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FOREWORD

The Committee on Studies of The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education takes pride
in transmitting to the membership this outstanding study of the conditions which affect the pursuit of the
doctoral degree in the field of education. This publication reflects the basic concern of AACTE institutions
for the source of future professional leaders, andit is expected that these data will be of real benefit in the
analysis of the problem of increasing the supply of well-qualified teacher education faculty.

This study was first conceived and implemented by the late B. L. Dodds, dean of the College of Educa-
tion, University of Illinois, and past chairman of the Studies Committee of the AACTE. Through his dedi-
cated efforts and those cf the Subcommittee chairman, Harold E. Moore, director of the School of Education,
University of Denver, Denver, Colorado, the facilities and some of the personnel of these two institutions
were made available to spearhead this study. The Association is deeply indebted to the members of the
Subcommittee on Faculty Fersonne! for Teacher Education who guided the total study. The effort and
initiative of these people, combined with the cooperation of the [ ~rticipating institutions and the recipients
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PREFACE

The institutional phase of An Inquiry into Conditions Affecting Pursuit of the
Doctoral Degree in the Field of Education was conducted under the auspices and
with the financial support of The American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education.  The direction of the study was assigned to the Subcommittee on
Faculty Personnel for Teacher Education by the Committee on Studies. The
graduate phase of the Inquiry, conducted at the University of Illinois, was a re-
lated project and is reported under separdate cover. The two phases had many
points of contact, which will be established in a third publication to be released
at a later date.

The institutional phase was prepared and written on the basis of data col-
lected and analyzed by staff members of the School of Education, University of
Denver: namely, Dr. Harold E. Moore, director; Dr. John H. Russel, associate
professor; and Donald G. Ferguson, assistant professor.

No greater contribution was made to this study than that of the 81 adminis-
trators who completed the extensive, time-consuming Administrators Question-
naire and the 289 administrators who completed the Supplementary Questionnaire.
The 89-percent response to the Administrators Questionnaire and the 99-percent
response to the Supplementary Questionnaire were most gratifying. To these
respondents, the AACTE and all individuals closely connected with the study are
most grateful.

Invaluable assistance was provided during every stage of the study by tne
staff of the central office of AACTE and especially by: Edward C. Pomeroy,
executive secretary; William E. Engbretson, associate secretary at the outset of
the study; and Paul M. Allen, associate secretary for research and studies during
the final stages.

Harold E. Moore
John H. Russel
Donald G. Ferguson
University of Denver

Denver, Colorado
April 1960
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| Chapter 1
' NATURE AND DESIGN OF THE STUDY

American higher education has been said to be
entering a ‘‘decade of decision.”” Prominent among
the reasons for this observation has been the grow-
ing problem of supplying an adequate number of
qualified faculty personnel in colleges and universi-
ties to meet the present and projected influx of stu-
dents. Teacher education, as an integral part of
American higher education, has not been exempt from
this national concern.

Inherent in this problem has been the question
of whether or not the need for faculty personnel will
be met in sufficient quantities with qualified doctoral
graduates. Here again, teacher education has been
included.

Beyond the concern for an ample supply of doc-
toral graduates for college teaching positions during
the decade ahead, the whole field of professional
education has looked to the future with reservations
regarding the adequacy in both numbers and quality
of the persons assuming leadership roles following
receipt of the doctorate.

In this matrix of serious considerations and
searching questions about the immediate future of
doctoral preparation in education, this study found
its setting.

The study was undertaken to analyze the nature
of selected conditions and requirements of doctoral
programs in the field of professional educatioi for
the purpose of identifying areas needing improre-
ment. At the same time, it was hoped that the study
would reveal distinctive and interesting practices
that have been implemented in doctoral programs
and that show promise of becoming positive modifica-
tions in the administration of advanced graduate
education. In addition, the study was undertaken to
provide a look at the possible future of doctoral
production in the field.

Primarily, this study was intended to reveal
normative tendencies among the institutions partici-
pating. It was not basically meant to be evaluative
as much as revelatory of areas needing attention in
light of what appeared to b: weaknesses in doctoral
education. Wherever evaluative interpretations of
data appeared in this report, they were made in the
spirit of inquiry, rather than as an attempt to pro-
vide ‘‘answers,’”’ and in the spirit of provoking
thought, rather than solving problems. Throughout

the study, it was assumed that there was nothing
sacrosanct about doctoral programs in education;
any well-intentioned criticism would be better thanan
unqualified defense of the status quo.

METHOD OF PROCEDURE

Because of the direct relationship this study had
to teacher education, its sponsorship was assumed
by The American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education. The study was designed and carried out
by the Commitiee on Siudies of the AACTE and the
Subcommittee on Faculty Personnel for Teacher
Education. The Association keenly felt a need for
drawing together valuable data which could serve as
guidelines for institutions considering the expansion
of their graduate offerinss to include doctoral study.
It was also the intention ofthe Association to provide
existing programs with a background for self-
evaluation.

An Inquiry into Conditions Affecting Pursuit of
the Doctoral Degree in Education was a two-phase
study. The doctoral graduate phase was developed
through a questionnaire sent to recipients of the de-
gree. This phase was conducted by the University
of Illinois and was reported separately. The institu-"
tional phase also made use of a questionnaire, which
was completed by administrators at institutions
granting doctoral degrees in education during the
two-year period, 1959-58. This phase was conducted
at the University of Denver. The synthesis of the
two phases remains to be completed.

In some instances, the number of graduates re-
ported for the two phases of the study were slightly
different. All figures for the participating universi-
ties in the institutional phase were drawn directly
from the questionnaire responses. Whatever differ-
ences resulted from divergent reporting procedures
had little or no effect on the rank positions of the
various items that were similar in nature in both
phases of the study.

The Participants

With the assistance of the offices ofthe AACTE,
92 uriversities and colleges in the United States were
identified as offering doctoral programs in education.
A list of these institutions appears in Table A in the
Appendix. The printed source for identifying the
participats was Earned Degrees Conferred by
Higher Educational Institutions.1/

1/ Rice, Mabel C., and Carlson,Néva A. Earned Degrees Conferred by Higher Educational Institutions,
1955-56. U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, Circular 499. Washing-
ton, D. C.: Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, 1957. p. 65-89.
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Letters were mailed to eachof these institutions
to encourage their participation in the study. Only
one indicated an unwillingness to receive a survey
report form.

The Questionnaire

A tentative qu.stionnaire in five parts was
written, pertaining > all salient conditions and
selected basic requi ‘ements that commonly affect the
pursuit of doctoral study in education. The Sub-
committee on Faculty Personnel of the AACTE, in
two group sessions and on anindividual basis through
correspondence, made valuable suggestions for the
improvement of the survey form.

The questionnaire was mailed in November
1958. Follow-up letters were sent in January and
March 1959, urging institutions to returntheir ques-
tionnaircz. By the deadline on June 15, 1939, 81
institutions had responded.

In July 1959, a total of 291 institutions were
identified as granting master’s degreesineducation,
but not the doctorate. A brief Supplementary Ques-
tionnaire was sent to them to ascertain how many
had definite plans for extending their graduate offer-
ings in education to include doctoral programsduring
the decade ahead. By the deadline for this latter
questionnaire in October 1959, all but two institutions
had returned their reports.

Catalog File

A file of current catalogs and bulletins from
the 92 institutions known to offer the doctorate was
maintained to clarify information pertaining to ad-
missions and curricular requirements covered by
the questionnaire. The survey instrument served,
however, as the final authority in the few instances
where responses from the institutions seemed to
conflict with catalog infor.aation.

Treatment of the Data

The data were manually tabulated and reported
in a manner that would reveal normative tendencies
and make over-all descriptions possible, At the
same time, relevant interrelationships were estab-
lished between geographic regions, between the two
different doctorates in education--Doctor of Educa-
tion and Doctor of Philosophy, between private and
public institutions offering these degrees, between
high and low producers of each degree, and between
doctoral programs administered by the college of
education and graduate college.

Contrasts and comparisons between the highand
the low producers necessitated consideration of a
time factor. Since recency of program establish-
ment was assuraed to have an effect on the produc-
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tion of a low number of graduates, the 18 low Ed.D.
degree producers and the 18 high Ed.D. degree pro-
ducers used in analyses included noinstitution which
had begun granting the degree after 1953. The ~ut-
off date for the Ph.D. degree was 1950.

Comparisons relative to administrative con-
trol of the degrees--graduate college or college of
education- -were limited almost entirely tothe Ed.D.
degree, since the Ph.D. degree in eaucation was in
most cases controlled by the graduate college, leav-
ing very little basis for comparison.

This study was committed to a policy of with-
holding the names of institutions in relation to
pPractices, requirernents, or conditions that would
tend to reflect unfavorably upon any particular uni-
versity or its staff members.

Anticipating Changes .

The basic questionnaire requested a notation of
any anticipated changes relative to each condition
and requirement included. Those changes reported
were integrated in the individual analysis of each
condition and requirement, along with tabular pres-
entations and interpretive remarks.

Distinctive Practices

Several institutions reported interesting inno-
vations in the administration of their doctoral pro-
grams; these patterns are reported in rzference to
the condition or requirement most affected. Oc-
casionally, these practices were found to be working
adequately on several campuses. When only one in-
stitution is cited as attempting something new and
different, such a reference serves only to illustrate
practices which may be relatively widespread. It
should not be inferred that the citation of any one
insritution in this regard means more favorable en-
dorsement of the practice on that campus.

The Projection

A section of both questionnaires requested that
the respondents estimate the number of doctoral
graduates their institutions might be expected to
produce in the next decade. This permitted a re-
flection. by each respondent on plans for expansion.
The quantitative aspects of the projection were not
necessarily the primary purpose of this feature.
Actually, the projection was an effort to cbtainsome
index of willingness and intention to expand and to
see in what areas of concentration future production
might be offered. '

The estimates contributed by the respondents
were interrelated according tovarious classificatory
schemes: - private and public institutions, Ed.D. and
Ph.D. programs, and geographic location.
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Chapter II

GENERAL INFORMATION ON INSTITUTIONS OFFERING
THE DOCTORATE IN EDUCATION

As indicated in the preceding Chapter, 92 insti-
tutions were identified through published sources as
having granted doctoral degrees in education during
the academic year 1955-56. All of these institutions
continued to grant the doctorate during the years
1956-58, the two-year period chosen for study
purposes.

Ninety-one of the colleges and universities indi-
cated a willingness to co-operate in the study and,
as a resnlt, were sent questionnaires. Ten institu-
tions, however, did not return their questionnaires;
consequently, the major portion of the analyses in
the study was based on 81 participating institutions.
Wherever data were available on the total group of
92 institutions, this information was also included.
Data on nonparticipating colleges and universities
proved useful only inthis section ongeneral informa-
tion and in the following section on recent production.
A summary of general information is given in Table
A in the Appendix.

Wherever reference is made in Chapters 11 and
111 to the total group, all 92 institutions are included;
reference to the participating group includes only
the 81 institutions which returned questionnaires.

THE TOTAL GROUP

Types of Institutions

According to Table 1, the most prominent type
of institution among the total group was the state
-university, of which tnare were 49, constituting 53.3
percent of the total. There were 34 private univer-
sities, which made up 36.9 percent of the total. Of
the remaining nine institutions, five were state gen-
eral colleges, two were municipal universities, one
a state teachers college, and one a private teachers
college.

TABLE 1.--TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS
AMONG TOTAL GROUP

Type of institution Number Percent
1 2 3

State university. « « oo v 00 v e 49 53.3%
Private university. , . . v, ...\ 34 36.9
State general college . . . ... .. 5 5.4
Municipal university. . oo 00 v u 2 2.2
State teachers college. . . .. ... 1 .1
Private teachers college . ... .. 1 1.1

Total ... .ivvvvnnn. 92 100.0%

Degrees Offered

In 92 institutions, there were 75 Ed.D. programs
and 65 Ph.D. programs. As indicated in Table 2, 48,
or over one-half of all the institutions, offered both
degrees; 27 offered only the Ed.D. degree; while 17
offered only the Ph.D. degree. There was little dif-
ference between private and public institutions rela-
tive to the percentage that offered the Ed.D. degree;
82.5 percent of the publicly controlled institutions
offered this degree, as comnared to 80 percent of
the privately controlled institutions. There was
greater difference in this regard relative to the
Ph.D. degree in education. The Ph.D. degree was
offered in 80 percent of the privately controlled in-
stitutions, as compared to 64.9 percent of the pub-
licly controlied colleges and universities.

Thirty-seven institutions, or 40.2 percent of the
total group, offered organized sixth-year programs
which led to some form of degree, diploma, or cer-
tificate of specialization. Of the public institutions,
38.5 percent offered sixth-year programs; a slightly
higher percentage (42.8) of the private institutions
included sixth-year programs. There were, of
course, additional sixth-year programs in institu-
tions that did not offer doctorates in education. A
list of all institutions known to offer sixth-year pro-
grams is given in Table B in the Appendix.

TABLE 2,~~DEGREES OFFERED BY INSTITUTIONS IN TOTAL GROUP

Public institutions Private institutions Total
Degrees offered Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
PhDoonly.ooveieannnns 10 17 .5% 7 20.0% 7 18.5%
Ed.Dlonly.l“.'."li‘ 20 35.1 7 m.o 27 29'3
Both Ed.D. and Ph.D. ... oo z 47 .4 gl 60.0 L] 52.2
Total ¢, vvvennns 57 100.0% 35 100.0% 92 100.0%
EERt ST

00012



7
6
5 e
w
4
o i
&
3
z-
4 2
o
19
2
2
3
1.
0

1898~ /1900- 1905« 1910=- 1915~ 1920~ 1925= 1930~ 1935- 1940~ 1945- 1950- 195 5b
18992 1904 1909 1914 1919 1924 1929 1934 1939 1944 1949 1954 1958-/

Five-Year Periods

FIGURE 1.--GROWTH OF PH.D. PROGRAMS IN EDUCATION
IN FIFTY INSTITUTIONS, 1898-1958</

3/This time span is less than five years, since the first Ph.D. program in continuous existence was

not begun until 1898.

b/This time span is less than five years, since this study did not include data on programs after 1958

except in Chapter VII.

C/Includes Ph.D. programs that have continued in force to the present. Unfortunately, dates were not
available on fourteen institutions that granted Ph.D. degrees during 1956-58. Also not included was Boston
University, which had not yet granted a Ph.D. in education, although such a program was offered. All other
institutions that granted degrees during 1956-58 are shown above.

Growth of Ph.D. Programs

The first doctorate known to have been granted
by a university division of education was awarded
by Clark University in 1891; thiswasa Ph.D. degree.
The program at Clark has not continued up to the
present time, however,

‘During the 69 years since the Ph.D. degree was
first granted in the field of education, several other
institutions have estabiished programs that were
discontinued. Two institutions among thetotal group
reported that at one time they had offered Ph.D. de-
grees, but more recently restricted their education
doctorates to the Ed.D, degree. These institutions

were Colorado State College and the University of
Georgia. The extent of influence which the newer
degree (the Ed.D.) had upon the discontinuance of the
Ph.D. in these two institutions, or in any other, is
unknown. Certainly, at the outset of the Ed.D. pro-
gram it tended to subordinate the Ph.D. program
in education by the very reason of its creation. This
change in emphasis could have been instrumental in
the actual discontinuance of Ph.D. programs in sev-
eral universities.

Institutions that very recently dropped all doc-
toral offerings in the field of education were Yale
University and the University of Delaware. Though
they were still granting a few such degrees during
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1956-58, they were not included in the total group
considered by this study.

The oldest Ph.D. programs in education in con-
tinuous existence during the two-year study period,
1956-58, were those at Teachers College of Columbia
University, and the University of California at
Berkeley, both of which first granted the degree in
1898. The Ph.D. program in education was added
at the University of Chicago in 1901, at the Univer-

" sity of Michigan in 1902, and at Catholic University
of America in 1906. These five universities were
the only ones that had granted the degree for a period
of 50 years or longer prior to the study period.

Figure ! was constructed on the basis of the
years in which each institution first granted the
degree and included only those programs that have
continued through to the present time.

Only eight institutions were granting Ph.D. de-
grees in education prior to 1915, Seven additional
institutions began granting these degrees from 1915
to 1919, and from that time on to 1929, more Ph.D.
programs were begun during each five-year period
than during any comparable period since. From
1915 to 1929, 21 institutions granted the Ph.D. degree
in education for the first time. 1t took the 30 years
through 1958 for an additional 21 Ph.D. programs to
be added.

From data available at the time of this study,
the period of most rapid expansion, in terms of new
programs, was about the time of World War 1 and
the decade that followed.

Growth of Ed.D. Programs

During the period of greatest expansionof Ph.D.
programs in education, the newemphasis onthe Ed.D.
degree was begun. The idea was created and orig-
inally fostered at Harvard University, whichgranted
the first Ed.D. degree in 1921. By 1929, six Ed.D.
programs still in existence in 1956-58 were operat-
ing. All but two of these programs, at the University
of California at Berkeley and at Indiana University,
were in private institutions. All but one institution
(Temple University), interestingly enough, had
granted the Ph.D. degree in education prior to the
Ed.lé). degree, and were still granting bothdegreesin
1956-58.

The first Ed.D. degrees were granted at Harvard
University, Northwestern University in 1922, the
University of California at Berkeley in 1924, Indiana
University in 1927, Temple University in 1928, and
Stanford University in 1929, . :

As shown graphically in Figure II, considerable
expansion of the Ed.D. degree was experienced from
1930 through 1934; however, only six additional pro-
grams were begun in the next five-year period.
Nine Ed.D. programs were opened up about the time

)
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of World War 11, with an additional 12 coming into
force during the first five-year period following the
war. The most phenomenal period of growth was
from 19506 through 1954, when 21 additional institu-
tions began granting the degree. During the period
1950-54, the growth in the number of Ed.D. programs
was far greater than had ever been experienced in
any comparable span of time by Ph.D. programs.

THE PARTICIPATING GROUP

Types of Institutions

Among the 81 respondents to the questionnaire,
the classification by rypes of institutions, as shown
in Table 3, was, in terms of percentages, practically
identical to that of the total group. Among the par-
ticipating group were 43 state universities, or 53
percent, and 29 private universities, or 35.9 percent,

TABLE 3.--TYPES OF INSTITUTIONS
AMONG PARTICIPATING GROUP

Type of instltution Number Percent
i 2 3

State university. « v« v o0 b0, 43 53.0%
Private university. . « v ¢« o0 .4 29 35.9
State general college . . ...... 5 6.2
Municipal university, .. ...... 2 2.5
State teachers college. . . ..... 1 1.2
Private teachers college ... ... 1 1.2

Total . ovvvvvveneans 81 100.0%

All of the state general colleges, municipal universi-
ties, and state and private teachers colleges from
the total group participated in the study.

Degrees Offered

In the 81 participating institutions, there were 67
Ed.D. programs from amongthc 75 inthe total group;
there were 55 Ph.D. programs from among the 65 in
the total group. As revealed by a comparisonof Table
2 with Table 4, the participating group was represen~
tative of the total group regarding the relationships
between institutions offering only one degree or the
other, or both. Among the participants, as with the
total group, slightly over one-half of the institutions
offered both degrees. No appreciable difference
existed between privately and publicly controlledin~
stitutions in regard to whether or not they offered
the Ed.D. degree inasmuch as 83.3 percent of the

‘private institutions that participated in the study

offered the Ed.D. degree, while 82.4 percent of the
public institutions did so. Also like the total group,
the participants-showed a difference relative to the
Ph.D. degree, with privately controlled institutions
favoring the inclusion of this degree. Inthe partici-

Jpating group,. 76.7 percent of the private colleges and

universities offered the Ph.D. degree, as compared

.to only 62.7 percent of the public institutions.
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FIGURE IL.--GROWTH OF ED.D. PROGRAMS IN SEVENTY-TWO INSTITUTIONS, 1921-58¢/

8/This time span is less than five years, since the first Ed.D. degree was not awarded until 1921,
b/This time span is less than five years, since this study did not include data on programs after 1958,
except in Chapter VII.

C/Includes those Ed.LC. programs that have continued in force to the present. Not included in this
graph, although they offered the program, were St. John’s University and Yeshiva University which had not
granted any Ed.D.’s as of 1958. Thedate was not available for the University of Arkansas. All other insti-
tutions that granted degrees during 1956-58 are shown above.
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TABLE 4.-~DEGREES OFFERED BY INSTITUTIONS IN PARTICIPATING GROUP

Public institutions Private institutions Total
Degrees offered Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
PhDionly...ovveurnnn 9 17.6% 5 16.7% 14 17.3%
EdD.only...eoveernns 19 37.3 7 23.3 24 32.1
Both Ed.D. and Ph.D...... 23 45,1 18 60.0 4 50.6
Total . vevvevunes 51 100.0% 30 100.0% 81 100.0%
TABLE 5,-~ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITY FOR DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN EDUCATION
Yotal
College of education Graduate college Dual® number
of
Degree programs Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent programs
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B
[T P 21 3.3 39 58.2 7 10.5 67
PhDivvvevnnrnanse 5 2.1 45 81.8 5 9.1 55

91ndicates joint control by graduate college and college of education.

The generalization that, as a whole, private
institutions apparently tended to hold the Ed.D. de-
gree in less esteem than did the public institutions
cannot be made from these data, primarily because
of the small numbers upon which percentages were
based. These data also do not reflectin any way the
predisposing factors that led to the decision by an
institution to offer only one degree or the other.
Historically, as indicated earlier, the Ed.D. degree
found its earliest support among private universities.

Administrative Responsibility

The questionnaire included a checklist item on
which the respondents were asked to indicate the ad-
ministrative unit within the university responsible
for administering the programs and awarding doc-
toral degrees in education. It was known, for in-
stance, that some doctoral programs have been, in
most respects, autonomously controlled by the col-
lege of education, while others have remained under
the direct supervision of the graduate college. Even
under the latter arrangement, it was realized that
much of the ongoing administrative implementation
of policies has been delegated to the college of edu-
cation. Where the lines of administrative responsi-
bility crossed so intricately that not even a subtle
dichotomy existed, these programs were understood
to have been administered by what could be termed
a dual arrangement. Decisions regardingthe pattern
that best described each local situation were left to
the respordents.,

As a result of this analysis, a basic difference
between the two degrees emerged. According to
data shown .in Table 5, considerably more Ed.D.
than Ph.D. programs were assigned to the adminis-
trative responsibility of the college of education;
Ph.D. programs were almost entirely under grauuate
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IR EAY

college jurisdiction. Of the 67 Ed.D. programs in
the participating group, 31.3 percent were under the
administrative control of the college of education,
58.2 percent were administered by the graduate
college, and the remaining 10.5 percent wcre adrnin-
istered under the dual arrangement. Only 7, or one-
third, of the 21 Ed.D. programs controlled by the
college of education were in public institutions.

During the study period, more candidates were
graduated from programs under the control of the
college of education than under the graduate college.
From the 21 Ed.D. programs under the college of
education, 1015 graduates, or 51.3 percent, received
their degrees; 692, or 35 percent, receivedtheir de-
grees from the 39 graduate-college controlled pro-
grams; and the remaining 271, or 13.7 percent, were
graduated from the 7 programs under the dual-
administration arrangement.

Of the 55 Ph.D. programs, as few as 5, or 9.1
percent, were directly responsible to the college of
education; 45, or 81.8 percent, were under graduate
college jurisdiction; and the remaining 5 were ad-
ministered by dual arrangement. All 5 institutions
in which the Ph.D. programs were administered by
the college of education were private universities.
This fact, along with information about Ed.D. pro-
grams, indicated that college-of-education responsi-
bility was more strongly favored by private insti-
tutions. '

The five Ph.D. programs controlled by the
college of education were highly productive, having
granted 272 degrees, or 23.9 percent of the total
number of Ph.D. degrees for the two-year study
periog. Only 28 degrees, or 2.5 percent, were
granted by the five Ph.D. programs controlled by
the dual-administrationarrangemen.. The remaining
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838 degrees, or 73.6 percent, were granted by the
graduate college in the other 45 institutions.

Eight of the 41 institutions that offered both de-
grees reported that their Ed.D. programs were under
regulation of the college of education, while their
Ph.D. programs were graduate-college responsi-
bilities.

No doubt patterns of administration within any
one of the units analyzed differed from institution *o
institution; nevertheless, the purported differences
between the two major sources of administrativere-
sponsibility led to the decision to interrelate data
relevant to Ed.D. programs according to this com-
parative device. Contrasts between these two typeg
of administration were investigated when dealing
with admissions and curricular requirements de-
scribed in later Chapters. These analyses werere-
stricted to Ed.D. programs because of the unitary
nature of the administrative control of Ph.D. pro-
grams.

Data were not available on the administrative
arrangements in the institutions that did not return
questionnaires; for this reason, noanalyses or obser-
vations were made relative to the total group.

Faculty Personnel -- Total Institution

In 74 of the participating institutions, the median
size of full-time faculty in all departments of the
institution was 485 members -- seven institutions
did not furnish data for this analysis. As shown in
Table 6, nearly two-thirds of the institutions had

TABLE 6.-=SIZE OF FULL-TIME FACULTY
IN ENTIRE INSTITUTION®

Number of institutions Percent
1 2

100-299....o... 17
300-499........
500~ 699...00n..
m- 899-.-.0...
m-m”...-...-
llm-1299u-u-.-uo
1300-1499........
l5w-1699..-.....
1700-1899 . oo v e o v e
1900-2099..'...---
2120-2299 . . o000 e e
23002499 . .. v .. o
2500-2699 . . oo v 0 n e

Totale e oo se - 74
Total full=time faculty ........ 51,139 -

Mean. . . . . . . 691 Fuli-time faculty
Median . . . ..485 Full-time faculty
Range . .105-2,510 Full-time faculty

Full=time faculty

[
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9Does not include laboratory-school personnel. Seven in-
stit::ﬂom did not furnish this information. '

total faculties of less than 700 members. The
smallest institution employed 105 full-time faculty
members. Nearly one-fourth of the insritutions had
less than 300 full-time faculty members, while the
largest institution among the responients had 2510.
This analysis revealed one dimension of the diverse
nature of the group of institutions that offered the
doctorate in education.

Full-Time Education Faculty

Further amplification of this diversity was re-
vealed in the number of full-time faculty members
in the education unit (see Table 7). The range here
was from 7 to 152 with a median of 35 members.
The largest number of full-time education faculty
members within any university in the participating
group was reported by Teachers Coliege of Coiumbia
University, which was also the highest producer of
doctoral graduates during the study period.

The relationship between size of full-time edu-
cation faculty and production was, however, not as
clean-cut or as obvious as in the case of Columbia.
A rank-order correlation of only 0.46 existed between
these two factors among the participating group, in-
dicating that some of the institutions with a smaller
faculty were producing some of the larger groups of
doctoral graduates and vice versa. From the point
of view of available faculty members to provide
course work and to serve other needs of doctoral
candidates, some institutions were obviously assign-
ing heavier graduate instructional loads than were
others. While it was observed that some institutions
may not have been using faculty members to the

TABLE 7.--SIZE OF FULL-TIME FACULTY
IN EDUCATION UNIT@

Number of institutions Percent

Full =time faculty

1 2 3
-4 ..0000000 14 18.2%
15-29 . .vvennn 19 24.6
30-44 ......... 18 23.4
45- 59 c.viinnnn []] 14.3
60-74 ,........ 5 6.5
75-89 ... 2 2.6
90-104 ......... 5 6.5
105-119 AR XX ese .
120-134 ......... ve coe
135-149 . ........ vee eoe
150164 «o.uuine 3 3.9
Jotal o vveune 77 100.0%

Total full=time education faculty. . . 3,212

Mean. . ... 41.7 Full-time faculty
Median ... 35 Full=time faculty
Range .. 7-152  Full=time faculty

9Does not include laboratory-school personnel. Four of
the respondents did not provide information needed for this
particular analysis.
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greatest advantage, it was equally apparent that other
universities may have been assigning toc many doc~
toral candidates to faculty members. Suchanobser-
vation seemed justified in view of the fact that dis-
sertation chairmen, regular advisers, and the ma-
jority of research committee members were usually
assigned from the ranks of full-rime rather than
part-time faculty.

According to Table 7, there were 3212 full-
time faculty members in the education units of 77
responding institutions. In addition, there were 737
full-time education ticulty members employcd in
laboratory schools. Only 29 institutions in the par-
ticipating group reported having such schools ontheir
campuses as part of the college, school, or depart-
ment of education. The combined full-time faculty
numbered 3949,

Of the 3949, 2311, or 58.5 percent, were identi-
fied as already having obtained a doctorate. This
was somewhat higher than the usual estimated na-
tional average of 40 percent of university faculty
members holding the doctorate.

It was assumed that the majority of graduate
ingtruction of doctoral candidates inthese institutions
was provided by professors with doctorates them-
selves. Consequently, the burden of doctoral educa-
tion in the 77 responding institutions apparently
rested upon the shoulders of 2311 full-time faculty
members, In 13 institutions there were less than
10 education faculty members in each who held the
doctorate, a factor which in itself probably contrib-
uted to somewhat lower doctoral production by these
institutions. In fact, 6 of the 13 produced 5 or less
doctoral graduates in education during the two-year
period. And yet, 2 of the, 13 institutions produced 23
and 30 doctoral graduates respectively. The median
number produced during the two-year period by all
institutions was 21 (see Table 9). Here again, the
question could be raised regarding the optimumnum-
ber of doctoral candidates assigned to faculty
members.

Of the total 3949 full-time education faculty
members (including laboratory-school personnel) in
the 77 responding institutions, 266, or 6.7 percent,
were pursuing a doctorate in the institution where
they were employed; these 266 individuals wereem-~
ployed in 47 different institutions. One of the insti~
tutions reported that such a practice was not per-
mitted by university policy, which was probably true
in other universities also. 1nadditiontothose work~
ing on doctorates in the institution of their employ-
ment, 148 were working on doctorates at other col-
leges or universities. In other words, there were
414 doctoral candidates listed as full-time faculty
personnel in the participating group.

Part-Time Education Facuity

In addition to 3949 full-time education faculty
members (including laboratory-school personnel),

9

there were 1391 part-time faculty members in the
education units in the 77 institutions which responded
to this particular inquiry. According to Table8, the
median number of part-time faculty membersinedu-
cation was 10, with seven institutions reporting none
and one repocting as many as 174. The following
breakdown includes the disposition and degree de-
scription or these part-time faculty members:
1. Total education part-time faculty = 1,547
a) Pari-time faculty in
education unit
b) Additional part-tin.. faculty
in laboratory schools
2. Number who were full-time
employees of other depart-
ments of the university = 430
3. Number pursuing doctorates at

1,391
156

the institution of their employment = 202
4. Number pursuing doctorates at a
university other than their place
of employment = 37
S. Number already having a doctorate = 485
TABLE 8.--SIZE OF PART-TIME FACULTY
IN EDUCATION UNIT®
Part-time faculty Number of institutions  Percent
1 2 3
0 ..oovvvn 7 9.1%
-4 ......... 44 57.1
15-29 ....... 12 15.6
0-44 ......... 8 10.4
45- 59 ... 0000 3 3.9
60-74 ......... I 1.3
75-8% ...
105-119 ....ovnns
120-134 ......... 1 1.3
135-149 .....vh e
150-164 .........
165-179 ....ovv 1 1.3
Total. .. ... 77 100.0%
Total part-time education faculty .. 1,391
Mean . ... 18.1 Purt=time faculty
Median ... 10  Part=time faculty
Range ... 0-174  Part-time faculty

aDoes not include laboratory-school personnel. Four of
the respondents did not provide information needed for this
analysis,

It- is apparent from the above breakdown that
less than one-~third of the part-time faculty members
used in education were from other departments with-~
in the universities involved. Also, an appreciably
lower percentage of the part-time faculty in educa-~
tion held the doctorate than obtained for the full-
time faculty--only 31.3 percent as compared to 58.5
percent--indicating that the majority of part-time

£ 00018
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faculty members probably did not engage in graduate
instructional roles responsible for doctoral can-
didates.

There were, then, approximately 5500 combined
full- and part-time education faculty members (in-
cluding laboratory-school personnel) in 77 of the 81
participating institutions. Of these, nearly 2800, or

51 percent, were holders of the doctorate. Approxi-
mately 700, or 13 percent, were doctoral candidates
either at the univzrsity where they were employed
or at another institution. Over two-thirds of these
700 were working toward their coctorates at the in-
stitution of their employment, and more were classi-
fied as full-time members than as part-time.

goyeni 00019



Chapter 111

RECENT PRODUCTION OF DOCTORAL
GRADUATES IN EDUCATION

This Chapter was organized ina manner similar
to Chapter 1I, in that analyses related only in part
to the total group of institutions that offered degrees
during the study period 1956-58. The participating
group in this section included only 80 institutions
because one of the questionnaire returns did not in-
clude data on recent production.

Wherever published sources were available on
nonparticipants regarding production, data were de-
rived to supplement questionnaire responses, thereby
giving as inclusive a picture of production during
the two-year period as possible. Noprinted sources
were available to provide information by areas of
concentration; therefore, these analyses were re-
stricted to the 80 questionnaire returns.

THE TOTAL GROUP

Figure Il shows the number of doctoral grad-
uates in education during representative yeay's over
the 69-year span since the first degree was awarded
in 1891. By 1920, approximately 60 degrees were
being awarded annually. With the coming of the
Ed.D. degree in 1921 and the continued expansion of
Ph.D. programs, there was a notable increase in
annual doctoral production. By 1930, approximately
300 degrees were being awarded annually, and by
World War 11, there were about 500 degrees earned
each year.

According to Figure 1ll, the sharpest increase
gince 1930 in annual doctoral production in education
came after 1950. From 1950 to 1954, production in-
creased by 73.9 percent. This was, inpart, attribu-
table to the increase in the number of new programs.
During the five-year period 1950-54, it should be
recalled, 21 new Ed.D. programs began operation;
in addition, 4 new Ph.D. programs were added during
this period. Since 1956, there has been an increase
of over 200 doctoral degrees each year.

As shown in Figure 1V, the only time during the
past decade when the growth line showed even a
slight decrease was between 1954 and 1955. This
decrease resulted from a change inreporting proce-
dures used by the United States Office of Education,
the source from which production data for 1949-58
were derived.l

By 1958, as shown in Figure V, doctoral produc-
tion in education constituted 18.3 percent of the total
number of doctorates for all fields. This placed
education second only to the field of physical sci-~
ences, which was responsible for 18.5 percent of the
total. Biological sciences and social scieaces were
the only other fields that included more than 10.0
percent of the total number of doctorates.

Productior NDuring the Study Period

During the two-year period 1956-58, the median
number of doctoral graduates produced by the 92
institutions was 21 with a semi-interquartile range
of 20. For each of the two academic years, the
median was 10 graduates, with a Q of nine (see
Table 9).

There were, of course, decided extremes with
Teachers College of Columbia University producing
as many as 536 graduates for the two-year period,
while seven institutions-produced only one graduate
each. Five institutions produced 100 graduates or
more: Teachers College of Columbia University,
New York University, the University of Southern
California, Pennsylvania State University, and Indi-
ana University. Together, these five institutions
produced over one-third of the total number of grad-
uates for the two years.

The rankings shown in Table 9 were based on
the total for the two years. Hadthese rankings been
made on each academic year included in the study

1/Detailed documentation for numbers used in Figures 11l and IV is included in the Appendix.
The numbers for 1957 and 1958 in Figures Ill and 1V included graduates from Yale University and the

University of Delaware, both of which were still granting doctorates in education even though they were no
longer admitting new students into their programs. Also included in these numbers were graduates from
American University, the University of Kansas City, the State University of South Dakota, and Boston Col-
lege, all of which began granting doctorates in education after 1955-56, the year used for identifying the
institutions which comprised the so-called total group.

Bryn Mawr College was likewise included in Figures III and IV but was not considered a part of the
total group because no record of Bryn Mawr’'s program was included in source materials used to idencify
the institutions to be studied.

No cther tables in this study were based on the numbers used for the years 1956 through 1958 in
Figures lII and 1V; nevertheless, these totals wcre considered the most accurate available because of the
inclusion of graduates from the additional institutions mentioned in this footnote.
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FIGURE V.--PERCENTAGE OF DOCTORAL PRODUCTION IN ALL FIELDS, 1957-583/

Source: Gertler, Diane B. Earned Degrees Conferred by Higher Educational Institutions, 1957-58, U. S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, Circular 570. Washington, D.C.:
Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, May 1959,

8/The category Others includes architecture (0.1), business and commercial (1.2), fine and applied
arts (2.5), foreign language and literature (2.6), forestry (0.3), health professions (1.7), home economics
(0.3), law (0.4), library science (0.2), philosophy (1.2), art--general (0.3), not classified (0.6).

TABLE 9.—~DOCTORAL PRODUCTION RY INSTITUTIONS, 1956-58

: Total
Number of degrees, Number of degrees, Number of degrees,
Rank Institution 1956-57 1957-58 1956-58
i 2 3 4 5
1 Teachers College, Columbia University. . . . . 259 277 - 536
2 New York University . . oo vvvvnsncnves 165 139 304
3 University of Southern Callfornia® .... . 38 67 105
4 Pennsylvania State University. , « v o v v v 45 56 102
5 |nd|cnuUn|Vlr8"y.....-.-..-....... 35 65 ]w
6 shnfordm’m"y.'.llll.....'...l.l m “ 94

T LA -
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TABLE 9.--DOCTORAL PRODUCTION BY INSTITUTIONS, 1956-58 (Continued)

Total
Number of degrees, Number of degrees, Number of degrees,
Rank Institution 1956=57 1957-58 1956-58
1 2 3 4 5
7 Ohio State University. « e e ccvovanooasns 29 62 91
8 George Peabody College for Teachers «« .« 35 43 78
9 University of Michigan . s oo e vevsssess 45 32 77
10 Harvard University. c s e c e ccvononscans 33 43 76
n Wayne State University. . . v oo v v vsseses 43 28 71
12 University of Pittsburgh. . . . e ccovvseese 30 37 67
13.5  Michigan State University . v o v e e o e v v nns 26 39 65
13.5  Universityof llinois®, . . e cceevevnncns 33 32 &5
15.5 BostonUniversity....coeceevssossoes 28 34 62
15.5  University of Minnesota e cceveesnoccss 29 3 - 62
17.5 Colorado State College. . v v e v v e e vacues 23 32 . 55
17.5  University of California ot Berkeley. ... ... 23 32 55
19 Syracuse University « . e ceocvvicnnnnns 30 22 52
20.5 Universityof Texas «ccoveevsescsssas 25 <] 49
20.5  State Universityof lowa® .. .ovvevvnnse 7 32 49
22 University of Nebraskd « « « o o« e s0s0ane 27 2] 48
23 Oregon State College. « v e e cvvevcnn: us 25 ' 21 46
24 University of California at Los Angeles. .. .. 27 18 45
25.5 Universityof Missourl. . c e e cveenssans 22 22 4
25.5  University of Oklahoma ... ...c0vveene 22 22 44
.27 University of Wisconsin. « s cvevevvaasss 20 22 42
28 University of Chicago. « e eeeevessaaess 19 22 41
29 University of Denver « cvcccevsoccnaes 7 12 39
30.5 Universityof Colorado® .. cccveevnaaas 18 2 38
30.5 Northwestern University « o .o vocevvsesne 4 24 38
32.5  University of Connecticut «vvcoceesosse n 22 .33
32.5 ComellUniversity . ccoevceceanonnass 13 20 3
34 Temple University . .. oo ccvavoscccane 10 ' 22 32
35 Saint Louls University. . c c e e cc v s vunss 24 4 30
35 Universityof Oregon « e v ecvvensecnsns 11 18 29
7 Unlversity of Kansas. « c e s e cvosscsscss 16 12 28
38 Fordham University. . s c cs e oo evvnvsass 9 V7 26
40 University of Houston s s s e s s c s e 00 ass e 14 10 24
40 University of Maryland . o« e e e v aa v v v ne e é 18 24
40 Univerﬂfyof'l'ennme.'............. 11 13 24
42 Catholic Unlversity of America. v oo o0 vuss 4 9 2
43 University of Pennsylvania. s o e e 000 v v e n n 22
45 Oklahoma State University «vvovvvovose n 10 2]
45 University of Butfalo v . covsvsvvsncasns 15 _ 6 21
45 Rutgers University « s o coccvvvvcnosnes 15 6 21
47'5 Un‘v‘n“yofFlof‘dﬂ 200000 s 000000 10 10 20
47.5 Flor‘dﬂ sh"‘ Univm"y. S0 s 00000t 6 14 20
50.5  University of Washingtona b, .. ... ...... 9 9 18
50.5 Loyola University of Chicago e o o v v vvnse 12 6 13
w.s Y"h'wuﬂ'ven'*y.'.'."".'.ll.l" 8 Io Ia
50.5  University of North Carolina « v v c e 00 v 7 n 18
53 Univen"yonyomIng--............. 9 8 17
54 UnlvcnlfyofAi‘kﬂan-.o.--.....-.--. 7 9 16
55 Auburn University « v o coeconssosncsss " 4 15
56.5 Western Reserve Univorsity .. ...cc00.en é 8 14
56-5 Univ‘r‘ify Of Virgln'a.,. ese0ssssssenss 6 8 '4
59 Washington State University. « s e oo veses 7 6 13
59 Univer!“’yofoch...........--..... 6 7 13
59 TGXGS TGChnOlOg[ClII Co“m R 10 3 ) ]3
6] Lpu'.iﬂmshfa Univm"y secesssoccsas 7 5 12
62 Unlvm"y Of M‘“'“’PP[ “s s s sesss g 3 8 11
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TABLE 9.--DOCTORAL PRODUCTION BY INSTITUTIONS, 1956-58 (Continued)

Total
Number of degrees, Number of degrees, ‘Number of degrees,
Rank Institution 1956-57 1957-58 1956-58
1 2 3 4 5
64 University of North Dakota . .+ v v v vev e
64 Purdue University o« covvieiessasnnns 1
64 George Washington University « .. ... ...,

66.5  Universityof Alabama . ..............
. 66.5  North Texas State College. . . e v e v ev e
68.5  lowa State University . « e oo evvveensane
68.5  Washington University (St. Louis) . .......

1 Duke University «vcvveessvnoansnnns
71 Texas Woman's University® . ...........
k4| University of Georgia. o c e e v v s v v vnonss
74 Arizona State University . « o o oo v v v v s
74 University of Kentueky . . oo avvvannnsss
74 Johns Hopkins University9. . ... .. ... ...
77 Bradley University . « s oovavvnrvnnnsen
77 University of Cincinnati « e evvvvuivvenss
77 Universityof Tulsa. « o oo oo v s vv v sssnns

79.5  Baylor University. . . v ovevoivenreennns
79.5  Claremont Graduate School . .00 v vvuus .
82.5 College of the Pacific. v oo v vveevensens
82,5  Utah State University o o v covvvveavnnes
82,5  University of Soutt Caroling v .evevenass
82.5 Dropsie College®® .....0.vervvnnesn

-t D et et et et O NO = ekt NN = et WDt WWNWDH WO WNOOO A

lo-oooo-ownn-Nwanaww.phnnunanaoa
i
’----—-—-—-—-nwwwwaauuuoaovuummooooo

85 West Virginia University . . . cecevesaaean

8? University of Arizona . o oo cevveennnnne

89 RadcliffeCollege v . vvvevvvereconaes

89 Montana State College . . « o . v eoveennns

89 Moatana State University «c.ovovuesvnss

8y St. John's University (Brooklyn) .. ..o

89 North Carolina College at Dutham .......

8 University of Notre Dame? .. .....cv0 e
Total. s e v enveverennncnannaans 1,627 1,801 3,428
Median. . ..coovverinrvnnnnes 10 10 21
L 9 9 2
Q]ooo.cooo-o--o---o.ooo.-. 6 4 7
Q3'...Ill.....l.......l'.. 24 22 “

urces : '

9lnstitutions that were nonparticipants in the study. Data for these institutions (and Boston University which returned part

of the questionnaire) were obtained from the following sources:

1956=57. Gertler, Diane B., and Keith, Virginia W. Earned Degrees Conferred by Higher Educational Institutions,
1956-57. U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, Circula: No. 527, Washington, D. C.:
Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, 1958.

1957-58. Gertler, Diare B, Earned Degrees Conferred by Higher Educational Institutions, 1957-58. U.S. Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, Circular No. 570. Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of Docu-
ments, Government Printing Office, 1959. '

bDiffers in two cases fiom the list included.in the graduate phase of this study developed at the University of lilinois.
The list in Table 9 includes the University of Washington, which was not involved in the graduate phase, and Dropsie Col~
lege in place of Springfield College. Dropsie was not identified as a doctoral degree granting institution from the published
sources used for comprising the original list (1955-56). Springfield was dropped from the institutional phase of the study after

it was discovered that this institution granted only the D.P.E., a doctorate in physical education. This study was delimited
to the Ed.D. and Ph.D" degrees in education.

Note: The discrepancies between the above table and Table 2, Volume |, can be accounted for by the differences reported
in the original data. Questionnaires covering each of the two phases of the study were sent on different dates directly
to Institutions conferring doctoral degrees in education. The two iables indicate that sometimes data provided by an institution
- for ?cch of the phases were not always in agreement,
Q
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period, considerable fluctuation would have been
noticed on the part of many of the universities.
Several universities produced decidedly more grad-
uates in 1956-57 than in 1957-58, or vice versa.
Many factors led to these differences within univer-
sities, among which were status of major professors
and other personnel changes, curricuium ramifica-
tiuns, and financial matters--along with, no doubt, a
notable amount of chance. Despite these changes
. from year to vear, the rankings in Table 9 probably
reflect the relative level of each institution’s capac-
ity and willingness to produce doctoral graduates
in education during the latter part of this decade.
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two factors; consequently, regions were labeled
overproducers or underproducers on the basis of
comparability of the two percentages. There would
seem to be some validity in such an assumption.
Along this line of reasoning, the Middle Atlantic
region, with 19.8 percent of the nation’s population,
was an overproducer, having graduated 36.1 percent
of the doctoral students during the two-year study
period. The Mountain and Pacific regions were like-
wise overproducers, since they produced higher
percentages of graduates than they contained in
population. The New England region came very
close to falling in the overproduction category, with

TABLE 10.--DOCTORAL PRODUCTION IN TOTAL GROUP
© BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

Public institutions

Private Institutions

Year Number Percent Number  Percent Total

1 2 3 4 5 é
1956=57 . ...« 861 52.,9% 766 47 .1% 1,627
1957-58 ...... _926 51.4 _875 48.6 1,801
Total. . ¢ 1,787 52.1% 1,641 47 .9% 3,428

Production by Type of Institution

The 35 private institutions which comprised 38
percent of the total group, as shown in Table 10,
produced 52.1 percent of the graduates during the
two-year study period. This percentage was heavily
weighted by the inclusion of graduates from New
York University and Teachers College of Columbia
University, both of which produced extremely large
graduating classes. However, six of the ten top-
producing institutions were private universities.

The 57 public institutions, which comprised 62
percent of the total group, produced 47.9 percent of
the doctoral graduates in education during the two-
year period.

Regional Production

As shown in Table 11, the highest producing
region in the United States consisted of the Middle
Atlantic states, where 36.1 percent of the graduates
received their degrees. Again, this percentage was
considerably influenced by the large production at

New York University and Teachers College of -

Columbia University.

The East South Central states (Alabama, Ten-
nessee, Mississippi, and Kentucky) comprised the
region in which the lowest percentage (4. 2) of grad-
uates received their degrees.

Analysis of the data in Table 11 was made to
determine the extent of relationship between the
percentages of graduates by regions and the total
population within each region. It was assumed that
there was meaning to the relationship between these

TABLE 11,--REGIONAL DOCTORAL PRODUCTION,

1956-58
Percent
of total
Number of  Percent u.s.
graduates,  of total  population,
Regions 1956=58  graduates 1958
1 2 3 4
New England .. .... 172 5.0% 5.7%
Middle Atlantlc .... 1,238 36.1 19.8
South Atlantic ...« 155 4.5 14.5
East North Central. . . 643 18.8 20.4
East South Central. . . 143 4.2 6.8
West North Central . . 287 8.4 8.8
West South Central .. 204 5.9 9.5
Mountain. o .o e ee v 174 5.1 3.8
Pacific . . .. ceiees 412 12.0 10.7
Tedheoovos.s 3,428 100.0% 100.0%
East of the
Mtssissippi River
{53 Institutions) 2,363 68.9%9 48.9%%
West of the
Mississippl River
(39 institutions) 1,065 31.1%°  31.1%°
All institutions (92) .. 3,428 100.0% 100.0%
Source : '

Column 4, U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Census. Current Population Reports; Population Estimates .
Series P-25, No, 189. Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of
Documents, Government Printing Office, 1958. p. 2.

OA rather Incredible coincidencel

2500026
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a difference of only 0.7 percent in favor of the total
popularion. The West North Central region alsowas
within a fraction of being an overproducer.

Conversely, the South Atlantic, East South Cen-
tral, East North Central, and West South Central
regions were underproducers, withthe South Atlantic
being the greatest underproducer with only 4.5 per-
cent of the graduates. This latter regionincluded the
District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia, West
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,
and Florida--states whichtogether accounted for 14.5
percent of the narion’s population.

Regional differences, however, made such a
labeling procedure hazardous. Employment positions
available, extent of wealth, geographic considera-
tions, amount of urbanization, and number of degree-
granting institutions present were but a few of the
factors that influenced the level of regional produc-
tion. A study of the graduates’ location following
receipt of their degrees, in conjunction with an estab-
lishment of regional needs, would have shed further
light on this analysis to help determine regional
potential. In addition, such a study would have re-
vealed the amount of insularity and inbreeding in
some regions, as opposed to the extent of cultural
croes-fertilization and academic mobility among
others.

If it were assumed that all regions were com-
parable in point of relative need for doctoral grad-
uates in education, along with equal capabilities to
meet these needs, conclusions would have been
definitely defensible in regard to the desirability for
greater numbers of locally produced doctorates in
some of the regions. Professional education withits
local orientation, particularly in its so-called prac-
titioner aspects, would have strengthened such a
conclusion. At the same time, such an assumption
might have led to the conclusion that at least the
Middle Atlantic region was beyond the legitimate or
desirable level of inbreeding, despite the need for a
significant percentage of locally produced doctorates
in the field. Without ample data, however, such
conclusions were not feasible. Nevertheless, the
implications for further study were inherent in the
analysis, and the hypothesis could be strengthened
by existing data.

Strangely enough, the relationship between the
percentages of doctoral graduates produced eastand
west of the Mississippi River were identical to the
percentages of total population. East of the Missis-
sippi, 68.9 percent of the population were located
and in this same area 68.9 percent of the doctoral
degrees were granted. The same relationship
naturally prevailed west of the Mississippi.

State Production

The map in Figure VI shows the state-by-state
relationship between production and number of insti-
tutions. From this national overview, further ampli-
fication of the regional picture was attained. Al-
though the East South Central region produced the
lowest percentage of graduates, one state in this
region(Tennessee) produced over 100 graduates from
only two institutions. Almost the szme number of
graduates were produced from six institutions inthe
State of Texas.

As shown in Figure VI, doctoral graduates in
education were entirely ‘‘imports in Idaho, MNevada,
New Mexico, South Dakota, Rhode Island, Vermont,
New Hampshire, and Maine. This was nottechnically
true of Delaware because the University of Delaware,
which no longer intended to offer the doctorate in
education, was, nevertheless, still granting degrees
at the time of the study.

As indicated in the projection analysis in
Chapter VII, several of the nonproducing states
were planning to add programs.

THE PARTICIPATING GROUP

Published sources were used to furnish gross
figures for nonrespondents. These sources, how-
ever, did not show production according to degree
types--Ed.D. or Ph.D.--or by areas of concentration
or ‘“majors’’; therefore, analyses pertaining to these
factors were restricted to the institutions that fur-
nished this information.

Production by Degrees Granted

According to Table 12, of the 3116 graduates
from 81 participating institutions, 1978, or 63.5 per-
cent, received the Ed.D. degree. The other 1138, or
36.5 percent, were granted the Ph.D. degree in
education.

TABLE 12.~-DOCTORAL PRODUCTION BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION IN PARTICIPATING GROUP,
AND DEGREES GRANTED, 1956-58

Ed.D. Ph.D. Both
Type of institution degrees Percent degrees Percent degrees Percent
] 2 3 4 5 3 7
Private e et av e 1,056 53.4% 412 53-8% 1'668 53.5%
Pub"c.--.......-.-... 922 46.6 526 46-2 ]‘448 46-5
Total covuenoennes  1,9789  100,0% 1,138 100.0% 3,116 100.0%

9Constitutes 63.5 percent of the total number of doctoral degress In education In these 81 institutions.
Constitutes 36.5 percent of the total number of doctoral degrees in education 1n these 81 institutions.

IToxt Provided by ERI

. otmt



19

SALV.IS A9 SHLVNAVYD TVIO.LD0A 8Z¥‘€ 40 NOLLVDOT--"IA dNOId

‘uoT3eONPD

uT seaalep TwIO3OODP Sutjuead
gUOTIN3TISUT JO JoquUNU 83BOTPUT
gogeyauaxed ur saxsaquMN

*gajenpead 93BOTPUT
sosoyjuaged uTr 30U sIxoqumN :WLON

@)
Oh
(T) @)
A 2
(1)
¢
€]
(€)
AMW 92 | 20T
eTqUNTOD (1) AWV
mo.poﬁpwa +T /(1)
() 2/ (£ (€)
o¢ OTT TTT
(T) wmv
T I
A2 (£)
o (8) €Te
166
(£)
<1 Aol o
(0]

()
rq ! 9)
90T
(1)
TT
()
9t (€)
ol
) (D)
[4°] g
Sy
L9t @) )
A gt
(D) 0
ch (1)
29
(1)
(0] 8

(€)
2t

(T
4t

)
2

(2)

(

2)
(1

()
17/

(9)

O

‘?§()()():263'

<o

o i‘,x:, o

IC.

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



20

The medi:n number of Ed.D. degrees granted,
shown in Table 13, was 17, while the median number
of Ph.D. degrees was nine.

The predominant emphasis on the Ed.D. degree
was apparent in all but 10 of the 41 institutions in the
participating group that offered bothdegrees. Among
these ten, the University of Michigan was most
notable. As shown in Table 13, this university pro-
duced 71 Ph.D. degrees in education, giving them a
rank of fourth among Ph.D. degree-granting institu-
tions; only six Ed.D. degrees were granted during
the same period, giving them a rank of 51 among
Ed.D. degree-granting institutions. Such a differ-
ence seemed to indicate an institutional preference
for one degree over the other.

The same situation in reverse was true at Har-
vard University, which ranked fifth among Ed.D.
granting institutions, but held a rank of 41.5 among
Ph.D. granting schools. This, too, was probably ex-
plainable more from the point of viewof institutional
preference than any other factor.

Another major factor that entered into the em-
phasis on the Ph.D. over the Ed.D. degree in some
institutions was that of areas of concentration offered.
Of all the various major areas available to the doc-
toral student in education, the psychology fields
(clinical, educational, vocational, social, and coun-
seling) contained more Ph.D. than Ed.D. graduates.
In institutions such as New York University, which
granted nearly 100 Ph.D. degrees in the area of

TABLE 13.-~PARTICIPATING GROUP, SHOWN BY DEGREES GRANTED, 1956-58

Number Ronk of Number Rank of Total
Ed.D. £d.D. Ph.D. Ph.D. 2=year
Institution degrees producers degrees  producers  production

_ 1 2 3 4 5 6
Teachers College, Columbia University ........ 431+ 1 105 2 536
New York University « oo e cvvvnncnninnnnns 114- 2 190 1 304
Pennsylvania State University. . . . .ovvevs e 60+ 8 42 6 102
Indiana University s s svsesssnestnoenconns 90+ 3 10 25.5 100
Stanford University ....vvivneesecccsnnns 82+ 4 12 22.5 94
Ohlo State University. .. cccovsenscansnnne 91 3 N
George Peabody College for Teachers ......... 45+ 12 33 1 78
University of Michigan . « v oo vevvnenennsass 6- 51 71 4 77
Horvard University. . v o v v vvvnneeessnnnnes 74+ 5 2 41.5 76
Wayne State University. . ccoevvsnsnsnnnsen 71 6 71
University of Pittsburgh. v v e v v e e venessase 45+ 12 22 18 67
Michigan State University . « o v oo enevescnns. 31- 19 34 10 65
Boston University. . o o v e covveennssnncnnns 62+ 7 0 54.5 62
University of Minnesota «..ccevevnconnnnss - 62 5 62
Colorado Stdte College of Education .o vv.vv... 55 4 . . 55
University of Culitornia at Berkeley. ..o .cov .. 35+ 16.5 20 19 55
Syracuse University « v v o e vvvesonsnsencnsns 17- 32,5 35 9 52
University of Texas « v cvvvvencnnnnonsnnns 18- 31 31 13 49
University af Nebraska o o v e vvssvoenenvnnss 39+ 15 9 29 48
Oregon State College. o v v e vvevnnnsnnnnnns 46 10 . 46
University of California at Los Angeles. ........ 45 12 e 45
University of Missourfs . o o v v vvsnnnennonns 42+ 14 2 41.5 44
University of Oklahoma . ..ovevvvannsnnnns 35+ 16.5 9 29 44
University of Wisconsin. . o v oo evvnvneennnns ves 42 7 42
University of Chicago. . . oo vcvnvnononsenns 41 8 41
Universityof Denver .. ...vvevenencsneane 29+ 20 10 25.5 39
Northwestern Unlversity « covvveversnnnnnas 10+ 42.5 28 15 38
Comell University . .« v oo veoeeencsseancans 15 36.5 18 2.5 33
University of Cannectlcut o v oo vvvvrncecenes . 33 12 33
Temple University ..o cvvvervinenernenasss 32 1: . ces 32
Saint Louls University. . oo oo ovveeoecccncee e 30 14 30
University of Oregon .. o e vvvvvcvenonsnsnes . 25+ 22 4 32.5 29
University of Kansase o o o o v v e nsavnsnsnnnnns acl 21 2 41.5 28
Fordham University. . . v v o vevenenvnnsnnnns cee vee 26 16 26
University of Houston . .« v e e veevnencnnenns 24 2.5 cee 24
Universityof Maryland . « . v o e vvevnnnnnnnns 22+ 25 2 41,5 24
University of Tennessee. . . o c o v vavesennnns 24 23.5 oe 24
Catholic University of America. . e oo vovuesaas e 23 17 23
University of Pennsylvanlac .o ovvvvvnnnenns. 20+ 29.5 2 41.5 22
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TABLE 13.--PARTICIPATING GROUP, SHOWN BY DEGREES GRANTED, 1956-58 (Continued) )
Number Rank of Number Rank of Tota!

EduDu EduDo %-D- Ph-Do 2-year
Institution degrees producers degrees producers  production
1 . 2 3 4 5 6
Oklahoma State University + o ovvveveeee 21 27 . oes 21
University of Buffalo .. .oevvsveneannn 2] 27 cen ces 2]
Rutgers University ¢ o v voevverenasesns 2] 27 . 2]
University of Florida + .o .v0avvvncenns 20 29.5 oee 20
Florida State University +ocveveeeasnns 17+ 32.5 3 35.5 20
Loyola University of Chicage s v v aeveuas. 16+ 34.5 2 4.5 18
Yeshiva University. . e ot oo eovencesecne 0- 66 18 2.5 18
University of North Caroling v oo vavveens 8- 46.5 10 25.5 18
Univers'ty of Wyoming « v s v vvevvnenne 16+ 34.5 1 49.5 i7
Avburn University v« v vovveerrsosocee 15 36.5 . ves .15
Western Reserve University . ...ceveeees 5- 55 9 29 14
University of Virginla, c v o sevoevreeees 13+ 38.5 1 49.5 14
Washington State University. .« v e v s 000 e 1+ 40.5 2 41.5 13
Un;vers“yofuhh-.--oooo-----o...- 9"' 44-5 4 32.5 13
Texas Technological College + v oo vvevree 13 38.5 .o 13
Louisiana State University « . o o s e v v v 0v e oes .o 12 22,5 12
University of Mississlppi ... covvvevneee T+ 40.5 0 54.5 11
University of North Dakofa v v eevveeeees 8+ 456.5 2 41.5 10
Purdue University. s « vovveeersvneenss ces ves 10 25.5 10
George Washington University « v« v eeess 10 42,5 . . 10
Universityof Alabama +..0evveveeanns &+ 51 3 35.5 9
North Texas State College. . . c e v eev v v e 9 44.5 vee . 9
lowa State University o o c v v oo eevvevnne oes ves 8 31 8
Washington Unlversity (St. Louls) ....cv. . 5+ 55 3 35.5 8
DUkeUniVel'l“'Y s s s eserseseseerrn e 7 48-5 s . ese 7
University of Georgla. s o oo eceenanenas 7 5.5 Ceee . 7
Arizona State University . e o et s vvsvense 6 51 ver . 6
University of Kentueky e c e e v v vvonnne 5+ 55 1 49.5 6
Bradley University e c c e cvvv e rannens 4+ 58.5 1 49.5 5
University of Cincinnati . v v cevvnnvenee § 55 ore ors 5
UniversifyofTuhu......._.-......... 5 55 cee ces 5
Baylor University. . . v v o vvervnnocoase 4 58.5 ‘oo oes 4
College of the Pacific «cvvevecerencne 3 60.5 ver 3
Utch State University +...coeeesveess 3 60.5 cee oes 3
University of South Caroling .. cavveanns ces cos 3 35.5 3
West Virginia University . « v e e v a0 vonsae 2 62 ore 2
University of Arfzona .t s e v v evveveenes 0- 66 1 49.5 1
Rodeliffe College oo vcoevveeeenerenas ces eee 1 49.5 1
Montana State University . ....co0eanee 1 . 63.5 cee cee 1
Montana State College . . v v e e veveaenns 1 63.5 ces . 1
St, John's University (Brooklyn) ......... ] 66 1 49.5 1
North Carolina College ot Durham ....... 1 49.5 1
TQ’QI.....oo.o-...o....oo-.-- 1'978 1'138 3']160
Med'ﬂn-ooo-ooo..-oooo--oooo 17 9 . 2'
Ql-oo-oooo-oo...ooo----ooo 7 2 9
Qa-oo'--ooooooooooo---.¢ooo 35 ’ 30 45

Qo‘oo-ooo--o--o,o-v--oououo ) 14 T 14 18

+++ Indicates that degree was not offered.
0 Indicates that degree was offered but none were granted during study pericd.
+Indicates that instltution granted more Ed.D. degrees than Ph.D. degrees.
= Indicates that Institution granted less Ed.D. degrees than Ph.D. degrees.
9Total does not colncide exactly with Tables 14 and 15, because Boston University, included in the above table, did not
provide analyses of production by areas of concentration.
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educational psychology and child development, the
influencz of the areas of concentration offeredonthe
degrees granted was obvious. Even though chis fac-
tor was influential in the granting of more Ph.D.
than Ed.D. degrees at New York University, the
difference was not great enoughto change appreciably
the degree rankings. New York University ranked
first in Ph.D. degree production and second inEd.D.
degree production.

Another factor that produced a high ranking in
one degree and a low ranking in the other in at least
one universgity was the relative age of the two pro-
grams. At Boston University all degrees during the
study period were Ed.D. degrees, because the Ph.D.
program had only recently been offered and had not
yet produced any graduates.

Production by Areas of Concentration

All but 13.5 percent of the graduates during the
study period were categorized in the questionnaires
into 21 different areas of concentration. The addi-
tional 13.5 percent of the graduates were listed in
38 other areas of concentration. Altogether, there-
fore, there were as many as 59 different areas of
concentration, or major fieids, within professional
education from which the doctoral graduates had
chosen their specialization.

Among the 21 most frequently reported areas of
concentration, school administration, as shown in
Table 14, ranked first; this area alone was respon-
sible for 673 (22 percent) of thegraduates. Guidance
and counseling ranked second, constituting 10.1 per-
" cent of the total, while educational psychology and
child development ranked third with 9.3 percent of
the graduates. Elementary and secondary education
were fourth and fifth respectively.

Of all 59 areas of concentration in which grad-
uates- were listed, more Ph.D. than Ed.D. degrees
were granted in 23 fields. These were:

Educational psychology and child development
History and philosophy of education
Psychology

English education

Mathematics education

Agricultural education

Clinical psychology

Adult education

Social science education

Human relations

Counseling psychology

Elementary reading

Extension education

Foreign language education
Communications

Social psychology

Dramatic arts

Safety education

Educanonal psvchology and measurement

00031
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Vocational counseling

Comparative and international education
Hebrew culture

Radio and television educ.ition.

The difference, however, between the number of
Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees granted was greater than
10 in only six of the above areas; namely, educa-
tional psychology and child development, psychology,
english education, mathematics education, clinical
psychology, and adult education.

TABLE 14.--AREAS OF CONCENTRATION
IN WHICH 3,054 DEGREES WERE GRANTED

Rank Area of concentration Number Percent
1 2 3 4
1 School administration . . ... 673 22,0%
2 Guidence and counseling. . . 309 10.1
3 Educational psychology and
child development . . . .. 28y 9.3
4 Elementary ed' cation, , . . . 196 6.4
5 Secondary education ..... 164 5.4
6 General curriculum . .. ... 107 3.5
7 Physical education, . ... .. 101 3.3
8 Higher education, .. ..... 99 3.2
9 History and philosophy of
education .. e0eu.vnn 87 2.8
10 Music education .. ... ... 78 2.6
1 Teacher education « « « 2 o« s 72 2.4
12 Sclence education + « v v s s« 66 2.2
13 Business education « v v v ¢ o s 62 2.0
14 Psychology. . vev v e vsnnn 58 1.9
15 Special education . ...... 52 1.7
16 English education ....... 48 1.6
17 Educational measurements
and statistics . .. 0 h s 45 1.5
18 Foundations of education. . . 43 1.4
19.5 Mathematics education.. . . 33 1.1
19.5 Vocational education. .. .. 33 1.1
21 Agricultural education ... . 31 1.0
22-56 All others® ... vavonees 412 13.5
Totals oo veeveesss 3,054 100.0%

dincludes 38 areas of concentration, each of which con-
tributed less than 1 percent of the total production for the
two=year period.

Many of the universities that offered both de-
grees seemed to perceive the related fields of psy-
chology as lending themselves more to the Ph.D.
than the Ed.D. degree. This same perception oper-
ated in regard to a few subject-matter specialities,
more particularly English and mathematics educa-
tion. Only one practitioner, or professionally
oriented, area (adult education) accounted for more
Ph.D. than Ed.D. degrees.

In 34 areas of concentration, the Ed.D. was
awarded more frequently than the Ph.D. degree.
The differences here were not extreme in all cases,
however. The areas in which the number of Ed.D.
degrees was greater by 10 or more wereas follows:
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School administration
Guidance and counseling
Elementary education
Secondary education
General curriculum
Physical education
Higher e lucation

Music education
Teacher education
Science education
Business education
Foundations of education
Audio-visual education
Industrial arts, trades, and industries
Art education

Nursing education
Marriage and family life.

The above list includes those areas noticeably
oriented toward the practitioner aspects of profes-
sional education.

While some institutions made efforts toreserve
certain areas for one degree or the other, others
were not necessarily in agreement with suchaprac-
tice and evidently perceived the purposes and func-
tions of the two degrees as more similar in nature.
Statements to this effect were voluntarily included-
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on some questionnaire returns and are quoted in
later chapters.

From the latter observation, it is possible to
hazard a supposition that -he Ed.D.degree is becom-
ing a generic expression to cover the entire field of
education and its many related areas, just as the
Ph.D. degree has classically beenanall-encompass-
ing term. The Ed.D. degree recently has been granted
in areas not even loosely described as practitioner
related. The practitioner orientation was, of course,
fundamental among the reasons for the creation of
the degree.

As shown in Table 15, school administration was
not only the area in which the highest number of de-
grees was granted; quite naturally from this fact,
it was also the most prevalently offered--67 institu-
tions among the participants included this area of
concentration. There were only eight areas inwhich
more than 20 institutions contributed graduates:
school administration, guidance and counseling, edu-
cational psychology and child development, elemen-
tary education, secondary education, general curric-
ulum, higher education, and history and philosophy of
education. At the other end of the continuum, 21
areas were peculiar to only one institution each.
The latter phenomenon resulted, in all probability,
from the practice in a few institutions of designating
the major areas with highly specific titles.

TABLE 15.--AREAS OF CONCENTRATION BY DEGREE GRANTED AND NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS®

: Total number
Number of Number of Total of different
institutians institutions number of institutians
Total gronting Total granting graduates, granting either
Ed.D. Ed.D. Ph.D. Ph.D. bath ar both
Rank - Area of cancentratian degrees in area degrees in area degrees degrees in areab
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 School administratian « « o c e 00 s 573 56 100 29 673 67
2 Guidance and caunseling. . . . . . 190 36 19 25 309 51
3 Educatianal psychalagy and child
develapment. . . o e v v s eene 69 20 216 29 285 37
4 Elementary education. ... ... . 153 34 43 18 196 44
5 Secandary educatian, . . ... .. 124 A 40 18 164 41
6 General curriculum « oo 000 v a s 78 20 29 12 107 26
7 Physical educatian. « v+ o ev v o 78 14 23 7 101 16
8 Higher education. .« e v v v e v 58 17 4 12 9 24
9 Histary and philosophy of
education. . « e v eovsonnn 39 15 - 48 16 87 26
10 Music education « . e veesen 55 7 23 9 78 12
n Teacher education « v« s ¢ ¢ s ¢ 4 s 50 12 22 7 72 17
12 Science educatian s « e e v s v v e e 42 9 24 6 A 13
13 Business education « « « cc o0 s e 37 12 25 7 62 16
14 Psychologye e e s ovvossescnn 7 1 51 2 58 3¢
15 Spscial education .o, .euvee 29 10 3 8 52 15
16 Englich education. . « v v v v e e s 14 6 34 10 48 14
17 Educational measurements and
statistics e coeoccvenoncen 24 ll 2] 9 45 17
18 Foundations of education. « ¢ s « « 29 7 14 5 43 9
19.5 Mathematics education . « o ¢ o o 4 n 3 22 7 33 8
*1.5 Vocational education « ¢ e a0 0 oo 18 15 4 33 n
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TABLE 15.~=AREAS OF CONCENTRATION BY DEGREE GRANTED AND NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS® (Continued)

Total number
Number of Number of Total of different
institutions institutions number of institutions
Total granting Total granting graduates, granting either
Ed.D. Ed.D. Ph.D. Ph.D. both or both
Rank Area of concentration degrees in area degrees in area degrees degrees in orea
i 2 ' 3 4 5 6 7 8
2} Agricultural education . ... ... 12 é 19 8 31 10
22,5 Audio-visuol education. . ... . 23 9 6 5 2 12
22,5 Homeeconomics . ..vvvvvsns 19 6 10 5 29 9
24 Clinical psychology .. ..... .. 1 1 27 i 28 1¢.
25 Industrial arts, trades, and
industries. o o o e v ceevavns 2] 5 7 2 28 7
26 Religious education .. . .c.v v 14 2 13 3 27 3
27 Art education « o v s v vevsnese 24 5 2 2 26 6
28 Adult education. « v e e et 5 4 20 7 25 10
29 Social science education. ... .. 10 4 11 4 21 6
30  Humanrelations. e o v oo eosn é i 14 2 20 2
3 Counseling psychology . ...... 6 1 14 1 20 ic
32 Speech education. . .. e0vev.. 11 3 8 2 19 3
3 Nursing education e e e s e 000 v s 15 3 3 3 18 5
34 Educational sociology. . . o+« o« 1 3 6 1 17 3
35 Marriage and family life...... 14 1 2 1 16 1
35 Elementary reading. . . v o 00 6 3 8 3 14 5
37.5 Extension education..ceeceus 3 2 6 2 9 2
37.5 Healtheducation, coeeevenen 8 3 | ] 9 3
39 Education=-general . ........ 7 2 1 1 8 3
40 Foreign-language education . . . . 2 2 4 4 6 5
42 Recreation e « e vevvevosanes 4 i 1 i 5 2
42 Communications. o o v e vessve 2 i 3 1 5 1
42 Social psychalogy o v oo verun 1 1 4 1 5 1¢
45 School psychology . v+ o i vaus 2 1 1 1 3 1¢
45 Dramaﬁcorls.....-...-... cee see 3 I 3 H
45 Sofety,.coeecrvasscessan i i 2 i 3 i
49.5 Education, psychology and )
measurements . . .o s 000000 oo .es 2 1 2 1
49.5 General planning. « oo v vuns 2 2 1
49.5 Co=curricular aducation .. .... 2 i ces oes 2 i
49.5 Vocational counseling. « .. ... . oee 2 1 2 1
49.5 Comparative and international
education, « v v cvvevesnns 2 1 2 1
49.5 Personal psychology . v s e v v 1 i i i 2 i€
56 Elementary music supervision . , . i i cos BN i i
56 Hebrew culture . « e v e e v v e i i i i
56 Radio and television education . . ces coe 1 1 1 1
56 Nutrition. . oo evvesanseas i i i i
56 Community college education. . . ] i cee .o i i
56 Group process and development. . i i ‘oo AN 1 i
56 English as a second language . . . 1 1 Cees ees 1 i

—— ——

Tofﬂl --ol‘--"oo'tto- 1,916 11138 3,054

9Based on data obtalned directly from questionnaires returned by 80 institutions in this study. These 3,054 graduates consti-
tuted 89 percent of the total number of graduates from the 92 institutions granting degrees during the two-year period.

bEntries in columns 4 and 6 seldom add up to equal entries in éolumn number 8, since in almost every instance each fieid
of concentration was offered by several institutioris that grant both Ed.D . and Ph.D . degrees in the field. Column 8 includes
only the number of differer:* institutions,in which the field was offered for an Ed.D. or a Ph.D. degree, or both,

€Should not be construed to be inclusive of all doctoral graduates in the field of psychology, includes only those Ed.D. or
Ph.D. degrees in psychology granted by institutions including psychology among their offerings in the division of education or
by institutions that combined the field of psychology and education in one division.
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High and Low Producers

In the participating group the 18 high Ph.D.
degrec-producing institutions graduated 926, or 81.4
percent, of the candidates for the Ph.D. degree,
while the 18 low Ph.D. producers graduated 59, or
5.2 percent, of the candidates.

The 18 high Ed.D. producing institutions grad-
uated 1395, or 70.5 percent, of the Ed.D. candidates;
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the 18 low Ed.D. producers graduated 145, or 7.3
percent, during the two-year period.

The foregoing data indicated a need for deter-
mining what possible relationships there were be-
tween a high or low level of productionand the vari-
ous conditions and requirements that pertained to
the pursuit of doctoral degrees in education. Con-
sequently, many of the analyses in the following
three Chapters include comparisons between high
and low producers for each degree.

00034: .. -
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Chapter IV
ADMISSIONS REQUIREMENTS

This Chapter deals with a group of requirements
that characterize doctoral admissions policies and
procedures. In this Chapter, tue term admissions
is not used torefer tothe establishment of candidacy;
it is applied only to entrance intc the program or
admission to study.

Only 80 of the responding institutions were used
in these analyses; one university did not complete
the part of the questionnaire that dealt with admis-
sions requirements.

Data relative to credit hours are reported in
this Chapter and throughout the study in terms of
semester hours, since nearly three-fourths of the
participating institutions were on the semester rather
than the quarter system.

PREVIOUS DEGREES

The Bachelor’s Degree

One of the first prerequisites for applicants for
doctoral study in education in many of the 80 institu-
tions was both a baccalaureate andar:aster'sdegree
from regionally accredited institutions. As shown
in Table 16, 72 institutions, or 90 percent, required
the applicant to possess a baccalaureate degree from
an accredited institution. The other eight institutions
rezponded that, though a baccalaureate degree was
required, it need not have beenearnedat a regionally
accredited institution.

TABLE 16.--PREVIOUS DEGREES REQUIRED

FOR ADMISSION
Degree required Yes  Percent No Percent
i 2 3 4 5

Bachelor's degree from
a regionally accred-

ited institution . .. 72 90.0% 8 10.0%
Master's degree from

a regionally accred-

ited institution ... 51 63.8 29 36.2

The University of Buffalo reported that even
though the baccalaureate degree from a regionally
accredited institution was required, a doctoral stu-
dent could be admitted without satisfying this re-
quirement after approval from the New York State
Department of Education--a provision usually made
in cases relating to foreign students.

The Master’s Degree -

Requirements were somewhat less stringent re-
garding the master's degree. A total of 51 institu-

tions, or 63.8 perccat, required a master’s degree
from a regionally accredited institution prior to
admission. Five of the other 29 institutions stipulated
that the master’s degree was required, but that it
need not be from an accredited institution. Twenty-
four institutions, or nearly one-third of the respon-
dents, reported that applicants need not have earned
a master's degree: Presumably, equivalency in
terms of credit hours was all that was necessary in
these institutions. Pennsylvania State University,
one of the 24 institutions, reported that the only
exception to this policy related to doctoral students
majoring in higher education. Inthisfield of concen-
tration, the student was required to hold a mastex’s
degree in a subject-matter area.

Analysis revealed that requirements relative to
previous degrees were no different in regard to the
degrees to which the application was directed (Ed.D.
or Ph.D.}, the administrative unit (college of educa-
tion or graduate college), or level of doctoral pro-
duction (high or low 18).

Only 7 percent of the public institutions accepted
applicants with baccalaureate degrees from other
than regionally accredited institutions, while 14 per-
cent of the private institutions did so. A similar
difference appeared in relation to the master’s de-
gree. Of the public institutions in the study, 23 per-
cent did not require the master’s degree, as compared
to 34 percent of the private institutions.

PREVIOUS GRADE-POINT AVERAGES

Undergraduate Grade Average

As indicated in Table 17, 51 institutions reported
use of a recommended grade-point average basedon
undergraduate work as an admissions requirement.
Over one-half of these schools required that the
average be of ‘‘B’’ quality or above. Twenty institu-
tions accepted less than this average; interestingly
enough, 19 of these 20 woere publicinstitutions. Four
of the 18 high Ed.D. producers and four of the 18
high Ph.D. producers were among these 20 institu-
tions, whereas only one of the 18 low Ph.D. produ-
cers and two of the low Ed.D. producers admitted
applicants with less than a ‘‘B'’ average.

Twenty-nine institutions, or 36.3 percent of the
respondents, reported that no arbitrary grade-point
average was stated intheir admissions requirements.
This appeared.to be more peculiar to private insti-
tutions, inasmuch as {8 percent of themdid not state
such a requirement, us compared to 29 percent of
the public institutions. Many of these institutions
reported, however, that critical examination of the

V38



undergraduate record was made. One such institution
reported:

Many factors are taken into consideration in
determining a ‘‘satisfactory record’’ including
recency of enrollment; standing of the institution
where the work was completed; continuous im-
provement in record, particularly sirength in
courses forming an appropriate background for
the field of spacialization desired on the doc-
toral level; and quality of workincourses form-
ing an appropriate background for research.

TABLE 17.--UNDERGRADUATE GRADE-POINT AVERAGES
REQUIRED FOR ADMISSION

Average required Number Pe:cent
1 2 3
VA" jn major field . oo v v v v b 1 1.2%
MBHY i isseerssenaenes 1 1.2
"B+" on funior and senior courses. 1 1.2
- L 17 21.3
"B" on junior and senior courses . 4 5.0
2 3 3.8
"B-* on funior and senior courses. 1 1.2
CH" s iiiessessaseasnes 11 13.8
oL 3 3.8
"C" overall; "B" in professional
COUMSES o o s s snvsossosss 2 2.5
5on a bé-pointscale, . s s s s 0 1 1.2
80 on a 100-point scale .. .... 2 2.5
Unspecified? .. ...0000vess 4 5.0
No specific grade-point average
required ... oiusaaeenn 29 36.3
Total vvvvvvsnnssnens 80 100.0%

9These institutions checked the entry regarding grade-
point averages, but did not specify what average was used.
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TABLE 18.--PREVIOUS GRADUATE GRADE=-POINT AVERAGE
REQUIRED FOR ADMISSION® '

Average required Number
1 2 3
"A" in 50 percent of work beyond

Percent

undergraduate degree . . . . . . 1 1.2%
R 22 27.6
L 23 28.9
"CH" L iiieevi e 1 1.2
80 on a 100-point scale ...... 1 1.2
5.50n a6=pointscale « oo 0vus 1 1.2
88 on'a 100=point scale ...... 1 1.2
Unspecified®. . ..o vuunne 1 1.2
No specific grade-point average
requireds . o oo v i i rn e 29 36.3
Total viveessonsssons 80 100.0%

9This does not In all cases mean the master’s degree, since
several institutions did not require a master's degree for ad-
mission.

bOne institution checked the entry regarding grade=point
average, but did not specify what average was used.
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The University of Maryland reported that its
doctoral committee was tentatively and unofficially
considering whether academic requirements at the
undergraduate level should not be *‘stiffer.”’

Graduate Grade-Point Average

Again, 51 institutions, as shown in Table 18,
indicated use of a recommended grade-pointaverage
based on work beyond the bacalaureate degree. All
but three of these schools stipulated that the grade-
point average on graduate work had to be in terms
of a ““B”’ or higher. Actually, 23 institutions re-
quired a ‘‘B+’ or more. This requirement was
stated in 24.1 percent of the private institutions and
in 29.5 percent of the public institutions. Eight of
the 23 institutions that required a ‘‘B+’’ graduate
average or higher did not state a specified under-
graduate average, but apparently compensated by
placing added emphasis on the graduate record.

Seven of the highPh.D, producers required better
than a ‘‘BY average in graduate study prior to ma-
triculation, as compared to four of the low Ph.D.
producers. There was no difference in this regard
between the high and low Ed.D. producers.

As with the undergraduate grade-point average,
29 institutions, or 36.3 percent, reported nospecific
graduate average requirement. Again,this was more
true of the private institutions than the public; 48
percent of the private institutions did not state a
required grade-point average, while only 29 percent
of the public institutions did not do so. One public
institution noted the following:

We are of the opinion that graduate grades
are highly unreliable as predictors of quality
of further graduate work. We, therefore, pay
little attention to the grades in graduate work
unless they are consistently low.

In all, 15 institutions in the study reported no
specified grade-point average for either undergrad-
uate or graduate work. Presumably, these institu-
tions relied on a more informal gauge of previous
academic success.

LETTERS OF RECOMMENDATION

According to Table 19, the median number of
letters of recommendation required of applicants was
three. Two institutions, however, had as few as one
letter required, while another institutionrequiredas
many as 13. Sixteen institutions reported no such
requirement. Ohio State University, one of the 16,
reported that a structured form was being devised
for thie purpose, however. Auburn University and
Rutgers University also reported changes underway
in the area of evaluating statements of previous work
and professional experience and reports from ac-
quaintances within the profession.

00036



oy A R e A s

§
4
:
13
{
E
;
i
i
I
.

28

TABLE 12.--LETTERS OF RECOMMENDATION
FEQUIRED FOR ADMISSION

Letters required Number Percent
1 2 3
None.--...-..-......... 16 20.'%
One.-----.....-.-...... 2 2.5
TWO v v evesevevroorsnnaas 7 8.8
Three .+ v v vovevesvenvanas 35 43.8
Four . tvvueveecrsecnnsvas 5 6.3
Five . oo everennnansncons é 7.5
SiXe veossvsrsoananasrasas 1 1.2
Se\'en--....-.....-...... I ]cz
Eight e ¢ veeveenenevoonnns i 1.2
Nine......-...-.--...-. 0 “esn
Ten. o v vveeeesvroasaansas 1 1.2
Ele\'en.--........---.-... 0 s
Twelve v e vvenevenvanannss 0
Thirteen. . s v o v vveeassacans 1 1.2
Unspecified number .. ........ 4 5.0
Total, e v et evevvnnanns 80 . 100.0%

Median. . . ... 3 letters
Range. . . . .0=13 letters

Analysis revealed that differences relative to
letters of recommendation existed between private
and public institutions. Only 14 percent of the private
institutions did not require such letters, whereas 23
percent of the public institutions did not.

Ed.U. programs administered by the college of
education rarely excluded this requirement; only 10
percent did so. Graduate-college administered Ed.D.
programs excluded the requirement in 23 percent of
the cases.

TEACHING CERTIFICATES

Over one-half of the 80 institutions did not re-
quire a teaching certificate, or its equivalent, for
admission. These figures are included in Table 20.

Of the 41 institutions that did not require a
teacher’s certificate, an appreciable difference was
noted when comparisons were made between private

TABLE 20.--TEACHING CERTIFICATE OR EQUIVALENT
REQUIRED FOR ADMISSION

Certification requirement Number Percent
1 2 3
Teaching certificate or equivalent
required. . .. e eiaeanan 39¢ 48.8%
Teaching certificate or equivalent
_n_olrequired..........--. 4] 51-2
Totﬂl.---ccco-.-.---c w ]00.0%

90klahoma State University maintains this requirement for
all but higher education majors.

and public institutions. Twenty, or 39,2 percent, of
the 51 public institutions in the study had no such
requirement, as compared to 21, or 72.4 percent,
of the 29 private institutions. Perhaps this difference
was attributable to the fact that state-supported in-
stitutions perceived their role as more structurally
related to the entire state system of education.

This requirement was also more peculiar to
Ed.D. programs, inasmuch as 56.6 percent of tliem
required a teaching certificate, as compared to 42.6
percent of the Ph.D. programs. This fact likewise
reflected a particular relationship to the public
schools in Ed.D. programs in some institutions.

In regard to the administration of the Ed.D. pro-
gram, surprisingly, a higher percentage of degree
programs under graduate-college regulation re-
quired applicants to [iold a valid teaching certificate
than those Ed.D. programs administered directly by
the college of education--56.4 percent of the grad-
uate-college programs as against 45 percent of the
college-of-education programs.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Teaching Experience

Related to iine requirement of a teaching cer-
tificate were admissions policies regardingteaching
experience. A total of 57 institutions required
teaching experience, preferably upon admission, but
definitely before completion of the doctorate. As
shown in Table 21, two or three years of teaching
experience constituted the usual requirement.

TABLE 21.--TEACHING EXPERIENCE REQUIRED
FOR ADMISSION

Number of
Years of experience institutions Percent
1 2 3
None «coovvsensena 2 28.8%
One.ceeeerannians 3 3.8
TWO tvevivovonnoas 23 28.8
Three v cvoveernaans 21 26.2
FoUreoeevsesnasanas 1 1.2
Five..oovvinnaanas 1 1.2
Unspecified . .o v00 et 8 10.0
Tol’ul.......... 80 ]00-%

Median.......c0c... 2years
Range v cevv s vvesed 0=5years

‘Twenty-three institutions reported no such re-
quirement. Several of these probably preferred that
the candidate have had teaching experience prior to
the award of the degree, if not upon admission; but
only one institution, the University of Utah, reported
such a preference in lieu of a formal requirement.

Of the sixty-six Ed.D. programs in the study,
24,2 percent did not require teaching experience,
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while 38.8 percent of the “‘ty-four Ph.D. programs
did not. Four institutions that offered both degrees
reported that the teaching experience requirement
related only to their Ed.D. programs. A similar dif-
ference between the two degrees was noted inrefer-
ence to the teaching certificate.

Greater emphasis was placed onteaching experi-
ence as an admissions requirement by public than
private institutions; 80 percent of the public institu-
tions required teaching experience, but only 55 per-
cent of the private institutions did so.

More than 75 percent of the 39 Ed.D. programs
administered by the graduate college requiredteach-
ing experience; 70 percent of the 20 Ed.D. programs
administered by the college of education had such a

- requirement. Here again, as with the teaching cer-

tificate requirement, graduate-college administra-
tion was slightly more demanding than that of the
college of education.

Administrative Experience

Of the 67 institutions in the study that offered
degrees in the field of school administration, 41 re-
quired administrative experience in addition to
teaching experience. From two to three years was
the predominant pattern for this requirement. Four-

" "teen of the institutions that reported the requirement

did not specify the desired length of experience.
Twenty-six institutions reported no requirement
along this line.

AGE REQUIREMENT

Only three institutions reported reliance upon
absolute maximum ages as an admissions require-
ment; 24 other institutions did, however, report pre-
ferred maximum ages. These data are shown in
Table 22.

TABLE 22.--PREFERRED MAXIMUM AGE
AT TIME OF ADMISSION®

Preferred maximum age Number  Percent
1 2 3

35years . .iiiieinnnnnnsias i 1.2%
40years ovvvececerriennens 13 16.2
45years «..vrenectnennenin 1 13.8
50years «.ocoevreccncnnsos 2 2.5
Unspecified .. vovuveeennen.. 8 10.0
No age requirement . o « v v 0 evose 45 56.3

Total e eeeeenenennnnnns 80 100.0%

Mediunb............40yours
Range® .. .........35=50 years

9The term preferred is used to convey the attitude reflected
in the responses. .

bBased on the institutions that reported preferred maximum
ages.
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Two of the institutions that prescribed the age
requirement in unequivocal terms used age 45asthe
maximum,; the third used age 35.

Twenty-seven institutions stated anage require-
ment (prescribed or preferred); there was little
difference between private and public institutions in
this regard. Of the private institutions, 31 percent
stated such a requirement, while 35 percent of the
public institutions did so.

The difference between the two degrees regard-
ing the age factor was somewhat greater. Preferred
age maximums obtained in 27 percent of the Ed.D.
prog.ams, as compared to 39 percent of the Ph.D.
programs, a slight indication that age was mnore a
factor in determining Ph.D. than Ed.D. applicants.
The graduate phase of this study revealed that the
age of Ph.D. graduates in the two-year period,
1956-58, was slightly more than two years younger
than the Ed.D. graduates.

No difference existed between the types of ad-
ministrative unit regulating the Ed.D. program, nor
were any differences apparent between the high and
the low Ed.D. producers. Six of the high Ph.D. pro-
ducers were among the 27 institu:ions with preferred
maximum ages, as compared to 10 of the low Ph.D.
producing institutions.

The preclusion of an applicant over 40 or 45
naturally tended to limit enrollment; the institutions
without such stated limitations were inall probability
the ones that graduated the most doctoral candidates
over 45 years of age during the period 1956-58. The
graduate phase revealed that one-fourth of all doc-
toral graduates in education during the study period
were in this age range. This, of course, did not
mean that these individuals were over 45 upon ad-
mission to their programs, but that they were nearing
that age when admitted to study, or their degree
programs took a considerable length of time.

One respondent in the institutional phase of the
study stated his view on the age requirement by
pointing out that ‘‘persons beyond 40 are apprised of
the fact that the economic return is questionable.”
Another respondent summed up quite well the case
for a preferred maximum age by saying that ‘‘a
student’s career must be essentially ahead of him

and not behind him.”’

PROVISIONAL ADMISSION

Following the assessment of credentials, recom-
mendations, previous academic and professional
experience, and such other factors as age, final
determination to admit an applicant tostudy included
two alternatives in 49 of the institutions. In these
universities, it was possible for a student to obtain
either regular status upon admission or some form
of provisional status. On the other hand, 30 institu-
tions, or 38 percent of the total, admitted students



30

on a regular basis or notatall. No differences were
observed in the data shown in Table 23 relative to
the level of production or the type of institution.

A slightly higher percentage (36.4) of the Ed.D.
programs precluded students from provisional ad-
mission than did the Ph.D. programs (31.5). Gradu-
ate-college administered Ed.D. programs seemed
less permissive in this regard. Of those programs
administered by the graduate college, 44 percent did
not permit provisional admission, while only 30 per -
cent of the programs administered by the college of
education precluded provisional admission.

TABLE 23.--PROVISIONAL ADMISSION

Response Number  Percent

1 2 3
(- 49 62.0%
NO v iviiiinineineaans 30 38.0
Totl® ..iiiivreenaes 79 100.0%

A0ne institution did not respond to the question.

Nine institutions indicated that the provisional,
or nonmatriculated basis, was permitted to prevail
for a relatively brief specified period of time. Of
these nine, five specified the length in terms of 12
semester hours, one specified 15 semester hours,
while another specified 8 semester hours. Two in-
stitutions reported their requirement in terms of
one semester. Seven other institutions indicated that
everv doctoral applicant (for study, not candidacy)
was admitted on a provisional or so-called proba-
tionary basis.

The following reasons were reported as deter-
minants in awarding provisional status at admission
time. The first reason was given by four different
institutions, the second by two institutions, and the
remaining reasons were each reported once.

Borderline grade-point averages

Deficiency in prerequisites

Foreign students

Unusual previous-work handicaps

Lack of significant educational experience

Inconclusive interview

Inadequate experience in previous work

Low entrance-examinationscore or questionable
transcript.

It was interesting to note that three institutions
reported plans to discourage, and possibly discon-
tinue altogether, the practice of admitting doctoral
students to study on anything but a regular basis.
If provisional status has been permitted to prevail
for an unreasonable period of time at the outset of
doctoral degrees in education, as seemed to be the
case in some institutions, such status may have had
a delaying effect upon the accomplishment of degrees

(3 " 1 the student’s early goal determination.
ERIC |
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If provisional status has led to the practice of
students accumulating a mass of course credits prior
to formal matriculation, such a practice perhaps has
fostered a limited perception of doctoral study. Such
a perception may have helped occas:onally to identify
the doctorate with a large block of course work
along with a few necessary examination hurdles to
endure toward the end of the pursuit, instead of a
carefully worked out and comprehensive experience.

ENTRANCE EXAMINATIONS

One of the first so-called hurdles that has
characterized doctoral study in education--the en-
trance examination--was administered as a part of
admissions requirements in all but 15 of the par-
ticipating institutions. The median number of exam-
inations administered was two; however, 30 percent
of the institutions administered only one examination,
usually of a standardized nature, while one institution
administered a battery of seven.

Only 15.2 percent of the Ed.D. programs did not
include entrance examinations, while over one-
fourth, or 27.8 percent, of the Ph.D. programs did
not.

Of the 29 private institutions in the study, 9, or
31 percent, did not administer entrance examinations.
Public institutions were more structured in this re-
gard in that only 7, or 13.7 percent, did not have any
form of entrance examination. No difference ap-
peared in regard to the administrative unit or the
level of production.

Three of the 15 institutions that did not have an
admissions-examination requirement indicated,
however, that they did administer locally constructed
‘‘qualifying examinations’’ relatively soon after ad-
mission to study. The University of Tennessee
and the State College of Washington administered a
qualifying examination in addition and prior to a
separate examination usedtodetermine advancement
to candidacy. The University of Pennsylvania used
a qualifying examination to advance the successful
student to candidacy early in his program.

The University of Connecticut, the University
of Chicago, and Teachers College of Columbia Uni-
versity reported that admissions examinations were
not a formal requirement, but were asked for in
some instances and by some advisers. When such
a request was made at Columbia, forms of the
Graduate Record Examination or the I.E.R. Intelli-
gence Scale C.A.V.D. were used. At the University
of Chicago, a locally constructed general-education
examination was administered if the doctoral student
was a graduate of an unaccredited college or univer-
gity--the Graduate Record Examination was sub-
stituted in some cases.
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Examinations Used

As showr. in Table 24, the most frequently em-
ployed examination in the 65 institutions that re-
quired entrance examinations was the Miller Anal-
ogies Test. Nearly one-half of the 65 institutions
used this examination.

Locally constructed entrance examinations were
next in frequency. These were variously described
by the respondents as consisting of diagnostic items
dealing with problem situations, critical thinking,
current events, general culture, educational informa-
tion, vocabulary, English usage, and reading ability.
In no instance were they described as similar to
candidacy or comprehensive examinations, which

TABLE 24,-- ADMISSIONS EXAMINATIONS USED

Examination @ Number  Percent
1 2 3
Miller Analogles Test s e o e cocovesee 29 36.2%
Locally constructed test o oo o vvovas 19 23.7
Graduate Record Examination—Aptitude . 17 21.2

Graduate Record Examination—Advanced
Education Area s e eeeovecsnnnas 15 1
Graduate Record Examination {unspecified) 11 ]
Cooperative English Test » v v v 0 vuuus. 11 |
Ohio State Psychological Examination .. 7
Oral admissions examination .. ..v0e 4
L.E.R. Intelligence Scale C.A.V.D..... 4
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
InVentory. e s vesesssssonnnnns 3 3.7
Miller Analogies Test or Graduate Record

Examination (unspecified} ........ 3 3.7
ACE Psychological Examination ...... 2 2.5
ACE Quantitative Examination « o o o o « 1 1.2
Otis Quick=Scoring Test of Mental

Ability «ooverererscecconnss | 1.2
Wechsler-Bellevue Adult Intelligence

Scale v ooucvenencrsennncnaas ] 1.2
General Classification Test o oo eevepe 1 1.2
National Teachers Examinations . « ... . | 1.2
Library Research Examination . e v v e s ss i 1.2
Terman Concept Mastery Test . « o v o0 s & i 1.2
Sequential Test of Education Progress... 1 1.2
Graduate Record Examination—Humanities

Ared..--.......-n.o-....-- l 1.2
Graduate Record Examination=Social

Science Area . csceseessensans 1 1.2
Graduate Record Examination=Natural

Science..cocovvscconnnsnens 1 1.2
Graduate Record Examination {area test

umpeciﬂed).................. i 102
Jarecke Teaching Judgment Test, . ..., I 1.2
Minnesota Teacher Attltude Inventory . . 1 1.2
A"POI‘I'—SfUdy °f VGIUQ’ AR IR l ‘.2
Watson—Glaser Tests of Critical Thinking i 1.2

No examination requirement reported. .. 15 18.8

9More than one examination was administered in several
institutions, accounting for the cbsence of column totals.
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included tests of competencies, skills, and knowledge
acquired during doctoral study.

Forms of the Graduate F ecord Examination fol-
lowed next in frequency. Tae Cooperative English
Test was last in order of frequency of those exami-
nations administered ih more than 10 percent of the
institutions in the study. Eight of the 11 institutions
using Cooperative English Tests did not specify
which of the levels were employed. One institution
reported use of Levels A (Mechanics of Expression),
Bo (Effectiveness of Expression), and Cy (Reading
Comprehension); two other institutions reported use
of C7 only. It was assumedthatin all cases only the
higher-level tests in the Cooperative English Test
battery were employed.

Several institutions reported anticipated changes
in their admissions testing: Boston University and
North Carolina College at Durham planned toaddthe
Graduate Record Examination. The University of
North Dakota was studying the desirability of requir-
ing the Miller Analogies Test or the Graduate Record
Examination, along with the Cooperative English
Test or a similar measurement instrument. The
University of North Dakota was devising tests in at
least eight areas. The University of Virginia and the
University of Tennessee were planning specific ex-
amination requirements.

ADMISSIONS INTERVIEWS

Fifty-six of the 80 institutions required at least
one personal interview prior to, or upon admission
to, the doctoral program. Fifteen of these 56 insti-
tutions required two different interviews, 5 required
three, and 2 required four separate interviews. Of
the 24 institutions without this requirement, slightly
more Ph.D. programs (33.3 percent) did not follow
the procedure than Ed.D. programs (27.1 percent).
The graduate phase of the study also revealed that
Ph.D. graduates differed significantly from Ed.D.
recipients on their response to the completeness of
the initial interview; the difference was inthedirec-
tion of a more negative feeling by Ph.D. graduates.
The proportion of negative responses for all individ-
uals on this item was higher than on the other items
based on attitudinal scales included in the graduate
phase. These facts indicated a definite need for im-
provement in existing requirements for personal
interviews and also the need for several institutions
to consider adding such a requirement in the first
place.

Of the Ed.D. programs administered by the col-
lege of education, 35 percent didnot include formally
required interviews, as compared to 24 percent of
the Ed.D. programs administered by the graduate
college.

No differences emerged when the data were
compared according to the type of institutionor level
of production.

Uﬁﬂ0040



IToxt Provided by ERI

32

TABLE 25.--PERSON(S) RESPONSIBLE FOR
ADMISSIONS INTERVIEWING

Interviewer @ _ Number  Percent
1 2 3
Dean or director of education. e v 00 vos 16 20.0%
Prospective adviser or major professor. .. 16 2.0
Faculty committee c o e v e e veeese. co 14 17.5

Faculty members individually
(usually from area of proposed study) . 10
Chairman, division of graduate study in
college, school, division, or depart=
menfofeducafion EEEEEREEEREEEE
Graduafedean RN
Vice or assistant dean of education . ...
Admissions officer « o eoeveevecvans
Direcforofper”nnel R
Professors at other institutions. . « o v o s &
Alumni R R
Department interview (unspecified) .. ..

—— N BN O
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9In several institutions more than one interview was con=~
ducted, accounting for absence of column totals.

Table 25 includes a list of the officials with
whom admissions interviews were conducted in in-
stitutions where the requirement was in operation.

The administrative head of the education unit
and the prospective adviser were the two most fre-
quently used interviewers.

Fourteen institutions reported use of a faculty
committee or group interview situation. At Texas
Technological College the committee was composed
of education faculty members, with at least one
additional member from another faculty. At Colo-
rado State College the interview was conducted by a
committee composed of staff from the total faculty,
- the majority not from the Division of Education.

Three institutions reported that the interview
committee was composed of three members, one
institution reported a membership of five, and another
institution reported a membership of seven.

At the College of the Pacific the interview group
was called a ‘‘screening committee’’; at the Univer-
sity of Kentucky its title was ‘‘special admissions
committee,’’ .

Teachers College of Columbia University re-
ported that: :

...in some instances, departmental advisers at
Teachers College get in touc1 with professors
at institutions in other parts of the country and
make arrangements for interviewing when dis-
tance precludes the possibility of the applicant
coming to the College.

Harvard University used alumni to conduct admis-
sions interviews. At both Harvard and Columbia,
the admissions interview was similar to a recruit-
ment device employed by them (see Chapter VI,
page 54). '

Despite the manner in which the interview ses-
sion was conducted or the purposes for which the
university perceived the interview, it was apparent
from the graduate phase of the study that doctoral
students themselves sought information and advice
that they often did not receive to their satisfaction.
The instituticnal phase of the study did not seek to
ascertain the opinion of administrators toward this
or any other requirement. However, it is worth
noting that well over one-fourth of the institutions
saw no apparent benefits to be derived from such a
requirement for the institution or the candidate,
gince they made no provisions for it.

ADMISSIONS COUNSELING

Related to the requirement for personal inter-
views, and perhaps in some institutionsa part of that
requirement, was the practice of making available
some form of admissions counseling to applicants.
It was not readily clear what the 63 institutions that
offered admissions counseling included in this sery-
ice; however, admissions counseling wasassumedto
include general degree planning with advice about
related conditions rather formally conducted by per-
sons or agencies other than the regular program-
ming adviser. This seemed a likely assumption,
since few regular advisers have the time or re-
sources for all counseling demands at the doctoral -
level.

As shown in Table 26, almost twice as many'

‘Private institutions (31.1 percent) did not offer ad-

missions counseling, as compared to public institu-
tions (15.7 percent). Eight institutions in the study
offered neither admissions counseling nor personal
interviews. )

TABLE 26.--ADMISSIONS COUNSELING AVAILABLE

Admissions counseling Public institutions

Private institutions All institutions

offered Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
YOS coveonvosroscosnes 43 84.3% 2 68.9% 63 78.8%
No :vsveesveeaonenns _8 15.7 __? 31.1 _lZ 1.2
Total veveevvennas 51 100.0% 29 100.0% 80 100.0%

ERIC
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No differences were apparent in these data be-
tween the two degrees; this was not the case relative
to personal interviews, a requirement that tended to

obtain in slightly more Ed.D. than Ph.D. programs.

Of the 20 Ed.D. programs administered by the
college of education, 75 percent offered admissions
counseling, as compared to 80 percent of the 39
Ed.D. programs administered by the graduate
college, ‘

No differences appeared between the high and
the low Ph.D.-producing institutions. Only twoof the
high Ed.D.-producing institutions did not have ad-
missions counseling, while four of the low Ed.D.
producers did not. The two high Ed.D. producers
without admissions counseling graduated 116 persons
during the two-year period 1956-58, as compared to
35 graduates from the four low Ed.D. producers, a
fact which somewhat minimizes the effect of the dif-
ference ir this respect.
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One institution reported that its admissions
counseling was not a systematic or organized serv-
ice and added that ‘‘no doubt a great deal of hap-
hazard, ‘off-the-cuff’ advice anil information is
given.”” Perhaps this was better than none. How-
ever, neither this institution nor any other in the
study would have subscribed to the contention that
doctoral study should be undertaken in a similar
manner--haphazard, lacking in system, or unorgan-
ized. Ironically enough, adequate counseling has
been purported to preclude or correct such random
behavior. :

SUMMARY

In all of the institutions, it was standard prac-
tice to require a bachelor’s degree of the doctoral
applicant and in three-fourths of them a master’s
degree was also required. Letters of recommenda-~
tion, entrance examinations, and previous grade-
point averages in the ‘‘B’’ range were also found

TABLE 27.--SOURCE OF ADMISSIONS COUNSELING

Number
offering
Number of Percent onlyone  Percent
Service offered institutions of 80 service . of 80
1 2 3 4 5
Counseling within college, school, or depart~
ment °f educoﬁon R 53 “osob 31 3808%
Counseling provided by institution's generol '
personnel Services ¢« v ecoeav oo ne 9 11.3 3 3.8
Counseling provided by groduote college . . . 2 25,0 3 3.8
o'hera......................... 9 11'3 2 2.5

Olncludes counseling services offered variously by the director of advanced studies, assistont
groduote deon in chorge of odmissions, director of courses ond/or stoff members other thon odviser,
on odvisory committee, o temporory odviser, director of groduote studies in the department of ed-
ucation, or director of personnel in the college of education.

As noted in Table 27, the two main sources for
admissions counseling were within the education unit
and the graduate college. Very few respondents
reported use of the institution’s gemeral student
personnel services. Of the 20 institutions that re-
ported admissions counseling as a provision of the
graduate college, not all of the doctoral programs
in education in these universities were administered
by the graduate college. Five Ed.D. programs and
four Ph.D. programs under the direct regulation of
the college of education nevertheless made use of
the graduate college for admissions counseling.

Four institutions reported plans underway for
the improvement of counseling services, including
admissions counseling for doctoral students ineduca-
tion. Among these four were Auburn University, the
University of South Carolina, and the University of
Arizona. The University of Maryland reported thata
full-time counselor soon would be available tograd-
uate students within its College of Education.

ERIC

among admissions requirements in a majority of
the cases.

Other .admissions requirements were not as
standard or widespread. Some institutions admitted
students on a regular basis only; others provided
some form of provisional admission. Many institu-
tions had admissions counseling and interviewing;
many others did not. Valid teaching certificates had
to be presented by applicants in some institutions,
along with evidence of considerable teaching experi-
ence; other institutions had no such requirements.
In short, there was wide variety among the par-
ticipants relative to the permissiveness of certain
admissions prerequisites. There was equally wide
variety among them relative to the flexibility of
their admissions policies after the applicant’s cre-
dentials had been studied and approved.

The Ed.D. and Ph.D. programs differed some-
what in regard to admissions requirements. The
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Ed.D. program, for instance, was considerably more
demanding in respect to teaching certificates and ex-
perience, a distinguishing element attributable in
part to the orientation of th- Ed.D. degree at some
institutions. Ed.D. program. also tended to be more
structured in requiring entrance examinations and
admissions interviews. Fewer institutions offered
provisional admission to Ed.D. applicants than Ph.D.
applicants, another indication of less flexibility.
However, more Ph.D. programs had preferred age
maximums.

Private institutions were noticeably more per-
missive and flexible in many of their admissions
requirements than were public institutions. Private
institutions were less demanding in requiring a
master’s degree, letters of recommendation, teach-
ing certificates, and teaching experience. They
tended to be less structured relative to the estab-
lishment of arbitrary grade-point averages on both
undergraduate and previous graduate work; approxi-
mately one-half of the private institutions had no
stated or preferred grade-point averages. However,
private institutions that stated desired averages were
slightly more demanding than public institutions in
their insistence on ‘‘B’’ work or better. Private
institutions were also less structured in regard to

on
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the administration of entrance examinations and to
the establishment of admissions counseling services.

Ed.D. programs controlled hy the graduate col-
lege showed tendencies toward niore structured ad-
missions policies than college-of-education con-
trolled programs. This was true in relation to the
teaching certificate, provisional admission, and ad-
missions interviewing and counseling. The graduate
college was less demanding about letters of recom-
mendation, however, than was the college of educa-
tion.

There were few differences between high- and
low-producing institutions. The 18 high Ed.D. pro-
ducers were slightly less demanding than the 18 low
Ed.D. producers in regard to the undergraduate
grade-point average falling in the '‘B’* range. The
18 high Ph.D. producers were slightly more restric-
tive in accepting less than a ‘‘B’’ average on previ-
ous graduate study than the 18 low Ph.D. producers.
More high Ph.D. producers had also stated preferred
age maximums than low Ph.D. producers.

Of all the admissions practices studied, the

least emphasized requirement, at least in unequivocal
terms, was the age factor.

00043
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Chapter V
CURRICULAR REQUIREMENTS

Another group of requirements that character-
ized doctoral study dealt with curricular policies
and procedures, analyses of which are included in
this Chapter.

Admissions as a term used herein refers to
admission to candidacy, as distinguished from the
usage in the previous Chapter, unless otherwise
noted.

Only 80 of the responding institutions were used
in these analyses; one university did not complete
the part of the questionnaire that dealt with curricu-
lar requirements.

Data relative to credit hours, as in the preced-
ing Chapter, are reported interms of semester hours.

Since this study made an effort 0 examine the
doctorate as a separate entity within the fieid of
graduate education, analyses in this Chapter, and all
others for that matter, treat doctoraldegreesasdis-
tinct from master’s degree work. This is particu-
larly important in relation to curricular procedures
because of the practice in some institutions to com-
pute all graduate course-hour requirements in a
unitary manner above the baccalaureate degree.

HOURS REQUIREMENTS
Total Semester Hours
As shown in Table 28, zll but 9, or 13.6 percent,
of the sixty-six Ed.D. programs had a relatively

formal requirement pertaining to the number of total
hours, including the thesis, that doctoral students

were expected to earn. Thirteen, or 24 percent, of

the fifty-four Ph.D. programs had no such require-
ment.

The median number of hours required of the
Ed.D. student was 60, while the medianfor the Ph.D.
was 48. There was less variability among Ed.D.
programs, however, since they exhibited a semi-
interquartile range of 6 as compared to 12 for the
Ph.D. programs.

The total ranges for bothdegrees were extreme.

For the Ed.D. degree, the range was from 30 to 90;

for the Ph.D. degree, the range was even larger,
from 20 to 96. The questionnaire stipulated that

total-hours requirements were to be reported in -

reference to the doctorate alone, as distinct from
the master’s degree. Possible explanation for the
few institutions that reporteddistinctly atypicalnum-
bers is that several institutions did not grant any
credit hours for the dissertationor foreign-language

00044

TABLE 28.--TOTAL SEMESTER HOURS REQUIRED
Ed.D. programs Ph. D, programs

Hours Number  Percent  Number Percent
1 2 3 4 5

20-24........ .. 1 1.9%
25-29 . i i i iiee e 1 1.9
30-34........ 3 4,5% (3 1.1
35-39...00000 3 4,5 3 5.6
40-44..,..... 5 7.6 3 5.6
45-49 . ....... 7 10.6 7 12.8
50-54..,..... 5 7.6 2 3.7
1 T A 2 3.0 1 1.9
60-64,.,...., 24 36.5 13 24,0
65-69-------- ] ]-5 Yy 'ry)
70-74 . ....... 4 6.1 1 1.9
7579 e s vnns 2 3.0 1 1.9
80 and above .. . 1 1.5 2 3.7
Not specified . . . 9 13.6 13 24.0

Total, , . .. 66 100.0% 54  100.0%
Mean® ., ., ..., 55.2 hours 52,3 hours
Median®, .., .. 60  hours 48  hours
Range®....... 30-90 hours © 2096  hours
Q% (.o 6 hours . 12 hours

) 9Based on institutions that reported a specified number of
ours .

requirements, while others granted a considerable
number of hours for these.

Among the institutions that did not report any
recommended number of total hours were the Univer-
sity of Kansas, George Washington University, Rad-
cliffe College, the University of Chicago, and the
University of Florida. Other universities reported
that the hours requirement was computed beyond the
baccalaureate degree only.

One institution remarked that it was incon-
ceivable to think of calculating the doctorate interms
of hours. This was hardly a reflection on those
institutions that did report such a requirement be-
cause, in al} probability, they likewise did not think
of the doctorate in terms of course hours. Perhaps
they simply used the credit-hour approach as asys-
tematic method of keeping records relative tb one
aspect of doctoral study and as a means of placing a
control on course work.

The publicly controlled institutions tended to
require more total semester hours than did the
privately controlled institutions. A median of 60
hours was required for the Ed.D. degree in public
institutions, as compared to a medianof 52 in private
institutions. Similarly, a median of 55 hours was re-
quired in public institutions for the Ph.D. degree,
while only 48 hours were required in private insti-
tutions.
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The high Ed.D. producers tended to require more
semester hours than the low Ed.D. producers. The
18 high Ed.D. degree-producing institutions re-
quired a median of 60 semester hours, as compared
to a median of 51 semester hours in the 18 low
Ed.D. degree-producing institutions. The reverse
was true of the Ph.D. degree, withthe high producers
requiring a median of 36 semester hours andthe low
producers a median of 48.

Ed.D. programs administered by the graduate
college required a median of 60 semester hours, as
compared to 56.5 semester hours required by pro-
grams administered by the college of education.

Minimum Hours at Institution

As shown in Table 29, the median was 30 hours
beyond the master’s degree required for both the
Ed.D. ard the Ph.D. programs at theinstitutionfrom
which che doctorate was granted. Since the median

TABLE 29.~= MINIMUM NUMBER OF HOURS
BEYOND THE MASTER'S DEGREE REQUIRED
AT THE INSTITUTION BY WHICH
DOCTORATE IS TO BE GRANTED

Ed.D. programs Ph.D. programs
Hours Number  Percent Number Percent
] 2 3 4 5

]5"]9........ Xy X l lo%
20-2400000000 7 10.6% 7 13.0
25‘29..000... ] ].5 2 3.7
30"3400000000 23 34.9 ]3 24.]
35-39..c00000 7 10.6 4 7.4
40-44........ 6 9.] 4 7.4
45-49........ 6 9.] 5 9.3
50-54.0000000 3 4.5 3 5.5
- 55"5900000000 [TY) XK cen XX
w’“........ 5 7'6 3 5.5
Not specified , , . 8 12,1 2 2.2
TO’GIQ cs s e 66 100.0% 54 ]00.0%
Mean® ,..,... 36.6 hours 36.0 hours
Mediana DR 30 l'nurs 30 hOUfs
Range®....... 24-60 hours 18-60  hours
Qa tescorsee 7.5h°urs 8 hour'

b 9Based on institutions that reported a specified number of
Urs «

number of total hours for the Ed.D. degree was 60,
this meant tliat generally at least one-half of that
total had to be taken at the degree-granting institu-
tion. By similar calculations, five-eighths of the
Ph.D. hours had to be earned at the ‘‘home”
institution,

Ed.D. and Ph.D. programs in public institutions
typically required 30 hours at the degree-granting
institution; privately controlled institutions usually
required more than this. For the Ph.D. programs
in private institutions a median of 40.5 hours was
required, while a median of 35.5 hours was required
for the Ed.D. programs.

The low producers were typically less demand-
ing in this regard. The low Ed.D. producers required
a median of 33.5 hours, while the high Ed.D. pro-
ducers required a median of 40.5 hours. The low
Ph.D. producers required a median of 30 hours, as
compared to 32.5 required by the high Ph.D. pro-
ducers. .

Graduate-college administration was more flex-
ible than college-of-education administration. The
Ed.D. programs administered by the graduate college
required a median of 30 hours, while college-of-edu-
cation administered programs required 35.5 hours.

Four institutions that granted both degrees dif-
ferentiated between the Ed.D. and Ph.D. degrees for
this requirement. New York University, the Univer-
sity of Wyoming, and Yeshiva University required a
higher minimum number of hours to be earned at
their universities of the Ed.D. than the Ph.D. stu-
dent. The reverse was true atSt, John’s University.

Several of the institutions that did not specify
this requirement in terms of hours did so in terms
of a residence period. For instance, at the Univer-
sity of North Dakota, the University of Minnesota,

‘the University of Kentucky, Oklahoma State Univer-

sity, the University of Florida, and the University of
Connecticut, the requirement pertaining to workthat
had to be completed at the degree-granting institu-
tion was stated in terms of at least one full year of
residence.

Transferable Hours, including the
Master’s Degree

According to Table 30, the median number of
hours accepted on transfer, including the master’s
degree, was 45 for the Ed.D. degree and 42.5 for the

" Ph.D. degree.

Here again, private institutions tendedto be less
permissive than public institutions. The median
hours accepted for Ph.D. programs in private insti-
tutions was 40, as compared to 45 for public institu-
tions. For Ed.D. programs, a median of 40 hours
was accepted in private institutions, while publicin-
stitutions accepted a median of 48 hours.

Graduate-college administered Ed.D. programs
accepted a median of 52 hours, while college-of-

.education administered Ed.D. programs accepted a

median of 45 hours.

Low producers, especially inregardtothe Ph.D.
degree, typically accepted more hours on transfer
than high producers. The median was 53.6 hours
for low Ph.D. producers, as compared to 38.8 hours
for high Ph.D. producers. The median was 46.8
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TABLE 30.-- MAXIMUM NUMBER OF TRANSFERABLE
HOURS, INCLUDING MASTER'S DEGREE

Ph.D. programs

Ed.D. programs

Hours Number  Percent  Number Percent
1 2 3 4 5

15-I9o--o-ooc eee seoe I ].8%
20-24 .. . 0c0ee eee eee 2 3.7
2529 . veeenen cee .o cee ces
30-34........ 9 13.6% 4 7.4
35-39 . .ccenee 5 7.6 5 9.3
40-44........ 5 7.6 5 9.3
45-49 . 0 v ee e 6 9.1 5 9.3
50-54........ 4 6.1 2 3.7
5559 cetescne 3 4.5 3 5.6
6084 . c0eeene 8 12.1 5 9.3
Not specified ... 26 39.4 22 4.6

Total. . ... 66 100.0% 54 100.0%
Mean9....... 45.1 hours 43.3 hours
Median9.,..... 45 hours 42.5 hours
Range®....... 30-60 hours 18-60  hours
Q9 .......e. 10.5 hours 10 hours

h 9Based on institutions that reported a specified number of
ours. S

hours for low Ed.D. producers and 45 for high Ed.D.
producers.

Transferable Hours, Beyond the
Master’s Degree

Related to the previous analysis and, in fact,
integrated with it, was a study of the number of hours
beyond the master’s degree accepted on transfer.
Approximately 40 percent of the respondents did not
specify a limitation on transferable hours including
the master’s degree; whereas, approximately 47 per-
cent specified no limitation on transferable hours
beyond the master’s degree (see Tables 30 and 31).

It was assumed from an analysis of Table 31
that the total number of hours accepted on the basis

TABLE 31.--MAXIMUM NUMBER OF TRANSFERABLE
HOURS BEYOND MASTER'S DEGREE

Ed.D. programs Ph.D. programs

Hours Number  Percent ' Number Percent
i 2 3 4 5

0-4....00., 4 6.1% 3 5.5%
5= 9 iiinannn 5 7.6 3 5.6
10-14..00000e 5 7.6 5 9.3
1519 cieeceee 6 9.1 6 11.1
20-24...000.0 6 9.1 4 7.4
25-29 . ieeenee 2 3.0 2 3.7
30=34,..0000. 7 10.6 5 9.3
35-40.5...... I 105 XX ] eve
Not specified ... 30 45.4 26 48.1

Totale e 4 o 66 100.0% 54  100.0%
Mean9....... 16.7 hours 16 .4 hours
Median9...... 16 hours 17.5 hours
Range®.,...... 0-35 hours 0-30 hours
Q% tiieenens 9 hours 9  hours

Based on institutions that reported a specified number of
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of the master’s degree had been transferred and
counted. Therefore, this table included only course-
work credits that may have beenearnedat an institu-
tion other than the ‘‘home’’ institution *.riag the
pursuit of the doctorate. Four Ed.D. programs and
three Ph.D. programs were described as precluding
the doctoral student from such a possibility; these
programs were in five different institutions. Based
on those institutions that reporteda specified number
of hours, the median was 16 for the Ed.D. degree and
17.5 for the Ph.D. degree.

The practice of accepting additional hours be-
yond the master’s degree on transfer was decidedly
more peculiar to the public institution than the
private. Ed.D. programs in public institutions
accepted a median of 22 hours on this basis, as
compared to a median of only 11 hours in privately
controlled institutions. For the Ph.D. degree, public
institutions accepted a median of as many as 27
hours, as compared to a median of only 10 hours
in private institutions.

Graduate-college administered programs ac-
cepted a median of 24 hours beyond the master’s
degree on transfer, while college-of-education ad-
ministered programs accepted a median of exactly
one-half that number.

Low producers typically were more permissive
in this regard than high producers, with the low
Ed.D. producers accepting a median of as many as
19.5 hours, while the high Ed.D. producers accepted
a median of only 13. The low Ph.D. producers
accepted a median of 24.3 hours, as compared to a
median of only 15.2 hours acceptable by the high
Ph.D. producers.

The respondents were askedto indicate the num-
ber of years within which transferable hours were
applicable. Twenty-six institutions reported such a
set limitation. The median number of years re-
ported was seven, with the range from five to ten
years. Nine institutions set the limit at five years,
while three permitted as many as ten years.

RESIDENCE REQUIREMENTS

A study of short descriptive statements on
residence requirements, listed in Table 32, revealed
that they formed a continuum. The various residence
requirements in the middle of the continuum were
difficult to categorize; the extremes, however, were
more obvious--from Ed.D. and Ph.D. programs
that required the student to be registered full-time
for two consecutive semesters (or three quarters)
to programs that permitted any combination of day,
evening, Saturday, or summer classes. Along with
the more stringent extremes, Table 32 alsoincludes
gsimilar requirements in the middle of the continuum
that indicate that less discretion was permitted the
candidate in determining the ‘‘pacing’’ of his doctoral
study than might have been true of more lenient
residence requirements.
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TABLE 32.--RESIDENCE REQUIREMENTS

Ed.D. Ph.D.
Residence requirement programs  programs
1 2 3
2 consecutive semesters, or 3 quar-
ters, tull times . vevevevv oo 25 21
2 semesters, or 3 quarters, sometime
during pursuit of degree . . .. .. 1 15

2 consecutive semesters, or 3 quar-

ters, sometime during pursuit of

degree ...ccoconviicense 3 5
24 semester hours within 2 consecu=

tive academic years . v v .o 00 1 1
2 graduate courses in each of 4

consecutive semesters « , « v+ s s ¢ 1
18 semester hours in one full year . . 1
12 semester hours within a 12-month

period, exclusive of summer

session hourse o« v o e cvovevone o-e 1
12 semester hours within a 12-month

perio L I A R A A A AR A ) 1 aee
1 semester, plus two summer sessions. 2 “ee
1 semester, plus one summer session,

consecutively o a v e vavsnoaee 1
1 semester or 2 quarters, full time . . 2

Any combination of day, evening,
Saturday, or summer classes + . . .

8

1
1

2
66 54

Toi‘al...c........r....

An inspection of Table 32 reveals that Ph.D.
programs were more often characterized by less
permissive residence requirements than Ed.D. pro-
grams. Six of the forty-one responding institutions
that granted both degrees reported different resi-
dence requirements for each degree. Atthe Univer-
sity of Arizona, the Ph.D. candidate was required to
spend two consecutive semesters inresidence during
pursuit of the degree, while the Ed.D. candidate was
permitted to spend only one semester, plus an un-
specified number of summer sessions.

The Ph.D. candidate at the University of Okla-
homa had to spend two semesters in resiience some-
time during pursuit of the doctorate, while the Ed.D.
candidate was permitted to fulfill his residency by
attending during four nonconsecutive summer ses-
sions.

The Ph.D. candidate at the University of North
Dakota was required to spend a full academic year
in residence, while the Ed.D. candidate was per-
mitted to zitend one semester followed or preceded
by a summer session.

The 12 semester hours required within a 12-
month period at the University of Pennsylvania in-
cluded summer sessions for the Ed.D. degree, but
was exclusive of summers for the Ph.D. degree; and
at Pennsylvania State University any combination of
day, evening, Saturday, or summer classes sufficed
for the Ed.D. degree, but the Ph.D. degree required
that the student complete two regular semesters in

_residence.

These institutions illustrated the fact that com-
paratively more stringent requirements obtained in
relation to the Ph.D. degree. Perhaps this was an
influence of graduate-college administration which,
in almost all cases, had jurisdiction over the Ph.D.
degree.

Evidence of the relationship between stringency
of residence requirements and graduate-college
administration was revealed through a comparison
of the two major types of administrative control
exercised over the Ed.D. degree. Of the 25 Ed.D.
programs that required full-time enrollment during
at least two consecutive semesters, 21, or 84 per-
cent, of them were under graduat >-college control;
three, or 14 percent, were administered by the
college of education; the remainder were under the
dual-administration arrangement.

Data were not available to indicate the actual
effect residence requirements had on production or
on the length of time taken for completion of the
degrees. It was interesting to observe, however, in
relation to the Ed.D. degree, that the 18 high pro-
ducers tended to be less stringent inthis regard than
the low producers. Only 4 of the 18 high Ed.D.-
producing institutions required two consecutive se-
mesters (or three quarters) of full-time enrollment
as compared to 15 of the 18 low Ed.D. producers.
At the other end of the continuum, 7 of the high pro-
ducers permitted residence requirements to be ful-
filled through any combination of day, evening,
Saturday, or summer classes, while only two of the
low producers reported this more permissive atti-
tude. No difference emerged when high and low
Ph.D. producers were compared.

More latitude appeared to be present in this
regard in private than public institutions. Of the
private institutions in the study, 23.3 percent re-
ported that students were required to be registered
full time for two consecutive semesters, as compared
to 35.3 percent of the public institutions. Conversely,
26.6 percent of the private institutions permitted
doctoral students to satisfy residence requirements
through any combination of day, evening, Saturday,
or summer classes, as compared to 19.6 percent of
the public institutions.

While the data did not actually reveal curricular
philosophy relative to residency, they did indicate
the degrees of latitude prevalent among the institu-
tions, some of which have continued to hold to the
idea that graduate study must include a definite period
of prolonged and uninterrupted enrollment, while
others have evidently yielded to the employment de-
mands of candidates--many of whom were engaged
in public-school education--by permitting doctoral
study to proceed at the student’s convenience.
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TABLE 33.--RECOMMENDED MAXIMUM TIME
FOR DEGREE COMPLETION

Years Number  Percent
1 2 3
After initial admission
1 1.3%
Setettteesesensncanoana 12 15.0
7 i etiiitesesttsccronnns 14 17.5
cesssesssertssssesnnes 10a 12.5
- 1 1.3
100 e eerrnnenrninenne 6 7.5
12, it etiessensonennnne 1 1.3
After final written exam 3
9 8 8 8 8 0 0 8 2 0 0 0 80 20 38 e ] .
After admission to candidacy
2 8 8 2 8 0 0 00000088 888 ] ].3
28 8.8 00 00 001 8 00 088 8080 2 2.5
Nol‘specified................ 22 27-5
Totali cvoevesennsnnnnnn 8) 100.0%
Meanb L .. vviervnienonennen 6.8 years
Mediagb................... 7 years
Range® .. .cieivonecanncesns 3-12 years

9ncludes time recommended for the Ed.D . degree only at
the Universi? of Pennsylvania. This university recommended
seven years for the Ph.D. and eight years for the Ed.D . and
was the only one thar differentiated between the two degrees
on this basis.
Based on the 54 unqualified answers.

THE TIME FACTOR

Recommended Maximum

As shown in Table 33, considerable diversity
existed among the institutions relative to the maxi-
mum period of time recommended for completion of
the doctorate in education. Time, in this analysis,
referred to the recommended number of years the
student should take for doctoral study from admission
to study (not candidacy) through graduation. Four of
the institutions reported the time factor in relation
to admission to candiaacy only.

Among the 54 institutions that stated a recom-
mended maximum, the median and modal number of
years was seven. The range was from three to
twelve years.

Based on the total number of Ed.D. and Ph.D.
programs, no differences emerged between the two.
The University of Pennsylvania was the only institu-
tion with both degree programs that recommended a
different maximum for the two degrees. Sevenyears
were recommended for the Ph.D. and eight for the
Ed.D. degree. ’

The 18 high Ed.D. and 18 high Ph.D. producers
recommended a maximum of gix years, one year
less than the median recommended time for the 18
‘ow Ed.D. and 18 low Ph.D. producers, an indication

ERIC
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that perhaps one of the factors influencing higher
production was the perception by the institution of a
shorter period of time necessary for completing the
degree. This was an interesting observation inview
of the fact that the high producers tended to have
more lenient residence requirements.

The median in the private institutions was six
years, while the median for public institutions was
seven years. Here again, private institutions, which
tended to be less stringent in regard to residency,
perceived the degree period as slightly less pro-
longed than was true of public universities.

No differences were noted between the twoma jor
types of administrative control.

The respondents were asked to indicate what
conditions permitted candidates to deviate from the
recommended time maximum. Only one institution
reported that the time limit permitted absolutely no
deviations. This institution, ho#ever, set its maxi-
mum at 10 years.

The circumstance most often mentioned as a
reason for time extension was military obligations;
ten institutions reported this as a reason. One re-
spondent reported that candidates became over-age if
their degree had not been completed in six calendar
years, with the exception of any reasonable military
obligation.

Other reasons given were foreign residency,
serious or prolonged illness, child bearing, financial
stress, dissertation difficulties, any extenuatingcir-
cumstance beyond the control of the candidate, and
continuous professional employment. The institution
that mentioned continuous professional employment
as a reason reported that it planned to be less per-
missive in this regard.

Two institutions that did not have recommended
time limits were planning to adopt such a policy.
One institution with a five-year time limit was plan-
ning to extend it to six years, ardanother institution
that had no firm prohibition .gainst a longer period
of time than ten years plauned to make that limit
absolute.

By and large, most of the respondents showed
ai interest in prescribing the time beyond which
doctoral students were nci permitted to extend their
programs. Typically, this was seven years, which
appeared to be a liberal ‘‘limitation,”’ since the
median age -attained by doctoral graduates was 38
or 39, as revealed by the graduate phase of this
study. The requirement of a time limitation itself
was probably not a primary determinant of produc-
tion, inasmuch as other conditions were fundamen-
tally operating to affect the time it took candidates
to complete their work; among these conditions were
finance, interruptions because of employment, hous-
ing, and other personal problems. Nevertheless,
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those institutions that prescribed a maximum time,
not to excced five years or less, probably helped to
sharpen goal determination, minimize seemingly in-
surmountable circumstances, and bring candidates
to the point of completing their programs.

Estimated Time for Degree Completion

Part-time students, it was reported, needed
five years to complete the doctoral degree; full-time
students ingeneral completed their programs inthree
years. Time, in this analysis as in the preceding,
referred to the entire program from initial admis-
sion to study through graduation. As indicated in
Table 34, the range for part-time students was from
three years for some institations to as many as
twelve years in one institution. For full-time stu-
dents, the range was from two years in 23.6 percent
of the responding institutions to six and one-half
years in one institution.

TABLE 34.~-ESTIMATED AVERAGE LENGTH
OF TIME FOR DEGREE COMPLETION

Full =time students

Part = time students

TABLE 35.-=-MINIMUM NUMBER OF HOURS
REQUIRED IN PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION

Years Number  Percent  Number  Percent
1 2 3 4 5
2.0 iiienes oer 17 23.6%
2% ....... 7 9.7
R 3 4.4% 31 43.1
K} S, 6 8.3
cevesoas 3 4.4 6 8.3
4 ...0... 3 4.4
5 ieeienne 30 4.1 4 5.6
5% ciinnn 1 1.5
6ieiinnns 9 13.2 . ces
6% ceevens 3 4.4 1 1.4
7 ceeennes 8 11.8 vor ces
- 6 8.8 oos
9........ aeve ee e ee LN ]
]0....'... l ].5 [ XX ] LN ]
M eieeonns cee ces vee vee
12 0ieecens 1 1.5 ves ces
Total, . . 68 100.0% 72 100.0%
Mean@ . ,... 6 years 3 years
Median®.... 5 years 3 years
Range9..,., 3-12 years 2-6% years

9Based on the institutions that gave estimates. Twelve in-
stitutions gave no estimate regarding part-time students and
eight gave no estimate regarding full=time students.

No differences emerged from the data during
comparative analyses based on type of institution,
type of administrative control, or level of production.
Seven of the institutions that reported a period of
time longer than the median of five years for part-
time students were also above the median of seven
recommended years as a maximum. Perhaps these
universities perceived the doctorate as a more pro-
longed process than was typical. As a result, such

COURSES
Ed.D. programs Ph.D. programs
Hours Number  Percent Number  Percent
1 2 3 4 5
5 9. ceee 1 1.5% .
10-14..0... 3 4.5 1 1.8%
1519, 0o 5 7.6 2 3.7
20-24,..... 5 7.6 3 5.6
2529 00 es 1 1.5 1 1.8
30-34...... 6 9.1 6 11.1
3539 s 4 6.1 5 9.3
40-44...... 2 3.0
45~49 .00 u 6 9.1 4 7.4
50~54...... 3 4.5 1 1.8
55"59.....- see see sse eve
60~64..00.. 4 6.1 5 9.3
Not specified . 26 39.4 % 48,2
" Total.. . 66 100.0% 54 100.0%
Mean9 ..... 33.7 hours 37.3 hours
Median9, ... 32  hours 36  hours
Range®..... 6-60 hours 12-63  hours
Q9 cieenen 13  hours 10.5 hours

%Based on institutions that reported a specified number of
hours. The above medians do not, however, represent the
central tendency among all the reporting institutions, since
39.4 percent of the Ed.D. programs have no specified require-
ment and an even larger percentage (48.2) of the Ph.D . pro-
grams have no specified requirement,

a perception may have contributed to the actual en-
gagement of students for a longer period of doctoral
study.

COURSES WITHIN THE EDUCATION UNIT

Approximately 40 percent of the Ed.D. rrograms
and close to 50 percent of the Ph.D. programs had
no specified minimum number of semester hours
beyond the master’s degree. Among the institutions
that reported such a specification, the median was
32 hours for the Ed.D. degree and even more than
that (36) for the Ph.D. degree.

It is worth noting the extremes in this require-
ment. As shown in Table 35, one institution stated
this minimum for the Ed.D. degree as only six
hours! - No doubt, most candidates at this institution
went considerably beyond the miniinum, but it was
interesting to observe the statemcaut of such a mini-
mal requirement pertaining to the field in which the
degree was to be granted. In fact, nine institutions
stated their minimum requirement in education
courses in terms of less than 20 semester hours for
the Ed.D. degree; three Ph.D. programs had similarly
low minimums. At the other extreme, four Ed.D.
prograius and five Ph.D. programs required a
minimum of 60 hours or more in education courses.
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The median total number of credit hours re-
quired for the Ed.D. degree was 60 semester hours,
shown in Table 28. The median number of hours in
education courses, according to Table 35, in the in-
stitutions that specified a minimum, was 32 semester
hours, an indication that, in at least some of the
responding institutions, the typical Ed.D. candidate
was required to take slightly over one-half of his
course work in professional courses. In those few
institutions that required as many as 60 hours of
education courses as a minimum, apparently most
of the courses inthe doctoral program were of neces-
sity taken within the education unit.

The mediantotal number of credit hours required
for the Ph.D. degree was 48 hours, as shown in
Table 28. The median number of hours in education
courses, according to Table 35, in the institutions
that specified a minimum, was 36 hours, an indica-
tion that in at least some of the responding institu-
tions the typical Ph.D. candidate was requiredtotake
three-fourths of his course work in the field of
education. Here, too, some Ph.D. programs required
more hours ineducation coursesthanothers required
for the entire program.

No reason was apparent whythe Ph.D. programs
showed a slightly greater emphasis on education
courses than did the Ed.D. programs; however, no
effort to establish generalizations was made because
of the fact that so many institutions did not specify
this requirement in terms of hours for either degree,
thereby precluding a comprehensive analysis. Never-
theless, it is interesting to observe, on the basis of
data available, the reverse of what might have been
expected in this regard, in view of the assumed
‘‘professional orientation’’ of the Ed.D. degree.

Also somewhat surprising is the fact that ina
comparison of the Ed.D. programs under graduate-
college control with those under college-of-educa-
tion control, the latter programs set the minimum
at 32 semester hours in education courses while
graduate-college programs had a minimum of 42
semester hours in education courses.

Private and public institutions varied very little,
if any, in this regard and sufficient data on which to
compare high with low producers werenot available.

HOURS OUTSIDE THE FIELD

Analyses of data shown in Table 36 were largely
restricted to negative responses, since only 37.9
percent of the Ed.D. degree-granting institutions re-
ported a specified minimum number of hours beyond
the master’s degree outside the field of education,
and only 42.7 percent of the Ph.D. degree-granting
institutions reported such a sta: :@d minimum. In the
institutions that specified a minimum, the median
number of required hours was 18 for the Ed.D. de-
gree and 15 for the Ph.D. degree. Proportionally,
*+~1e were almost identical requirements, since the

IC
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TABLE 36.-- MINIMUM NUMBER OF HOURS
REQUIRED OUTSIDE THE FIELD

OF EDUCATION
Ed.D. programs Ph.D. programs
Hours Number  Percent  Number Percent
1 2 3 4 5
5- 9. . i 2 3.0% 3 5.6%
10-14,....... 5 7.6 5 9.3
15-19. . e v n e 6 9.1 7 12.9
20-24....... . 7 10.6 3 5.6
25-30. .00 n. 3 4.6 2 3.7
Hours outside edu-
cation required,
but no specified
minimum . ... 2 3.0 3 5.6
No requirement
stated o o . ... 4_] 62.1 31 57.3
Totale oo . 66 100.0% 54 100.0%
Mean® . ...... 18.4 hours 14.2 hours
Median®...... 18 hours 15  hours
Range®....... 8-30 hours 6-30 hours
Q% ... 6  hours 6  hours

9Based on institutions that reported a specified number of
hours.

two degrees differed in respect to the total number
of hours usually required. The only other differen-
tiation noted between the two degrees was that in two
institutions that offered both, there was a specified
minimum number of hours to be earned outside the
field of education for the Ed.D. degree but none for
the Ph.D. degree; the reverse wastrue inthree other
institutions.

Only 25 percent of the Ed.D. programs in private
uhiversities had stated requirements along this line;
46.5 percent of the public institutions specified a
minimum number of hours. A similar difference was
discernible in relation to the Ph.D. degree. Of the
Ph.D. programs in private institutions, only 31.8

" percent had such a stated minimum, while 50 per-

cent of the Ph.D. programs in public institutions had
such a requirement. The difference may not have
reflected a basic philosophic difference in regard to
the value of courses outside the field of education
as much as it did the uniform tendency of programs
to be more structured, or spelled out, in terms of
hours in the public universities.

In regard to the Ed.D. degree, only 20 percent
of the college-of-education-controlled programs
stated a minimum, as compared to 46 percent of the
graduate-college-controlled programs. None of the
five Ph.D. programs under college-of-education
control had a stated minimum. This also may have
reflected a difference incurricular structuring more
than a fundamental difference of attitude.

Another way to analyze emphases on worktaken
outside the field is to obtain data relative to majors
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and minors and cognate work. As indicated in the
following analysis, there was naturally a close rela-
tionship between institutions with established mini-
mums in regard to specified hours outside the field
and the presence of requirements stipulating that
another major or minor, in addition to the profes-
sior:lal education emphasis, be earned outside the
field.

MAJORS AND MINORS

Table 37 does not reflect the wide variety of
patterns relative to the siatements about majorsand
minors; it does, however, include the two basic
patterns--those programs that stipulated that a re-
lated group of courses had to be taken outside the
field, as contrasted with those that had no stipulation
beyond the accumulation of hours in the field.

TABLE 37.--MAJORS AND MINORS REQUIRED
Ed.D. programs

Ph.D. programs

Requirement Number  Percent  Number  Percent
1 2. 3 4 5
Education only. . . . 39 59.1% 28 51.8%
Education plus
cognate...... 23 34.8 22 40.7
None specified. .. 4 6.1 _4 7.5
Total. ..... 66 100.0% 54 100.0%

Since the terms major and minor probably were
defined in different ways when translated into hours
in each institution, the two main categories in
Table 37 formed an adequate basis for further obser-
vations about work outside the field.

Of the 25 Ed.D. programs reported in Table 36
as having hours required outside the field of educa-
tion, only three did not report a requirement that
the candidate acquire a cognate major or minor out-
side the field. These three institutions may not have
considered the hours outside the field as constituting
a cognate area; the courses may have been broadly
elective from many academic fields.

Forty-one Ed.D. programs were described as
not fequiring a specified minimum number of hours
outs,ide the field, but eight of these required a cog-
nat¢ minor or major. This seceming discrepancy
probably arose from the fact that these eight institu-
tions: did not spell out the cognate requirement in
terms of specified minimum hours. All inall, there
were 33, or exactly 50 percent, of the Ed.D. pro-
grams without any stipulation regardingthe accumu-
lation of hours cutside the field, either by means of
a specified minimum nwnber of hours or a cognate
field.

: One Ph.D. program was reported as having no
ffpecified minimum number of hoursoutside the field,
Jut a cognate area was required. Conversely, three

Ph.D. programs were describedas having a specified
minimum number of hours, required outside the field,
but no cognate major or minor had to be earned.
These seeming discrepancie ; were probably attribut-
able to the same facts given in the foregoing explan-
ation of the Ed.D. degree. Altogether, there were
24, or slightly over 44 percent, of the Ph.D. pro-
grams without any stipulation regardingthe accumu-
lation of hours outside the field either by means of
a specified minimuin number of hours or a cognate
field.

The foregoing analysis indicates that there was
some difference between the two degrees regarding
cognate work, with the Ph.D. degree having a some-
what greater tendency toward the stipulation of such
a requirement. This was further borne out by the
fact that among the 41 participating institutions that
offered hoth degrees, five reported that the Ph.D.
candidate had to fulfill requirements for a cognate
area, while the Ed.D. candidate did not.

The basic difference in these data, however, was
between those institutions that required work outside
the field and those that did not, regardless of the
degrees offered. This difference seemed to exem-
plify a basic curricular controversy and adivergence.
of thought between one group of institutions, which
perceived doctoral study only in terms of special-
ization within the field, as contrasted with anoppos-
ing group, whichmade administrative assurances that
additional opportunities for general ‘‘breadth’ ac-
companied advanced graduate education. The insti-
tutions that reported no administrative devices to
encourage course work outside the field of education
were not assumed to be irrevocably opposed to such
an idea and were probably permissive in allowing
students, onan elective basis, to choose suchcourses.

s e 8 s

techniques to assure work outside the field probably
considered reliance upon individual student initiative
to do so as undependable.

This was not an absolute dichotomy of thought,
however. One institution, for instance, that reported
no course hours or cognate areas outside the field
of education, indicated that the interpersonal and
informal relations of the education unit with other
university departmerits were not conducive to an
arrangement for interdisciplinary approaches, de-
gsirable as they might be. Twc other institutions
with no requirement fior study outside the fieldmen-
tioned that schedulirg problems usually precluded
such an arrangement, since many of the other de-
partments did not have courses available wheneduca-
tion students could conveniently unroll in them.

Of the Ed.D. programs under graduate-college
regulations, 69 percent required a cognate field, as
compared to only 13 percent of jhe programs con-
trolled by the college of education. Perhapsthis was
a reflection of greater breadth of control exercised
by the graduate college.
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Two-thirds of the high Ed.D. and Ph.D. degree-
producing institutions had no requirements for work
outside the field, while only one-half of the low
Ed.D. and Ph.D. producing institutions did not.

The public and private institutions differed
slightly, with the public universities placing more
emphasis on a cognate major and mincr. In public
institutions, 35.7 percent of the Ed.D. programs had
such a stipulation, while only 20 percent of the Ed.D.
programs in private institutions included this re-
quirement. In public institutions, 46.9 percent of the
Ph.D. programs required cognate work, as compared
to 27.2 percent of the Ph.D. programs in private
institutions. This difference may have resulted,
once again, from the tendency of the public univer-
gities to be more prescriptive in regard to cur-
ricular requirements, while the private universities
tended toward greater flexibility. However, it would
be hazardous to assume from these data that private
institutions valued cognate work less than the public
institutions.

COURSE WORK RESTRICTED
TO THE DOCTORATE

According to Table 38, not quite one-half, 46.9
percent, of the institutions reported that there wasa
specified number of credit hours to be earned in
courses virtually limited to doctoral students in
education. The median number of these course
hours was nine. It was assumed that when this was
not a strict requirement, the candidates would auto-
matically enroll in a certain number of courses
specifically designed for doctoral-level study. In
some institutions, this requirement was adminig-
tered by the prescription of a set number of courses
bearing a certain numerical designation. Such a

TABLE 38.--NUMBER OF COURSE HOURS
VIRTUALLY LIMITED TO
DOCTORAL STUDENTS

Hours Number Percent
1 2 3
None .....u0us 14 17.7%
| L S 4 5.1
5~ 9 iiiienns 12 15.2
0-14......... 9 11.4
1519 e cieen s 5 6.3
20-24...00000. 4 5.1
2529 it ennn 1 1.3
30-34. .00 2 | 2,5
Not specified .. .. 28 35.4
Total. o v\ 79 | 100.0%
Mean® ,....... :12.3 hours
Median® . ...... 9  hours
Range® ... ..... 0-33  hours

9Based on institutions that reported «: specified number of
hours. One instltution did not answer this question.
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system identified seminars and courses as ‘‘high
level’” and adapted for advanced graduate students,
particularly doctoral candidates.

According to Table 38, in addition to the 46.9
percent of the institutions withthis stipulation speci-
fied, another 35.4 percent of the institutions reported
the inclusion of courses virtually limited todoctoral
students, but did not report any particular set num-
ber of hours recommended or required.

Fourteen, or 17.7 percent, of the institutions
reported no such arrangement. Evidently, doctoral
students in education in these iistitutions were, for
the most part, enrolied in classes along with mas-
ter's degree candidates and, in some cases, upper -
division undergraduate students.

No differences relative tothis requirement were
noted on the basis of comparisons between types of
institutions, sources of administrative regulations,
or degrees offered.

It was interesting to note that 5 of the high
Ed.D. degree-producing institutions were among the
14 institutions that reported the absence ofarrange-
ments for courses virtually limited to doctoral stu-
Jdents. It would seem that the greater number of
candidates would have facilitated this type of sched-
uling. Two of the low Ed.D.-producing institutions
were among these 14 institutions. Only one of the
high Ph.D. producers and two of the low Ph.D. pro-
ducers were also among these 14. Together, there
were over 500 candidates graduated from these 14
institutions. These students apparently carried very
little, if any, course work in classes restricted to
doctoral enrollment only.

This analysis dealt with one dimension of the
way the respondents perceived a doctoral curricu-
lum. In most of the institutions there was evidence
that the doctorate was an entity in itself--a degree
program, as far as course work was concerned,
with certain expectancies that required specifically
designed curricular adjustments. In other institu-
tions, this concept of so-called curricular isolation
for doctoral students did not prevail to any appre-

ciable extent in course work.

1

At least two institutions were planning toarrange

" for more courses .limited ro doctoral students in

education. Montanai State University reported that it
irtended to increane the number of such courses.
Washington University (St. Louis) reported that
plans were under way to establish a minimum re-
quired number of these courses.

CORE COURSES

Another analysis of curricular requirements
relating to course work dealt with the core or tool
subjects common to doctoral programs ineducation.
This analysis did not include the foreign-language
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requirement, which is treated separately later in
this Chapter.

Among the 80 responding institutions, 22 re-
ported no uniform core requirement common to all
of their doctoral students. In the 58 institutions
that did prescribe a common core, the median num-
ber of courses required of the Ed.D. candidate was
four, as compared to three required for the Ph.D.
candidate. However, this difference was actually
equalized when it is realized that had the foreign-
language requirement for the Ph.D. been included in
this analysis, the two medians would probably have
been the same.

In 6 of the 41 institutions that offered both de-
grees, there was differentiation between the two in
regard to core courses in addition to the foreign-
language requirement. Two of these six universities
had no core requirements for the Ph.D. degree, but
did specify certain tool courses required of all E4.D.
candidates. The other four differentiated betweenthe
two degrees on the basis of a course or two required
of the one but not the other. All in all, there were
no appreciable differences betweenthe core require-
ments for Ed.D. and Ph.D. programs, notwithstand-
ing the foreign language. In other words, in a ma-
jority of the institutions that offered both degrees,
the same core was prescribed for both. One of these
institutions reported that although its core was the
same for both degrees, this was not to be taken to
mean that the two programs were identical except
for languages. This respondent pointed out that the
Ph.D. degree was designed to emphasize research,
and the Ed.D. degree was planned specifically for
professional competence.

Interestingly enough, in this same regard,
another institution reportedthat a committee reached
a stalemate in an effort to produce a report on the
Ph.D. degree in education that could have shown how
it was differentiated in any major respect from the
Ed.D. degree.

A comparative analysis showed no difference
between high and low Ed.D. producers. The high
Ph.D. producers tended to be more flexible concern-
ing the core thanthe low Ph.D. producers, the former
requiring a median of only one course, and the latter
requiring a median of four.

For the Ph.D. and the Ed.D. degrees in private
institutions, a median of two core courses was re-
quired as compared to a median of four courses for
each degree in public institutions. Here again, the
private universities tended to show a somewhat less
prescriptive attitude toward the organization of doc-
toral study than the public institutions. .

Ed.D. programs under graduate-college regula-
tions required a median of four core courses, while
college-of-education-administered Ed.D. programs
prescribed a median of only one core subject. A

difference was also noted in an analysis of the pro-
grams with no core prescription. Only 18 percent
of the graduate-college-controlled Ed.D. programs
were without a core requirement, as compared to
30 percent of the college-of-euucationprograms that
had no core requirement.

It is also worth noting the range in prescription
pPrevalent among the institutions witha corerequire-
ment. For instance, eight Ed.D. programs had only
one course that was generally required of all candi-
dates. At the other extreme, one institution reported
as maay as 11 courses that were required of all
Ed.D. candidates. The range in number of courses
for the Ph.D. degree was almost as wide, from one
to ten courses.

Of the 22 institutions that reported the absence
of core requirements, two institutions that offered
the Ph.D. degree only--the University of Chicagoand
the University of Minnesota--reported that there
were courses in which virtually every candidate was
enrolled, despite the fact that these werenot actually
required.

Also among the 22 institutions without core re-
quirements were Auburn University, the University of
Georgia, Ohio State University, and the University
of Virginia--all of which reported plansunder way
for the addition of a core requirement to their
programs.

The major question, therefore, did not seem to
be whether or not to have a core, nor was it one of
deciding whether a core requirement was more
necessary for the Ed.D. than for the Ph.D. degree.
The primary concern was rather a matter of extent
of prescription, with some institutions, particularly
the private, tending toward a limited core program,
while others required all candidates to enroll in
many prescribed courses. Perhaps in the latter
group of institutions there was less programming to
meet individual needs. This element of individual
patterning has often been associated with the Ed.D.
degree as one of its distinguishing characteristics.

Courses Prescribed

As shown in Table 39, the most frequently re-
quired area in which core courses were offered was
educational measurement and research. 1n61.3 per-
cent of the institutions in the study, one or more
measurement and research courses were required.
Second in rank was educational statistics, followed
in third place by educational psychology. Rather
surprisingly, only one-third of the institutions in-
cluded philosophy of education in their cores, an
area traditionally associated with doctoral study,
especially for the Ph.D. degree.

Table 39 includes only those course areas in
which core requirements were found in five or more
institutions.
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TABLE 40.--FOREIGN-LANGUAGE REQUIREMENT

Number of
institutions
requiring at least
one course
Rank Course area® in each area Percent
1 2 3 4
1 Educational reasurement
and research. . .. ... 49 61.3%
2 Educational statistics . . . 38 47.5
3 Educational psychology. . 29 36.3
4 Philasophy of educatlion. . 27 33.8
5 Curriculum and instruction 17 21.3
6 Educational sociology. . . 15 18.8
7 History of education. . .. 13 16.3
8 Administration and super-
vision .o i iieen. 7 8.8
9.5 Comparative education . . 6 7.5
9.5 History and philosophy of
education (combined) . é 7.5
n Guidance. . ..o v v v u 5 6.3

9Among the various core requirements reported, there were
75 different course titles which fell largely into the above
areas. When course titles did not readily indicate course
content, college catalogs from these institutions were con-
sulted. More than one course area was given in some institu-
tions, accounting for the absence of column totals,

In several institutions more than one course was required
in some of the areas listed in the above table. Many institu-
tions, for example, required two or three different measure-
ment and research courses in their core. The above table re-
flects only one course per institution to show the actual rank
order of the various areas contained in the core,

FOREIGN-LANGUAGE REQUIREMENT

Related to the foregoing analysis, and inactual-
ity a part of it, is the foreign-language requirement.
Because of the varying patterns found among insti-
tutions relative to this requirement, it was treated
separately. '

Ed.D. Programs

As was expected, most Ed.D. programs did not
require a foreign language. This was true in 48 of
the 66 Ed.D. programs in the study, as shown in
Table 40. Although the other 18 programs had some
language stipulation for the Ed.D. degree, none re-
quired a reading competency intwoforeign languages
‘without the possibility of waiving one of these.
Technically, the University © Texas required two
foreign languages of the Ed... candidate, but re-
ported that one of the language requirements could
possibly be waived in individual cases, with advanced
statistics replacing the one language. Four other
institutions reported that one foreign language was
required of Ed.D. candidates, without waiver privi-
leges. Seven Ed.D. programs were reported as hav-
ing the set requirement of one foreign language with
thF possibility that this requirement could be waived.
¢
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Ed.D. programs Ph.D, programs
Requirement Number  Percent  Number  Percent

1 2 3 4 5

No language

requirement . .. 48
Reading competency

in ore foreign

language (no

waiver) . ..... 4
Reading competency

in one foreign

language (waiver

possible) . .... 7
Reading competency

in two foreign

languoges (no

waiver) . ... ...
Reading competency

in two foreign

languages (one

may be waived) 1
Depends on candi-

date's program 6

66

72.7%

6.1 )

11.1%

10.6

32

59.3

14

%

Total. .. ..

Six schools reported that the foreign-language
requirement for the Ed.D. degree depended on the
candidate’s individual program. For instance, Har-
vard University, Northwestern University, North
Texas State College, and George WashingtonUniver-
sity, all reported that the requirement was an in-
dividual matter, often to be determined in light of
specific needs during preparation of the dissertation.
At Temple University, the Ed.D. candidate was not
required to take a language; however, he could take
one or two foreign languages. If he took two, his
total-hour requirement of 68 was reduced onadvise-
ment to 60; and if he elected to take one foreign
language, his hour requirement was reduced to 64.

Of the five Ed.D. programs in which at least one
foreign language was irrevocably required of all
candidates, only one was under college-of-education
regulations; the other four were graduate-college
controlled. Three of the five were in low Ed.D.-
producing institutions.

Of the 18 Ed.D. programs with one form of
foreign-language requirement or another, 5 were in
private institutions, and the remainder were in pub-
licly -controlled universities. In other words, 21
percent of the Ed.D. programs inprivate institutions
had some form of stated foreign-language require-
ment, while 30 percent of the programs in public
institutions had such a policy.

One institution added the following comment to
its report on the Ed.D. foreign-language require-
ment:
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We have attempted to eliminate the language
requirement for the Ed.D. but without success.
We have faculty members who cling tenaciously
to the theory of ‘‘Formal Discipline’’ despite
research findings. After all, it is anengagingly
simple explanation of a very complex phenom-
enon--so why worty about evidence?

Ph.D. Programs

Thirty-two, or 59.3 percent, of the Ph.D. pro-
grams retained the requirement of two foreign lan-
guages, very often French and German, with nosub-
stitutions permitted except a language other than
French or German.

At the other extreme, two institutions--the
University of Connecticut and the University of
Denver--reported that any foreign-language require-
ment for the Ph.D. degree depended entirely on the
candidate’s program.

The University of Connecticut reported that two
skills were required to support ‘‘the central pro-
gram leading to top-level competence in the special
field.”” The two skills were foreign languages or
related areas of preparation (e.g., state and local
government, social psychology, economics, develop-
mental psychology, community analysis). Thesetwo
required skills were determined by the nature of the
field, the objectives of the student, the nature of the
thesis, and the contribution these skills made to the
student as a specialist in his field. The University
of Connecticut reported in addition that:

Requirements for Ph.D. students in education
have ranged from two foreign languages to two
related areas of learning other than foreign
languages. Actually, the Executive Committee
on occasion has denied a Ph.D. candidate the
right to use a foreign language as a skill since
it clearly did not represent a necessary tool to
his research or to the achievement of high-level
competence in his field of specialization.

The Ph.D. degree at the University of Denver,
offered only in the combined fields of education and
psychology, required that the candidate must show
evidence of competency in any two of the following
areas, depending on individual needs: French, Ger-
man, or some other modern language; individual
diagnostic testing; factor analysis; analysis of vari-
ance; and nonparemetric statistics. The University
of Denver reported that it' was not uncommon for
Ph.D. candidates to choose two skills other than
languages from the foregoing list. No language re-
quirement obtained in the Ed.D. program at the
University of Denver.

In addition to these 2 institutions, 20 others
reported deviations from an inflexible requirement
of two foreign languages. Six institutions required
a reading competency in only one foreign language

for the Ph.D. degree; 14 institutions indicated that,
although two languages were technically required, it
was possible to waive the requirement for one of
them.

Of the total of 22 Ph.D. programs that departed
from the standard requirement of two languages, all
5 Ph.D. programs controlled by the college of
education were included. Of these 22 institutions
with more flexible language requirements, 12 were
private institutions and 10 were public universities.
Stated differently, 54.5 percent of the Ph.D. pro-
grams in private institutions offered some degree
of latitude to the candidate regarding the fulfillment
of requirements for the degree, as compared toonly
31.2 percent of the programs in public institutions
which did so.

Twelve of these 22 so-called permissive lan-
guage requirements were found among the 18 high
Ph.D. degree-producing institutions, while only three
were found in the 18 low Ph.D. degree-producing
institutions.

The analysis of the Ph.D. language requirements,
therefore, seemed to indicate that the more flexible
patterns were more often found in private universi-
ties and among the high producers. There was also
some indication that college-of-education regula-
tions tended to be more permissive in this regard
for both the Ed.D. and Ph.D. degrees.

The University of Chicago indicated that the
foreign-language policy for the Ph.D. degree stipu-
lated that a statement had to come from the faculty
and thesis advisers that the candidate was actually
using the language in his thesis work or his special
ficld work. This seemed to be representative of
many remarks on several questionnaires, which in-
dicated a definite attempt toward making the language
requirement for the Ph.D. degree a functional part
of the curriculum, rather than a traditional hurdle
which has been so often criticized.

Languages Offered

The following list comprises the languages re-
ported as being available to Ed.D. and Ph.D. candi-
dates in those institutions requiring a foreign
language:

Number of institutions

Languages offered

French 37
German - 37
Spanish 16
Russian 1
Italian 6
Swedish 2
Chinese 1
Hindi 1
Hebrew 1
Danish 1
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Number of institutions
(continued)

Languages offered
(continued)

English (for foreign students) 1
Norwegian 1
Latin 1
Any modern language 17
Any Germanic language 1
Any Romance language 1

Eleven institutions that offered the Ph.D. degree
reported that the two languages required must be
French and German. Seven other institutions with
Ph.D. programs reported that one of the two lan-
guages had to be either French or German. These
18 institutions were, tharefore, characterized asthe
most formal and traditional in their language re-
quirements.

Seventeen institutions reported that any approved
language that the university staff couid examine
would satisfy the Ed.D. or Ph.D. language require-
ment. Seven institutiong Jisted three languages from
which the candidate shiould choose, usually French,
German, and Spanish. Four institutions listed four
possible languages from which to choose, two insti-
tutions listed five languages, one listed six languages,
and one lListed seven.

Substitutions Permitted

The following list includes the substitutions per-
mitted in place of a second foreign language for
--Ph:D. candidates or in place of the one language for
Ed.D. candidates:

Substitution Number of institutions
Statistics 13
Educational research 2
Advanced statistics 1
High-speed computing 1
School law 1
‘‘Broadening fields’’ 1
‘‘Related tool field”’ 1
‘‘An integrated supplementary

program of 9 semester hours’’ 1
‘“A collateral field of 10 hours”’ 1
‘‘Foreign residence study for

one year”’ 1

Not included in the above list were other lan-
guages. This type of substitution was, however, of
a different nature than the above waivers.

It is interesting to note that 13 institutions con-
sidered statistics as a waiver for a foreign language,
while 38 other institutions, as shown in Table 39,
required a atatistics course in the core as a com-
petency to be expected of all dortoral candidates.
Evidently, these latter 38 institutions did not consider
statistics as merely an alternative for some other
core subject.
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The University of California at Berkeley re-
ported an interesting arrangement for alternatives
in the language requirement. At this institution,
the candidate was permitted to demonstrate a reas-
onably accurate reading knowledge of two foreign
languages, one of which was either French or Ger-
man, and the other usually Russian or Spanish.
However, as an alternative, the candidate could
demonstrate an exceptionally thorough reading
knowledge of either French or German, together with
an adequate knowledge of the grammatical structure
of the language.

A similar pattern was reported by Ohio State
University. Here the candidate could choose toread
with dictionary assistance in two languages or at-
tempt a thorough reading of one language without
assistance.

GRADE-POINT AVERAGE
IN DOCTORAL WORK

Approximately three-fourths of the institutions
reported that the grade-point average in doctoral
course work had to be of ‘‘B’’ quality or above.
Eleven institutions specifically stated that ‘‘B+”
work was necessary, and one institution required an
‘“A-"" average. On the other hand, one institution
reported that a ‘‘B-"" average would suffice, and two
institutions permitted ‘‘C+’’ averages. Fifteen in-
stitutions, or nearly 20 percent of the participants,
reported that grade-point averages did not apply to
doctoral course work.

Because of the unitary nature of the data rela-
tive to this requirement, no comparisons on any
basis were made.

Among the 15 institutions that reported devia-
tions from the standard grade-point system, several
interesting practices were reported. For instance,
the University of Mississippi’s system of retention
was based on the doctoral examination: Anexamina-
tion that was failed could be retaken; a second failure
meant termination of candidacy. Similar systems
were in operation at the University of Chicago, the
University of Virginia, and George Washington Uni-
versity.

At Yeshiva University and the University of
North'Carolina, grades at the doctoral level wereon
a Pass-Fail basis only. At Duke University, the
evaluative system utilized a scale of "‘E,” ‘'G,”
**3,”” and *‘F’’ rather than the customary ‘‘A,”” *‘B,”’
“C”’ geries. At Duke, the first year of work toward
a doctorate had to show a reasonable number of
IIG,S.,,

In 500-series courses (for graduate students
only) at Pennsylvania State University, the following
marks were used: ‘‘H’’ (honors), ‘‘P’’ (passed),
and “‘F”’ (failed).
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At the University or Connecticut, ‘‘K’’ equalled
honors quality work, ‘“M’’ represented good quality,
““T’’ gignified that credit in the course was justified
but below quality of work expected on the average,
and ‘‘U”’ meant that the work was unacceptable and
no credit was given. The doctoral program required
60 percent of ‘“M’’ quality work for successful com-
pletion.

EXAMINATION PROGRAMMING

The customary major examinations--other than
entrance examinations-~that characterized doctoral
study differed very little inthe two degree programs.
Examinations in this analysis refer only to major
assessments of the candidate at critical stages in
the program and do not include course-end exam-
inations.

Entrance Examinations

As indicated in Chapter 1V on admission re-
quirements, the entrance examination as a first test
of a series of periodic doctoral examination was
more often found in Ed.D. than Ph.D. programs. In
Table 41, this is also illustrated.

Candidacy Examination

As shown in Table 41, approximately one-fifth
of the Ed.D. and Ph.D. programs followed up entrance

TABLE 41.--EXAMINATION PROGRAMMING

Ed.D. programs Ph.D. programs

Examination9 Number  Percent Number Percent
i 2 3 4 5
Admissions or
enfrance )
examinations 56 84.8% 39 72,2%
Intermediate
examination: 13 19.7 - 11 20.4
Writtenonly. .. § 4
Oralonly, . ... 1 2
Written and oral 3 3
Written or oral
orboth .... 4 2
Candidacy
examination: 66 100.0% 54  100.0%
Written only. ,. 23 28
Oralonly..... 3 4
Written and oral 35 16
Written or oral
orboth.... 3 3
Unspecified ... 2 3
Final written
examination . 20 30.3 16 29.6
Final oral
examination. 63 95.5 52 96.3

AMore than one type of examination was administered in
every institution, accounting for absence of column totals.

diagnostic testing with a so-called intermediate
examination. This was generally given before the
completion of the first year of graduate work beyond
the master’s degree, and always before and usually
in addition to the examinatioi! used for determination
of candidacy. In fact, five institutions reported that
this evaluation came soon after the student’s first
semester following admission. The intermediate ex-
amination, as indicated in Table 41, was in some
institutions of a written nature only, in others oral
only, and in a few institutions was both oral and
written.

Some form of candidacy examination was ad-
ministered as a part of every program in all par-
ticipating institutions. This examination for the
Ed.D. degree was most frequently oral and written.
For the Ph.D. degree, it was most frequently writ-
ten only. The term-candidacy examination was used
in this analysis to convey the purpose for which the
examination was given. Actually, this terminology
was used in very few universities. The examination
was referred to as the ‘‘preliminary examination’’
in 29 institutions, as the ‘‘qualifying examination”’
in 24 institutions, and as the ‘‘comprehensiveexam-
ination’’ in 13 institutions. Other names for it in-
cluded ‘‘general examination,”’ ‘‘preliminary-com-
prehensive,”’ ‘‘matriculation examination,’’ *‘inter-
view examination,”’ and ‘‘major area examination.’’

Not shown in Table 41 were language examina-
tions, which, in almost every institution, had to be
passed prior to or as a part of the so-called candi-
dacy examination.

The examination that immediately preceded
formal admission tocandidacy came at various inter-
vals in the program, depending on the institution.
Not all institutions in the study reported the actual
time when candidacy was established. The following
list, however, gives an overview of thetime require-
ments that had to be met before candidacy could be
attained (numbers in parentheses after each entry
indicate the number of institutions that reported
each practice):

After 8 semester hours (1)

. After 12 semester hours (3)

After 16 semester hours (5)

After 18 semester hours (1)

After 24 semester hours (1)

After 30 semester hours (4)

After first year of doctoral study (6)

. Within 15 months after matriculation (1)
. After one-half of course work (1)

10. After fourth or fifth quarter (1)

11. After two-thirds of course work (1)

12. After three-fourths of course work (1)
13. After 80 percent of course work (1)

14. After 50 semester hours (1)

15. After 60 semester hours (3)

16. After second year of doctoral study (8)
17. After dissertation topic is approved (1)
18. After completion of course work (24).
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Obviously, some doctoral students became iden-
tified as candidates for the degree almost at the time
they arrived ‘‘on the scene’’ to study for the degree;
on the other hand, doctoral studeants in more than
one~fourth of the institutions were apparently at the
dissertation stage before they could consider them-
selves as qualified candidates.

Final Examinations

Twenty Ed.D. programs and 16 Ph.D. programs
included in their examination schedules a final writ-
ten examination. Eight institutions reporteld that,
along with this written final, an oral examination
was given that was separate from, and inaddition to,
the final oral devoted to the defense of the disser-
tation.

Three Ed.D. and two Ph.D. programs were re-
por.ed as not requiring the final oral examination
usually devoted to the dissertation. Among these
was the Ed.D. program at the University of Buf{alo.
In this program, each doctoral candidate, instead of
submitting to an oral, was expected tomakea formal
public presentation where he described his doctoral
study and led in a discussion of it. The presentation
was usually attended by doctoral candidates, other
graduate students, and members of the faculty.

Of the institutions that offered both degrees,
eight (19.5 percent) indicated that there was a dif-
ference betweenthe programming of examinations for
the Ed.D. and the Ph.D. degrees. In almost every
one of these eight institutions, a major difference
existed in the time that candidacy examinations
could be taken; Ed.D. programs in these cases per-
mitting earlier candidacy than Ph.D. programs. Two
institutions indicated that the written phase of the
candidacy examination was mandatory for the Ed.D.
candidate, but could be waived for the Ph.D. candi-
date on the basis of course work and entrance ex-
aminations. Three other institutions <eported thata
written final examination was mandatory for the
Ed.D. candidate, but could be waived for the Ph.D.
candidate at the discretion of his committee. At
least in these latter institutions, the Ed.D. degree
was somewhat less flexible than the Ph.D. degree.

In summary, the usual patternfollowed in sched-
uling examinations for both degrees was as follows:

(a) written admissions examination (diagnostic), -

(b) written candidacy examination, (c) oral candidacy
examination, and (d) final oral examination over
thesis.

Even though the above components were in-
cluded in the normative pattern, it is worth noting
that a major difference in programming centered on
the time application for candidacy should be made.
Also of note is the fact that in many institutions the
candidate had no oral-exsmination experiences be -
fore the final defense of his dissertation, waereas
in one institution candidates were engaged inatleast
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four oral-examination or formal group-conference
situations during pursuit of the degree.

THE DISSERTATION

As ghown in Table 42, 96.3 percent of the Ph.D.
programs were described as permitting a formal
dissertation as the only acceptable terminal research
project. Two institutions reported that some devia-
tion was permitted. In both of these instances, the
deviation consisted of permission to carry on a
co-operative study, presumably within the confines
of a typical dissertation design.

Over three-fourths of the institutions withEd.D.
programs accepted only a formal dissertation, or
thesis, to fulfill the research requirement. Of the
14 Ed.D. programs that permitted some choice in
the type of research conducted, eight were con-
trolled by the college of education, three by the
graduate college, and the remaining three were
under the regulations of the dual arrangement. The
various deviations from the standard dissertation
permitted in the 14 Ed.D. programs were research
essays, field-study reports, and joint or co-operative
studies. There was no difference reiative to this
requirement on the basis of production.

In the private institutions, 29 percent of the
Ed.D. programs permitted deviations from the formal

TABLE 42. -- NATURE OF TERMINAL RESEARCH PROJECT
Ed.D. programs Ph.D. programs
Type of project  Number  Percent  Number  Percent

i 2 3 4 5

Research paper
(or essay) only i
Forma' dissertation
(thesis) only . .
Fleld-study report
oy L ovunn 1
Joint or co-
operative study

onl R “ee Yy s ve s
Chsl'c_exofessuy,

thesis, field=

study report,

or co-~operative

study ...... 1
Cuolce of thesis or

field-study report 8
Cholce of essay or

field-study report 1
Choice of thesls,

field-study report,

or co-operative

study ...... 1
Cholce of thesls or

co-operative

study ......

Total. ., ..

1.5%

52 78.8 52

105 LN ) LA

Il5 LN s
12,2

66
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disse) (ation requirernent, whileonly 17 percent of the
publicly controlled Ed.D. programs permitted such
deviations. At Harvard University, latitude in
selecting a research project other than a disserta-
tion prevailed in the areas of guidance and adminis-
tration only. All other doctoral areas of concentra-
tion at Harvard required a dissertation.

At Cornell University, for the Ed.D. degree,
both a dissertation and a field-study report were
required.

The data provided through the questionnaire
were inadequate in indicating what each institution
interpreted the dissertation to mean. It was recog-
nized that considerable variance existed among the
institutions concerning the acceptable nature of a
doctoral thesis or dissertation. Some institutions
probably accepted a status study as fulfilling the
so-called dissertation requirement, while others
tended to disqualify any form of research other than
experimental.

Three institutions provided information that
heiped gain some insight into the way in which the
dissertation was perceived. The University of North
Dakota indicated that there has been little or no dis-
tinction made in the research requirement for the
two degrees, but plans were underway todifferentiate
between the two by allowing Ed.D. candidates to do
‘‘applied research’” rather than expecting them to
‘‘produce new information.”’ The Uriversity of Utah
reported that emphasis in that institution’s Ed.D.
program was on solving ‘‘practical school prob-
lems.”” The Ed.D. research requirement was ful-
filled at the University of Virginia by a professional
project planned and carried out by the candidate to
show corapetence in ‘‘practical affairs.’’

From data available, it was evident that, as in
the past, the Ed.D. program continued to be more
flexible than the Ph.D. program relative to the ter-
minal research project. Data inthis study, however,
did not indicate that there was wide-spread accep-
tance of the Ed.D. research project as something
radically different from the traditional Ph.D. dis-
sertation. The respondents were requested to indi-
cate any prevailing, noteworthy differences alongthis
line, an instruction which surprisingly few institu-
tions found necessary to follow.

DOCTORAL COMMITTEES

The median number of faculty members assigned
to assist the candidate as a research committee was
five, two more than the median number required as
a minimum by departmental policy; the range was
from three to seven members. In only two institu-
tions, departmental policy required as many as six
faculty members on the research or thesis com-
mittee.

Only two institutions reported differences inthe
Mm@“*'tee compogition for the two degrees. At the
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University of California at Berkeley, three faculty
members usually served on the Ph.D. candidate’s
committee; five served on the Ed.D. candidate’s
committee. At Teachers College of Columbia Uni-
versity, five faculty members (two were graduate-
school consultants) served on the Ph.D. candidate’s
committee, while three served dnthe Ed.D.-research
committees.

The median and modal number of faculty mem-
bers on the final orals committee was also five;
the range was from zero, in institutions not requir-
ing a final orals, to 12 members. Only one institu-
tion, Teachers College of Columbia University, re-
ported any difference between the two degrees; five
or six faculty members usually served on the Ph.D.
candidate’s final oral examination, while only four
members constituted the orals committee for the
Ed.D. candidate.

Of the faculty members on the final orals com-
mittee, the median number from outside the educa-
tion unit was one. Fourteen institutions reported
that no member from outside the department was
asked to sit in on the orals. Twenty-four institu-
tions reported that two faculty members from out-
side the department usually served on the orals
committee, and three institutions reportedthat more
than three members of the orals committee were
noneducation faculty.

Four institutions that offered both degrees re-
ported differences regarding outside membersonthe
orals, Three of these institutions indicated that no
outside faculty members on the final orals commit-
tee were present during Ed.D. examinations, but at
least one outside faculty member was present onthe
Ph.D. candidates’ orals committee. Theother insti-
tution reported the sameinregardtothe Ed.D. orals,
but stated that at least two outside members served
on the Ph.D. orals committee.

When outside faculty members were used onthe
orals committee at the University of Houston, the
chairmanship remained with the College of Educa-
tion. At the University of Denver, a faculty member
from outside the School of Education always served
as the chairman.

Five institutions reported thatthe oralexamina-
tion was open to the public. Included in this group
were the University of Florida, George Washington
University, the University of Nebraska, Pennsylvania
State University, and the University of Wyoming,
Stanford University reported the practice of inviting
doctoral candidates who had advanced to candidacy
to observe the oral examinations of their colleagues.

MISCELLANEOQUS CURRICULAR REQUIREMENTS

Summer School

The median number of semester hours doctoral
students could earn as a maximum during summer
school in the 80 participating institutions was 10,
with the range from 6 to 20. No differences were
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observed between private and public institutions, the
two degrees, the level of production, or the types of
administrative control. Any differences that might
have emerged between Ed.D. programs under the two
major types of administrative control would not have
been basically attributable to the college of educa-
tion or the graduate college alone since, in all
probability, maximum credit-hour limits set for
suminer school were a matter of all-university
policy. The median of 10 semester hours as a limit
during summer school was five less than the median
permitted during the regular academic year--the
range in credit hours permitted during a regular
term was from 12 to 18 hours per semester.

The major difference in these data concerning
summer school was between those institutions that
evidently placed heavy emphasis on candidates’ tak-
ing a great many summer courses and those institu-
tions that limited them to as few as ‘‘x semester
hours during the summer. This difierence was no
doubt related to the residence requirements of the
institutions, some of which permitted all residency
to be fulfilled through attendarce in the summer-
time. An opposite viewpoint was expressed in the
Bulletin of the University of California at Berkeley,
Graduate Division, on page 4l of the June 1958
edition:

Except by special arrangement, work for the
Ph.D. degree can ordirarily be pursued only
during regular sessions.... in planning a pro-
gram for a higher degree candidates must bear
in mind that the members of the regular staff
are not on duty in the summer months. Admis-
sion to candidacy does not constitute a claim
upon the vacation time of members of the
faculty for direction of theses and dissertations.

The median numiber of weeks that summer
school was in session inthe participating institutions
was 10, with a range from 6to 14 weeks. The median
for public institutions was 10, one week longer than
the median for private institutions. The median for
high- and low-producing institutions was also 10;
however, the three highest producers of Ed.D. grad-
uates and the three highest Ph.D.-degree producers
had summer sessions lasting longer than 12 weeks,
a factor that probably contributed to higher pro-
duction.

Extension Hours

Of the 66 Ed.D. programs in the study, 45.5
percent permitted credit hours earned through ex-
tension work to apply toward the doctorate; 48.1
percent of the 5S4 Ph.D. programs permitted such a
practice. There was no difference between private
and public institutions in this analysis.

Only 38.5 percent of the Ed.D. programs under
gaduate-college conctrol would honor extension hours
as applying toward the doctorate, as compared to 55
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percent of the programs under college-of-education
regulations.

The high-producing institutions, like the grad-
uate college, were somewhat more stringent in this
requirement. Of the high Ph.D. producers, 44 per-
cent would not permit the use of extension credits,
as compared to only 27 percent of the low producers.
Of the high Ed.D. producers, 33 percent would rot
accept extension credits, while only 22 percent of the
low producers had regulations prohibiting the use of
extension work during doctoral study.

In those institutions that did permit the applica-
tion of extensioncredits toward degrec requirements,
the candidate was normally limited to a maximum of
three hours during any one semester and to a total
maximum of 9 semester hours. Two institutions,
however, indicated that as many as 30 semester
hours of extension work could apply toward the
doctorate.

Credit-Hour Limitations on
Employed Candidates

All but 1 institutions had specified credit-hour
limitations for candidates employed full time during
the regular academic year. The median was five
semester hours during any one semester in the 69
institutions with such specifications.

Forty-nine institutions specified a median of six
semester hours asa limitation during any one semes-
ter for candidates employed on athree-fourths-time
basis., Candidates employed on a half-time basis
were limited to a median of 10 semester hours each
term in 54 institutions with such a specification. In
the 48 institutions with specifications for candidates
employed on a one-fourth time basis, the median
number of credit hours was 12.

SUMMARY

Institutions were characterized more by diver-
gity than similarity in curricular requirements.
However, there were requirements that most pro-
grams possessed in one form or another, among
which were the terminal research project, a ‘‘B”’
average in course work for the doctorate, tool sub-
jects or a common core, and foreign languages for
the Ph.D. degree--but not for the Ed.D. degree.

At the same time, there was an extremely wide
range in number of total course hours required--
and some institutions did not equate course work in
terms of hours at all. Some institutions accepted a
set number of hours on transfer; others did not
state a policy in this regard; still others accepted
no hours beyond the master’s degree on transfer.
Some institutions insisted on an academic year of
full-time residence; others accepted the fulfillment
of residency through any combination of day, even-
ing, Saturday, or summer classes. Some stated the
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marimum time expected for completion of the doc-
torate; others did not. Of those that did, some said
three years, one institution said 12. Core require-
ments ranged from none to as many as 10 or 11
prescribed courses. One-half of the institutions in-
sisted on some course work of cognate area outside
the field of education; the other Lalf had no such re-
quirement. Some Ed.D. programs required a for-
eign language; a few Ph.D. programs did not! In
brief, doctoral programs ineducation differed mark-
edly in many curricular respects,

The Ed.D. and Ph.D. programs resembled each
other in curricular arrangements far more than
they differed. Two main differences between the
two degrees were the traditional ones: (a) usually
no foreign-language requirement for the Ed.D. de-
gree, but almost always at least one language re-
quired for the Ph.D. degree; (b) more flexibility in
the Ed.D. terminal research project. Another dif-
ference, but not a marked one, was the tendency of
the Ph.D. program to carry stipulations that the can-
didate obtain some work outside the field of educa-
tion. The Ph.D. degree also appeared to be less
permissive on residence requirements. The Ed.D.
degree required more course hours than the Ph.D.
degree, and more Ed.D. programs had structured
this requirement in terms of minimum hours. Some
difference was noted between the two degrees in a
few institutions in regard to examination program-
ming.

Public institutions tended to be more demanding
in terms of total hours required, residence require-
ments, and hours outside the field. They were also
more structured in regard to requiring a common
core and prescribing the number of courses to be
included in the core. The public institutions were
legs flexible in permitting deviations from the com-
monly accepted foreign-language requirement or the
standard dissertation expected of the Ed.D. candi-
date. Public institutions tended to have slightly
longer symmer schools. Private institutions per-
ceived the doctoral program as consuming lesstime;
at least the recommended maximum period of time
was shorter. The only areas in which private insti-
tutions were not as flexible or permissive as public
institutions were in reference to hours earned at
the university from which the degree was to be
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granted and hours accepted on transfer. The private
institutions insisted on a greater proportion of
course hours to be earned at the ‘‘home’’ institution;
consequently, they accepted fewer hoursontransfer.

Ed.D. programs controlled by the graduate col-
lege in the main were more inflexible anddemanding
than college-of-education-controlled programs. This
was true in regard to residence requirements, pre-
scribed number of total hours, hours earned in edu-
cation courses, and hours earned outside the field.
Graduate-college programs were more likely topre-
scribe a core of courses, and when both did so, the
graduate-college core usually contained a greater
nunber of courses. Graduate-college administra-
tions were iess likely to accept course hoursearned
through extension work, less flexible inregardtode-
viations from the formal type of dissertation, and
more demanding of Ed.D. candidates in the area of
foreign language. The only areas in which college-
of-education requirements seemed less permiassive
than those of the graduate college were inthe related
areas of transferable hcurs and the proportion of
course work to be earued at the degree-granting
institution. College-of-education programs insisted
on more hours to be earned at the ‘‘*home’’ institu-
tion and, consequently, accepted fewer hours on
transfer than graduate-college programs did.

- The high producers for each degree differed in
some curricular respects, which may have had
direct effects on the production factor. For instance,
they specified a shorter maximum of time in which
to complete the degree; they were less prone to re-
quire a cognate area; and they were more permissive
in their foreign-language requirsments. Interest-
ingly enough, the high Ph.D. producers were also
less strict in their residence requirements. On the
other hand, the low producers for each degree in-
sisted on fewer hours to be earned ar the degree-
granting institution and, consequently, were more
permissive about accepting transferred hours. The
low producers were also more permissive about
accepting hours earned through extension work.
High producers tended to require a larger core of
courses common to all degrees; and surprisingly,
the high producers tended to offer fewer courses
virtually limited to doctoral candidates ineducation.



Chapter VI
RELATED CONDITIONS

Included in this Chapter are analyses of several
of the important conditions, such as personalfinances
and housing, that relate to the advanced graduate
student, including many of the same conditions
treated in the graduate phase of the study; however,
in the institutional phase, they are described from
the viewpoint of the administrative officer in charge
of the education unit.

RECRUITMENT

The questionnaire included an inquiry into the
types of recruitment practices most frequently em-
ployed by the participating institutions. An open-
end question was used to determine whether the ad-
ministrators were ‘‘recruitment-conscicus’’ and to
learn what was uppermost in their thinkirg concern-
ing the recruitment process. The resuits of this
inquiry are reported in Table 43.

TABLE 43.--RECRUITING PRACTICES

Number of Percent

Practices® institutlans of 81
1 2 3

Faculty and ather persanal contacts 27 33.3%

Publications . v e e v v v vnnnns 24 29.6
Schalarships, fellowships, assistant=

ships, ..ot inrneenens 7 20.9
Personal letters . .« . covoueusa 12 14.8
Relionce on reputation and alumni. 8 7.8
Master's pragrom . « o v v s o e v ees 7 8.6
Summer se38ian . . s v vt e v b0 5 6.2
Ca-operatian with other institutions 4 4.9
Nevisstories. . .. oovveeeones 3 3.7
School study council ......... i 1.2

9More than cne practice was reported by several Institu-
tlans, accaunting for the absence of calumn tatals.

faculty members to identify prospective doctoral
students. These contacts were reported as being
both on-campus and off-campus associations, which
faculty members were encouraged to foster for
recruitment purposes. Among the contact opportuni-
ties mentioned were public schools where faculty
members served as consultants, extension division
classes, professional organizations, and educational
conferences. The master’s program and summer
school provided additional opportunities for faculty
contacts.

At Texas Technological College, 2 series of
discussions was held during the summer session, in
which staff members of the Department of Education
met and conferred with resident and nonresident
students aspiring to be doctoral candidates.

Publications

The second most frequently employed recruit-
ment device reported was the use of publications
(graduate bulletins, catalogs, pamphlets). Twenty-
four institutions felt this was an important aspect of
their recruitment program.

The Pennsylvania State University Graduate
School and the School of Education sent a general
circular on financial aid to (a) academic deans of all
Pennsylvania colleges; (b) deans of all graduate
schools; (c) academic deans of colleges of arts and
sciences of most universities; and (d) academic
deans of all colleges in Ohio, New York, New Jersey,
Delaware, Maryland, West Virginia, and Virginia.

The University of Tennessee reported the dis-
tribution of a brochure entitled Careers in College
Teaching in the Field of Education. This brochure

One institution reported that no practices were
employed, since tenprofpective students were turned
down for every one who was accepted. On the othcr
hand, another institution reported that the absence
of a formal recruitment program was one of its
greatest weaknesses.

Between these two extremes were various prac-
tices employed to encourage able persons to pursue
doctoral study ineducation, Some institutions utilized
several practices as a part oi their program; some
relied on one or two merhods orly; and some 8imply
had no recruitment techniques to report.

Contacts

The most frequently mentioned recruiting prac-
Hﬁﬂ was the reliance upon personal contacts by

detailed the rewards of, and preparation necessary
for, careers in teacher education.

At the University of Alabama, news stories were
developed and sent to newspapers in the state re-
viewing dissertations conducted during the pursuit
of doctoral degrees in education. The university
stated that it was hoped that such public information
would be of interest to students wishing to undertake
work for the degree.

St. John’s University and Yeshiva University also
mentioned their use of press releases as media for
disseminating information about opportunities in
doctoral study at their universities. In addition,
Yeshiva reported the use of radio spot announce-
ments,for the same purpose.
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Assistantships

A representative statement about financial aid
as a recruitment feature was made by one respondent,
who stated:

We send announcements of our program, our
graduate assistantships, and our fellowships to
selected individuals. We feel that this provides
1's with a better type of doctoral student than a
higi1 pressure recruiting program.

Letters

Twelve institutions reported that lettersof invi-
tation were periodically sentto prospective doctoral
students. Rutgers University mentioned that its
college teaching program was interpreted through
periodic personal communications to college presi-
dents and deans.

Reputation and Alurmni

Eight institutions reported reliance on their
reputations and the effects of alumni as means of
obtaining doctoral students. One administrator added
that, in his opinion, ‘‘word of mouth’’ was the best
form of recruitment.

Teachers College of Columbia University insti-
tuted a recruitment program :a 1957 with the re-
sponsibility for its development assigned to a co-
ordinator. Initial attention was directed to alumni
living in 11 oftheFar Western states. Letters were
sent to these alumni, asking them to nominate two
or three people who showed potential for future
educational leadership and who should be recom-
mended for study at Teachers College.

There were 512 nominations from 275 alumniin
the initial appeal. Correspondence was carried on
with the nominees, and the co-ordinator of the re-
cruitment program interviewed a number of them
during a irip to the West Coast, from February
through April 1958. Fourteen of the nominees had
enrolled by the end of 1958, and several more had
indicated a definite interest in attending Teachers
College within the next few years.

One administrator reported that he felt that the
best recruitment program was a good sound educa-
tional program with high standards.

Master’s Program

Seven institutions mentioned the practice of re-
cruiting doctoral students from among enrollees
working toward the master’s degree, and five insti-
tutions reported the specific use of summer school
for the same purpose.

The University of Michigan reported a policy of

Q Inviting students who completedthe requirements for
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the master’s degree with an ‘‘A’’ average to a con-
ference, at which time each student’s future educa-
tionel plans were discussed.

Co-operation with Other Institutions

Four institutions reported reliance upon visits
to other campuses and co-operative relationships
with other colleges and universities as methods for
promoting doctoral study. The University of Mary-
land and the University of Virginia reported reliance
upon faculty contacts in neighboring institutions as
a means of identifying prospective doctoral candi-
dates.

Most notable among the co-operative arrange-
ments was Indiana University’s highly organized
relationship with th e in-state and six out-of-state
institutions. Pros, :ctive doctoral candidates in
these institutions were brought to Indiara Univer-
sity’s attention and permitted, if admitted as doc-
toral candidates, to take part or all of their work
for the six*h year in the co-operating institutions.
The candidates then transferred to Indiana Univer-
gity to complete the remainder of their programs.
Purdue University engaged in a similar joint venture
with Ball State Teachers College. Both these pro-
grams have received wide publicity.

Number of Practices

Twenty-four institutions reported no recruit-
ment practices, very often specifying that they had
no program--formal or informal. Interestingly
enough, 8 of the 18 highEd.D. producers wers among
these 24. Towever, the five highest-producing insti-
tutions reported programs, some of which were the
most extensive and most formalized; these included
Teachers College of Columbia University, New York
University, Indiana University, Stanford University,
and Harvard University. Actually, there was little
difference in this respect between the high and low
producers for either degree.

Of the private institutions in the study, 33 per-
cent reported no recruitment programs, as compared
to 47 percent of the public institutions. To what ex-
tent recruitment influenced production, this study,
of course, did not determine. Yet, itis worth noting
that some of the very highest producers did report
extensive recruitment activity and that private insti-
tutions in general, which graduated more candidates
than public institutions, tended to be more active in
recruitment.

Of all the institutions that reported recruitment
practices, 24 mentioned on.y one practice, while one
institution reported a8 many as six different prac-
tices.

FINANCE

The following analyses deal with major financial
considerations that usually impinge upon doctoral
study.



Tuition

As shown in Table 44, the median total tuition,
including regular fees, per academic year was $750
in private instituiions, $180 for in-state students in
public institutions, and $400 for out-of -state students.
Seven of the 51 public institutions reported that there
was no difference in tuition costs for in-state and
out-of-state students studying at the graduate level.
High tuition alone set up no discernible barrier to
enrollment, since many of the highest producers
were also the private institutions with the highest
tuition charges.
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control! of the educaticn unit. At least one adminis-
trator saw the lack of departmental control of finan-
cial aid programs to subsidize doctoral students as
a major problem:

The number of stipends (and the amount of
compensation) available to doctoral majors in
education--and under the administrative con-
trol of the College of Education--is seriously
inadequate. At present, we have only three
stipends reszrved exclusively for Ed.D. candi-
dates. The Foundation Grant which provides
thc funds for these three stipends expires

TABLE 44.--TUITION PER ACADEMIC YEAR FOR FULL-TIME GRADUATE ENROLLMENT

Private institutions

Public institutions

In-state students Qut~of-state students

Tuition® Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1 2 3 4 5 é 7
$ I~ 99 i ieinnnnns 2 3.9%
100 199 cveoerness 24 47.2 4 7.8%
200~ 299, .. 000000 ous 19 37.3 12 23.6
300- 399...ciiniies 1 3.5% 4 7.8 7 13.8
400- 499.....00000 2 6.9 1 1.9 17 33.3
500 599...c0000000 3 10.3 5 9.8
600- 699..cicunnene 6 20.8 1 1.9 5 9.8
700~ 799, ciinnnnne 5 17.2 1 1.9
800" 899--.-------- 5 17-2 se 0 (XX} ses “se
900- 999, i nane 3 10.3 vee
1,000-1,099. ¢ . oo v vevan _4 13.8 e , e
Toful EEEE R 29 100-0% 51 100-0% 51 loo.o%
Mean « v vvvrennonnnnns $736 $203 $582
Medlan . . v v eevnsnnn. $750 $180 $400
Range .. ctovvnnvnonnns $300-1,005 $80-630 $150-750

9ncludes all regular fees and/or tultion,

The practice by some universities of assessing
a fee for processing the doctoral student’s applica-
tion was followed in only 21 of the 80 responding in-
stitutions. The usual fee was $10, with the range
from $5 to $20. Only one institution reported plans
to add this assessment to admissions procedures.

Scholarships

Fifty-two, or 65 percent, of the institutions re-
ported the availability of scholarships or fellowships,
which were defined as direct grants-in-aid for which
no employed service was rendered. The graduate
phase of the study revealed that this form of finan-
cial support was used by only 22.2 percent of the
graduates during the study period. Among those in-
stitutions reporting available scholarships, the me-
dian number of such stipends was nine, with the
median value of the grants at $1175 annually.

Only 21 institutions reported the availability of
anv scholarship funds under the sole budgetary
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shortly. All graduate assistantships are on a
non-allocated basis. College of Education ma~
jors comprise about 70 percent of all graduate
enrollments. Ingeneral, graduate assistantships
awarded to graduate majors in education com-
prise 10 to 20 percent of the toral number of
graduate assistantships. The College of Edu-
cation is not represented on the scholarship
committee which nominates graduate assistant-
ships.

Despite the practice, recommended by some
writers, of consolidating scholarship funds and other
student-aid programs under the control of the grad-
uate college or some other centralized university

‘agency, the administrator quoted above evidently

would not subscribe to the practice because of the
indirect effect this type of control has had on doc-
toral study at his institution. Perhaps the foregoing
situation was attributable to interpersonal relation-
ships within the university that precluded access by
the education unit to such funds; nevertheless, it
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indicates the need for consideration of all aspects of
this type of control.

As shown in Table 45, a slightly higher percent-
age of public than private institutions reported the
complete absence of any grants-in-aid. However,
the difference was hardly great enough to conclude
that private institutions were at a distinct advantage
in the availability of such funds. Also, there was
perhaps leas need for direct grants-in-aid in public
institutions since lower tuitions tended to provide a
similar type of assistance.

No discernible difference emerged during a
comparative analysie of this factor in relation to
institutional levels of production.

Financial Aid Programs

According to Table 46, one ofthe most prevalent
forms of financial aid on a ioan basis was the long-
term loan with interest immediately accrued. This
practice was more peculiar to public than private
institutions. 1n all, 35 percent of the institutions in
the study reported the issuance of loans on this
basis. The median value reported for these loans

was $1000, at a2 median of 3 percent interest. The
range was from a maximum value of $300 in a few
institutions to as much as $5000 in one university.
One response indicated that the interest rate rose
from | to 2 percent after .ie student graduated;
another institution reported a similar increase from
2 to 4 percent; still another reported an increase
from 3 to 5 percent after graduation.

In all, there were only 17 institutions, or 21.3
percent, reporting loans granied with irterest ac-
cruing on the balance only after graduation. A higher
percentage of private than public institutions reported
this. The median value of the long-term loans with
interest on the balance after graduation was $1000,
with the median interest at 3 percent. The lowest
maximum reported was $300 ar { the highest was
$3600. One institution reported that no interest was
charged on these loans, even following graduation,
and that this type of aid, by virtue of a stipulation in
the grant, was reserved for women graduaie students.
This was the only reference in the entire study to
any practice designed specifically to encourage wo-
men in the programl!

The most frequently reported form of loan was
the emergency loan, available in 35 institutions, or

TABLE 45.--SCHOLARSHIPS AVAILABLE °

Private institutions

Public institutions All institutions

Scholarships available Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
i 2 3 4 5 6 7
YOS tevtecccanannanaaa 20 68.9% 32 62.7% 52 65.0%
3 _2 31.1 _1_9_ 37.3 _?E 35.0
Total cveveennaaan 29 100.0% 51 100.0% 80 100.0%

%1n some institutions the word "scholarship” is synonymous with "fellowship" to the extent that no service Is rendered for

either. Where an institution reported fellowships on this basis, these figures ore included in the above tabulation.

Fellow-

ships requiring service ard identified by the nature of work (e.g., teaching fellow) are included ir Tables 47 and 48.

TABLE 46.~FORMS OF FINANCIAL AID AVAILABLE

Private institutions

Public Institution: All institutions

Form of aid® Number ‘Percent Number Percent Number Percent
i 2 3 4 5 6 7
Long=~term loans with
immediate interest. ...... 7 24.1% 21 41.8% 28 35.0%
Long~term loans with interest on
balance ofter graduation . . . 9 31.0 8 15.7 17 21.3
Extended payment plan each
quarter or semester with
interest . « ceoevoecaaas 1 34 1 2,0 2 2.5
Extended payment plan each -
quarter or semester without
Interest e cocvvvensases 14 48.3 10 19.6 24 30.0
Loans for emergencles. . .. ... 10 4.5 25 49.0 35 43.8
None of the above reported . . . 6 2.7 15 29.4 2] 26.6

9More than one form of ald was reported by several institutions, accounting for the absence of column totals.
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43.8 percent. The mediar, value for these loans was
$200, at a median of 3 percent interest. Eleven in-
stitutions, however, reported that no interest was
charged on emergency loans, while five other uni-
versities reported interest rates as high as 5 per-
cent. The range in m:ximum values of emergency
loans was from $10 to $1000.

Twenty-four, or 30 percent, of the institutions
reported a practice of extending graduate students’
tuition charges, with spaced payments through each
quarter or semester, with no interest charged. Two
other institutions that had impiemented the extended-
payment plan charged from 4 to 6 percent.

Noteworthy comments relative to loans were in-
cluded on three different questionnaires from public
institutions. One administrator commented that doc-
toral loans were not made except in ‘‘very severe
emergencies,’’ and that undergraduates had priority.
One public institution indicatedthat doctoral students
were using loans only for minor expenses. Another
administrator observed that, since most of the grad-
uate students at his institution were full-time em-
ployed teachers, requests for loans were not made
to the university office.

Twenty-one, or 26.6 percent, of the inatitutions
reported the absence of all forms of financial aid
covered in Table 46, a situation described by one
administrator as ‘‘most unfortunate.’’

The private institutions tended to be slightly
more liberal in their extension of financial aid to
students; 79.3 percent of the private universities had
aid programs for doctoral students, as compared to
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70.7 percent of the public institutions. Surprisingly,
no differences were observed between high- and low-
producing institutions.

Assistantships

Table 47 shows the various types of assistant-
ships available to doctoral students in education.
During the two-year study period, tl.ere were 1600
of these positions available, 71 of which were not
filled! Evidently, these latter 71 posistions were not
adequately publicized, or they were not attractive
enough for doctoral candidates. According to the
graduate phase, slightly less than 40 percent of the
graduates during the two-year period relied on
assistantships for financial support.

None of the 1600 assistantships reported in the
institutional phase, according to directions given in
the questionnaire, carried faculty rank. As previ-
ously reported in Chapter II, there were approxi-
mately 550 faculty members who were also doctoral
candidates at the institutions of their employment.
Thus, there were approximately 2150 positions open in
the participating institutions to doctoral candidates.

As shown in Table 47, the type of assistantship
offered by the greatest number of institutions was
that of assistant to a professor; 42 institutions re-
ported this type of position. Teachingassistantships
and research positions were next, in that order.
Some types of assistantships were reported as nota-
bly less available than these three. However, the
work of the assistant to a professor, if further de-
lineated, might have revealed that some institutions
reported the assistantship as anassignment to a staff
member rather than according to a particular duty.

TABLE 47,-~ASSISTANTSHIPS AVAILABLE®

Private Institutions Public institutions All Institutions
Number of Positions  Positions  Positions  Positions Positions Positions

Type Institutions  avallable  filled avallable  fllled available filled
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Acministrative. o« o v s e s v n i 23 12 12 35 35
Asslstant In a university office , n 70 70 24 2] 94 9N
Assistant to a department. . . . . 6 2 1 53 49 55 50
Assistant to a profassor + .. ... 42 23 218 288 282 519 500
Clinlcal +ovevevovsnoonss n k7 k7 9 8 43 42
Counselings s e vovvevesnaen 15 10 9 35 3 45 40
Fl’ld “rvlc.u EEEEEREEEEER 8 13 13 19 19 32 32
Plccomonfu............. 8 5 5 8 7 13 12
Research v evovevnvennnns 28 137 128 100 95 237 223
Residence hall. s v v e v v 14 52 47 2 20 7 67
Student-teacher supervision . . . 10 32 29 27 25 59 54
Study councll s s s s e v nas 3 3 2 3 3 6 5
Tocchlng........u...... 32 36 3‘ l“ 178 222 2]2
Others «oovvrverssesnans 19 75 75 1] _ﬂ 168 166
Total coveevsvenans 7 688 877 841 1,600 1,529

%ncludes "fellowships” reported as carrying stipulations that the candidate be responsible for some wark assignment. Fel-
lowships that were reported as sirict grants~in-ald appear in Table 45.
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Miscellaneous titles are grouped under the cate-
gory ‘‘Others’ in Table 47. These include labora-
tory-school assistantships other than student-
teacher supervision, internships, assistants in cur-
riculum laboratories, and a variety of unspecified
part-time jobs reserved for doctoral students in
education. Eleven institutions reported having some
‘‘allocated’’ part-time jobs of this nature.

There were proportionally more assistantships
available to candidates in private institutions thanto
those in public institutions. Though there were
fewer assistantships in private institutions as a
whole, the mean was 25 as compared to a mean of
17 available in public irstitutions.

The high producers of each degree reported
considerably more assistantships available than were
reported by the low producers. There were 227
assistantships available among the 18 low Ed.D.
producers as compared to 832 in the 18 high Ed.D.-
producing institutions. Similarly, there were 277
assistantships available among the low Ph.D. pro-
ducers as compared to 817 among the high Ph.D.
producers. This, of course, is a ‘‘chicken-or-the-
egg’’ proposition; however, the influence that the
presence of many assistantships had on ‘‘drawing
power’’ and production could not be discredited.
Seemingly, there would be more student assistants
where there were more students. The question,
though, remains: Why were the students ‘‘there’’ in
the first place?

Yeshiva University, the College of the Pacific,
Baylor University, and the University of Pittsburgh--
all private institutions--were the only respondents
that reported plans for expansion of their assistant-
ship programs in the near future.

As indicated in Table 48, the highest median
salary for an assistantship was for administrative
positions filled by doctoral candidates; this was
$2400 annually. The lowest paying assistantship
appeared to be that of an assistant to a department,
the median for which was $1000. Lower salaries in
Table 48 probably reflected, along with competency
considerations, the practice in many institutions of
employing the assistant on something less than a
half-time basis. In the case of teaching assistant-
ships, several institutions that reported small sala-
ries pointed out that compensation for a teaching
assistantship or fellowship was based on the number
of courses taught, the median rate being $250 per
course. Nevertheless, the salaries were reported
as typical compensation regardless of employment
terms,

From a simple inspection of the data, it may be
seen that many of the most lucrative and attractive
student positions were available in private institu-
tions. The highest salaries in the ranges shown in
Table 48 reported by private institutions were for

Q :following types of assistantship: (a) counseling--

TABLE 48.--TYPICAL COMPENSATION FOR
ASSISTANTSHIPS, PER ACADEMIC YEAR®

Type Range Median®
1 2 3 4

Administrative. . . .. .. ..... $ 500-5,000 $2,400
Assistant in a university office . 850—4,000 1,388
Assistant to a department. , ., . 600—1,800 1,000
Assistant to a professor . ... .. 200—-1,8%0 1,150
Clinieal ..t vinenennns 467-5,000 1,350
Counseling. . ....oo0vv v 500—-3,600 1,750
Field service ......c0.... 1,200-5,000 2,322
Part-time jobs. . .. v v vt 700--2,700 1,800
“Placement . ... 000 v...  1,000-5,000 1,845
Research . ..o vvvenvensen 750—4,800 1,838
Student=teacher supervision . . . 700—4,800 1,700
Study couneil . . ... 0., 1,200-1,633 1,200
Teaching ..o vvvvevennnn 500--5,040 1,425

9Compensation reported on a quarter, semester, or monthly
basis was converted to a per annum basis, using the nine-
month academic year exclusive of summers.
Medians were derived on the basis of the number of
institutions reporting each type of assistantship.

$3600, (b) assistant in a university office--$4000,
(c) placement--$5000, (d) research--$4800, (e) clin-
ical--$5000, (f) supervision of student teachers--
$4800, (g) administrative--$5000, aund (h) field serv-
ice--$4800.

The highest salaries in the ranges shown in
Table 48 were reported in public institutions for the
following types of assistantship: (a) assistanttoa
professor--$1890, (b) part-time job--$2700, (c)
teaching (without faculty rank)--$5040, (d) study
;ouncil--$1633, and (e) assistant to a department--~

1800.

Harvard University reported the practice of
‘‘packaging’’ several forms of student aid in order
for the candidate to be relatively self-sustaining
during residency. Harvard responded that:

A variety of forms of financial aid are em-
ployed to meet the student’s financial need and
a ‘‘package’’ is made up of scholarships, loans,
research assistantships, etc. Our financial aid
practices can be understood only in the light of
this concept. For outstanding studentsa ‘‘pack-
age’’ may amount to as much as $4,000-$4,500
or more.

It is worth noting that several salaries reported
were in ranges that, even by current standards, were
attractive enough to persuade able persons to leave
regular employment for a period of time during
pursuit of a doctoral degree. Other salaries could
not have been classed as genuine incentives; they
still left the individual with a major financial prob-
lem to solve. Of course, doctoral students will
probably never see the day when they can be com-
pletely subsidized by the university or any other
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agency. In all probability, they should not expect
such support. On the other hand, whatever financial
help they obtain to supplement personal savings will
have to be quite substantial, especially during full-
time residency.

Dissertation Costs

Estimates of the typical cost of the dissertation
as given by administrators were considerably short
of the estimates given by the graduates themselves,
as revealed in the graduate phase. Theestimates in
both phases were to have been based solely on direct
costs incurred in the dissertation production, exclu-
sive of tuition charges or lost earning power. The
median estimate of theadministrators was $300, with
approximately 70 percent of them estimating below
$500. Only 51.2 parcent of the graduates <stimated
that their dissertations cost $500 or less. Six admin-
istrators, or 10 percent of the 60 respondents who
furnished estimates, judged the typical dissertation
cost at $1000 or more, while 20.6 percent of the grad-
uates gave this estimate. Only one administrator es-
timated the cost at $1500 or more; 15.1 parcent of the
graduates felt their dissertations were in this cost
range.

The respondents were asked to indicate what
items in the production of the dissertationthe candi-
date was required to finance independently. The
following results were obtained:

Items financed Number of Percent
independently institutions of 80

Typing 75 93.8
Binding 62 77.5
Microfilming 49 61.3
Publication of abstract 27 33.8

Cornell University reported that sometimes the
department concerned provided for the typing of the
thesis. Purdue University statedthat, inmost cases,
the statistical analysis of data could be paid for hy
the Department of Education. Auburn University in-
dicated that the School of Education occasionally
sponsored a candidate’s project. A graduate-
student research fund was available (from $50 to
$400) for candidates at the University of Michigan
who could not finance their own research; this fund,
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however, was not used for typing, binding, or micro-
filming. All of these practices indicated attempts to
help candidates financially at a time in their prc-
grams when, for many of them, any additional ex-
pense loomed very large, patrticularly if the sum
were to be strictly an independent obligation.

HOUSING

As shown in Table 49, eight, or 9.9 percent, of
the 81 institutions reported that housing priorities
existed for doctoral students; 66 institutions, or
81.5 percent, had no such provisions; and seven did
not respond to the question. Four, or 13.3 percent,
of the private institutions in the study reported the
practice of setting up such priorities, as compared
to four, or 7.8 percent, of the public institutions.

Slightly over 70 percent of the institutions felt
that off-campus housing was easily located. Of the
private institutions in the study, 30 percent felt that
off-campus housing was not easy for the doctoral
candidate and his family to locate, as compared to
21.6 percent of the public institutions.

The biggest housing problem among the 1nstitu-
tions appeared to be the availability of easily located
on-campus housing. This problem was reported by
over 50 percent of the institutions and was more
peculiar to the private than the public universities.
Of the private institutivns, 60 percent reported on-
campus housing problems, as cnmpared to 49 per-
cent of the public institutions. Five universities
among the 81 reported that housing was more easily
located for single than for married students, hardly
a redeeming feature for doctoral candidates, the vast
majority of whom are married.

There was no difference between the high and
low producers of either degree relative to on-
campus housing. Over 50 percent in each category
reported on-campus housing difficulties. The high
producers of both E4d.D. andPh.D. degrees, however,
reported considerably more difficulty locating off-
campus housing than did the low producers. Only
one of the 18 low Ph.D. producers and two of the 18
low Ed.D. producers reported that off-campus hous-
ing was difficult to locate. On the other hand, 10 of
the 18 high Ed.D. producers and 7 of the 18 high

TABLE 49.-~HOUSING AVAILABILITY

Easily located

Priority to
doctoral students

Easily located

off campus on campus
Number of Number of Number of

Response Institutlons  Percent Institutions  Percent institutions  Percent

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Yesl."..""""'.l 58 71'6% 30 37'0% 8 9'%

No....-.--.----.--.- 20 24.7 43 53.1 66 81.5

No answer or qualified. ... . 3 3.7 _8 9.9 _7 8.6
100.0% 81 100.0% 81 100.0%

Tofﬂ‘_-oo-o-o-oo.- 8'
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Ph.D. producers reported this difficulty. This prob-
lem was in all probability an outgrowth of mere
numbers--the greater the number of doctoral™stu-
dents, the greater the demand for housing. In com-
munity areas where low~producing institutions were
located, housing availability was evidently adequate
to meet the minim=? need.

One administrator felt that the housing problem
went beyond the mere consideration of availability
when he made the apt generalizationthat *‘all housing
is easier to locate than to pay for!’’

DROPOUTS

One of the most interesting findings relating to
the question of dropouts was that only four institu-
tions reported having conducted studies on doctoral
candidates in educatior who never graduated. These
institutions were the University cf Minnesota, Wayne
State University, Harvard University, and Washington
University in St. Louis.

report also indicated that the private institutions, as
a whole, tended to be in a more favored position to
assist doctoral candidates financially. Data in this
regard were not, of course, sufficiently refined to
make a sweeping generalization; nevertheless, the
tendency was present.

The analysis of dropouts emphasized the factor
of housing inadequacy at private institutions. No
public institutions reported this factor as a major
reason for dropouts; however, five of the 30 private
universities did. Perhaps related to housing inade-
quacy was the fact that 40 percent of the private
institutions felt trat family problems resulted in
Premature termination of doctoral programs, as
compared to 23.4 percent of the puulic institutions.

A higher percentage (76.5) of public institutions
considered inadequate scholarship as a reason for
dropouts than did privste institutions, 53.3 percent of
which listed this., This factor would seem to be re-
lated to admissions policies; however, there was

TABLE 50.--MAJOR REASONS FOR DROPOUTS

Private institutions

Public institutions®

Reasons b Number  Percent of 30 Rank Number  Percent of 47  Rank
] 2 3 4 5 6 4
Inadequare personal financing .. ... ..., 21 70.0% 1 42 89.3% 1
Recommendation of the institution
(incdequate scholarship) . . o0 - ..., 16 53.3 3 36 76.5 2
Excessive demands on time devoted {3 non=-
course duties . vevrisanr s anne s ' 60.0 2 16 34.0 3.5
Academic pressures . ..o o0 ieeee s 11 36.6 5 16 34.0 3.5
Family problems . .. .v0vvvuvoeeesn, 12 40.0 4 11 23.4 5
Difficulty with dissertation . .... ... 0. 10.0 7 4 8.1 6
Housing problems. s e « e v v v v v v s v oens 5 16.6 6 . .
Job promotions which precluded continuation
of doctoral study « v eeveeveveesvne ] 3.3 8.5 3 6.3 7.5
Personolheolfh....-.....---..--.. 1 3.3 8.5 3 6.3 7-5
Professional relationships, . ..o e v vv et ves eee 1 2.1 9

SFour public institutions did not respond to this question,

'More than one reason was reported by several institutions, accounting for the abserice of column *otals.

All administrators were requested to indicate
what they considered the three major reasons why
doctoral candidates did not complete their programs.
The reasons reported in Table 50 were, therefore,
‘‘educated guesses'’ for the most part.

As ghown in Table 50, both private and public
institutions felt that personal finances caused the
greatest number of candidates to drop out. The
sparsity of scholarships, assistantships, and other
forms of financial aid reported by some institutions
tended to verify the fact that finance was a primary
reason, if not the most prominent one, While it was

given as the major reason by both private and public .

institutions, there was indication that it was a more
acute problem in the public institutions. Other
analyses of financial conditions in this section ofthe

nothing in the data that definitely indicated that public
institutions were any less selective in their admis-
sions procedures. The admissions procedures inthe
public institutions tended to be more structuredthan
those in the private schools; however, when minimum
grade-point averages were required at privateinsti-
tutions, these averages were slightly higher. To say,
however, that this factor alone was synonymous with
higher selectivity would be placing an undue and
nnsubstantiated faith in arbitrary grade-point aver-
ages as indicators of student success in doctoral
programs. Perhaps, too, the whole pattern of flexi-
bility revealed in private institutions throughout the
study accounted for the diiference.

Of the private institutions in the study, 60 per-
cent felt that excessive demands on time devoted to
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noncourse duties caused dropouts; only 34 percent of
the public institutions listed this reason. No data in
this study were available to explain this difference.
Knowledge of the working patteins of thetwo popula-
tions would have helped to explain the difference.
In part, at leuat, this concern might have been linked
with residence requirements, which in public institu-
tions tended to be more definitely prescribed in
terms of a set period of time involving at least one
ful academic year. In privateinstitutions, with more
flexible and lenient arrangements for residency ful-
fillment by any combination of day, evening, Satur-
day, or summer classes, a greater proportion of
full-tiine employed candidates may have been more
troubled by work demands causing them to drop out.
More permissive residency may have led to the
cessation of study by many less motivated students
who saw themselves inordinately encumbered by
full-time positions off campus.

A few other reasons not shown in Table 50 were
listed individually by different institutions. These
included reasons related to ‘‘agedness,’”’ ‘‘theover-
supply of candidates in the chosen area of concen-
tration,”” and ‘‘the decision that other things are
more important than a doctorate.”’

SUMMARY

One-fourth of the institutions reported no re-
cruitment techniques, while others perceived re-
cruitment as a many-sided process involving a
variety of approaches. The most frequently used
technique was the face-to-face contact through
alumni, faculty, and other personal encounters with
‘‘likely prospects.”” Printed publicity materials
were next in popularity.

At least the five highest-producing institutions
showed a definite ‘‘recruitment consciousness,’’ and
there was some indication that the private institu-
tions tended to be more active than the public insti-
tutions in recruiting prospective doctoral candidates.

High tuition rates at some institutions did not
seem to be afactorthat precluded themfrom normal,
or even increased, production.

Twenty-one universities in the study had no
scholarships to offer doctoral students in education,
and there was no great profusion of these grants
among the i.stitutions that had them. There seemed
to be a few more scholarships available in private
than in public institutions.

’ .
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One-fourth of the universities reported no finan-
cial-aid programs for loaning funds to advanced
graduate students. Here again, private institutions
were in a somewhat mouic favored position.

All in all, the whole financial picture appeared
to be one of relatively minimal assistance.

Assistantships could hardly have been saidtobe
plentiful, and those that were available were not
always particularly remunerative. However, some
institutions had assistantships that would permit the
recipient to be relatively self-sustaining. Again,
indications were that private institutions tended to
offer more assistantships, along with having some
of the most attractive sums at their disposal. The
high-producing institutions had a majority of the
assistantships as well as students--an elemental
relationship that may, however, have involved more
than a numerical connection.

Estimates of the administrators regarding dis-
sertation costs ranged from $100 to over $1500,
with a median of $300. This wasa rather conserva-
tive estimate as seen from the eyes ofthe graduates
who reported in the graduate phase of this study.

Availability of on-campus housing was a prob-
lem to at least one-half of the respondents, and the
gituation was more acute in private than public in-
giitutions. Off-campus housing was also more of a
problem to private than public institutions; highpro-
ducers also shared this concern. Very few institu-
tions had set up housing priorities for doctoral
students in education.

Only four institutions reported that they had
attempted research into the problem of dropouts
among doctoral candidates. Among the suggested
reasons given for dropouts, finance headed the list,
with this concern being somewhat more prominent
in public than private institutions. The housing con-
cern ‘of private institutions again showed up in the
drop-out analysis; no public institution considered
housing problems sufficiently acute to cause students
to drop their programs. Private institutions also
thought demands of time devoted to noncourse duties
caused more students to drop out than was true in
the public institutions. The publicinstitutions thought
inadequate scholarship (dropouts induced by depart-
mental invitation) a more prominent reason thanex-
pressed by private institutions.
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Chapter VII
A LOOK AT THE FUTURE

The title of this Chapter leaves the impression
that the future of doctoral study in this country is
known; now, all that has to be done is to look at it.
This, of course, is not the case. In the first place,
the anticipated neel for doctoral graduates through
1970 has not been establisted, nor did this study set
forth to determine it. In the second place, available
projected numbers range from 10, 0001/ doctoral
graduates for all fields to as many as 36,0002/ an-
nually in the decade ahead, especially toward the end
of that period. The total number of doctoral gradu-
ates for the next fifteen-year period ranges generally
from 135,000 to 235,000.3/ What percentage of these
graduates will be entering the field of education is
also a question with many conflicting answers.

Most recent estimates of the Office of Education
of the United States Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare have indicated that by 1¢'70there wiil be
about double the number of graduates produced in
1957-58 at each of the three degree levels--btache-
lor’s, master’s, and doctor’s.4/ Therefore, the
Office of Education forecast an annual total of 18,100
doctoral graduates for all fields by 1970, a middle-
of-the-road projection between the two extremes
mentioned in the preceding paragraph. The Office
of Education estimate was 13,200 for 1964-65. In
1957-58, there were 8938 doctoral graduates in all
fields; this figure would about double by 1970 accord-
ing to the Office of Education projectic.i.

The field of education during the period, 1954-
59, has averaged about 18 percent ofthe total number
of doctorates produced each year. If the same per-
centage were to prevail throughout the next decade,
there would be about 3300 doctoral graduates inedu-
cation produced in 1969-70, based on the Office of
Education estimate. On the same basis, there would
be about 2400 education doctorates produced in
1964-65.

As shown in Figure 1V, there were 2043 doctoral
graduates in education in 1957-38. This figure was
obtained from questionnaire responses, with supple-
mentary figures onthe few nonresponding institutions
derived from printed sources. If this figure of 2043
approaches accuracy and production is assumed to
double in the field by 1970, there could be as many

as 4086 graduates. At any rate, doctoral production
in education by 1970 might range from about 3300 to
about 4100. Since doctoral production in the field
doubled from 1940 to 1950 and has again doubled in
Iess than a decade, there is some reason to believe
that the higher figure of 4100, also bascd ona
theory of periodic doubling, may not betoofar out of
line, especially since the period involved is longer
than a decade.

THE ADMINISTRATORS QUESTIONNAIRE

In the Administrators Questionnaire, a section
was devoted to obtaining estimates of future doctoral
production at each institution. The respondents were
asked to give estimates for three selected years
during the decade ahead--estimates which, more than
anything else, would reflect gene-al planning.

At the time this was included inthe basic survey
instrument, it was realized that the estimates re-
turned would not, in a strict sense, be projections
based on computatio::s or formulas that had taken
into account all known variables. On theother hand,
it was hoped that some effort would be made to
stretch the imagination, as it were, and to reveal
by numerical representation the status of future plan-
ning. It was an effort to detexmine the thinking of
college administrators about expanding production
and to get at least partial insight intothe direction in
which plans were headed. The projections reflect
the best judgment of the respondents. Undoubtedly,
some degree of personal preference has influenced
these opinions.

Three of the respondents affixed brief notes to
their projections, remarks which state very wellthe
spirit in which data in this Chapter were treated.
One administrator said, ‘“These projections repre-
gent goals, not calculated estimates.’’ Another re-
marked, ‘‘All figures are estimates based on inade-
quate data. Suppose you look on them as ‘educated
guesses.”’”’ The third respondent added, ‘‘Figures
are little better than guesses, though they do suggest
the direction in which we plan to move.”

One of the administrators who furnished no es-
timates felt that such speculation ‘‘would be playing."’

1/Wilson, Owen Meredith. ‘‘“The Ph.D. Program asa Preparation for College Teaching.” Association

of American Colleges Bulletin; 44:55-59, March 1958.

Scates, Douglas E., Murdock, B. C., and Yeomans, A. V. The Production of Doctorates in the Sci-

gmg§7_123_6;19_4_8_, Washmgton, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1951. p. 43.
2/Wilson, op.cit., p. 55.
/Conger, Louis H and Fullam, MarieG. Projection of Earned Degrees to 1969-70. U, S. Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education. Washington, D

Government Printing Office, 1959. p. 4.
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Perhaps others felt the same way. At any rave,
only 61 of the 81 respondents submitte¢; projections.
Obviously, therefore, totals in this Chapter cannot
be taken as all-inclusive. The totals are naturally
distorted in and of themselves, since many of the
highest producers did not furnish estimates. itis in
the ‘‘goals’’ and ‘*suggested directions’’ inherent in
these cstimates, more than the totals themselves,
that this Chapter carries its impact.

Stanford University noted on its questionnaire,
which included no projection, that no change was
anticipated or expected in regard to expansion of
its doctoral programs in education. Teachers Col-
lege of Columbia University, which also did not fur-
nish a projection, reported that production would
probably be maintained at present levels, with only
a possible moderate increase.

Projected Production

The estimated numbers provided bythe 61 insti-
tutions that furnished projections in response to the
Adminisirators Questionnaire were analyzed in com-
parison to the actual production of these institutions
during the two-year period, 1956-58. In 1956-57,
these 61 institutions graduated 838 doctoral candi-
dates, and in 1957-5{ "<y turned out 970 graduates.
This level of production was representative of the
entire group of institutions granting doctorates in
the field at that time, since the median number of
gladuates for both these years was 10 for all insti-
tutions. For the 61 institutions that furnished pro-
jected enrollmente, the median was 11 for 1956-57
and 10 for 1957-58.

These 61 institutions were fairly liberalintheir
estimates about future production. For 1959-60,
they forecast a total of 1441; for 1964-65, 2596, an
80.2 percent increase over their 1959-60 estimate;
for 1969-70, 3682. This estimate of the total pro-
duction of only 61 institutions indeed exceeds the
prediction based on figures offered by the Office of
Education. And yet, from such a liberal estimate of
capacity and interest in expanding production, it is
possible to conclude that, as a whole, the majority
of the institutions that granted degrees during 1956-
58 intend to meet the needs for doctoral graudates
during the years ahead. Certainly, variables other
than good intentions may preclude them from the
realization of such a goal; however, other variables
without intentions could prove to be wasted resources.

As shown in Figuze V11, the median for these 61
institutions would rise from 10 in1958toa projected
median of 18 graduates in 1960, 34 in 1965, and 45
in 1970. Also, with each step in the projection, the
variability in production ainong these institutions
would widen, from a semi-interquartile range of 9
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in 1958 to 12 in 1960, 1811965, and 27 in 1970. The
variability in these projections has, of course, been
influenced by the fact that many institutions tended
toward conservative estimates, 'vhile others pro-
jected some incredibly high figures.

Six of the 61 institutions showed no projected
shift from their present level of production, and two
actually foresaw their enrollments declining. Four-
teen institutions estimated that by 1970 their level
of production would be doubled, and 13 indicated that
their level of production would be tripled. The re-
maining 26 institutions forecast that their production
would more than triple by 1970. Among these 26,
4 institutions projected figures higher than 100 for
1964-65. Three additional institutions estimated that
they would join this class of above-100 producers by
1970. Only two institutions--Teachers College of
Columbia University and New York University--
acrually produced at this level during either one of
the two yearr covered by this study.

SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONNAIRE

In order to add an important dimension to this
‘‘look at the future,”’ 291 questionnaires were sent
to all institutions that were, in 1956-57, granting the
master’s degree in education astheir terminalgrad-
uate offering in the field.5/ These institutions were
asked to indicate what plans they had for the next
ten years regarding sixth-year programs and the
doctorate--289 furnished data for the study. From
these responses it was possible to enhance con-
siderably ‘‘the picture of things to come.”

For instance, it was learned that seven institu-
tions already had added programs. All but one of
these seven had started their programs too late to
have been included in the analyses throughout this
report. Bryn Mawr had added the Ph.D. program in
1929, but was not listed inthe printed sources cover-
ing the year 1955-56, which was used to idertify
participants. Two of the seveninstitutions--the Uni-
versity of New Mexico and Southern Illinois Univer-
sity--had not granted any degrees as of 1959. The
remaining four institutions did not grant their first
degrees until after the study period used in this
report. These were the State University of South
Dakota, American University, Boston College, and
the University of Kansas City.

Twenty-seven other institutions reported plans
to add doctoral programs to their graduate offering
during the next decade. These institutions are listed
in Table C in the Appendix. The years in which
these new programs and the ones at the University
of New Mexico and Southern Illinois University should
begin yielding graduates (not the years in which the
programs will initially be approved or begin

5/Gertler, Diane B., and Keith, Virginia W. Earned Degrees Conferred by Higher Educational Institu-

tions, 1956-57. U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education, Circular No. 527.
Gwashington, D. C.: Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, 1958. p. 76-101.

(002



64

k5
4o
8
:‘3
'E 35
u
4
p 30
(=7
§ 25 Actual Projected
:
s 20
(W)
G4
o
|
E
= 10 o\
8
g s
0
1957 1958 1960 1965 1970
Years
Median = 11 Median = 10 Mediza = 18 Median = 34 Median = 45
lej le’-l- Q1=9 Ql=20 Ql=22
Q =1 R = 9 Q =12 Q =18 Q =27

FIGURE VIL.--ACTUAL AND PROJECTED MEDIAN NUMBERS OF DOCTORAL GRADUATES
IN EDUCATION IN SIXTY~ONE INSTITUTIONS

operation) are shown in Figure VIII. According to
plans, the majority of these programs should be pro-
ducing by 1966.

As shown in Table 51, there were 78 Ed.D. pro-
grams granting degrees in 1959. Twenty-one addi-
tional institutions planned to grant the Ed.D. degree
during the decade ahead. Two of these 21--Fordham
University and Louisiana State University--already
offered the Ph.D. in education and reported plans to
add the Ed.D. In all, a total of 9 Ed.D. programs
may be granting degrees by 1970.

In 1959, there were 67 Ph.D. programs granting
degrees. Plans were for 25 more to be granting
degrees by 1970. Included among these were Okla-
homa State University, Boston College, and Montana
State College, all of which already granted the EA.D.
and reported plans to add Ph.D. programs. In all,
a total of 92 Ph.D. programs may be granting de-
grees by 1970.

Analyses of the sixth-year programs shown in
Table 51 appear at the end of this Chapter.
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Ed.D. Ph.D.
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Ed.D. Ph,D.
1967-68

Ed.D. Ph.D.
1969-70

FIGURE VIII.--ADDITIONAL DCCTORAL PROGRAMS PLANNED, SHOWN BY ESTIMATED
TWO-YEAR PERIOD IN WHICH DEGREES WILL FIRST BE GRANTED?

8Not shown are five other Ph.D. and four other Ed.D. degree programs; no estimated dates were fur-

nished by these institutions,

From these data it can be seen that more Ph.D.
than Ed.D. programs were in the planning stages at
the time of this study. The number of new Ph.D.
programs in education has been leveling off in re-
cent years, as compared to the number of new Ed.D.
programs, a trend which may not continue if plans
reported in this study materialize.

Seven of the 27 institutions identified by the
Suplementary Questionnaire as planning to move
into doctoral education for the first time, reported
intentions to add the Ed.D. only. Nine reported
plans to add only the Ph.D. The other eleven univer-
sities reported that they intend to add both degrees.

If all these institutions do add their planned pro-
grams, and all those presently offering the degree
continue to do so, there will be a total of 126 insti-
tutions by 1970 granting the doctorate in the field of
education.

Fourteen of the 27 institutions planning to add
programs were reported as publicly-controlled insti-
tutions, while 13 were privately controlled. Two-
thirds of the 27 institutions were east of the Missis-
sippi River.

Only 3 of the institutions reported plans to have
the doctorate (in every case, the Ed.D.) under the
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TABLE 51,-~PLANS FOR ADDITIONAL GRADUATE
PROGRAMS ABOVE THE MASTER'S LEVEL

Number of
Number of programs
graduate programs  which will be
Degrees in 1959 added by 1970 Total
1 2 3 4
Sixth~Year, . . 59 25 84
Ed.Dievvn.s 789 2] 99
PhuDuvvrnns 67b 25 92

9ncludes American University, Boston College, and the
State University of South Dakota, none of which was included
in the original list compiled for the Institutional Phase.

bincludes Bryn Mawr College and the University of Kansas
City, neither of which was included in the original list com=-
piled for the Institutional Phase.

S e SOV

autonomous contrdl of the college of education; 14
institutions planned to administer the degrees di-
rectly through the graduate college; the remaining
10 planned to use the dual arrangement for adminis-
tering the degrees. The dual type of administrative
control seemed to receive unusually high endorse-
ment among these 27 institutions; only 7 of the 81
respondents to the Administrators Questionnaire had
reported this practice,

Twenty-two of the 27 institutions reported that
approval of their programs must be granted by the
institution’s board of trustees and by a representa-
tive body of the faculty. Two institutions reported
that this approval had already been received. Five
other institutions reported that approval of a repre-
sentative body of the faculty was all that was neces-
sary. One institution, Marquette University, stated
that approval was also necessary from the Jesuit
Educational Association. Two institutions reported
that in addition to local approval, a change in state
statutes would have to be effected by the legislature.
Seven institutions reported that, in addition to local
approval, the State Board of Education would haveto
pass judgment on their proposed programs.

Projected Production

Of the 34 institutions identified through the
Supplementary Questionnaire as either having re-
cently added doctoral programs or planning todo so,
21 institutions projected levels of production for
1964-65 and 1969-70.

This group proved to be more conservative in
their estimates than the respondents tothe Adminis-
trators Questionnaire; this was to be expectedonthe
basis of ‘‘newness.”” Among these new doctoral
degree granting institutions, 350 graduates were
estimated for 1964-65, with the median at six. For
1969-70, these institutions estimated a total 632
graduates, with the median at 14.

Despite generally conservative pr.jections, one

Gﬂ‘versity estimated that the number of graduates

Y

for 1969-70 would place it in the above-100 pro-
ducers. If this proved true, there could be as many
as 10 institutions producing over 100 doctoral grad-
uates annually by 1970, including New York Univer-
sity and Teachers College of Columbia University.
Of these ten, four were reported as privately con-
trolled and the reriainder were state universities.

TOTAL PROJECTED PRODUCTION

Among the 61 institutions that projected on the
Administrators Questionnaire and the 21 institutions
that projected on the Supplementary Questionnaire, a
total of 2946 graduates was estimated for 1964-65
and 4314 for 1969-70.

Projections were not available for 31 of the
total group of 92 institutions that granted degrees
from 1956 to 1958. If these 31 institutions each pro-
duce at the médians derived from the projections of
the 61 respondents tc the Administrators Question-
naire who did furnish estimaces, they will graduate
1054 additional candidates in 1964-65 and 1395 addi-
tional in 1969-70.

Likewise, projections were not available fc- 13
of the 34 institutions that indicated on the Supg.e-
mentary Questionnaire thot they intended to granr
doctoral degrees. If these 13 institutions each | ro-
duce at the medians derived from the projections of
the 21 respondents to the Supplementary Question-
naire who did furnish estimates, they will graduate
78 additional candidates in 1964-65 and 182 in
1969-70.

According to all the foregoing calculations,
therefore, a total of 126 institutions could be ex-
pected to produce as many as 4078 graduates in
1964-65 and 5891 graduatesin 1969-70. Undoubtedly,
these estimates create an overly liberal picture of
future production,

However, the figures submitted by the 82 insti-
tutions that did project their enrollments included
some possible future trends worth noting. These
trends relate to comparative Ed.D.--Ph.D, produc-
tion, broad regional production, production in private
and public institutions, and, more particularly, pro-
duction by areas of concentration.

ED.D.--PH.D. PRODUCTION .

As shown in Table 52, the 61 institutions re-
sponding with projections in the Administrators
Questionnaire produced more Ed.D. than Ph.D. de-
grees during the study period, which was also true
of the participating institutions as a whole. Among
all 81 participants, 62.7 percent of the graduates
during the two-year study period earned the Ed.D.
Of the 61 institutions that projected enrollments, the
percentage of Ed.D. degrees earned during the same
period was slightly less than 62.7 percent, but was,
nevertheless, also appreciably above Ph.D. pro-
duction.

00075



67

TABLE 52,--ACTUAL AND PROJECTED PRODUCTION, BY DEGREES OFFERED

Actual Projected
Degrees offered 1957  Percent 1958  Percent 1960  Percent 1965 Percent 1970  Percent
1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 8 9 10 "
Ed.DO ..... 513 61.2% 545  56.2% 858 59.5% 1,596  61.5% 2,277 61.8%
Ph.DP ..... 325 38.8 425 43.8 583 40.5 1,000 38.5 1,405 38.2
Total. . « 838 100.0% 970 100.0% 1,441 100.0% 2,596 160.0% 3,682 100.0%

9Based on 51 Ed.D. programs for which projected figures were available. There were, in 1956-58, 75 Ed.D. programs in

the 92 institutions that granted doctorates in education.

bBased on 44 Ph.D. programs for which projected figures were available. There were, in 1956-58, 65 Ph.D. programs in

the 92 institutions that granted doctorates in education.

TABLE 53.--ACTUAL AND PROJECTED PRODUCTION, BY TYPE OF INSTITUTION

Type of Actual Projected
institution 1957  Percent 1958  Percent 1960 Percent 1965  Percent 1970  Percent
1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 8 9 10 11
Private® .., .. 223 32.6% 302 31.1% 490 34.0% 907 34.9% 1,314 35.7%
Publicb..... 565 7.4 668 68.9 951 66.0 1,689  65.1 2,368  64.3
Total. . . 838 100.0% 970 100.0% 1,441 100.0% 2,596 100.0% 3,682 100.0%

Ypused on 19 private institutions for which projected figures were available.
Based on 42 public institutions for which projected figures were available.

As indicated in the projection shownin Table 52,
the thinking of these institutions concerning future
relative emphases on these degrees was about the
same as at present. In 1956-57, for example, 61.2
perceunt of the graduates in these instit:tions re-
ceived the Ed.D. degree. According to projected
enrollments, 61.8 percent of the graduates in 1969-
70 would receive the Ed.D.

Among the 21 institutions planning new programs
for which they projected enrollments, the Ed.D. also
tended to be emphasized more than the Ph.D.
Thirteen Ed.D. programs among these institutions
were expected to produce approximately 203 Ed.D.
graduates, or 58 percent of the total of 350 for
1964-65, and 381, or 60.3 percent of the tctal of 632
for 1969-70. Thirteen Ph.D. programs were pro-
jected to produce 147 graduates, or 42 percent of the
total of 350 for 1964-65, and 251, or 39.7 perceat
of the total of 632 for 1969-70.

PRIVATE AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

Thirty private institutions returned Administra-
tors Questionnaires, but 11 of these did not furnish
projections. Fifty-one public institutions returned
Administrators Questionnaires, only 9 of which did
not include projections. Several of the highest pro-
ducers, which were private institutions, did not
furnish projections. Consequently, the figures in
Table 53 are not representative of the true com-

5

parative relationship in 1956-58 between the two
types of institutions. Actually,the 30 private institu-
tions produced 62.7 percent of the total number of
graduates from the participating institutions during
the study period. As shown in Table 53, the private
institutions that furnished projections produced only
31 to 32 percent of the graduates inthe 61 institutions
included in the projection analysis.

It should be noted, however, that frem the esti-
mates of future doctoral production, neither private
nor public institutions gave any indication of expand-
ing at a rate that would prcduce a completely one-
gided .elationship--either almost entirely public or
almost entirely private. If any trend is to be noted,
the 19 private institutions gave indication of a slightly
higher rate of expansion than the 42 public in-
stitutions. '

In the returns from the Supplementary Question-
naire, only seven private institutions returned pro-
jections; twice that many public institutions furnished
projections, Obviously, the relationship Liere was
also distorted and depicted a reversal of what was
true during the study period, 1956-58. The only
trend noted in the returns of the Supplementary
Questionnaire was that the public institutions showed
indication of a higher rate of expansion than the
private institutions, from 75.4 percent of the total
projection for 1964-65 to 84.5 percent of the total
projection for 1969-70.



68

TABLE 54.--ACTUAL AND PROJECTED PRODUCTION, BY REGIONAL LOCATION

Actuol Projected
Locotion 1957  Percent 1958  Percent 1940  Percent 1965 Percent 1970  Percent
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Bast® .. .... 514 61.3% 671 69.2% 983  68.2% 1,773 68.3% 2,560 69.5%
Westb ..... 324 38.7 299 30.8 458 31.8 823 31.7 1,122 30.5
Total. .« « 838 100.0% 970 100.0%- 1,441 100.0% 2,596 100.0% 3,682 100.0%
9Based on 35 eostern universities for which prolected figures were available.
bpased on 26 western universities for which projected figures were available.
TABLE 55.--ACTUAL AND PROJECTED PRODUCTION, kY RANK ORDER
AMONG AREAS OF CONCENTRATION®
Kank order
Actual praduction Projected production
Area of concentration 1957 1958 1960 1965 1970
1 2 3 4 5 6
School administration « . .« v co v v e nvens 1 1 1 1 1
Guidance and counseling .. ccoevovaas e 2 2 2 2 2
Educational psychology and child development. 3 4 4 5 5
Secondary education . .veciuivaarvaraas 4 5 5 4 4
Elementary education . v v cvaesaasonans 5 3 3 3 3
H‘ghe’educc"oﬂ“.“‘.Q“’Q.‘...‘0‘ 6 8 7 7 7
History and philosophy of education. .. e s v s 7 7 ] 10 1
General currleulum o 4 oot eevevorengans 8 é é 8 8
Physical education. s s v v vvnrenns oeas 9 14,5 15 9 12
Educational measurements and statistics .., .. 10.5 12 12 3 14
SPQC‘CIQducuﬂOﬂ..ooocooococ.oococo ]0-5 ]2 9 6 6
Tedchot.dl.lcclﬂon.......-.....-..... ]2 ]405 '|0 l] ]0
Bul'ﬂ.“edumﬂonoo...c.o.o.ocooco.o ]305 9 13 i‘ ]3
Foundatlons of education. s s e csavvevseos 13.5 12 16 15 16
Mﬂfhemﬂﬂcl .ducﬂﬂon RN ]5 24 19 18 ]805
Ml.lllcoduccﬂon..-...-.-........... ]705 ]7 ]705 ]7 ]7
Sc"ﬂce.ducﬂﬂoﬂ.coooo.oc0-.-.0..cc ]7-5 ]6 ]] 12 9
Agf‘cu'fufﬂ' edu:dlon S8 0080000000 0000 ]7-5 Io 1705 mos 2'
Aud‘o"v‘wﬂl .ducﬂﬂonc R ]7.5 2] 14 ]6 ]5
vocﬂﬂonﬂl .ducﬂﬂonccooocoo.ooooo..o 2] ]9 20 22 24
M.ducﬂﬂoﬂc.....oooooocoocoooooc 2] 22 2]05 24.5 25
Engl]sh.duccflm 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00000 R 2] ]8 23 ” ”
Homeecoﬂomlcl..ooooo.ooooooooocoo 23 20 25.5 20.5 20
For.‘gﬂ‘lﬂﬂwug. OdUCCﬂOrI. R R 2405 26 2505. 2405 22
Nuu'ng.duca"an..0.......00....00. 2405 24 24 % 26
&c'ﬂl lclencs .du“ﬂon. s e0 0000000000 26 24 2] .5 ]9 ]805

9Not shown are a few other areas for which projections were furnished. These areas were usually paculiar to only one in-

stitution and involved very small numbers.

REGIONAL PRODUCTION

Of all the doctoral degrees in education produced
during the two-year study period, 68.9 percent were
graduated from 53 institutions east of the Missis-
sippi River. The other 31.1 percent were graduated
from 39 institut ons west of the Mississippi.

The projection, shown in Table 54, reflects
albout the same gross regional relationship through
Q ;

1970, with the eastern universities producing more
than two-thirds of the graduates. In fact, the pro-
jection shows that the eastern institutions anticipate
a slightly higher rate of expansion than the western
institutions,

Among the institutions that furnished projections
in the Supplementary Questionnaire, the same rela-
tionship seemed to prevail. Nine western institutions
projected numbers of graduates that would constitute
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TABLE 56.~-PRODUCTION OF DOCTORAL GRADUATES, BY AREAS OF CONCENTRATION @

Actual production

Projected production

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
of of of of of

total, total, total, total, total,

Area of concentration 1957 1958 1960 1965 1970
1 2 3 4 5 6

School administratlon . o . v cvvv v vuvvone 31.3% 27.8% 20.9% 17.4% 15.2%
Guidance and counseling o . .. co00vvvn 13.4 13.9 4.7 13.8 13.0
Educational psychoiogy and child development, 16.0 2.4 8.3 7.6 7.0
Secondary education . v..vvviioienan 8.2 5.8 7.7 8.3 7.2
Elementary education . . . . v oo vreovronnen 7.3 8.6 9.3 9.1 9.5
Higher education. s . e oo v e vovvvvoecves 4.4 3.4 3.8 4.3 4.6
History and phllosophy of educations ¢ c v o s e 3.3 4.4 3.5 3.1 3.0
General curriculum & .o .o v v v eoe o 3.2 5.2 4.5 4.0 4.4
Phynlcaleduccﬂon................... 2,5 1.8 1.9 3.2 2,8
SP‘C'GI Qducﬂﬂcﬂ R 20] 1.9 3-5 5.5 6.7
Educational measurements and statistics .. ... 2.1 1.9 2.3 2.4 2.3
Teacher education . v ¢ e ¢ v v e v vvevonrone 1.7 1.8 3.3 3.1 3.1
Business education . . . v . e v vvvevnosns 1.6 2,8 2.3 2,2 2,8
Fouﬂdﬂ"oﬂ'of’ducﬂ"on-ooo..--o..oooo 1-6 1.9 1.7 2.] 1.8
Mathematics educatlon , , . v o o0 v v ver oo 1.2 .3 .9 1.3 1.4
SC'OHCQQdUCCHOﬂ.----ooo---ooooooa- 9 107 2;8 3-] 3-2
Audlo=visual education. . . . e oo v ene. .9 7 2.1 1.8 1.8
Mu"c’ducaﬂoﬂl-o-ooqo-o.o--oo-coo- .9 1.3 104 lq7 18
ofh.r'--00000-00-0---.o--o-o-o--o 3-4 6.4 50] 600 6-4

Tofql""'l"t)'l"""l""" 'mlm lmlm ]00.% 'w'm '00'%

9Does not Include any Flelds with propertions consistently below 1 percent throughout the actual or projected years,

32.6 percent of the 1964-65 total and 31.1 percent of
the 1969-70 total. Twelve eastern institutions plan-
ning doctoral programs furnished projections that
accounted for more than two-thirds of the totals for
these same years.

The projection, both in terms of the number of
anticipated programs and in numbers of graduates,
therefore, indicated a continued dominance onthe part
of the institutions in the eastern part of the country
in the production of doctoral graduates in education.
At the time of the study, the ratio of total population
east and west of the Mississippi River wasthe same
as the ratio of doctoral production ineducation. With
the center of population moving farther westward and
the projected pattern of mobility inthis country indi-
cating a continued westward movement, the present
ratio of total population promises to shift by 1970,
perhaps quite markedly, Willthe educational leader-
ship tend to shift proportionaily?

AREAS OF CONCENTRATION

One of the most interesting aspects of the pro-
jected enrollments was an analysis of the areas of
concentration in which the respondents placed their
‘‘future graduates.”’ Perhaps, more than any other
phase of the projection, this analysig revealeddirec-
tions future production might take. At least, it was
@ ~“eresting to look on this particular phase as repre-

sentative of the way present-day administrators per-
ceived the relative emphases major areas of concen-
tration should receive.

Changing Patterns

The ranking of areas of concentrationduringthe
period 1956-58 for the 61 institutions that furnished
projections was very similar to the ranking of pro-
duction for all participating institutions.

It can be noted in Table 55, that several fields
showed rather decided shifts toward higher rankings
in the years ghead. These fiekls include special
education, science education, teacher education, and
audio-visual education.

Another way of representing relative degrees of
emphasis that may be given each area of concentra-
tion is shown in Table 56. Here, by means of per-
centages of each year’s total, it can be seen that
while school administration promises to retain the
higiiest ranking, proportionally fewer graduates may
be expected in this area during the next ten years.
If plans were to materialize in the 61 institutions
that furnished estimates through the Administrators
Questionnaire, school administration in 1970 would
receive proportionally half the emphasis, based on
annual total output, it received in 1956-57. This is
an interesting observation inasmuch as none of the

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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67 institutions that granted degrees in school ad-
ministration during the study period gave any specific
indication of plans to give less emphasistothis par-
ticular area. This observation is doubly interesting
in light of the number of new doctoral programs in
the field of school administration planned for the
future, a point to be covered later in this Chapter.

Two other areas that showed a proporticial
decline in the tliree projected years ircluded educa-
tional psychology and child development and history
and philosophy of education.

Guidance and counseling, the second ranking area
throughout the actualand projected years, maintained
a rather stable position at abhout 13 to 14 percent.

Both elementary and secondary education showed
percentage gains for the years ahead. Presumably,
these two areas, along with others, would be ex-
pected to absorb some of the emphasis previously
held by school administration and some of the other
areas mentioned. Other areas that showed percent-
age gains were science education and epecial educa-
tion, both of which, accordingtothe projection, would
receive decidedly higher proportions of the graduates
by 1970 than they did during the years 1956-58. It
was interesting to note that contemporary com-~
panions of science education, namely mathematics
education and foreign-language education, did not
show such gains; in fact, the latter field was elim-

inated from Table 56, because its proportionthrough-
out the projection was less than 1 percent of each
total. Teacher education also showed a proportional
gain over actual production during the study period,
leveling off in the projected years atabout 3 percent.

Five of the fields that will receive appreciably
different proportional emphases during the years
uhead, according to the projection, are depicted
graphically in Figure 1X.

The area-of-concentration picture, received
from the projections includea on Supplzmentary
Questionnaire returns, was very much the same as
the foregoing, except for science education. The
following analysis includes representative areas,
shown by projected percentages of the totals for the
two years covered by the Supplementary Question~
naire:

Percent Percent
of total of total
Area of concentration 1965 1970
School administration 26.3% 23.6%
Guidance and counseling 17.1 15.0
Elementary education 10.0 10.9
Secondary education 8.9 8.5
Educational psychology 5.1 4.3
Special education 2.3 3.2
History and philosophy 2.9 2.5
“@ ~ce education 9 9

EKC
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New Programs Planned

The Administrators Questionnaire asked that
the respondents not only project figures inareas they
were currently offering, but also iidicate additional
areas they planned to offer in the next decade. The
results of this request, along with the areas to be
offered by the new institutions identified by the
Supplementary Questionnaire, are showninTable57.

TABLE 57.-- AREAS IN WHICH
ADDITIONAL PROGRAMS ARE PLANNED @

Number Number
planning  planning
Area of concentration an Ed.D. a Ph.D.
1 2 3
School administration . . . ... ... 17 ooe
Guidance and counseling ...... 15 4
Elementary education. .. ...... 15 12
Secondary education . ........ 9 5
Special education . ... e 00, 8 5
Educational psychology and child
development. . . . c.veesens 8 5
Mathematics education . « . v o o v o 2 8
History and philosophy of education 7 4
General curriculum ... ....... é 5
Soclal science education. ,..... 3 )
Higher education. . . ..o v0evee 3 6
Sclence education . v v v e o0 v e e ] 6
Educational measurements and
statistics . oo vcnvvvensnne 5 5
Foundations of education....... 5 3
Audio=-visual education. « o v e o« 4 4
Bu"ﬂe“edUCC"onca--c.-cc-- Xy 4
Teacher education s c e v e 0 v e vty 3 3

9programs planned by two Institutions or less are not shown
In the above tabie.

Here again, the areas of elementary, secondary,
and special education showed promise of gaining
more attention in the years ahead. However, educa-
tional psychology and child development and history
and philosophy of education, whichw:ll also be offered
in several additional institutions, may actually ex-
perience proportionally fewer graduates according
to Table 56. Also, mathematics education, which
showed no proportional gain, did show promise of
being more widely offered, as seen inTable57. The
actual number of programs cannot, therefore, be used
as an indicator of possible proportions in each field
because of individual institutional emphases on
selected fields in which they may be peculiarly
equipped to produce large numbers. Teacher educa-
tion, for example, which shovic-1 some promise of
receiving greater proportions of future production
will evidently gain its new support primarily from
already existing programs, since very few new pro-
grams in that area were reported under consid-
eration.
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Percentage of Total Production
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FIGURE IX.--SELECTED AREAS OF CONCENTRATION, BY PERCENTAGE OF
PROJECTED PRODUCTION®

&Dotted line separates actual from projected percentage of total production.

The relation of the number of programs to pro-
portional output promises to be a negative onein the
Even though 67 in-
stitutions among the 81 participants and 17 additional
institutions may be offering thir area by 1970, pro-
portionally fewer graduates may be graduating in
school administration, according to the projection.

~ It is also interesting to note in Table 57 that
no additional Ph.D. programs in school administra-
tion were reported under consideration. Perhaps,
this is an indication of an effort on the part of these
institutions to differentiate the purposes of the two
Aeavees, a differentiation that may preclude any
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additional extension of the Ph.D. degree to cover
the professional field of school administration.

SIXTH-YEAR PROGRAMS

As shown in Table 51, there were 59 sixth~
year prezrams in education as of 1959. Through
the Supplementary Questionnaire, it wasascertained
that 25 additional sixth-year programs were planned

- by 1970, bringing the total to 84. If ali plans re-
ported in this sectionmaterialize, only 17 institutions
will be offering sixth-year programs without grant-
ing the doctorate in education. Institutions that
granted sixth-year degrees in 1959 are shown in
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Table B in the Appendix. Those planning to add
sixth-year programs are included in Table C in the
Appendix.

Of tiie 84 institutions planning to grant sixth-
year degrees in 1970, 54 furnished projections for
the yeavs 1964-65 and 1969-70. For the former
year, these 54 institutions estimated production at
1634, and for 19¢9-70 they projected 2906. Accord-
ing to the projec.:on, the median number of gradu-
ates per institu.on by 1969-70 would be 26. Seven,
or 12.9 percent, of the 54 institutions estimated that
by 1970 they expect to produce 100 or more grad-
uates. At the other extreme, 10 institutions, or
18.5 percent, estimated that their annual production
would be less than nine by 1970.

According to Table 58, major emphasis in the
production of sixth-year graduates, like doctoral
production, will center on the area of school ad-
ministration, which promises to produce from 20
to 25 percent of the graduates. Other areas pro-
ducing approximately 10 percent or more of the
projected sixth-year graduates for 1965 and 1970
include guidance and counseling, elementary educa-
tion, and secondary education. Among those areas
in which proportionally less than 10 percent of pro-
duction was projected, spécial education stood out
with approximately 5 percent of the totals for the
two years.

TABLE 58.-- PRODUCTION OF SIXTH-YEAR
GRADUATES, BY AREAS OF CONCENTRATION®

Projected production (%)

Area of concentration 1965 1970
i 2 3

School administration « o v v e 0..o 26.3% 21.6%
Elementﬂry ﬂducﬂtion 1000800 |3 -9 1207
Guldance and counseling .. .... 12.4 13.4
Secondary education «voveeve. 9.7 10.6
Special education . v vcvuv.ess 4.5 4.8
Science education . v e v ece e, 4.0 4.6
Educational psychology..ev.... 3.7 3.2
Social science education ...... 3.5 4.4
Business and commerclal education. 2.8 3.0
General currfculum v oo v s eeae. 2.2 2.1
Audlo=visual education. v o e oo 2.0 2.1
Mathematics education. . v o0 0o 1.9 2.3
English education. s s e enveses 1.8 2,7
Physical education. s e cvvve... 1.7 2.8
Music education vosvsveencece 1.6 2.0
Higher education. s s s eseseses 1.8 1.5
Mﬁducﬂﬂon-oonno-ooioo-o ).0 107
Othenll...l.l.......l.. 4.4 4.3

Tohi..'..il....'.l..]w.m IOOI%

9Doesnot include any fields with proportions below 1 per-
cent.
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Chapter VIII

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS,

SUMMARY

There were 65 Ph.D. and 75 Ed.D. programs in
92 institutions which granted doctoral degrees in
education during the years 1956-58. Of these insti-
tutions, 56 were publicly controlled and 36 were
privately controlled. The major findings from this
study related to 81 of these colleges and universities,
which participated by furnishing information about
their doctoral programs.

The institutions and their doctoral programs in-
cluded in the study constituted a picture of diversity.
For iustance, full-time education faculty members
ranged in number from 7 to 152. Some institutions
permitted doctoral candidates to hold faculty rank
while pursuing degrees; others had a policy against
such a practice.

Several Ed.D. programs were administered
solely by the college of education; more were ad-
ministered by the graduate college. Almost all
Ph.D. programs were administered by the graduate
college.

Of 3116 graduates from the 81 participating in-
stitutions, nearly one-third were produced in the
state of New York alone; eight other states produced
none. Over one-third of these graduates received
their doctorates in the Middle Atlantic region; atthe
other extreme, less than 10 percent were graduated
from universities in the South Atlantic and East
South Central regions combined. Two-thirds of the
degrees were granted in institutions east of the
Mississippi. Over one-half of the degrees were
granted by private institutions. '

Seven institutions produced only one graduate
each, while five other institutions each produced 100
graduates or more.

Of the 92 instituticns, 67 produced graduates in
the area of school administration, while only 17 pro-
duced graduates in teacher education, 15 in special
education, and 12 in audio-visual education. Atleast
42 areas of concentration received graduates from
less than a dozen different institutions. Five areas
received over half of all the graduates; these were

school administration, guidance and counseling, edu- -

cational psychology, elementary education, and sec~
ondary education. School administration alone re-
- ceived nearly one-fourth of all the graduates.

‘Comparisons Between Ed.D.
and Ph.D. Degrees

While the total picture was one of diversity and
dissimilarity, the data did not reveal as much dif-

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ferentiation between the two degrees as traditional
statements of purposes would have indicated. Sucha
finding may have related to the nature of the ques-
tionnaire utilized. Certainly, minute differences or
actual operational differentiation between the two
degrees in each institution 'vould not have been as
apparent in a study of this naiure as in a case-study
approach.

Attempts to obtainanover-all picture of the aims
of each degree were not successful. Some institu-
tions with varied offerings, which ranged from a
research-scholarship orientation to a practitioner-
professional emphasis, granted either the Ed.D. or
the Ph.D. degree only, to apply to all areas of con-
centration. Other institutions which offered bothde-
grees attempted to reserve the areas of psychology,
measurement, and research for the Ph.D. candidate,
while Ed.D. candidates enrolled in areas leading to
roles in the public schools; in particular, theseareas
were school administration, elernentary education,
secondary education, and general curriculum. How-
ever, the fact remains that Ed.D. degrees were
granted in such nonpractitioner areas as educational
psychology, statistics and measurement, clinical
psychology, and educational sociology; and Ph.D. de-
grees were awarded to graduates in the areas of
school administration, pliysical education, counsel-
ing, and other practitioner areas.

Analyses of requirements for the degrees did,
however, reveal continued emphasis on the classic
differences--the foreign-language and dissertation
requirements. On the whole, the Ph.D. degree has
retained either the traditional emphasis on two for-

. eign languages or -some more flexible foreign-

language requirement, while the Ed.D. candidate
h>s generally been exempt from any such require-
ment. It is worthnoting, however, that several Ed.D.
programs have the irrevocable requirement of at
least one foreign language, while a few Ph.D. pro-
grams have moved toward the practice of permitting
graduation without any foreign-language require-
ment, depending on the candidates’ individual needs.

Only two Ph.D. programs permitted deviations

‘fromr. the traditional dissertation requirement, as

compared to fourteen Ed.D. programs which per-
mitted field study reports, professional creative pro-
ductions, or essays on educational topics in lieu of
the formal dissertation.

There was some indication thatthe Ed.D.degree
tended to be more structured in its form and, in
some instances, more demanding in its requirements.
For the Ed.D. degree, more course hours weregen-
erally necessary.
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Especially with regard to admissions require-
ments, the Ed.D. degree tended to be more demand-
ing--entrance examinations were more frequently
administered, admissions interviewing was more
often required, and the Ed.D. aspirant had to hold a
valid teaching certificate in considerably more cases
than was true of the Ph.D. applicant.

On the other hand, preferred maximum age limi-
tations were more frequently stated for Ph.D. prc-
grams, residence requirements were somewhat
stiffer, and the Ph.D. candidate was more frequently
required to enroll in cognate work.

Comparisons by Type of Institution

Public institutions were noticeably more struc-
tured in their approach to programming aspects of
doctoral study than were private institutions. For
instance, public universities stated the following
requirements more frequently than private institu-
tions: evidence of having earned a master’sdegree,
letters of recommendation, teaching experience and
certificates, arbitrary undergraduate and graduate
grade-point averages, entrance examinations, total
course hours, and core requirements. Public institu-
tio 3 also tended to be less flexible in permitting
deviations from the standard forelgn-language and
dissertation requirements.

Private institutions appeared to be somewhat
more recruitment-conscious and were perhaps less
troubled about financial subsidization of doctoral
study in education. This was emphasized by the fact
that private institutions placed less stress on per-
sonal financial difficulties as a drop-out factor.
Also, the private institutions tended to offer com-
paratively more scholarships, assistantships, aad
student loans.

Housing availability seemed to be more of a
problem to the private institutions as a group than
the public institutions. This may have been related
to the fact that though there were fewer private insti-
tutions in the study, these universities produced
more graduates. On the whole, housing problems
were naturally more acute where greater numbers
of students and greater demands on housing were
present.

Private institutions tended to be somewhat more
reatristive in terms of stating a briefer maximum
period of time permitted for culminating doctoral
study. At the same time, private institutions ap-
peared to be less stringent ip regard to stating a
specific period of full-time residence. The two
factors would seem to operate against each other--
a more restricted period of time tending to expedite
doctoral study; at the same time, rather lenient
residency might tend to prolong the program. Per-

haps the tendeiicy of private institutions to requirea .

briefer period of study compennated for the more
lenient attitude toward residency; on the other hand,
the two factors may have been complementary.

College-of-education control of doctoral pro-
grams was more peculiar to private thaun public
institutions. As described in the following para-
graphs, college-of-education-3 iministered pro-
grams tended toward greater fle::ibility than gradu-
ate-college progrems. This internal control factor,
therefcre, explains in part the nature of doctoral
programs in private institutions.

Administrative Coftrol of Degrees

Since almost all Ph.D. programs were controlled
by the graduate college, it was not feasible to con-
trast different types of Ph.D.-administration pat-
terns. This was not the case with regard to the
Ed.D. degree.

On the whole, college-of-education acministra-
tion of Ed.D. programs tended to be considerably
more flexible than graduate-college control. Gradu-
ate college residence requirements tended to be
more stringent; more total hours were required;
core courses were required more often and in
greater numbers; teaching certificates were more
often necessary; and hours earned throughextension
courses were less often acceptable. Graduate-
college Ed.D. programs also tended to include some
form of foreign-language requirement more often
than programs under college-of-education regula-
tions, and the traditional dissertation requirement
was more frequently peculiar to graduate-college
control.

In addition, graduate-college programs appeared
to be more structured in the provision ofadmissions
interviewing and counseling.

The only significant factor in which college-of-
education control of Ed.D. programs appeared more
stringent was the acceptance of fewer hours on
transfer from other institutions.

Comparisons Between High and Low Producers

With regard to a few requirements, the fistitu-
tions that produced the most graduates dy' ¥ ng the
two-year study period exemplified more 1f - ral ad-
ministration of degree programs. High producers
tended to be less stringent with regard to residence,
the requirement of cognate work, and the under-
graduate grade-point average. They werealsomore
flexible with regard to foreign-language require-
ments and tended to encourage a briefer maximum
period of time for doctoral study, a factor which
possibly had a direct relationship to higher produc-
tion. Also, high producers had considerably more
assistantships available, as would be expected.

High producers, on the other hand, tended to be
more structured than low producers with regard to
the number of core courses required. Thehigh pro-
ducers were also more restrictive in the number of
hours acceptable on transfer and in accepting hours
earned through extension work.
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It is worth noting that high producers tended to
state actual preferred maximwum 'ages expected of
applicants more often than low producers did.

While there was no conclusive evidence to ex-
plain why some institutions produce more graduates
than others which are seemingly comparable in re-
sources and size, there was some indication thatthe
more flexible arrangements prevailing in high-
producing institutions may have influenced ‘‘drawing
power’’ and the size of graduating classes. Also,
high producers tended to require a2 lower age for
candidates and a shorrer period of time needed for
degree completion. With regard to at least one
finance factor--assistantships--higher producers
were in a better position to recruit additional stu-
dents and offer financial assistance. Highproducers
were also very often found in large urban areas.
Of course, there is the possibility, too, that while all
of these factors contributed to higher production, the
factors themselves may have been created by con-
sistently high production.

Protile of Admissions Requirements

For ease of summarization, the following profile
was prepared. The so-called diversity pattern which
characterized this whole study naturally was mini-
mized in the attempt to present a picture of modal
tendencies. Nevertheless, the data did reveal some-
what uniform patterns relative to many require-
ments. The ‘‘typical”’ doctoral program required:

1. A baccalaureate and a master’s degree from
an accredited institution. (Eight institutions did not
require a bachelor’s degree, and 29 did not require
a master’s degree from an accredited institution.
Twenty-four of these institutions required no mas-
ter's degree whatsoever, but did requireequivalency
in credit hours. The other five reguiied @ master’s,
but not necessarily from an accredite.d institution.)

2. A “B” undergraduate average. (Twenty in-
stitutions stated they accepted less, 29 stated no
undergraduate average.)

3. A ''B” graduate average. (Threeinstitutions
stated they accepted less and, here again, 29 stated
no average.)

4. Two standardized admissions examinations;
the five most frequently administered were the Miller
Analogies Test, a locally constructed battery, GRE-
aptitude, GRE-advanced education, and forms of the
Cooperative English Test, in that order. (Fifteen
institutions reported that noadmissions examinations
were administered.)

5. Three letters of recommendation. (Sixteen
institutions required none; the range was from 0-13
letters.)

6. One personal admissions interview, usually

;avith the dean of education, prospective adviser, ora
<
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faculty committee. (Twenty-four institutions had no
such requirement; the range was from 0-4 inter-
views.)

7. Two years of teaching experience and, if
degree work were to be in school administration,
two years of administrative experience.

8. A teaching certificate valid for public-school
teaching--if the degree were to be an Ed.D., and if
the institution were publicly controlled, and if the
degree program were administered by the graduate
college.

9. Admission ~n a provisional basis, if neces-
sary. (Thirty institutions did noc permit such a
classification, however.)

10. Admissions counseling, usually within the
department, in addition to that offered bythedepart-
mental adviser. (Seventeen institutions offered none.)

11. No specified age minimum or maximum.
(However, three institutions reported anunequivocal
maximum; 24 other institutions preferred that the
maximum age be generally 40.)

Profile of Curricular Requirements

The ‘‘typical”’ or modal doctoral program in-
cluded the following curricular requirements:

1. Total semester hours beyond the master’s
degree--60 for Ed.D., 48 for Ph.D. (Range for
Ed.D. from 30-90; for Ph.D., 20-96.)

2. Semester hours in the field of education--32
for Ed.D. (range: 6-60); 36for Ph.D. (range: 12-63).

3. No specified minimum number of semester
hours outside professional education. (However,
37.9 percent of the Ed.D. programs and 42.7 percent
of the Ph.D. programs hal such a requirement.)

4. Semester hours beyondthe master’s required
at the institution from which doctorate was to be .
granted--30 for both degrees. (Range for Ed.D.,
from 24-60; for Ph.D., from 18-60.)

5. Semester hours including the master’s ac-
cepted on transfer and which would apply toward
doctorate--45 for Ed.D. (range: 30-60) and 42.5 for
Ph.D. (range: 18-60).

6. Semester hours beyond the master’s ac-
cepted on transfer and which would apply toward
doctorate--16 for Ed.D. (range: 0-35); 17.5 for
Ph.D. (range: 0-30).

7. Seven years recommended a8 maximum pe-
riod of time for completion of degree after admis-
sion to study (range: 3-12 years). (Twenty-two in-
stitutjong xepoxted no stated maximum.)
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8. Average length of time candidates took for
completion of degree from admission to study
through graduarion--for part-time students: 5Syears
(range: 3-12 years); for full-time students: 3 years
(range: 2-6-1/2 years).

9. The modal residency description was that the
candidate ‘‘must be a full-time student for two con-
secutive semesters or three quarters.”’ (Eighteen
institutions permitted residencs requirements to be
fulfilled by any combination of summer, evening, or
Saturday classes.)

10. Number of semester hours in courses
virtually limited to doctoral students in education:
nire (range: 0-33). (Fourteen institutions reported
none.)

11. Requirements for majors and minors for
the Ed.D. degree were satisfied completely in the
field of education in 59 percent of the prog.-ams;
the remainder requized a cognate minor or major.
Requirements for the Ph.D. degree were satisfied
completely in the field of education in 52 percent of
the programs; the remainder required a cognate
minor or major.

12, Maximum credit load permitted per semes-
ter or quarter: 15credithours(range: 12-18 hours).

13. Credit limits for employed candidates: full-
time employment--5 hours; three-fourths-time em-
ployment--6 hours; one-half-time employment--10
hours; one-fourth-time employment--12 hours.

14, The typical institution did not permit credit
hours earned through extension courses to apply
toward the doctorate; those that did accepted a median
of 9 extension-course hours and stipulated that the
student carry no more than 3 .semester hours by
extension during any one semester.

15. Grade point required during pursuit of doc-
toral course work: °‘‘B.” (Fifteen institutions re-
ported the use of marking scales other than “A,”’
“B,” ‘““C,”’ etc. Twelve institutions required a
“B+’’ or “A-,”’ one accepted a *'B-,"’ andtwo insti-
tutions accepted a *‘C+."")

16, Number of courses in core: four for the
Ed.D, (range: 0-11); three for the Ph.D. (range:
0-10). Twenty-two institutions reported no core
requirements. Most frequently required courses,
shown by the percentage of the participating institu-
tions, were a8 follows:

Educational measurement 61.3%
Educational statistics 47.5
Educational psychology 36.3
Philosophy of education 33.8
Curriculum and instruction 21.3

17. No foreign language required for Ed.D.; a
reading competency in two foreign languages (no
waiver) for Ph.D.
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18. Formal dissertation for both degrees.
{Fourteen institutions reported a chuoice for Ed.D.;
the choice being from among a dissertation, joint
study, essay, or field report ' Only two Ph.D. pro-
grams reported similar latitude.)

19. Terminal researchproject committee mems-
bers: five; final oral committee composition: five
members, including one from outside the education
unit.

20. Examination programming: (a) written ad-
missions examination (dlagnostic), (b) written can-
didacy examination, (c) oral candidacy examination,
(d) final oral examination over thesis.

Related Conditions

Summary statements in reference to housing,
drop-out factors, assistantships, fellowships, and
various other financial considerations have been inte-
grated in the analyses included in this Chapter. At
least the highlights warrant reiteraticsn.

The general picture of financial suprort for the
doctoral student was not an encouraging one. Only
about one-half of the institutions reported availability
of long-term or emergency loans. Less thana third
reported use of the extended payment plan. Twenty-
one institutions reported no form of direct financial
aid available for doctoral students.

Scholarships with a median value of $1175 per
academic year were availzble at 52 ipstitutions.

In BO institutions there were 1600 assistantships
available in education; strangely enough, 71 of these
were not filled at the time of the study. The types
of assistantships found in the greatest number of
institutions weére the assistant to a professor and
research and teaching assistantships. Administra-
tive assistants received the highest typical remun-
eration--$2400 annually; assistants to a department
received the lowest--$1000 annually. The over-all
annual average salary for assistants was approxi-
mately $1800.

“The median tuition for full-time graduate stu-
dents per academic year was as follows:

Private institutions  $750 (range: $300-1005)

Public institutions: ,
in-state $180 (range: § 80-630)
out-of-state $400 (range: $150-750)
The respondents estimated the cost of the dis-
gertation to be typically about $300. Some estimates,
however, were as high as $1500, or more.

The most frequently estimated reason for drop-
outs was ‘‘inadequate personal financing.”’ Next in
frequency were ‘‘inadequate scholarship’’ and “‘ex-
cessive dems.nds on time devoted to non-course
duties.”
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Housing appeared to be more of a problem in
the private than the public institutions. The concern
was principally centered on housing availability on
campus. Private institutions considered housingin-
adequacies as the sixth most important reason can-
didates dropped out; no public institution reported
this a8 a major drop-out factor.

The five most frequently reported recruiting
practices were: (a) faculty and other personal con-
tacts; (b) publications; (c) scholarships, fellowships,
and assistantships; (d) personal letters; and (e) re-
liance on reputation and alumni.

Projected Production

In addition to the 92 institutions that offered
.doc.oral degrees in educationduringthe period 1956-
58, 34 other institutions indicated intentions to add
doctoral programs by 1969-70.

. Based on various published estimates of total
doctoral production, computations revealed that the
field of education could expect from 3300 to 4100 in
1969-70. In effect, these estimates indicated that
production would be double that of 1957-58, at which
time 2043 doctoral candidates received their degrees.

Based on projections furnished by participating
institutions in this study, the 126 degree-granting
institutions would be producing 5891 graduates by
1969-70. :

Despite the admittedly liberal nature of the re-
spondents’ projections, several interesting and note-
worthy trends were observed in their estimates.
These trends were as follows:

1. The future relative emphases on Ed.D. and
Ph.D. production will be approximately the same as
the present, with approximately three-fifths of the
candidates receiving Ed.D. degrees.

2. Neither private nor public institutions will
expand at a rate that will produce a completely
dominant position in production by either type of in-
stitution.

3. Continued dominance on the part of institu-
tions in the eastern part of the nation will be retained,

with about 70 percent of the graduates receiving their

doctorates east of the Mississippi River.

4. School administration and guidance and coun-
seling promise to receive the highest number of
graduates. School administration may, however,
experience proportionally lower production than it
did during 1957-58. -Proportionally higher produc-
tion may be expected in elementary and secondary
education. Other areas that may receive propor-
tional gains are science and apecial education.

Fifteen or more institutions are planning to add
new programs-in school administration, guidance and
,~~unseling, and elementary education.
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The projection analysis also revealed that, in
addition to the present 59 sixth-year programs, 25
rew ones will be operating by 1969-70. Major
emphases in the sixth-year progi ams will center on
school administration, guidance and counseling,
elementary education, and secondary education.

‘Changes Anticipated

Plans to make important changes in doctoral
programs were reported by several institutions in
regard to each of the following areas:

. Discontinuance of provisional admission

. Addition of entrance examinations for the first
time or a ‘‘firming-up’’ of already existing
examinations requirements

. Improvement of admissions counseling

. Addition of core requirements in programs
that have previously had none stated

. Expansion of assistantship offerings.

N -
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In reierence to almost every requirement or
condition covered by this study, at least one institu-
tion reported plans to make certain changes. The
above list, however, included only those areas re-
ported by three or more institutions.

The list was hardly inclusive enough for gen-
eralization; however; the tendency inherent in most
of these anticipated changes indicated a*‘firming-up’’
of requirements and a structuring of programming
elements of doctoral study. At least the trend
seemed to be in the direction of adding structured
features to programs, rather than reducing the num-
ber of set requirements.

CONCLUSIONS

Because of the diversity of institutional settings
in which doctoral programs in education have been
organized, :. has been difficult to formulate highly
specific conclusions on the strength of data involved
in this study. In the first place, the very nature of
American graduate education has made it imprac-

" tical, if not impossible, to be highly specific in de-

riving standardization or uniformity. Indeed, prog-
ress in doctoral education has been made, and will
probably continue to be made, on the strength of
diversity and institutional individualism as much as
through efforts to derive uniform patterns. How-
ever, there would be weakness in justifying all dif-
ferences between programs simply on the basis of
institutional and traditional factors. It would like-
wise be simple, but erroneous, toconclude that there
will always be as many answere as there are insti-
‘tutions to the question: What is doctoral study in
education?

In light of .these considerations, the following
conclusjons were drawn:
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1. Are Ed.D. and Ph.D. programs characterized

more by similarities or differences? This study
revealed certain essential differences which, by and
large, have been noted between the two degreesever
since the inception of the Ed.D. degree. In the main,
however, the two degrees, from the point of view of
programming procedures, highly resembled each
other according to data reported in this study. In
some institutions the degrees were identical for all
practical purposes and by the admission of the re-
spondents. Other institurions have made great effort
to distinguish between the twodegrees onthe premise
that they should serve different functions. Still
others have continued to use one degree orthe other
to satisfy all needs in their doctoral programs in
education.

Efforts on the part of some institutions tomain-
tain basic differences between the two degrees while
other universities perceive them as practically iden-
tical, or while some institutions offer one degree to
the exclusion of the other, will continue to create a
measure of confusion in the profession. This con-
fusion will inevitably exist as long as graduates
from these various institutions intermingle within
the operational field of education.

The effort to differentiate requirements for the
two degrees on the basis that the Ph.D. degree serves
research and scholarly purposes and the Ed.D. de-
gree serves practitioner or professional purposes
may never gain wide acceptance. In the first place,
the differentiation itself may not be an accurateone,
since the definition of one degree as being profes-
sional implies, through a process of dichotomous
thinking, that the other is nonprofessional. By the
same token, the connotation that one degree is re-
gearch-centered and scholarly sets up, by implica-
tion, an opposite connotation for the other degree.
Such logic, of course, violates the spirit of the dif-
ferentiation; but the logic, nevertheless, unwhole-
somely remains intact.

Perhape this matter will be resolved by an
emergence of new thinking which makes use of less
confusing terms than ‘‘research-scholar’’ and ‘‘prac-
titioner-professional.”” In all educational leader-
ship, certainly, a combination of these two major
orientations is desirable, regardless of degree
earned or position held. .

It is possible that the profession will come to
recognize that both degrees have emerged asgeneric
terms to cover ever-widening spheres, the Ed.D.
degree applying to areas almost as remote from the
field of education as the Ph.D. degree has come to
apply to areas quite removed from philosophy.

For the time being, it seems wise to conclude
that either degree will best be understood through
its institutional asaociation, rather than from any
over-all aim or national statement of divergent
functions.

2. Should programs be highly structured and
prescriptive or completely flexible? Certainly, this
is a question that must be resclved in light of vari-
ables operating in each institution. However, insti-
tutions that choose either extreme--complete flexi-~
bility to meet each candidate’s needs or complete
prescription with a minimum left toeachcandidate’s
own discretion--need to weigh carefully the ramifi-
cations of such decisions.

Where few stated requirements prevadil and al-
most complete flexibility is the keynote, devices for
determining individual needs and demands for expert
counseling become paramount. Such a decision,
which may entail the repudiation of any common core
of courses, may follow the contention, open to ques-
tion, that there is no commonality among doctoral
graduates.

On the other hand, some institutions may be
overly restrictive through the prescription of an
abundance of core or tool courses and other require-
ments, which may preclude an adequate degree of
curricular adaptation to each candidate’s needs.
Therefore, any theory that contends that alldoctoral
learning is practically a universal core of knowledge
and competencies is equally open to question. The
common ground between individual specialization and
universal breadth of learning needs further investi-
gation before it is irrevocably refuted in practice.

From analyses in this study, higher production
seemed to relate to institutions and programs with
at lzast an optimum degree of flexibility. Probably
few truly qualified and worthy doctoral aspirants
would be drawn to any program with a reputation
for over-permissiveness; however, the opposite ex-
treme has no great enticement either. A program
characterized by over-prescription, extreme struc-
turing, and, above all, rigidity almost for the sake of
rigidity may not only squelch production but may
hamper severely educational progress and thedyna-
mism which should characterize doctoral education.

In this sense, it is unfortunate that those neces-
sary programming elements that have emerged to
give doctoral study its recognizable form have be-
come kaown as ‘‘hurdles.”” This usage has perhaps,
in somz places, gone *2yond its humorous origin
and has become a symptom of an undue number of
restrictions in place of progressive learning experi-
ences. .

3. Does the absence of a cognate areaora mini-
mum _number of course hours outside the field of
education lead to overspecialization? Whether the:
absence of such course work is considered desirable
or not, many institutions in this study reported that
no set requirement obtained in this regard.

According to current thought and literature
concerning educational leadership in the public
schools and at the university level, no one department
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within the field of graduate education can provide
all the essentials for producing thoroughly prepared
doctoral graduates. The demands placed upon pro-
fessional education require breadth of learning and
interdisciplinary competency equal to or surpassing
most other human endeavors. 7The engagement of
educational workers in interrelationships with other
professions and vocational fields c:lls for insightful
behavior based on knowledge of the comprehensive
demands of society.

The question of breadth versus specialization
may in the long run, like the matter of scholarliness
versus professionalism, defy atterr;pts todichotornize
them. If, as a consequence, it can be agreed that
doctoral students in education must receive as many
experiences in preparing them to understand and
deal with other areas of learning as they receive
instruction intechnical and compartmentalized skills,
the question becomes one of procedures for imple-
mentation rather than philosophic considerations.

Perhaps the requirement of a set number of
course hours outside the field of education or the
demand for a cognate major or minor may not be
the answer. In all probability, noinstitutionassumes
that all that is needed for breadth of learning will
be gained through certain prescribed course work.
In fact, the practice of prescribing certain broaden-
ing courses taught on the upper-divisional under-
graduate or master’s levels to doctoral candidates
with weak academic backgrounds may be highly
questionable, particularly if such courses count to-
ward the satisfaction of doctoral requirements. The
practice of requiring doctoral candidates to enroll
in courses in other departments as missionaries of
good will for professional education, as pawns of
university politics on the part of the education de-
partment, or for any reasons of mere prestige en-
hancement are indeed dubious, if not wholly irrele-
vant in the advancement of knowledge.

Internships, properly planned assistantship ex-
periences, and a broadening of admissions require-
ments may, in the final analysis, serve the purposes
of breadth to a greater extent than any combination
of course work. At any rate, programming that
entails no guarantee of some form of interdepart-
mental experience for doctoral candidates in educa-
tion may be producing graduates who are narrowly
specialized, overly professionalized, and academic-
ally isolated in a profession characterized by a high
degree of interpersonal and interdisciplinary rela-
tionships.

4. What curricular elements might be expected
to_undergo modifications? This question implies
that there might be a great deal of dissatisfaction
over current curricular content as revealed by this
study. This, however, was not the case, since little
effort was directed toward the determination of the
actual course content.
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The question relates instead to popuiar interest
in adding a requirement of cognate courses, addi-
tional specialized ‘‘tools,” and provisions for wise
flexibility in programming. As an institution ex-
pands its core requirements ind, at the same time,
begins to recquire a cognate area, existing curricu-
lar patterns necessarily are influenced. In the pro-
cess, cithsr the additional course requirements
simply add to the total credit hours required, and
consequently add to the length of doctoral prepara-
tion, or other courses and classic features are
eliminated from set requirements.

The foreign-language requirement has been one
of the existing curricular elements of doctoral study
about which a few institutions have revised their
thinking. Instead of holding iz vevocably to the for-
eign-language requirements, even fnr the Ph.D. de-
gree, these institutions have either eliminated it in
deference to what they call more functional tool re-
quirements or have placed foreign language on an
equal basis with other electivesto betakenas needed
by the individual candidate.

The same type of change inattitude has occurred
in relation to the formal dissertation requirementin
some universities. Where this requirement was in-
flexible, consumed an ill-proportioned amount of
time, and accounted for a major block of credit
hours, changes in some programs have taken place.
In these programs the terminal research require-
ment is now more flexible, but seemingly tends to be
just as beneficial to the candidate, if not more so.
At the same time, these newer emphases inthe doc-
toral research project permit other innovations to be
included in the curriculum.

It would seem that current emphases on inter-
departmental approaches to graduate education, in-
tensified efforts to make core requirements more
functional, and attempts to make way for more prac-
ticum and field experiences all induce a searching
re-evaluation of traditional curricular elements,
which have been relatively standard for over a half
century. Perhaps it can be demonstrated by re-
search that such elementa as the foreign-language
requiremen:, the dissertation, and the final oral
examination should continue as part of the doctoral
program; then again, through re-evaluation these
elements may be viewed as merely inherited features,
which no longer satisfy contemporary objectives of
doctoral education.

5. Should doctoral programs in education be
under the control of the graduate college or the
college of education? No data in this study would
lead directly to the answer to this question. How-
ever, the study included several factors that, in
Juxtaposition, imply that tke administrative unit re-
sponsible for graduate programs in education will
determine the direction in which programming will
develop.

0BOSS
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College-of-education programs tended toward
higher production and appeared to be more flexible
in requirements. This iactor of flexibility, of
course, was to be expected, since many universities
have shifted control of the Ed.D. degree away from
the graduate college because of its purported in-
flexibility. Classic criticism of college-of-education
control has centered on the contention that its auton~
omous administration is more lax, resulting in low-
ered prestige for the degrees involved, usually the
Ed.D. However, the opposite of inflexibility is not
necessarily laxity, nor, for that matter, is inflexi-~
bility in doctoral programming necessarily defen-
sible on grounds other than tradition. It was noted
that several large institutions among the participants
in the study utilized college-of-education adminis-
tration of doctoral degrees in education without any
apparent fear of jeopardy to their reputations or that
of their graduates.

At least two respondents from institutions in
which doctoral programs were controlled by the
graduate college noted particular difficulty ingaining
an equitable voice in policy-determining groups and
in obtaining ‘‘fair shares’’ of student financial
assistance. Several other r~spondents expressed a
desire to have some scholarship and fellowship funds
at the disposal, and solely under the budgetary con-
trol, of the college of education.

Together the foregoing factors of production,
flexibility of admissions and curricular require-
ments, and a few financial considerations might lead
to the conclusion that control by the college of edu-
cation is generally preferable.

On the other hand, the study revealed that some-
what greater emphasis was placed by graduate-
college administration on breadth of programming
through cognate work than was true in college-of-
education controlled programs. Here may be an
indication that, in deference to the comprehensive
type of product sought in doctoral study, graduate-
college regulations would best facilitate the broader
viewpoint. It would seem that university-wide juris-
diction of the graduate college would enable expedient
implementation of proposals for interdepartmental
approaches to doctoral study. At least, logic would
indicate that centralized graduate-college control
would militate against curricular isolation. '

Here again the answer to the question would
seem to reside in each institutional setting. Perhaps
the answer, too, is a compromise or athird alterna-
tive--dual control, whereby the two units jointly
administer the degree, Such arrangements, however,
have been criticized for duplication of function, along
with occasional operation at cross pyrruses, neither
of which is necessarily an inherent by-product of
the dual arrangement.

While this study did not seekto settle this issue,
the data did reveal some of the advantages and dis-
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advantages of these main types of administrative
control. Implications weve that no strong argument
could be advanced to justify the unmistakable neces-
sity for the concrol to be housed in one unit over the
other. Realistic and practical li nitations prevalent
at present in some institutions evidently precluded
adequate administration of doctoral programs in
education by the Sraduate college, regardless of the
seemingly sound theory that unitary control over all
graduate degrees should be effectedif atall possible.

6. Will the present character of production lead
to the saturation of some areas of concentration and
to_the neglect of others? There was some indica-
tion in this study that a few areas of concentration,
including school administration and guidance and
counseling, may eventually face a problem of over-
production if graduates continue to prepare for these
areas at the rate they did during the two-year study
period. The projection indicated that, at least inthe
area of school administration, proportionally fewer
of the graduates during the decade ahead could be
expected. However, the fact remains that almostall
the institutions offered doctoral programs, or planned
to do so, in school administration, and ti:2 highest
number of graduates is indicated inthisarea. At the
same time, other areas that may need doctoral
leadership were lieing provided graduates by rela-
tively few institv.ions. The need for graduates in
schoui administration will have to be weighed care-
fully against the demand for graduates in teacher
education, special education, audio-visual ec::cation,
and elementary educacion, to mentionbutafew. Such
an investigation, it seems would be particularly ger-
mane for institutions not now >ffering doctorates in
education, but plannirg to do so in the years ahead.

7. Will the nextdecade be characterized by more
follow-up studies of doctoral graduates ineducation?
This question, of course, remains to be answered.
However, one of the outstanding findings of this study
wa. that only four institutions reported that opinions
relative to their doctoral drop outs were based on
data gathered during formal follow-up research.
Regardless of institutional conditions, no argument
can be advanced for avoidingthe insights which would
be available through regular follow-up studies.

Along with analysis of reasons why candidates
drop out before graduction, investigations into the
placement of graduates should also be valuable. In
line withthe preceding conclusion concerning areas of
concentration, a follow-up to determine the extentof
the actual involvement of school-administration
graduates in work commensurate with their prepara-
tion might reveal that many have necessarily become
engaged in other than administrative positions.

8. Should an institution set a maximum age
limitation _in regard to the. admission of doctoral
students? One very direct method of controlling who
shall receive doctorates is, of course, a maximum
age requirement. If such a policy were irrevocably




set by all institutions, naturally the influence on the
age of doctoral graduates would be immediate. Re-
search is not available to justify any sweeping na-
tional change in this regard. However, the practice
of admitting a great many persons for whom the
doctorate will mean, because of their advanced age,
little or nothing vocationally is a dubious one in light
of restricted resources available to doctoral candi-
dates in education. Only a minority of the institutions
involved have either set age requirements or have
stated a preferred maximum age. It might be well
for all institutions to ¢onsider ways of concentrating
on the education of younger men and women whose
careers in the profession are essentially ahead of
them.

9. 1s there a need for more institutions to think
in terms of selective recruitment? This study pointed
up the need for more organized efforts to identify
and encourage qualified persons to work toward the
doctorate. Many institutions reported little or no
recruitment activity of a formal nature. A formal-
ized, high-pressure endeavor is probably not the
answer. A program that operates withanawareness
of, and capitalizes on, the wide variety of informal
media available for the encouragement of promising
candidates is to be preferred. The lack of any re-
cruitment awarenesi; leaves the admissicn process
largely to chance and almost devoid of preadmission
selection.

The most prominently mentioned recruitment
devices centered on the use of the ‘‘personal touch”
through alumni, letters, faculty contacts, or some
other means of ‘‘spotting’’ the person of ability who
should be urged to advance in the profession. It
seems that such practices would not only help to in-
crease the present level of production but should
result in the enrollment of competent persons who
can be relied upon to complete their programs with
distinction. Recruitment then becomes not only a
service to the worthy candidate and the institution
but a genuine sexvice tothe entire professionas well.
Selective recruitment may tend to locate many of the
calibre of motivated students who are more willing
and better able to withstand the hardships connected
with doctoral study, including financial strain.

Associated with recruitment, but involving other
influential factors as well, is the question of pro-
gram expansion by several institutions. This study

did not clearly reveal the reason or reasons why .

some institutions with a seemingly adequate capacity
for sizable production, and with programs of long-
standing, were among the group of low-producing
institutions. Granted that production fluctuates quite
noticeably, even from year to year, in each institu-
tion, the observation still seems to hold that several
institutions may be able to contribute consistently
more to the supply of doctoral graduates than :hey
==re doing during the years 1956-58.
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10. Will financial aid be adequate to meet the
needs of the projected influx of candidates? The
answer to this question will probably be inthe nega-
tive if the present level of financial assistance is
maintained, even on a proportional basis, during
the years to come. This study added verification
to what is, and has been, generally true of graduate
education--the critical nature of financial assistance
for students.

Throughout the study, the financial picture was
not a bright one. Student loans were particularly
lacking. However, the National Defense Education
Act was implemented after data for this study were
gathered. This legislation promises to brighten the
picture appreciably.

It would seem that a financial program that
would enable many candidates to continue their study
on an intensified basis, without undue concern over
personal and family finance, is greatly needed. The
concept of packaging several forms of financial aid
(loans, scholarships, assistantships) for resident
students is one of the ways of producing remunera-
tion of a self-sustaining nature. The rising costs of
living will tend to make the usual single form of aid
even less attra ve, unless that aid is unusually
liberal.

-Any attempt to encourage a younger group of
candidates will naturally heighten the necessity for
increased financial assistance. In the near future,
tuition benefits for veterans, usually associated with
younger candidates, will apparently not beavailable.
Either additional financial sources will have to be
tapped or the attitude toward residence will auto-
matically undergo serious and perhaps damaging
modifications, to mention but one alternative.

Also related to the financial situation is the fact
that many institutions need to locate more money
with which to construct adequate housing facilities
to be made available to doctoral candidatesand their
families. This study revealed the great need that
exists for improved housing for these advanced grad-
uate students.

Finding money for direct subsidization of doc-
toral candidates, therefore, is not the only problem
to be solved in the area of finance. In addition to the
provision of more money for fellowships, assistant-
ships, and other student-aid programs, institutions
need to divert funds into channels which have an in-
direct, but important, influence on the pursuit of the
doctorate.

. 11. What effect do institutional controls have
upon the time spent by eachcandidate in his program
from injtial admission to graduation? Naturally,
many variables, including finance and the candidate’s
employment while in the program, are relatedtothis
question. However, this study revealed considerable
variability on the part of institutions relative to the

< (10090



82

recommended maximum pericd of time a candidate
should expect to give to his doctoral pursuit. It was
noteworthy that many of the high-producing institu-
tions stressed a shorter period of time in their set
requirements. Other institutions recommended time
maximums approaching a decade or more! Because
of the age of many candidates at the time of their
initial admission, such a highly flexible recommenda-
tion seems to be questionable, to mention but one of
the many factors related to the time maximum. lm-
provement in doctoral education, both for the candi-
date and the profession, would in all probability
result from the perception of doctoral study as a
process to be completed with as much dispatch as
possible without a sacrifice in quality. ‘‘The longer
it takes, the better’’ is hardly a realistic attitude
conducive to quality, any more than a hastily ac-
quired ‘‘watered-down’’ program is.

Institutional-control factors that seem to relate
to the expeditious movement of candidates through
their programs include: (a) the adequacy of initial
counseling with emphasis on the clarification of goal
determination at the outset; {b) the early elevationof
doctoral students to at least a preliminary candidacy
so that they realize they are moving seriously toward
their gonl, (c) the availability of various forms of
financial assistance, (d) adequate guidance during
the selection of a dissertation topic that canbe dealt
with in realistic time limits, (e) some form of extra
financial assistance in accomplishing the disserta-
tion, and (f) certainly the continued attention and
encouragement by the faculty throughout the program
so that there is a steady consciousness by the candi-
date of the advantages inherent in the early comple-
tion of his program. The factors relative to the
dissertation could probably operate more efficiently
if full-time residence and commensurate financial
resources were available to the candidate during the
last year of his program.

- It would seem especially wise to hasten the
process of goal determination on the partof doctoral
studentg, many of whom may have drifted into the
program almost by chance. Any form of planning to
avoid a continued drift throughout the program would
be all to the good.

'RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY

The following additional areas are recommended
for further study, either through continued analysis
of data gathered for this study, through other re-
search media, or both.

There is need for some determination of the
actual demand for doctoral graduates in each of the
major greas of concentration. Both actual and pro-
Jected production reported in this study revealed
what appeared to be the probability of overproduction
in several areas of concentration. Atthe same time,
production in other areas appeared to be low.
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In addition to a quantitative analysis of the de-
mand for graduates in each area of concentration, a
study of regional demands and production should be
conducted. There was considerable disparity in pro-
duction rates in each of the various geographic re-
gions of the nation. Regional production of doctoral
graduates in education, when related to the general
population, indicated the apparent overproductionina
few regions and underproduction in others. Perhaps
regional needs for doctoral graduates are not com-
parable, thereby minimizing the importance of the
divergent pattern of production by regions. Never-
theless, this is a problem that warrants further
investigation.

As mentioned in the conclusions, a comprehen-
sive follow-up of graduates should be conducted to
determine the nature of their placement in relation
to their doctoral preparation. Suchananalysis could
reveal the extent to which graduates were finding
positions suited to their goals and doctoral education.
This analysis could also include an attempt to de-
termine the influence doctoral study had on the
facilitation of proper placement and job success.

This study revealed a serious lack of informa-
tion on the causes for doctoral dropouts. A compre-
hensive study, perhaps on a national scale, needs to
be conducted on this problem.

The urgent problem of acquiring sufficiently
qualified faculty personnel to staff colleges of edu-
cation promises to be a continuing one. In addition
to the quantitative aspects of this problem, there is
an equally urgent need to consider the qualitative
aspects of it. It would seem worthwhileto investigate
the adequacy of present doctoral programs for the
preparation of persons seeking positions as college
teachers of professional education.

One of the methods for recruiting additionaldoc-
toral candidates has been the use of co-operative
arrangements among institutions. Such arrange-
ments have included various relationships between
institutions that do and that do not grant the doc-
torate. An evaluation of these arrangements should
be made, along with further explorations into the
possibilities for experimenting with a variety of
similar co-operative relationships.

Since more and more institutions are expressing
an interest in adding doctoral programs ineducation,
further investigation needs to be directed to a de-
termination of the necessarv resources and condi-
tions that should prevail in a university tomaximize
the probability of success of doctoral programs.

Continued study needs to be made of the insti-
tutional controls and conditions that havethe greatest
effect on the time needed for the pursuit of the doc-
toral degree in education.




One of the most obvious areas needing con-
tinued study is that of finance. Investigations
should be made to determine the extent of influence
that financial conditions have on the pursuit of
doctoral degrees. Determination should also be
made of the feasibility of developing new sources
and methods of financing doctoral study. The ad-
visability of centralized institutional control of
financial support for graduate students likewise
needs further study.
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In order to investigate further the extent of
differentiation that exists between the two doctoral

degrees in education and to determine the influence
Ph.D. degree requirements have had onthedevelop-
ment of the Ed.D. degree, it is recommended that a
comparison be made betweenEd.D. programs offered
in institutions that also offer Ph.D. programs in -
education and Ed.D. programs offered inother insti-
tutions as the only education doctorate.
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TABLE A.~-GENERAL INFORMATION ON TOTAL GROUP OF INSTITUTIONS
OFFERING DOCTORATES IN EDUCATION, 1956-58

87

PR P 4
y -".'n-‘@ﬂ(m

Administrative
fE‘drs'tD' :::;tD' responsibilityd
Institutions Type of institution granted granted Ed.D. Ph.D.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Alabama
+Auburn Unlversity State university 1955 see G coe
+University of Alabama State university 1953 1958 E G
Arizona
+Arizona State University State university 1954 .es ‘E e
University of Arizona State university 1952 1926 G G
Arkansas
University of Arkansas® State university Unknown cos Unknown veo
California
+University of Callfornia (Berkeley) State university 1924 1898 G G
+University of California (Los Angeles) State university 1944 ves D .
Claremont Graduate School b Private university ee Unknown cos Unknown
+College of the Pacific Private university 1954 cee G oee
University of Southern Caltforniab Private university 1931¢ Unknown - Unknown  Unknown
+Stanford University Private university 1929 1916 D D
Colorado
+Colorado State College State teachers college 1941 Nc longer G oes
offered
University of Coloradob State university 1944 ¢ Unknown  Unknown  Unknown
+Unlversity of Denver "Private university 1943 1953 D D
Connecticut
+University of Connecticut State university vee 1950 voo G
District of Columbla
Catnoitc University of America Private university .oe 1906 ves G
+George Washington University Private university 1933 ces E coo
Florida
+Florlda State University State university 1952 1955 D D
+HUniversity of Florida State unlversity 1947 vos G cos
" Georgla
+University of Georgia State university 1948 No longer G ves
1inols offered
“+Brudiey Unlversity Private unlversity 1950 1952 D D
+Unlversity of ChIcag% Private university veo 1901 ves E
+University of [llinols State university 1946¢ Unknown  Unknown  Unknown
+Lloyola Unlversity (Chicago) Private university 1951 1928 G G
+Northwestern University Private university 1922 1944 G G
Indlana: :
“Findiana University State unlversity 1927 1924 E G
University of Notre Dameb Private university aee Unknown oo Unknown
+Purdue University- State unlversity ces 1949 .ee G
lowa
" Towa State University State university see 1943 e G
+State Unlversity of lowaP State university coe Unknown cos ~ Unknown
Kansas
+Unlversity of Kanm Stute unlvonity 1941 1920 G G
Kentucky
+University of Kentucky Sfata unlvmity 1947 ¢ Unknown G G
Loulsiana ‘
+Lovlsiana State Unlversity State univenity Intend 1935 .es G
Maryland : ' fo add '
joﬁns Hopkins Universityb Private university 1930 ¢ Unknown  Unknown  Unknown
+University of Mnryland State university 1949 1943 G G
Massachusetts ‘ '
+Boston University Private unlversity 1932 None yet E G
“+Harvard Unlversity Private university 1921 1910 E G
Radcliffe College Privute university vee Unknown vee G




88

TABLE A.-~GENERAL INFORMATION ON TOTAL GROUP OF INSTITUTIONS
OFFERING DOCTORATES [N EDUCATION, 1956-58 (Continued)
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Administrative
d Ll . . .
E'mD :lhrstD responsibilityd
instifutions Type of Institution granted granted Ed.D. Ph.D.
1 2 3 4 5 6

Michigan

*+Michigan State University State university 1945 1925 G G

+University of Michigan State university 1948 1902 G G

+Wayne State University State university 1949 ces D voe
Minnesota

+UnTversity of Minnesota State university vee 1917 ves G
Mississippi .

+University of Misslssippl State university 1953 1955 G G
Missouri

+University of Missouri State university 1937 1916 G "G

+Soint Louls University Private university ves 1932 oes G

+Washington University Private university 1936 1938 G G
-Montana

“+Montana State College. State general college 1958 Intend G ver

to add

+Montana State University State university 1958 . G o
Nebrasko

+University of Nebraska State unlversity 1954 1915 E G
New Jem{ :

+Rutgers University State unlversity 1931 cer G . ves
New York

+University of Buffalo Private university 1934 ves E ors

+Teachers College, Columbia University  Private university 1935 1898 E G

Comell University Private university 1949¢ Unknown E G

+F urdham University Private university Intend 1916 ces G
to add
+New York University Private university 1934 1922 E E
+§t. John's University Private university None yet 1950 E E
+Syracuse University Private university 1935 1937 E G
+/eshiva University Private university None yet 1958 E E
North Carolina

Duke Unlversity Private university 1952 oos E vos

North Carolina College (Durham) State general college ves 1955 vee G
+University of North Carolina State university 1954 1926 G G

North Dakota
+UnTverslty of North Dakota State university 1930 1929 G G
Ohlo
“+HUniversity of Cincinnati Municipal 1934 ces E aee
+Ohio State Universiiy State university aee 1922 vee G
Western Reserve Unlvermy Peivate unlverslty 1941 1931 G G
Okliahoma
+Oklafioma State Un!versity State university 1942 Intend G eos
: to add
+Univensity of Oklahoma State university ‘1931 Unknown G G
+University of Tulsa Private university 1954 vee G -
Oregon
% regon State College “ State university 1936 ‘et G sos
+University of Oregon State university 1942¢ 1927 G G
Pennsylvanla ,

DBropsle Collegeb Private university 1950¢ Unknown  Unknown Unknown
+Pennsylvania State University State university 1931 1927 G G
+Temple University. Private university 1928 . E vos
+Unlversity of. Pennsylvanio Private university - 1944 1910 D D
+University of Plitsburgh Private unlversity 1933 1916 E E

South Corolina
Unlvensity of South Caroling State unlvgrslty 1923 o G
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OFFERING DOCTORATES IN EDUCATION, 1956-58 (Continued)
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Administrative
Ed ‘D L] H‘ . D .
first first _ responsibllityd
Institutions Type of institution granted granted Ed.D. Ph.D.
1 2 3 4 5 6
Tennessee
+George Peabody College for Teachers Private teachers college 1951 1919 G G
+University of Tennessee State university 1950 cee G coe
Texas :
+Baylor Unlversity Private university 1955 ces E coo
+Unlversity of Houston Municipal unlversity 1947 “en E s
+North Texas State Colleg State general college 1950 . G “en
+Texas Woman's Universit State university 1937¢ Unknown  Unknown  Unknown
Texas Technological College , State general callege 1953 vee G cor
+University of Texas State university 1930 1920 G G
Utah '
“+Utah State University State university 1954 “os G con
+University of Utah State university 1950 1949 G G
Virginia '
;ﬁnivonll'y of Virginia State university 1952 1922 3 G
Washlngton
+Washington State University State gensral college 1950 1938 G G
University of Washingtonb State university 1948¢ Unknawn Unknown  Unknown
West Vlrg!nlc
+West Yirginia University State university 1956 cos G ceo
Wisconsin
+Unlversity of Wisconsin State university oo 1911 oes G
Wyoming :
' %niven!ty of Wyoming State university 1948 1947 G G
+Denotes AACTE membership.

anG" Indicates that responsibility for the degree resides with the graduate college; "E" indicates that this responsibility
resides with the education unit (division, department, school ; ar college); and "D" that the degree Is admlnlsterod jointly by

the education unit and the graduate collaga.

hese Instftutions did not retum questionnaires. Actually, Dropsie College did not recelve one since it was identified as
"balonging In the study several months after the questiannaires were sent out.
€The source for these dates was as follows: Saalbach, Raymond C. Current Practices in the Requirements for the Doctor

of Education Degres. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Philadelphias University of Pennsylvania, 1952.

de L 00096
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TABLE B.—=INSTITUTIONS THAT GRANTED TABLE B.==INSTITUTIONS THAT GRANTED
SIXTH =YEAR DEGREES, 1958-59 SIXTH-YEAR DEGREES, 1958-59 (Continued)
Year degree Type of " Yecr degree  Type of
“was first insti= was first insti=
3 Institutions granted tution Institutions granted tution
1 2 3 1 2 3
Alabama Maryland
University of Alaboma® . ....... 1956 Public ~ Johns Hopkins University®....... 1933 Private
Arizona Masscchusetts
t Arizona State College (Flagstaff). .. 1957 Public Bostor College® oo .eoeeae..o 1954 Private
Arizona State University®....... Noneyet Public  Boston University9............ 1934 Private
Arkansas Harvard University®. . .. ce0ae . 1951 Private
University of Arkansas® ........ 1953 Public  University of Massachusetts .. .... 1930 Public
California Minnesota
Stanford University® .......... 1934 Private  University of Minnesota® ....... Unknown Public
University of Southern California® . 1939 Private.  paississiopl :
Colorado Mississippi Southern College. . . ... 1953 Public
Colorado State College®. ....... 1947 Public  Upniversity of Mississippi O .. .. ... 1956 Public
University of Colorado® . ....... Unknown  Public  pueco
University of Denver®. . ....,... 1947 Private  University of Missouri @ « v vv .o 1957 Public
\g“'emt_S"':e College ......... 1958 Public  \ashington University® ........ 1958 Private
i onnecticu New Jerse
Fairfield University « ... .. ceven 1954 Private mersity“ ey 1954 Public
i Hillyer College of the University New Mexico
of Hartford. o« o oo v veeenen 1953 Private  Ngw Mexico State University. .... 1956 Public
University of Bridgeport «cc..... 1955 Private  \1aw York
University of Connecticut . ..... 1954 Public  ZToTohT College « oo vveevnnn. 1955 Private
District of Columbia o Brooklyn College. .. ...oovvo.. 1953 Public
George Washington University® . .. 1955 Prll;lal'e Teachers College, Columbia Univ.® 1935 - Private
Gallaudet College. . v vvvov. 1954 Public  Long Island University@ ........ 1951 Private
orida New York University® . ........ 1953 Privat
Florida State University® ....... 1954 Public s;:lw;r Un{:,;’;;:;{ s 1354 Pr;::t:
: University of Florida® ...c.v0o. 1955 Publlc  University of Rochester . o o oo ... 1958 Private
; Iilinols Oklahoma
| DePaul University o v e vvevueees 1955 Private  BrTohoma State University. ..... Noneyet  Public
Northwestern University® . ...... Unknown Private University of Oklchoma®. ....... Noneyet  Public
Southern lllinols University® ... 1955 Public  niversity of Tulsa®. . oo vvvvvns 1952 Private
University of Chicago® ........ 1958 Private  5;ag0n
University of Winois® ,.....cu. 1941 Public m"y of Oregon® . vevvuea. 1958 Public
Indiana , Tennessee
Ball State Teachers College . .. ... 1959 Public George Peabody College for
Indiana State Teachers College. ... 1959 Public Teachers® v vvvvooevevnnss 1935 Private
Indiana University® .. ......... Noneyst Public  yioiniq
Kansos : fVirginla®. oo vuuen. 1954 Publi
Kansas State Teachers College w’::ﬁ:g‘z: Virginia ? ¢
; (Emporla) o oo vvvsoeennns 1959 Public  Zollage of Pugsi Scund. v vvvo... 1939 Private
! Kansas State T_euchers College West Virginia
(Pittsburg) .. ....oevnia. 1959 Public West Virginia University9....... Noneyet Public
Univm"y of Kﬂﬂmuo ee o tes s 1954 Pub"c W 'ng
Kentuck U'!im—r a
U_l_‘zn VorsTiy of Kentucky® . ....... 1959 Public niversity of Wyoming® ........ 1946 Public

University of Louisville. .. ...... 1955 Public SAlso grants doctoral degrees in education.
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TABl.E C.=- INSTITUTIONS PLANNING ADDITIONAL GRADUATE PROGRAMIS
IN_EDUCATION ABOVE THE MASTER'S DEGREE

Year degree will be grantad

Institutions Sixth-year Ed.D. Ph.D.
1 2 3 4
California
Immﬂculut‘ Heart college ssesssvvee XY} see 1968
University of Redlands .+ oo cvovvansns Unknown vee vas
Colorado
::dnm‘stut’college ® @ &% o 0 & 00000 o 1967 LA N ] LN ]
Connecticut
HiTiyer College of the Unlversity of Hartford ¢ 1965 1965
Univ‘nity OfBﬂdePﬂ'f se st srsnree c 1963 “ee
Florlda
University of Miaml « e e ecveneeccenss ese 1961 1961
Idaho
University of Idaho v vvvevenacansns .. 1962 1962
lilinois
Northern Hlinols University e « e e s v enevs 1950 1966 1966
Southern [llinois University9 v eoveveen. c cee 1940
Indiana
Ball State Teachers College « o v e v avee oo ¢ 1962 1963
lowa
“Towa State Teachers College «.ocveee.. 1961 1970 .es
Kansas
For" Hﬂy‘ Kansas State c0"°ﬂ°u seetscas 1961 e see
Untversity of Wichita. . v vveeveenceas 1964 cen 1962
Louisiana
visiona State Unlverslfyh cecsevsseas ver Unknown c
Norfhwelfemecl’eCo"ege........... 1962 LE N ] e
Maryland
dnivmity of MarylandP ... ... . v.eus. Unknown ¢ ¢
Massachusetts
Bﬂfoncolleée.-...........-..-... c c 1940
Uﬂ'Vm"YofMﬂ“ach‘U”“"t-t--uuu-uu' (-] 19461 T
Mlchigan
E““m M'chlgﬂn Unlv‘n‘tl- LI BN B B I Y 1963 sese [N
Waestern Michigan Unlversity .« .. 0v0vens 1962 1965 1965
Mississippl
Wuiﬂlppl Southern College o4 cvvveess os 1961 1961
Mlssourt
Eﬁﬂh’ﬂl Missourt ShlteCo"ego......... 1960 see wee
Montana '
WEM‘CHGSMOCOHOGO.-.-.........- Xy} c Unkmwn
New Mexico
ew Mexico Western College «ooveveee 1961 ces .ee
Unlvmll’y of N'w M.xl“an EEREEEEER] 1960 ' (-] Unkﬂm
New York .
FsiaF;nmUnlvon“yb esssesssssssas eee Unknown c
Longl‘lmdunrv.n"y.l........l... c ’9“ [N ]
Sf.Bomlvenh.ll'OUnI "Yunu-unnnnnnn XX} XX ]963
St. John's Universtty® .. .ceeeeesnoes Unknown [ ¢
UI'IIV_OI‘I"YOfBUffﬂlOb cesasseasesnane Unknown ¢
Unlvel‘lifyofRochuhf.....-.-....».. (-] 1963 sse
Nevada .
Unlven"yofNequu_..---.......u-- 1963 cese see
Ohilo
_-ﬁwllnﬂ Green State Uﬂlwn“'y ssssvnas 1965 “ee 1970
KOMSMOUHIVGI’S“Y....---........ “ee “ee 1%3
Ohlo Unlv.fl"y (Aﬂ'lenl). sseovescssns 1961 ses 1961
UnlvmlwofTol‘dollllll..l..l..l. LR N 19& 1%3

S8
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TABLE C.--INSTITUTIONS PLANNING ADDITIONAL GRADUATE PROGRAMS
IN EDUCATION ABOVE THE MASTER'S DEGREE (Continued)

Year degree will be granted

Institutions Sixth-year Ed.D. Ph.D,
1 2 3 4
Oklahoma
Oklahoma State University ... .. resens c c Unknown
Pennsylvania
uquesne University. . cooosseeoonnns sor Unknown Unknown
Lehigh University . ...vevieconnoess 1941 1962
Rhode Island
Rhode Island College of Education. o« <« « . 1965 cee ses
University of Rhode Island « < o o o o .« oo 1962 . “os
South Dakota
State University of South Dakota®. . ... .. 1961 c ves
Tennessee
University of Tennesseeb. ............ Unkndwn c ses
Texas ~
East Texas State College . « e e ca v v veeen 1959 1964 19469
Texas Acand M o ovvvnevensnnnanas vee 1963 ses
Texas Christian University « oo e e v 00 s s .. Unknown
Utah
" Brigham Young University « . covoeuee.s 1961 1962
University of Utahb . ... ......... ves Unknown c <
Washington :
College of Pugel' Sounde e ceternesenen c ves 1964
Wisconsin
Marquette University . ........ veee . 1965
Wisconsin State College (Superiar) craae 1964 .

@Southern Hiliols University and the University of New Mexico have doctoral programs under
wey, but have not granted any degrees as yet, The State University of South Dakota granted its
first doctoral degree In education in 1959. None of these universities, therefore, was included in
the study.

hese unlversities were among the original 92 Institutions included in the institutional phase.
They are included on the above list because of the additional program they are planning to enter.
CIndicates that the institution already grants this degree.




1891.

1908,
1912,

1916,
1920.

1926.

1930,
1940.

1949,

1950.

1955.
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SOURCES FOR YEARS SHOWN IN FIGURE Il

Letter to the investigator, frorn Lydia P.
Colby, registrar, Clark University, Worcester,
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Story, Robert C. Earned Degrees Conferred
by Higher Educational Institutions, 1948-49.

U.S. Office of Education, Federal Security
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Superintendent of Documents, Government
Printing Office, 1949.

Earned Degrees Conferred by

Higher Educational Institutions, 1949-50. U.S.
Office of Education, Federal Security Agency,

Circular No. 282. Washington, D.C.: Super-
intendent of Documents, Government Printing
Office, 1950.

Rice, Mabel C., and Carlson, Neva A. Earned
Degrees Conferred by Higher Educational In-
stitutions, 1954-35. U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Office of Education,

1956.

1957.

1958.

Circular No. 461. Washinston, D.C.: Super-
intendent of Documents, Government Printing
Office, 1955.

Earned Degrees Conferred by
Higher Educational Institutions, 1955-56. U.S.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education, Circular No. 499. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Cfuperintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office, 1957.

Data from the Administrators Questionnaires
from eighty responding institutions involved in
the present study.

Data on the twelve institutions inthe study
which did not furnish the information through
questionnaires were obtained from the follow-
ing source:

Gertler, Diane B., and Keith, Virginia W.
Earned Degrees Conferred by Higher Educa-
tional Institutions, 1956-57. U.S. Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of
Education, Circular No. 527. Washington,
D.C.: Superintendent of Documents, Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1958.

This source furnished data onfive institu-
tions not in the AACTE study. See also foot-
note 1, page 11. ’

Gertler, Diane B. Earned Degrees Conferred
by Higher Educational Institutions, 1957-58.
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Office of Education, Circular No. 570.
Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of Docu-
ments, Government Printing Office, 1959.
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1940.

1950.

1951.

1952.

1953.

1954.

SOURCES FOR YEARS SHOWN IN FIGURE IV

Story, Robert C. Earned Degrees Conferred
by Higher Educational Institutions, 1948-49.

U.S. Office of Education, Federal Security
Agency, Circular No. 262, Washington, D.C.:
Superintendent of Documents, Government
Printing Office, 1949.

. Earned Degrees Conferred by

Higher Educational Institutions, 1949-50. U.S.

ffice of Education, Federal Security Agency,

Circular No. 282. Washington, D.C.: Super-

intendent of Documents, Government Printing
Oifice, 1950.

. Earned Degrees Conferred by
Higher Educational Institutions, 1950-51. U.S.
Office of Education, Federal Security Agency,
Circular No. 333. Washington, D.C.: Super-
intendent of Documents, Government Printing
Office, 1952,

. Earned Degrees Conferred by
Higher Educational Institutions, 1951-52. U.S.
Office of Education, Federal Security Agency,
Circular No. 360. Washington, D.C.: Super-
intendent of Documents, Government Printing
Office, 1952.

Rice, Mabel C., and Carlson, Neva A. Earned
Degrees Conferred by Higher Educational In-
stitutions, 1952-53. U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Office of Education,
Circular No. 380. Washington, D.C.: Super-
intendent of Documents, Government Printing
Office, 1953.

.  Earned Degrees Conferred by
Fﬁgﬁér Educational Institutions, 1953-54. U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education, Circular No. 418. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Superintendent of Documents,
Government Printing Office, 1954.

1955.

1956.

1957.

1958.

. Earned Degrees Conferred by
Higher Educational Inatitutions, 1954-55. U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Office of Education, Circular No. 461. Wash-
ington, D.C.: Superintenden: of Documents,
Government Printing Office, 1955.

Rice, Mabel C., and Poole, Hazel. Earned
Degrees Conferred by Higher Educational In-
stitutions, 1955-56. U.S. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, Office of Education,
Circular No. 499. Washington, D.C.: Super-
intendent of Documents, Government Printing
Office, 1957.

Data from the Administrators Questionnaires
from eighty responding institutions involvedin
the present study.

Duta on the twelve institutione inthe study
that did not furnish the information through
questionnaires were obtained from the follow-
ing source: '

Gertler, Diane B., and Keith, Virginia W.
Earned Degrees Conferred by Higher Educa-
tional Institutions, 1956-57. U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Edu-
cation, Circular No. 527. Washington, D.C.:

Superintendent of Documents, Government
Printing Office, 1958.

The foregoing source also furnished data
on five institutions-not in the AACTE study.
See also footnote 1, p. 11.

Gertler, Diane B. Earned Degrees Conferred
by Higher Educational Institutions, 1957-58,

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Office of Education, Circular No.
570. Washington, D.C.: Superintendent of
Documents, Government Printing Office, 1959.
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