doctoral level work -- a course of action that usually met with
little resistance, side- doctoral instruction was not only an inducement for
attracting new faculty but also a solid indication that the institution had
arrived academically. Furthermore, the expansion Of knowledge was acceler-
ating -- the term "knowledge explosion" came into common use -- and graduate
study, preferably at the doctoral level. was increasingly taken for granted
as one measure of an individual's superior intellectual competence.

These and other conditions resulted in the number of doctorates increasing
from 9,829 in 1939-60 to 18,237 in 1965-66 and 29,866 in 1969-70. Basing
their projections on this rate of acceleration, most forecasters, including

the late Allan Cartter, were confident that by 1980 the doctorates awarded
annually would number between 50,000 and 70,000 (Mayhew, 1970, p. 1). Few

forecasts have been further from the mark. The number of doctorates peaked
in 1972-73 at 34,777 and has slowly declined since then, slipping to 32,707

in 1981-82. Since 1975, close to 8,000 or roughly one-fourth of all doctor-
ates granted each year have been in education, a number which, combined with

increases in a few fields, has kept the total relatively steady despite
significant declines in many of the liberal arts disciplines. Graduate

enrollments in these disciplines have fallen off even more severely than the
number of their doctorates awarded during the past decade, suggesting that

the total decline in doctorates will continue for some time.

THE DOCTORATE IN CALIFORNIA

The University of California awarded its first doctorate in 1885 and Stanford

granted its first in 1894. Berkeley and Stanford were the only- doctoral-
level institutions in California until the 1920s when they were joined in

1920 by the California Institute of Technology and in 1927 by the University

of Southern California. The Claremont Graduate School awarded its first
doctorate in 1937, and UCLA moved into doctoral programs at approximately

the same time. Through the Master Plan of 1960, the State Colleges were -

authorized, under limited conditions, to award joint doctorates with campuses

of the University of California. By 1982, doctorates were being awarded by

all nine campuses of the University, three campuses of the State University,

39 accredited independent institutions in California, and at least 70 un-

accredited institutions.

As early as the 1920s, Berkeley was awarding degrees in all ten of the broad
disciplinary categories listed by the National Research Council, and by the

1950s it offered doctoral programs in 22 of the 24 categories. (National

Research Council, 1963, p. 20; 1968, p. 16.) Since 1976, it has led all
institutions in the country in'the number of doctorates awarded.

-8- 20



As can be seen from Table 2 on page 10, over the entire decade of the 1970s,
while Berkeley ranked first nationally in the number of doctorates granted,
UCLA ranked twelfth, Stanford thirteenth, and USC sixteenth, respectively.
The only other California university among-the nation's largest producers of
doctorates during that decade was the University of, California at Davis,
which ranked fifty-sixth. The number of doctorates awarded by each of these
five California institutions over the past decade is depicted in Figure 2
below.

California's major institutions have achieved not only quantity but a reputa-
tion for quality as well, with Berkeley and Stanford scoring at or near the
top in overall national ratings of graduate programs since the 1960s, UCLA
in the top ten, and Cal Tech near the top in selected disciplines. What is

particularly impressive about the showing of Berkeley,: Stanford, and UCLA in
these surveys is the broad range of disciplines in which they have achieved
a reputation for high quality.

As new campuses of the University of California were established after World
War II, the issue arose of the extent to which each should be patterned on
Berkeley and UCLA as major research and wide - ranging graduate-level institu-
tions. In its 1967 Academic Plan the University confirmed the wishes of

FIGURE 2 Earned Doctor's Degrees Conferred by Five Major
California Universities, 1971-72 Through 1981 -82
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these new campuses that all but San Francisco were to be-regarded as "general
campuses."

Although never precisely defined, this term was commonly interpreted to
apply to the Berkeley-UCLA model of education, whereby the campuses were
free to expand their range of graduate programs more or less as local circum-
stances dictated. Spurted on by the national coti:.ern over an impending
shortage of Ph.D.s and the need to promise doctoral programs ara recruiting
device for new faculty, the new campuses soon offered Ph.D. programs in most
of the basic disciplines. As supply and demand conditions began to change
in the 1970s, California found itself, as did many other states', with excess
capapity for producing doctorates U4 most fields of study. The issues posed
by this condition will remain as high priority questions in statewide planning
and coordination for the remainder of this decade.

GROWTH OF THE MASTER'S DEGREE NATIONALLY

If doctoral programs in American universities have occasioned some questions
and controversy, the nation's master's programs have remained even more
unsettled and confused. Throughout much of its history, the master's degree
has suffered from a lack of agreement on content and requirements. Only
late in the 19th century did it begin to establish an identity after having
previously been conferred upon those, as the U.S. Commissioner of Education
put it in 1872, who "three years after graduation . . . are engaged in
literary or professional pursuits and who pay to their college a fee pre-
scribed by its regulations" (Furniss, 1973, p. 1772). These regulations
typically could be summarized as "keeping out of jail for three years ,and
paying the five-dollar fee" (Mayville, 1972, p. 4).

Since then, the master's degree in some disciplines has acquired the reputa-
tion of being a consolation,DXiae for those unable to complete the doctorate;
in others, such as the fiat and performing arts, it has become a genuine
terminal degree with high standards established and maintained by a national
accrediting body. Like the doctorate, it has experienced an enormous pro-
liferation of nomenclature., until today there are more than 150 different
master's degrees offered in the United States. This vast array of degree
programs, most of them in technical or occupational fields, contributes to
the confusion of standards and thus to the uncertain academic significance
of the degree at the present time.

One of the perennial issues concerning the master's degree during this
century has been the extent to which it should be regarded as 1r research-
oriented degree. In most universities and many of the liberal arts discip-
lines, it came to be viewed as a steppingstone to the Ph.D., and its require-
ments reflected this concept by commonly including a reading knowledge o-at
least one foreign language and the writing of a thesis based on original
research. Another school of thought, however, has attempted to differentiate
the master's from the doctorate, as the John Hopkins Board of Trustees did



early in this century by declaring that the master's was not an investiga-

tive degree (Sayville, p. 3). The tension between these two points of view

continues to characterize master's-degree programs to the present day, as

illustrated by its status in teacher preparation.

Before the master's was adopted by a broad range of technical and professional

fields, it was primarily identified as a teacher's degree, since a majority

of its recipients have probably been school teachert and adsinistratois.

1939 survey indicated that three-fourths of all liberal arts master's degrees

then being earned in the United States were being awarded to public school

teachers (Mayville, p. 3). By 1960, almost one-half of all the master's
degrees awarded were in the field of education, and each year since then at

least one-third have been. Despite the recent surge of mister's degrees in

business, thiy were still outnumbered in 1982 by those in education --

93,000 to 61,000 (National Center for Education Statistics, 1982, p. 130).

Growth in the ewer of master's degrees awarded in this country has par-

alleled that of bachelor's and doctoral degrees, although by 1977 the master's

had achieved its height of relative popularity. The number of masteed
degrees awarded that year peaked. at 317,164, representing roughly one master's

for every three bachelor's degrees, compared to one for every seven in 1950,

when 58,000 master's degrees were awarded. By 1982, the number of master's

degrees awarded declined to 295,546, and judging from current enrollments,

it is likely to drop even further (National Center for Education Statistics,

1982, p. 130).

The future of the master's degree in a great many disciplines is-highly

uncertain. Damaged by the overall degree inflation of the past ten years,
devalued by surpluses in some of its most minor professional fields,

lightly regarded in.motit academic circles, and serving primarily to certify

supplemental training ky what students receive as undergraduates but
with little expectation that they will reach the frontiers of knowledge in

that field or make significant contributions in the form of original research,

the master's degree is in need of an across-the-Ward reexamination heretofore

reserved only for the doctorate and, occassionally, the baccalaureate.

THE MASTER'S DEGREE MIME CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Following a sequence -- but not necessarily a chronology similar to that

in most states, the campuses of the now California State University evolved

from normal schools to teacher's colleges in 1921 and then to state colleges

in 1935. By the late 4940s, several of them were primed to offer graduate

degrees Accepting the recommendations of the 1948 Strayer Committee Report

that State Colleges be authorized to grant the master's degree, the Legisla-

ture granted that authority shortly thereafter. By 1955-56, the ten existing

State College campuses were awarding over 1,200 master's degrees p year --

15 percent of all the degrees they granted (Chancellor's Office, 1967,

Section F, p. 2). Their number of master's degrees increased steadily into

the 1970s augmented by graduates of newly established campuses thsit moved

almost immediately into graduate-level instruction. The high point was

reached in 1978, when the campuses awarded 10,146 master's degrees, almost
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19 percent of all their degrees. Since then, the number has dropped to
between 9,500 and 9,700 a year, sustained at that level largely by the
pronounced rise in the number of degrees in business. Similar to the national
pattern during the past two decades, between 30 and 40 percent of all nester's
Jagrees granted by the State University have been in education, with the
percentage falling off slightly since 1978.

In contrast to the University of California, graduate'enrolLment in the
State University has always been overwhelmingly part time, varying from 85
percent in 1960 to 69 percent in 1970 and up to 78 percent in 1980 (Chan-
cellor's Office, 1982, p. 110.1).

With a reduced demand for public school teachers and a general oversupply of
Ph.D.s in most fields, enrollments in many State University ester's programs
have declined drastically during the past five years. Statistical evidence
of the decline appears throughout this report. What steps, if any, should
be taken in response to this development constitutes one of the most important
and difficult questions in current statewide higher education planning.

THE FUTURE MARKET FOR GRADUATE DEGREE HOLDERS

Even though love of a subject and a desire for mastery still directs students
to graduate study, recent economic realities have forced many beginning
graduate students to give the job market and career advancement primary,
consideration in their educational decisions. Certainly, graduate enrollments
during the 1980s have been heavily influenced by perceptions of where the
jobs are, or -- for those already employed -- by what further study is
required for advancement. The grim prospects facing many graduate students
who aspire to college - teaching positions can be readily documented by the
hundreds of applications submitted for the few announced openings each year
in English, for example, or history or sociology. Thus the condition of
graduate education is directly tied to the job market, and any discussion of
trends in graduate education must take employment prospects into account.

The future employment market for holders of graduate degrees has been notor-
iously difficult to forecast and job prospects can change' significantly
during the time it takes students to complete their program, depending as
these prospects do on a whole range of uncertain circumstances. The non-
academic market for graduate degree recipientsln the humanities and social
sciences is especially difficult to measure. The sine of the college student
population, somTwhat more predictable than other determinants of academic
employment prospects, is still subject to the uncertainties of college-going
rates, recruitment of non-traditional students, student-aid policies, and
other circumstances. In addition, the availability of research funds,
itself a function of shifting federal priorities and the general health of
the economy, has a major impact on employment opportunities, especially for
graduates in the sciences.

Despite such conditions that make forecasting difficult, there is virtually
unanimous agreement that the market for college teachers -- traditionally,
the major market of new doctorates -- will remain depressed in all but a few
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fields for at least another decade. According to Williams Q. Bowen, President
ofrPrinceton University, "the outlook for academic employment over the next
fifteen years can only be described-es bleak" (1981, p. 20). "It is clear,"
Bowen argue, "that at no time during this' period will the total demand for
Ph.D.s in academe come close to matching the corresponding supply of Ph.Ds"
(p. 23). And in a national study of humanities doctorates by Derotby Harrison,
Ernest Nay, and Lewis Solomon, they estinated that "all jobs in English,
including those in Community Colleges, during the 1980s cop14 be filled by
the Ph.D.s that will issue from 15 institutions. All jobs in philosophy
could be filled by the predicts of ten institutions; all jobs in history-by
the products of sir institutions: Columbia, Wisconsin, Harvard, Berkeley,
Chicago, and Tale, leaving no jobs for Ph.D.s from Michigan, Stanford, Penn,
Princeton, Cornell, Duke, Johns Napkins, etc." (Frankens, 1980, p. 196).

One of the iest measures of current job prospects is the annual survey of .

Ph.D. recipients by the National Research Council. which asks the employment
status of graduates at the time of completing their degrees.

Since 1976, the percentage of new Ph.D.s in all fields still
senkingd

eppoint-

gents at graduation has averaged about 25 percent. In some fields, however,
the percentage is such higher -- as of 1982, 40 percent in anthropology, 34

percent in history, 32 percent in both foreign languages and E2glish, and 29

percent in philosophy, compared to only about 10 percent in those fie/de LS

years earlier (National Research Council, 1982* pp. 16-21). Aims the 1982
Ph.D.s whose field of study was reported, the s$allest percent still seeking
arpointmenti at graduation were those in chemistry (16 percent) and economic,
(15 percent) . Although not reported, the percentage of -those in business

administration and computer sciences vas probably smaller still.

The Notignal ResearCh, Council survey is also valuable as an indication of

. how 'alternatives to college teacb'ng have been developing during the past

ten years. TOe.numbet of Ph.D.s finding employmen"; in business and industry
has almost doubled in the last decade -- from 1,896 in 1972 to 3,467 in

1982, ilthough this }attar number reprimented only 11 percent of all Ph.D.

recipients in 1982. As slight be expected, opportunities in business and

industry are greatest for graduates in engineering and the physical sciences.

Roughly one-third of all 1982 Ph.D.s in engineering and chemistry found

employment in private industry. The proportion of new Ph.D.s taking jobs in

the governmenehas remained relatively stable for the past 25 years, averaging

between 5 and 7 percent of all degree recipients (pp. 8-10).

Despite,fforts to 'extend employment opportunities beyond the campus for

doctorates in the humanities, graduates in these disciplines remain heavily

dependent on academic Appointments for employment. In 1981, 83 percent of

the 68,000 6atsta9ities ,Ph.D.s their employed were at work in colleges and

universities. Faced with a dairth of academic positions, a growing number

of recent humanities Ph.D.s are employed in nonlacademic setting. Of, those

who received degrees between 1977-1980, 25 percent were so employed, whereas

Only 6 percent of the 1960-64 gioup held other than academic positions. But

a majority of the recent graduates indicate that they took these non-:cademic

jobs because they were unsuccessful in findin: college teaching positions

(National Research Council, 1983, pp. 60-64. Unless the content of doctoral

programs in the humenietic disciplines fs drastically altered *and even
this will not guarantee employability it seems unlikely that the demand

for graduates of thesepragrams will improve soon.

-14- 26



The'sost conspicuous trend is the career patterns of new doctorates in the
sciences is toward postdoctoral -study and research. In biochemistry* for
example, 63 percent of the 1982 Ph.D.s had definite plans for postdoctoral
study; in the other biological sciences, v percent; and 0 physic& and
chemistry, 33 percent. Conversely, the percentage of new #h.D.s in these
fields planning to move directly into college teaching is surprising low- -
5 percent in. biochemistry, 12 percent in the, other biological sciences, 9
percent in phylics, and 7 percent is chemistry.

In most disciplines, however, postdoctoral study is not a viable option.
Less than 1 percent of the 1902 Ph.D.s in English, for example, indicated
such plans. Graduates in the other humanities and social science disciplines
are oily slightly more likely to engage in postdoctoral research ---an
important reason being that properly remunerative grant opportunipes mrf
simply not available to them.

Doctoral recipients in education have a career outlet considered only as a
last resort by those inmost other fields: elementary and secondary schclis.
Roughly 20 percent of all doctorates is education have been employed at the
elementary or secondary level since 1960, although the percentige has been
slightly lower during the past few years. Of the 1982 doctorates in educa-
tion, only 32 percent found positions in colleges and universities, doin
from 50 percent in 1970 (National Research Council, 1982, p. 21).

.

In general, therefore, the experience of recent Ph.L recipients offers
little hope that a significant non-academic demand for doctorates, except in
engineering= and a few sciences, can be developed. That few Ph:D.5 are
literally unemployed cannot obscure the fact that the doctoral program as
currently structured is designed to train scholars and research tpecialints
in jan academic discipline and the most suitable career outlet remains a
college or university appointment in that discipline. If compelled by
circumstances to take a job in another field or in a setting outside the
college or university, some Ph.D.s have adjusted with notable success, but
the assignment is seldom in complete harmony with the graduateb' s primary
professional interests or with the nature of preparatibn provided by the
program. Even with the recent declines in graduate enrollments in a broad
range of disciplines, supply and demand in the Ph.D. labor market promises
to remain abnormally out of balance for the next five to ten years.



TWO

RECENT TRENDS IN GRADUATE ENROLLMENTS AND DEGREES

GRADUATE ENROLLMENTS DURING THE PAST DECADE

Not counting first-professional-degree students in such fields as medicine,
dentistry, and law, graduate enrollments in American colleges and univer-
sities :leaked in Fall 1980 at 1,344,073, having grown by 19.6 percent in the
seven years sine 1973. Ai of Fall 1982, these national enrollments had
fallen off by 1.6 percent to 1,322,293 students -- leaving an overall in-
crease over the ten-year period of 17.7 percent.

As can be seen in Figure 3 on pare 18, graduate enrollments in the nation's
public colleges and universities ,maked in 1976 and have remained relatively
stable since then. In contrast, graduate enrollments is America's private
or independent institutions continued to grow until the last year of the
period -- increasing 39.6 percent during the decade, in comparison to only
8.1 percent at public institutions. As a result, the proportion of graduate
students enrolled in public institutions has declined from 71.1 percent of
the total in Fall 1973 to 65.8 percent by the Fall 1982.

During the same ten years, graduate enrollments in California's accredited
institutions continued to grow, as Figure 4 shows: from 121,796 in Fall
1973 to 150,834 in Fall 1982. Despite slight declines in 1976 and again in
1979, California's graduate enrollments increased 23.8 percent over the
period.

Graduate enrollments in the California State University peaked in 1977,
while those at the University of California have remained relatively stable
and increased slightly. Combined'graduate enrollments in the University and
the State University totaled 88,265 in 1973 and 90,834 in 1982 -- an increase
of 2.9 percent. But choir proportion of California's total graduate enroll-
ments dropped from 69.5 percent to 60.2 percent ovet the period, since
graduate enrollments in California's independent colleges and universities
increased by 61.5 percent, due in part to the creation of new graduate-level
independent institutions and in part to the expansion of existing programs.
The additional institutions accounted for a relatively small portion of this
increase. Of the 27 institutions newly accredited by the Western Association
of Schools and Colleges sire 1973, only 12 offer graduate degrees -- all in
a quite limited range of fields, several in theology alone. Among the
reasons for the dramatic growth of independent graduate school enrollments
are the following:

They make it possible to puree the doctorate part time, and many of them
tailor the scheduling of all their graduate offerings to the convenience
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of the students. Enrollments at these institutions have thus become
increasingly part tine.

Some independent institutions make far more aggressive use of the media
for recruitment than any public university.

Some -- by no means all -- have less demanding standards for admission
an retention than public institutions.

And meny restrict their offerings to a highly limited range of programs,
often in such popular fields of study as business, education, and psych-
ology. (Over one - fifth of all PhDs in psychology .awarded- nationally in
1'i82 were granted by independent institutions in California.)

Whatever the' causes for the increasing share of graduate enrollments in
independent colleges and universities, it is a development that must be
taken into account in statewide planning.

Despite the steady demand for graduate education in the public institutions,
graduate enrollments sista proportion of total public enrollments have grad-
ually declined in both the University and State University since the early
1980s (Table-3, page 20). In the University of California, the percentage
of graduate students dropped from aearly 30 percent in 1962 to about 20
percent in 1982, while in the State University the change was less severe,
from 23 percent to just Over 20 percent. In both cases, the smaller propor-
tion of graduate students' has resulted primarily from increabes in undergrad-
uate enrollments, although reduced demand for graduate study in _a number of
liberal arts disciplines has also had some effect.

While neither segment has ever announced a desired ratio of undergraduate to
graduate enrollments, the unexpectedly heavy demand for undergraduate admis-
sions to the University of California during the past three or four years
has raiset a question about the appropriate distribution of effort in a
segment Weise primary mission is graduate education and research. In its
most recent graduate enrollment plan issued in October 1983, the University
recognized the declining proportion of graduate students among its total
enrollment and requested State funding foi as additional 800 graduate students
over a three-year period. Since these positions are to be distributed for
the most part to the smaller campuses, the situation at Berkeley and UCLA
where undergraduate demand is heaviest will not be affected by any graduate
student increases authorized in the 1984-85 budget.

While total graduate enrollments in the California State UniVersity have
remained relatively stable during the past ten years, they have been more
volat

pronounced changes in student characteristics than those in the University
of California. These conditions will be discussed in more detail later is
this report. Here it is worth noting the significant decline in the enroll-
ment of.men in State. University graduate programs over the past decade --
from 33,436 to 27,564, compared to a somewhat greater increase in the number
of women -- from 30,067 to 37,113. A similar pattern is evident in the .
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nazi 3 Enrollments at Accredited California Collepes and
Universities by Level, Sex, .and . Full-rime and Part-
Time Status of Students, Fall 1973, Fall 1978, and
Fa11.1982

411 Jr: Tsil 1978

--/W--..---1.
F411 11312

se, eenc
. JteEL T JAIL -Am. Atm _Ind_

1211VERSITY OF
CALIF

4ederesedeate 46,764 36,517 65,261 47,229 42,937 90,161 50,769 44,612 100,381

Percent (54.5) (43.2) (32.1) (47.9) (50.4) (49.6)

te11 -Time 60,602 63,561 92,657

Pert -time 4,679 6,515 7,724

Oradea* 17,382 7,460 24,782 16,243 9,142.25,383 16,135 10,022 26,157

Permit (69.0
'811 -Time

(40.1) mud
03.1) 06.2)

23,630
(61.6) (34.4)

24,411

Pen-Tine 1,597 1,755 1,746

CALLF01011A STATI
UNIVZ1111114

Undergraduate 127,774 95,356 223,130 121,836 116,404 238,266 123,029 128,145 251,137

Percent (57.3) (42.7) (51.1) (44.9) (49.0) (51.0)

Pull-Tins 162,452 167,752 164,694

Pert-Time 61,078 78,548' 70,243

Orsdeste 33,436 30,067 63,503 30,712 37,203 67,915 27,564 37,113 64,617

Percent (52.7)
FU11-Time

(47.3) Arn (45.2) (544)
15,065

(42.6) (57.4)
14,677

Pert-Tine 46,512 52,150 50,000

/111ZPINSINT

Undergraduate 50,273 53,555 47,957101,445 46,111 46,674 94,723

Percent (52.5) (47.2) (50.1) (49.2)
44,461* 62,252

Part-Tine 16,631 6,531

Graduate 37,144, 37,790 18,427 56,217 36,917 25,043 60,000

Percent (67.2) (32.4) (61.0 (361.5)

25,555 23,631

Part-Ties 30,262 36,369

Note: The 1973 data as istatendent institutions ars based

1918 data on 97; and the 1982 es 118.

i,,rce. California Postsecondary Education Coniastoo.

en 56 %Alleys sod universities, the

University of California and, the independent institutions, but in neither of

these segments is the reduction in actual numbers of male graduate students

so apparent.

The other notable difference between graduate enrollments in the two public

segments, as illustrated in Table 3, is in the full-time, .part-time category.

The University has maintained a consistent.full-time enrollment of between
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93 and 94 percent among its graduate students aided partly by counting many
doctoral students at the dissertation stage as full time. The State Univer-
sity's graduate enrollments have always beenprednainateli part time, ranging
from 73 to 78 percent during the past decade.

GRADUATE DEGREES AWARDED DURING THE PAST HALF-DECADE

More important for most purposes than total enrollments is the distribution
of those enrollments among disciplines. The most reliable indication of how
enrollments have been divided among the various fields of study is a record
of.actual degrees awarded. This section of the report examines the relative
distribution of graduate degrees awarded during 1977-78 and 1981-82, first

_nationally and then in California, in 21 major disciplinary categories.

These categories constitute 21 of the 24 used until recently by the National
Center for Education Statistics of the U. S. Department of Education to
classify academic ufidivisions of knowledge and training. (Not included are
the three categories of law, military sciences, and theology.) The 21, are
characterized as follows (National Center for Education Statistics, 1970,
pp. 7-10.)

Agriculture and Natural Resources, including fields such as agriculture,
agronomy, animal science, horticulture, agricultural econonics, forestry,
and range management, haTing to do with the production of food and manage -
sent of natural fiber, plant, forest, and wildlife resources.

Architecture and Environmental Design, including interior design, land-
scape architecture, city and regional planning, and other programer
preparing students for a profession in designing buildings, communities,
parks, or other aspects of the environment.

Area Studies in such fields as American, African, Asian, European, Islamic,
Latin American, and Slavic studies that are designed to study cultures
iudigenous to specific geographic regions.

Biological Sciences, including bacteriology, general biology, general
botany, ecology, genetics, microbiology, and physiology having to do with

ethe science of the origin, growth, reproduction, and structure of life
.

forms. I
Business and Management, including accounting, banking and finance,
businessfmanagement and administration, marketing and purchasing, real
estate, and transportation, related to the administration, control,
operation and organization of public and private organizations.

Communications, including advertising, journalism, and radio/television,
involving the collection, preparation, and presentation of ideas and
information through mass media.



Computer and Information Sciences, including data processing, computer
programming, system analysis, and information sciences and systems dealing

with data storage, manipulation, and computation.

Education, including elementary, secondary, higher? adult, and special
education; the methodology and theory of teaching various fields, and

other programs related to the administration and control of educational

organizations and to instructional services within and outside of educa-

tional institutions.

Engineering, including aerospace, agricultural, biomedicil, chemical,
civil, electrical, mechanical, nuclear, naval, and textile engineering

related to the design, production, and operation of systems ,for using and

controlling the natural environment.

Fine and Applied Arts, including applied design, art (painting, drawing,
and sculpture), art history, cinematography, dance, dramatic arts, and

music involving the creation and appreciation of stylized visual and

nonvisual representations and symbols.

Foreign Languages, including Latin and Classical Greek.

Health Professions, includiOg hospital and health care administration and

all specialities having to do with the maintenance and restoration of

physical and mental health, (expect in this report for first-professional

degree programs in dentistry, medicine, osteopathic medicine, podiatry,

and veterinary medicine)

Home Economics, including clothing and textiles, consumer economics,

child development, family relations, foods and nutrition, and institu-

tional food management, including the science of foods and child, family,

and home care.

Letters, ranging from English through comparative literature, creative

writing, linguistics, spied', philosophy, and the teaching of English as

a foreign language,. involving literature and value systems related to

ancient and modern cultures.. .

Library Science, involving preparation for professional work in libraries

and related agencies.

Mathematics, including applied mathematics and statistics havincto do

with the science of nunbers and space configurations.

Physical Sciences, reusing from astronomy and astrophysics through chem-

istry, geology, geophysics, metallurgy, oceanography, paleontology, and

physics, related to the basic nature of matter, energy, and associated

phenomena.

Psychology, including counseling and social psychology dealing with

behavioral and mental processes.

Public Affairs and Services, including community services, law enforce-

ment and correcti as, public administration, end socfml work related to

the management and operation of government agencies.
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Social Sciences, ranging from anthropology and archaeology through eco-
nomics, geography, history, political science and government, and sociology,
dealing with the past and present activities, interaction, and organization
of human beings.

Interdisciplinary Studies, involving more than one major discipline
without primary concentration in any one area

Master's Degrees Awarded by Major Field of Study in the United States

Not only has the total number of master's degrees awarded in the United
States declined each year since 1977-78, but the distribution of these
degrees among fields of study has shown surprisingly pronounced changes
during the relatively brief period between 1977-78 and 1981-82. Table 4 on
pages 24-25 indicates the number of master's degrees and the percentage of
the total conferred in the major discipline categories for these peat's, the
number and percentage of degrees to men and women, and the change between
the two years for each major field of study. Figure 5 on page 26 shows the
change in nnmbers.for these fields over these five years.

Differences Among Fields: It is common knowledge that students in large
numbers have recently been moving into certain fields of study and ant of
others. Still, the magnitude of the changes in the numbers of master's
degrees awarded in various disciplines -- as one indication of these enroll-
ment shifts -- remains impressive. The right-hand column in Table 4,
"Percent Change Between 1977-78 and 1981-82," reveals that in ten or amost
half of. all discipline categories, gains or losses If more than 15 percent
in the number, of degrees granted have occured since 1977-78. That degrees
in a currently popular field such as computer science should increase by 62
percent is of course significant but not especially surprising since the
base was relatively small. It is the level of change in some of the tradi-
tional, longer-established disciplines that attracts attention.

In sheer numbers, the gain of 27 percent in master's degrees in business and
the decline of 32 percent in education are conspicuous. While the largest
share of all master's degrees conferred in the country is still in education,
the portion in business has been steadily gaining. More than half of all
master's degrees awarded in 1982 were in these two fields.

The declining number of degrees in the humanities and social sciences --
much publicized at the baccalaureate level -- is equally apparent at the
master's level, although not quite so extreme. The field of letters, con-
sisting of English, philosophy:comparative literature, and classics, among
others, continued in a decline that began in the early 1970s. The number of
master's degrees in these disciplines fell another 18 percent between 1978
and 1982, until only 2.3 percent of all master's degrees are in these sub-
jects.

Even more dramatic losses have been suffered by the sodlal sciences, includ-
ing anthropology, economics, history, geography, political science, sociology,
urban studies, and the various ethnic studies programs. While all these
disciplines have not fallen off equally, as a group of core subjects in the
curriculum their combined losses are especially significant. After reaching
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TAW 4 Rasterls Degrees Awarded La the United States by
General Field of Study and Sex, 1977-78 and 1981-82

Field

1977-78 1981-82 Percent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981-82
Number
Earned

Percent
Men and
Women

Percent
of Total

Number
Earned

Percent
Men and
Women

Percent
of Total

Agriculture and
Natural Resources

Men
Women

4,023
3,268

755

81.3%
18.7%

1.2% 4,163
3,114
1,049

74.8%
25.2%

1.4% +3.5%

Architecture and 3,115 0.9%' 3,327 1.1% +6.8%
Environmental
Design

Men 2,304 84.5% 2,242 67.4%
Women 483 15.5% 1,085 32.6%

Area Studies
Men

925
483 52.2%

0.2% 750
380 50.7%

0.2% -18,9%

Women 442 47.8% 370 49.3%

Biological
Sciences 6,806 2.2% 5,874 1.9% -13.7%

Men 4,400 64.7% 3,426 58.3%

Women 2,406 35.3% 2,448 41.7s
.1.111rem.
Business and

Management 48,484 15.5% 61,428 20.8% +26.7%

Men 40,301 83.2% 44,359 72.2%

Women 8,183 16.8% 17,069 27.8%

Communications 3,296 1.0% 3,327 1.1% +0.9%

Men 1,673 50.8% 1,578 47.5%
Women 1,623 49.2% 1,749 52.5%

Computer and Information
Sciences 3,038 0.9% 4,935 1.6% +62.4%

Men 2,471 81.4% 3,625 73.5%
Women 567 18.6% 1,310 26.5%

Education 118,582 38.0% 93,104 31.5% -21.5%

!len 38,281 32.3% 25,771 27.7%

women 80,301 67.7% 67,333 72.3%

Enaineering 16,398' 5.3% 17,939 +9.4%

len 15,533 94.7% 16,311 91.0%
women 865 5.3% 1,625 9.0%

fine and
Wptied Arts 9,036 2.9% 8,746 2.9% -3.2%

Men 4,327 47.9% 3,866 44.2%
Women 4,709 52.1% 4,880 55.8%
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Field

Foreign Languages
Men
Women

1977-78 1981-82

Number
LLIatied

2,726
795

1,931

Percent
Men and Percent
Women of Total

Number
Earned

Percent
Nen and
Women

0.8%
29.2%
70.8%

2,008
609

1,399
30.3%
69.7%

Health
Professions 14,325 4.6% 16,503
Men 4,265 29.8% 4,006 24.3%
Women 10,060 70.2% 12,497 75.1s

Rome Economics 2,613 0.8% 2,355
Men 212 8.2% 201 8.6%
Women 2,401 91.8% 2,154 91.4%

Letters 10,011 3.2% 8,226
Men 3,830 38.3% 3,126 38.0%
Women 6,181 61.7% 5,100 62.0%

Library Science 6,914 2.2% 4,506
Men 1,384 20.0% 799 17.8%
Women 5,530 80.0% 3,707 82.2%

Mathematics 3,373 1.0% 2,727
Men 2,228 66.1% 1,821 66.8%
Women 1,145 33.9% 906 33.2%

Physical 'sciences 5,561 1.8% 5,514
Men 4,620 83.1% 4,318 78.3%
Women 941 16.9% 1,196 21.7%

Psychology 8,160 2.6% 7,791
Men 3,919 48.1%P 3,209 42.1%
Women 4,241 51.9% 4,513 57.9%

Public Affairs
and Services 19,953 6.4% 19,388

Men 10,445 52.4% 8,285 42.8%
Women 9,508 47.6% 11,103 57.2%

---\
Social Scienc\ 14,634 4.7% 11,951

Men 9,784 66.9% 7,438 62.3%
Women 4,850 33.1% 4,513 37.7%

Interdisciplindry
Studies 4,487 1.4% 4,978

Men 2,806 62.6% 2,840 57.1%
Women 1,681 37.4% 2,138 42.9%

TOTAL 311,620 100.0% 295,546
Men 161,212 51.8% 145,532 49.3%
Women 150,408 48.2% 150,014 50.7%

Source: National Center for Education, Statistics.
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Percent
Change
Between

Percent 1977-78
of Total and 1981-82

0.6% -26.3%

5.6% +15.2%

0.7% +9.9%

v

2.8% -17.8%

1.5% -34.8%,
0.9% -19.1%

1.8% +0.8%

...11110

2.6% +4.5%

6.5% -2.8%

11111.
4.0% -18.3%

1.7% +i0.9%

100.0% -5.2%
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FIGURE 5 Graduate Degrees Awarded in the United States by
General Field of Study, 1977-78 Through 2982-82
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a peak of 17,318 naster's'degrees in all the social sciences in 1973, their
number has dropped each year since then to 11,951 in 1982 -- a decline of
(mar 30 percent in ten years. Master's degrees in history have declined
more than 50 percent during the same period and those in sociology by close
to 40 percent (National Center for Education Statistics, 1982, pp. 128-129).

The field showing the greatest percentage loss in nupber of master's degrees
since 1978 is library science -- the only applied field to lose ground
except public affairs and services, which had a modest decline. The foreign
languages continued a decade-long decline at all degred levels, with 26
percent fewer master's degrees in 1982 than in 1978. The number of master's
degrees in mathematics also dropped noticeably, in large part because this
discipline lost some of its students to computer and information sciences.
Significantly fewer master's degrees were awarded in the biological sciences,
despite the fact that interest in these subjects remains strong at the
baccalaureate and doctoral levels.

The greatest percentage increase, after computer science and business,
pccurred in the health professions, attributable in large measure to the
irowing number of master's degrees in nursing. Master's degrees in engineer-
ing increased by 9.4 percent, while agriculture and architecture also in-
creased their share of the total slightly.'

Master's Degrees Awardeeto Men and Women: °In 1981-82, for the first time
more women than men earned master=s degrees in the United States. This
happened not because of any major increase in the number of women receiving
master's degrees during the past few years -- there was actually a slight
drop from 1977-78 -- but because the number of male degree recipients has
fallen off so severely in the past five years.

Nevertheless, the gains made by women at the master's level, as at the
baccalaureate and doctoral levels, are not to be discounted. Women in-
creased their shire of master's degrees in all but three of the discipline
categories, and in these three they essentially held their own. The number
of women earning master's degrees in architecture, business and computer
science more than doubled in five years, and almost doubled in engineering.
Women made strong gains in agriculture and natural resources, in the health
professions, and in public affairs and services. The most impressive increase
was in the field' of business where women' share of master's degrees rose
from 17 percent to 28 percent while the number of men earning these degrees
was increasing substantially as well.

Fields in which the number
were in education, foreign

In contrast, the number of
three fields -- business,
the sharply downward trend
1977-78.

of degrees earned by women declined significantly
langukges, library science, and mathematics.

men earning master's degrees decreased in all but
computer science, and engineering -- reflecting
in male master's degree recipients overall since

ti
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Doctor's Degrees Awarded by Major Field of Study in the United States

Differences Among Fields: Degrees at the doctoral, level -- up slightly
since 1977-78 -- have been somewhat less subject than master's degrees to
extreme increases or decreases in any field (Table 5, pages 29-30, and
Figure 5). In general, however, the disciplines gaining or declining in the
number of master's degrees are showing the same tendencies at the doctoral
level -- with a few notable exceptions:

The number of doctorates awarded in education has 'increased since 1977-78,
in contrast to the large drop in master's degrees in this subject.

Conversely, slightly fewer doctorates were awarded in business, compared
to the heavy increase in master's degrees.

Doctorates in the biological sciences were up 13 percent over the number
five yeais earlier, moving this field into a distant second place behind
education for the most doctorates conferred; at the master's level, on
the other hand, degrees in biological sciences declined 13 percent.

Other fiel which the number of degrees at the two levels were moving in

opposite dire ons were psychology, library science, and public affairs and
services, all do at the master's level but n1 in the number of doctorates.

Ssbjects in which fewer -grees were awarded at both the doctoral and master's
levels included many of the traditional liberal arts disciplines -- letters,
foreign languages, mathematics, and social sciences. Showing solid gains at
both degiee levels were engineering and the health professions.

Doctorates Awarded to Man and Women: One trend that is quite similar at
both the master's and doctoral levels nationally is the steady increase in
the proportion of degrees being earned by women in most disciplines. The

gap between the number of men and women receiving doctorat4e, while still
pronounced, has been closing steadily since 1972, as each year fewer men and
more women have been awarded the degree.

In a pattern identical at both degree levels, women gained 'in relation to
men in all but three disciplinary categories, emen:Aouah in letters and the
sJcial sciences, the gain occurred because the decline in male recipients
was more extreme than that for women. Women made impressive gains in actual
numbers of degrees in education, biological sciences, and psychology. One

conspicuous decline was in mathematics, a loss fact compensated for by a
proportionate increase in degrees in computer science.

In only a few field, -- biological sciences, computer science, engineering,
and the health professions, among them -- did the number of doctorates
awarded to men increase slightly or' remain stable. The decade-long decline

in the number of men earning the doctorate has as many important social and
cultural implications, of course, as the concomitant increase in women
receiving the degree. Some of the possible consequences of this development
are touched on in Part Four of this report.

-28739
0

r



rims 5 Doctor's Degrees Awarded in the United States bg-
General Field of Study and Sex, 1977-78 and 1981-02

Field

MAgriculture and.
ural Resources

Men
*men

1977-78

Number
Earned

1981-82

Percent
Men and Percent I Number
Women 'of Total Earned

971
969 93.4
62 6.4%

3.0%

Percent
Men and
*wen

1,09
925 85.7%
154 14.3%

Percent
of Total

Architecture and 73
Environmental
Design

Men
Women

Area Studies
Men
Women

57 78.1%
16 21.9%

o.

58 72.5%
22 2746%

145

100 69.0%
45 31.0%

0.4% 98

55
43

0
56.2414

43;8%

Biological
Sciences
Men
Women

3,309
2,511

1,
798

75.9%
24.1%

10.3% 3,743
2,654 71.0%
1,089 .29.0%

Business and
Management
Men
Women

867
795

72

91.7%
8.3%

2.6% 857
705 82.3%
152 17.7%

Communications
Men
Women

191
138 72.3%
53 27.7%

Computer and
Sciences
Men
Women

+0.5% 200
136 68.0%
64 32.0%

Information
196

181 . 92.4%
15 -7.6%

Education
Men
Women

7,586
4,630
2,956

Engineering
Men
Women

Fineand
Applied Arts

Men
Women

2,440
2,383

57

0.6% 251

230 91.7%
21 8.3%

23.6% 7,676
3,949
3,727

S1.5%
43.5%

97.7%
2.3%

708
448 63.3%
260 36.79

7.6%

2.2%

-29-

"2,636
2,496

140 5.3%

670
380
290

56.rs
43.3%

Percent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981-82

3.3X4 +11.1%

0.

0. -32.4%

11.4% +13.14

2.6% -1.1%

+0 . 6% +4.7%

0.7% +28.0%

23.5% +1.2%
1.2%

8.0% +8.0%

2.0% -5.4%
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TAM, 5 (continued)

Field

1977-18

Number
Earned

Foreign Languages 649
Men 294
Women 355

'Percent
Men and
Women,..111M.,0

45.3%
54.7%

DOCTORS

1

Percent
of Iota

2.0%

Bea th
Professions
lien

*men

654
402 62.7%
252 37.3%

2.0%

Rome Economics
Men
*omen

203
58 28.6%

.0 145 71.4%

0.6%

Letters
Men

1,069
1,261

Women 808

Library Science 67
Men 43
Women 24

Mathematics 805
Men 681
Women 124

.1,=

6.4%
61.0%
39.0%

0.2%
64.2%
35.8%

2.5%
84.6%
15.4%

Physical Sciences 3,133
Men 2,821
Women 321

Psy:hology 2,587
Men 1,621
Women 966

9.7%
90.1%
9.9%

62.7%
, 37.3%

8.0%

Public Affairs
and Services

Men
Women

395
267
128

Social Sciences 3,583
Men 2,713
Women 870

Interdisciplinary
Studies 301

Men 205
Women 96

TOTAL 32,131
Men 23,658
'Women 8,473

1.2%
67.6%
32.4%

75.8%
24.2%

0.9%

68.1%
31.9%

73.7%
26.3%

100.0%

Source: National Center for Education Statistics.
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1981-82 Percent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981-82
Number
Earned

Percent
Nen and
Women

Percent
of Total

536
242
292

45.5%
54.5%

1.6% 17.4%

925 , 2.8% 41.4%

503 54.4%
422 45.6%

247 0. +21.6%

73 29.6%
174 70.4%

1,681 5.1% -18.7Z

951 54.5%
766 45.5%

84 0.2% +25.3%

31 37.0%
53 63.0%

681 2. -15.4%

587 86.2%
94 13.8%

3,286 10.0% +4.8%

2,835 86.3%
451 13.7%

2,780 8.5% +7.4%

1,518 54.6%
1,262 45.5%

429 1.3% +8.6%
245 57.1%
184 42.9%

3,065 9.4% -14.5%
2,240 73.1%

825 26.9%=11==1...,=mr...m1MIi.g.
393 1.2% +30.5%
242 61.6%

151 38.4%

32,707 100.0% +1.8%
22,224 68.0%
10,483 32.0%
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Graduate Degrees Awarded by. Major Field of Study in California

While it is informative to examine changes'in the number of degrees awarded
by California institutions in each discipline over a five-year period, such
a review takes on another dimension when set against similar national statis-
tics Table 6 shows the percentage change in the nmmber of graduate degrees
in the 21 major fields of study between 1977-78 and 1781-82 in the United
States and in California. Figures 5 and 6 on pages 26 and 32 portrays these
changes geographically.

TABLE 6 Percentage Change, in the Numbers of Graduate Degrees
Awarded in the United States and in California, by
General Field of Study. .fietiteen-.19728-and 1-911,82-

Masters Doctors
Discipline

Agriculture and Natural
Resources .

Architecture and
Environmental Design.

Biological Sciences

Business and Management

Communications

Computer and Information
Sciences

Education

Engineering

Fine and Applied Arts

Foreign Languages

Health Professions

Home Economics

Letters

Library Science

Mathematics

Physical Sciences

Psychology

Public Affairs and
Services

Social Sciences

Interdisciplinary Studies

TOTALS

U.S. Calif.

+3.5% +25.5%

+6.8 +23.6

-13.7 -12.3

+26.7 +18.6

+0.9 -22.9

+62.4 +52.6

-21.5 -19.9

+9.4 +2.0

- 3.2 - 7.8'

-26.3 -18.7

+15.2 +8,9

+9.9 +15.6

-17.8 -15.6

-34.8 -66.9

-19.1 -11.4

+0.8 - 2.1

+4.5 +29.9

- 2.8 -36.7

-18.3 -44.8

+10.9

- 5.2%

_N/A

+0.5%

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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U.S. Calif.

+11.1% +2.4%.

+9.6 +40.0

+13.1 +5.6

- 1.1 +5.8

.+4.7 -66.6

+28.0 +24.2

+1.2 - 2.2

+8.0 - 3.9

- 5.4 -38.5

-17.4 -48.4

+41.4 +42.0

+21.6 -100.0

-18.7 -27.0

+25.3 -54.5

-15.4 +2.2

+4.8 +4.1

+7.4 +81.3

+8.6 -32.1

-14.5 -17.5

30.5 N/A

+1.8% +2.3%



FIGURE 6 graduate Degrees Awarded by Accredited California
Institutions of Elpter Education, 1977-78 Through
1981-82
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The percentage changes listed in Table 6 for California are affected somewhat
by the fact that the University rf Squthern California failed to report
degrees awarded by discipline in 1981-82, submitting only the total number
of master's and doctor's degrees conferred that year. Nonetheless, national
and California tendencies in most disciplines are similar. Decreases in the
number of master's degrees in biological sciences, education, and letters,
and in doctorates in social sciences are approximately the same as are
increases at both degree levels in computer sciences and in doctorates in
health professions and physical sciences.

.

Great disparities are evident, however, at the nester's level, where per-
centage increases in degrees in agriculture, architecture, hbme economic,
and psychology awarded by California institutions far exceeded those nation-
ally, as di doctorates in architecture and psychology. The number of master's
degrees in engineering grew at a slower rate in California than in the
country as e whole and actually declined at the doctoral level in the State
while increasing 8 percent naticilualy. The most striking differences in
percentage declines at one or both degree levels were in communications,
foreign languages, public affairs, and social sciences.

Accounting for all Of these differences would require a more extended analysis
than is appropriate in this report, if, indeed, explanations are possible in
many cases. Although close correspondence might be expected between the
figures for California -- which awards more than 10.percent of all graduate
degrees in the United States -- and those for the nation as a whole, only
speculation is possible on the reasons for these differences. Since some of
the percentages are based on relatively small numbers, it would be inadvisable
to attach undue significance to these comparisons. Instead, they are useful
primarily in providing context by which to look more closely at developments
in individual disciplines in California institutions.

GRADUATE DEGREES AWARDED BY SECZIENT IN CALIFORNIA

Table 7 on pages 34-40 lists for each of the fields discussed thus far the
number of master's degrees awarded during 1977-78 and 1981-82 in California
and by the University of California, the California State University, and
California's accredited independent colleges and universities. Table 8 on
pages 41-47 contains similar information on doctor's degrees. Figures 7
through 9 on pages 48-50 portray much of these data in graphic form.

University of California

In 1981-82, the University awarded close to 20 percent of all master's
degrees in. the State and 45 percent of all doctorates, a slight increase at
both levels since 1977-78.

The pattern of graduate degrees awarded by the University of California
during the past five years shows a more even distribution than that of

(text continues on page 51)
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rAazz 7 Raster's Degrees Awarded by Accredited California Institutions,.
by General Field of Study, Segment, and Sex, 1977 -78 and 29d2-82

1977-78

Percent
and

Percent
of State

1981-82

Percent

Percent
Percent Change
of State/ Between

-82Field.and Seament

Agriculture and
Natural Resources

All Total
Hale
Female

UC Total
Male
Female

CSU Total
Hale
Female

Ind Total
Male
Female

Architecture and
Environmental
Design

All Total
Hale
Female

UC Total
Male
Female

CSU Total
Male
Female

Ind Total
Male
Female

Biological Sciences

All Total
Male
Female

UC Total
Male
Female

CSU Total
Male
Female

Ind Total
Male
Female

Number
Earned

301
235
66

162
123
39

126
102
24

13
10

, 3

305
201
104

662
434
228

318
202
116

256
180
76

Men
Women

78.1%
21.9%

.15:9%
24.1%

81.0%
19.0%

76.9%
23.1%

66.0%
34.0%

205
125 61.0%
80 39.0%

69
53 76.8%
16 23.2%

31
23 74.2%
8 25.8%

88
52 59.1%
36 40.9%

65.6%
34.4%

63.5%
36.5%

70.3%
29.7%

or System Number
Total Earned

-34-

Men and
Nen/Women

0.9% 378
279 73.9%
99 26.1%

2.9% 197

67 34.0%

1.2% 142
117 82.4%
25 17.6%

.08% 39
32 82.1%
7 17.9%

0.9% 377
241 64.0%
136 36.0%

3.6% 269
167 62.1%
102 37.9%

0.6% 93
61 65.6%
32 34.4%

0.2% 15
13 86.7%
2 1,1.-3% A'

2.1% 580
349 60.2%
231 39.8%

5.7% 275
156 56.7%
119 43.3%

2.5% 219
140 63.9%
79 36.1%

0.5% 86

53 61.6%
33 38.4%

0

System 1977-78
Total and 1981

1.2% +25.5%

3.2% +21.6

1.4% +12.7%

0.2% +200.0%

1.2% +23.6%

3.4% +31.2%

0.9% +34.7%

0.1% -51.6%

1.9% -12.3%

4.5% -13.5%

2.2% -14,4%

0.5% -2.3%
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TAME 7 (continued)

Field and Segment

1977-78

Number
Earned

Percent
Men and
Women

Percent
of State

or System
Total

Business and
--R;;;Figi

All Total 5,715 18.6%
Male 4,864 83.4%
Female 951 16.6%

UC Total 770 13.7%
-558 ---72w9%

Female 212 27.5%

CSU Total 1,029 10.1%
Male 803 78.0%
Female 226 22.0%

Ind Total 3,916 26.2%
Male 3,403 86.9%
Female 513 13.1%

Communications

226 0.7%All Total
Male 115 50.9%
Female 111 49.1%

UC Total 16 0.2%
Mile 8 50.0%
Female 8 50.0%

CSU Total 73 0.7%
Male 29 39.7%
Female 44 60.3%

Ind Total 137 0.9%
Male 78 56.9%
Female 59 43.1%

Computer and
Triform="1
Sciences

363 1.1%All Total
Male 307 84.6% .

Female 56 15.4%

UC Total 85 1.5%

Male 73 85.9%
Female 12 14.1%

CSU Total 85 0.8%

Male 65 76.5%
Female 20 23.5%

Ind Total 193 1.3%

Male 169 87.6%
Female 24 12.4%

-35-

1N31-82

Number
Earned

°Percent

Men and
Men/Women

6,782
4,873 71.9%
1,909 28.1%

936
_65;241,

326 34.8%

1,318
903 68.5%
415 31.5%

4,528
3,360 74.2%
1,t68 25.8%

Percent
of State/
System
Total

172
83
89

10

4

-6

17s

49

75

41

34

48.3%
51.7%

40.0%
60.0%

43.7%
56.3%

54.7%
45.3%

554
436
118

157

132

25

160

Ill
49

237
193
44

78.7%
21.3%

84.1%
15.9%

69.4%
30.6%

81.4%
18.6%

46

Percent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981-82

22.2%

15.6%

+18.6%

+21.5%

13.5% +28.0%

30.6% +15.6%

0.5% -23.9%

0.1% -37.5%

0.8% +19.1%

0.5% -45.2%

1.8% +52.6%

2.6% 84.7%

1.6% +88.0%

1.6% +22.8%



TAUS 7 (continued)

1977-78

Number
Percent
Men and

Percent
of State
or System

Field and Segment Earned Womew Total

Education

7,277 23.7%All Total
Male 2,343 25.4%
Female 5,434 74.6%

UC Total 272 4.8%
--Mete 112.71;

Female 183 67.3%

CSU Total 3,583 35.3%
Male 1,031 28.8%
Female 2,552 - 71.2%

Ind Total 3,422 22.9%
Male 1,223 35.7%
Female 2,199 64.3%

Engineering

2,402 7.8%All Total
Male 2,235 93.1%
Female 167 6.9%

UC Total 855 15.3%
Male 797 93.2%
Female 58 6.8%

CSU Total 388 3.8%
Male 368 94.8%
Female 20 5.2%

Ind Total 1,159 7.7%
Male 1,070_ 92.3%
Female 7.7%

Fine and
Applied Arts

1,21.2 3.9%All Total
Male 600 50.3%
Female 603 49.7%

UC Total 354 6.3%

Male 157 44.4%

Female 197 55.6%

CSU Total 488 4.8%

Male 248 50.8%

Female 240 49.2%

Ind Total 370 2.4,%

Male 204 55.1%

Female 166 44.9%

-36-

1981-82 Percent
Percent Change

Percent of State/ Between

Number Men and System .1977-78

Earned Men/Women Total and 1981-82

5,827 19.0% -19.9%
1,661 28.5%
4,166 71.5%

263 4.4% -3.3%

191 72.6%

3,307 33.9% -14.1%
913 27.6%

2,394 72.4%

2,257 15.2% -34.0%
676 30.0%

1,581 70.0%

2,451 8.0% +2.0%
2,215 90.4%

236 9.6%

999 16.7% +16.8%
891 89.2%
108 10.8%

432 4.4% +11.3%
414- f95.8%
18 4.2%

1,020 6.9% -12.0%

910 89.2%
110 10.8%

1,117 3.6% -7.8%

489 43.8%
628 56.2%

366 6.1% +3.3%
161 44.0%
205 56.0%

457 4.7% -6.3%
190 41.6%
267 58.4%

294 1.9% -20.5%
138 46.9%
156 53.1%
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rAng 7 (continued)

1977-78

Field and Segment
Number
Earned

Foreign Languages

All Total 283
Male 78

Female 205

UC Total 141

Male 44
Female 97

CSU Total 93
Male 23

resale 70

Ind Total 49

Male 11

Female 38

Percent
Men and
Women

I

27.6%
72.4%

31.2%
-68.8%

24.7%
75.3%

22.4%
77.6%

1981-82
Percent
of Stite
or Systme;Number

Total I Earned

0.9%

2.5%

0.9%

0 . 3%

Percent
Men and

Nen/Women

Percent
of State/
System
Total

Percent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981-82

230 0.7% -18.7%

93

89

48
14 29.2%
34 70.8%

1.5% -34.0%

0.9%

0.3% -2.0%

Health Professions

1,657
521

1,136

All Total
Male
Female

UC Total 748

Male 247

Female 501

CSU Total 558
Male 133
Female 425

Ind Total 351

Male 141

Female 210

Home Economics

154All Total
Male 34

Female 120

UC Total 31

Male 11

Female 20

CSU Total 117

Male 4

Female: 113

Ind Total 6

Male 4

Female 2

5.4%
31.5%
68.5%

4,13.3%

33.0%
67.0%

5.5%
23.8%
76.2%

2.3%
40.2%
59.8%

1,805
498

1,307

641
183
458

677
110
567

487

205
282

27.6%
72.4%

28.5%
71.5%

16.2%
83.8%

42.1%
57.9%

5.9% +8.9%

10.7% -14.3%

6.9% +21.3%

3.3% +38.7%

22.1%
77.9%

35.5%
64.5%

3.5%
96.5%

66.7%
33.3%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE -37-

178
26

152

14.6%
85.4%

9

2 22.2%
7 77.8%

154
22 14.3%
132 85.7%

15

2

13

48

13.3%
86.7%

0.6% +15.6%

0.1%

1.6%

-70.9%

+31 .6%

0.1% +150.0`%



mut 7 (continued)

Field and Segment

1977-78 1981-82 Percent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981-82
Number
Earned

Percent
Men and
WOmen

Percent
of State

or System 'NWober
Total Earned

l

Percent
Men and
Men/Women

Percent
of State/
System
Total

Letters

All Total 980 3.2% 827 2.7% -15.6%

Male 424 43.3% 320 38.7%

Female
o

556 56.7% 507 61.3%

UC Total 230 4.1% 256 4.3% +11.3%

Male 102, 44,3% 105 41.0%

Female 128 55.7% 151 59.0%

CSU Total 556 5.5% 443 4.5% -20.3%

Male 231 41.5% 161 36.3%

Female 325 58.5% 282 63.7%

Ind Total 194 1.3% 128 0.8% -34.0%

Male 91 46.9% 54 42.2%

Female 103 53.1% 74 57.8%

Library Science

565 1.8% 187 0.6% -66.9%
All Total

Male 141 25.0% 33 17.7%

Female 424 75.0% 154 82.3%

UC Total S 2.8% 111 0.1% -30.1%

Male 51 32.1% 22 19.8%

Female 108 67.9% 89 80.2%

CSU Total 231 2.3% 76, 0.7% -67.1%

Male 48 20.8% 14.5%

Female 183 79.2% 65 85.5%

Ind Total 175 1.2% 0 0.0% - 17,500.0%

Male 42 24.0% 0 0.0%

Female 133 76.0% 0 0.0%

Mathematics

273 0.8% 242 0.7% -11.4%
All Total

Male 213 78.1% 186 76.9%

Female 60 21.9% 56 23.1%

UC Total 120 2.1% 128 2.1% +6.6%

Male 93 77.5% 102 79.7%

Female 27 22.5% 26 20.3%

CSU Total 69 0.6% 62 0.6% - 10.1%

Male 50 72.5% 42 67.7%

Female 19 27.5% 20 32.3%

Ind Total 84 0.5% 52 0.3% -38.1%

Male 70 83.3% 42 80.8%

Female 14 16.7% 10 19.2%
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TABLE 7 (continmed),

1977-78

Field and Segment
Number
Earned

Percent
Men,and
Women

Physical Sciences

SS5All Total
Male 464 83.6%
Female 91 16.4%

UC Total 289
Male 241 83.4%
Female 48 16.6%

CSU Total 123
Male 100 81.3%
Female 23 18.7%

Ind Total 143
Male 123 36.0%
Female 20 14.0%

Psychology

All Total 1,212
Male 598 49.4%
Female 614 50.6%

UC Total 57
Male 33 57.9%
Female 24 42.1%

CSU Total 582
Male 280 48.1%
Female 302 51.9%

Ind Total 573
Male 285 49.7%
Female 288 50.3%

Public Affairs
and Services

All Total 2,399
Male 1,595 66.5%
Female 804 33.5%

UC Total 171
Male 60 35.1%
Female 111 64.9%

CSU Total 824
Male 476 57.8%
Female 348 42.2%

Ind Total 1,404
Male . 1,059 75.4%
Female 345 24.6%

Percent
of State

or System Number
Total Earned

1.8%

5.1%

1.2%

0.9%

3.9%

1.0%

5.7%

3.8%

7.8%

3.0%

8.1%

9.4%

-39-

\
1V81-82

Percent
Men and
Men/Women

,Percent

Of State/
System
TOtal

Percent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981-82

543 1.7% -2.1%
433 79.8%
110 20.2%

280 4.8%
240 85.7%

40 14.3%

170 1.7% +38.2%
1.28 75.3%
42 24.7%

93 0.6% -35.0%
65 69.9%
28 30.1%

Amm.0111MINIIMMN1............1.1=1111=11

1,575 5.1% +29.9%
627 39.8%
948 60.2%

61 1.0% +7.0%
27 44.3%
34 55.7%

527 5.4% -9.4%
218 41.4%
309 58.6%

987 6.6% +72.2%
382 38.7%
605. 61.3%

1,518 4.9% -36.7%
789 52.0%
729 48.0%

9

172 2.8% +0.5%
40 23.3%
132 76.T%

825 8.4% +0.1%
342 41.5%

483 58.5%

521 3.5%.
407 78.1%
114 21.9%

BEST COPY /iv
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TAMS' 7 (continued)
1977-78 1981-82

. NiNumber
Field and Segment Earned

Percent
Men and
Women

Percent
of State
or System

Total
Number
Earned

Percent
Men and.

Men(Women

Percent
of State/
System
Total

Social Sciences

All Total 1,907 6.2% 1,053 3.4%

Male 1,334 70.0% 630 59.8%

Female 573 30.0% 423 40.2%

UC Total 469 8 . 4% 480 8.0%

Male 285 60.6% 286 59.6%

Female 184 39.2% 194 40.4%

CSU Total 516 5.0% 359 3.7%

, Male 335 64.9% 218 60.7%

Female 181 35.1%
V.

141 39.3%

Ind Total 922 6.2% 214 1.4%

Male 714 77.4% EEC -s8.9%

Female 208 22.6% 88 41.1%

ALL TOTAL 30,689 30,532

Male 18,590 60.6% 16,864 55.2%
Female 12,099 39.4% 13,668 44.8%

UC Total 5,602 18.2% 5,979 19.6%

Male 3,411 60.9% 3,583 59.9%
Female 2,191 39.1% 2,396 40.1%

CSU Total 10,146 31.1% 9,755 31.9%

Male 4,990 49.2% 4,292 44.0%

Female 5,156 50.8% 5,463 56.0%

Ind Total 14,941 . 48.7% 14,798 48.5%

Male 10,189 68.2% 8,989 60.7%

Female 4,752 31.8% 5,809 39.3%

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.

-40-
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PArcent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981-82

-44.8%

+2.3%

-30.4%

-76.8%

-0.5%

+6.7%

-3.8%

-1.0%



mans 8 Doctor's Degrees Awarded by Accredited California Institutions,
by General Field of Study,- Segment, and Sex, 1977778 and 2981 -82

1977-78

Percent
Percent
of State

1981-82 Percent
Percent Change

Percent of Stater Between
Number

Field and Segment Earned
Men and
Women

or System
Total

Number
Earned

Men and
Wooten

System
Total

1977-78
and 1981-82

Agriculture and
Nitural Resources

All Total 42 0.9% 43 0.9% +2.4%
Male 39 92.9% -37 86.1%
Female 3 7.1% 6 13.9%

UC Total 33 1.7% 35 1.7% +6.0
Male 32 97.0% .30 85.7%
Femaleh s 5 14.3%

Ind Total 9
Hale 7
Female 2-

77.8%
22.2%

0.3% 8
7
1

87.5%
12.3 %.

0.3% -11.1%

Architecture and
Enviioniental
Design

All Total 15 0.3% 21 0.4% +40.0%

Hale 13 87.0% 16 76.2%
Female 2 13.0% 5 23.8%

UC Total 15 0.7% 1.0% +40.0%

Male 13 86.7% 16 76.2%
Female 2 13.3% 5 23.8%

Ind Total 0
Male 0
Female 0

0.0%
0.0%

0.0% 0
0

0

0.0%
0.0%

0.0X 0.0%

Biological Sciences .

All Total 446 10.3% 471 10.7% +5.6%
Male 346 77.6% 333 70.8%
Female 100 22.4% 20.1% 138 29.2%

UC Total 381 412 20.8% +8.1%
Male 298 78.2% 290 70.4%
Female 83 21.8% 122 29.6%

CSU Total 0 0.0% 1 16.6%
Male 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Female 0 0.0% 0.0%

Ind Total 65 2.7% 59 2.4% -9.2%
Male 48 73.8% 43 72.9%
Female 17 26.2% 16 27.VX

Percentage increase cannot be calculated because the zero divisor is an undefined
operation.
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nau 8 (continued)

Field and Segment

Business and
-!lanai at

Total
Bale
Female

UC Total
Bale
Female

Ind Total
Male
Female

Number
Earned

86
80

6

37
33
4

49
47

2

1977-7,

Percent
Men and
*men

93.1%
6.9%

89.2%
10.8%

95.9%
4.1%

1981-82
Percent
of State Percent

or System. Number Men and
Total Earned Nenegomen

2.

91
76 83.5%
15 16.5%

28
2

S

82.1%
17.9%

63
53 84.1%
10 15.9%

Percent
of State/
System
Total

2.0%

Percent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981 -82

1.4%

2.6%

+5.8%

+28.6%

Communications

All Total
Bale
Female

UC Total
Male
Female

Ind Total
Hale
Female

Computer and
tiforogaroir
Sciences

All Total
Hale
Female

UC Total
Male
Female

Ind Total
Male
Female

18
16

2

0

18

16
2

88.9%
11.1%

0.0%
0.0%

,88.9%
11.1%

0.4%

0.0%

0.7%

6
4
2

66.7%
33.3%

0 0.0%
0.0%

6
14

2
66.7%
33.3%

0.1% -66.6%

0.0%

0.2% -66.6%

33
33

0

22
22

n

100.0%
0.0%

100.0%
0.0%

100.0%
0.0%

0.7%

0.4%
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53

41
38

3

28
25

3

13
13

92.7%
7.3%

89.3%
10.7%

100.0%
0.02,

0.9%

1.4%

0.5%

+24.2%

+27.3%

+16.2%



TABLE 8 (continued)
1977-78

Field and Semen
Number
Earned

Percent
Nen and
AMR_

52.4%
47.6%

45.9%
54.1%

Education

403
217
192

109
50
59\

All Total
'Male

Female

UC Total
Male
Female

CSU Total 4
Male 1 \ 25.02
Female 3 75.02

Ind Total 300
Hale 167 55.7%
Female 113 44.3%

Engineering

433All Total
Male 422 97.5%
Female 11 2.5%

ILIC Total 228
Male 223 97.8%
Female 5 2.2%

Ind Total 205
Male 199 97.1%
Female 6 2.9%

Fine and i
Applied Arts

83All Total
Male 43 51.8%
Female 40 48.2%

UC Total 45
Male 19 42.2%
Female 26 57.8%

Ind Total 38
Male 44 63.2%
Female 14 36.8%

1981-82 Percent
Percent Percent Change
of .State Percent of State/ Between

or. System 1 Number Men and System 1977-78
Total Earned Nen/Women Total and 1981-82

9.3%

5 7%

100.02

124%

10.0%

12.0%

8.5%

1 . 9%

1.6%

394 8.9% -2.2%
192 49.5%
199 50.5%

142 7.1% +30.3%
76 53.5%
66 46.5%

3 50.02 -25.02
0 0.02
3 100.02

249 10.3% -17.0%
116 46.6%
'133 53.4%

416 9.4% -3.9t
390 93.8%
26 6.2%

245 12.3% 7.4%
232 94.7%
13 5.3%

171 7.0% -16.6%
158 92.4%
13 7.6%

51 1.1% -38.6%
28 60.8%
20 39.2%

35 1.7% .-22.2%
19 54.3%
16 45.7%

16 0.6% -!7.9%
9 56.2%
7 43.8%



max 8 (continued)
1977-78

Percent
Number Men and

Field and Segment Earned Women

Foreign Languages

All Total
Male
Female

UC Total
Hale
Female

hid Total
Male
Female

62
26 41.9%
36 58.1%

40
15 37.5%
25 62.5%

22

11
50.0%
50.0%

2
Percent
of State Percent

or System Number. Men and
Total Ea rned Nen/Women

1.4% 42

2.1% 26

0.91 16
7 43.ft
9 56.2%

Percent
of State/
System
Total

Health Professions

All Total
Male
Female

UC Total
Male
Female

Iad
le

emale

53
30
23

41
22
19

12

8

4

56.6%
43.4%

53.7%
46.3%

33.3%

1.21 276*
178
98

2.3 53
25
28

0.5% 223*
153
70

64.5%
35.5%

47.2%
52.8%

68.6%
31.4%

Home Economics

All Total
Hale
Female

UC Total
Male
Female

Ind Total
Male
Female 1

6 0.1%
5 83.3%
1 16.7%

6 0.3%
5 83.3%
1 16.7%

c'o
0
0,

0.0%
0.0%

0.0%

1981 -

0

0
0

0

0
0

0
0

0

0.0%
0.0%

0.0%
0.0%

0.0%
0.0%

Percent
Change
Between
1977-78

and 1981-82

0.71, -32.2%

1.3% -35.0%

0.6% -27.3%

6.2% +420.0%

2.7% +19.5%

9.2% +1,758.3%

0% -100.0%

0% -100.0%

0% 0.0%

* Includes 148 Ph.D.s in chiropractic awarded by the Los Angeles College of Chiropractic.
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TABLE 8 (continued)
1977-78 1981-82 Percent

. Percent Percent Change
Percent of State Percent of State/ Between

Number Nen and or System Number Nen and System 1977-78
Field and Segment Earned Women Total Earned Women Total and 1981-82,

Letters via

All Total 185 4.2% 135 3.0% -27.0%
Male 113 61.1% 84 62.2%

Female 72 38.9% 51 37.8%

UC Total 106 5.6% 105 5.3% -0.9%

Male 63 59.4% 63 60.0%
Female 43 40.6% 42 40.0%

Ind Total 79 3.3% 30 1.2% -62.0%

Male 50 63.3% 21 70.0%
Female 29 36.7% 9 30.0%

Library Science

All Total 11 0.2% 5 0.1% -54.5%

Male 9 81.9% 3 60.0%

Female 2 18.1% 2 40.0%

UC Total 3 0.1% 5 0.2% +66.6%

Male 2 66.7% 3 60.0%

Female 1 33.3% 2 40.0%

Ind Total 8 0.3% 0 0.0% 100.0%

Male 7 87.5% 0 0.0%
Female 1 12.5% 0 0.0%

Mathematics

All Total 89 2.0% 91 2.0% +2.2%

Male
Female

78

11

87.7%
12.3%

83

8

91.3%
8.7%

UC Total 71 3.7% 66 3.3% -7.0%

Male 61 85.4% 59 89.4%
Female 10 14.1% 7 10.6%

Ind Total 18 0.7% 25 1.0% +38.9%
Male 17 94.4% 24
Female 1 5.6% 1



TABU 8 (continued)

Field and Segment

Physical Sciences.

1977-78 1981-82 .

Percent
Percent of State

Number Men and or System/Number
Earned Women Total 'Earned

Percent
Men and
Women

Percent
Percent Change
of State/ Between
System 1977-78
Total and 1981-82

All Total 432 10.0% 450 10.2% +4.1%

Male 392 90.8% 378 81.5%
Female 40 9.2% 70 18.5%

UC Total 282 14.9% 335 16.9% +18.8%

Male 258 91.5% '279 83.3%
Female 24 8.5% 56 16.7%

CSU Total 0 0.0% 2 33.3%
Male 0 0.02 2 100.0%

Female 0 0.0% 0 0.0%

Ind Total 150 6.2% 113 4.6% -24.7%

Male 134 89.3% 99 87.6%

Female 16 10.7% 14 12.4%

Psychology

All Total 364 8.4% 660 15.0% +81.3%

Male 223 61.3% 351 53.1%

Female 141 38.7% 310 46.9%

UC Total 79 4.2% 87 4.4% +10.1%

Male 54 68.4% 46 52.9%

Female 25 31.6% 41 47.1%

Ind Total 285 11.8% 574 23.7% 101.4%
Male 169 59.3% 305 53.1%
Female 116 40.7% 269 46.9%

Public Affairs
and Services

All Total 56 1. 38 0.8% -32.1%
Male 32 57.2% 22 57.9%
Female 24 42.8% 16 42.1%

UC Total 20 1.0% 18 0.9% -10.8%

Male 9 45.0% 6 33.3%

Female 11 55.0% 12 66.7%

Ind Total 36 1.5% 20 0.8% -44.41

Male 23 63.9% 16 80.0%
Female 13 36.1% 4 20.0%

Percentage increase cannot be calculated because the zero divisor is an undefined

operation.
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TABU 8 (continued)

1977-78

Percent
Percent
of State

1981-82 Percent
Percent Change

Percent of State/ Between
Number

Field and Segment Earned
Men and or System
Women Total

Number
Earned

Men and
Wbmen

System
Total

1977-78
and 1981-82

Social Sciences

All Total 457 10.6% 377 8.5% -17.5%
Hale 332 72.7% 280 74.3%
Female 125 27.3% 97 25.7%

UC Total 276 14.6% 255 12.8% -7.6%
Male 203 73.6% 185 72.5%
Female 73 26.4% 70 27.5%

Ind Total 181 7.5% 122 5.0% -3216%
Male 129 71.3% 95 77.9%
Female 52 28.'7% 27 27.1%

ALL TOTAL 4,306 4,407 +2.3%
Male 3,289 76.4% 3,105 70.5%
Female 1,017 23.6% 1,302 29.5%

UC Total 1,890 43.9% 1,983 45.0% +4.9%
Male 1,480 78.3% 1,451 73.2%.
Female 410 21.7% 532 26.8%

CSU Total 4 0.12 6 0.1% +50.0s
Male 1 25.0% 6 50.0%
Female 3 75.0% 0 50.0%

Ind Total 2,412 56.0% 2,418 54.9% +0.2%
Male 1,808 75.0% 1,648 68.2%
Female 604 25.0% 770 31.8%

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.



'MRS 7 Graduate Degrees Awarded by the University of
California, 1977-78 Through 1981-82

MASTER'S DEGREES DOCTOR'S DEGREES
Engineering

Business and
Management

Health Professions
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Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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nava: 8 Graduate Degrees Awarded by the California State
University, 1977-781 Through 1981-82

MASTER'S DEGREES JOINT DOCTOR'S DEGREES

4,000

43,000

2,000

raos
ow."

arm*
yr..., Mem

111460

0.0000000ftsoft.oupos

11.0.'W" 11111110.....ONWPOW.

Education

Business and
Managament

Public Affairs

Health Professions

Psychology .

Engineering
Social Sciences

Biological Sciences
Physical Sciences
Library Science

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981
-'78 -'79 -180 -'81 -182

60

50

20

10

977 1978 1979 1980 1981
-'78 -'79 -'80 -'81 -'82

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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FICIIIRAr 9 Cared Vat* Degrees Awarded by Accredited. Independent
California Universities, 1977-78 Through 1981-82
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(text continued from pogo 33)

either the State University or California's independent institutions and
also than that of national averages. For example, no more than 17 percent
of the University's master's degrees are in one disciplinary area (engineer-
ing), whereas in each of the other two segments, 30 percent or more are in
one field. At the doctoral level, the University leans somewhat more heavily
toward a few disciplines (for example, the biological and physical sciences
and engineering account for half of all its doctoral degrees), but at the
same time, doctorates in letters and the social sciences constitute a higher
percentage of its total than do these degrees nationally.

In addition,'shifts among disciplines over a five-year period tend to be
less extreme in the University tharreither in the other segments or nationally
(Figures 7 through 9 and Figure 5). While percentage chews in the Univer-
sity's degrees in some disciplines are high, a relative stability is evident
in most of the basic academic subjects. Over a 10 or 15 year period, of
course, degrees in many of the homsnities and Social science disciplines
have shown a general declins, but during the past five years, the number of
its master's degrees in letters and social sciences and of Ph.Ds in letters
actually increased.

The relative percentages of men and women earning graduate degrees also
changed less within the University of California than in the other two
segments or nationally. In marked contrast to the national trend, more men
received master's degrees from the University in 1982 than five years earlier,
and only slightly fewer men earned doctorates. Women gained at both degree
&vela, but at a slightly lower rate than in the other segments and nationally.

The California State University

Since the peak year of 1977-78, when the State University awarded 10,146
master's degrees, its total has fallen'off slightly but saill amounts ,to
almost one-third of all master's degrees in California. The State Univer-
sity has also conferred a small number of doctorates during the past decade
through the joint doctoral program (Figure 8).

As indicated in Tables 7 and 8, increases or decreases of 20 percent or more
in the number of degrees by discipline are not uncommon across the State
University curriculum, with just about the same number of fields gaining as
declining. With the exception of the phySical sciences, however, the ten
fields awarding mare master's degrees in 1981-82 than in 1977-78 have been
the so-called applied fields -- agriculture, business, computer science,
engineering, and the health professions, among others. In the traditional
liberal arts subjects of the biological sciences, letters, mathematics, and
the social sciences, significantly fewer master's degrees were conferred,
continuing a trend that in most cases began some years before. The prolonged
erosion of graduate enrollments in some of these basic academic disciplines
has reached debilitating proportions on several campuses. Combined with the
reverse pattern of vigorous growth in a few fields, some campuses are being
faced with adjustments that promise to alter the essential character of
their curriculum and eventually at the institution itself. A more detailed
examination of these trends on individual campuses appears in the following
section of thia,report.
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The declining numbers of State University degrees in same of the humanities

and social sciences is directly due to their being deserted by men. In the

biological sciences, fine arts, mathematics, and psychology, the number of

women receiving master's degrees in the State University increased slightly

since 1977-78. In letters and social sciences, however, reductions in the

number of women earning degrees were proportionately heavy. The same was

true in education, a field which still awarded one-third of all master's

degrees in the system. Women also railed to increase their numbers, in

engineering over the five-year period, earning only 18 master's degrees in

that field in. 1981-82. In general, however, women continued their advances

in graduate education in the State University, with significantly higher

numbers of master's degrees in architecture, business, computer science,

health professions, hose economics, and public affkirs. In all fields,

women earned 56 percent of the master's degrees awarded by the California

State University in 1982, and judging from current enrollment patterns are

likely to extend that margin during the next few years.

Accredited Independent Colleges and Universities

Almost half of the master's degrees and more than half of the doctorates in

California are being conferred by the state's accredited independent colleges

and universities. Although these institutions awarded slightly fewer master's

degrees in 1981-82 than in 1977-78, their number of degrees at both graduate

levels remained quite consistent over the five-year period.

At the master's level, a heavy concentration of degrees is evident in business

and management. The 4,528 degrees in this field in 1981-82 represented over

30 percent of all master's degrees awarded by independent colleges and

universities and two - thirds of all master's degrees in business in California.

As in the two public segments, women earning degrees in business accounted

for a sharply increased percentage of the total. Perhaps coincidentally,

the number of women receiving master's degrees in business from independent

institutions increased by almost the same amount as their decline in educa-

tion. Overall, the number of women earning master's degrees from independent

institutions increased 22 percent in five years, while the number of men

declined 12 percent -- a trend similar to that in the California State

University. Unlike the pattern in the State University, however, male

master's, degree recipients in the independent institutions still outnumber

women by a 60- to 40-percent margin.

In addition to awarding a major portion of the master's degrees in business

in California, independent institutions also awarded 42 percent of all

master's degrees in engineering'and almost 40 percent of those in education.

These colleges and universities, however, account for a disproportionately

small percentage of graduate degrees in most of the liberal arts fields --

the biological sciences, letters, mathematics, and the physical and social

sciences.

At the doctoral level, the most striking statistic for California's inde-

pendent institutions is the 574 Ph.Ds awarded in psychology during 1981-82 --

representing almost one of every four doctorates conferred by this group of

institutions that year, and as noted earlier, one-fifth of all Pb.Ds in

psychology in the country; In only three other fields is the production of
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idoctorates by California's independent institutions noteworthy: In 1981,
they awarded 69 percent of all doctorates in business in California, 63
percent of the doctorates in education, and 81 percent of those in the
health professions. They also awarded a respectable 41 percent of the
doctorates *engineering.

In most other fields, independent institutions accounted for considerably
fewer doctorates than the University of California, despite awarding 22
percent more doctoral degrees overal' than the University. Thus while
California's independent institutions .as a group have developed a significant
capacity for graduate instruction in a fro fields, their across-the-board
curriculum strength does not compare with that of public universities as a
group.



RECENT ENROLLMENT AND DEGREE TRENDS
ON INDIVIDUAL CAMPUSES OF CALIFORNIA'S PUBLIC WIWERSITIES

The Impact of shifting patterns of graduate enrollments becomes forcefully
apparent in statistics for specific degree programs on individual campuses.
Aggregate national, state, segmental, slid major field totals can suggest
broad movements and overall trends, but enrollments and degrees for specific
programs on specific campuses -- for the Master's degree in general biology
at 'Chico State, for example, or in business administration at Sacramento
State, or in sociology at San Diego State illustrate how these trends
manifest themselves as hard realities on the individual campuses.

The 39 displays in Appendix A on pages 75-115,below present a statistical
record of graduate eqcollments and degrees awarded in a range of degree
programs on individual campuses of the University of California and the
California State University in 1977-78 and 1981-88. For the' most part, the
subjects included here are those in which at least five campuses within the
two segments offer graduate degrees. Similar statistics are available for
all degree programs, but fields such as agriculture and natural resources,
only a few with degree programs-in 18 different specialized areas, are
excluded from the following displays Lathe interest of space.

Most academic departments must expect some fluctuation in the numbers of
graduate students they enroll over a five-year period. The larger depart-
ments, however, do not expect to lose half or more of their students in that
short a time nor to double or triple their number. In a broad range of
programs, increases or decreases of +-his magnitude have occurred since
1977-78. Many departments, accustomed to planning for sizable increases
each year during the expansive 1960s and early 1470s, can deal relatively
easily with increased numbers of applicants; if nothing else, they can
simply restrict admissions. It is the recent loss of students in such numbers
that is unprecedented and that complicates all areas of academic planning
and administration, not only on each campus but systemwide as well.

The numbers in the displays of Appehdix A testify to the dimensions of the
problem. They are presented not to call attention to any particular campus
or program but to document the significant redistribution of enrollments in
the graduate schools of California's public universities during the past few
years and to illustrate that in'addition to trends that have attracted wide
attention -- the growth of business and computer science and the declining
popularity of the social sciences, for example -- other less publicized
shifts in interest have been occuring that may prove to be equally signifi-
cant.

Depending on one's particular interest, it would be possible to dray a
variety of conclusions from the tables and figures of Appendix A. Without
attempting to be comprehensive, the following observations point to several
significant trends for individual programs among the various campuses:
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Siolosy: Graduate enrollments in general biology (Display 1) eroded on a

broad scale. Of the 21 programs offered in both segments, 18 lost enroll-

ments, 13 by 20 percent or more. All but two of the 17 programs in the
State University suffered declines, and four of these programs awarded

only five degrees each in 1981-82. The losses in general biology do not

appear to have resulted from stuftnts =wins into more specialized programs

in botany, biochemistry, microbiology, or zoology. Especially in the

State University, graduate enrollments in all these programs dropped

sharply as well. Among all the natural science disciplines, only programs

in biology have experienced appreciable losses in enrollment since 1977-78.

lusinesi Administration EA IgmeggsgsV In view of the overall growth in

business administration and management (Display 5), it is interesting to

find that only 15 of the 22 master's programs gained in enrollments and

that the other seven declined, one large program by more than 25 percent

over the five-year period. It would be premature to interpret these
figures as signs that demand for the NSA degree is leveling off. In all,

three programs in the State University declined by more than 20 percent,

while ten others increased by at least that much. Three of the University's

four programs showed solid gains.

Computer. and Information Sciences: Programs in general computer and
information sciences (Eisplay.6) enjoyed the most consistent overall

increases with 16 of 18 programs gaining in majors. Eleven of the 13

programs in the State UgAversity increased by more than 50 percent, while

two of the four University programs more than doubled in size.

Education: More griduate programs in education gained than lost students

12 showing increases and seven declining -- they fared unevenly during

the past five years from campus to campus (Display 7). Among the special-

ized programs in education, those in physical education were especially

hard hit (Display 8). Thirteen of 18 lost enrollment. Seven graduate

programs in physical education within the State University declined in

enrollment by more than 20 percent. Overall enrollments in the Univer-

sity, with a such smaller total, gained slightly.

Engineering: As expected, a majority of programs in all branches of

engineering showed impressive gains, as half of all programs in the major

specialties increased by more than 20 percent (Displays 9 through 13).

Within the State University, civil electronic, mechanical, and four of

the general engineering programs showed strength. Although one-third of

all programs in general engineering and the engineering specialities

listed here lost enrollments, there is no indication that demand for

engineering programs. is on the wane.

Fine and performing Arts: In general, enrollments in the University's

graduate programs in the arts of painting, drawing, and sculpture held

firm in the face of overall declines in these subjects nationally and in

other California institutions (Display 14). Eight of ten University

programs in drama and music enjoyed healthy increases (Displays 15 and

16), and the five programs in art remained intact. In the State Univer-

sity, on the other hand, 25 of the 31 programs in these subjects were

down in enrollment, 18 by more than 20 percent. (Professional programs in
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music leading to the Master of Music degree, with fewer students than the
liberal arts programs, increased in both sessents.)

Foreign Languages: In no other discipline did programs sustain as consis-
tent and broadscale losses as ih the foreign languages (Displays 17, 18,
and 19). Of the 42 graduate programs in French, German, and Spanish
offered by both segments, 37 lost enrollmees; half of all programs in
these languages lost more than 20 percent of their students between Fall
1978 and Fall 1982. Furthermore, these programs averaged fewer degrees
per program than in any other basic disciplinary category. Three-fourths
of the programs awarded five or fewer master's degrees in 1981-82, and
only one of the 13 programs in French and German on University campuses
conferred more than three doctorates.

Letters: Programs iu those disciplines grouped under Letters -- English,
comparative literature, classics, speech, philosophy, and linguistics,
which taken together constitute the main core of the humanities -- din
not fare well in the period between 1978 and 1982 (Displays 21 through
26). Although combined enrollments in 1pese subjects was virtually
unchanged in the University, twice as man individual programs lost as
gained students. In English and and philosophy, however, the'number of
programs that grew in enrollment equaled tate that declined, which
compared to conditions elsewhere can viewed as a positive development.
The State University programs se subjects suffered serious losses.
Enrollments in 16 of 19 master's programs in English and five of six
programs in philosophy declined, as did those in all six programs in lin-
guistics. No program in philosophy and only four of the ten programs in
speech awarded more than five master's degrees in 1982. Six of the State
University's graduate programs in English have lost more than one-third
of their enrollments since 1978.

Mathematics: Even than more than half of all graduate programs in
mathematics (Display 27) and the physical sciences (Displays 28, 29, and
30) had fewer students in Fall 1982 than in Fall 1978, enrollments overall
in these disciplines remained stable in both public segments over the
five-year period. It is noteworthy, however, that a majority of the
State University programs in mathematics, chemistry, and physics awarded
five or fewer master's degrees in 1981-82.

Psychology: Graduate enrollments in most of the State University's
psychology programs dropped sharply between Fall 1978 and Fall 1982, with
12 of the 16 programs showing losses (Display 31). This may point to a
reversal of an upward trend in popularity that this field has enjoyed
since the early 1970s. Graduate enrollments in psychology were also off
inthe University, although less severely. The number of graduate degrees
awarded by the University was still up slightly from five years earlier.

Public Administration: A curious disparity is apparent among programs in
public administration within the State University (Display 32). Several
of the recently established programs se to be doing reasonably well,
while most of the older programs sustain major losses -- one losing
60 percent and another half of its enrol nt since 1978. More than in
any other discipline, of course, enrollme is in public administration
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programs reflect the prevailing job Market in local, state, and federal

government.

Social Sciences:- la no other disciplinary group is there as great a
contrast between the five-year records of graduate programs in the Univer-
sity and State Untversityas in the social sciences (Displays -34 through
39). Sucking trends throughout the country, graduate earollments in the

University's programs in anthropology, geography, and political science
actually increased during the lastrfive years, while those in economics,
history, and sociology decreased slightly. The experience of individual
programs was more in keeping with the national trend as more programs
lost than gained students in four of the disciplines, but even in these
cases them declines tended to be moderate, The State Univespity's graduate
programs in the social sciences, however, present a pattern of devastating
losses. All nine programs in anthropology and all 14 programs inrhistory
lost enrollment, as did eight of the ten programs in geography, ten of
the eleven in political science, end'eight of the ten in sociology. Only
programs in economics were spared, although even, here where five of the
nine programs showed slight gains, one programs lost 60 percent of its
students between Fall 1978 and Fall 1982.

.

In addition to the number of these social science programs losing enroll-

ment, it is the magnitude of their losses that is alarming: Three- fourths
of all programs currently offered in these disciplimes.lost at least 20
percent of .their enrollment in the past five years, and many lost far

more. Losses of 40 and 50 percent were not uncommon. , The number of
degrees awarded ia another indication of the frail status of most of

these programs. Only two of the 63 programs in the social science dis-
ciplines awarded more than ten master's degrees in 1981 -82; while a karge'

majority awe d fewer than five. t,,,,..r.

Although a comp hensive listing of the enrollments and degrees conferred by
individual proitsms provides one basis for assessing the relative. vitality
of different fields of study, it is important to recognize the limitations

of statistics presented in this form. In the first place, the number-for
any one year ray be anomalous -- always a possibility when using five-year
intervals, since the record for the preceding or following year might lead
to a quite different conclusion. Furthermore, some programs that lost
enrollment may have been overpopulated, and a reduction in the number of
their students could enh4c,ce their vitality and effectiveness. And programk

with similar titles may vary markedly in emphasis, and approach, each one
valuable for its contribution to the goal of diversity in the offerings of
public colleges and universities in the State.

All these conditions notwithstanding, these displays allow for a detailed
and reasonably accurate impression of the tendencies in graduate enrollments'

during the past five years in California's public universities. They also
constitute a necessary piece of background information that along with other

considerations must enter into planning and policy decisions from the
vidual department to the systemwide and statewide levels.



FOUR

ETHNIC MINORITY AND FOREIGN STUDENTS IN
CALIFORNIA'S PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES

Any discussion of ethnic minority or foreign enrollments must be prefaced
with c rtain qualifications concerning the accuracy of the statistics On
which it is based. As an earlier Commission report stated, "of all the
information developed, collected, and reported by a campus in the course of
an academic year, student ethnicity data undoubtedly present the most diffi-
cult challenges" (California Postsecondary Education Commission, 1:32, p.
ix). Briefly, the major difficulties associated with data on student eth-
nicity or non-resident alien status arise from having to depend on individual
students declaring their ethnic identification and resident status on a more
or less voluntary basis at the time of registration, while institutions have
neither the means to verify the accuracy of each student's response nor the
authority to require responses from all students. In addition, changes by
the federal government in reporting categories have made year-to-year compar-
isons difficult. Despite these and other problems attendant upon gathering
ethnic and non-resident alien data, the figures presented in this section
represent responses of between 80 and 90 percent of all students in the
University of California and the California State University and are as
reliable as any available.

MINORITY STUDENTS AND DEGREE RECIPIENTS

Minority students are those who ids:laity themselves as either Black Non-
Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian (including Pacific Islanders and Filipino), Native
American, or other non-white. As Table 9 shows, students in these ethnic
groups increased as a percentage of total enrollment and degree recipients
at all levels in both the University and State University during the past
five years.

TABLE 9 Minority Students and Degree Recipients as a Percent
of the Total in the University of California and
the California State University,

University of
California

1978 and 1982

The California
State University

Level of Enrollment or Degree 1978 1982 1978 1982

Lower Division Students 24.6% 29.3% 30.9% 31.7%
Upper Division Students 20.4 24.4 25.6 28.2
All Undergraduate Students 22.5 26.9 28.2 29.9
Bachelor's Degree Recipients 17.7 20.9 19.6 23.8
Graduate Students 15.3 18.% 22.1 24.1
Master's Degree Recipients 17.4 20.9 20.3 22.5
Doctoral Degree ReCipients 16.6 23.2

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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It is also apparent from Table 9 that the petcentage of minority graduate
students and degree recipients,has been keep*ng pace with that of under-
graduates and bachelor's degree recipients. In the State University, the
graduate level actually exceeded the perces se earning the baccalaureate
both in 1978 and 1982. Particularly 'spree ive has been the growth in the
percentage of minority students among thos receiving the doctorate at the

University of California -=,frpis 16.6 per t in 1978 to 23.2 percent in
1982. This latter percentage was higher that for either bachelor's
master's degree recipients at the Untve ity that year. Even if these
percentages for 1982 turn out to be some% t abnormal, if persistence rates

hold up, the lthy increases in wino ty enrollarits since 1978 will be
reflected in gags among degree recipient received as well.

Overall, the f sures in Appendix A on
picture of the rticipation of minorit
education at th the University and S

Enrollments qici Degree Recipients
Among Sp --Wpc Minority Groups

Data on the,participation of specif
lead to a different impression for
as a whole.' Just as certain ethnic!

gee 73-115 also present a positive
groups, taken as a whole, in graduate

to University at the present time.

eininority groups, analyzed individually,
one groups from that of minority students
groups are "under" or "over" represented

at the un rgraduate level comps to their percentage of California's
general elation, so too are th at the graduate level, both in overall

enrollment and in various fields of study. Table 10 presents statistics
resting t the participation of lifornia's three largest minority groups --
Asian, Bla k, and Hispanic Americans -- in graduate education in the Univer-

sity of Ca ifornia and the California State University as of 1978 and 1982.

It reveals that the percentage of Asian and Hispanic students and degree
recipients increased at all levels in both segments since 1978, while the

percentage of Black students and degree recipients fell in nine of the ten

categories - the one exception being bachelor's degree recipients at the

"i-State Unive sity. Trailing Blacks in the percentage of graduate degrees
earned in 1 78, Hispanic students have overtaken and surpassed them since

then at both the University and State University. In the University, Asian,

students rec ve a higher percentage of master's and doctor's degrees than

Black and His nic students co tined. In the State University, however, the

pattern differ : There the c ined percentage of Black and Hispanic students
and degree recipients surpass s that of Asian students, with the percentage
of Hispanic students almost e uallying the Asian student percentage.

Comparing the pa ticipation
ethnic group, th percentsg
versity's graduate student
degree recipients although'

the State Universi y, all t
of those enrolled n grad
degrees.

Of undergraduates and graduate students in each
of Black and Hispanic students among the Uni-
exceeds their percentage of its bachelor's

the percentage for Asian students is lower. In

ree ethnic groups represent a higher percentage
e programs than of those who receive bachelor's

The decline between 1978 nd 1982 in the percentage of Black students en-

rolled in gkaduate rogra and earning graduate degrees at both the Uni-

versity and State Uni ersi y is notable. At the undergraduate level, the

'
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TABLE 10 Selected Ethnic Minority Group Students and Degree
Recipients as a Percent of the Total in the
University of California and the California State
'University, 2978 and 1982

Minority Group and
Level of Enrollment or Degree

University of
Cal ifornia

The California
State University

1978 1982 1978 1962

ASIAN

Undergraduate Students 10.8% 13.9% 7.2% 9.2%
Bachelor's Degree Recipients 9.0 11.2 6.0 7.7
Graduate Students 7.0 9.6 6.7 7.8
Master's Degree Recipients 6.2 7.7 5.4 6.2
Doctoral Degree Recipients 4.1 6.4

BLACK

Undergraduate Students 3.9 3.9 7.8 6.6
Bachelor's Degree Recipients 3.0 2.4 4.7 4.9
Graduate Students 3.9 3.7 5.6 5.1
Master's Degree Recipients 3.7 2.7 5.4 5.0
Doctoral Degree Recipients 2.6 2.2

HISPANIC

Undergraduate Students 5.6 6.0 8.7 9.3
Bachelor's Degree Recipients 3.4 4.4 6.1 7.2
Graduate Students 5.2 6.0 6.5 7.6
Mast.:.:'s Degree Recipients , 2.7 4.3 4.7 5.7
Doctoral Degree Recipients 1.9 2.9

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.

pattern is mixed. There, Black enrollments, although down from 7.8 to 6.6
percent in the State University, held steady at 3.9 percent in the University.
The trend in bachelor's degrees earned by Black students was reversed,
however: ahead in the State university and off considerably in the Univer-
sity. The decline of Black student participation in graduate education at
both institutions cannot be attributed entirely, therefore, to trends at the
baccalaureate level. The causes for this decline need to be explored further,
because the po,t.-baccalaureate advances of BlAk students during recent
decades seem to be slipping away..

Distribution of Ethnic Minority
Students Among Fields of Study

The specific academic programs most frequently chosen or avoided,by various
minority groups are as significant as their overall enrollment percentages.
Table 11 on page 63 shows the most and least popular University and State
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University graduate programs for Asian, Black, and Hispanic students in
1982, based on their representation in that field being above or below their
representation among all graduate enrollments by 20 percent or more. This

table is drawn from the data in Appendix B on pages 117-122, which indicate
the enrollment percentage of all ethnic groups, including whites, for all
discipline categories in 1978 as well as 1982.

Table 11 is not meant to suggest that minority students should distribute
themselves equally among programs in the curriculum or that their distri-
bution across all fields should approximate that of the majority white
student population. Nor is it intended to imply that certain programs are
preferable, either as to intellectual attainment or to career advantage.
But the fact that students from certain minority groups concentrate heavily
in a few pronramm and not in others is important for institutional planning
and a variety of other educational purposes.

Asian Students: Asian graduate students show a strong concentration in
mathematics at both the University of California and the California State
University and in the sciences at the State University, but the most distinc-
tive element of their enrollmebt pattern is their high concentration at both

segments in engineering and computer science. As Table 11 shows, they
constitute 20.4 percent of all graduate engineering students at the University

and 30.5 percent of those at the State University, and they account for 14.8

percent of computer science programs in both segments. Their percent of all

engineering students at the University is 17 times higher than that of

Blacks and 12 times higher than that of Hispanics -- 1.2 percent and 1.7

percent of the total, respectively. The disparity in State University
engineering programs is almost as dramatic. Moreover, this gap has been
widening as the percentage of engineering students who were Asians grew in

both segments between 1978 and 1982, while the percentage that were Black

and Hispanic dropped.

Asian students as a group are less drawn to the humanities and social sciences

than to the physical sciences, although even in most of these disciplines

they are relatively well represented. Thus, their pattern of enrollments,
after allowing for their extraordinarily high concentration in engineering
and computer science, is reasonably even across the curriculum.

Black Students: For Blacks, this enrollment pattern is different. No field

of study attracts an exceptionally heavy concentration of them, while many

of the traditional arts and sciences disciplines enroll a much smaller

percentage than might be expected. For example, they make up less than 2

percent of the University's graduate students in mathematics, biological

sciences, physical sciences, anti foreign languages, and just over 2 percent

in the disciplines classified as letters. They represent an equally small
portion of the enrollments in these fields at the St.te University as well.

Moreover, Black students are not well represented in computer science or

engineering programs in either segment, although they have made some definite

gains in computer science programs s".nce 1978, especially at the University,

where their representation increased frow0.6. to 2.3 percent. Their highest

concentrations are in public affairs and services and in education, with.a
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TABLE 11: Popular and Unpopular Fields of Study for Asian,
Black, and Hispanic Graduate Students in the
University of California and the California
State University, Fall 1982

Ethnic Group University of California California State University

ASIAN High: Engineering 20.4% Engineering 30.5%
Computer Science 14.f, C4.puter Science 23.9

Hathtmatics 15.5
Business 11.4
Biological Sciences 9.4

Average: 9.6 pc 7.8

Low: Public Affairs 7.7 Library Science 6.0
Home Economics 7.2 Public Affairs 4.7
Agriculture 5.7 Social Sciences 4.3
Fine Arts 5.5 Education 4.1
Social Sciences 4.8 Psychology 3.8
Letters 4.6 Agriculture 3.5
Education 4.4 Communications 3.2
Psychology 4.4 Letters 2.8
Foreign Languages 4.3
Libraky Science 3.2
Communications 1.5

BLACK High: Public Affairs 6.8 Public Affairs . 10.1
Education 6.2 Psychology 6.1
Architecture 5.4

Average: 3.7 5.1

Low: Business 3.5 Fine Arts 3.4
Communications 2.9 Biological Sciences 3.2
Computer Science 2.3 Letters 3.0
Letters 2.1 Computer Science 2.9
Mathematics 1.9 Busine,s 2.6
Library Science 1.8 Foreign Languages 2.6
Agriculture 1.5 Library Science 2.4
Biological Sciences 1.4 Physical Sciences 2.2
Engineering 1.2 Engineering 2.2
Foreign Languages 1.0 Architecture 1.9
Physical Sciences 0.8 Agriculture 0.6
Home Economics 0.0

HISPANIC High: Foreign Languages 18.4 Foreign Languages 27.2
Public Affairs 11.4 Social Sciences 10.8
Education 8.3 Public Affairs 10.5

Library Science 7.4 Education 9.9
Architecture 7.3

Psychology 7.2
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Table 11 (continued)

Ethnic Group University of California California State University

Average: 6.0 7.6

Low: Fine Arts 4.6 Mathematics S.8

Letters 3.3 Letters 5.3

Biological Sciences 3.2 Health Professions 5.0

Communications 2.9 Biological Sciences 4.6

Physical Sciences 2.7 Engineering 4.2

Agriculture 2.4 Communications 3.8

Computer Science 2.9 Physical Sciences 3.3

Engineering 1.7 Business 3.3

Home Economics 0.0 Computer Science 3.1

Moms Economics 3.0

Agriculture 2.6

Library Science 1.2

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff calculations of

fields in which minority student enrollments are 20 percent higher

or lower than their overall percentages reported in Table 10.

strong showing also in architecture and environmental design at the Univer-

sity, and in psychology at the State University. Between 1978 and 1982,

they showed solid gains in business at the University, but fell back in the

State University.

Thus despite favorable signs in a few fields, the trend in Black student

enrollments during the past five years has not been overly encouraging.

Hispanic Students: The record of Hispanic students since 1978 is more

impressive, showing gains in a majority of disciplines at both segments.

With a heavy concentration in Spanish, they are also highly represented in

education and in public affairs and services. Unlike Black students, His-

panics increased their percentages in mathematics and the biological, physical,

and social sciences at both the University and State University since 1978.

Hispanics more than doubled their representation in computer science at the

State University and almost doubled it at the University. Only in engineiiing

at both segments did their percentage drop noticeably.

Despite these advances of Hispanic students across a broad front, however,

Table 11 shows that ;Ji a variety of basic disciplines their percentage, as

is the case with Black students, falls considerably below their overall

average. As noted earlier, much of this uneven distribution is not neces-

sarily a cause for alarm, since the distribution of students from aLl ethnic

groups among all fields of study cannot be expected to be the same. None-

theless, the widespread participation by all ethnic groups across the broad

range of academic disciplines at an advanced level of scholarship and research

remains more a hope and a goal than a likelihood for the foreseeable future.

That this goal is currently complicated by poor employment prospects in many

of the basic disciplines -- a problem discussed earlier in this report --

should not result in any less effort directed toward its eventual realization.
MP
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FOREIGN STUDENTS AND DEGREE RECIPIENTS

Data on the citizenship of students in this section probably understate the
number of non-resident aliens enrolled in the University of California and
the California State University. Only those students who declare themselves
to be non-resident aliens are regarded as foreign students in this report.
Resident aliens are not included; and those students who "decline to state"
are assumed to be residents of the United States.

Table 12 below shows the percent of foreign undergraduates and graduate
students at the University and the State University during 1977-78 and
1982-83 as well as the percentage of degrees awarded to foreign students in
1978 and 1982. As can be seen, these percentages have remained relatively
constant between the two years with only two exceptions, both of them in-
volving degree recipients at the, State University: (1) foreign students
received only 3.8 percent (1 its bachelor's'degrees in 1978 but 7.2 percent
in 1982; and (2) they earned only 6.4 percent of its master's degrees in
1978, compared to 15.3 percent ins1982.

Table 12 also shows that while foreign students constitute only about 3
percent of undergraduates in both segments and only 5.0 percent of graduate
students in the State University, they make uy 17 percent of graduate enroll-
ments at the University and in 1982 received 20.4 percent of its master's
degrees, and 24.8 percent of its doctorates. Overall, of the 17,727 graduate
degrees awarded by the University and State University during that year,
3,202 were earned by non-resident aliens -- or almost one out of every five.

TABLE 12 Foreign Students and Degree Recipients as a
Percent of the Total in the University of
California and the California State University,
2978 and 2982

Level. of Enroll-
rent or Degree University of California

The California
State University

1978 1982 1978 1982
.

.

Lower Division Students 2.1% 2.1% 2.5% 2.6%

Upper Division Students 2.9 3.4 3.3 3.6

All Undergraduate Students .

Bachelor's Degrees 3.1 3.4 3.8 7.2

Graduate Students 17.6 17.2 4.3 5.4

Master's Degree Recipients 17.8 20.4 6.4 15.3

Doctoral Degree Recipients 23.4 24.8

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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The disparity between the percentage of foreign student enrollments and

their percentage of degree recipients is particularly evident in the State

University -- as of 1982, a three-fold difference of 5.0 percent compared to

15.3. For any given year, enrcllment and degree recipients figures may vary

becauie of fluctuations in the number of foreign students admitted during

preceding years. But the significantly higher percentage of the State

University's foreign student graduate degree recipients than its graduate

enrollments in 1982 do not seem to result from a higher than usual percentage

having been admitted in 1979 or 1980. Some of the discrepancy probably

stems from the fact that more foreign than domestic students are enrolled

full time; also many domestic students are lured away by industry before

completing -- if not before even beginning -- a graduate program. But other

possible causes should be explored, however, especially when in several of

the so-called "high tech" fields over 40 percent of the master's degrees

conferred by the University and State University in 1982 and over half of

the doctorates awarded by the University went to foreign students.

Table 13 on the next page lists the fields of study enrolling the highest

and lowest / -centages of foreign students at the University and State

University, c spared to their average enrollment of 17.2 percent at the

University and 5.0 percent at the State University.

As might be expected, foreign student enrollment distributes itself in a

highly uneven pattern among the disciplines, reaching surprising high levels

of engineering, and computer science, while remaining negligible in others.

As Table 13 shows, well z.ver 40 percent of all graduate degrees awarded by

the University and State University in three engineering specialties in 1982

went to foreign students. In other fields of engineering, as well as in

mathematics, computer science, and physics, foreign students also earned

degrees at a rate far out of proportion to their numbers in the student body

as a whole.

Other fields attracting a higher than average percentage of foreign students

include economics, linguistics, and German at both the University and State

University and French at the State University although it should be noted

that in fields in which few American students enroll, a relatively small

number of foreign students can amount to a sizable percentage. Conversely,

the percentage of business administration students who are from other coun-

tries is unimpressive -- only 12.4 percent at the University and 6.7 percent

at the State University -- even though their actual numbers surpass those in

most other disciplines.

Just as many of the same graduUte programs in both segments attract high

numbers of foreign students, so there is a high correspondence in the two

segments between fields with negligible foreign student enrollment. These

fields include the "helping professions" of nursing, education, social work.

and psychology, the biological sciences, and, understandably, English and

speech.

If the enrollment of foreign students was more evenly spread across the

curriculum, it would neither call attention to itself nor present any serious

planning or policy issues. Heavily concentrated in a few fields however, it

raises questions significant at both the State and national levels.
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TABLE 13 University of California and California State
University Programs Enrolling the Highest and Lowest
Percentage of Foreign Graduate Students in Fall 1982

Percent of
Foreign

Institution and Program Students

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
Civil Engineering 46.1%
Mechanical Engineering 39.6
Electrical Engineering 37.6
General Engineering 32.2
Economics 31.3
Mathematics 27.9
Physics 26.1
German 26.2
Computer Science 25.6
Philosophy 25.0
Linguistics 24.6

AVERAGE 17.2
Spanish 9.9
History 9.8 ,

Art 9.5
Speech 9.1
Biology 8.0.

Psychology 6.5
Education 6.4'

English 5.7'
Nursing 4.7
Social Work 2.1

THE CALIFORNIA STATE MALTY
Comparative Literature 27.3
Economics 24.1
Mechanical Engineering 23.0
French .21.1

Civil Engineering 20.6
Electrical Engineering 18.8
Linguistics 18.4
Chemistry 17.7
Microbiology 17.3
Computer Science 16.5
Political Science 13.6
German 13.3
Sociology 12.9
General Engineering 12.7
Chemical Engineering 12.5
Biochemistry 11.1
Mathematics 11.1
Physics 10.2
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Percent of Percent of
Master's Degree Doctoral Degree

Recipients Recipients

48.1% -43.8%
,31.8 52.2
41.8 57.5
32.8 40.9
28.3 20.0
25.5 34.0
31.4 21.6
25.0 , 0.0
18,:t 52.6
20.0 11.1
28.6 16.7

20.4 24.8
14.3 16.7
14.7 0.0
8.6 0.0

25.0 0.0
5.0 11.5
11.5 0.0
11.6 12.0
9.1 0.0
2.7 \ 0.0
2.4 9.1

0.0
5'.8
48.1
43.8
43.8
41.9
26.2
30.6
10.0
37.8

37.5
44.4
0.0

34.4
14.3

50.0
32.3
21.0

77
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TABLE 13 (continued)

.11MI

AVERAGE 5.0 15.3

Biology 3.2 20.6

Physical Education 3.1 19.7

Education 2.1 6.8

Psychology 2.1 13.9

Social Work 1.7 6.2

Nursing 0.9 5.0

Botany 0.0 0.0

Classics 0.0 0.0

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.



CONCLUSIONS

This report has assembled a variety of statistical information related to
graduate education in California, presented tables and charts for displaying
and updating this information, and identified certain issues -- especially
those involving program planning,and review -- that emerge from the data or
are affected by it.

Recognizing that the nature and present condition of graduate education can
never be captured by numbers alone, the report nevertheless assumes that
such figures are essential for an informed consideration of the issues and
that it is useful, if only in some cases for future reference, to condense
as such numerical information into as brief a space as possible. The previous,
chapters, resulting from such an approach, have been creased with enrollment
and degree statistics, but this has seemed unavoidable given the purpose of
the report. Even so, they have not contained still other kinds of statistical
information that would, be valuable for a variety of analytical purposes. A
thOrough statistical analysis will require, in addition:

Data in all categories from the accredited independent universities in
California.

Data on the ratios of applications to acceptances in all programs. This
ratio is as revealing of the health of a program as the number actually
enrolled. Presumably one indication of a program's quality is its selec-
tivity in admitting students.

A more complete description of student characteristics, including sources
of financial aid and the level of indebtedness, the number employed full el

time, age, time to degree, and the placement experience of recent grad-
uates.

Information on the relative costs of individual programs and of the
enterprise as a whole. It would be a great convenience in planning and
review to be able to assume that a graduate program, for example, in
music or engineering generally costs twice as much as one in history or
business, but the process of computing costs of degree programs remains
too complex and controversial for that to be a realistic expectation.
But the overall costs of graduate education, including the State's contri-
bution to it, can be estimated and displayed in a variety of formats.

When assembled, these additional pieces of information will help complete
the profile of graduate education in the State and allow for a nor- thorough
analysis of its condition.

In the meantime, a number of conclusions can be drawn from the material
oincluded in this report. Some of the conclusions translate directly into
issues or they relate to perennial issues associated with ublic higher
education. Because graduate education in the public ins tutions is a
State-supported activity, most of the issues surroundin it have public

policy implications. The following seven conclusions relate to conditions
. that, in the Commission's judgment, require immediate attention:
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1. IN SEVERAL DISCIPLINES, THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA OFFERS MORE

DOCTORAL PROGRAMS THAN NECESSARY TO ACCOMMOOATZ STUDENT DEMAND
OR THE NEEDS OF SOCIETY FOR DOCTORATES IN THOSE DISCIPLINES.

The importance to the State and nation of disciplined intelligence, whatever

its field of special competence, is inestimable. Advanced education cannot

be regarded merely as an article of commerce. The need for highly educated

persons cannot be measured as would the need for so many consumer goods.
Who is to say how many philosophers or literary critic's a society needs? No

formula applies here.

Still, it is neePssary to question the offering of six Ph.D. programs in a

subject when three could not only accommodate all qualified students inter-

cited in doctoral study in the subject, but prepare more than enough graduates

to fill available openiaga. That is no longer a question to come only from
cost-ccoscious bureaucrats insensitive to the finer purposes of advanced

scholarship. It is dictated by the reality of present circumstances. There

are coo few students choosing to pursue graduate study in certain subjects

and not enough jobs for those who do. Nor is there hope that a change is

hmminent. As noted earlier in this report, the prospects of a renewed

demand for Ph.Ds in many of the humanities and social science disciplines

occurring soon are "bleak." By the mid-nineties, when the size of the

college-age population is expected to approach earlier levels and a large

portion of present faculty members reach retirement age, the demand for

doctorates in most disciplines may again pick up. Few, however, foresee a

marketplace as favorable to applicants for faculty positions as existed in

the 1960s.

2. APART FROM CONSIDERATIONS OF STUDENT DEMAND AND THE IDENTIFIABLE

NEEDS OF SOCIETY, SOME DOCTORAL PROGRAMS HAVE PRODUCED SO FEW GRADUATES

DURING THE PAST FIVE YEARS THAT THEIR VIABILITY IS QUESTIONABLE.

Most efforts to assess the qualii..y of graduate programs -- however controvert-

ible,the process remains -- include size of programs as one of the criteria.

The assumption is not that the bigger the program the better, but that an

effective program requires a certain minimum number of faulty and students --

a "critical mass" -- to interact, stimulate, challenge, and reinforce.

While the number necessary for critical mass undoubtedly varies with circum-

stances, a program that awards only two or three doctorates over a five-year

period probably lacks it. No degree programs should be condemned on the

basis of quantative measures alone. Some small programs, because of an
exceptionally capable individual or group of individuals, are influential

out of all proportion to their size. Other programs without impressive

numbers may contribute in e.iential ways to the environment for scholarship

on a given campus. Some may have special importance to undergraduate educa-

tion. But a program producing no more than one or two graduates in five

years must at least expect to show why, if it is graduating this few students,

it should continue to be supported.

Thus in the interest of quality as well as economy of means, a consolidation

of doctoral programs in several disciplines seems in order. Such a move

should have little effect on the number of doctorates being trained in these
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disciplines. It could very well enhance the richness and breadth of ?heir
training. Among the disciplines in which consolidation of doctoral programs
should be considered are foreign languages, comparative literature, philos-
ophy, psychology, history, geography, political science, and sociology.
(See Displays 1 through 39 in Appendix A.)-

3. GRADUATE PROGRAMS IN MOST OF THE LIBERAL ARIS DISCIPLINES ON CAMPUSES
OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY ARE 1 ING FROM ENROLLMENT
LOSSES OF DEBILITATING PROPORTIONS. RECENT TRENDS CAN BE
ARRESTED SOON, MANY PROGRAMS WILL BE TO SUSTAIN THEMSELVES.

Several forces are affeCting graduate pro rams in tie State 'University.
Those in the social sciences and humaniti s are victims of the pronounced
shift of interest to business and techni al fields evident throughout the
country. Consequently, .those in applied ields, such as business, engineer-
ing, computer science, nursing, and soc 1 work, are currently thriving. In

the job market, holders of master's de s are likely to be squeezed out in
those fields with a surplus of Ph.D.s While some Community Colleges are
said to find those with master's deg ees more suitable than doctorates for
their instructional staffs, these titutions have not been hiring enough
full-time faculty to take up the sla k. Thus the market value of the master's

degree in a number of subjects has declined, and because of %he quantity of
degrees awarded during the past 20 rears, so has its prestige.

It must be noted that while many graduate programs in the State University
have experienced enrollment losses of between 30 percent to 50 percent since
1978, some few programs in even the hardest hit disciplines seem to be
holding up reasonably well. EXamples of both conditions can be found in the
displays of Appendix A.

/

As noted above, one key indicator of the health of a degree program is the
annual record of degrees it/awards. None of the State University graduate
programs in mathematics, speech,,philosophy, political science, sociology,

geography, economics, physics, trench, or German awarded more than ten
degrees in 1982, and many did not award five. The ten master's degree
programs in sociology confe red a total of 34 degrees, while the six programs
in philosophy awarded only e ght degrees altogether.

Again, programs are not to bijudged by numbers alone. Moreover, the "service
area" concept within the S ate University argues for making a number of
programs available primarily as a service to citizens of the region. But

the statistical evidence of a broad-scale erosion of interest in many of
these programs cannot be ignored,, and the compeehensive curriculum recommended
by the service-area approach applies less at the graduate than at the under-
graduate level.

The Chancellors Office of the State University is, of course, aware of and
concerned about these developments in its graduate programs. The decision,

it seems, is whether to do nothing out,of the ordinary -- to allow the large
number of graduate programs losing enrollments and awarding few degrees to
limp along until some of them expire altogether -- or to confront the situa-
tion directly by sorting out the strong from the weak programs n each
discipline and then, by various means, reinforcing and revitalizing those
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chichi might still achieve or maintain distinction. Some may have to be
phased out. The argument here is that it is ii the public interest to
support three or four vigorous graduate programs in a discipline rather than
twice as many anemic ones.

4. BETTER INFORMATION ON TICE JOB PLACEMENT
OF MASTER'S DEGREE RECIPIENTS IS URGENTLY NEEDED.

Much can be done to insure the availability of certain kinds of evidence
about the master's degree not only for prospective students but for all.
those responsible for academic planning and policy formation. As a start,
campuses should maintain, as standard procedure, records of the employment
status of all master's degree recipients. Many departments have routinely
collected this information. In fact, for a school or department not to
strive for an accurate account of the job placement experience of its grad-
uates seems inexcusable. Yet there is no single convenient source for
composite information of this kind, for learning how recent recipients of
Master. of Public Administration degrees from California institutions, for
example, have fared in their search for employmeit.

The goal should be t, establish a file. of information for master's degree
recipients similar to that which exists nationally for doctorates as a
result of the National Research Council's annual surveys. For many reasons,
it is important to know how many of those earning master's degrees in any
field are still seeking employment, how may are already employed, in what
sector they are employed,, whether they are in a job closely related to their"
academic preparation, and bow many plan to pursue the doctorate.

Betause of the brood range of questions surigunding the master's degree,
establishing a procedure for compiling placement records for those receiving
the degree can be viewed as a matter of some urgency. Such information
one could not be counted on to answer all questions, but it could certainly

. th ow light on issues that are or soon will be facing every department
offering a master's degree. For example, there are growing signs of an
M.B.A. "glut" which if it were to materialize would profoundly affect not
only departments of business and management but the entire graduate school
on many campuses. In some fields, a temporary oversupply may give way to
renewed demand by cause of sustained periods of low enrollments -- library
science and social work are possible examples. In others, demand may not

pick up for years. In still others, such as the humanities and social
science subjects with a surplus of Ph.D.s, the master's degree may never
recover its market value. .

Collecting first-hand information on their employment experience from all
recent 'graduates will add to the data-gathering burden of the system, but a
reliable record of this kind seems well worth the effort. It could provide
invaluable clues to developments in the marketplace that will influence the
condition of griaduate education..

5. AN INTENSIVE ACROSS-THE-BOARD REVIEW OF THE MASTER'S DEGREE

AS AN ACADEMIC AWARD IS NEEDED.

At least two distinct tendencies currently exist regardiDg the master's
degree. In fields of study not directly linked to specific career outlets --
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disciplines commonly thought of as constituting the liberal arts -a- the
degree has lost much of its value both as an acknowledgement of academic
achievement and as a credential for employment. In many technical or applied
fields, on the other hand, the degree has increased in value in the sense
that it has become a required credential for many positions, or that it is
accepted as the termini, degree as in business, architecture, and the fine
and performing arts, fr.r example.

In a few career melds, such as computer science, the master's degree has
established nr clear niche for itself; in others, especially in areas where
industry is setting up its own training programs, the role of the degree has
become somer.nat asibiguous.

In the face of such diversity and confusion, a clarification of the meaning
and purpose of the nester's degree in a wide range of fields is called for.

In the humanities and social sciences, the master's program as a small-scale
doctoral program seems outmoded. In the applied fields, the changing require -
,-,nts of employers may dictate revisions in the master's degree program.
'thin the business community, there are signs of a growing dissatisfaction
with the graduates of M.B.A. programs (Special Reports on Ea Business
Topics, 1984, pp. 166-167). Therefore, the general public as well as pro-
spective students would also benefit from a clearer understanding of what
knowledge and skills the master's degree attests to.

Over a decade ago, a study committee of the 1971 All-University Faculty
Conference concluded that "The M.A. and H.S. degrees have been so debased by
their use as escape hatches from Ph.D; programs that they probably cannot be
made useful once ihrc for\academic purposes . . . . It is probably more
prudent to recognize this and attempt to shape the master's degree into one
which can provide either a degree of specialization for those heading toward
the lower ranks of a profession or alternatively to provide an additional
level of breadth and integration for whose need is education in a general
sense rather than preparation for competence in some specialty" (University
of California, 1971, p. 30).

Since this observation was made, no formal review of the nature and purpose
of the master's degree has been undertaken. It now should be. The Commis-
sion will initiate discussions with the segments concerning procedures for
such a review.

6. HIGHER PERCENTAGES OF WOMN ARE EARNING DEGREES IN MOST
FIELDS OF STUDY -- A TREND IN EVIDENCE FOR ALMOST TWO DECADES.

IN CONTRAST, THE PATTERN OF"ETHNIC MINORITY PARTICIPATION IN
GRADUATE STUDY IS MIXED. ASIAN STUDENTS REPRESENT A GROWING PROPORTION
OF GRADUATE STUDENTS IN BOTH THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THEICALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY. BLACK AND HISPANIC STUDENTS, HOWEVER,
ARE 1POORLY REIARESL!'1":,P IN MANY FIELDS, DESPITE PERCENTAGE
INCREASES IN HI$2dS' ENROLLMENTS AND DEGREES EARNED.

The percentage of womb (_Arning master's and.doctor's degrees in almost all
disciplines has increased significantly in the State and nationally virtually
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7. THE HEAVY CONCENTRA4 ON OF. FOREION\GRADUATE STUDENTS IN A FEW

DISCIPLINES RAISES LICY QUESTIONS\TRAT REQUIRE ATTENTION.

In computer science andiseveral of the major fields of engineering, more

than half of the 1982 JOctorates awarded\ by the University and roughly 40

percent of the master's degrees conferred by the State University went to

non-resident aliens. This condition is by no means confined to institutions

in California, although they enroll almost 20,000 more foreign students than

are enrolled in any other state. Throughput the country the proportion of

foreign students has increased steadily in every major science and engineering

field since 1975. (National Science Foundation, 1984, p. 4).

. ,

In a recent study of foreign students and Institutional policy, the American

Council on Education noted that "ultimately . . . this nation's posture

toward foreign students is going to be the4ggregate of actions taken by the

several state systems of higher education

14

nd the individual institutions.

Given the potential increase in foreign a licants, it is imperative that

the governing bodies of these systems and Institutions . . .-address what

they will do with respect to foreign students and develop appropriate policies

and procedures." (1982, p. 50).

Among other questions associated with these policies are the folloiing:

Haw are applications from foreign student8 dealt with ring the adi..-ssions

process?
Are any qualified domestic students being deAied admission to high-cost,

high-demand graduate programs because of oreign student enrollments?

How many foreign students remain in the S\taie and nation after receiving

graduate degrees here?
What are the fiscal implications of a high percentage of foreigafstudents

in certain programs?

Such questions suggest the neei for a sore thorough investigation of the

subject than has been possible in this report.



APPENDIX A

Graduate Enrollments and Degrees Awarded in
Selected Fields of Study at California's Public Universities, 1978-1982

1.

2.

3.

4.

Biological Sciences: General Biology
Biological Sciences: Biochemistry
Biological Sciences: Botany
Biological Sciences: Microbiology

77

78
79

80
5. Business and Management: Business and Athsinistration 81
6. Computer and Information Sciences, General

. 62
7. Education, General 83
8. Education: Physical Education 84
9. Engineering, General 85

10. Engineering: Chemical Engineering 86
11. Engineering: Civil, Construction, avid Transportation Engineering 87
12. Engineering: Electrical, Electronics, and

Communications Engineering 88
13. Engineering: Mechanical Engineering 89
14. Fine and Applied Arta: Art (Painting, Drawing, and Sculpture) 90
15. Fine and Applied Arts: Dramatic Arts 91
16. Fine and Applied Arts: Music (Liberal Arts Programs) 92
17. Foreign Languages: French 93
18. Foreign Languages: German 94
19. Foreign Languages: 7panish 95
20. Health Professions: Nursing 96
21. Letters: Classics 97
22. Letters: Comparative Literature 98
23. Letters: English 99
24. Letters: Linguistics 100
25. Letters: Speech, Debate, and Forensic Science 101
26. Lettcrs: Philosophy 102
27. Mathematics, General 103
28. Physical Sciences: chemistry, General 104
29. Physical Sciences: Geology 105

Physical Sciences: Physics, General 106
31. psychology, General 107
32. Public Affairs and Services: Public Administration 108
33. Public Affairs and Services: Social Work and Helping Services 109
34. Social Sciences: Anthropology' 110
35. Social Sciences: Economics 111
36. Social Sciences: Geograpfft 112
37. Social Sciences: History 113
38. Social Sciences: Political Science and Government 114
39. Social Sciences: Sociology 115

NOTE: Asterisks in these displays indicate that percentage increases
cannot be calculated because the zero divisor is an undefined oper-
ation.
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DISPLAY 1 Biological Sciences: General Biology

ill:GRIENTAL 1211M NATION

Portant or percentage
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Percent Iles 62.6% 53.0% .. 7.6%
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Meats!,
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54.1%
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66.0%

- 31.1%
+ 13.2%
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Purest Foreign 1.7% 3.0% 3.7%

Demon 64 34 - 13.6%
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/*scent Minority 11.33 15.0% 3.9%
Percent Foreign 8.72 11.5% LS%

California SLata Voloossity
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Percent Nis 74.4% 65.4% - s9.0%

Percoot Minority 19.3% 23.5% 40%
Percest f000lgo 1.1% 20.6% 12.5%

ams_faugess
Una-gritty of California

Los Angeles
Raverside
San Diego
Seats Barbera
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Fail Fall Fa 1 Fe 1 Fa 1
1971 1979 1960 Ina 1982
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.101 Jaz Jam
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134 134 0.0%
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23 29 + 26.0%
75 36 - 25.3%
74 72 ' - 2.7%
68 30 - 55.8%
69 66 - 4.3%
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S3 38 - 28.3%
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4 19 375.0%
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Senema

Source: Caiifornf.s Postsecondary Ideastioa Conntasten.
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35 16
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4 0

23 24
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- 54.2% 21 20 + 4.7%
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DISPLAY 2 Biological Sciences: Biochemistry

SEGMENTAL INFORMATION

program Cnerecteri oil c
Percent or Percentile

Point Chew

Graduate Enrollment
Fall 1978 Throw' Fall 1982

SUMS OF GRADUATIL MMUS
Usiversaty of California
California State Ussoorrsity
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University of California
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California State University
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Slitters
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Doctors
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California State University
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5
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5
1

)
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16.1%
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2
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California State University
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DISPLAY 3 Biological Sciences: Botany

Pretoria CheraCteriftiC

SEGMENTAL INFORMATION

Percent or Fercontaw

PW2

RUMMER OY MAU= MUM
University of California 4 4 0.0%
California Stets University 1 1 0.0%

GRADUATE 11108=018
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Percent foreign 40.0% 100.0% + 60.0%

Doctor, 13 21 40.0%
Percent Men 06.7% 76.2% 10.3%
Percent Minority 21.6% 33.3% 4.7%
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Percent Mos 50.0% 100.0% 30.0%
Percent Minority -- --
Pertain Foreign 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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DISPLAY 4 Biological Sciences: Microbiology
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DISPIAY 5 Business and Management: Business Management and Administratio

pram Characteristic

SEGMENTAL INFORMATION

Percent or Percentage

NUMSES OF GRADUATE PROGRAMS
Ualveranty of California 25.0%
California State Uelversity 18 18 0.0%
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GRADUATE DEGREES
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DISPLAY 6 Computer and Information Sciences, General

Proems Charigerietic
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40.0%

70
77.1%
16.7%
13.2%

RECIIIINTAL INFORMATION

Percent or Percentage

Point OW,

5

13

634
10.4%
21.7;
25.4%

1 616
66.7% b
33 . 3%

16.5%

'157
64.1%
17.8%
18.2%

21

52.6%

155
69.0%
31.7%
37.1%

0.0%
62.5%

30.7%
- 5.2%
10.2%
0.3%

1sz.zt
- 9.1%

1.3.4%

1.1%

84.7%

1.4%
- 11.7%

274%
- 11.1%

10 126%

*121.4%
11.1%

15.0%
24.6%

CAMPUS INFORMATION

F41?""laribil=frt 1117T

Gnadmate Enrollment
. Fill 1971 Througft Fail 1902

1,500

1,000

California St*
Univorsi

Univaysity of
California

all Fall Fall call Fall

19021978 1979 1900 1981

0ridoete Deere,'

lirin Percent 1977- W-11.41 Percent

*Went Cana Carious _1221

40
53
70

230
511

59

0

145

0

.13

30
85

210
37

a

_1211

110
93
83

265

57

126
140
295
107
23
153

15
15
126

100
20.'

od0

S7

_chola

83.3%
75.4%

* 15.5%

4 15.2%
1.7%

*117.5%
*

*103.4%
*

*:200.4%
* 61.9%

36.3%.
*413.3%

50.5%

*4900.0%
-, 2.3%
- "2.9%

4

11

9
4

44

8

8

0
13

0

0

0

0

C

.

C .

3'

6

C

54
14
14

59
15

17
0
34
0

0

12
C
ts
..

:

2

59
14

C

3

to

0

14.2%

*200.0%
* 45.4%
-100.0%

6olversit7 of California
3erkalee
Davis
mime
Los Angeles
Sao Diego

California State University

Dominguez MilIs
Fu;lerton
Asyward
.ong Sescr
%ortnridee
Pomona
iscramenco
Sala Diego

San Francisco
as Jose
San Luis 06ispc
Sonoma

+390.9%
55.5%

*250.0%
21).44

4. 62.5%

+112.5%
0.0%

*161.5%
G.0%
0.0%

w
0.0%

,

.. 50.0%
.

59.4%
* '5.3%

2.0%

11

Source: California Postsocondas, labiratins Comeiossea.

O

di.SI cart AVWei
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DISPLAY 7 Education, General

Prevail Cneraterieci3

SEGMENTAL IMFORMATIOE

Percent or Percentage
Point Chow

mum or GB VATS ROWANS
;Auverssty of California . 6 0.0%
Ca:ifornia State University 19 19 0.0%

4MaDUAIT IMMOLLMESTS
University of ColiArsda 1.381 1,807 30.1%

Percent Nes
Percent Minority

40.6%
2/.7%

33.1%
20.9%

6.8%
- 04%

Percent forelas 7.7% 6.4% 1.3%
Califocila State firliveleity 3,392 9,682 2.5%

Percent Nes 29.7% 211.9% 1.4%
Percent Nimegity 26.1% 25..9% - 0.6%
"wean remiss 1.5% 2.1% 0.6%

GRADUATE MOMS
University of California
:fasten 298 239 0.4%

Percent Nen
Percent Minority

29.8%
17.5%

25.5%
11.5% 1.0%

Percent Persian 8.4% 11.6% 3.2%

Doctors 105 140 33.9%
Percent Men
Percent Minority

46.7%
,16.1%

53.2%
20.9%

6.5%
4.8%

Percent foreign 8.2% 12.0% 3.8%

California State University
Masters 2,840 2,302 - 11.9%

Percent Hen 30.98 23.8% - 5.1%
Percent Minority 22.1% 30.9% - 1.2%
Percent Foreign 2.7% 6.8% 4.1% .

Graduate Enrollment
Fall 1978 Through Fall 1982

California
State teilversity

University
of California

4

Fall Fill Fall
1978 1979 1983

Fall Fall
1981 1982

Segment and CaM0616

CAMPUS twroRmATIoN

Cremate fnr0114ente

St.

Graduate Daerosi
Neptere poctors

-77 Pall

, _OE
Percent

...L.t
1177-
78

1981--

--M1

Percent

_Mae
T977-
78

T$81- Percent
Charm

University of California
Berteley 452 385 - 14.1% 47 56 .0 19.1% 33 484 - 45.4%
Davis if 39 114 +192.3% 15 11 - 26.6%
Irvine 165 36 - 75.0% 1 0 0.0%
Los Angeles 574 671 16.9% si 59 - 29.7% 52 *5 25.4%
Riverside 224 135.7% 22 29 31.3% 7 7 0.01
Banta Barbara

.95

225 348 52.0% 69 84 21.7% 13 20 534%
"..aliforald State University

Bakersfield 348 532 52.8% 11$ 90 - 23,7%.
Chico 107 1.1.0 2.8% 34 21 - 38.2%
Dominguez Sills 142 161 13.3% 67 42 - 37.3%
Fresno 105 151 4.. 22.0% 36 32 - 11.1%
Fullerton '0 0.0% 210 18* 12.3%
Havuard -a

.4e. 227 16.5% 127 S1 36.2%
Numoo1dt 4 67 9 26 .0188.6%
-op; beacr 10 2-

.0% 16.. 109 - 33.5%
-us Angeles 979 db. - :1.7% 374 329 - 12 0%
N.ertarldge 0 0.0% 375 269 - 28.2%
Pomona 46.1%' 65
Sacramento *5: 195.4% o9
San Bernard/no 19/ 0.0% 153
San Diego 616 618 24= 23* 394
:an Feinclscz 0 0.0 *05 256

.11
$4c Jose
San °blimp
;enema

0
21

0
IT«

a-

0.0%
- ILL%

. 0.0%

202

135

:39

!I.3

!!.

3tsns.slaun 19 29 5:.6% 20 24

source. Cal/fornia Postsecondary faucet4es COnnassien.
-834.
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DISPLAY 8 Efteatioa: Physical Education

P.mgren charact.ristic

SECIMENTAL micstmAnoti

Percent or Peremnt.age

Altailm 1211..mam 4121meling ILle
3 3 0.0%

15 0.0%

WWI Of =MA U POOOMAMI
Wiiversity of California
Ca/sforsis Scats University

OR 8196012MOTS
University of California 4: 34 + 26.5%

Percent Mem 45.6% 30.9% 3.9%

Percent Minority 9.1% 16.7% 7.6%

fercent Fop 7.41 16.0% 1.6%

California Stat. Oniveesity 1,006 007 19.7%

Percent Men
Percent Minority
Percent Foreign

55.3% 57.11.u.n
3.1%

1.2%
2.0%

- 0.1%

GMADMATI MOM
University of Ciallossia
Masters

Percent Nos

29

62.1%
13

ss.n
- 33.1%
+26.6%

Percent Minority 16.6% 20.0% + 3.4%

Percent Persian Icy% 33.3% + 16.6%

Doctors
Percent lien
?freest Minority-
Percent foreign

Califeseia Stain Universit#
Masters 136 133 14.7%

Pervent lies 31.3% 37.1% - 1.2%

Percent Minority
Percent. Foreign

14.3%
6.3%

23.4%
19.7%

+ 11.1%
11.2%

CAMPUS INFORMATION

PeOenet fed URNS
hff"larlig=

.1211 Slams
University at California

BerselAry 14 27 92.8% 6

Zavis 17 26 32.0% 4
Santa' Barbara 11 1 - 90.95 7

2a.:fornia State University
:biro 23 21 - 8.7% 8
Fresno
Fullerton

38
63

37

79

- 36.2%
23.41

10
6

dayward 44 37 - 19. S% 4

duaboldt 31 20 - 35.4%

:Ass Beacri 171 111 - 35.0% :3

?oasis, -4 - 41.6% :8

Nort.sridge LOG . 29.3% (IL

Fonona 32 44 43.7%

Sacramento 45 4.2% 5

3441 Dias. 131 99 24,4 26

San Francisco 04 4Z 34.21.

San Jose 39 - 16.0",

San Luis Obispo 25 23 - 6.0% 13

Sonata 12 63.2%

Source. :alitornia Post :vagary Education Connisaton.

-84-

Gradate Enrollment
Fall 1978 Through Fall 082

lifornis State Univertity

University of California

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

qrSaUate 0119111411

-.111 Jaw_Musa

-33.3:
6 WO%
3 4 37.1%

14 73.0%
9 - 10.0%
7 16.6%
11 173.0%
3 0.0%
a - 45.2%

a
15 0.0%
15 *130.0%
5 3.0%

. 34.o%
9 0 7%
9 *12.3:

- o1.3%

BEST copy AV AI
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DISPLAY 9 itzegineering, Ooneral

Proems Coprpartrittc

sulawria. II CATION

Percent or Percentage
Feint Chines

=MISR OF GRADUATE PODGMANS
University of California 4 3 - '23.0%

Anwar- California State University 7 - 12.5%

GRADUATE SSMOSIMENTS
University of California 1,136 1,20 11.7%

fercest Roe 92.1% 10.2% - 2.9%
Pewees Nitwit! 11.8% 27.3% 8.7%
Peacoat foreign 34.9% 32.2% - 2.7%

California Stte Osivessity 733 976 29.2%
Percent Noe 19.3% 17.2% - 2.1%
Percent Nieerity 30.9% 43.9% 13.0%
Percent Atreus 11.2% 12.7% - 3.3%

GIAOUAT! DION=
University of California

Rasters 253 347 , + 37.1%
Percales NPs 93.7% 67.6% - 6.1%
Percent Rinerity 17.1% 23.3% 7.5%
Forrest foreign 30.4% 32.1% 2.4%

Doctors 74 93 25.6%

Farces; Net 91.6% 94.6% - 4.0%
Percent Dieerity 23.3% 27.1% 3.6%
Percent foreign 26.4% 40.9% 12.5%

California State University-
Neaten 96 137 63.3%

Percent Net 92.7% 96.1% + 5.4%
Percent Nleority 27.1% 43.0% 15.2%
Percent foreign 21.0% 34.4% 13.4%

CAMPUS INFORMATION

ire net ars Cams* -1M -LW -c...4292

.4aisersity of Calsforase
Berkeley 179 77 - 56.9%
Darts 294 460 56.4%
Irvine 77 0 -100.0%
Los Angeles 586 727 24.0%

Zellforns State Umoermty
Fresno 200.0%
Fullerton 163 300 a4.WL
1.ongaescn 44, 36 - 26.3%
:,as Angeles 70 .29 - 94.2%
Sortaridse 21. 323 51.6%
Pomona 150 135 10.0%
Sacramento le - 81.5%
San Luse atusoo 29 - .4.3%

Source: California Postsecondary &litigation Consitssten.

Graduate Enrollment
Fall 1978 Throegn Fall 1982

.000

University
of : lifornia

California
State University

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall
1978 1979 1960 1981 1992

Graouate Georges

lrr----"TaR-"-h--e
7$

nen
...11 Cwt

IM-7---4101.'74;mft._____
_II _kw=

0 52 0.0% 0 9 0.0%
76 105 -38.1% 21 19 9.3%
12 31 138.0% 3 +133.3%

165 159 - 3.6% SC SS 1t.0%

6 - 20.0%
27 34
S S 0.0%

0 0.

14 3; 121.%
36 aS 68.6%

-200.0%
5 .4.0%

BEST COPY VAILABLE
a
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DISPLAY 10 Engineering: Chemical Enginatiring

SEGMENTAL INFCRUIATION

CnaraCtarloZiC

Percent or Percentage
Poisq

Graduate EnrollmentMID or 0114DUCIL 141041101
Unsweroity of Caltiorsta 3 3 0.0% Fall 1978 Throne Fall 1982
CaLifarnia State Vaiveralcy 1 1 0.0%

CONNIMEMMALNINTS
Usiveratty of Catlike's& 134 196 26.9%

Fewest Nam 11.3% 86.9% - 1.6%
Pareost Ilinowity 16.7% 14.0% - 1.8%
Puma resolgo 21.8% 14.51 - 7.5%

t

Colifossia Seam Vaiversity 72 $2 * 13.8% 1.000
Portent Mos 93.1% 78.0% - 13.1%
forma Minority 47.1% 43.6% - 3.5%
Ammo Teroigs 22.2% 12.5% 9.7%

OBOUPE:111162112
Uoiworoity of California
Masters 37 35 - 5.4%

Percept Nos
Porcest nisocity

94.61 '15.7%
24.1%

- BA
--

500

Person Foreign 3k.4% 11.4% - 21.0%

Doctors 10 LS . 30.0% UniverSity of California
Percaot Mon 90.0% 86.7% - 3.3%
Format Itiaorivr -- 7.7%
Parcest Foreign 37.3% 30.0% + 3241-

California State University
Callioesta State Vaiworsity
Nesters

Portent Nos
6

13.3%
r 7

13.7%
16.0%

4. 3.4%

Fall
1978

F 11 Fall Fa 1
1979 1980 1981

Fa 1
1982

Percent Plimsrley 100.0% 40.0% - 60.0%
Perecnt Foreign 4.75 14.3% - 52.4%

SecOOflt ant :awls

.ergs: y of California
Boo ley

Ds s

San 'amore

:a:ifornia State University"
Sac,Jose

CANIPUS INFORMATION

Graduate Owe s&
tan

rigYlarlia=ent )977- 1:109"gai Percent T97,- rennet
_a ..A1 _zege .21 ..i&

.

127 164 29.1%
$ 2 - 75.0%

21 32. * 52.3%
,

36 38 5.5%

3o4rcn: .Califortis Postaisconnary Education Commassion.

4.

30 29 - 3.3% 8 :3 62.S%

0 0 0 0% 0 0 0.0%

' e - 14.2% . . 0.0%

o 16.6%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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DISPLAY 11 Engineering: Civil, Construction, and rriu2sportation Engineering

"P -ores paraCtOriltiC

stosairrAt INFORMATION

Pivcsnt or PoraMt0911

14141T Chfrm

IMMO OF GRAM 12t remear;
University of California 2 2 0 0%
California Stara liniversi:v 3 5 0.C%

GRAM= 8119OLLNINT1
University of California

POCCOM% Men\
3113

92.0%
31141

91.4% -
0.0%

Purest Minim? 16.3% 23.3%
Percent Ferviigs 43.6% 46.1% 2.3%

\.

California Rpm* University '434 564 22.1%
Forma UM 91.9% 87.2% - 4.0%,

Percent Nimerity 34.1% 34.3% 0.2%
Percent Foreign 11.1% 20.6% 2.3%

ATE DRAMS
University of California

nesters 169 . 187 .. 1.0%
Forrest nee 94.2% $9.b% - 4.4%
Percent Hisors.ty 16.7% 23.3% CS%
Percent foreign 34.6% 48.1% 4133%

Doctors SS 43 22.1%
Ferceat Oen 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Percent Rinoriry 71.1% A.7% 0.4%
Torrent Foreign 54.2% 64,3% 10.0%

California Stott University
Master, 92 112 21.7%

Percent !lea 97.8% 94.6% - 3.2%
Percent Minority 42.6% 38.6% ' 4.0%
Portent Foreign 20.6% 43.8% 23.2%

CAMPUS INFORMATION

Graomais prollosots
Fall Cell Percent

Stomvit int :ampus
15211 .1211 Same

1977 -

78

Co -adults Enrollment

Fall 1978 Through Fall 1982

Fall

1978
Fall
1979

Fall
1980

Fail
1981

8ttril fan
198M41- Pomont 1977-

. _emu 70

- -vers:ty of Cal:Jornia

n\4446444V

Serial,. 36'. 341 &Iv 6.3% 18$ 187 0.0%

:7v1
21 0 -100.0% C 0 0.01

-100.21. *a.

'ace Aliversivv
-tong Sears :3:. a" 2-.0% 3:

atmeles 13 3C - to%

Sacrament DO 515.6%

F.411 %ells 50 .t
San .;esse 18.11 14

jel..rce .:A1Licroaa PlotsocoosarT Educatlos. ;omission.
, .

,

'87_ 96

Fail
1982

ZS 4. 20,0L
C 3'11

..

". a%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



DISPLAY 12 Engineering: Electrical, Electronics, and Zowszoications
Engineering

o

Prparimi oftrectriusc

SEGMENTAL 01FORNATION

Pereent or Fro ape

WM Pion
SUMS Mf SIAM= M0111.42$

Universally e2 CoLifeakia 2 2 0.6%
California State University 5 5 0.0%

011011411 SIMOUISMI1
University el Califunie 363 67$ 26.11

Peron& No 94.6% 90.6% - 4.0%
Mean Minority 20.4% 30.6% * 10.2%lima for in 36.1% 37.0% 0.8%

California State ilniversity NM , =I 41.71
Pert Man 96.4 90.2% 5.1%
Percent fi Ii acke 1ty 311.41 46.41 0.0%
Aram Fouten ISA 11.8% 0.3%

IMAM= OM=
University at California

Masters 52 64 11.5%
Permit Min 90.7% 92.1% 1.4%
rescsait Minority 21.1% s1.9% 0.3%
Foram Tereias 25.11% 41.0% 6.6%

Vectors 29 40 2.5%
Percent Ms ; 94.9% 12.3% 2.4% e

tercint Minerity 12.3% 30.0% 37.5%
Percent Vessiss 40.7% 37.5% 1.4%

California State VaiversitY
Mears 110 so - 11.1%

Percent Nse 93.6% 95.6% 2.0%
Percent Minority 20.7% 30.2% 9.5%
Percent foreign 33.3% 41.9% 1.81,

mums INFORMATION

Graduate Enrolment
fall 1971

l
Through Fall LIU

Califbrnie State
University

University of California

Fall Fall Fall Fill Fa 1
1978 1979 1980 1981 11112

gArmmialre",:::ent
memamat -1E1 -11f1 -Mom .21 -laibmi -21 .i.4eit

Laiverilty of Calsfonsta
Unman 361 3.4 - 6.9% 99 103 * 6.0% 32 27 15.6%
Salta Barbara 171 227 32.71 52 84 61.5% 7 1.3 15.7r

:aliforsia Sums University
Left Beach 187 219 * 51.3% 14 ,4 37,23, .

Les Angeles 65 51 - 21.5% 21 7 - 66.6%
Sacramoto 13 23 * 76.9% 5 25 .400.0%
San Maio 97 161 * 65.91 32 19 .. 40.6%
Sas Jose 163 195 * 19.C8 38 17 55.=

rot&
,

I ?
, .

Source: 'Ca/if/t Fentsecoorissy Iduraties Csonissies.
BEST co AVAILABLE
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I

4500 California State
Univor

University of California

Fall Fall Fill Fill Fail
1978 WOO psi 1912

DISPLAY 13 inginearing: ihochanical fagineering

11212111101TAL INTEMINATKX

*room iTharecterinit
11710

Parma or Percontaos

NUMB OF OWL= 110411M15
Osiversity of CaLifocoaa
Calaforosa nails 1intw4114t7

SIA9013999MOLUISMI
Vaiverairy of ColifOnnia

Vorcons Sas
!fit Minostey
Pave& Tosniss

2

273
97.11
20.2%
64.7%

3
3

32*
92.0%
20.3%
30.4%

30.0%
0.0%

1:.02,
"2.7%
SA%
s.rt

California Mau Otimanity M 403 194%
tenon a m 93.0% 90.6% 2.9%
Mom Stanvalny MS 43.5% a.9%
Pomo. leveLip 11.0% 23.0% 4.4%

00000022 MUSS
Vaivessity offealifossia
Usstoss 112 132 17.01

Pnnont in 45.5% 811.6% 6.9%
la. a Ninerity 23.2% 26.0% 3.4%
Posemt Yottille 50.4% 32.1% 6.6%

DOCL0111 29 39 20.0%
Paveses nos 110.0% MS - 4.4%
Forma Ninorito 14.3% 25.9% 10.7%
mat Foseiga . 30.0% 32.2% 4. 2.2%

California Seat. Osilmesity
!Wier* 31 52 l.9%

Perroot Hon . 91.9% 96.2% - 3.1%
forcent Vinosity 63.0% $4.0% 9.0%
Percent Tocolim 27.3% O&M 20.0%

laimsaisLieett
tiasveraity of Calitansia

6arigsloy
Irvine
Santa Sorban

:iilforaza State Uaaverstty
;.Gag Sesta

/as Angel's

Sacrawasta 4
Sea Dias.
Sala Joao

CAMPUS IMPORISATION

caltraft"Orellme:mat
.11111 lation

Graduate Enrollment
Fall NM Terme Fell IOW

Portant

ASS -.3

229 24$ $.3% OS UT *33.15 27 1! - 29 .0%
0 20 * 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.011

32 47 46.rt LS 124.2% 1 a *300. 1%

:10 160 qP 45.4 6 LS . $7.5%
40 42 - 12.5% 1$ a - 55.5%

29

04
SI
...,
-

75.0%
*54.3%

3 9

11
*200.0%
e S7.1%

13 49 40.9% 13 9 .4044

*mace: Caltioraaa Pootoscosaary liocatioa Casmostos.
,

J(2

4.

-89- BEST COPY AVAILARE
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DISPLAY 24 Fine and Applied Arts: Art (Painting, Drawing, and Sculpttira)

from Charac]pripTic

OUNISI or =MUM 1110000111
University of Caliternia

SEGMENTAL DIPOIIMATION

Percent er Percaatmea

S 3 0.0%
CALL1012511 nate Oeiveseity 0.0%

=MUM 2211OLLMIOTS
Usavetsity of California 213 217 0.9%

Percent Mee #,.9% 43.22 4.14
Percent SImeelt, 13.7% 17.1% 3.3%

Percent Peonies 9.3% 4.4

Calif Baia State Oetsero$VP 1.300 936 26.9%

Perron Mee 30.E 32.32 3.3%

Permit Yieseity 11.1% 19.6% 1.5%

Percent foreign 3.2% 3.2% 1.9%

02A001121 0141212
Ualversity of Caifersta
Malta= 102 104 1.9%

.Percest Men 36.22 42.3% 3.91

Porten Memocity 17.1% 16.1% - 1.9%

Pesten* reseise 16.72 0.02 11.1%

Dectess
Foram Ow
Perms Mieerity
°Percent remiss

Califessia State University
Masters

Pereent Mee

264
47.2% 22929.9%

9.1%
8.4%

Percent Minority
Percent Yereies

11.0%
7.9%

17.62
9.4%

+ 6.6%
1.4%

CAMPUS IMPORMATION

ottikewrinir.
kmasm.s_m_iamami

tonsversity of :allfernia
'Greeley
Davis
Immo
Los Angelus
Santa Barbara

:4i:Jornis Sums University

56
13

. 20
$7
37

-1111

34
13
26
14
.1-
...

Chico 32
19

:mese / 43 So

Fullerton 108 96

Humboldt 40 3:

Long Beech 202 :26

Lea angelus 160 106

Northridge 212 136

Sacramento 109 37

Sas DiGeo 103 '3

Sao Francine* 57

Gem Jose :26 Iwo
4"":,38

Pearce. CalifernCelkelisitesinearyteurationCenelssien.

Graduate Earollonat
Pall 1918 Fall 082

1,000

400

Unis

literate Stets
Oniversiv

Fall Fall Fill Fail Fall
1078 1P79 1010 DU J.182

fr

Jbmema -11

- 3.311 27
0.0% 11

+ 30.02 10

- 3.4% 44
. 27:0% 10

. 441.0% is

. 14.2% 12
- 11.1% 3.
- 20.0% o

- 37.6Z 52

- 33.7t 31

- 35.2% ZS
47.7% 1'

- 49.1% 19

- 16.4 24
11.= 39'

-90-

.Skun .L.11

44 62.02
9 - 12.12
14 + 40.0%

22 204%
° 39.0%

7 4* 16.6%

- 41.6%.

..

.. - 25.0%
1 - 30.0

- 30.T%
1/433i0 i.4%

2/37
44:.11...:272%1%25

26 - 33.3%

o

BEST COPY AVAWAKE
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DISPLAY I5 Fin, and Applied Arts: Dramatic Arts

Onasuan ismOLLIIPITS
UsweroSty of Colt pew

Pereest
lemma ty
Portant fool

3

9

SE011ENTAL INFORMATION

5
9

497 522
56.2% 53.7%
12.1% 17.4%
12.1% 12.0%

Percent or Percnstaba

Point ;Irak

0.0%
0.0%

5.0%
- 2.5%
4. 5.3%

0.1%

Catifsesia Slats 1311 vanity 3411 267 29.0%
Forma Nes 44.9% 42.0% - 2.9%
Percent ty 12.8% 19.2% 6.4%
Percest f has 4.8% 6.7% 1.9%

MOM/ DOOM
University of Celt
Musts= 117 117

Percent Nen 61.5% 50.4%
Percent ty 15.3% 25.4
Percent To 12.4%

Doctors 4 10 .130.0%
Percent Nos 75.0% 40.0% -. 35.0%

Percest sy 0.0% 50.0% * 58.0%
Percent fe 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

California State varsity
Nesters 53 69 e 28.3%

Percest Nos 59.6% 42.2% - 17.4%
Percent ty 374% 25.0% - 12.5%

Pert to ins 0.0% se" 4. so"

ISM
'.;ssiversity of Califo

CAMPUS INFORMATION

Graduate Emotion
Fall 1978 Through Fill 1962

I,000

University of California

California State Univerairm.

.

Fall fell Fall Fall Igi
1978 1979 1990 1981

Grates Degrees_

Falr"lar"rircint 1377-12011t Ti7TrCL-1
_1211 All _Nos .21 .amoll

Berkeley 27 36 * 33.3% 3 3 - 40.0%

Davis 31 38 22.5t 12 14 16.6%
Irvine 33 411 * 43.4% 14 3 - 78.5%

Les apples 441 368 - 16.3% 65 88 * 35.3%

Santa Barbara 25 26 . 4.0% 5 9 80.0%
.

:411fornia SUL* Wive icy
Fullerton 35 42 :0.0' 7 9 ' 25.3%

Humboldt 39 24 - 38.4% 4 9 '0 50.0:

Lone Beach 38 as - 34.2% 3 5 66.6%

on Angeles 3' 21 40.5% 10 :.ft 40.0%

Nortnrs.doe 21 29 0 38.1% 4 a .0 25.0%
. 7Sacramento 20 13 - 35.0% . 600.0%

133.3%eat Diego 3? , :7 - 18.1% 1

San Francisco 55 31 ..3.6% o S - 11.1%

San ;as* 36 19 - ..7.X% ; :. -55.5%

0,;4ervi

r
- --.e

-i

Matson's:awry &donation Commission.

"?. 4/

Al

5

_Nom

+150.0%..

-
3 0 0.0%
0 0 0.0%
0 2 *

2 3 0.0%

BEST MY AVAILABLE
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DISPLAY 16 line and Applied Arts: Millie (Liberal Arta Programs)

'Tarp, Characteristic

WIRD or GM= 1112811112
Gazweresty of Califoesta S

California State Salveretsy

SECOUSTAL 1113,3131MICM0

Percent or Percentage

S 0.0%
0.0%

aINDON2114001221131%5
`0eiversits of Califeseno

0
rem= See
tercels& Iteolity
testae& forolis

Califeseee Siete Oilveseley
tercesenie
PercestAtaerfty
Perceewleseiss

001450AM 5100115
0eloersity of Califerele

Nesters
Pisces& His
Perces& iSasrity
arrest Yeseism

Doctors .

al.zit,
Verscest hip

Caliemia base Usimeity
Manors

Perces& Nee
tense& Minosity
asset Forsiss

237
66.8%
10.7%
9.7%

605
67.25
14.7%

1.9%

3362.3%
0.0%
11.1%

21
52.4%
20.0%
13.3%

312
51.17%

13.2%
3.7%

27
34.4
17.14
12.7%

510
66.6%
22.8%
4.1%

3362.3%

29.41
11.6%

16
62.34
0.0%
at.ri

IDS
49.0%
24.4%
19.4%

10.1% .

1 :7%

6.71
3.0%

-26.0%
- 0.5

7.3%
+ 2.9%

0.0%
4. oo.4%

0.3%

- 23.8%
16.1%
20.0%
8.1t

,

- 11.1%,
. 4.0%
+.A1.3%

11.7%

graduate Enrollment
Full WS Through Fall 19112

41.000

laft,.ealiferilia State University

a..

University of California

.

Fall Fullyi hell Fill Fall

CAMPUS -131TOSMATMIN

Gro-sIttOsarigt
grollpitits

FiltrailMall Portent )9770 lgilleri tem, 107- Ws Percent

BEEMLELMER
Unioesstsy of California

lorkolay
Davis
Irvine
cos Aosolos
Riverside
San Diogo

_ifil

41
2

6

97
14
45

Jilt

SS
5

15
99
14
67

California State University
Chico 17 1.7

Fresno 32 33

Fullerton 45

Issuers 50 3'

Lass isacs '7 63

Los miligOi011 116 92

%orttriage :16 10

Sacramento 445 '41

San rialto 33 2S

Sac Francisco 76 IS

lac Jose 6.0

_Wm .-2I -.AI am ..21 _SIon

- 14.6% 6 12
*150.0% 3 1

+130.0% 0 4

+ 2.0% 12 12

0.0% 6 3
61.8% 13 7

0.0% 6 4

3.1% 7 10

57.7% 1.0 4

-26.0% 9 I
- 18.1%
- 19.1%

12

21 lo

32.2% 20 A
41.8% 2
6.0% IO 9

- 53.4% LI

- 6.3% 17 16

Souses: Californias Posubeceeems, lescetios Commissioe.

4

-92-

*100.0% 9
- 66.6% 0

0.0% 6
16.6% 0

- 53.3% 4

33.3%
42.8%

- 60.0%
- 11.1%

66 .6%

2,3.1%

3.0%
.250.0%
- 10 .

36.4
5.8%

LAI

5 -
0 0.0%

0.0%
a 33.3%
0 0.0%
3 25.0%

con AVAILABLE
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DISPLAY 17 foreign Languages: French

UCIDGENTAL INFOIUMTICIN

Portant or Povcistage
roarem CharictertAtic .1111516. PoI t< tae

SUM= OF GRADUATE PROGRAM
University Of Califcrnaa 7 7 0.0%
Califstnia State Uaiversity 1 i 0.0%

GRAM= EMEOLLMIMIS
Dnivorsity et Califeratal 160 LEY - 20.6%

Percumt bus 234% 24.4 1.7s
rimmet issaortty 12.22, 12.9% 0.7%
Flamm Foods' 21.1% mat - 1.3%

CalLforalA State Vaimossi.ty 110 79 34.1%
Forrest Mee 20.2% 33.0% - 144%
!arrest MieoriR7 11.9% 31.3% MN/
Foment Foreign CFI 21.1g 12.3%

GRADUATE DIGMMER
University of California
Masters

Parent Ns.
Percent Dimority -

Forrest /Mtge

n
26.1%,
0.0%

,acri,

30
45.12.

10.0%
23.0%

MOS
19.7%

+ 20.0%
1.3%

Doctors 9 10 11.1%
Forrest Mse , 25.0% 37.3% 12.3%
Fermat Minority 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
_Permit Foreign 0.0% 20.0% 20.0%

Califorsia Suss Usiwniaty
Rasters 23 21 21.7%

Pm-est Ike 23.0% 27.1% 2.1%
1'ercest 111aDvity . 44.4% 0.0% - 44.41
Parceat Foreleg 42.9% 43.0% 0.9%

CAMS INFORMATD2N

1L1111.,

Isemsaasilann

Graduate Enrollment
Fall 1978 Through Fall 1.112

-411 Fall Fall 'Fill Fall108 1979 1980 Mal LOU .

O

Graduate Degrees

Fill
Ali -Noss .54. :ii- 141 -211 JR. lamemi

kasversity of California
Sartelev
Davis

33
16

24
16

27.7
0.0%

7 ,

2 ...

6

2
14.2s
0.0%

6
0

2
0

- 66.6%
04%

Irvine 22 17 - 22.7% 0 2 0 1 0.0%
Les AageLes 51 41 - 17.3s 11 2 - 11.5% a 5 .130.0%
Riverside w 1 - 75.0% 0 2 * 1 1 0.0%
Sas Diego 10 9 * - 10.0% 0 2 * 0 1
Santa Sartori 17 L2 - 29.44 5 1: 110.4% 0 0 0.0%

141Lforovi State Univorstty
Fuller:* 9

.
- 22.2% ,. 6 0100.0%

Long Us LS 1. - 6.6% 1 3 '200.0%
roe Aelpiell 9 8 11.1% . - 30.0%
Nortor*Olo 13 6 - 36.4% - 75.0%
Sacramosmo 10 5 50.0% -100.0% ..-

Sao Diego 15 11 - 26.0% 0
Sam Franclic* 21 10 - 52.3% 3 . 20.0%
5** Jose 10 9 10.0% 0 5 *

source: in!ifr"on Commissies.

-"I 02
BEST COPY AVAILABLE



DISPLAY 18 Foreign Languages: Gorman

Promos Characteristic

szalaNTAL INFORMATION

Percent or Percentage

.411. ......h111121281.....

SUMER OF GRADUATE pumas
University of California 6 6 0.0%
Calif's/ma State Usivosasry 5 3 0.0%

GRADUATE uniusirrs
University of Califersia 101 IS 12.1%

tereeme Plea 33.3% WA WI%
Percent Mimerity 9.4% 4.2% 3.2%
Perms Ponta 14.1% 24.2% 10.0%

California State Olivereity 33 3$ 21.3%
Percent Nes 40.0% 37.1% 2.2%
Percent Simerity Wei 111.1% 31.1%
Percent Tarsi* 1.3% 13.3% 3.0%

GRAMM MRS=
University of California

Nesters 11 12 33.3%.
Percent awn 35.71 30.0% 14.3%
Perceet Minority 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Percent Feente ,26.4% 23.0% 11.4%

Destmrs 10 4 11.0%
Poscoss Noe 60.0% SO.O% - 10.0%
Percent Idnority 0.0s 100.0% +100.0%
"emote Foreige 100.0% 0.0% 00.0%

Calaternis State Osiversity
Masters 10

Parma Me . 30.0%
Percent fleority 0.0%
Percent Foretell 33.3%

Graduate Enrollment
Fall WS Throve Fall 146E

11fernsia

SC It Visa% r VI lir 1 1161 1 / Amor

Fall Fall Fa 1 Fa 1 Fa 1
11 10.0% 1979 3.979 1980 1981 1912

211.0% 21.4%
33.3% 23.3%
44.4% 11.1%

CAMPUS INFORMATION

0

. Oredlata Owen

Fatraduatlarill=ent 1977- 10R01:k1;;;;;;E .1977- tlir Percent

Mna.U.SIMOM. .212711 .126 .2ana .3 ...E Abast ....n ...s _Om
'..Insversity of Ca1nfernia

Seceeley 10 7 - 30.0% 6 6 t.0% 4 1 75.0%

Davie 14 12 14.2% 3 1 66.6% 0 I

Irvine 14 12 14.2% 1 2 '.100,0% 1 0 .00.0%

Los Anseles 15 111 20.0% 3 1 .. 641.4% 4 0 -100.03,

Riverside $ 2 60.0% 0 I 0 0 0.0%

Sao Dies° lv 11 21.4% 2 . 1 -100.0% 0 ,. *

:.a.ifornsa State University
Tu.:aortae 11 36 . rk 3

Lang Beaus 0 0 - Z .07. 0
.

Sacrameeto I 3

San Diego . S 4. - 20.0% 2

San Francisco 12 S - 33.3% 0

Source,: CaliftruLa Postsecondary Educatiee Conmassian.

-94-

3

- 60.0%
0.0%
32.7%
0.0%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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DISPLAY 29 For sign Lapplarts: Spanish

AWA

Prom, Chirecterilitic4.

SFeworKTAL INTONATION

1 1410415121110111
MIRA OF GRADUATE MCGRAW
Usaverotty et CaLilteeva 7 7
Caltforoka State Oaaversity 9 9

0.0%
0.0%

ORADUATE SIMOUNISTS
%twain? et California 180 135 13.8%

Persons dna MO% . 301% - 3.8%
Pasant SAaerity 34.3% 63.1% 8.6%
Strom Foreign 20.3% 8.9% - 10.4%

Califereta State UnAveraity 340 219 - 37.0%
Feseset !Ms 33.5% 34.1% 1.6%
ketest eialititi 57.1% 31.0% 0.2%
Percent Tornio 4.7% 5.1% La

GRADUATE DIMES
UolvereitT of Califoniae

Masters 44 32 30.4%
Perces* Sas 37.5% 34.4% 3.1%
Percest novelty 44.4% 42.9% - 1.3t
!mesas Fenian 37.5% 14.3% - 23.2%

7 . 0.0%
33.3% 0.91
10.0% 00.0%
16.7% Wiz

Doctors 0
Percent Sea 0.0%
Fewest Nlaarity 0.0%
Pereser Varela 0.0%

California Stara University
Masters 41

Percent Nes 27.1%
Pamper Minority 53.6%
Fermat Pesetas 14.7%

*Pleat SRO Carpus

Ustoarskty of California
B erkeley

arras
Invite
Los Apples
Alverstde
Sao Diego

:alLforma State Lievirerstty
Fresno
Fuliercal
;dm Reach
Lao Aognies
Northridire
S acramesto

SAO Diego
Sac Fraocssco
Sass"

17i.hP4V UAL. ,
Source: Califerako 40 roan Ciemtestoo.

41 14.3%
40.5% 13.4%
33.0% - 2.0%
30.4% 13.7%

CARPUS INFORMATION

Falraistiari Veen

Oradoite Eopollomnt
Fall 1979 Tram* Fall

4,000

400

Worn!' Sista University

wed
191iversitylTGMW4r.""

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall
1970 1972 1900 1511 1912

arefteto Dogreop

.123

34
1.9

33
29
11

51

.1211

13

23
42

21
16

23

_Nam

- 61.7%
21.0%
274%
27.st
43.4
19.3%

..ZI

6
5

10
11
4
4

..11

4
7

3
7
1

6

24 7 -70.0% 6

23 16 - 36.01t 3
41 -4

.,
- 70.71, 0

64

30
57
22

- 10.9%
- 26.6%

10

3

31 26 9.6% 4 3
43 25 - 1.81 13 11
33 14 ' 57.5% A
26 19 24.9% . 3

.2mis ..it

- 33.3% 0 0 0.0%
40.0L 0 1

- 70.0% 0 6
36.4% 0 0 0.0%
75.0% 0 0 0.0%
50.0% 0 0 0.0%

.100.0%
1.135.3%

40.0%
- 64.6%
- 25.0%
- 15.4%
- 14.7%
-oo.c%

-9s- 104 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



DISPLAY 20 Health Professions: Nursing

Prilareq CherecWinit._

SEGIGINTILL INFORMATION

Percent or Percentile
4111 CbsPos

NONIAR Of GOMM 112001eNt
. thaversity 62$4142666161 0.0%

C416/6:634 State Osiversity 0.0%

NANA= PANOLLIENTS
Cleavorstel et CeLileseda 370 TT*

Perm% Nee 3.2% IA%
Pseciat Ileserity 9.0% 12.3% 2.0%
Percest Foreim 2.0% 4.7% 2.1%

California Sista 1161666sity 737 177
Peresst 566 10.3% 10.4%
Percest Siseriti 14.1% 20.1% 7.0%
Perms Fewidge 1.2% 0.9% - 0.3%

40140622 WOWS
University of Colifornio
Nast**. 222 224 - 11.1%

Persist des 4.4% 1.0% - 2.0%
Peramt Simartcy 1.1.3% 13.2% 1.9%
Parma feeelips 1.3% 2.7% 1.4%

Doctors
.

4 4 0.0%
Per Nee 0.0% 0.01 0.0%
Pesesst Neseeity 0.0% 30.7% Lc ?I
Per 166eige 23.0% 0.0% - 25.0%

Caittersta State Veiversity
Suter, TO 99 41.4%

Pereeet Nee
ftresat 111666ity

9.1%
10.0%

11.4
9.1%

2.711,
- 1.9%

ft:cam Foreign 0.0% 3.0% 3.0%

;WNW; and Canoga

41

CAMPUS INFORMATION

02111144122V"c66t
_am _au _a=

::niversite of California
Angeles 216 261 2041

Son Francisco 341 498 46.0%

Zalforgua State Unsvorsity
:biro el 23 - 43"
Fresno 51 133 64.2%
Loss Bogen 166 255 53.6%

Los Assoles 246 171 - 30.4%

Soo Diego 7 23 - 0.0%
Soo ;on. 73 129 76.7%

5.:rre .341:Ctala Postsecondary feocatioe Connmsolos.

, f A

Graduate Enrollment
Fall 1978 Throvini Fall 1982

Pall Fall Fall Fall `4 Fa 1
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

277 1 - Percent

Jaw
"5 97 24.3%

150 127 - 13 . 3%

2 6 200.0%
9 I

14111 ; j42:g

35 25 - 28.3%
0 0 0.0%

13 20 .0 33.8%

-96-

105

1977- 1991- Percent
..g1 _Nast

0 0 G.0%
6 50.0%

BEST
AVAILABLE



DISPLAY 21 Letters: Classics

szaaniu. ENTOPMATION

From" Chirestitistic 11711 191A Peres.= PerCprosntage

41,0121

Ott Eerellispft
Fall 1978 Throne Fall 1,12

-

re

NM= Of =MAU MUM
Uatwaraity of California
California Stara University

OIABOA22 INIOLLIBOTO
Untomity of California

Poorest !!s#
Forrest Ilmerity
Forrest Fecelas

Colitocsie Stew Volversity
Forrest Oen
Forrest Varsity
Ferrost YOSIKIS

.01s0UaTi WM=
Ustrorsity of 441iforais
!kneel

4 Forrest Iles
Forrest Otmority 1.
Forrest Forst..

Doctors
Forrest Nes
Percent nimegity
ForrestForst foreign

California. Stara Volersity
Masters .

Percent Sirs
Fermi Minority
Percept Foretop

S
0

41
61.7%
10.0%
12.1%

0
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

11
11.0%
0.0%
0.0%

2
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

0
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

.. S
1

7
71.1I
16.7%
11 0%

7

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

. 14
33.1%
33.3%
0.0%

2
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

0
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

-

0.0%
0.0%

- 12.1%.
La%
6.7%

- 4.1%

* r

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

427.2%
21.0%

33.3%
0.0%

0.0%
0.0%

:.1011

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

400

Univorsity of California

Fall

1978
Fall Fall Fall
1979 1910 1981

Fall
1882

CAMPUS INFORMATION

,,,friduittfrns=nt 1977-7---101=1-
AM Campy' =I

114
-4.

S

19

15

_1211

17

6
1.3

11

Saw

- 22.7%
. * 20.0%

- 31.6%
- 26.7z

Lftwarsatv of CalLfocnia
&mimicry
Irvine
Los Angeles
Salina Barbera

:A:110151S Sr.at LaiversLty
San Francisco 0

Source. 2alifornas Postoocaodary gamestion Cammassion.

..!

Dawns

.4 _At .2sams .21 _II JAmmot

0 1 1 1 0.0%
2 0 -100.0% 0 0 5.0%
2 0 -100.0% 1 1 0.0%
7 13 IP 037% 0 0 0.0%

0.0%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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DZBPLAY 22 Letters: Comparative Literature

Proorek Bois

11211211 Of 00ADt11u flOOMANS

0

112L!

SECINZIrloa, 110102111.72221

Armin or Persona.
4100111.12111Uittes...

Juossacy of Calif seta 7 /11.71,

Ca Istituto. State Ontiossity 2 0.0%

SWUM 11110W111113
11121.orsit7 et Goa Using& 234 222 11.11

foirooM los 21.22 14.71 1.01
liormas Itimosity 11.7! 14.11! -4. La%
Poem Moils 12.42 34311 1.2%

Ca Woods' Sono lisisossity 34 25 304%
Pomo' Om 33.3% 32.0% 1.3%

. Posost bautq 5.5% 27.314 17.12

Porcost fordo 14.7% 27.32 Ica

GRAMM DMUS
Vaimonsty of Calitopa la

Names'
foram Nos

320.7% 23
44.4%

-2.12
1.7%

PorentS Minority 211.5% 27.3% - 1.3%
Poreast. remiss 25.1% 30.0% 342

Oonowo 14 IS 7.1i .was 43.42 321.21 - 30.3!
lasers 22.3% 100.0% 55.7%
Moms Tonto 20.02 0.0% mos

Califezais State ad.wasstri
Miters 7 7 0.01!

Percent. Men 0:02 0.01 0.0%
Moos: Oimosist
forma forams

33.31
16.7%

20.0%
0.0%

4" 13.31
- 15.7%

CAMPUS INFORMATION

IINSSANSISK
at Califon's

PaIrWatlairli=nt
.1121 Jilt Aboomt

Berkeley 120 105 - 12.5%
Darts 0 3.1

22 11 - 144%
Los Angeles 40 38 - 5.01

Rsoerside 23 25 0.0%

San Dingo 23 10 17.3%

Sesta Sorbets 5 0.0%

:Jailor:ma State University
Fullerton 0.0%

too !fascism, 24 13 - 37.511

iource. :otsforasa Postsecoodary tducatton tsnotsatee.

TP.

Gradmatr Enrollment
Fill 2272 Throust Fall .1112

all Fall Fal I Fill FallWe WI MO MI "1222

mommillNr
MO

_II .J1 -Om .11 ..lt Alomme

14 9 - 33.7! 6 " 16.1%

0
ia

0

1
0.0%

,/,
0
0

0
2

0.0%
e

5 5 0.0% 2 3 30.012
a - 33.32 0 1

3 3 0.0% 1 2 100.0%
3 1 - 65.7! 0 0 0.0%

1 -100.0%
6 -16.:

-98-
107

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



DISPLAY 23 Letters: Sag Lisa

we
MOM OF GOMM POMO

University of Calafdrolo 6
0441orata Stste Valoorotty 19 11

G6AMOA32 21101461167$
Unsoowsity of Calliorsia ' 532

fists= NW 43.8%
Forum Mitmoott, S.4%
Forum Foram 7.17,

Soliformaa Slats OoLisiOSO,
'Pommy MOs

1,169

34.31
Moms Maerity 13.7%
Foram FOreigs 3.0%

0146106:1 OIMMISS
0Otwommt9 of ColifogoAs
Mine= 96

Forms Moo 42.4%
him& Mtmootty
POstoos Fermis,

7.71.

6.6%

Doctor, $6
Fermat 53.6%
Forums . 0.0%
Format

California Sta

tlbNAY

sivoroSrr

3.4%

Nesters 342
Parrett dos 39.7%
Ferro* 9.6%
Percent for.i, 64%

%won int Cows
University of California

Berkeley
Davis
Irviae
Les AnSelirs
Riverside
Soots Barbara

:alifornia State University
Bakersfield

e, Chico

Deetagess Sills
Fresno
Fullerton

Nk 3a rd
Humboldt
Loss Beach
Los Angeles
Noginridge
Pomona
Sacramento
Sae Bernardino
San Otago
San Francisca
Sao Jose
San ;aii Obt..!

Socesi,

'talua116FI

SZOMENTAI, INKSIMATION

1662 1:11

0.0%
19 0.0%

520 2.2%
37.3% '6.5%
7. 1.6%
S. 1.4%

974

331.0!
13.9%
6.1%

09 -

16.6%
0.4%
0.2%
3.1%

26.1% - 14.3%
3.6% - 4.1%
9.1% 2.5%

36 - 33.7%
46.4% - 5.2%
20.0% 20.0%
0.0% 3.4%

300
31.6%
14.3%
13.6%

- 12.2%
.1%
4.9%
7.0%

CAMPUS 'removal=

11-11744151611104#2.Vemlieet

ULM ..1111 _Mae lam

Gradate Enrollment
Fall 1178 Tnroop fail 1142.

ar

California State University

C fall faI lg311 Fall

NUM

165 169 2.4% 27 32 11.5% 29 la
67 72 - 17.2% 13 7.3 0.0% 4 5

46 53 * 144% 3 7 40.0% 4 S

133 123 LI% 34 23 - 26.4% 13
41 50 20.87E 10 1 - 90.0% 0 1

411 4: - 1.2.2% 10 11 10.0% 6

33 22 - 37.1% 3 1 - 66.6%

99 37 5.1% 9 6 - 33.3%
43 50 16.2% 11 L2 9.0%
54 46 1101% 10 a - 20.0%
94 04 10.6% 29 20 - 31.0%
30 27 , 10.0% 17 5 70.6%
33 41 24.2% 6 5 - 16.6%

92 61' - 33.7% 17 6 . 64.7%
139 9,1 $6.5% tl 9 . 70.9%

109 95 12.8% 9

!;:g19 LO -15.1% I C :

115 96 - 14.7% 14 20 85.7%
35 1650.0% 0

136 108 - 20.5% 1
41.4. 19 - .6.2%'

63 5o - .2.8% 128 .18 - 7.8
66 62 - 34% I. - 17 6%

21 - ..5% 8 -300.0%
6/ 14 - 49.2% 1.5 11 - 26.7%
13 3E4 b 100.0%

Source: Calif Arnim Footoseoadorli ikloatio* Coolatossos sr

-9.
COPY AVASABLE
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DISPLAY 24 Letters: Liaguistics.

PIPORTIN Charactertitic

Anon os GM= MORNS

SEGMENTAL ENTORNATICIN

Percent or Pen:snags

Daswerasty of Calibrate
California State Osivarenty

01940011 GNIOU121032
tietweseSty of Csailezete

4
6

143

4
6

WI

0.0%
0.0%

94%
IIMPINNO SO 47.2% 44.6% 2.6%

**meet limerity 11.14 14.1% 5.0%

44t Ionise .
eg

22.7% 1048 - 1.5%

Celltesms. lasts OatvereLty 273 221 16.4%

Psiesetiama 30.4% 27.11 - 3.2%

Percent ilmerIty 18.9% 23.4% 4.5%

Percoat lesokse 14.3% 18.41 4.1%

62400941 MMUS-
Ustwersaty of Collfornie
NOSten 24 27 12.5%

Percent Nos 37.5% 33.31 - 44%

Percent Dimerity 22.2% 23.0% 2.1%

Percest Fenno ® iscrs 18.61 - 12.3%

Doctors U 20 84.11%

Perms ass 910.1 60.0% - 30.0%

tercest litaerity 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Permit Foreige 374% 16.7% - 20.1%

Calitermie 29.01111 2$11POWSity

Sitstars ie . 45 - 23.0%

Nereus Nes 30.4% 211.6% - 1.4%
Perceet Ninertty 13.4% 15.4% 0.0%

Percent Tonto 20.0% 24.3% 6,2%

-

fe

CAMPUS liffORMATION

latuffamassi
University At California

,iireshislafro"Pc:.
.23 -nig law

lerneley " 30 me%

Davis v 7 10 * 42.111

Los Asgelos 38 49 134%

Son Dseso 41 39 - 11.1%

:.4:forsle State University
Fresno 51 47 - 9.6%

'.lames 31 29 .. 6.4%

Loss Beach 49 6 '' .1%

Northridge 31 31 - 3.1%

Soo Ososo
46 39 - 15.1%

San Jess 04 36 - 43.71;

Somme: California Peeteeceedory Regencies Ceiniestos.

11.111
t,J,I

Greases Enrol lent
Fall 1978 111,000 Fall lin

CalfftriVia Stele Weiveretty

Fall Fill Fall Fail Fall
1978 1979 1910 1981

Graduate Deems
...,

377- l - Percent 1477- !Mr Overcast

.3 -A Alm .3 .11 Jam=

a 13
5 2
9 6

2 6

9 7

8 8

lo 9

7 3

o i

1.. 10

02.3% 3 6 +100.0%

- 60.5% 0 0 0.0%

- 33.3'% 4 6 +30.0%

*200.0% - 8 +100.0%

- IL2
0.0%

- 43.7%
- 57.1%
, 33.3%
- 2E6%

otS) COPY AVAILABLE
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DISPLAYv25 Letters: Speech, Debate, and Forensic Science

ofrooran Charmaristic

suodexTAL INFORMATION

1470 1,42 ParCigiTm 7:14:70litag

SUMO Of ONADWA32 INDORSES
Unaversity of California 2 0.0%
California Seale University 10 10 0.0%

GRAD Mil INIOLURINS
0siersity .t Califeasia 24 37 54.1%

Perammt Ise 50.0I 31.3% + Ln
Fousat liaearity 30* 6.9% - 13.1%
l'ammitiorrisa 13.6% 9.11 - 4.5%

Calitamila Beats Oligmasity 301 233 - 22.5%
Foveae Hon 39.9% 36.3% - 3.4%
Precast Biaority 20.4% 12.1% 7.7%
Perces& Foreips 1.3% 7.4% - 0.9%

6RA00422 MOM
University of California
Baster, $ 3 - 37.3%

Permit Bea 73.0% 00.01 * 3.0%
Forces& Minority 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Foram Foreign 0.0% 21.0% * 23.0%

C

Doctors 2 2 . 0.0%
Foreset Barn 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%
!scant Minority 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pervert foreign 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Califoreas State University .

Beaters 91 51 39.5%
Pawast Ose 44.2% 42.0% - 2.21
Permit Itimerity 21.4% 20.02 3.0%
Permit Fersign 5.4% 16.7% 11.1%

aEr-LOLSAMERE

Universiry of California
lierkoloy
Davis

California State 0MSVOrfity
Fresno
Fullerton
Hayward
guneoldt
Loss Basco
Los Angola*
Nortbriogrr
Sacramento
Sao Osage
ise Yrs:lexica
Sas jags

Source: 441;Ibreiat,

CAMPUS INFORMATION

Tralhilarlial=e6tFal
-1/3 .2021

20 44 + 30.0%
3 11 266.4%

13 11 - 15.4%

39 10 - 74.3%
6 4' 1o.7%
$ 3 - 62.3%

32 2S - 12.31
29 13 - .2%
13 21 40.0%

.71 103160

18 24 33.3%
S4 30 - 44.4%

27 ;.3 - 51.4%

ry,86or.catios C.oanises66.

1;11

Graduate Enrollment
Fall 1978 Thrums Fall 1982

"1.000

1

'Mantis State University

University of Callfornit

F 11 Fill Fall Fall Fall
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

Graduate Inorees

nt

-11

0
0

11
21
$

2
4
9
3
-
6

15

3

4

1

2

2
1

3

-
!

9
6

9

5

- 30.0%

- 01.01
- 90.4%
- 07.5%
50.C:
71.2%. .........-..
8o"11

0100.0:
0.0:

- 40.0%
oo.i%

1 +100.0%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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DISPLAY 26 Lettrs: Plaiosopbg
liZOKENTAL

Proem Coaracterist%..

TIOW

'men
int
or PerCORRIP

Po Cony

fill

1971

Sraduaia Enrollment
Fall 1978 through Fall 1912'

MONSON OF ORADOATZ FOOOMANS
osiodmity of Califossie
California State Usivereity

ORAN= 1301OLLOOMI
University of California

Percast Mon
Percent Otiosity
Paeans Sorolis

6,
California State Oliversity

Forma Mom
omit Otiosity
Parson Foreign

DIADMIT DIMIZO
Voiraraity of Co Word*
Masters

Onicest elea
Forma Miosrity
Percent Foreigs

Doctors
Foram aus
Vatow Viassity
meat Finis"

California State Itaisionitm
Masters

Percent a
Forms Minority
Parcest Foreign

185
71.3%
13.6%
16:11%

1411
73.4%
17.3%
7.4%

19
70.6%
33.3%
12.3

13
14.6%
0.0%

30.01

23
70.3%
30.0%
r 0.0%

iq -

71.3%
9.6%

21.0%

03
75.41
31.0%

7.7%

16
93.3%
0.L%
20.0%

16
11.2%

0.0%
11.1

a
100.01
100.0%
38.8%

0.0%
0.0%

0.0%
0.0%

- 4.0%
.21
62.3%
2.3%
Ls.r&
0.11

- 13.7%
22.71

- 33.3%
. 7.3%

=An
- 3.4%

0.0%
- 38.n

- 65.3%
21.7%

a 44.0%
50.0%

4400

SOO

University of California
olmonimmenemismponemiwamoselemir

Califorsia State University

Fill Fat; Fall

1979 1910 1902
fail
1002

CAMPUS INFORMATION

Oradvato arms

rallrldular".Cent 11171:-I'Vesat 1175"---e
lima .3 .21fra_UN Jiff ..21=

Usisrfity of Ca/stoma
Bereelev 43 35 - 11.6%
Davis 21 13 - 31.1%
Irvine 16 20 23.0%
Los Angeles 43 40 13.9%
Riverside 9 IT U. 0%
Sao Diego
Santa Barbara

30
23 wswr

- 16.6%
0.0%

14.storaia Stare Usiverstcy
:sag Mora 19 :3 31AtI
Los Angela* 13 IS 20.0%

North:ids, wr 11.4
San Diego ;:s 10 - 60.3%

San Francisco IT - 59.3%

Sim ;pm, 15 :3 - L3.3%

courca ;alifornia Postsecondary Educatum C4.116901.11*

^

Y(1JJ

5 4400.0% 2 9 350.0%
1 1 0.0% 1 0 - 100.0%

2 1 - 50.0% 1 0 -109.0%
1 4. 57.5% 5

3 .400.O%

0 3 0 0 0.0%

3 - 57.1% 3 - 33.3
0 1 .100.0%

1 - '5.0%
3 0 -300.0%
3 0" -m.o..

e.0;
. s7.5%
- 33.3%

-102-
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DISPLAY 27 Mathematics, Gemeral

00ooras cuareaariesic

SEAL TNTORMATION

Percent er Percentage
Point Champs

%UMW Of GRAMM 1140444M5
University of California
California State University 13 13

0.0%
0 . 0%

GUM= LMMOLLMCO18
University of California 603 547 - 5.4%

Percent Men - $4.= 12.211 - 1.9%
Portent Minority 11.1% 17.6% 3.3%
Porten Fent. 21.1% 27.9% 6.41

California Steam University 412 442 + 12.11
Pest Men 69.3% 44.8% - 2.5%
Percent Minority 23.9% 29.6% 5.71
Pestles Pesetas 10.21 11.El Mgt

GMAD0421 mum=
University of California

Masters 103 182 0.9%
Percent Men 79.6% 80.4% - 0.1%
Percent Minority 10.2% 16.0% 5.8%
Percent. Yorsigs 11.8% 25.5% + 6.7%

Doctors
Percent Men
Percent Minority
Percent Yersign

Califossia Stara University
Masters

Percent Son
Portent Minority
Portent Terri

54
87.0%
11.8%
21.2%

6672.n

28.6%
12.3%

51
81.0%
28.4%
34.0%

51
42.5s
50.0%
32.3%

-
51.21.0%

4, 16.1%
+ 12.8%

- 21.7%
- 9.1%
* 21.4%

19.8%

LtEeirigleate
University of California

Berkeley
Davis
Irvine
Los Angelo,
Aivorside
San Diego
Santa Barbara
Septa Cr=

CaLifornia State University
Fresno
Fullerton
Ha Twig rd

Loaf aoaca
Los anselos
Xortbruigt
Pomona
Sacramento
San Diego
San Francisco
Sao Jos.
Sao Luis Obispo
Sower

It
iforssa

J
e:

CAMPUS INFORMATION

;=cell all Ptrcent
Graduate gnryllervta

-MI _Mt Jima
233 221 - 3.1%
37 32 - 13.5%
Si 54 - 5.5%

136 118 - 13.2%
32 31 - 3.1%
63 51 - 19.0%
49 56 + 10.2%
17 26 + 52.01

15 19 0.0%
20 39 95.0%
16 31 0 93.?".
.0
7.

47

'6
17 .5%
,.. .

39 26 33.3%
lo 23 0 43.7%
31 10 - 67.7%
14 22 - 35.2%
.2 12 - 71.4%
41 10 153.6%
15 15 0.0%
14 11 0.0%

dsatin Cemsiasion.

Graduate Enrollment
Fall 197$ Mr0,10 Fall 1982

1,000

University of California

4500

California State University

Fall Fall Fill Fall
1978 1979 1981 1982

arsenate Degrees

TV77:---41,0242-PPER-3 .11 Jam
31 29 . 6.4%
10 7 - 30.0%
1 9 0800.0%
29 32 10.71
6 7 . 16.7%
18 5 - 72.28
7 10 42.1%
1 3 .200.01

0 1 *

8 * 144%, WO:4 .
7 3 - 57.1%
9 - 55.5%
1 8 .70C..0%

2 s *200.0%
,

- 0.0%
0 3 - 50.0%
6 2 64.7%
9 0 - 33.3%
8 3 - 61.5%
3 - 80.0%

Trr--41-147.cont
.21

33

3

0

10
1.
4

2

0

.2maa

- 33.3%
.- 64.7%

-200.0%
0.0%

+100.0%
'150.0%

22
1

J.

8

2 &

1
5

1

BEST COPY AVAILABLE-103-
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DISPLAY ?a Physical Scfacas: Chasfstrg, Qaoral
S&GNENTA T11

bran' or Paa
proir pmrt1ot1e

N<03it0 OT Gt MI&f
Gntvantty of Cauforsis
Califorsia State tloa..rstty

OWRAfl
Uo usnity of Ca1U.soia

l.resst llss
!.resat t!lasrity
t.re.st T.niis

Ca1ii'osia hats aissnity
bras' llss

maa>a own

12

1.027
79.0%
9.2%

12.5%

3a
723%

17 ..fl

$

1,116
77.1%
144%
13.6%

372
703%
3t.4s
17.71

Paine Clams

0.0% fit! Em sl lrnt
o_o% Pall 1997$ flW0IS Fall 19

1.6%
1.2%
5.3%
L15

4.1$
2.0%

6.44%

E.sr.ity of Caithrol.
mater.hrt 01*

lsscsat lKaortty
rsrass 1 g LOs

Doctorstsraat .
!.:cost l9Lsrity

Tór.is
C.iilorsis tests r.rsity
lseass

brass [!.s
F*w t Otoority
Psra*t Tor 4

1@1
73.3'
7.3%
10.0%

133
90.*
9.7%
9.2%

61
91.7'
30.0%
17.4%

71

79.5%
20.1%
29.6%

110
10.6%
12.6%
13."

72
13.6%
4.4%
30.'%

22.7%
1.3%
13.5%
11.6%

41.5%
- 9.71

3.9%
2.4%

11.0%
- R.1%

.4%
23.2l

U+Uvsrsity of California
1.rt1.p
Dan'
I rwLa.
Loa Aigolos
RtnrsLds
1aa Dt.lo
sssta Sar4.rs
lasts Crss

wlitorsia hats Uaivorsitp
Trsaso
Tailsrtos
Naroard
Loral beach
:.es ARp1e0
$ortbfdl.
taps'
bacraaaato
Sao D1..10
San Trucsse.
ban Jos.
Sao Lou 4b :spo

CMeV$ m1QRMA

Fall Fill Fsl1 Fs11 Eaf1'
197$ 1974 1N0 1961

,iduiq 11I - .t - - rtont

322
104
75
160
53

164
93
56

22
23
19
31
39
26
18
2Y
58
42
s0

374
126
99
136
61
141
17
51

16.1%
21.1%
32.0%

- 2.5%
21.2%

- 9.7%
- 6.5%

3.3%

19.0%
0.0%
9.6%

- 2S.o
- 19.2%

33.3:
41.6»
3.4%

-2L5%
- 24.0%

0.0%

bases: Calii.rsta P.st.scoadary Lasratsas Cs.siaa.

17 9 - 47.1%

2 6 . 200.0%
6 4 -66.7%
13 9 30.1%

S 6 20.0%
39 23 -4L0%
15 14 - 6.7%

4 7 75.0%

1 3 200.0%
7 3 -28.6%
1 1 0.0%

3 u0.0%
- 28.6:

1 2 100.0;,'

o 3 -50.0%
3

16
S .34.5%

16 14.3%

0

i
Ii

16
C b

r.

49. 66 34.6%
7 13 13.1%

2 9 350.0%
20 24 20.%
2 S 150.0%
13 26 100.0%
11 12 9.0%

9 s 464.4%

0 2

8ES cpp'V AVAILAB-
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DISPLAY 29 Pft,ical Sciences: Geology;

SEGMENTAL INFORMATION

rill Characteristic
Percent or PlIrCiataa.

NURSES OF =MATZ PMOORASS
University of California
:alifornas Sumo Usiversity

OSAMU SNIOLLIENTS

4
6

0.1%
0.0%

University of CAligossia 193 204 5.7%
Feronnt Min 74.6% 70.6% - 4.0%
Foram Wriority 11.0% 0.5%
Perron Parelp 9.1% 32.0% 2.2%

California Stat. Uni6ersity 301 12.6%
Foment nes
torrent dimority

77.6%
3.1%

77.12,
9.2%

0.2%
3.4%

Forrest forst. 3.2% 3.7% - 1.3%

NADU= mows
University of California
Masters

Porton Oils
3;

76 . 7%

22 - 26.6%
9.7%

FercestAllsority 0.0% 40.0% 40.0%
Percent Torsi. 20.0% 16.7% - 3.3%

Sectors 16 23 43.7%
Deseret Sea 93.3% 63.14 - 29.7%
Percent edaerity 0.0% 33.3% 33.3%
Perron forsiss 14.3% 14.3% 0.0%

California State University
Buten*

Percent Des
Forma Ninealry,
Fircent Foreign

27
SO.0%
23.0%
0.0%

47
19.3%
1.0.n
so.os

+ 74.0%
+ 1.3%
- 14.3%
+30.0%

ktierlaalrdead

CAMPUS INFORMATION

graduate Enrollment
Fall 1978 Through Fall 1982

4900

4aliforsila State tinlv

University of California

Fall Fa' 11 Fell Fall Fall
1978 1979 11813 1981 1982

giramitt otafts
No Fan Perms recent1177:11P:

.123 JaMit n JtiME -E Joan
Usimirsizy of California

Serkeley 49 30 + 2.0% 7 4 42.8% 7 * 14.3%
Davis 54 12.5% 3 6 *100.0% 3 +200.0%
Los Angeles 66 41 - 10.8% 5 6 * 20.0% S 40.0%
Santa Larnaca SO 59 * 18.0% 9 6 - 33.3'% 2 5 +150.0%

:alifornia State University
Fresno 15 - 114% 6 a 0.0%
Long Beach 38 39 2.6% 0 -100.0%
Los Apples 63 35 2 8 -300.0%
Mortaridge 33 + 13.:% 100.0%
San Diego 68 95 39.7% 9 23 '155.5%
Sas Joss 02 53. - 11.2% 6 - 14.3%

'Source:. Conniasies
jj.1' Al .1.181

-105-
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DISPLAY 30 Physical Sciences: Phusica, -General

IEGMENTAL INTOILISATMN

Provos Characteristic 11111233LE=Mr

NUMBER OF GRAMM POOGRAME
University of Califon".
ColifOoSso State Unoorsity

ORMUZ EBOOLLMEMIS
Osimenity of Califs:ma 757

Partys' nos 93.8%
Amen hiseeity 9.6%
Penns; Inaiss- 114%

Califosna Sane listonsity 178-

Perna
Porno INsewity
fonenloengs

67.441

17.01
11.92

GOMM Old=
University of California

Masters
Futon pas
Wren Miserity
Fern= lessiga

Deccan
Potent ass
Forms illenicy
Pores= Foteiga

109
96.2%
7.96

21.3%

76
92.2%

os.ss

Calitaceia State Belversity
Masters 36

Farcest Nos 91.7%
Percent Mimerity 66.7%
Ahem= fagots, 62.9%

mmAllinOOMPloo

.1

Percent or Percentage

OOIMOINoolotlelloill

cat
7 0.0%

793

93.5%
3.0%
0.3%

154% 341
26.6% 944

167 4.0%
nen
19.0%

44%
141

104% 2.7%

113
81.5%

3.6%
7.71i

13.6% 5.7%
31.4% 3.1%

77 0.1%
32.2% 0.0%
17.6%
324% S.

31
93.53
30.0%
21.0%

29.1%
1.0%

16.7%

cams DIFORMATION

irtlar"Uselt
Ali -Wan_Itamasmei_Sami

University of California

An
Bartel*, 239
Davis 41

Irvine 39
las Angeles 172
Riverside 43

San Dias* 113
Santa Barbara 47

SoOT0O Crux 23

California State University
Fresno 19

Long learn 26

Los lingsias 29

Northridge 23

San Diego 20

SanTrancisco 21

San Joss 13

246
46
61
179
31

106
73

26

- 3.0%
12.2%
15.2%
4.0%
10.0%

-

* 35.3%
13.0%

Graduate Enrollment
Fell 1978 Through Fall 1282

I

\
N.,

1,000 \N
University of CalifOrnia

SOO

California Stets Univnrsity

Fall 4-11

1978 1979

ar041011TAN

Fall Fail Fall

1980 1981 1982

Trffir--031 arcsnt
_aims

117F-AIF
_In ..2wau

30 38 26.7% 23 33 4. 32.0%

2 6 4200.0% 2 0.0%

6 - 33.3% 4 *300.0%

49 11.4% 16 44.45

3 e 10.0% 2 4 .100.0%

9

5
0

9

3

0.0%
40.0%

19

8

1

16

3

- 15,8%
- 37.S%
'2°0.0%

- 47.4%
- 4.0%

2 *100.0%

10.3% 5 3 3.0%

20.0% 6 3 16.1
10.0% 6 3 - 16.7%

- 57.10. C

33.3% 3 20.0%

Ca.ifornaa Postsecondary Educaticat Commission.

-106-
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DISPLAY 31 Frye bra

PPooreelparecterietic

General

NNIUlraLM.MM.

AL DIFORMATION

Percent or Percentage

AMER OF 0118DUAT1 MCGRAW
Usiverstty of California 9 0.0%1 riduata Enrollment
Califernaa Stets University 16 16 0.0% Fall 1978 Through Fall 1982

GRADUATE mougurs
University of California 338 388 - 1.9%

Percept 8a 51.2% 45.1% - 3.311
Perces% Minority 17.9% 19.1% 1,4,
Percent remise 7.4% 6.3% 0.9% .500

California Km UsVsersity 1.921 1,337 - 18.9%
Perces% Des 47.1% 39.4% - 8.4%
Percent Minority 16.1% 17.1% 1.0%
Percest Forties 3.3% 2.1% - 1.2%

=MATE MOWS
Uessersity of California

Merolla State
University

Masters
Percent Des

37
37.93

61
44.2%

7.01
- 13.1% ,1,300

Perces% disortty 17.9% 34.63 16.7%
Perces% foreign 14.3% 11.3% - 2.7%

Doctors 79 8.8% 41.000

Percent Men 68.33 32.95 16.0%
Percent dimwit? 14.9% 17.2% * 2.3% Uniyarsity of California
Percent Foraigs 6.03 o . 0% - 6.0% .1

;124)
California State Diaverstty

Masters 333 491 115%
Percent Mee 48.81, 41.3% - .7.3%
Percent Minority 18.81 14.9% - 3.9%

Fill Fitt Fall Fall
Perces% Foreign 3.1% 13.9% 10.11 Fall

1978 1979 IPSO 1981 1982

Segment ano Coleus

University of California
Berkeley
Davis
Irvine
Los Angeles

Riverside
San Diego
San Francisco
Santa Barbara
Santa Crus

California State University
lasersfield
Chico
Dominguez Mills
Fresno
Fullerton
Humboldt

Long Bean
as Angeles
sortbridge
Sacramento
San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San lose
Sondosk.

StAsitihns s
#

CAMPUS INFORMATION

74/"IllArsi srcant

.211 -OM
105 99 - 5.7%
25 23 0.0%
28 32 , 14.2%

207 115 - 10.6%
49 47 - 4.0%
47 0 -100.0%
25 30 + 20.0%
.8 50 * 2.0%
23 40 * 73.9%

30 27 - 10.0%
126 85 - 32.3%
69 75 * 1.7%

111 57 i- 41.6%

39 60 1.6%
124 95 - 23.3%
166 69 - 46.3%
.28 32o - 23.1%
148 1.7 - 0.6%
.-. 96

3C 59

12.8 10o

-

F7'.ii

110 -1 25.4%
112 92 11.5%

13 19.S%.9,

3' - 8.1%

Source: California Postsecondary Education, COMMILSIMAA.

lama 711 .11/
runt

Jittas

8 1 0.0% 24 19 - 20.1%
7 5 -21.6% 10 11 v 10.0%
2 1 - 50.0% 1- - 4 * 33.3%
22 28 v 27.2% 26 31 19.21
6 3 . 50.0% 0 3
8 9 * 12.5% 1.3 - 46.2%

0 0 0.0% 3 1 66.71
3 7 *133.3% *10Q.0%

1 0 -100.0% 3

7 6 - 14.3%
27 17 - 37.0%
3 13 .333.3%

17 13 - 23.3%
33 1- .1%

25 0.0%
44 39 - 11.3%

111 89 - 19.r.
41 20.5%

20 36 * 10.0%
:5 IS 4 20.a%
3' 17 - 54.0%
65 53 - 16.4%
53 52 - :.8%

57 31 - *5

1* *100.2%

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
-107-
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DISPLAY 32 Public Affairs and Services: Public Aftinistration

Prearai ChAracteristic .11.011111/LMIMP

0
12

19372
'3.1%
31.3%
34%

SEOMENTAL INFORMATION

Percent or Percentiles
41212ISIILIIII

0.9%
23.0%

. 14.3%
9.4%

r 2.11,

1.3%

NUMB or fINDUitf MGM,
Usiseraty of Calibrate
Crattersta Stato 0stwersity

MOMS 11101LMINTS
Usteeretty of Calif erste

Parana ties
Percent Nfterige
Pereems Pirsies

CaLtforsia State Usimersity
reggaes Nes
Pergest
haat legatos

0
ts

1,344
Si 4%
34.1%
5.1%

GRAMM DIGNISS
Vataretst of Calif nLa
Nesters

te=ems Nes
Panes Dimarity
fiercest forsigs

Doctors
Posesall 11148.

Perces& Dimwit,
Percent last.

California Sato °nasality
Naar,

Percent Ass
Pagan Nisortty
Patens Fasten

430
72:21

' 21.1%
4./4

340
37.
31.4%
0.5%

s- 20.91
14.9%
WU
cel;

CAMPUS ZNFOSXAT1ON

klog IL.ajnekre
704126111

.1211

SO

ant
_Mans

.247.0%
California State University

Satersfield 17

Chico 34 39 9.2%

Deminsuez Sills 103 130 45.4%

Freese 2 34 +1809.0%

Fullerton 107 102 - 4.6%

Hayward 212 203 - 3.3%

Loss leach «43 138 - 41.2%

Los ASWINS 203 83 - 59.9%

NOMMAI$11 6 - 14.3%

Sacramento
San Sereardino

129
0

96
3l

- 24.0%
It

,5144 Diego 142 97 - 31.6%

44 FIVICLICO 0 63 *

Smas'aoss 108 34 - 90.0%

Stansirikus 31 38 - 23 4%

S0111CO : CalLforsits, Postsamidary Itasestios Carassice.

.

imamate
Fall 197S Term.

EnrollFallment
1012

2.800

2.000

litarnia State Untrersity

1,000

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall

1978 1072 SOSO I101 1N2

..21 .01181 ...ZI .ibmaus

12 3

4 11

16 42

0 0

49 27

Sa' St

98 39
,«., 20
0 I
17
1

30
0

49 26

0 10

24 29

1' :3

-108- 117

- 75.0%
.175.0%
4462.n

0.0%
- 44.0%
-29."'2

$9.8%
- 35.13%

76.0%
-200.0%
- «0.9%

0

- 20.3'.
- 35.3%

COPY AVAILABLE

4.?



DISPLAY 33 Public Affairs and Services: Social Work and Helping Service

SZ29eNTAL INFORMATION

Program Characteristic =4.11.11EHLMMI. 111111MIMM
Percent or Percentage

Point Maw
Graduate Enrollmentgoon of GROOM INGRAM"

University of California
California State University

2 2

5

0.0%
0.01,

Fall 1078 Thriven Fall 1982

GOADCATI 101011011128
Univarsity of California 683 313 - 4.9%

Mns 264% 22.4 12.5%
Percent 'Asperity
Percent fossils

22.2%
1.4%

30.0%
2.1%

1.8%

6.3%
California State University

CelifeeRIS SUM University
tamest Ns

1.030
32.1%

999
24.6%

4.1%
8.2%

01.000

Pertain Mloority 21.1% 24.3% - 3.8%
?enema Foreign 1.7% 1.7% 0.0%

GRADUATE MOM
WaverSITT of California
Masters 161 170 5.5%

Permit Mee
Percent Minority

33.5%
25.6%

22.5%
30.1%

- 11.0% 4500- 4.6% University of California

Forrest Foreign 2.5% 2.4 0.1%

Dockers 20 18 - 10.0%
Pest Pelee 65.0% 33.3% - 11. 7%

Fewest Mieerity 12.5% 57.1% 44.6%
Puss Foreign 10.0% 0.1% - 0.9%

I
California State Usiorstrir

no& vs
.11 tempt Are

263
29.3%

405
24.2%

53.9%
Fell

- LI% 1978
Fall Fill' Fall
1979 1980 1981

Fall

1982

kercest Minority 23.2% 22.1% - 1.1%
Peetteeke Foreign 2.0% 6.2% 6.22

CAMPUS INFORMATION

Ipmfiftlau
111

Grii0u0t0

Stgliont sn0 ;fang _WI ' -nt

University ct California
Berkeley 236 22S - 4.0% 92
Los angelos 167 1.58 5.3% erg

.1al&fornaa Seats Unsvarsity
Friona Ito 170 - 10.5% 66

Sac:wont° 262 266 - G.r% 19

San Diego 300 266 10.o% 85

San Francisco 152 l'O 11.1 56

Sao Jose 1/o 103 - 37

'el
"IV 71111/sliasila

iource. 1a/ifornir Postseceedsisi tie CAnat.assoa

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
-109-
18

Percent r-411cent
.gyp-1 -.1t .21211

101 0.7% 15 26.,%
69 0.0% S 18.7;

52 -

114

139 63.5%
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DISPLAY 35 Social Sciences: Sconomics

SAL INFORMATION

Nygren Charettorlatic

OUNIta OF ORa00422 MORAN
Univwssity of Czlifornia
California State University

OMAN= CONOMONTS
University of Wiforaia

Psweest Mena ...,,

AMOK Minority
Potent fontio

California State University
Persona we
Fermat Minority
Percent Foreign

MOMS MMUS
Uaiversity of Cediforsia

Masters
Forrest Men
Fermat Minority
Fiercest Fortin,

Doctors
Forum Men
Permit Minority
Forrest Foreina

Pescara or Porcettage
Point Dom

Grodoato Enrollment
Fall 1978 Thrmish Fall 1912

6

536
12.5%
ULU
23.5%

317
77.0%
25.0%
30.1%

92
'76.5%
1,23%
56.1%

Si i

01.4%i
9.7%

21.15

9

$26
74.1%
15.01
31.3%

213
73.7%
56.3%
24.1%

96
10.2%

21.3%

55
92.71
22.2%
20.0%

16.7%
0.0%

- 2.2%
. 4.0%

4.21
LS/

10.01
- 1.3%
+ 10.5%

6.03

4.3%
1.9%
4.6%
2.2%

- 3.1%
1.3%

12.5%
- 1.1%

m1,000

I.

University of California

Pap,fsettovolo State University ,j

ICalifoqnia State University
Mosta*, 59 SS - 6.7%

Percent Men 79.6% WO% 0.4%
Ferran Mirority 20.0% 50.0% 30.0%
Forrest Foreign 21.% 52.6% 30.9%

Sent and COM*

University of California
Seraeley 144 120 * i3.8%
Davis 61 51 - 4.9%
Los Angeles 143 131 - 1.3%
Riverside 41 49 *19.5%
San Diego 60 31 3.3%
Santa &altars $9 93 4.4%
Santa Crus 0 13 ' 1p

CAMPUS INFORMATION

411 Fall Fall Fall Fall
1970 1979 19800 1981 1902

Falrilar 7 e4ont mon
.123 .121i .21 itimma

:al:lanais State University
Fullerton
Kaywarn
Loos Mara
:.as Angola,
?owns
Sacramento
San Diego
San .loge

rCent.2i _It -LIM
-.

10 56.5% 27 23 14.6%
3 57.1% I. 5 *400.0%

27 * 17.3% 19 9 - 52.4
14 +400.0% 2 . 1 .0300.0%
9 0.0% 2 7 *250.0%

27 3.1% 7 3 57.1%
6 0 0 0.0%

14 LS '.:.% 4 S 25.0%
19 15 - 2.1..0% 4 /. . 50.0%
29 32 10.3% 10 7 0 30.0%
30 49 63.3% ,

.

37 14 62.2% o

29 31 0.0% 6
33 35 6.0% 1
1* 31 19= 4

R
.

3 WO%
a 0.0%
o 0.0%
6 C.0%

Source: :allfornis Postsecondary 140Catiel Commission.

133
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DISPLAY 36 Social Sciences: Geography

'rearm Character, %ism.

SECIMENTAL INFORJULTION

Percent er Percentage

1l7a 1912 Point Menge

=MU or 61696612 MAWS
Indust. Enrollment

Umeeceaty of Celifereas 3 5 0.4 Fall 1978 Fall 1082

Cateiorou lute 0milmetty 10 LO 0.0%

0160661% MMUS=
. 9eamereity of Celigerate 174 LAO . 5.1%

'exam Nee 69.5% 63.9% - 5.6%

hum Ninefity 6.61 11.4 4.61

Puss Fereage Ihis 14.fl 5.2%

Caltferete Woe Detreesity
Perms Nee
Permit lesentity
Weems Fexeigs

OPADUA21 MINN
Voiveretty ef Calibre:le

313
415.0
ics
6.21

120
67.611

1s.6t
6.41

393%
cog
0.4%

- 1.9t

Neaten 22 42 10.1%

Percent Nle 55.01 110" 251g

Peacoat Weeetty 12.51 16.71 4.2S

Pereset Fezelge to" 33.71 25.7%

Dectess
Percent Nes

13
69.2S

14
n.41

7.1%
2.291

" Percent idnerity 33.3% 0.011 - 33.31

/*reset Ievelge 14.3% 33.3% 110%

Caltiorst.e state thateareity
Nene= 41 33 - 32.6%

*anent Mes 79.91 77.4% - 2.2%

/meet Nteerity 11.0% 50.01 gLe

Porten Yere160 30.0% 50.0% 0.0%

CAMPUS INFORMATION

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall
1978 1979 1980 1911 1912

Fergularnirrcant 1277- 1:11!." &Celt

hMENVIAILGAIRMI 1171 .1111 -am -4 -II ANN

Araousto Imarell
Ma

University of Cali:amnia
Berkeley 43 39 - 13.311 10 6 40.0t 6 4 0.0%

Davis 21 1 - 16.9% 3 6 locos 0 I e

Los Angeles 66 62 .. 6.0% 1 5 37.52 7 6 - 14.3%

WVITSI40 16 21 75.0% 0 3 0 1
*

Santa Serlars

California State University

26

c

43 65.3% 2 22 4606.0%

Chico 13 10 .. 23.1% 3 1 - 66.7%

Fromm 18 9 50.0% s 2 50.0%

Fullerton 11 23 31.1% 3
. 0.0%

Harvard 16 16 0.0% a 3 - 23.O%

Long learn 24 8 - 66.6% ' 0 -700.0%

1,06 AS,01411 27 13 g 51.1". 1 :.. - 73.07.

Northridge 33 34 - 33.1% o 2 . - 16.77,

San %ego 33 3: - 41.3% 9 9 - 11.1%

man Francisco 40 27 - 3:.5% 2 5 4150.3%

Sat ;pee 31 1 - 5.3% i 100.0%

Sevres: Celtfernis Peer.secesaerr Idecesse Cemnsisses.

IHA VitY3
-1.12- 2 1
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DISPLAY 37 Sacral Sciences: history

I
r

OMOr4(0 Cherfctsristi0

SURSC1 OT GRAMM PSOOMANO
Uateerstty et Caliteraia
tultfereaa State University

.24aumENOLUSIITS
University et Cailferaia

Percent heel

Forrest 1180erny
Pe.C614 ramp

Caltforeia State Unalersity
Percent Nes.
Percent Blimerity
Percent Teresa

GRADUATI mama 0
UsiverSity of California
Rasters

Percentiles
Percent Minority
Percent Yersige

Doctors
Percent Mee
Permit Ulserity
Percent Fern.

Callforeia State University
Rasters

Percent Mem
Percent Minevit7
Percent Foreign

Sacment end Umnua

01110111113L

$INICZNTAL INFORIL1TI

iireent or
Pgint Chan,

$
16

$ 0.0%
0.0%

695 649 - 6.6%
63.6% 54.9% - 1.7%
15.6% . 134% 1 . 9%
s.r4- CS% 0.9%

671 656 iS.0%
4.5.5% 6341 4 0.2S

c 16.2% 17.8% 141
5.5% 6.1% 0.611

129 95 " - 20.31
66.3% 62.1% 2.2%
15.6% 16.0% 2.4%
7.4% 14.7a, 7.2%

75 Si 25.3%
73.3%.3% k 55.9% 14.4%
15.6% 13.6% - 2.0%
15.2% 0.0% - 15.2%

123 tl - 56.1%
70.7% 55.1%
40.0% 20.0%

17.6%
10.0%
7.0%,

CAMPUS 1/WORICATION

..

Graduate Enrollment
Fall ISM Thremai Fell 1

,

Fall Fall Fall Fall. -Fall
1973 1979 19BO 1961

Greemet, Deems

1-449ent 1177st
Sbemmt --t! .J11 Absomp ..11 Amami

University of California
Berkeley
Danis
Irriae
Las Ample.
Riverside
SAO Diego
Santa Barbara
Santa Cruz

California State Ualwarsity
5inersfield
Chico
Fresno
Fuller:an
Halyard
Logs Sworn
Los Angeles
Northridge
Sacramento
in Civic

San Frsecisco
ian Jose
Sonoma '

Stslian.fflon.

4\
%Jr

166
46

. 37
264

42
120

2

19'
26
30
65

.

7$.3
33
52
75

26
14

rfi.t,-.t

116
40
45
235
57
68
,74

151

, 3.1
13
29
48

IS

40
50
44
37
44

36
, 26

19

10

20.5%..

- 13.0%
21.6%
10.9%
50.0%
61.9%
35.0%
0.0%

42.1%
55 .3%
3.3%

- 2974%
- 19.1%
- 0%
- 3S .
- 31.m
- 30.1%
- 13.3%
52.7%

- 46.9%
- 26.7%
'- 28.5%

4

25
9

5

SO
14
16
21
1

4
7

3
7

0

16

13

13

16
I&

8

2t; - 16.0%
- 55.6%

6 26.0L
37 2.6%
9 44 - 25,7%
7 -.47.4%
9 - 5.7%
2 100.0%

0 ,00.0%
3 - 25.6%

66.7%
9 28,6%

lo.rt
3 - 57.VI

. 62.3%
9 30.1%

*250,0%
69.2%

- 61.1°
-

0 /2.5%

29
a
2
27

9
0

13
2
2
23
1

5

10
0

- $5.1%
0.0%
0.0%
14.8%

- 50.0%
25-0%
11.1t
0.0%

.1,

Source: ciailorsia'Pestaatesaary Idecrnen
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DISPLAY 38 SocialSciancas: Political Science and Goverment

Prom Charottertitt;

ANIS CC GRAMM 11001611

SEGMENTAL

111.111111immal

DIVORINATION

Ploreent or Forcon1490

University of California 7 7 0.0%
:aliternaa Scat. VisvossIR7 Ll 11 0.0%

MAW 200012,1113
Univerniny of Celifernis

Percent Nen
40/

71.5%
410

61.15
4.2%
2.6%

Peremetfteertty
Pecan Amiga

15.2%
13.2%

13.7%
MO% 41.0%

1.9%

Cali oasis State Usimeesity 404 206 49.0%
Percent s.. ... 69.1% 624% 6.3%
Perms Minority 27.9% 91.3% + 0:41.
Puma hareisa 7.4% 13.0% 6.3%

CIAO= OWED
Umivereir, of California

Sisters 37 110 12.0%e
Percent Ise 73.7% 61.8% 11.9%
Perron Ilmerity 16.7% 12.3% 4.3%
Parcset lereige 12.4 12.1%

Doctors
Pement Nem

31
03.0% 11Wel

0.2
3.

Pettiest Bieerity 30.0% 30.0% 0.0%
Perremt foreign 16.4 34.1% -7.3%

ColiSernia Snots University
Masters 70 3, 30.0%

Percent 1st 74.4% 76.9% LS%
Peres; Minority 20.5% 414% 12.4%
Percent fermi.' 26.3% 37.1% 11.2%

CAMPUS 13 IPCNUIAT1011

.123 .1111

University of California
Berkeley 114 177 4.1%
Davis 21 31 47.6%

:rota* 2 4 4100 .

Los ample. 79
15 7.5%

Riverside 43 42 6.6%

Sao Diego 0 13

Santa Barbaro IL 66 - 7.0%

Callformia State University
Chit° 8 9 * 1.2.3%
Fresno 10 9.0%

Fullartaa 27 1L - 46.1%

Loop Semen 33 24 31.4%
LOS A110^0. 51 25 - 31.3%
%occultist 42 - 90 4%

Sacraments 37 21 24.3%

Sao 3sogo 25 1 w - 44.0%

San franc:Awe 82 7 - 91.5
Sea Jose 33 if -31.3t
Sonoma 3 31 - 27.0%

Source! :aiifornia Poauteemmesty gdiliCatiO4 CSOMLOSAOU.

.1

9

graduate Enrollment
Fall UPI Through Fall 1982

Dal Van ity of California
10111119=9101911. 1""'"

California State University

Fall P.11 Fall Fall Fill
1978 WM 1998 1981 1982

araikede Daor000

7177cm-44/12Wi
-21 .11 _Om

117T'ittP-"11 resnt

K 411321

16 60 .975.0% 17 21 * 13.511
6 16.7% o 0 0.0%
0 0 0.0% o o 0.01

21 ZS 11.0% 6 3 - 50.0%

4 4 0.0% 5 6 - 16.7%'
0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0%

10 14 4, 60.0% 7 5 - 28.6%

S 2 WO%
1 1 0.0%
4 4 0.0%

7 16.7%
10 3 - 70.0%

0 -100.0%
6 5 - 16.7%

-3

v6.7%
18 - 93.3:
1.3 6 - 93.8%

6 6 0.0%

-114-
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DISPLAY 39 Social Sciences: Sociology

..2211:ftsinsissittuls.
9UMS22 OF ORAN= MIDGMANS

=112LINNIEN.

SEGICNTAL INTOPMATTON

Portant or Percentage
POint CAIRO*

University of Califerass 6 0.0%
Cantors/is Stoup Delversity 1.0 1,0 0.0%

OSADUATI IINROLLMINTS
Uaivorsity of Caliiernia

Percent Sea
Percent Nieerity
Parent Feteragn

426
51.4%
22.4
10.1%

396
44.3%
311.7%
11,2%

- 6.5%
7.rt

- 6.4%
1.1%

Calibiania State Meiveroity
Percent Min

449

45.
331

44.511,

-45.5%
0.6%

Pesten NAmerity 34.5% 373% 1.4%
Porten Foreign 7.6% 12.53

GMADUSTI MCA=
University of California

Masters 66 34 -
Percent Den 45.4% 42.6% - 3.1%
Portent Dimerity 33.5% 24.2% 0.7%
Permit Foreign 13.2% 15.28 0.0%

Doctors a# 34 0.0%
Percent 57.1% 67.7% 10.6%
Percent Minority 31.3% 0.1% - 13.5%
Percent foreign 7.7% 13.4% 7.7%

Cail.fornia State Usiversitri

Masters 74 34 - 34.0%
Percent Dm 46.4% 73.9% 26.71,
Percent Minority
Pe7COM foreign

22.7%
14.3%

60.0%
0.0%

37.3%
- 14.3%

CAMPUS INFORMATION

Ilt2=6.1111anti

Oalvareity of California.

Irrtmlatra prrroTI
a aJO Alt Amu

Berkeley 10S 97 7.6%
Davis 26 22 - 13.3%
UCLA 100 101 1.0%
Rive/sins 26 30 - 21.0%
San Diego 54 ss 7.4%
San Francisco 25 24 4.0%
Santa Barbara 51 4 - 17.6%
Santa Crux 27 2i - 11.1%

California State Universitet
Cbico 9 13. ... 22.2%

Dosingues Bills 29 +262.5%
Fuller:on 32 23 - 22.1%
Hawn rd 13 :3 . 76.9%
Hunoolot 14 17.6%
Loa Angeles 10" - 52.S%
Nortnridge .1 25 -1.7.1%
Saf!rasento 21 19 -32.1%
San Diego SI 21 -58.8;
San Jose 36 a

Sources California Postsecondary Sdecatses Caanaasies.

124
4:*

Graduate Enrollment
Fall 1978 nommen Fall NW

11111~ #r

Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall
1978 1979 1J80 1981 1982

Graduate Norm

Tri rr 7110;215R3R
_Al _Man Jame

11 16 *45.5% 13 14 4. 7.7%
6 2 ae.6% 2 5 50.0%
16 10 37.6% 11 37.3%
4 50.0% 0 0 0.0%
9 10 4.11.1% 1 3 .200.0%
0 0 0.0% 3 . 13.3%
5 - 20.0% 9 2 - 77.11%

15 6 -60.0%

1.3 3 - 76.9%
0 2

7 5 20.6%
50.0%

1 2 .100.0%
5 6 2C .4;

2 - 50.0%
5 -60.0%
10 1 -90.0;
8 - SC.0%

1 1 5 BEST PY AVAILABLE



APPENDIX B

Ethnicity of Graduate Students and Degree Recipients by Field
of Study in California's Public Universities, 1978 and 1982

TABLE 14 Ethnicity-of University of California Graduate
Students by Field of Study, Fall 1978
and Fall 1982

TABLE 15 Ethnicity of California State University
Graduate Students by Field of Study,
Fall 1978 and Fall 1982

TABLE 16 Ethnicity of University of California Mister's
Degree Recipients by Field of Study,
1978-79 and 1982-83

TABLE 17 Ethnicity of University of California
Doctoral Degree Recipients by Field of
Study, 1978-7S and 1982-83

TABLE 18 Ethnicity of California State University
Master's Degree Recipients by Field of
Study, 1978-79 ind 1982-83
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TABLE 14 Sagacity of'17Etiversity of California Graduate Students
by Field of Study, Fall Jrcrir and Fall 1982*

Asian Member of Students
or Pacific *0 Declared

Discipline

Meglig
lack

Kilegqiii BegEig Their Ethnicity
Divisions la IIII 1976 Bit

Agriculture sad
Natural Resources

Architecture sad
5.4 5.7 0.9 1.5 3.2 2.4 88.7 89.1 409 433

Revirommwotal Dreiso 7.8 8.4 5.0 5.4 5.7 7.3 79.1 76.4 335 521
Riningical Sciences
Mmilopos avid

7.7 7.6 1.1 1.4 1.9 3.2 87.0 86.0 2,568 2,302

Management 6.1 7.9 2.5 3.5 3.9 5.9 85.7 81.0 1,632 1,809
Commonications
Competes sod

3.4 1.5 1.7 2.9 0.0 2.9 91.5 89.7 59 68

Informatics Sciences 7.1 14.8 0.6 2.3 1.7 2.3 88.2 79.2 297 384
lideraties 4.2 4.4 6.6 6.2 7.3 9.3 79.2 78.6 1,910 1,484
Eneinvorieg 14.4 20.4 1.3 1.2 2.3 1.7 79.4 74.6 1,643 1,772
rim, sae! Applied Arts 3.6 3.5 4.9 4.1 4.8 4.6 84.8 83.1 982 963
Foreign lassuages 3.2 4.3 2.1 1.0 14.S 18.4 79.1 74.1 339 459
Some leammmics 0.0 7.2 3.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 96.4 92.8 2$ 14
Letters 2.3 4.6 2.0 2.1 3.3 3.3 $9.4 87.7 1,186 1,131
Library Scieuce 4.5 3.2 2.9 1.8 3.6 7.4 87.7 16.1 308 216
Mathematics 6.8 10.4 2.0 1.9 3.1 4.8 84.6 79.2 487 414
Physical Sciences 5.5 7.9 0.3 0.8 1.4 2.7 60.5 16.9 1,933 1,832
PleyelboIogy

Public Affairs
3.4 4.4 5.6 4.0 6.4 7.2 83.3 82.2 497 428

and Services 9.5 7.7 10.4 6.8 11.7 11.4 46.5 70.2 367 352
Oftrial Scimmes 3.8, 4.8 4.1 4.0 5.9 6.5 43.9 82.8 2,120 1,909

Alt Fields 7.0 9.6 3.9 3.7 5.2 6.0 81.4 78.6 17,587 16,761

*Secluding first prefessiosal degree students is the health professions and low. and graduate stadents in
wiacellaneous programs.

2ABLE 25 Ethnicity of California State University Graduate Students
by Field of Study, Fall 2978 and Fan 2982

Asian
or Pacific

6iscioline
Divisions

Islander
1978 1992

Tirnimtack

Agriculture and
Natural Resources 1.A 3.5 1.3 0.6

Architefturp sod °

Environments, design 6.8 6.8 1.8 1.9
Biologics! Sciences 8.8 10.2 1.6 3.2
Bweinvien and

?taus resent 11.9 11.4 3.9 2.7
Coamunientinus 2.7 3.2 7.8 5.6
Computer anal

InfomatIon Criener. 13.7 23.9 2.5 2.9
Educatin 5.5 4.1 6.9 SA
Engiarring 20.8 30.5 2.1 2.2
Fine and Applied Arts 4.7 6.3 3.5 3.4
Foe-rill', Langssges 1.11 8.8 2.3 2.6
Wealth Professions 6.7 6.7 4.9 4.1
Hour Erunnosirs 8.4. 7.3 4.2 4.3
Letiern 3.6 2.8 3.6 3.0
Library, Srienrp 3.4 6.0 0.0 2.4
Matbruitirs 14,7 15.5 3.5 2.4
Physical ScfPnrep 3.6 8.4 1.7 2.2
Psycholi,gy 3.9 3.8 7.3 6.1
Public Affairs
and Services 4.0 4.7 41.4 10.1

Social Artesres 3.0 4.1 6.0 S.S

All Fields 3.6 7.8 6.0 5.1

Sources: Callievnia Postaleomiory lineation Commtosioa.

BEST
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Hiseanic
1271 -7112

2.4 2.6

5.0 6.4
3.0 4.6

3.0 3.3
4.6 3.8

1.5 3.1
8.1 9.9
5.1 4.2
4.0 6.0
29.6 27.2
3.8 5.0
4.2 3.0
4.2 5.3
2.7 1.2
2.9 3.9
2.5 3.3
5.0 6.8

7.4 10.3
6.6 10.8

8.0 7.6

4LW

Number of Students
lifts Declared

Their Ethnicity
1978 1975 1915

65.3 88.1 368 311

65.8 79.6 219 265
80.8 78.1 1,389 1,029

76.9 79.4 5,092 6,69$
80.0 84.4 370 340

77.5 66.4 400 1,233
74.6 76.2 9,294 8,971
64.6 51.6 1,229 2,163
82.7 79.0 1,875 1,516
39.1 56.0 432 305

79.3 18.5 2,483 2.531
77.7 81.1 497 462

83.0 83.6 1,792 1,592
87.7 34.1 73 82

75.4 70.3 313 380
80.6 $0.8 628 126

79.5 18.8 1,863 1.733

70.4 69.9 2.353 2,297
76.1 74.3 1,122 1,520

74.3 75.1



TABLE 26 Ethnicity of University of California Master's Degree Recipients
by Field of Study, 1978-79 and 1982 -83

Man
or Pacificle% Bet= Nitoanic

LW Isis .1.W
WhiteOfgc101,001

OlvIslons

Number of Students
Who Declared
71,1r EthalOta

113 ltaz

A5rira1tury and
Natural Itriamnrras 2.7 6.3 0.0 3.2 0.0 3.2 4,4 7e.7 110 123

Archttlarturr and
ItsvOrnmental Orates 8.7 6.0 11.2 4.2 6.9 6.0 70.2 68.8 161 215

firtesmas 5.5 0.8 0.9 0.4 2.8 88.11 70.2 260 216

Business and
Mannsporst 6.2 8.3 3.0 2.6 3.0 3.6 89.0 77.0 661 810

Co-.... iratisse 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.2 0.0 87.9 100.0 16 10

Cssepoter and
Infornstian Sciences 9:3 12.5 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 87.3 77.0 SS 112

ltdocatinn 3.3 6.3 5.8 3.7 3.8 5.3 83.7 75.8 209 190

Knlinraoring 13.8 17.8 0.9 0.9 1.7 2.9 78.9 71.8 521 136

Irina and Applied Arts S.4 4.0 2.5 3.0 1.8 4.0 87.2 72.2 201 299

forrigga Laminar* 0.9 0.0 8.0 0.0 9.0 77.0 75.0 113 88

OPalth Prefessfeas 5.9 6.5 4.4 1.6 5.6 88.4 76.5 663 SOS

Name Er es 0.0 0.11 0.0 0.9 0.0 1111.6 81.3 29 6

Letters 2.6 3.1 1.6 1.0 1.6 3.1 90.4 81.3 no 193

Library Science 4.5 6.0 3.2 1.0 1.3 2.0 88.4 64.6 115 99

Mathematics 6.7 9.2 4.4 0.0 2.2 3.7 84.4 76.3 90 81

Physical !clears* 4.8 7.2 1.7 0.5 1.3 1.0 90.2 711.3 124 194

Psyrbology 3.9 11.9 3.9 2.4 5.9 7.1 54.3 73.8' Si ea

Nadir Affairs
and ilervirrs 11.1 6.7 7.4 9.7 12.4 12.1 62.1 66.7 161 165

Soria! SeirscPs 3.5 3.9 3.1 2.3 3.3 6.5 24.0 80.4 370 313

All Plaids 6.2 7.7 3.7 2.7 2.7 4.3 63.6 67.3* 6.412 4.512

*1110har "other" advisory

TABLE

then to 1978.

17 Ethnicity of University of California Doctoral Degree Recipients,
by Field of Study, 1978-79 and 1982-83

Oisciplfne
Dislainms

Asian
or Pacific

1971011144% fen3011 Arial kartend

Anricolture and
Natural Resources 9.S 3.3 0.0 3.3 0.0

Arehirerture and
Environmental Desian 0.0 0.0 10.0 6.7 10.0

Ilialnairal Science* 4.1 8.0 2.2 1.4 1.3

Business and
Nanasement 0.0 15.0 0.0 5.0 0.0

Computer and
information SICIPWCfle 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Education 4.3 4.2 5.4 11.3 6.5

Ensineerins 10.0 17.6 0.8 1.6 0.0

Fine and App1104 Arts 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.8 0.0

Foreign Lonanases
health frofessiona
Nome ?commies
Letters
Nitbemotiro

0.0
5.0

11.3
0.0
4.9

2.8
4.0
0.0
1.0

9.3

3.8
9.0
0.0
0.0
2.4

0.0
2.p
0.0
0.0
0.0

3.8
0.0
0.0
3.9
0.0

Physical Sciences 6.2 7.0 1.3 0.0 0.0

Psychology 1.4 2.4 7.1 3.7 1.4

Publir /Moira
and Servicra 0.0 17.6 0.0 5.8 12.5

Serial Srienrea ;.6 2.3 4.2 2.0 3.6

All Fields 4.1 6.4 2.6 2.2 1.9

Sources: Califerula Paitescamdary 1" "scion c000lastoo,

-120-

3.3

0.0
3.4

0.0

0.0
5.0
0.8
0.0

17.1
2.0
0.0
1.0
2.3
1.0
6.2

0.0
2.0

2.9

90.3 icy
80.0 66.7
88.6 75.7

100.0, 65.0

91.7 81.2

81.5 71.2
86.7 69.6

96.9 42.3

88.5 48.6

90.0 79.6
64.6 0.0

93.4 72.8
27.1 74.4

87.7 72.4
87.1 69.1

07.5 S8.9
051.9 70.0

87.9 "74.5

127

sEsT

WNW of Stodoots
Who adored

21 30

10 IS

316 346

24 20

11 16

92 118

120 125

32 26

26 is
40 49
3 0
76 92
41 43

227 286
70 81

16 17

192 200

1,401 1,362

fad



TABLE 18 Ethnicity of California State' University Master's Degree Recipients
by Field of Study, 1978-79 and 1982-83

Discipline

leigee

Asrfraltscs mod
Natural lissmurcas

Architecture mud
irriinmmmutal Design

llialegical Sciences
linsinves and

Management
Canemnications
Computer and
latormatiam &foams

Marath.
lasineerime

11100 sod APP1isd Arts
rcrsisx Lessuases
N eale,' Prolessisms

& me 4rweatfrs
tottery
Library lictruce
Mathematics
Physical Sciences
rayrherIagy

!Wit- Affairs
mod Services

norint !trimmers

All Fields

Aston
spheric

Nes% ne'ne niewin Erb=
Number of St004024

who fectsme

9.0 3.3 0.0 0.8 3.2 1.7 80.3 91.7 77 60

6.6 0.0 2.3 0.0 2.3 4.0 88.4 86.0 43 30
5.2 7.4 0.6 2.7 , 1.2- 2.7 110.6 77.2 153 140

6.9 12.6 1.5 3.9 1.2 2.7 06.0 74.0 670 927
0.0 0.0 7.3 0.0 0.0 1.7 90.2 91.4 41 58

8.6 22.7 0.0 2.7 0.0 0.0 16.9 72.0 46 75
3.3 3.0 6.2 6.2 3.2 7.4 58.3 7 ig.5 3,685 2,530

24.3 27.8 1.4 0.9 3.8 4.7 67.4 58.3 212 212 *

4.3 6.0 1.0 2.2 2.1 4.4 89.4 86.0 329 315 .

11.6 5.3 0.0 1.2 32.0 25.0 33.6 66.1 69 56
3.7 2.4 5.9 2.0 2.2 3.5 84.2 87.7 355 488
7.4 10.1 4.2 4.6 2.1 10.1 81.9 71.5 94 109
2.3 2.9 3.1 3.5 1.3 4.2 88.5 85.5 313 311
3.4 0.0 1.4 2.3 4.8 4.6 89.0 92.8 146 ' 42
5.4 7.9 1.1 2.6 0.0 5.3 $9.1 78.9 SS 3$

11.9 CS 1.3 1.9 0.0 4.7 ISA 81.1 67 106 L;.

4.4 2.3 4.4 7.2 3.9 3.2 81.7 $0.1 318 347

S. 4.7 7.3 10.4 4.5 7.3 81.1 74.6 602 643
5.8 5.1 3.4 4.1 3.9 83.2 $2.1 315 207

5.4 6.2 5.4 5.8 4.7 3.7 80.7 77.8 6,917 6,127

Sauces: Calilsemla Postmemandery 26mcmcies Cemeemedem6

%Air COPY AVAILABLE
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APPENDIX C

Proportion of Women, Graduate Students and Degree Recipients
by Field of Study in California's Public Universities, 1978 and 1982

I

TABLE 19 Fermat:sad lumber of Master's Degrees Awarded to
Women in California, 1978 and 1982.

TABLE 20 Percent and Number of Master's Degrees Awarded to
Women in Selected Fields of Study in California,
1978 and 1982

125

125

TABLE 21 Percent and Number of Doctor's Degresd Award ad to
Women in California, 197$ and 1£82 126

TABLE 22 Percent and Number of Doctor's Degrees. Awarded to
Women in Selected Fields of Study in California,
1978 and 1982 126



maur 19 Percent and Member of Master's Degrees Awarded
Women in California, 1978 and-1982

Percent of Degrees
Awarded to Women

Percentage
Point

Number of Degrees
Awarded to Women

Sooment 2978 1982 Chem. 1982

University of

.1978,

California- 39.1% 40.1% + LOS 2,191 2,396
California State
University 50.8 56.0 + 5.2 5,156 5,463

Independent
Institutions 31.8 39.3 + 7.5 4.752 sjim

Statewide Total 39.4% 44.8% + 5.4% 12,099 13,668
Source: California Postsecondary Education staff analysis.

TABLE 20 Percent and Number of Na tees
in Selected Fields of Studg in

Percent of Degrees
Awarded to Women

Field of Study 1978 1982

Above Average:

Public Affairs
and Services 33.5% 48.0%

Business and
Management 16.6 28.1

Social Sciences 30.0 40.2
Psychology 50.6 60.2
Home Economics 77.9 85.4
Library Science 75.0 82.3
Fine Arts 49.7 56.2
Computer

Sciences 15.4 21.3
Biological

Sciences 34.4 39.8

Average:

Below Average:

Letters 56.7 61.3
Agriculture 21.9 26.1
Health

Professions 68.3 72.4
Physical
Sciences 16.4 20.2

Engineering 6.9 9.6
Communications 49.1 51.7
Architecture 34.0 36.0
Mathematics 21.9 23.1
Education 74.6 71.5

Percentage
Point

142E__

+14.5%

+11.5
+10.2
+ 9.6
+ 7.5

+ 7.3
+ 6.5

+ 5.9

+ 5.4

+5.41

+ 4.6
+ 4.2

+ 3.9

+ 3.8
+ 2.7
+ 2.6
+ 2.0
+ 1.2
- 3.1

to

Percent
Change

+ 9.32,

+ 5.9

+ 22.2

+ 12.9%

Degrees Awarded to women
California, 1978 and 1982

Number of Degrees
Awarded to *men Percent
1978 2982 Chance,

804 729 - 9.3%

951 1,909 +100.7
573 423 - 26.1
614 948 + 54.3
120 152 + 26.6
424 154 - 63.3
603 628 + 4.1

56 118 +110.7

228 231 + 1.3

+ 12.9%

556 507 - 8.8
66 99 + 50.0

1,136 1,307 + 15.1

91 110 + 20.8
167 236 + 41.3
111 489 - 19.8
104 136 + 30.7
60 56 6.6

5,434 4,166 - 24.2

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.



TABLE 22 Percent and Number of Doctor's Degrees' Awarded to
women in California, 1978 and 1982

Percent of Degrees
Awarded to Women

Percentage
Point

Number of Degiess
Awarded to hasten Percent

Segment 1978 1978 1982 Chance

University of
California 21.7% 26.8% +5.4% 410 532 +29.7%

-California State
University 75.0 0.0 3 0 alp

Independent
Institutions 25.0 31.8 +6.8 604 770 +27.4

Statewide Total 23.6% 29.5% +5.9% 1,017 1,302 +28.0%

Source: California Postsecondary Education staff analysis.

TABLE 22 Percent and Millibar of Doctor's Degrees Awarded to Women
in Selected yields of study in California, 1978 and 1982

Field of Study

Above Averages

Percent of Degrees Percentage
Awarded tt, Women Point

.129._ 1982 Chasm

Number of Degrees
Awarded to *men
1978 1982

Percent
Chansie

Communications 11.1% 33.3% +22.2% 2 2 0.0%

Library Science 18.1 40.0 +21.9 2 2 0.0

Architecture 13.0 23.8 +10.8 3 6 + 50.0

Physical
Sciences 9.2 18.5 + 9.3 40 70 + 75.0

Psychology 38.7 46.9 + 8.2 141 310 +119.8

Computer
Sciences 0.0 7.3 + 7.3 0 3

Biological
Sciences 22.4 29.2 + 6.8 100 138 + 36.0

Agriculture 7.1 13.9 + 6.8 3 6 +100.0

Average: + 5.9% + 28.0%

Below Average:

Engineering 2.5 6.2 + 3.7 11 26 +136.0

Education 47.6 50.5 + 2.9 192 199 + 3.6

Public Affairs
and Services 42.8 42.1 - 0.7 24 16 - 33.3

Letters 38.9 37.8 - 1.1 72 51 - 29.1

Social Sciences 27.3 25.7 - 1.6 125 97 - 22.4

Hathekatics 12.3 8.7 - 3.6 11 8 - 27.2

Health
Professions 43.4 35.5 - 7.9 23 98 +326.0

Fine Arts 48.2 39.2 - 9.0 40 20 - 50.0

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission staff analysis.
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