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. | T Chapter 1 ‘
’ '

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSES DE‘ THE STUDY

Aﬁgfieaﬂ univerﬁities are uﬁdEf graw ng pressure to evaluate 1
and even to justify the: centiﬁuéd existence of their doctoral

p:ggtamg. These pressures are generated priﬂcipally, by concerns .

ishﬁue pétgistent'fiﬁancia, sho :tjg d apparent degree over-
; . AN
. production as well as by the increasing authority of state

eéucgﬁianal coordinating brards and other externgi agencles.

Ihsti;utieng and states are laaking for fair and dependqble ways

ta evaluate gfaduate programs in grder to use their fesﬂurges

mﬂsﬁ pfaductiveiy, departments want inf&Fmation thgt will help

¢+ thenm adapt pragrams to changing ﬂEEdE, prospective students need -

more infﬂfmatian about the characteristics and emphases of specific-
. . , ) & - o . .

programs for improved attendance decisions. _All of these grgupa

are cancerned abaut whgther or not the quality of doctoral pfagfams

will be maintained in the face of these presﬂu:eg.
! LY

. ] The pfnje:t on the Dimensions of Quality in Doctoral Education
. 1s & -response to these needs and cnnﬂéfﬂg- It=deveiﬂped from the ’

T pfeiise that the many aspects nf dactnral programs thaﬁ-cantribute

= )

to educational excellence are repregented only paf;ially and

. impetferﬁly by any aingle rating ar index of program quality.‘ The

— £

bt =

wnuld eﬂcaurgge and suppart their iﬁﬁividual excellew(Ce and at the
EEﬂE Eime improve the infarmatigﬁ available for deeisiana by palicy
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-

‘'makers and prospective students. In order to a accomplish this goal
it was necespary to identify the program.characteristics most

cinsely assaciéted with‘judgménts about educational quality, to
ﬂevei&p tellable measwkes of these clhiaracteristics, and to select
. a ﬁgnageable number cf them for filgs of .the wafé in which one

L

M
pragfangnmpsres Wiili bthers in the sam. discipline. This.report

. !

degcri be such activities.

2 * >

This study qf-multiplf ,:iteria cf pragram excellenéé grew

out of concern among a number of graduate school deans abaut the

limitations of Teputational faciﬁgs as the only widely acknowledged-

indicator of dactaral program quality Ra;ingé of "the reputation
of a prugiam among faculty embers or other professianals in the

same figld have a place in program evaluation; butithey are not

very helpf to those who may be seekiné to improve their programs,
EY =' . g‘!
,are highly related to- pragram sizé and visibility, and only

)

ﬂ\

ogzasioﬂally reflett fe:eni changes (eit..er good or bad) in a
. . L .

program. vHan} activitiés contribute to program excellence}

i
L}

: Eheréfgre; multi le Qriteria are needed to judge the levael of a

4 ¥
cmtemaramt sl anhfavamant {
! program % ichievement, - .

Interest in ways to measure and to evaluate many of the

:‘diﬁiérent program characteristics that are Eciated with

-
[

gduﬁatiaﬁgl excellence alsé reflects an increasing demand for
pr;gramrateauntability. Particularly at the gradﬁaté level,

-
#

state agencies and national councils, as wgii\as individual

& .

Wy
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iﬂstitutians, are calliﬁgvfar program reviews that .consider mission,

need, gaa:, and productivity as well as quality (e g., Fleming, 1973;
: Educatién Commission ef the States, lQ?gfﬁéafianal Board on Graduate’
- Educa;iqn,-L975)€ The lmportance of quality iz epphasized in the

rhetoric; but ‘the review procedures that’ dre described or suggested
f B
almost always concentrate on easily available quantitative measures

such asvnﬁmber of students, number of degrees granted, or national
reﬁucatianél rating in the field, rather than étteéft to come to
éripg with what "quality" really means in graduate :ﬁﬁéation, or
'with some of the ways in which it might te evaluated.

The major effort to evaluate the quality of doctoral programs
in féﬂént years has been the collection of prestige or feputatiﬂnazg
“ratings by the . srican Council ui Education in 1964 and 1969

(Cartter, }956; Roose & Andersen, 1970). ‘In addition to direct
use gy the higher edu:aticn community, these ratiigs have been u;gﬂ
as criterion measutes in several EfofES to évaluaéé sélectedx

- characteristics, of Ph.D. programs (e.g., Drew, 1975; Eltan & Rﬂgegg,

LI
1971 E n. & Ragei 1972; Hagstrtm, 1971; National Setence Board,

1969; f%hel and Lamson, 1972) and to SElEEE graduate programs of

varying quality for more intensive study (e.g., Dresaei; Jahnsan,
. & Marcus, 1970; Heiss, 1970). These studiga, and athers, identified
C ‘ .
a number of structural program <l racgeristics ansaciated with the

- reputational ratings, falli ing g faily into Eivg categari es:

-

(1) seleetivity ‘(e.g., number of stuﬂént natianal fellowship

+ holders, number of s nts from highly SEléctive underg§aduaﬁé )
' H




culleges, Eumbef-;f facglt§ with ?h.D,'§ from high-prestige pfogr;ma::
(2) size énd resoul ces (e.g;P number of Sgudenﬁs, number of fgéﬁlt?

~ members, average faculty compensation, -amount of financial support °
to students); ‘3) pragram.emphasis (e.g., number of dact@rél degrees
awvarded iﬂ relation to number of Eaécaiaufeaté dégtées aﬁafﬂéd, |

pait—time'vé. fall-time tudenté, prinritias amcng *eachinglresearch/
service); (4) pradué%ivity (e.g., number gf degtees granted, faculty
publications, elapsed time to the degree):; and (5) selfievaluatinns;
(e.g., mﬁfalei satisfaction, peer appraisal). Oniy the larger
studies by Dressel, et al., and Heiss, in which éelecte¢=pfagram§
wete visiéedrénd stydiéd in some depth, made any attempt to relate
program processes to quality by inclﬁding Pbser\?atiaﬂal ‘and survey

information. : .
. 7T - '

More re-ently, a number of checklists f@f Ehe asaessmenziqﬁ
academic quality or the internal review of graduate progrdms have
been drawn up (e_g.; Balderston, 1974% Ccuncil of Graduate Séh@gls

Task Force on Internal Review of G‘raﬂuaté7P’ri.‘c:ag1‘:arns,i 1974; McMichael,

s 1973)- These also tend to gmg?asize the input’ quality of students _
. And faculty rembers, .the researsh productivity of the faculty, the

. : =
) degree productivity of SEuﬂéﬂES, ahd physicai facilities and other
A

, . - . _ 3
- educational process than in the research studies. Taken together,

hawever, the literature suggests a bewildering array of graduate

:1‘

wprogram characteristics that one might investigate in relation to

" educational quality, but provides very little guidance about the
- .

.:17_

E ]
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3

relative importance of the various characteristics. The literature

aiia tends to suggest. ways éf)méaauripg only the most obvious
structural elements. such as size and degree produc ctivity.

- _.This was the situation ‘n the apring of 1973 when the Graduate

~.  Recdrd E;;ﬁinatigns!Baatd commissioned a smaij—szaie survey of

graduate deans in order to %dentify a manageablé list of program- N
i. . * =

chrracteristics that were most impértan% to educational quality’ .-
4nd some acceﬁtahlg ways of measuring them (Clark, 1973)% ity

panel members were seleéted to repzasent"a cross .sés:tiv:n of Ph.D.- P
gfanging univetsities acgarding to geographic location, prEEigE,

-sizei and control. The study was designed to pravid' ur kinds

'of informatdon:

1. ~he extent of Agreement among graduate deaﬁs about Ph.D.

. program cha:agteristi:s mokt important to judgments abaut_

qu ali'Y' o - -
1

2. variations in the importance of characteristics depending

upan'the major purpose of a Ph.D. program;
o , 3 i . _
3. the judged adequacy or acceptability of possible measures

for eich characteristic; and ’ /.

4. .the current avgilability of various kinds of information.

it was ﬁhaﬂ'ht that the deans' responses to these quest;ons would
4

be of immedigte iﬂterest to memters of the graduate scheal

k]

P eammunitj, and “hat they also would help to specify areas for

primary attention in later research. \

i)
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The liéggi@f program gharaz;efi tics and pors 'le measures that

were submitted to the deans were compiled from all p-~sible sources,
N i,! . - ) N ‘ ' £
including the research 1itg:§ture, task force reports, individual
university ﬁaterials and reports, and consultation with experts in
[ 3 ’ T

the field ﬁgfgfaduata education. - A very high response.rate on

éwa-qu§§;iéﬁnaifeg \BD% to 90Z) in a brief time attested to the
interest of these graduate deanszin the toric of qaality-

On ;he_basiglbf the deand' ratings, t;e numbe: of possible
- program. characteristics impcr;é%g to judgments abguc educgtional

‘quality was reduced by a third, from 63 to 42 items, arranged

under the general headings of faculty members, studen:s, prcgram'

hy

290 possible measure s

N f -
were then proposed for the 42 "importunt” or '"very impartant"

resources,.and program operation. A total o

chara:teristigs. "Ratings by the deanéfgééuced this ntmber by more

than half, leaving 133 poseible measures rated '"gcod" or !'very good"
"as indicators of ‘the quality of the wost impdrtant program:
characteristics.

A review of the acceptable indicators suggested at Ieaét

t
[

seven potential sources of iniarmatian import tant to judgméﬁts about

educational quality. About a third of Eh endorsed measures were
_iﬂ the foim of statistical and finaﬂcial iﬁformatiOﬂ from pfagram
and instituticnal records. Other desitabl urces of information

included faculty members, studeéﬁs, recent alumni, program chairmen

and deans, employers of graduates, and visiting teams Df'expeftsi
o - o

Panel members often endorsed more than one source fox 2 givenm item

=

of information. L

-‘i-

e
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This summary list of 1mpﬁrtaﬂt programw chafacteristics and

‘their acceptsbie indicators was then reviewed by the scenting
1 committee that ‘supervised the panel surveyl and others to eliminat.

characteristics or mezsur=s which, ¢lthough desirable, might be
tco expensive, too unreliable,-or in other vays particularly

¢ifficult to obdtein. For Instance, thouéh ratings by visiting

paiels of experts were highly endorsed by the deans for many

chafaeteristics, the reviewers electa2d to eliminate this source

£

of - infarmatinn from the next effort (Lhe fEEEafEh summarigEu in

this report) because of the high cost of obtaining reliable
information from visiting;teams for .a number of programs in a

ghort time. Similarly, infcrmatiﬂn from the emﬁluy of alumni

was re;ogniged as dgsirable but impractical for any large-scale -

Etudyil This review pfocedufe resulten in a refined 1list, c;

- =

30 program characteristics that graduate deans thougnt were closely
" related to educational quulity and that appeared to be ameﬁéhle to. .

i e
measurement. These ¢! araztgristics are 1isted in Table 1. 1
together with one or mor: endorsed sources of infofmaticn fnr edch

s_f" ’

S . ' . 7T

e

Eight g raduate dedns appointed b? the Graduate Record
Fxaminations Board and by the Council of Graduate Schools.
Appoirnted by GREB were Willian Burke, Arizona State University;
Bernard Harleston, Tufts Univeraity; Robert MacFarland, University .
of Missourl at Rnlla, and Donald Taylor, Yale University. Members
*appointed by CGS included Mary Evelyn Huey, Texas Woman'A. Uﬂive:Bity,
Philip Kubzansky, Boston University; Charles Lester, Emory Uﬁivergity,
and Joseph McCarthy, Univeraity of Washington. ‘Michael Pelczar,

. .University of Maryland and chairman of the GREH, and J." Boyd Eags,

" President of CG5, were ex nﬁficia members of the cormittee.

ZBaﬁh of these sources gf information may, of course, be ,

xvai‘ah;e and valuable as parts of individual program evaluatiangg_sggs

L]
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Table 1.1

E‘fﬁgtg’ﬁ Ghai.a\-teristizs ﬂgéd Important to Quality anc
- . Scme Acaipcable Sources of Tﬁfafmaricn About Them

] . . Sources of Infarmat ion
LA . 4 ) _ ! . .
: : Faculty Student Alumni

' . Chfkactgfis*ics : . Records Ques. -~ Ques. (ues.
FACULTY .
- 1. Academic training X g

. 2. Tesearch activity ’ © X "X

3.,  Rezaurch productiviey ) X )

4. Tesching effectiveness. - , X\ X

5. Concen for student develapmgﬁt . ;

and welfare X X

é. Involvement ir progiam afffi-s X :

7. Group morale or esprit X
STUDENTS - :

8. Academic ability at entrance X - ' X

9. Achievements/krowledge/skills at

. time of degree completion .
10. Professional a:zcomplishrents o -

- of graduates )
11. Judgments about program - 1alit; , X
12. Satisfactions with various aspects N

" of program ) ' S ¢
13. Group morale or esprit - : X

»4

>

=
P

RESOURCE!
i4. Financial support--internal and external
(including education and general,
finagcigl ald for students, research) X
15. Library ..
"16. Laboratory gquipment and facilities ,
17. Computer facilities | U
OPERATIONS ‘
18.. Purposes of the program X
19. Course and pregram offerings
20, Admiesions policies ’ . X
21. Eaculty welfare X .
22. #valuation -of student progress ‘ X
23. Program leadership and de:isinn—making , X .
»-24. Job placement of graduates X
25. Advisement of students . i ) ¥
26. Student-faculty: interaction , X
27. Internships, assigtantships and other
opportunities for relevant student
. experiences . s X . X
28../begree requ.rements a * X ' X
29. Relationships with cognate programs : , X X
30. Efficien:y of degree praduﬁcian X

]
iy,

C e s

4
»

]

-l

fer
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charagteristic. More detailed information about the deans' ratings

of tj:% characteristics and measures can be found in Appendix C.
.

Purposes of thé Research

The major purpose of the research project that is describea 1in
/

this repoyvt was to gaiﬁ’é-betger understanding ef_dﬁ:tgral program
educatio~al quality 'y developing and field ‘testing measures for
iﬁpﬂfﬁant quaiity-related program characteristics. The study

< o caﬁcentrated cn quesﬁiﬁnngife data fram program psrtidipaﬁtsii

studencs, faculty, and recent alumni--and information frgq d par t
a é -
mental records, since these sources were. endorsed by the expert -
]

panel and were also feadily'agcésgihlé, The study was explafatqry :
in nature. It was limited to doctoral programs in gneséiSEipline

" from each nf the areas of natutél science (chemigtfy), social
sciengé (psycholagy), and humanities (hiﬂEQtY); It also made an

Ef Tt to zansider pfegram evaluatiﬂn in the cantéxt of such dijfer=

w

ing pfagram*pufpnges as the preparation of schnlarly resestchers,

ca;lnge teache:g, and other professi anai practitioners.

- Three more specific sets of research qyestions guided the .
:iﬁesign gnd eaﬂduet of the’ study:

. 1. Can reliab,, data cance*niﬂg important program characteristics

ol be abtained in forms that are consistent ‘from program to

'foagrgm? What kinda of infarmatian are m@st accessiblg, anﬂ

i

what kinds are hard to abﬁain? The basic issue here is ong of
measurement feasibility and reliability, with emphagis on

pfag%amginéieatafs thét are a&readyAavéiiaEle dé gbtaingble'i
without the uselﬂf site vis;ts;'viaitingltegms, erintefvie§si i

e T - S
o= .o =

| .
- 2
:

v N




_the same diﬁéipline across universities o¢ across discipTine=s

An evaluation of consistency is important because it is ,
essential to the comparison of thd characteristics of one

program with the characteristics of others,'either witkin

1
%

within the. same university. ! — .

Are some program characteristics important iﬁ judging quality
only in ggft;in disciplines? Fven though the same measures -
can be used }ﬁ d;fferent disciplines, ?Q patterns of response

er by discipline? Do the interrelationships among
. ¥ I -

indicators véry’by discipline? The pfimafy«fésearch igtéfest'

[ =™
=y,

if

here is one of generglizability.  1f measures appear to
B ) ’ =
operate similarly in fields as diverse as chemistry, history, .

and psychology, then there is reason to believe that they

waﬁldgaperate similarly in dectoral programs in a vhriety of .

other fields as well. Opn the otﬂgf hand, measures that appear

to work quite differently in these three disa}ﬁlin ,.may neéﬂ

to be tried out in other fields before the éenéfalizability
of their use can be estimated. - .

_ a1 s : ]
Can measures of aqnualitv-re®atad program charactericftics

]

contribute to the improvement of individual progrdms? Can

'Y

el

they contribute to improvements in university- aad state-— -
level systems of program review? Can they improve the

=

information available to prospective graddate %Eudents?

Primary concerns here are data vaiidity; and the uses that . >

L4 * i -
are ,made of program deseriptors when they are available to

b

1

s )
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N
program managers and higher-education decision makers. Some

.0of the research efforts, such as analyses to evaluate the

¥ z

& iﬂterrelacianships ampng variables and>thé!extent of agreement
, l when different sources report on the same Eha:acteriatic of a
program, assess the accuracy of the measures. Other aspects
;f the researcﬂ; such as detailed feedback reports of
) questionnaire responses to each program, were Eff@rts to
encourage use of the‘iﬁfafmation by program gattigipanﬁs.
Interviews during staff visits to %pout half of the participating
_ programs indi§ated that programs were using the data, or were
planning to use it, in a variety éf ways. However, the uses and
b * the usefulness of the measures car only be suggested in a VET;
. ; ﬁEﬂtgéiVE wéy in this rerort, and need to be explored in A )
~§'q§% ‘considerably gfeg;ér detailAbefofe this research quésticﬂ can
be answered. with any confidence. B :
Program Ast “ssment: A Ratiqpalé faf‘ﬂgjt;pié Indicaters
) As ingicated earlier in this chapter, the most common procedure
. for assessing quality in do:ﬁéfal programs has been r%éuﬁatianal
! ratings. This proceduréirélies on the impressions ;rvapiniapf of a
) = dagtaralzﬁtaéfam that are held by faculty membera~iﬁ other &ﬁct@fgl
pfﬂgfams_ﬁithin the same disclpline, or by oﬁhéf experts in the same

- field. The result is a single, overall index of quality.
TheAmulgiplé»indicators’épproaéh to the assessment of quality,.
on the other hand, would normally include the perception and

Qﬁiniﬁﬁs of those within the @fagram and also would contain

aF

AT 24




]
information about a variety of program characteristics (see Table 1.1).
The ﬁultiplé!indiﬂatars procedure makes it p@séiblé Ecgexamine
.- .
features, and might well lead to the conclusion that, when a
. depaf;iant is compared to other departments in the same ﬁisciplineg
’ it is SF?Eng in some éféag but weak in atherg.g | j
- A major pfemise of this study was that judgments ab@ué‘quality
i@ aﬂeyafai‘pfagragg éill be better if they are based on multiple .
indicators a£ quality rather than on a single indicator. What do we
‘mean when we assert that multiple indicators are "better"?
Essenflally we mean that, when compared wich siﬂgle indicators,
~ They (1) are fairer, (2) are more useful, (3) feduce the pfgb;EE of
"halo effect,"” and (é)kafe more likely to stimulate internal
thinking gbcgg and discussion of program achlevemenls and sh@giccmingaif

A mu 7drmensianal procedure is faifEf The use of a single

indicator of doctoral program quality is vittually certain to be

PT
nfair to some doctoral programs. If, for example, the Eiﬂgle
indicator employed is one that assumes a research and scholarship
model Eé; the doctoral pfégfams (as the quality of faculty raéings
cgfieeted by the ACE clearly does, for example), then doctorg]l

rd
{

S"Pﬁagram" is used throughout this report to refer to the
doctorate-level offerings of a pardicular academic unit within a
university. Because this unit usually 1s a department, the terms
tend to be used interchangeably. ~However, the assessment procedures

N rgported in-this study were not designed to evaluate nondoctorate
functions of. Eniversity departments and, Ehefefgfe, are ingﬁmpleta
as ovegrall measures of departmental quality.

&
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programs with ather*?ufpuses will be penalized. Consider, for
instance, £ doctoral pfogramiiﬁ psychology that emphasizes the
preparation of clinicigns or a doctoral program in the humanities
t%at emphasizes éhe preparation of céllege teachers. WNeither of
these programs would be fairly judged unless particular attention
were given to quality indicators appropriate to their program
purpaaesif Though the research and scholarship model cleaély is

~ the model preferred and claimed by thE'grgat'msjcriCy of doctoral
programs, there are neverthele s a number ofrexe%ptiﬂns to this
tendency. And 1if the purpose of the evéluatian is the feﬁiew of
individual programs, those pragfams thgt do emphasize the prepatatian
of teachers and/or practitioners will qot be given a fair Qppafﬂunity
to demﬁﬁstratﬁ their stfengthsi ' ;

-

£

A multidimersional prncedure would be far mo EF irefuii One

o

1

the glaring weaknessgs_af any unidiménsional procedure for the

o

asgessment of quality--whether at the d@;tgtal level or any other

,lével of education--is that the informatjon is seldom very helpful
for a 5ettgf understan§1n3 of a specific’pragfam'a strengths and
weaknesses. Participant feadhack.abautfvarious specific dimensiona
of a doctoral pragram—-such as the stud%nts fati gs of the quality

_nf teaching, the Ea;ulty ‘ratings Df theiadequacy of the library

=




elewrly serves Lo the unwarranted adgantage o cartain

) programs, Such halo effects occur ih one or both of Lwo ways.
Flrst sﬁme veak departments benefit from the strong ra;;tatian
of their universities, anc thus receive better ratings than might
be ﬁarranted simply because o7 their a idemic location. Second,
. some departments may be rated on the basis of their strengths in
2 better days; they may be rarad not tor what they are but tor what
they werg. (What migut be called'a "reverse halo" . in also occur
in hoth thege =rave, 4 ¢ rome Aosaremant mishe bp =omnldizad b tha
weak reputation of its institutic . or by its own weaker status of

‘yesteryear.} A multld;mEﬂglonal assessmEﬁf procedure, especially

EY

if it leans heavily on the insights, experiences, and opinions of

' éenple in the program, would @bviéusly be lesg affected by the
prébiem of halo. Furthermore, multidimensional procedures would
tEﬁé to move thinking away from the bipolar notion of departments
being "strong' or 'weak,'" and ﬁight efocus, instead, on the fact*
that departments are usually a combination of some strong points and

s

some weak points, and the trirk is ssnally ro match rhese strengths

and weaknesses to program purposes.

Eultidimggﬁmggg; as: procedures are more ely to placer

emphasis on the process. '1 we assume that the multidimensiondl

approach will include a onsiderable amourt of feedback information

a1

rom students, faculty members, and alumni, then it=is clear that
-~
pfagfam'evaluatian is le §TEcmgthing that happens to the program than

something that people .n rhe program do together. The process of

=

J

[ A%

o - v . . v .
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upon {ssues impaltan ro the future 2f a

members who have porticipated in institutrio

often rep.rt that the process of the self-stu

important as any summative roport. . .ach *

a certaln amount of internal i on rg, o
facult~, but the long-range consequences i«
sezy 1ikel eo hava Raes oonll oeareh i

Examples of Multip

o

¢ the lepartment are

In order to illustrate several possible approaches

(Lt 1s important to emphasize al Luis poilec

u ;
are not necessarily ones that eme g ed

as pa

reasonable from this research. They are listed in thefe figures as

examples only.)

In Figure 1.1 an example profile of a hypothetical chemistry

department is sketched. Note that one

ctive feature

approach is that the department - sia.ling with respect

1N quality indircators is given in Camﬁar*% n with other

Eéégf 1s in chemistry. In Ehis\pafﬁicular

example, the

of this
to the
dactafal

chemistry



Exampi= ! 3 Denartment P

Figure 1.1.

Ten Possible Indicators ~° Program Qualicya

Compared with other doctoral programs
in chemistry, this department is:

One of the About One of the
lowest ~rerage ‘highest

(1) Research productlvity 7 gsﬂﬂgfizz)

(2) Teachir_, effectivenes }j}::)-aﬂ*““'ﬁﬂi

Students: ‘Eilgx%%%‘sﬁs

(4) Acadedtic ability at entrance Z]::) e

(5) Accomplishments of gradua.es

w

mh

(I

It 4

(=) UTcup moralic ©

v,

(6) Satisfaction with program

[

Resources:

(7) Financial support

(8) Library

B

erations:

(95 Progfam leadership

(10) Efficiency of degree production

aThis is an example only, counstructed to be 1llustrative of the
advantages of a multiple~f dicators evaluation model. The ten indicators
were chosen arbitrarily from Table 1l.1. ’

ERIC - | | ~ | -
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department 1s considerably above c.¢ wverzzoe sf oth

& Zhemistty

»r 4

departments with respect to research productivity and financial
support, somewhat above the average + other chemistry docte -al

programs with respect t

[
]

student academic ability and library
facilit les, about average in program le dershwp but below average

satisfaction with the program, still farti ar below the average of

other departments for efficiency -7 degree production and teaching

ELLmLL P VEIIESS . Al 0 otibei s o =g [ L e I A R Lk T

—
=

faculty morale or esprit. effect, thi. make-believe chemistry

departmen-, when compared with other loctoral programs in chemistry,’

M‘

4

1

[

ona ndicate

appears to bte faring guite well on the zeverz! ~radi

of doctoral program quality (e.g., research productivity, student

-ability, facilities) that are often fairly well-known about p:agrams,

=

but is not doing nearly as well on several of the less traditional
& ﬁ\ :

e

and genérally less well-known quality indicator~ (e.g., faculty

morale, teaching effectiveness, efficiency of degree production).

'J"‘

In effect, then, the

rmFE aF

5]
Fh
]
'
'..u
nr
e
3
k—l
!
e
'y
[
[ 2]
2}
fa
N
5]
L

suggasted here would accomplish two things: 1t would provide
information about more indicators ol program quall;y than might
otherwise be.considéred, and 1t wuuid provide all sachﬁi%farmatién
about a program in comparison with measures of the same character-
istics at other da;taraL‘pfagrams in the same discipline.

At this point the careful reader may have a numbér of important

-

30
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Figure 1.1. For example, is it possiole (o whiain iniormation that
.

would be acceptable as measiures of some of the tc : listed indicators

of doctoral program qualityv--es,cclially such characteristics as

teaching effectiVeness, grour morale, accomplishments of graduates,

program leadership, and the like! And though the example profile
indicates that one's own department is being compared with the data

from "other doctoral programs, one might want to know what otner

doctoral programs? All of them? Only a chosen few? These questions

= P = = £ ~E s d = e e = + -~
Ain Cabedwmiiy SEESTLROAL < =f this yana=t deo Advactad £n

answering such questions, however, we ask the reader to postpone
major concern about them, and to continue Wo e. lore with us the

concent and potential of a multiple-indicators approach to the

assessment of doctoral program quality.

We have used Figure 1.1 as anvexamplé of how a multiple-indicator

approach might be used to comp-re a'giéén department's standing on a
number of important cha 1~teristics with tie standing of other

departments in the same discipline. But what ibout the possibility

of comparing one deparfment relarive ro other programs in the same

discipline with a progrem in another discipline within the same

; ; . R, o -
fnstitusion? Such compac

[

ikle, and one example

[
[0}

zzn3 arc alse pe

of how “hey might look is sketched in Figuve 1.Z. Thié is essentially
the sace as Figure 1.1, except that in Tigure 1.2 we have inélﬁded
contrived data for two department;—*péyﬂhalagy and soclology--within
the -ame institution. The data connected by solid lines (the

socinlogy dePETtEEﬂt) suggest that this department's reseacch



h
=

Ll

Figure 1.2.

Example of z Corparisen ¢

Two Depa}- ments Wisnin th

m

wirti,
and sociology,

the Profilas =l

other doctoral programs in
the psychology
departments at this

|3 S S Ea¥a) i

o f

Fa

cultv:

(1)
(

Research productivit:

B
ES

} Teaching effectivencss

[
Group moralevor esprit

(4) Atademic

bility at entrance
(5) Accomplishments of graduates

(6) Satisfaction éth program

Resources:
-(7) Financial support

(8) Library

Uperations.
¢# (9) "rogram leadership

(10) Efficiency of degree production

.
~———S8ociology

-=-===Paychology

O
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productivity is somewha  tzlow the average f other soclology

ek

departments, but above ne average of other sociology nrograms on
teaching effectiveness, . rnur morale, and so on  The  :ta

represented by broken lines (the psv~ohology department) indicate

(ol

ottom of the distribution of

that this department is near the

other v choleoy 2 i

"‘1
e
i
B
2
rr
[
3
ry

gur! charactaristica 38 groun
morale and program leade ship. but iares better ~vhen it comes to

student academic avility, accomplishments of gzraduates, and the

like. Thﬁs, when compar:d with other departments in their own

[

re-pective disciplin- this institution's sociology department

seems to be in somewhat betier coundition on these ten indicators
of ptag?am quality than is the psychology department. (Note that
thé(éﬂmpafigéngjbéEWEEﬁ departments are made with reference to
dgp§§tments in theﬂséme discipline at other universities. A more

As with the fict -icus profile presented in Figure 1.1, there
are several questions that one might want to raise about the specific
procedures and measures needed to put together the kind of data that
are presented in Figure 1.2. At this point, however, it 1s the
cuncept of a multiple indicators Pfccedure that we are tfyieg to
develop. Assuming for the mcmenze;haz reliable infcfmatiénécan be
obtained about a number of the more important characteristics of
doctoral program quality, the advantages of such a procedure for
Aactaral =rasyam avalustinn are anh=tantial. Whether reliable
information can be obtained for such a purpose is the basic question

addressed in this report. L.

w

;‘



One final point ab it -uch multiple indivatcrs of program
quality would seem tr be ap-rppriate. Though there are some doctoral
program characterist’ s that virtually all observers would agree are
desirable ones for any doct:ral progra~ "o have--overall po-itive

faculty morale, for examp.e, OF glawdates whv perform well in their

subsequent careers--it 1o nev -rheless true that manv indicators of

of programs and "bad’ for ~thers Though most doctoral programs
would hope for a high "'score” on 5/rv characteristics as resedrch

programs at the doctor:l level. Thué, in effect, there would be no
such thing as an optimum profile appropriate for all doctoral
programs. Instead, the prof‘le for each doctoral program would

- - ¥ e Fo- o = o= E4 = S - = o= = =

need Lo ve JUMEEH L felacidn oo 1n3 Lirsumsignce
o

,, ‘ L}

Overview of ‘the Research

The proceduréélaf gample selection, questionnalre development,
data rnllectinn, and data analysis are detailed in Chapter 2.
éﬁapterg 3 and 4 d15cuss the general 1ssues of program quality
:ntiﬂgs and ways tc characterize different program purposes.

Chapters 5 through 10 present research results on ways to measure

progr: m characteristics in six areas: training and produziivity of
the faculty, academic ability and achievement of students, physical

and financial resources, the academic and work environment, the

Q ; Voo ‘ T,
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re<: irch are discussed in the previous
There sovr howressy - ~=1 desisiones noncerning
the study that snculd bHe noted here.
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The study would be explorat: v in nature and, therelore,
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limited to doctoral programs in three arts and science
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range of doctorate-

The research would assess many aspects of doctoral programs,
emphasizing the characteristics that were judged most important
to educational quality by graduate deans and iisted in labie 1...
intereat in the ACE

( -

reputational ratings of programs, new peer ratingse of faculty

Because of widéspread and continuing

quality and program attractiveness also would be obtained but
only iur the limitedgynumber ~f programs in the study.

of data collection instruments

e

Ll
m
rt

If at all possible, oue
would be developed for nse in all three disciplines, in order

to maximize the po-sitility of comparisons across as well as

within disciplines.
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questicnnalire resp.onses or Jeiaining infor stion from ¢ .art-

mental records to describe the programs in wavs that permit

were to be assessed in Lo _tad., s geal o
was to identifv 2 manageable number ~f measur 5 that demonstrate

satistaci -v reiilabilitv and ~ 1liditv as indicators of important

L
"
1
"
e
¥

program character

(W)

Wherever possible, ai’zntion would be given to questions con-

cerning the feasibility and ucility of the assessment procedures

for future uze, ir-iuding methode and 2osts of data collection,

and ways in which the information about individu .1 programs

might be used by narticipating institutions.

The proposed studyv was approved and funded by the National
Science Foundation to the Council of Graduate Schools beginning
July 1, 1974. Educational Testing Service, which had conducted the
earlier survev of graduate school deans for the Gfaééaté Record
Examinations Board an? had developed the research pgoposal, con-

tracte

I

to econduct the re

Iy
"]

gaarch The regearcherg ysere guided and

¥
v

assisted throughout the project by a hard-working steering committee

of graduate deans who were appointed by the Council and the GRE Board.
The disciplines of chenistry, history, and psychology were

selncted {or study her»vse they represented different major areas of

academic eundeavor, had we '-established doctoral programs in most
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to compare programs within that discipline. At the same time,

Lhiere was a need Lu fnciude yuesiivie Liai wele applLupliale Lu Lie
! L]

structure and culture of the discip’ine= in the study.

e
To help us upderstand the major concerns in these three {ields

o

and to inquire about them as appropriately as possible in the

questionnairess, a small advisory committee of promimnent academicians
in each of the three filelds was appointed by the project steering
committee. Each advisory committee met with the researchers to

critique draft versions of the data collection instruments, and

aleo reviewed drafts of this report of the research results.
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Table 2.1 compares the sample 26 universities wi'l the univarse

of 114 universities on public and private cou .ol, geographlic reglon,
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sampling procedure produced a good distribution instituri: a1l
settings and program sizes. It also resulted in a fairly unii/~m

distribution of reputational ratings acrnss the three disci 1.4,
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wvith some pfngrgﬁs at each level. There were a larger prapartiaﬁiﬁi

pragf:ﬁ; in the sample with reputational ratings Qf:B;D or above and

-a smaller proportion of programs in the "not listed" category because

of the stratified ésmpliﬁg'pracedure. This was, conaidered appr@ptigte

because the study was particularly concerned with the assessment of

s .. program characteristics assaci§§E€ with a high level of educational

quality. Each of the discipline advisory committees felt that the

i resulting list of univeréitié§ provided a reasonably representative
"mix" of programs in its field. ° ' v )
- The president.of the Council of Graduate Schools then invited

- the ‘graduate dear at each of the 26 selected universities to

¢ooperadte in tﬁ% study. Twenty-five agreed to parti.ipate éné ,
pkavidgéithe name of a campus coordinator to manage the data
=géile£ticﬁ. Copiés of the in;itatiﬁnél materials and guidelines

j“f@f ég—ggmgus da&a,QQILEEtign can be found in Appeniix A,

?gfeigipatiﬂg univegsities are 1istéd in Table'%.i.

Questionnaire Development

‘Inférmation about each program was sought from five sources:

faculty members who teach doctoral students, advanced graduate

students, alumni three to five years after receiving their degrees,
Vd2pgrtﬁent'ehairmén,-anﬂ departmental records. Topics covered in

' the qﬁestiannaires were guided by the 1ié, éfrpgagram characteristics

developed from the survey of graduate deans and shown in Table 1.1,

" -and by the.deans' ratings of a varilety of possible plogram indicators.
" Details of' these ratings can be fourd in Appendix C.
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Project on Dimensions of Quality in Graduate Education

Participating Institutions

Boston College -

University of Galifetnia, Berkeley

" University,of California, Davis

-

" University of Mi

University of Californta, Los Angeles
Uﬂiﬁefsity of Colorado .
Emory University

Florida State University (Tallahassee)
Indiana University (Bloomington)

University of Iowa (Iowa Citv)

University of Kansas

Louisiana State Uni&ersity (Baton Rouge)
University of Maryland - C.
Univeréity of Michigan’ : .
University of Minnesota ' ¢

sonri (Cgfambia)

=]
New York University

‘Northwestern University

Oklahoma State University (Stil;water)
University of Pennsylvania r
Efineégnn University .
Stiﬁfatd-ﬂniversityj

?nivetsit§ of Toledo

University of Utah

West Virginia University
= 1
University of Wisconsin- Madison
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¥ive kinds of éuﬁsﬁicnz »2re included in the studunt question-
nalre: (1)‘ extent of agreement with several statements about the
ééﬁaftmgnt;:(Z);fgzings of tﬁe department‘é faculty, facilities,
and curriculum; (3) characterization of students in the department,
based on "critical Twcidents" of outstandingly good or pnér students
aé identified by faculty members (Reilly,‘1§74); (4) ﬁereeptians of
. ptﬁg,fi? emﬁasis on the preparation of fesea’fﬁners, i’zeac:}gers, or
other practitioners; and (5) §érscﬁal information. Respondents were
invited to #Md comments abagt;Eheir’départment and .reactions é@“the!WX
qﬁestiaﬁnai:;e on the last page. Coples of all quest.iénhaires used
in the study are included in Appandix D.

The alumni .questionnaire was designed to parallel ‘the : udent

questionnaire wherever appropriate, in order to obtaf- two different

_ _ N .
tion, alumni were asked to evaluate their dissertation experienéeg,
rate their satisfaction with the program and the extent to whi?('it

vi@iﬂ:s about the same aspects of graduate ciepg’ftﬁents.g In addi-
L3 . . : B

prepared them for their present.work, and report ppstdegree

. = 4
scholarly aegamp%}ihmentsg

The faculty questionnaire also paralleled the student question-

naire in structure, although only the.set of items to characterize
students in Eh'e %epartmEﬁt and the itérﬁs concerning perceptions of
émgtaﬂ emphasis were éxéetly i:Ldex‘u;iczal. Dtlﬁ{éff items were selected
' t;a al?tainﬂa brief but comprehensive vjiew’ of the depsrtgenﬁ from the
f#gulty ﬁgfrspegtivei_ Fagqlty members wéfe also asked taheétimate
-‘the average weekly amount of gime Ehey spent on various prafessianal

=
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4
getiviﬁic;; and to report pgftieipéﬁion in_pfétéésianal associations,
!ﬁé:dj,»pﬂbli;!?iﬁﬂsg pfesent&ti@ns,*and background eharagtEfistics.-
In :dditi;n, faculty members were asked to rate the quality of .
Ehg;grgéuage fadulty and the attractiveness of the doctoral program
in their fields at thie 25 universities in the study. Thé Eame
;fafnat was used Euf these ratings as that used in the American

Gﬁun;il on Education feputatiunal ratings (Cartter, 1966, Roose &
Andersen, 1970). The reﬁults‘;re eported and campgred with the
earlier findings in €hapter 4.

The items of information requesced on the departmental profile
form HE%E based on indicators rated impafzant and available by the
panel of graduate deans in the eaéliér study (see the "University/
Departmgn;ikegéfds" section of Appendix C). The inf@rmafian includes
the ﬁumber_cf sﬁudentg and faculty members, admissions data,
fiﬁgncial assistance data, a:ulty research involvement, degrees
granted, placement of graduates, and so forth. A common form to
collect this kind of information proved to be the mﬁsﬁ difficult

suestionnaire to construct because there i1s little agreement among

: xiuni%Efsities on ways to define these characteristics or aegivizias.

For much the same reasan, it was ‘also the;mnst difficult questiénnaire

for program repfesentatives to complete. Some pragtams did not have

-

the records needed to provide the requeste

representatives reported that cnmpiling the information 1n the form
requgstgd would be inordinately time-consuming and expensive. Even

when the information was reported, it was often accompanied by a note
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of ﬁneefzgihty_gﬁﬂut i;ﬁ reliabilit;f For these resﬁans,’qnly .
\. . selected items from this‘fﬁtgﬁ&:::%%een used in reporting and
| analysing results of the research. ‘The items ﬁhat‘ug:eiefélustgd'
ize :ﬁrﬁgd'nn the copy of the questionnaire in Appendix D. ‘
'beblg;s with some of these déta are discussed in’ Chapter 7 as well
as iﬁ other plﬂeég in the report. It is interesting to note heére,

however, that the informatiyn rhat the grgdusté déans gs&d wgsvmé;;g
readily- available on their campuses (e.g., enrollment .and ezpenéituré
dnti; turned out to be the harde#t"te collect in vays thi; would . -
be :aaéargble across ﬁrggfams, while the judgments and @pi;ian: of
Program partigipa§ts that few departméents collect vi;g any t;gg;ﬁrity
could bg}zallected relatively %nﬁxpehsively, efficiently, and

" reltably. o

The last questionnaire was a brief form for the departmental

chgirman Ea;eamp%gte; It asked about some geﬁ;rzientgl practices
gnﬁ-e:perignees in recent years, reqﬁested ratings of other )
dep;rimgﬂts in the same field on the same form as in the facuity
questionnaire, and inquired about the praeédufes used to conduct

the on-campus data collection for this study.

' Data Collection

A'eampus coordinater was appointed Ey each graduate dean to ;
manage aﬁﬁﬁampug data collection for the s;ﬂdi- Faculty and siudeﬁt‘
".questionnaires were shipped in bulk to each coordinator in April of

1975, distributed and collected by departments, and returned to

o
]
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¥
&
=

.=%§u¢lti§iil-filtipg éérvigéiby the coordinator. Each questzannaite‘

555@; legﬂ:p!n;id by an envélppe which eauld be sealed to protect the _
:ﬂnfid:ﬂtiliity of the reply; only the respondent's n;me and depart- .
ment were nn the outside, to facilitate follow-up of nonrespondents.

) D-pgrt:inta ?ere insttug;ed to distribute faculty questionnaires to

N all faculty members who teach doctoral students, and student ques-—

tionnaires ta 311 advanced doctoral students (defined as usually

# 1 e

their third year or beyand of graduate study). Guidelines for
aﬁ—clnpUS data collection will be faund in Appendix A.
Table 2.3 summarizes the reports from, the department chairmen
. about ;he dgﬁa'calleﬁtinn pfccedufgs; Distribution andfénllectian'
of the questionnaires weremost frequently handled by a departmental
- ae:retnfy, usually thfﬂughgsaqpus mail. A few departments limited .
" student quesﬁipﬂnaire distributiaﬁ to atudents who had a:higved'
candidacy status and therefare we§' ﬁat on campus with any regularit?.
These degsrt§Eﬁt§\;;d gagg others mailed queszfanngirgsrta students,
often at considerable éfnuble aﬁd expense. ‘Séme departments also
L mailed questiﬁnnaires to faculty ﬁéﬂkéfg; pafEicu;ariy iféthe
| qne;tinqnaifes were distributed when feg?iar classes were not .in
‘:ais;gn. |
About Eﬁﬁ*thiraé of the departments reported that they followed
fl-‘ pp*ﬂn-ﬂ?nfggpandents, usually Hitﬁ“g memorandum or a personal
- iggihdl;! ﬁngt felt that éﬁe pfééeﬂuteg that were used were at
least fairly gffég;ive éné that mﬁét stuﬂents and faculty ﬁcmbgfg

vere willing or nt Ieast neutral respandents.

cl-pu: cuordiﬂatafs vere requested to obtain lists éf pirians

46
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Table 2.3

Departmental Report of Procedures Used to Obtain
: . Student and Faculty Questionnsires
- (in pefcantdgea) )

Facultj'Queutianﬂaires ‘Student Quiltiannlifi;

S . . Chem Hist Pay Pey
_ : : ), (22) (23) (21) (1)
L th Iinl;ld Ehe distributiﬁn -

and collection of question-
‘naires? f
3 Department :hlifﬂ!n 9 as 19
Faculty member. 0 17 10
Dapt. assistant 32 9 29
Secretary 55 30 33
+ Btudent 0 4 0
Dean's affi:e 5 0 5
Other 0 4 5
2. How were the questionnaires,
distributed?
Campus mail 59 14 90 59 57 81
U.5. mail ' 5 13 5 5 43 14
Through classes 5 [‘ 0 0 9 4 0
At a faculty meeting 9 17 5 00 0 5
At g meeting of studenta 0 0 0 -9 9 10
Available to be picked up 0 17 5 5 22 10
' Other : , 27 4 0 27 0 0
3. Did you do a follow-up on N
nonrespondents?
Yes 68 87 1 73 74 62 .
+ No i 27 13 24 23 2z 33
4, What follow-up procedures did
yuu usal .
Verbal reminder (Meeting). - 0 17 10 0 x7 5
Memorandum reminder 7 41 57 48 . 45 . 43 48
Second \questionnaire ’ 5 4 10 5 4 5
Persona) contact : 36 52 38 32 39 33
Other " : 5 0 0 5 0 0
5. Effectivgness of .distribution
. and collection procedures : )
Very effactive . 55 57 33 50 43 <3
Fairly effective 41 43 57 © 41 43 57
Not effective 0 0 0 5 4 3.
6. General responase to the y
questionnaire and research - :
Enthusiastic . 5 0 0 : 5 4 - 0
Willing L ’ 45 70 57 41 52 52
Neutral - 18 22 29 k ¥ .30 33
Reluctant .23 L& 14 . 18 4 14
' R;sia;lnt 5 0 0 0 0 0
- L)
47
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.in 197D, 1971, dnd 1972 and to send them to the researchers so that

glu:ni qugltiannaireg could be mailed difectly to these gtgduatea-
- * ﬂf

, Lists afﬂ;luﬁni names and addresses were received from almost egery

dﬁplttﬁent; in a few cases, a dePBrtment pfeferfed to egntagt_its
llulni difectly, wand a supply of the questianniifeaaand return
iﬂtgi@pea were provided for this purpose. Problems la:;ting alumni

and obtaining responses fram them are discussed in greater detail’

e

"in Chapter 10. ¥

x

] Campus 2aafdin§tar$ also disttibuted the departmeitél prgﬁile
andidep!ftmgnt chgifmaﬂ questionnaires to appropriate respondents,
assisted i 11 cting information for the prafile forms, and senti
us copies of descriptive literature about doctoral programs in the

thrée departments.. It wauld not havg been possible to carry out

.the study without the assistance afgkh ese staff members at the

par icipazing universities.

Questionnaire Responses. : .

It is difficulr to %ﬂmﬁutu accurate response rates for the
= P = LY -

!tuﬂgﬂt and faculty qgestisnﬂaires brecauge of the nmethod used to

. ,diﬁt:ihutg them. Each department gafimatﬂd the numbar of question-

naires it would need; they Wrre sent tifis number plus about one-

;éf%d extra, to cover loss and ’ to use in folicwing up on non- )

' ée:pandentg.? But it was clear that many of these numbers were

Avery fghgh gueeses. Therefore, the deﬁéfzmgnt chéirmgn=questiannaite
a;Eed for the number of studggt and faculty quegt , naires that |

vwere actually distributed, and these reports were used to estimate

=
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response rates, The number of usable question 1 res that ware
received in each discipl,ne is Eépar;ed in Table 2.4. |

In ggngfal. it appears that about two-thirds pf the student
faculty members returned questionnaires. Both the num§er ég returns
;ﬂd'intgrviews-during site visits suggest that the faculty members
of most departments were Eaﬁvasged fairlyitharaaghly;-and that theéir .
aggregated responses represent iegartmeﬁta reasonably accurately.
The representativeness of the student fesﬁgPdeﬁta igiha:dgrfta?gauée,
since depgttments could interpret the iﬂstructian to distribute
questianngires Ee advanced graduate students in different ways. The -
median number of student fESpanéénEE;PEE dgpgrtﬁeﬂt is about 27 in
égﬂh dis:}plipe, but the range is from six respondents (from two
dgéartmen:s tﬁat reported the disttibuﬁiaﬂ of 9 and 13 questio nairea
respegtivéiy) to one department in each discipline with more than -
16@ respondents. Since all data in the report are summarized by
débartmenE before céﬁpatisans are made, different numbers of
frespandentg per program do not influence the statistical results.
Individual pé@gram indexes based on only a few respnnggé maf, however,
bé somew)at less reliable than sim nilar indexea far ctherrpfﬁgrams
that a;e based on a broader response. |

Abuut 90% of the participating dePEZEments in each discipline
’fetuﬁiéd usable departmental prafile forms snd department J.ai:ﬁan
queséianngi¥es. As mentioned earlier, there was a high omission

: o I . 7 .
rate on some of the individual items on the departmental profile form.

%
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5 Table 2.4
Response Rates

- Chemistry History Psychology

"~ Usable individual returns 791 893 967 o

Number of programs with usable daca® 24 25 24
* Range of respondents per program: : , .
Median 27 29 27 -
High 104 © 134 202
Average response rate : 692 662 692
" Median response rate : 64% Y ¥ 1 672
Minimum response rate 397 332 34%
Faculiy :questionnaire |

~ Usable individual returns a 511 584 598
Number of programs with usable data 24 25 24

" Range of respondents per program:
‘ Low 8 10 9
o Median 21 23 2¢ j
| L - High 38 38 61
Average response rate - 80% 78% 720
Median reaponse rate 8572 - 71% 74Z .
.. Minimum response rate 4L6% 48% 1.7 S
Alumni questionnaire ,
Usable individual returns ' 430 349 393 - \.
Numbéer of programs with usable data 20 - 18 17 '
"Range of respondents per programx
Low 10 5 6
Median - 20 17 19
‘ High 68 43 + 37
Average response rate 462 - 46% 45%
Median response rate 477 462 432
Minisum response rate 267 292 332

Departmental profile:  number returned 21 23 21

‘Dept. chairman questionnaire:
Number returned : 22 - 23 21

; ‘Qﬁi department of chemistry and one department of psychology
declined to participate in the study. Sufficient usable data were
received from all participating programs to include them in the analyses
of faculty and student Tesponses o

'ij: Chapter 10 for Qiacuagian of alumni responses.
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A detailed description of the programs in che study and the
. ¥
characteristics of respondents can be found in Appendix E. In

*

general, the average profile across programs in each of the three

disciplines 1s quite similar, with about 27 or 28 faculty members,

100 doctoral students, and 17 doctor's degrees awarded per year.

, + Almost allrcf the faculty respondents heid the Ph.D. degree
_laﬂ average of 991 in chemistry and psychnlogy, 96X in hia:at{)
and 98% were fuilstime members. of the faculty.. Three items in
Common énithe fzgui;y questionnaire and the depé:tmental-pgufileé

provide one check on the validity of the information provided by
thgse.diffe;gnt sources; responses to these items are reported in

=

Table 2.5. The similarity of these responses suggests that the

faculty respondents are very much like all faculty members in their
départments, at least in(cﬁe.repﬂfted ways. }
The déscfiptive profile of sﬁudén;S in Aépending indi:ages

that student respandents in the sverage program in aach discipline

Bt

had been enrolled in the program for four years or more. About
70X of the respondents expected to receive the Ph.D. degree in 1975
-or 1976. Most had done graduate study only at the ugiversiéy being

described and were enrolicu full time. EIn history and psycﬁalagy;

-

students in more than 802 of the programs reported average graduate

g:adé¥pcint averages of 3.5 or higher; students in only 55Z of the
chemistry programs reported aéefage graduate =chool grédes of 3.5 or

above. Most of tbe‘studégts were under 30, U.S. citizens; Caucasian,

and male. ' .-
. > 51 -
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' Table 2.5

Comparison of Average Data from Departmental Records with
’ - \
Average Aggregated Data from Faculty Questionnalre Responses

(in percentages)

Chemistry History Psychology
Tenured appointment ; )
, ) 1 L
rrofile 85 87 74
Questionnaires 81 78 71
OQutside research grant
Profile 68 . .10 37
Questionnaires a7 - 41
Percent of faculty with
highest degree from 'leading
institutions" , .
- Profile 84 - 91 72
Questionnaires 87 86 73
4 @
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Almost all of the data analyses have been carried out seﬂg:ately
for each discipline. Five analytical techniques predominate:\

1. Item response frequencies. Since a primary purpose of the

research was to provide measures of programs that would be
useful’ in self-studies and for program renewal, considergble

1
attention has been given to the ways in which participants in

The item response frequencies for the student, faculty, and'>
alumni questionnaires were summarized for e.ch pgrtigiPEEing
program in detailed feedﬁacﬁ reports, together with campa;igan
data for large and small departments (discussed below). Three
coples of eaéh feedback report. were sent to each university.
Samples éf these feedback reports’ and aeeamp;ﬁyiﬂg_inEetpretive
matgfials will be found in Appendix G.

In gddiéiﬁnfta the feedback reports to individual programs,
seieﬁtéa item response frequencies have been used in the other
# analyses described below (e.g., a program's percent of faculty
with an outside ;eseaféh grant, or the percent of alumni
reszpondents frem a particular program who report "extremely
good" career preparation). Within-program responses to items
ﬁﬁ the quag%ﬁcontiﬁugus scales of agree-disagree and excellent-
poor, as well as genuinely continuous variables such as ‘number
of publications or -years of teaching experience, were averaged
> 7 anélthe mean scores used to feprgaént programs on the relevant

characteristics.
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2, ﬁiﬁhipidigcipiinergpmpggis;n7§§§upsﬁ Program response

frequencies were averaged for subsets of programs grouped
accordipgg -to size or reputational rating. Two comrarison
-gfaups based on Ptﬁgfam size were prSVided with eacih £ 1F e
report: the average response frequencies for 12 programs ip
the same discipline awarding the largest number of doctor's
degrees in a 1acent three-year period, and the average resp. o
frequencies for the 12 or 13 programs awarding a so .l

number of degrees. Program repfésentativeg could compare
tabulations of responses by participants 1lu thelr program wiii
the average responses from programs of roughly similar size

_ L sy AP EE oo
[ %3 LI O N S S N R

and could also ses 1if there appeared to be very

i

patterns of Eégpcnse-far larger and smaller departihents
in their diéziplinei

A similar procedure was used to construct comparison
groups composed of departments with graduste faculties rated
"é;stiﬂgﬁished“ or "strong," "good" or "adequate," and
"marginal” or "not sufficient for doctoral training" by peers
ﬁhﬂ-participateé in the study (see item 25 on the faculty
questionnaire and Chapter 4 for details of this variable).
For ganvenieﬁce;‘thege groups have been termed hi h,
pedium, and low %EPutstianal groupings, and have been
used in several chapters of this report to exarine the way
in vhich-i program indicacor operates similarly o-
differently in departments with varying reputations, both

within and across disciplines. For the student and faculty
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que LOnuDEites, L= o

in cheunistry an! seve: 7r. 4 qi - ; psvehology
all with peer ritings of the qualitv f the .duate faculty

above 3.6 (5 = distinzuished, 4 = ~trong, 3 = good}. The
low group -onsists of +ix programs in hemistry and history

and five in »sychologs, all wit! peer reputational ratings

below 1.9 (2 = adequate, 1 = nor =nfficient for doctoral
rraia.nac) The middle craun ie made ur o7 12 progr: =s iu

Reputational ratings weresclected as a grouping va~ilable

fo

(5]

these descriptive statistics because of a wildespread interest

in the wavs in whicn other progiam charac teristics relate to

ide

Pw
m

e groupings seemed tu pro

peer judgﬁents! and because Lne

i

consider the distribution of certain other

[
ﬂ

a useful way t

program descriptors, However, the use of reputational ratings

as a grouping variable shoulc =ot be given undue weight in the

U”J

interpretation ot the research results. Ihere 1s variation

among programs within these subgroupings as well as across
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be grouped to form a single scale score to represent

that characteristin~. Combining items to form scale scores
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tends velis Lo Thian
of individual irem resr ; 4 total of 21 ¢ sccle wive
formed from the st ident que-tiomna’ Te, six s i1les fr.a ‘he
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faculty questionnai=-a., and tw- =cales frov

nalre. The items in eac' scale, item—item and item~scale

saTrTeldasions, and esimatcs oF relishiiity and homr-—
‘g.ny are pregantos in F. An ana'vsis of variance

was compated for each scale to de ermine that variation hetween

projrams was i oater than the within-program variance of

responses; onlv scales with significant F_ v;l were retainad
frr use T s compe ftion and ‘'nrerpretscion of each scale
will be discussed at an apoiJpliate puint s the resuits ol

ey

4. Correlations. Fe. rson product-moment correlation coefficient
- B “-'!_‘

of association between twc variapies are frequcntlyv used to

present results in this report. All correlations are computed

within discip.ines us’ orograms as the level of analysis
o
(e.g., program mean s. ..ies or petcent responses). The number

~f racas 1a small (n§n§11§ 74 nrv less), but the aggregated

variables are much more reliable than would pe the case with
indivicual neasurements. It we were using in.ividual

rather than agglegated mcasures, correlatiins based on

24 or 25 cases (the number of departments in any cne

discipline) should achieéve a magnitude of roughly .35 to .40

before being considered .!gnificantly diffevent from zero

(RIC ,. T (
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{(McNemar, 1965). Obviously thess would ke -onse  ative

[

estimates of

Iy

gnific nce when the measures represc¢ f aggrepated

data, put there is no way to adjust statistically fecr this

increased veliability. Therefore, since this repor* is

concerned with patterns of association between program char-

L

acteristics rather than with differences in the sizes of the

[

correlactions, the rcorrelat “ns will be Interpr=ted as estimates
of level of relationship, ar? statistical significance 1s
not reported.

5. Scatterplots. One way to evaluate the meaning of a correlation

between two variables is to present a scatterplot of the
programs in each discipline on both dimensions. This techniq .e
is used at several points in the following chapters. A par-

ticular advantage of scatterplots is that the range of scores

=

across departments on a particular variable is immedjately
apparent, as are viusual deviations on one or both variables

bv a few departments. . .atterplots alsc tend to remind the

1
4

reader thal correlations represent gegeral tendencies for a
rams: though thev mav be high, there 1s ample

opportunity for meaningful deviations by individual programs.

lConfidence bands are also difficult to estimate for correla-
tions based on a small number of cases because they are not uniform
over the distribution. As a benchmark ex:mple, however, the 95%
level of confidence tor a correlation of .70 based on 24 cases would
range from .41 to .8c if the test is two-tailed, Qr between .47 and
.84 for a cne=talled test (McNemar, 1965, p 138).

07
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Site ¥isits
After all of the data were collecred and collated and feedbalk
reports had been sent to “he participating derartments. members of tle

tesearch team visited about haif of the universities in the sample.
¥F

the departments about ! eir programs, answer questions abour tne

dépaftmental feedback repcrts and the study in gener 1l, and attempt
to determine some of the wavs in which departments snd universiries
might plan to use the information that had een collected. A copy
of the lctter to graduate deans concerning s'te visit: a1 a guide

for interviews can be found in Appendix A.

. P ) , e o _ R e e i [ L
- Thougn CRo E1TC VISLITE Lo Liied 1 @[1E st a==miiis el a8 iy s

L]

of department chairmen and graduate deans, it soon became apparent
that they needed more time to evaluate the us. fulness of the program
information they had received. The visits were helpful, however, in
_—
gensitizing the researchers to some of the important campus 1§§Z;s
i

and suggesting interpretations for some of the research results.

Presentation of Research Results

This technical report of the findings of the study is organized -
around seven major dimensions of program quality and three program
variables that appear to be related to several aspects of quality.

The seven dimensions of quality are (lj student 5>ilities and
achievement, (2) faculty training and performance, (3) physical
and financial resources, (4) the environment, (5) cuffi:qluﬁ and
academic procedures, (6) alumni a:éompiishménts and judgments

y
/

O
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about the program, and (7. overall judements a“out a program's

excellence. The last dimension, . verall judgments, 1s discassed
in Chapter 3. The cthers are discussed in order in Chapters 5
through 10.

Variables related .o several aspects of quality include
discipline, program purpose, ani program size! Only pﬁggf&m purpose
is discussed at length as an independent variable (Chapter 3).
Separate data for each of the disciplines are presented throughout
the report, and program size is included wherever appropriate.

A summary will be found at the end of most chapters. Some readers

may prefer to read these summaries first, before examining the

The final chapter also summarize. the research results and

then presents three or four indicators from each of the six program

reas in the form of a multidimensional profile which can be used

=

to compare individual programs with other programs in the same
discipliie. Measurement reliability, validity, ;hd discrimination
between programs were considered in selecting the indicators to be
included in the profile. This chapter also evaluates the overall
feauits of the research and suggests ways to utllize the results.

The reader with limited time, or a desire to obtain an—immediate

overview of the study, may wish to turn direetly to Ch. -r 11.
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degrees were not ruled out. Thig croved to be .he.case; a Ph.D.

iy

was the reported degree goal of virtually all (96% to 100%) of the
student respondents in each of the participating programs. Since
this is the traditional degree feor the nreparation cof researchers
and scholars in the academic discipl:ues, a high level of erphasis

on the preparation of “researchers w.s expected amony .nese programs.

here are At Lo0TC ) OCNET CISKS, n_wevef, LhdL wele eapecied o

be emphasized as well: the preparation of college teschers, dpd the
preparation of other practitiones such - clinical psychologists,

museun curators, or industrial chemists. Some variation of purpose

ranked the p:epaéé;;on of college teachers as the most important
EéEk @f‘Ph_D. programs in the humanities, and the deans reported
that the preparation of researchers and teachers received equal
weight in the social sciences. Only in the physical sciences did
most universities clearly place pvimary emphusis on the preparaticn
of réseazcherg, Though not as frequently emphasized as research or

te iching, the training of practitioners was ranked most important

in each area at a few universities (Clark, 1973; 1976).

3.1

o 60
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e same pané! ot graduate school deins cgpclu.ed that ther
are no large differences in the information needed to make judgments
about the quality of doctoral programs designed to train teachers

o1 practit’ mers instead of researchers, but there are differences
of Egphasig that make it impor+tan:t to take program purposes into
account when evaluati.g their guality, Tor example, the deans

assigned high importance to teaching skill in all programs, but gave

=™

it special weight in programs designed to train teachers. Similarly,

faculty research skill and productivity were considered important

in all doctoral programs bul especially in programs to train

f

regsearchers. Training other kinds of practitioners may require

1aternshlps Or 2 degree o7 communlty -avelvemenr that are nort
necessary in programs with other primary purpeoses. The purposes

of a pfggrai have some bearing on the resources that are needed

and the ways 1n whiih these resources are allégatéé, And, of course,
expectgsinns for alumni careers would differ depending Lp@ﬂ a
pr@éfam?é emphasis. The recognition of variacviens in program
emphasis also represents a source of pressure for thce deivelopment

of ways to assess many different aspects of graduate pragfamsl gince
multiple program purposes call for multiple crireria of quality

{cf., Panel on Altarnate Approaches to Graduate Fducatisa, 1973;

m
[ng]

National Board on Graduate Education, 1973 and 1975; Education

Commission of the States, 1975). 3

One of the goals of _his . study was to ronsider assessments of

quality in relation tc program purposes. The séphagég of programs
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and advanced graduate

students to rate the degree of Importance their department currently
assigned to each of three Jifferent purpose® or functions: preparing
sch. .ars/researchers, preparing college teachers, and preparing other
practitioners. Each purpose was rated on a five-point scale from
"extreme importance"” to "mo importance.” Faculty members also were
asked to rate the degree of importance thev thought the department
ought to assign to each pu%pase, and students were asked to indicate
the level of importance of each purpos: t: their peraonal goals (see
ques tlonnaires, Appendix D, for exact wording and format). When
summed within programs, these data pro-ided three different views

3t each program’'s acudemlc emphasis: (1) the percent of faculty and
I [ y P

L

tudents who perceived a lot of emphasis (responses 4 or 5 on the
five-point scale) on each purpose, and the extent of agreemé£t
bel<ocen the two sets ul observers; (2) the discrepancy between what
18 ana what ought to be emphasized, as a measure of satisfaction
wilch the current emphasis and the preferred direction of movement

in the event of any change; and (3) the average faculty per ept tion

[

of the ¢ :ight assigned ro -ach program purpose. The last measure

wss consfdered the best siazle indigatar of current pr g am emphasis.

These reeulls are presviied ard discussed in this chapter.

Facultv snd Grudant Percepiions of Emphasis

The average percent of faculty members who think their programs

currently place "exrreme" or "considerable" importance on each of

the thrs. purposee is shown in Figure 3.1.. Ir this figure the
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graduate faculties, as described in Chapter 2. VFacult.ies of

B ’ I

programs in the "hizh" gro-s were rated "strong" or "distinguished"
hv thelr peers, clearly identifving then s the most prestigious

nrograms In the sample. Facultie
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were rated barely "adeguate' or le than adequate by their pee’s,

clearly distinguishing them as the least prestigious in the samr.e.
The middle (and largest) groups of programs are more variec but

all are considered by peers to be better than "adequate” 1r their

capacity to provide doctoral training.
It is not surprising that the high prestige programs all place

EvErampa AT samodderabh ia dmaart smas mm o mEomaTAmes oo el sw
ERARLEL S z t , N T T s A

and much les; emphasis on the other two pufpéséé, as indicated in
Figure 3.1. Thes. are programs with cutstanding research faculties
and scholarly reputations; programs in the humanities and social
sclences as well as in éhe natural sciences are expected to emphasize
research. However, the continuing high level of emphasis on
preparing researchers among programs jin the medium and low reputa-

tional groupings was less expected, particularly when accompanied

by relatively low levels of importance assigned to the preparation

of college teschers or other practitioners. On the basis of the
results described earlier, it was expected that several programs

in both history andvpsy:hclcgy would emphasize the goal of pfépsting.
college teachers, and that a few programs in each field woglj

=

emphasize the preparation of praéfttioners. Iustead, only the

64
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low-rated programs in history assigned more weight to the preperation

he low-rated psychology

[

of teachers than researchers,

Jpt

ne. only
departments assigned more weight to the p.eparaiion of pracr.tioners
than researchers.

Though it is impossible to know for certain why these data do
1ot agree with the perceptions o graduate deans that programs in the
humanities and social sclences place as much or more emphasis on the
preparation of teachers as researchers (reported in Chapter 1),
several possible expianatiols wui be ~uggesied. Lui dusitdace, it
could be sha. histery and psycholagy are not typlcal disciplines iu
these sreas cf knowledge, although traditionally large numbers of
new PE.D.'e in borh fields brcome college teachers. Alsu, more
emphusis on teaching is reported by the history departments than by
chemistry or psychology deparcments, a fact that is consistent with
an expectation for more attention to teaching in the hunanities.

A more likely explanation is that the deans' assessments of
program tasks reflected the kinds of postdegree jobs that graduates
tend té take rather than the training they received. .In contrast,
these faculty members may be reporting a lack -of specific training

for tqaching or other professional practice in most of their

=

programs. The lack of particular training for teaching is supported
by ¢:’ent responses to the statement, "This deyartment makes a

consistent effort to help students become effective teachers.” An

™

average of only about, 30% of the students in programs in any

discipline and any reputational grouping responded affirmatively.



The only exception was low-f «-tig:. pragrams in histor , wherz an

a.2rage of 644 of the studen:t . <gresu.

A ti..vd possible explan *ilon 1s that, since these are Pn.D.
programs, most fa alty membérs could not bring themselves to
denigrate the Importance of prepz. ing scholarly researchers even
when the prograw Iin fact gives only lip service to this goal. Thi=
possibility is supported by frculty visws ~f the importance their
deﬁartﬂents ought to assign each program purpose as -eported in
Fignre 3.7, Arenrdine =0 thace renaTia  the trarvy great amntasis An
prevaring scholars/researcher~ st 1ld be 'g;ﬁinued i~ high-prest.ge
pt.srams and should be lLigher than at present in nedium~ and :ow-
pre.tige programs. At the same time, facul* members in all
programs In all fields think their programs should place more
emphasis on the preparation of teachers ané also on the preparation
of other practitioners. (Only low-prestige psychology programs are

an exception, probably reflecting a desire for.slightly less emn%-asis

m

on the prepaigéiaﬂ of clinicians.) The desirability cf more
attention to th; preparation erteaghgrs is parti&uiarly ptevaiEﬁt
in both history and Agy;}alagy. Some historians also think they
should hegin to cffetiéémg practical training £ reers other than
Eeé;hlng .

The differences between the fields .re in line with ;he’

activities of the alumni of the fields. That 1is, chemists enter

industry as often as they enter academe; historians are mostly

employed in colleges agd universitics; and sizable numbers of the

66
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Brogram aaphasis
should be:

Freparing schelars/
researchers.

Preparing college
teachers.

Preparing other
practitioners.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

it Lh
o5, 54
e 1| .
11a
B wn
S sa 7
o r
;‘! EN
: A YA _ vl YA
£ e el e e
= - [ ~
- = = =~ gsﬂ% -
= s A N
P = 7 = = = =
i
1 s :
50
’0 — ,
5 e \ —
3 (] — - .
= 5O
g fe 1
2 3 7 7R
a6 % % ' 1
/o . . '
° Al A AV
HooM oL H M L B M L
! Peer Rating .
ey
F) ' ﬁiv
7> ‘
2 7 )
g 11T
g o i
S o
w o
& o
i
N
o-_I/A ¥V /]




Wt

alumni of psychology programs are smploved z2s clinical or incustrial

psycholegists. Alumnil respconses reported i+ Chapter 10 confirm that
the purposes faculty think should »e erpi~sized are more in line

with the employment histories of .ecent pr. , .n graduates than ars
the perceived current program emphases. The d--a do not answer the

questlion of why more attanfilon to career preparation nas 1ot keen
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art of their programs

-

Separate data are not presented r the student ratings of
zurrent proeram emphases because tiaev ar erv similar to the

levels, and slightly less emphasis nn the preparation of teachers
and practitioners than is fep@ftﬁl-b? the faculty. 1In terms of
their éersaﬁal gcals, the student responses indicate that they
endorse the high level of importance they perceive to be assigned
to the prepar-tion of researchers, but at the same time they would
like to have much more attention given to the preparation of

tcachers, especially in history. Students in chemistry and hist@fy

interes

M

ed iﬁ mere emphasis on the preparation
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of other practitioners: however, psvchologv students at all levels

would like more practitioner “rienfarionn.
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The strength of emphésis on research tends to deccease with the
decline in prestige of a program, thaugh seldam more than to share -
meuLLﬂuhc wiih one of the other program purposes. This may fefl
programs, and alro probably refle:ts some differences in the

specializations that are offered. The 1aw—prestige pragrgms tend -~ _

*han the, full range offered by the larger and high-prestige programs.

They 4lso tend to empziiﬁ;e the area of each discipline that is wust

relevant to applied cdreers: organic chemistry (industrial

applichtions), American history (public school as well as college
teaching), and clinic 1 psychﬂlégy- " Average student specializations
in the high- and low-reputationzl groupings show the fgi}awing
contrasts: 31% of the stunents in high-rated pragrama and 602 of
the students in luw-rated programs are in nfganic ahemistfy, similar
percentages for American history are 31%Z and 51%; for clinical
psychology, the figures are 27% aﬁd 46%. é -

In summary, both faculty members and students in almost all
programs in all three disciplines perceive that their programs do
and should put major emphasis on the preparation of scholars/ |
researchers. ngé programs at every reputational ;evél also give

or careers as teachers and/or

=y

some gttenticn to preparing students
other practitioners.  Both faculty and students think this attention
to career preparation should be increased considerably, though not

with any diminution of attention to the preparation of researcheis.

69 .
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One view of ti.» congruence of responses to quastione cdncerning
gurrent progran emphasis and desired emphasis is provided in the
previous séction. In addition, response discrepancies of individual

respondents vere computed and sumiarisgd for each depgttmg&?. Actual

pagitiﬁn on the fiTE*Péiﬂt scale were considered to be in feésongblﬁ
guwod agreement and to reflect general satisfaction with Ehe current
Eme§§13 of the program. Differences of two positions or more on
thEﬂéééie were considered to reflect dissatisfaction anc
- strong desire for more or 1e€8 emphasis on therpégéieular training

purpose.

By the standard outlined in the ubove paragraph, both satudents

and faculty were well satisfied with their programs' emphasis on

il

training scholars/researchers. Only in low-pre-tvige programs was

there any marked dissatisfaction; here, an average of 8% to 17Z of

the tespondents wanted more emphasis on :esegzgh-
Students, particularly, expressed dissatisfaction with the

emphasis currently given by their programs to the preparation of

teachers. This digsatisfaction was especially apparent in programs

of high and medium prestige, where an average of 25% to 37X of the

. &
hgs*)studgntﬁ reported that their personal goal in this area was not

g ' 7 , )
being met by their program (i.e., there was a discrepancy. of two
posirions or more between their assessment of current emphasis and

the emphusis they personally would like). Faculty also saw some

2




need to increase the gttention given to the pr’paratian of teachers,

p;:tieula:ly in pgyhhnlagy (152 in each reputational graup) ‘
An average ‘of abaut ZGZ to 252 of the students in programs in

311 groups and’ disciplinea ipdicated a fairly strong desife for

more atfénﬁinﬂ to the preparation of other practitianers. They were

joined by about a quarﬁﬁr of the facuity in most history departments,

and by smaller proportions of the faculty in the other two fields.
| 3

., In general, students expressed less satisfaction--more

disgfepaaeygsgpan did faculty members. Only occasional members of

either group advocated less emphasis on any current program goal;
L §

Compatibility of Diffgrent Emphases

The third way of looking at program purposes was to avarage the

et resporse scale scores that were reported for each

program (5=eftreme importance to l=no importance) and to use the

,dex to reprcsent the program's level of emphasis

average as an
on a given purposd. Because the faculty and atudent responses were
‘'very similar, anﬂ‘hecause.faculties traditionally d;Eérmine a |
program’'s emphases, the average of the faculty responses was adopted

as the index of program purpose for use thraﬁgﬁﬁﬁg the remainder of
, ' '
this report.

Table 3.1 prese t5 mean scores, standard deviations, and
-atetrc.rrelnations for average faculty ratings of each progran's
emph:sis on preparing schoilars/researchers, college teachers,

and. other prac-itioners. The bar graphs earlier in this chapter

D "7r1



Table 3.1

Intercorrelation of Eaculty Perceptions of the

Purposes of Their Depariments

Faculty perceptions of ~ Correlations - :
emphasis on: 1 2 3 Mean® 5.D.

|
L

|

|

1. Pneparing scholars/
regsearchers
HiE EGI‘Y _— : 4 . la s AD
Psychology Nl 4,31 .55

2. Preparing college
' teachers

.28

.23

.29

Chemistry 39 -
Histo - -5 _—
Psychology 08 _—

W W W
-

3. Preparing other
practitione~s
' Chemistry -29 03 - 3.13 .21
-History =51 46 - 2,22 49
Psychology -76 -12 == 3.26 .81

)
7

85«Extreme importance, 4=Considerable importance, 3=Some
importance, 2=Little importance, 1=No importance

‘ N ‘ - RN




3.14
pigsented éﬁly the éercentsge of faculty members who checked the
. high end of the reaponse scale (options 4 snd 5); though the average
.. —
gives equal weight to all responses, the emphasis on.the preparation
of scholars/researchers continues to be paramcunt in each of the
disciplines, with anigverage sea?e well above "considerable." The
average emphasis on preparivg teachers and practitioners is lower
. ‘ (“sﬂéa“) ¢d at about the same level in ciemistry and psychalagy;
History came closest to equali;g the pgepgratian of acholars with
the preparation of teachers (4.18 vs. 3.65), while scoring lowest
on the étg§atgtian of other prgetit;nners- He;n scores for students
are verf simiiar, though slightly higher fﬂf;éﬂphgais on research
in all disciplines and lower on the oﬁhe? two emphases.
The‘Pattern of carfelationagbeéwgeéﬁthe indexes suggests that
the preparation of teachers ﬁeaﬁé something different for historians
than for chemi ‘ts or psychologists. Aggcfding;tﬂ these Eata, in |
chemistry and psychology the ;rainiﬁg.of teachers does not necessarily
go dlong with the training of researchers, but the two tasks are not
perceived to be in conflict. Preparing practitionérs, on the other
hand, was negatively related to the preparatiop of researchars in

ali three fields, and there was a positive rflationship between the

~ preparation of teachers and other practitjoner

Q T : ;fi‘t 73
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3.15
;nd in‘g vay that is more like the chemist's view of preparing
ltiﬂu!tilffﬂt :épiigd careers in industry or the psyehul;gist's
iiji of training clinicians. The primary employers of the most
autit:nding*ichalgrs ;nnﬁg new Ph.D.'s in all three disciplines !
will be the iaja; uﬁiversities of tﬁe country and, tygfef?re; itl
woydd n;; be inappropriate to pay some attention to the preparation

of thasi peréuﬁs for teaching. However, very few doctorai programs

in chemistry or psychology set out to train teachers for c@ntinuing'
careers in undergraduate or community colleges. Some history
departments, however, do make a specific effort to train teachers

for careers as undergraduate or even secondary school teachers,

in ;ddifian to preparing scholars/teachers for university positions.

This represents a different and less research-oriented kind of -

training, just as the preparation of clinical psychologists is
different from and generally not considered to be consistent with
the graining of research.rs in psychaiagyi-

rrel gg of E;ggrgm,?g:pgség

tht tends to characteyize the depattmeats‘ﬁhieh place a high

or low degfee of emphasif on each of these purposes? The answer: to

this question is importal\# becauss we need to understahd the

antecedents and%effecﬁs of the;ﬂifferanées among pr;g:éms with

‘different purposes gqi’?ecauge such information may be asefui;ua
programs in which changes in purpose are being eansiéereé@ Qply
ggﬁefgl pgttérns of relationships will be repﬁfﬁgd here, tazﬁer

than a lot of correlations. The correlations are reporied

5 T4
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3.16

separately far each of the three disciplines. Table 3.2 lists
:nr:tlltiann between the faculty indexes of program emphases and
Siligtai;pragra: descriptors. ?he measures of Ehése program
characteristics are described in detail in later éhaﬁters.
’ Facu_ty pcrveptions af their departments' emphases on ptepafing .
e re:gar:hera were related pﬂgitiveI§%§2§ strongly to the research
aztivity and praduktivity of the faculty, the academic ability ﬂﬂﬂ
B azhnlarly zammiﬁmen: of the students, the program's emphasis on
trﬁining scholars rather than craftsmen, the employment of alumni
in Ph.D. universities, and botihh peer- and self-ratings of the
scholarly excellence of the program. There is little or no
relationshipy between a program's emphasis on Ehé'pfeparaticn df.
z;arethg and students' views about the guality of tesching in tha
v.-ogram or thelr views abouc the quality of its »nvivomment for
i-arming. |
Al»pf these courrelates gu%gésﬁ a high dagree of correspordence
etween the emph:usie on ptegafing r searchers and the activity and™
atmosphere of research in the gfﬂg%amg. That is, the faculry in
dekariﬂgntg wnich en, .azize preparing researchers, are thgagelvesg
fesearcths‘ the faculty aad studénts in the prﬂgrams emphasnizing
this puipire yere orlented toward scholarship, and the alumni
demoniivat ' d . v#search ;fiéﬂfaiiéﬁ in thelr accomplishments. These
programs ii32 ;éﬁdéd ty e 1afgea)well-payiﬂg; and ﬁ%lliéquiéﬁédg

F.swver, they were not necessarifiggangenial or personzlly very
” i
b

satiufying places for students to study.

’ 75




Table 3.2 +

Correlates of Faculiy Perceptions of Prograe Emphases
o T Correlations with Correlations vith Correlations with
enphasis on training  emphasis on training  emphasis on training
researchers in® " teachers in® practitioners n®

i

" Varfables ¢ g » ¢ B P C B P
raculty research activity (BSe 30 61 %6 61 23 -l A '
2, Vaculty fournal articles per year L
(P=9~a1 and 2) . B0 48 29 <01 W
3, Student acholarly comitment
(PS5 14) 18 57 10 % 05 55
4, Percent of alumi employed by |
Ph.D. umversities (A-15b) 78 60 38 19 -10 2
5, Emphasis on training scholars rather :
the:. “raftsnen (F-1-0) 73 .2 b4 B -1 W bo  -64 =46
5, Adequacy of physical and financial .
~ resources (F=2+%) 63 71 6l 3% <21 45 -4 <23 -60
i, Eivonpent for learning (S-Sc #1) =05 -4z 10 i 9 U 25 02 -
8, Vsculty concern for students ' |
1$=8¢ #4) 0 % % . 0 % % . U 127 -00
§. ‘-ality of teaching (§-Sc 1) 13 -02 6l 05 38 46 17 =11 -5
v, student-rated scholatly excellence =
of progran (=S¢ #2) o N By oun <16, =21 =61
" . Tdculty-rated scholarly excellence ‘ |
| of progean (F-Sc #1) 83 8 76 60 <23 34 =34 -50 =54
1), Alumi-rated excellence of progran
(A=S¢ #2) 4 B85 69 51 <11 1 S B
13, Peer-rated quality of the faculty x
(P-%5-a) | 87 8 15 W =39 28 =21 <55 -6)

ETE

L}
| Bcorrelations are within disciplines, based on department means, Disciplines are abbrevistad:
C = Cheatatry (Ne26); B = Histoty (Ne25); ® = Psychology (Ne24). | -
bin this teble and most subsequent ones in the report, the source of each measure 1¢ {ndicated after
the varishle label. Individual item mumbers fron ue faculty (F), student (5), alumi (A), or department.
profile (DP) questionnaires are {ndicated; coples of the questionnaires are {n Appendix D, The items
" conbined to forn a scale score (Sc) .are 1isted in Appendix F. o

_ Mot availeble. | ! - | o i
EC’ | | ,

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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other program characteristics tend to be somewhat less high than

for emphasis on the preparation of researchers, suggesting that

there is more variation from program to program. However, theve

. 1s a pattern of positive association between emphasis on the
preparation of college teachers and reports of good relationships
between students and faculty in all three disciplines, sﬁd a pcsitive
association between emphasis on preparing teachers and the research
and scholarly orientation of the chemistry and psychology depgf;meits,
but a negative association with this orientation in history. These
findings are consistent with the view expressed earlier that programs '
t7 train teachers should be sﬁaffed by good teachers who give.
;;Etieulgr attention to the quality of studgné;éaaulty inﬁeraeticﬂs,
énd that "training teachers' usually is pergeivéd by 2heais;sﬁand
psychologists to mean training researchers who may also tegeﬁ.
However, all bwt the most p:estigi@ué history departments tend to

train historians specifically for careers in teaching.

peregﬁgian of a program's emphasis on training other prgézitinnEfs
in iny of the tﬁfee disciplines, suggesting that the zhgracteristiés
of these programs are not very well defined by the variables in the
study. Faculty members agreed that these programs placed less
emphasis on training sahélar§ than craftsmen, and the students were
more likely to have postponed graduate Eéudy and begun the programs

at a later age. Students and faculty memberr in the programs as

Y,

78
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well a . ‘'essional peers percelve doctoral programs thft place
great & .8 on preparing graduates for applied pasitigns to be

less scho.larly than pfagramslwith other emphases. The negative
relationship is perhaps strongest in paychology, but 1s character-
istic of 'all three disciplines.

This ad:'itional evidence that programs to train pfaiessianals
for applied careers are not given hfgh ratings on schalafshiﬁ even
by their owm parﬁicipants may be saying that the research excellence
of the faculty and the scholarly commitment of students really are
not the apprﬁpriéte criteria for judging these programs. These
responses may reflect the position that pfactitiaﬁgrs¥ not scholars,
are needed to train practitioners; brighﬁ student§ ig&ereeted in
applied problems Df'SEf;iEE careers may be more appr%pria;e than
brilliant students in programs designed to train practitioners.

The lack of positive correlates uay simply reflect #he absence of

appropriate questions or joptions in the data collection.

aiplications

The different ways of looking at doctoral prdgram purposes as
perceived by Eacu;ty members and advanced grgdusté students--the
importance placed on each purpose by the program, satisfaction of
the :espeﬂdgnt; i;ith this emphasis, and the compatibility and
eafrgl;teg of different program purposes—-consistently indicated
that the major purpose of the programs in this study was perceived
to be the preparation of scholars and researchers, with more or

less secondary atteniion to the preparation of college teachers ar’

79
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professionals for other applied practice. The preparation of
researchers and teachers was perceived to be Eﬂmpatiblé in chemistry
and p:y:hnlgg?, apparently because many faculty members in these

Eigldg int erpteted 'teaching" to mean researchers who may also teach
In history, however, éame pfcg:éms gave épezifig attention to the ‘
pfgpgfqtinn of teéchers (in contras: to scholars who mayzalsﬁ teach) .
Preparing teachers in history was per eived t : o be more like the
preparation of students for applied careers in the other two
disciplines and, therefore, not positively associated with irlicators
of scholarly exeallen534 |

In summary, it appears that the purpose of training researchers
‘is the only goal given wide recognition by participants in doctoral
programe anc¢ ‘s the only goal that ia well-defined and well-understood
within the dis.:iplitie as well as consistently related to many
aspects of program structure and function. Increased emphasis on

#

the training of practitioners, and on the training of teachers for

=

undergraduate college positions, is perceived to be desirable but
not very campatiﬁlé with the research emphasis. The dilemma of
~quality vs. éiversity is all too apparent (Breneman, 19?3} Clark,
1976) .

Unfortunately, though this rcazarch attempted to be sensiriv
to diffe;ing program purposes, i! was uot successful i. identifying
and measﬁring positive and generalizable -haracteristics of importance
., to programs that emph.sized the preparation of practitioners. Many

of the characteristics that were measured and that are reported in the

80



3.21 .
remainder of this report are most appropriate as descriptors of
programs that emphasize the preparation of researchers or . -
researcher-teaciers. This is inevitable, given the high level of

emphasis assigued Lo the preparatlon ol rescarchers by the faculty .
nembers cf the programs in the study. It means, howeve., *nat
the few programs that did emphasize the preparation of graduates

for applied careers had little chance to indicate their atrengths.

Information in additicn to indicators of scholarly exc:llence is

I
%

needed in order to make sound 3udgi.ents about these prcgrams. Some
possible indicators in other area; are suggested in this report;
others need to be developed.

W -
/
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Chapter 4

i,

his chapter "exami es information regarding the potential

ugefulnégs of departmental ratings as indicators of prograr quality.

Two kinds of ratings information gre considered. The firzt is peer-
ratings--the ratings of one dépéftmént or program by pecple in oth: -
doctoral pfagfams within the same discipline. Then %Elf=rat1ngs ave
examined; that is, ratings of the department bv those who are or

have been in the dépértment;%nameiy, the faculty, students, and ~
alumni. Both o  these Yinds of fati?gs s%& very general ratings

of the quality of departmeaté Tbe p.er ratings in this study,

g wall gz in earlier studies. ar

]
[}

ratings of the quéliév of the
fagulzy in a given depa. 7ent. But tnév are faculiy ratingsl

only in a very general sense, for ﬁhey do not seek judgMents

about specific faéﬁlty qualities or behaviors, such as quﬁlity:

of teaching, originality of research, adequacy of clinical skills.
Similarly, the departmental self-ratings are ratings cf the
"gcholarly excellence' of the program, a qualitv:thét is vaigusiy
é collection of many distinct charact-: isclcs. In effect, ;gen;
both sets of rgﬁings examined in this -nhapter might be termed

5}9531 ratings of department:quality..

In view of ghe'pfeviausly expressed resecrvations zbout peer ratings,

especially whén used for individual -program evaluation, ona migh*

82




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(]

wonder why peer ra-ings ..ro eccilscted at all.  sn +f s asint it

should be emph.siced th: © .ur rese»w “ioin: ab it peer ratings ai.
Teally reservations about their use as the :sviterion or exclusive

definer of doctoral program --allityv. As one of many indicators

of program quality, however. :© - r.tings are clear’y rzlevant and

£

deserve attuntien. The- we vded in this study for threa

reasons. First, we wanted .o guar a | rter understand ng of peer

ratings as one of man+ /.dicrtors of progran quality--_.eir

reliabilit their roeiai. "nsh.us wi.th other prog.am descriptors,
¥ PTOg P s

and so0 on~-in ti:2 save wav hat ‘e =ought a better understandi-«

[ad

of the many other program characteristics explored ir this repnrre,

Second, we wanted Lo Lake advantige ol Lhe oppurtunicy to conduct

’_.
3
b
it
"y
o
Lﬂ\

a partial replication of the e tudies, paying particular

over time and across

m

attention to the stability of peer ratiug

different groups o:i raters. Thi:d, given the widespread use of and

wh

familiarity with the ACE quality ratings, it seemed important t
obtain a current similar measure which could be used as a sortin
or classification varisble in analyzing the data regarding students,
fact tv members, alumni. and departwenta.

The last of these three re.sons--to use peer ratings as a

classificartion variable 1n analyzing cther indicators of quality--

m

has been discussed in Chapter 2 and utilized in the previous
chapter on program purposes. Virtuall.y every chapter examines the
rels tionship of other prog-am information to peer ratings.

The first twc reasons citeu gégvae—ta gain a better understanding

of peer ratings and to compare them in several ways with similar data

83



obrained in earlisr ACE studies- a.e explored in this chapte-.

I
I
U

. . _ 5 _ s s = . - FR 3 z = i = % <
along w_th self-ratings information 2ol e from/departuent .
;

faculty, students, and alumni. The uhalyses of tpese dara were
Y ’

guided by gix major questions:

(1) To what extent are peer o ..ings stable over time? (That i

T
-

% .
to wha. extent do the peer ratings in our study agree with

those obtained in the © - = . ent ACE study?)
(2) Tc wrat extenr do certain m. .ncdolegical steps--e.g.,
elimin.:ing ratings of one's ow c.irent departient Or tm

department f[rom whicn t£h. donrcorate was earnad--affect peear

£2Y Upee =il rqw- #dmn dm manv varinos f2 nresent "cT0Ss discirline
suispecialties within the =ame doctoral program?

(4 What is the reliability of departmental self-ratings iiforma-

tion, as reported by faculty, students, and 1lumni?

(5) What is the relationship betwe : peer ratings and self-ratings?

Do they essentially tell us the sarz thing? Does this differ

Tl
K

by discipline?

(6) What is the relationship between ratings (both pee~ and self)

and other epartmental characteristics?

The peer ra:ings were obtaine | as fo'lows. Each of the 25 uni-
versities participating in the survey was listed alphabetically in
the faculty questionnaire, anl the respondents we.e asked to rate

the quality of the graduate faculty in their field at each listed

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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[
=

titution

[

on a scal é!%aq&lAﬁ from 'di=tinguished” to "not =i -

ficient for doctoral training.” Hespondsnts were also given _he

aopportunity to indicate that they did rot have enough information

to provide a rating. Thus,the scale was ide al to that

used in both the 1964 and 1969 ACL surveys. Respondents were
instructed to consider only the schelarly competence and achieve-
ments of the pfe&éﬂt faculty when making their ratings. Resrondents

were also asked to rate the attractiveness of each dnetv 2t rrogram

ii-Led. (UL Lile eXdCL WOrding ol DELN YuesTlons, see iten #Z25 in the

1y
R
(]
=
-y
rt
o}
.E;n

uestionnaire ir Appendix D.)

Selfsratingg were obtained by asking thiree different groups
of respondents--facultrv., studernt=z. and alumni of rha ﬁéﬁirfﬁéﬁﬁysgﬁ
rate the éepaftmént on a variety of character.stics 1 “ated tec rhe

dimension of scholarly excellence. In some instances, respondents

were asked to indicate their agrezment or disagreement with state-

ments about the department (e.g., 'this graduate program is one of

the best in the fieid"), or,-in other cases,to rate certain departmental
characteristics, suth as the scholarship of the fa. ulty, on a scale

ranging from excellent to pror. Thus, the self-ratinge of the
departmern.ts are actually composites of ratinés cf 'iferent program
~ . . .

characteristics, «ll of which are rela. 1 to the : .ncept of

scholarly excellence. These separate items were hen combined to

form a 9¢ale score to repr2sent the scholarly e:.-.1lenre of a program.

The judgmentes ,;;uit”} students, and alumni are each represented by
. i 7 7 o 7 7 ’ o
a scale on this dimensioh. Detalls regarding thes: scales, including

the spacific items, the interceffela;inﬁ among the items, the

e,

m\
\U ]
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[ns

scholarly excellence =-ales are 5tn

and Klumni Scale

The Stability of Peer Ratings

cale re. "abilities, and 50 o, 27

-
[
b
e
-
]
-
"

The 1969 AEE study {(Roose and Ander: 2n, 1370) compared the

reputational :._ings data obta:-:c!

obtained five vears earlier

P
o
Y]
(nd
£
e
a ]
m
[
pu]
]
f—
=
oM
]
[
-
o
Lo
-
um

ratings exceeded .90 in 216 cases
instance (.79 for Pharmacology).
We wera able to compare the

our 3tuﬂ§ with those obtained in

prosented in Table 4.1 and offer

ratings of Eacdlty quality are extremely stable

{(Cartter.

b1 aq 1 s

rudies,

{:. their survey with those
i945). The 1atings were

FERATES Sl

Firld., N0F the 29 flelds=s

and was below .80 in only one

mean ratings »f the proj rams in
N i
th. 1569 study. ese data ire

clear evidence tlLat, in general,

ser time. The

new ratings cc sist of ratings by all faculty questionnaire

respondents from edcn OF 1V

asked to -

duta wei. _.

at a nuch larger n-mber of unive:

every rh.D.-granting progvam in their field. In this

Andersen

£Z2 unive

’sitiéEi who rated almost

rsiCcies in Che scudy, wilo weie

only pr@grams\in those 25 universities. The ACE

.lected from a smaller number ot faculty members

h

- 1

lﬁe woul! 1 like to talke this opportunity to thank Cha.les
c1 the American Council on Education for making the

1969 ratings data available to us for this analysis.

%
m the two stilles are not
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1975 ETS Stud - and 196% AL Ftudy
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study.

Note:

aIéEﬂtifiE&EiDn letters wc.e assigned randomly to each university in the
No universigy or program is .derrified by name 1n this report.

: H
Some departments included in t}: 1975 study were not ratc. 'n the *
1962 ACE survey. For thess departments a comparison was therefore
not possible. As a result, the number of departments compared are
as follows: Chemistry = 23, History = 21, and Psycholegy = 22.
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procedurally idencical. Houne.nele =, fhe rarking o

1

by the high rank orc

correlation between

was .9%, one department’'s rating was

current study than in 1959 (Depaicment Y), anozher's mean rating

rfgi o wit 1in one or fwo ranks.

o
(2=
b
-
i
-
-
-

;

"
=
.
i~
=
=
=

Teparcmen ! wad A Lwproved tha:l rankings by four places, the
rankings ¢ " sypesaments D oand ¥ decreased by three places, and all
crhifr rankiryg s wWere ei ner identical or within one Or WO TADKS.
Thus, evaen tnough the averall agreem: nt among program rankings over
the six-vear span 1. dramatic, [t ca' be sren that there were cevera
sizahkle individua™ pragra=n snhifte Alrhrugh reputational ratings
sre definitely .stuble enough over «lriierent raters ana Over Llme

tu pernit us to be confident tha* the, -2 reliable, at the same

tin.- the data cle: vly supgest * 3t . e aTe 8

[

me changes in the

ratings i uividual orograms.

Program (Qralily vs. Program Attractiveness

B-tr. of the ACL surveys asked faculty respondenis ic rate two

separz‘tv .spe..s of grulduate vrograms: the quality of the faculty



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

™
W
i
r
i
£
b
P

A e attractiveness ¢ 7 the d

to

(4™

DRl

"

. R T 3 d. 0+ = L
cite ‘&,ggu:l;ﬂ;;g_y AT maea o

or each of he 3& disciplines includ . the 7729 cudy, 'he

T 1. Yy e g Z 1 R B B F=m atEra drs
’Eﬂ{;elatiaas between rfacultv quality ratings ool pLrogram attractdve-

1

\ i v . . .

Eéé§ ratings are either .98 ¢. .99. The relation “if Letween the

t?d;quESEiDﬁS was alss hizn fov data obta:nsd /in the .:64 survey,
L *

Y

thoudh no correlatrionsie-g renorte. .

{3 taported in Tabie 4.2, the vela:ron ; b ween the faculty

gqualits ratins: and rhe o am srrrncr s spesas ra o inga ahrained o b

~urrent atudv was alsc very strong. The corelaftions, reported at
“he bettom of ths tale, are 79 ¢ 41l thr o+ disciplines. In

chemistry, only one department s varking wis different by more than
one pl-ce »n rhe rwo ratings (Depar.:. .t X, wlhose attractiveness
ratin., ~as ww: - anks highetd. n histwryv, iue ranks of three
departments 4iff--ed by thr.u éLaces (De¢partments C, B, and L), and
in puychology, Department T recejved an . . tractiveness rating that
wan four rank. low-r thin che rating of the quality of its faculty.

- - o - x = = 3 i ‘ *
In thne greay MAjorliLy OL C& iz .. 4ll [Nree 112148, nowevosi, Lhz

“Actually, the instructions to respondents in both ALE surveys

inlicatedi that they were to rate the effectiveness of the doctoral
progr~ -, and in fact e!fectiveness is the word both reports use when
raferrirgz to the data. Jowev.r K the respcnse options on both ques-
‘ zonnaires we . ictually different points on an attractiveness scale
ranging from extremely atcrac.‘ve' to "not attractive'). For this
reason, a:d “he feeling that raters would often have no basis for
judging a p.sgrar's eifect’veness but could offer their own impres-
cions (. it attractiveness, we opted for “tractiveness as the more
appropriate and meanirgful of tlie two conu-pts. For the specific
wording of ins.ructions to respondents, see iiem #25 in the Facultv

]
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able to see .he conceptual distinctlon but

ness for studencs is the qgu

For most cf the analvses in this rerart rhat have to do with peer

ratings . wo ha.> chosen to

ments obviously included the department n which raters wer

currently employed and, also, the department from which some raters
had earned a doctorate. An important question, then, is the effect
of these ratings on the overall ratings of ‘the programs. Data

relevant to this question are pt .ented in Ta. le 4.3. In this table

the mean ratings for each of the 25 departments in =ach of th. three

K

disciplines are given for three differer rating conditions:

[

(1) those which exclude -atings of both one's current empl i-g

department and the department from whiclh the .octorate was earned
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First column of ra~ipus within vach discipline are clean” ratings; that
1s, ratings which axclug- Loth curront employing departmenr and deparctment [rom
which doctorate wa: earns!.

bSeccnd column of ratings within each discipline include department from
which der*orate was earned, but exclude current em~ oying departnient.

3
c . . , . S . . b A
Th:.rd co umn of ratings withi. eact “iseipline include both derart.emt -
from which doctorate was carned a . curr-nt émploy, v, . partment.

These departments are ones for which there 7« a difference of .10 or greatsr
bétyeen cols, 1 and 2, 1 and 3, or 2 and 3. S,, ...zt for elaboration.
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higher than do thelr ~eers ' . other departments, whereas the self-
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ratings of fac: lcy in hie ' rated rroprams zre virctua
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t» note that the mearn . T ¢ ru=tings o p vechologists is t e highest

amonz the chree disciplines, followed by the ratings of cher iste
and histerians, in that orcer

each ~f the thrze

x5
il
-
i
<
i
V]
—
i
m
e
B
H
=
1
[
"
i)
i
L
T
pa
s
™
[
b
~r
o
ba]
[rx]
iy
I
pal
[a¥
fud
I

p-ssible socurces of

I™h
o
o]
e
X
[
o

¢ 1ditions are very similar 2till, of

bias in che ratings--including ti = department ‘rom which the deg.es

o
re
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it would appe - that '+ latter source of bias 1s of more concern.
The ratings that exclu. 5soth c-rrent and .egree=-granti..g departuents
(in Column 1 in Table 4.3) are vi: cually identical with the ratings

that exclude only the cu.rent empley 1g Adepartment (in Columm 2).
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Information ahout b *lationship batw=en peer quality ratinis

and the number ~* r&ar:rs 1s presented .n Iable 4.4, wihe: - departments

are listed 1n the order o the rated quality of their f: ulty.
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As oue would expect, tne 1 mber of raters is largest for the depart-
ments with the highest rat.ags and smallest for the deparrments
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fangad from 479 to 247 in chemistry (for Derarrments U and R),

482 t- 196 t» history (for Drpartments P and H), and 5C1 to 186 in
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lowar=rarzd depnrtrents

At the same time. the rofal number

is sufficiently large to pracida o teliable mean ra Mo that

. the standard deviaticn of the ratings--that 1s, the tendency for the

Moy,

ratings to vary--was not consi-cently greater for the departments .
with the smallest number of raters than it was fctr departments vith

the largest number of raters. Haturally, wien ratings are based uon

.very small numbers, concern about these matters is justified. In

this case, however, there appear ro have bzen enough raters of

[}

even the least prestigicus departments to warrant a confident judg-

ment that the ratings are verv stable.

e

'Efggggm Subspecialty Ratings

In spite of the many studie. that have been conducted on the

reputations of academic department:s in graduate¢ education, we were

familiar with no previous attempts to examine the reputational .,

1 . , . S .
ratings of departmental subspecialties. The,fregquently.referenced
. . i /
&
ACE studies asked respondents to rate departmental quality, giving
§ *

no attention to the possible Variatia{ of quality among the various

gubspecialties within academic depatcmentsiB Since all faculty
. . .

members in. the éubjEﬁt programs were invited to make ratirgs in

this project, providirg a large and heterogeneous group of raters,

=,
et

3 -

: B /
The 1964 ACE study (Cartter, 1966) did examine total progiam
ratings in English depart ‘ents separately by raters whose areas.ef

-specialization we.: American Literature and British Literature, but

the subspecialties themselves were not rated.

' ; 9 8 ' ( j
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~~ked respondent; to indicate thelr

discipline ard the one subspecialty with which they identivied

most closely. Yhe numter of subspecialties varied by discipline

gee frer 424 on nace T oaf the Taenic auest{ornairs “n oannendix D).
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a1d the attractiveness ol the yropram of their own subspecialty
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m

at the 25 universities in the study. The feormat of the rugue

ratings was the same 25 that used for the verall program ratings,

with the fadulity of subspecialties rated as being distingulshed,
3
strong, gond, adequate, marginal, or not suffficient to Jffer dact@ral

training. Respondents were also given the cpportunlty to indi ate

that they did not have enough information about a subspecialty to

r

particular program.

;- The subspecialty ratings data are summarized in Table - 5. - The
fires thind that is apparent./from the ratings of ;Eaculty quglitysiﬁ
subspecialties 1s that, like the ratings of all f%;uitv!in’s program,

they are very high‘/ correlated with ratings of program attractive-

e

ness. As reported in Jcluvn 4, the lowest ccrrelation between.
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relaticng of subspecialization

» e
"faculty ratings with:
(2) (3)° (4)

Range in  Ratings of  Number Subspecializationm
) numhar all fac 1ltv of attractiveness
Subspecialfies of raters? in dep*. raters ratings

Chemistyy:
(£ Anaiytical io=30 “u 75 3G
(3) Bidchemical 11 3% 94 z2 59
{4) Inorgaaic 35-52 24 L8 g9
{(5) Organic 80-121 98 39 99
‘6) Physical 70-151 98 55 99
g .
History:
(2) Ancient a=23 24 32 .97
(3) Medieval 15-35 91 73 ~ 98
(4) Modepr? 52-131 99 i 48 99
(5) American ) 75-169 98 15 ) 99
g‘ (6) Third-Wcrld 24-68 95 - 80 ' 98
-
Eg’chdiz yi _
»* (2) Educational 1-4 79 18 88
(3) Measpirement 1-6 91 22 a7
. (4 ‘E‘e;sgnaligg 6-19 38 66 97
~ {5) Develupmental 1 9-40 85 3> 29
(5) Exp=~imental 64-168 98 45 99
(7) Organizational 7-18 54 77, a7
(8) Clinical . 26-97 78 50 9y
{9)'Socdial o 21-77 R8 61 99
11

y 8Refers to greatest and smallest number of raters ror the
department ‘or subspecialty. Thus, for eiam?lei the biochemistry
subspecialty at one department was rated by only 11 ‘raters, whereas
in another department that same subspecialty was rated by 39 raters.
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Taken together the data in Table 4.5 do not make a very good

/ case for attempting to improve th~ precision of total program

i

ratings by including%@&spéﬁ altv ratings. As already discussed,

the correlations between subspecialty ratings and total department

.

ratings are gencrally very high--1- most case= =0 high a

to

[iv)

make the separate ratings unnecessary. Beyond this, however,
‘there are -everal logistical difficulties ipherent in subspecialty

ragtings that make the procedure even more questionable. First,

there is the probler of the number of raters. As shown by the

{ data in i.e first column orf Table 4.3, certain subspeclaltles
-ved ratimgs by ;aly % very iimited number of respondents.
In psychology, for exaﬁpie, the Educational and Measurement
enhupecfalties af aome 6é?srr%aﬂﬁq were given onlv one ratine.
__9ther subspecialties were alsc give: ratings by a very small
B ) .

y - numbér cf respondents, sometimes because there simp. ~ were not

- H;ny faculty members who identified themselves with the subspecialéy

T

gometimes because those “n the same subspecialty did not feel that
® ¥
4 they knew enough abo. t ,ubspecialty faculties at some of the other
: Ay . :

univeféitiés./ In additiof, there is the probler ~f the effect of

departmciatal '"halo” on the subspecialty ratings. Ur~tably agﬁé

. t :; - i ok - T
subspecialty ratings were simply e%Xtensions of total depattq&gt -
s [ z i v ! '

ratings. -That this occurred .is suggested By the: jact that some

available in their departments,

.
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The Relationship Between Self -Ratings and P. sr Raring

H
i

As indicated earlier in this chapter, ::1f ratings information

was also obftained ffom faculcv, stu’.nts, anc alumni of ._:h depuirt-

ment. Various questionnaire items having to do with pefceptings’éf
the program's scholarly excellerce were combinzd to form three scales,
one, for seach group of respon’ent.. “tems included.ratings of faculty

‘and student scholarship and research er:zllence, student cfigi‘aliﬁj and

commitment, and the degree to w'ich the department was a stimulating

: ~ 4
place in which to study. (Again, for information about the specific
items in these three scales, see Student Scale #2, Faculty Scale #1,

and Alumni Scale #2, all 1in Appendix F.)

Table 4.6 presents the intercurrelations between these three self-

= i
T S | R P = - F a1, —— bl ) - PR
R T 1T T ok T ST S Aerd A A oweod Rk xR o= = CF O owd & s iafe  aFh-LE o T P & k@i [ a4 ER S S Y P = Y

" Note, first of all, that each of the thtee gelf-ratin. scaLgé is fairiy

highly correlated with the other two self=fatiagi5ﬁalesi In chemis..y,

' for example, student ratings of scholarly excellence ¢ ° programs

f;f%arrelétgs .84 with program srholarly excellence as perceived by
P :
the faculty, and .78 with =cholarly excellence as perceived by fhe

i

3luﬁh;; (Intercbrrelatjions among the three self-rating scales’are

enclosed in the broken-line triangle in Table 4.6.) In general, these

arions indicdte a fairly high degree of agreement between the

gelf-ratings of faculty, stiudents, and alumni = The lowest agreemént is
fou:d in tisébr?, where . perceptionsg of the facuiﬁy and alumni agree

more with, eac). other tuan either one does with the perceptians of

oL )
+ students.

i
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that all th ee seif-ratings

ratingse. That 1is, the opinions of the i4culr , - ‘dents, and alumni

A

within a given department in zenesral correspec n to the opinisn »f
g pa 3 I P

that same department as held bv faculty in the sa=- discipline ‘at

is lowest for student ratings, where the -~orrelations with peer
v cings are .67, .47, and .76 in chea. *trv, histery, and psychology
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respectively. AsS a rule,

rating=--both selfi- .a.d peer-ratings—-in history dep aerEn ts.
<) ¢ 53

The ratings szmong hirtorians tend to agree, but not so closely -,

&
ac the ratings nf thase in rhe ofher run disciplines.
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How do program
correl..te with GEhEt program characteristics? ‘The answer to this

question is extremely important, for it has enormous implications

= ;_«
for the evaluaticn of docteral program gqualicy. If, for evample,
program ratings--peer-ratings or self-ratings--are consistently and
very s rﬁngiy assovclaled with characteyisiics that are generally
‘s‘ £
’,geptea as reas ahle inditat of pr ngfsm quality, then there
,uld be a convincing case for heavy-'r:liance on ratings information
- e = = .
- in making summative judgments about the overallsquality of a
doctoral program
¥
! - &_
= 'U;)
o ‘ . -
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chararreristics cnat nave ©. 11 bear cit ¢ a3 reasonabls indicators

nry

of quality and have received previous atiention in the research

literature. Ip additzion, towever, .= wanted tn see how ratings

information wa- related to several "nmontraditional” irndicators of
prograr quality--characteristics of doctoral programs that a fdational

panel of graduite deans believed to be important quality indicators,

but which, to our knowledge, have not previously been exa.ined in

" any systematic way. Qrrelarions of ratings with a few traditional

=

J e T T i [ I Lk a2 S emak o= 3] mememw e mas 14 Far o
=23 3] EE S Y S o o g A E TR Ll S o= e e F= = 5= === == gy == =

surmmarized in Table 4.7. Note that the index of self-rating ~bosen

for this analysis .s the faculty self-rating of program scholarly

excellence, s

. . e _ . .
Several interesting findings emerge from the correlations

reported in Table 4.7. First, it is clear that peer rating§5(giv3ﬂr

orted in Table 4.7. First
' 3
in the first of the two Eglumﬁs under each discipline) are rather

highly correlated with several traditional gﬁdiéaﬁars of doctoral
program quality. In this respect, the finéiﬂg? confirm those
reported in ﬁumerau% other studies (e.g., Beyer & Snippe~, 1974;
E;tan & Rose, 1972; Hagstrom, 1971; National Sclence Board, 1969).
Furthermore, the peer ratings afe more highly corrzlated withﬂthe
traditional indi:atcfg than afé the faculty sélf?rstings (in *he

second column). Thus, to the extent that these traditional
) A S

19 f
characteristics define program nuality, it would appear that peer

ratings con-titute.a fairly valid measure of overall program

quality, and a somewhat more valid measure t'an faculty self-ratings.

-
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Zorrelations ¢ Poer Zatings and

Various Uther Indicators of Pregram Oualitw

Chemistgy History ‘Syihnlagy

Peer Self- Peer Self- Peer Self-
Rating Rating Rdtlﬂg Rating ‘Ratiﬁg Ratiﬁg

Traditior al Characteristics:

o
s
D

12
(e
]
Horn
3]
Leyd
-
b
(o]

Size (FTE =t.dents)

Faculty publications
(last : years) 90 68 50 7 &7 43

Faculty research activity
(F-scale 3) - 73 6 78 62 86 69

— LE S £ st
= = - t
L L = mmm = -t o=

D. from "leadlng insti-
inﬁs (F-15)4 68 60 74 59 - 80 . 52

[l
|
]
L]

Seleétiviﬁyb 24 30 70 71 -2

. Nontradition ~

Characterist..s:

Environm *+ for learning

S I : i b 72 =3 na an
{a=8Casie -7 -1 iy == e [ -

Quality of teaching :
(5-scale #7) o -9 24 00 13 52 72

Exgellént career preparation
(Alummi, A-4-=abc) . 58 66 -05 05 39 47

8nLeadin 1g" institution rerers to programs with peer ratig?s of
.

3 0 (M"good"

bRati@ of number of stu nts applying to number admitted. —

e ’ )7 -




4.26

. : ‘ ) .
However, though the cotfelatians with these traditional indigatars

*

_tend to be fairly high, it is important to note that peer ratingsrﬂnd /
self-ratings are;nﬂt cgrreiated equally higb*y with all uf the tradis”
tional indicators of ptagram quality acrass all three disziplipga.

VPeer ratings are very highly :arrelatad with publieations in® hﬂmiatry,

£

for example, but, ‘the felatignship is mnot patticularly high in higtary

i

or psyehnlogy. Ahd student EEléEEiViEY is fairly highly *ofrelated
with peer %atings in Histnry,‘but:nat highly cafrelated in chemistry
and psycholoéyxéwhefé, in fﬁ&t;ftberé gré slight négativé correlations.

When we examine a few characteristics of doctoral programs that
B - ! “ ‘ .
usually are not measured--characteristics, 1t is worth repeating, that
r . : T )
graduate deans indicated re important ones to consider in making

judgments abaut doctoral program quality--it is zléar that quality

tatings simply do not :arrelate iﬁ any causistent ﬁéy Self-ratings

i -
i =

are fairigjhighly related to qﬁality of teaching in psyﬁhoiogy; but

not at all in history; nejther form of rating is highly related to
the department's environmént for learning (whefe there are even’ some
negativé corre ations).  Whereas peer ratings were ccngistently more

highly gorrelated with[%raditional IESEEIEhEOfiEBﬁEd characteristics

a

than were self-ratings,. the apposite seems to be the case for the )

nontfaditional characteristics. However, ﬂéithef form of rating is
very highlﬁ corfélated with the nontraditional indicators.

=

Surmary og Finding Rggarding Prq&;am Ratings

The focus of this ghapter was on global ratings [of graduate

. program quality; including ratings made by those in the same

3 B =

=
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disciplines at other universities (peer ratings) as well as ratings
. by facuity, students, and alutini within the dépattment‘(sélfirati;gs).

The purposes af the chaptef were to examine several methodological-

questiaﬁé with respect to peer ratings (e.g., their stéhility,
whether to exclude the raters' own departments when calculating
tetings, e;g.),rto examine the.relationship betweéﬁgpeef ratings .

angjselfaratiﬁgs, to;gansiigr evidence related to the "yalidity" “of

fatings iﬁformatian, and to offery judgmentsiabcht the appropfiateness

'p%;ratings information as an indicator, of dowtoral program qua;iéy5 '
T£é basic fiﬁdipgs of this chaété: are these:

Co . . L 7 -
- ==Peet ratings arg quite stable over time. The relative \

A L4

-

rankings of the 25 departments in this study we:é %ety
similér to thé rankings of theée same departments based
' , .
i ﬂn_daéé‘gatheréd six yeafs earlier. ¢
--Nevertheless, peer rating8 d3?§ppear to‘bé Sénsiiive to
some chaﬁges_in indi?iéual departments. Though the overall

tankings were quite similar, shifts of thtee or four ranks

= * .
did “occur for some departments.

—-Peer ratings of the quality of a department's facglty are so
highly correlétéd with Eeetxratings of the aﬁtraétivéness
of ‘a doctoral p?cgram that very little information seems to -
be added by including a fatiﬁg of program §tt§agtivenegé;

“--In obtaining peer ratings, it saems to make little difference
 Wwhether the féters? current empMying depéi;mgnts or the o
departments from whi;h the raters earned their doctorate are

Y ' R

1gg. -




excluded from the ratings. Neither the absolute ratings

nor the relative rankings afﬁﬁrag;ams apﬁéar to be affected

to any extent by this logistical question.
—-Rating program subsPEQialties dées not appear t@ be a very

pfgmising alternative. Most EQESpez;altj ratings are very

. highly correlated with total prégram‘i-tings and thus

provide very lirtle additional inf@rmgtién; *Eﬁrthe}ﬁgre,
) Lf -

_ there are few potential raters in some subspecialties, and’

‘the lack of familiarity with a number éf‘pfagtams results
P ;

in sq few ratings that one must be concerned about their

" reliability.

s;Self—tatings of the schalarly;égcellence:gf a program by
faculéy, sttdents, and alumni are in general agreement,
though the extent of ;;rEEment is not as‘highgin history as-;

it is in the gther two discipliﬂeg. All three 'kinds nf

-

selr-ratings cnrrespnnd fairly clnsely with peer ratings. .
External judges and’ thaga within de,f:a:tmenta ‘se to be in_
:general agreemgntiabaﬁt the academic excellence of the

fac ulty and felated program elements.

Esga,h k nds f uality ratings are highiy related to program

emphasis on prepariﬂg schalats/regeazahers, program size,;

and the training and reseafeh involvemeat of faculﬁyiz Peer .

research-oriented indicatgrs of- pragrgm quglity than .are

= \

alf-ratingg, which appear to be- saﬁgﬁhat more highly

rglated to less traditional prqgtaﬁ*gharagteristigs.

& -
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~-Indicators of a number of other program characteristics
provide information aboit the quality of a program that

is not conveyed by peer ratings.
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Chapter 5
b3

*

Digeuﬂsioﬁ in the prﬁvﬁmq rhapter concerning peer ratings nf

", ] . - .
tha quality of graduate faculties is only one of many indicat ion

thgt;éhg characteristics of a progran's fébulty are among the most

important indicators of a program's quality. Particularly at the

dovtoral level, it is often literally true that the faculty members

are the program: students enroll to ctudy with leading scholars in .

their special areas of interest, the faculty act as mentors as well as
granters of degrees, and they produce new knowledge that advances

the discipline while it also in:r ses profassional gwareness'af the
department. Peer ratings of fagulty quality are one way to measure

. . -

this dimension. In addition, this atudy assessed several more 3
gpesifiz characteristics of department faculties by averaging self-
réé@fté from mémgéfg of tﬁé;faculty and fatingé from their advanced
éfédﬁéte students.

* The asses sment of faculty character stics concentrated on

Ehree general areas: ‘(1) the training, knawledge, and skill ~that .
faculty membars brought t6 the task nf doctoral education 1in . a
particultar program; (2) the quality of the teaching by a program's

faculty; and (3) the scholarly activity, research productivity, and

. professional contribution of a department's faculty members. . .

3

Measurgs of indicators in each of these areas will be reviewed in

"the first part of this chapter, and a report of the ways in which



they relate to ane‘aﬁéﬁhe% and to a vd#riety of program characteristics '
will follow. o
' ) #

1g and Ability

A brief profile of.the backgr.unds of faculty members who

completed questionnaires for this stuﬂy'willfte‘faund in Appéndix E.
oL ‘ ¢ "o :
Almost all of the faculty members in cvery program (96X to 99%)

repnrted an earned Ph.D. degréei Au uverage of 70X to 80X of the

- .
i -

ésculty members in each.program in all three diéﬁip!ines had been
v

rewarded byiproﬁﬂﬁjén to aﬁﬂééiaEE!Of full professor and held a

tenured appﬁintmenéj A majority-had m;:é than 10 years of teaehiﬁg ,

%??Eriéﬂée- All of these charac Ee iatics of faeuity members are

possible indicators of theit scho 1 rly training and skill, and one
would want to inquire about them when evalugcing a ducznxal .program,

but none of them affereé suffieient vgfiability tao be very useful

L , | .

as a program degcfiptar in .this study. =~ S
! Three possi ible measures of the degree origins of members of

i B !; R . ) 1. 3
the faculty.were investigated. Fazulty‘ﬁuestiannsire respondents

i ndicated the university from which they igeeivgdrthgir highest
degree, and thez1959 ACE tatiﬁgs of the quality of the grgduage

fg§u;;y'in the appropriate field were a ssigned to each réspgﬂdent;}

Three EEE%FE were rhen computed for each program: (1) the average

.
peer ratiﬁg af-prngfams from whi:h faculty mEmbers received their'

-

_higheaz degrees (2)_the percent of faculty. who received énctgrgtes
from “1§:ding institutions" in their field (peé: rating 5.0 of above
. o ] . =

5 .




2n Bﬂﬁi%“gni Andersen, 197@); and iS) the percenﬁ of fééulﬁy who -

zféééivéd déeéofgtes f;ag the most prestigeous programs (peer ratings

s or iba;iS' Thblezs.l gives the means, standard deviations, and

;inza::ar:tlltinns “of these items. Most faculty wemberr (an average

-871 in chemistry ;;partﬁgnts, 86X in history departmenrs, ;nd iéi in .
- pnychalng'y depgrtments) rgceim,d ‘their highest degree from a "lead:lng
;'%n; i Jrian" in their field. These results are consistent with the I

vety strung eﬁphasiai;ﬁ the traiming of fesegrcths and scholar/

Eggghgfa in the top prestige programs) disgussed in Ehapter 32!§nd!
with the tendency for graduates ‘of ﬁcp pregzige programs to be

e?ﬁinyed by ?hiD;—gggnting universities (see Chapter 10). The
:négsufgs ‘are SO, highiy correlated cs to be pfigtgFgllylinyeré

changeable. o , o .

‘ Bﬁthgsﬂudaﬁts agd faculty members w%thiﬁ each pﬁagram were
“given ;n opportunity to evaluate the schplatship and research
fﬁ&ility of the current fggult§i Though ;Eudent judgments that
. iféeuléy kﬂawledge and gchcléﬁly ability are ﬁe:eellen;"'vgryKQEEEf

uhgt with the prest tige of the fi)gta’iﬁl's facﬁlty,éﬁ:ife than 30% of
' thé studénts in almest all programs judged the fa:ulty to bef
"Eigellent or "good," Faculty ‘members viewed the aaademig ,ability

of thei.: col eague. aDmEﬁhEE more rricically, and in ways that gre ‘.

:ﬁgre consistent\yith extrernal peer ratings. Items reflecting faculty

and student. ratings)of the faculty's schalarship pte included in the

‘8cales to fepfeaénz the éuaiit, of Eeaching (discussed next) or the. .

academic excellence of ‘a program (see Ghaﬁﬁer 4).

SRR EV'R
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. Table 5.1 : ‘
) Intercorrelations of Measures of tha Qualityraf Programs - ,
-ﬂ' -4 s ’ i . V
: from whigh Fac ulry Received Ph.D.'s
Coitrelations
) Sou f-I‘h D. . 1 2 3 Mean s,D. ’
 Auavana waov Taris a + ab -
k. Average peer rating c - 3.88 .86
of faculty quality H - 3.83 47
1S P == 3'; L.’;Z n35
2. ?é?i&ﬁt with peer C ,B%'; - 87 11
rating 3.0 or above H ‘95 -- 86" 16
P93 - 73 21
3. Percent with peer: €. 65 &0 =- 71 19 °
v rating 3.5 or above H 97 8 - - &7 22
' P 90 81 -- e =C 21

Note: Peer ratings used in this analysis were collected
by ACE in 1969. Variables 2 and 3 can be obtained for ‘aculty
. in any program from data published in Roose & Andersen, 1970.. -

8¢ = G]éEiEtry (Jsié) H = HiSEDZY (N!Zi), P = Psychology (NmZA)
B b5 =Dis nguished 4=gtrang, 5=Gnnd Z-Adquate, l-Harginalil
n )
R i *
. " .
Sl 1 1;3 7
- : - i oot )
" - ‘ ° 3 t !
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. lhe nglity teaching in an educqtional program is an
a
fuportant aspegr of quality vegard rdless af a program's-purpose.
S;uﬂeﬁt gvalv*tians of indivilual courses agé instructors have

hqganr fairly vell accepted at the undergraduaze 1e¢el. Theugh
evnluating che teaching af d;-tazal studer.ts is mo'ce campler,

since often tue instruction is relatively unstructured, most

chni:mg; of chemistry and gg;chalag} departments inazhe study
repo rted_tﬁét there were regular depéﬁtﬁentél procedures fot the ) *fg
evaluation of courses and instructors by dactatg;.studentg
x(731§nd712 respe;tivély) and also thagimnst indi vidual professors
obtain course evaluations from their cdoctoral studentsi(ééz gnd
67% respectively repljing "always' or "often"). Fvaluations qi

1natructi§n afe not quite s@ common in history dePartmenté; with

porting systematiﬁ prucedurﬁs and 487 repurting fairly fre~uent

. 57% x

use of ‘course evaluatians by individual faculty memrers. Nevartheless,

‘the depgftment chairmen’s reports suggest that depaftments are more
. gt I
edﬁcetnef'abauﬁ the quality of teaching iﬁ'grgduate programs than

‘often is assumed.

One way to obtain an index of the general levei of the?ﬁugli;y cf

teaching in a program would be to average such student assessment af

o

73individualvgﬂufses and faculty members.- However, there are cevere

tical limitations to this pracedure; particularly i{ compara-

bility across programs and disciplines is desdired, bezaﬁse of the

different procedures -that are used by different universities and

even byidiffgtent departments within universities. Therefore, the

4
A




s

procedure selected for this etuﬂy was to asx students to make
igeﬁefel ratings of the chereetefieeiee of thelr graduate faculty

ora four-point scale from "excellent" to "poor." Some of these

L1
*

queeeiene asked for judgments ebeuekfeeulty preparation % eeufﬁeeg-
Hheipfulneee to students, excitement for new ideas, teeehi%é methods,
end;ﬁvereil quaiity ef teaching. Reeeeneee to seven eueh items wefe
‘ranbiﬂed to farm sicale scores _to represent the quelity -of teaching
experienced by advunced graduate eEudente in each ﬁteérem; Details

* ef the etudent eeaje No., 7, Quality ef Teaching, egn'Ee found in
- . = - = ) P ‘-
= j g; ) - 5
Teble 5.2 1lists most of ‘the items in the scale and the &-2rage -
percent of students who rated the faculcy "good" or "exeeilentqﬂiﬁ

Appendix F. . _ o = . ..

prograps grouped according to discipline and to peer rating. of the

geeduateffeeultyg The most notable characteristic ef these responses

is eh;% they do not vary veryvmueh ffeé-eﬂe gfeupieg gf‘pragrgge to |

: eﬂe%hef, suégeetiﬁg that thefe are some good end some not 80, geed
teeehéfe to be found in programs at all reputatieﬁal 1evele. »

StgdenEe hEVe a high epiﬁien of the knowledge possessed by their -

feeuley ﬁéﬂbere. The also find them reasonably excited about new
ﬁe; in the field. But only half td two-thirds of the students’in
: mnet pregfame thiﬁk that the faculty pruvide very useful eritieisﬁ

of their work, help tbem deal with classwork, use eppgpptiete_

* teaching methods, or in'genefel ere.very geed teaehere- The eeale

score éejpeted:ffem ;h ese obse i ns will be used to eher;eteri:e

repert. . .
) ) 1] 7 !




iabie 3.2 | ﬁ .

V' Petcgntlgal of Students Rating Faculty Teaching "Excellent" or "Cood" h
I j
5 / L | ;(Averages of Prngram Pereentaggs) _ﬂ
_' Chemistty \ History
| 8 . 1,' 8 ML
L; En!ul flcuit* eﬂtiein of my work (S-Z-c) 65 59 66. <75 66 86
I- Bilpfulnm {n dealdng vith classwnrk ,,l A
(saz—;) o g 41 69 13 61 66 88 °
3 Taovladge of the el od) o wmmes e
i Bxcitenaat for nev ddeas fn the feld N o
(S-Z-j) | , ., 93N LECURY ) A

s. umm qu;lity o  toaching (S—Z-k) 5365 61 82 70 B4

| , I
 visul ;id;':t:.) (S-Z:n) 56 % 5 68 kS ?z
e ——— ——— T T . -
!H Eiih-gllr-rltad quality of the faculty (N =% prngrana iﬂ thani::?y 7 in histnfy nn!%
, psychology), - -
M = Nedium an‘ltedﬂ quality of the faculty (N 11..pragrm) | . ?
L = Tov peer-rated quality of the faculty (N's 6 programs in ehﬂ:ﬁ{y and history, . \;f
51in psyahalqg) ; \\ ) i 3
. o I ) ' 3
- 18, -




Research Productivity. : - . . .

_The most frequently cited indicator of the résearch eminence

*

"of 1udividual faculty members ot depattmenés 18 their publication

o’ recgféf Seveiral studies have develaped.élabérase gystems fnf
avgiuéting the quality as well as the quantity éfﬁpublicatigns by
’by caﬂntiﬂg eitations to pubLiShed mat%?ial (cf., Cole .& Cole,
1967; élemenge, 1974; Dreﬁ; 1975;-Pafter & Wélfle, 1975).
Such procedures are more acceptable to %Embets of the academic
community because they seem to take into account the 'varied quality

¥

of professional materials that may find their way into print.
Havever, there are a number of methadaicgicgl problems with such
méasufes and; in addition, they tequite detailed data, from
3 ' a% about a large numbér of individuals within each diécipline.s
There 15 considerahle evidence that self-reported zgunts.nf
publicatians, déspite their obvidus patentinl for ;rr@:, are highly
felated ta indexes bf publicatinn quality in a number®of fields
(Jauch & 65 1975). Therefafeg ye adopted facultyrselfﬁrepcrféd‘
,éaunts'qf publications ;ﬂd scholarly pfesentatiansgés the measures
of fgeulty pfédﬂﬂﬁiVi§§&iﬂ this study. |
Hegsu:es of the most traditional indicator of research érgguc—'
" tivity, faculty publications, were obtained by asking faculty
- members to record the number of journzl articles and single chapters
in books, schglé book reviews, authored bo nks, edited books or
L

anthologles, and monographs and manuals that they had publighgd in |
= i i

A ez




their entire professional career and in the last three years (1972-75).

The average pércentages of faculty members who reported publication
.- ,
uf varinua numbers of dacuments, grouped by peer rating of the

=

qﬂglity of che fseglcy in each program, are reported in Table 5.3.
- Reports of wuthored and edited books and monographs have béen

" combined. -
'Discipline differences in publication patterns are apparént

from the data in Table 5.3. More than 90X of chemistry respunde”,,
t

repﬁrtgd more than five journal publications in their careers and

at least one journal article in the last three years. Many have’%

total é’mgfe than 50 journal publications to their credit, and .

o+

" . 16 or more jnurnal publi:atigns in thé last three years. Psycﬁﬂlé—.

ists are not qu ite so prnlific but they appear to follow che same
general pattern. ;Histafians reported publication of'many mare
écﬁaiarlyiboak reviews and more buoks during their entire careers,

as well as in the last three years, than did prnfesgurs in

the other two fields. '
The different patterns of publication by discipline probably

-reflect the different traditions and exﬁeetstians f@t,publicatiaﬁ‘
that are characteristic of these fields. Chemists almost always

collaborate in their research, frequently publish tegul;s‘hs ORE

of Béﬁgral coauthors, and tend to publish several articles on

different aspects of one research effort. Therefore, the a?Efagé

. )
number of publications for faculty members in a chemistry department
ig almost certain to be highef than the average for most other

f{li sciplines. - : T
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laple 2.3 * 8

- Faculty Publications and Presentations
. ' A{Average of Program Percentages)

) ) tht‘nistfy Histery,)
Product Number H M L2 ( H M Ik

F—— i B - - - — e e,

l. Professional iftielg; and aingle e 0-5 10 .4 5 40 52\‘ .
chapterp in books, :ﬂtal career 6-25 21 32 54 51 A0
(E—S-g) ‘ 26~-50 19 31 30 12 5 5

v ' ! i 51+ 48 32 9 4 2 1

3. Sch@lurly book reviewa, total career " None 55 53 70 16 . 18 29 :
(F—Q—I) ‘ o 1-5 .33 33 22 8 20 22, . .

T — R e e - - S S — S i

7

6-25 10 5 32 37 40 29
. . 26+ 1 2 1 26 21 17
3. One or more books or mgg{agraph;f y total None 53 55 61 13 .21 30 . 43
career (F-9-a) = : ©o-1=2 28 29 23 . 32 37 33 3

] ‘ 3+ 19 -16 16 ' .54 42 36 ;
b. Profegsional articles and single ‘None 3 8 10 “ 11 16 23 ‘
" chapters in books, last three - i\-5( - 17 31 5 |, 71 74 60

ol yeg’rs (Fﬁ9—5') . 6=15 42 42 33 15 8 13
C T 16#\ - 36 19 S -~ - 3

\ ; .
3. s:halarly book reviews, last three "+ Nune 71 t"ho . 20 23 35
'~ years (F—Q-‘b) : Ea -1-5 26 ,_ZSr 18 S 51 50
° = L ® ’ ) 6’" \ - 2 . 2 1 - ' 5 B

. One or more baqu or mﬂggrslahs, 1ast None 172 69 71 40 47 53
Chre years (F-9:b) - 1, . 118 19 15 . 34 36°26
’ ' 2+ -10 11 14 25 17 20

. Ptéfu;:lml bresentations in last’ None 6 11 12 8 29 18
12 months (P-p21) 1-2 14\ 30 31 38 40, 46
. 32 29 42 30 21 22

| 6 |46 2713 18 9 8 -

. (

%See foo cotnote, 'rghle 5.2 O
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The pattern of collaboation, coauthnrship snd emphasis on

journal articles rather than books is also characteristic of

psychologists, though the frequency of publication is glightfy lower
than among ckemists. Historians, ho =2ver, have a different pattern.

They tend to work alone rather than in =oliabora. ‘on with others,

and to work on ome major scholarly project at a Like. ihe gual ur

-
=y

this project is iikely to be a Lookr, iaough they may publish
y 3 & J J ¥

individual chapters as journal .rticles while the book is in  ocess.
1h14ch mars hanlke hur fawser rticles than chemists or psvcholoe-

gists. Historians also publish more schola ly book reviews,

ause there are more books to be reviewed as well as

o
m
]
-
L

b=}
L]
o
m
[

because they carry more weight as scholarly contributicns than do
book reviews in the other two disciplines.

Faculty members also were asked to report the aumber of times

P

in the past 12 months that they had presented some of “heir research
results or other scholarly material as a colloquium speaker, visiting

lecturer on anotlier campus, or speaker at a professional meeting.

The avetrage pro

e

ram frequencies bv discipline are prcsented as the
last item in Table 5.3. Again, chemists are most prolific, but

there are no great differences bhetween the disciplines. Most

i

E,

departments averaged a median of 3 t- 5 presentations per faculty
member in the prior 12 .onths.

ThE?SEIE-prDFEEd data on faculty productivity were used to
2énstfuct_four measures for use in other analyses. First, the

number of professional articles, single chapters in bocks, and



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

e i dividual annual

av..age anr 11 rate ot journal publication. 1l.es
)
ratres wers then averaced within programs as a measure of the long-term
productivity of the facult
The average number of professional articles, single chapters

in books, and scholarly book reviews in the past three years amdng

faculty members within g department was adopted as the second index

p&rfafménce, the publication of books or mondgraphs, posed problems

11

because of discipline differcnces, the rel~tive infrequency of
publishing books, énd failure to find anv satisfactory way to weight
bank and article production so that thev could be combined in any
defend®ble and aicéptablé form. Therefore, the percent of. facultv
members in a program who had published one or more books or mono-

gra~hs was adopted as the measure of this variable in this study.

=

t 18 a measure of the extent to which a prog ‘am has taculty members
. o

who (iave made a major con.cibution to their field through the



publication of one or more books ratner than - measure oaf the
number of books tha. thev have published.
i N\
The fnurth index of research productivitv. number of presenta-

& -
§ / i 109 ,: 1 i = - P § - L I
tiods in the past 12 months, is arm ave.:.:ge of faculty reports w~ithin

_ f 3 _ S - .
Eféh program.

Scholarly Activity and Recognirion

an be +d that publication rates are important, but «re 10t

-t
-+
i
ey
[y 1
UMJ

sufficient to repre: .at the research and scholarlv excel ence of a
faculty; journal ar icles or DuUKs dre Only Lhie Lip 0L the ice. g
of faculty research ~f7ort: and contributions to thelr professiocn.
Current activ? involvement in researc.. also ‘s important, as is
contact with colleagues zﬂr@ugh;fererEELng articles or editing

journals, serving as officers in professional agsociations, and

carving -~ raview committees and site visit teams.

¥

)

One section of the faculty questionnaire asked respondents t

indicate their ewperience in a varier of nrofessional areas.

partmefnis

\l"‘
[
o~
D
m
m
"rj‘
Ly}
[
3‘
,.a
]
.
r- 1

Scale No. 3 on Research ACEi
with high scores o

eported that they had:

-= received an award for ovutstanding research o r scholarly writing.
-- edited a journal in their field or served as & member f a
journal editorial board. _

their field. &

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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-~ received an inztitutional or deps:t~enral research grant
in the current year

~= recelved a nonuniversitv grart or conr*ract fo support their
research in the current vear.

This scale is used in this researc® to represent th  level o

cmmmmak o -
Other profesgional ~xyroricnzes ranorvted R fo-nley ars

presented in Tab.. 5.4, together with thelr reperts of the numher of
davs away from campus during the past vear for professional activi-
ties such as meetings, s eeches, or consu.ting. It is important to
find >ut about such activities when inv estigating individual

pre¢ ocams, but t 1~ items did not combine welil to form a scale score,

and-they were too numerous to use individually in most analyses in

this

[d

1l receive only occasional mention

L]

study. Therefore, they wi

in the remainder of this report.
RS

p§1atiﬂﬂﬁh"ﬁﬁ Arﬁnﬁﬁ H asgures nf T:'gr-n1 t1r Dgfﬁﬁrmgﬁg

e

The interrelationships of these ﬁeasufeé can help;ug answer
several questions. Do taculty who perform at a high level in one
area 'tend to perform highly in all areas? Are thé peer ratings of
fgiulcy quality, discussed in the previous chapter as ad%itianal
méaaufes of faculty perrormance, related to the more aE}Ective

measures of scholarly productivity and professional activity? Does

faculty research activity complement or detract from teaching

- performance? The intercorrelations of eight measures of faculty

performance are presented in Table 5.5, together with the means and

*
mEkasmdanmd damsrd abd snms ~F 2ha cramdalkd o=
cednoal SQOVLAGLLSHS oL Laf VaTriidcils.

\h..‘
Mo
&
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Percentages of Faculty Reporting Selected Professiona’

Activities and Recogr. ..ns

(Average Percentage Answering Yes'')

Chemistry History Psychology
B oM L2 H oM L8 H oM L°
1. Have you served on government
or foundation review committees,
site visit teams eor national
advisory councils in the lasc
three yea.s?! (r-8-3) A5 (A 56 iU L4 sJ 39 18
2. Have you held a postdoctoral
fellowshig? (F--8-b) £7 68 59 70 63 41 L' 32 19
3. Have you r=ceived a sericus job
. inquiry from another employer
in the last two ye :rs? (F=3-c) 54 7 37 57 44 i? 62 55 53
4, Have:you‘received an award for
outstanding teaching? (F-8-d) 17 18 22 15 17 31 8 11 12
ggési Have vou received an award for
outstanding professional s
practice? (F-8-f) 14 11 6 8 9 13 3 5 6
6. Have you held office or served
on boards of a national proies-
sional association or organiza- .
tion? (F-8-g) 34 38 20 58 44 39 41 .35 17
7. Have you held office or served
on committees of state or
regional professional organiza-
tions? (F-8=h) 25 45 48 33 42 48 25 32 136
8. Days away from campus on
professional activitics in
past 12 months (F-10" .
-5 days 13 18 23 27 43 31 18 27 39
=15 days 32 44 55 45 39 50 47 46 39
i5-30 days 33 22 11 16 8 12 29 20 12
31+ davs 17 15 6 ( 6 5 . 6 6 9
4;; — . — — S —— _
See footnota, Table 5.2
LB i
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Tabie 5.5
Intercorrelations of Messures: of Faculty Performance

) Measure 12 3 4 5 6 71 8 Me:

1. Average annual number c® -- 3. .0
journal publications H  -- 2. .5
entlre career T - 2. .6

2. Average number of C 93 -- 1. .8
jeurnal publicarions H 3l -- 6. .5
in last 3 year: P 22 -- 7..

3. Percent vwho published C 33 39 --

a book, entire caresecr H 24 55 --
s V FETRY
+
4. Percent who publisher C 14 26 84 --
a bouk in last 3 years H 34 47 77 --
. o 37 58 81 - )

5. Average number of C 76 80 12 02 ~-- 4.9 .2
presentations, last H 75 48 12 16 -- 2.5 .9
12 months P 11 32 67 41 -- 3.1 .2

6. Research A¢t1v1E§}k C 63 69 54 37 55 == 2.7
scale (F-Sc~#3) H 70 43 50 37 65 -- .0

Z

P 40 61 60 44 60 =--

12 =03 05 -11 -14 11

[

Todl ol P
L= Y ]
Pt M

LSO S
et e
=N _Nel

7. OQualitv of Teachine C 11 -=
. gscale (5-Sc-#7) H 43 14 14 00 39 15 --
P 28 27 538 23 79 59 -~--
. B, Peer ratings of faculty A5 90 34 19 64 73 09
quality (F=25-a) H 55 50 52 37 56. 78 00
: P 33 47 57 40 45 86 52
f 3 = Chemistry (N = 24 programs
H = History (N = 25 programsy
P = ( .

Psyzhology (N = 24 programs)
P
_bAFEEng number of !'yves' responsas to five iters

€4 = Excellent, 3 = Good. ? = Fair

d

5 = Distinguished, 4 = Strong, 3 = Good
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The two measures of the prod.crion
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Table 5.5 suggest & continuity o
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who have produced a large number - ~ arti .. : througuout their carr rs
also tend tc hav: produced relatively large numbers 27 articles in:thé
last three years. A similar conclusion applies to the publicaticn of
books. Fowever, the smaller cc-relations between the average annual
number of articles pr-duced %, " faculty :nd thec percentage of
faculty memberas who produced books suggest Ebat these two types of

» publication activities are relatively independent.

. As expected, the number ol rresentatfons in Lhe past 12 months

i were mor closely aligned with the production of articles than with
éhé pfoﬂuction of books. The research activity scale correlates
) relatively highly with al; of ghe productivity measures, as do peer
) ;atings‘af faculty auaiiﬁy. The quality of téachiﬁg scale, however,
gpgs?énf{yiﬁeaéuréq gné@thing quite different. for the Eﬂrrélatiaﬁs
‘;ith almost all of the other performance measures in cﬁémistry and
higtory and come of the publicatdions “zésureé in pevchology are
very low. These results strongly suggest the relative independence
l of faculty teaching exceller._c as percelved by_stgdents and the
self-reported research invalveméﬁt of faculty members.

When interpreting these results, it is important to recall!ZWQ
things: correlations can be misleading; anqiane.af the goals of
this project was to find way  to evaluate indiv%dyal pfngfamsi To
see how thése points bear on the faculty results, consider the
relationship between the aﬁerage annual production of journal
articles and the peer ratings of faculty quality in history, as

) |

. L . 128
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Tary

skovn in Figure 5.1. The .p.re plots peer ratings of his
faculty horizontally and averace nnual ;- iblications vertically,
with individual programs represented by randomly assigned letters.
Lines have been drawn to jndic.te the mean ~f each variable.
Perfect agreement between the characteristics would be represented

by 1 diagonal line from.the lowe- left to upper right corners.

J,Mhﬁ‘_m~‘

Although the crrrelation in Figure 5.1 is fairly high (.55), the
" locations of Departments J, C, and K provide a good illustration of

the way in which correlations can be misleading for individual

L]

eview. ''he raculty or Uepartment ., the mcst productilve of

L4

piégfam
-
all,-has one of the lowest ratings, and the facuity of Department C,
which hias a taging just below that of Department K, averaged nearly
twice as many articles per yeaﬁ as K, |
Figvre 5.2 shows the relationship befween peer~tatings and the
average number of articles produced in the iast three years in
psychology. The faculty of Department H, nesr the bottom .cf the
peer ratings, is ahéut as prédu:ti'e as ;;ﬁt of Department M, the
second most-highly-rated department. The fac#lzy of Department I
_ was more than twice as productive as Department K's, yet it was
i lréted:slightly lﬂﬂef-: )
Recenfly it haﬁ beéﬁ suggested thét,tﬁe rate of faculty publica-
’itianzin key journals migﬁt be usedias an objective measure of depart-
m?atsl performance in the sciences, since it has been Eﬁﬁﬂﬁ to
correlate highly with the ACE :stings of quality (Drew & Karpf, 1975).

" The garteisti;né in Table 5.5 suggest that self-reported counts of

publi@atiﬂns in chemistry might do as well, and they would be much

, - 12y
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- Figure 5.1, Scatterplot of Peer Ratings of Faculty Quality and Faculty Average Annual Journal
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ip “rund onlv in

easier to collect. TRee ez DD v iabiond

robably are miuch iess “seful a5 sinele indicators ~f qualitv in

performance is that eachk »ne of them contrilk 'f=2> some unique view

of a department's character ana guality. No (1e measure is

gfffg?égﬁffi;;ent to as 2ss the qualitv o faculty performBnce or of tl.e

- - -1 1
GG e s pawpms e o

wr

Correlates of rTaculty Perfurmgnce

The measures described in the previous section are concerned

ts of faculty performance: the quality of

el
]

with three major aspe

their work as teachers, their current involvement with research-type

= = k]

activicties (suci d4s ediling pruiessiuvlal juusuals, (eviéwing papeis,

s,

and obtaining research grants), and their contribution to new

knowledg.: in their tields tprough publications in this section

LY -

performance in each of these

I
-
=
m
‘G
ot
"
oy

we will loc’: at one measur

areas in relation to other departmental descriptors, in orde. to

. | ,
identify the kinds of programs that are associated most closely
with different patterns of faculty behavior. The variables selected

for closer inves!igation are the student scale on the quality of

- L]
teaching, the faculty scale on research activity, and the average

nnmher of {anrnal pihlicariosns in rhe tast trhree vears by a depart-

ment's faculty members. ihe last .:dicator was selected from among

the several productivitv mrasures in "able 5.5 because it seemed to

: o 132
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S
represent most accurately the current status of a program witn
respect to facuity scholarly contributions to ea.l. discipline.

Table 5.6 presents the correlations of these three measures of
faculty performance with a variety of other dePa,tiégtal descriptors.
These data indicat~ that:

—- student ratings c¢© the quality of teaching in all three
disciplines af%foSFﬂgly related only to student ratings of

the learning eg?fr9533ﬂt {8) and personal satisfaction with

the education they are receiving (9), and to some extent with

taculity research 1nvolvement 1n psycnoLogy.

-- only in chemistry are the number of publications and the amount

of research activity both highly related to the research emphasis

* of the program (1), =esources (3), travel away from campus (5), =
and outside research gr .nts (7). ¢ i

) ) %é but in all three disciplines there is a strong relationship
between the size ef the program (2) and the number of recent
faculty iournal publications (despité the fact that the
publication index hgs been adjusted for the number of faculty
members in the de@artﬁm&nt) . |

. -- the research scéivity séale cogrelates more highly witﬁ a

number of other research-related program desgriptors than
does the publicatici. measure in all three dieciplines,
auggegting that this may be a better single indicator of the

, , X b e . t
research performance of a department’'s faculty. ‘

-- programs with faculty members who are actively involved in

S
-
-

!
[
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Correlations of Three ‘ :asures :f Faculty Performance

_«with Other Departmental Descriptors

- — - S ———— M e S — e —— = - i S ——— S — — -

Quality of
‘ teaching
’ scale

Avg. number
journal pubns.

~ last 3 yrs,

C B P

Research -
Activity

Scale

1. Program emphasid on research (F-2-m) 13 -02 61
2. Size: FIE doctoral students (DP-5) 2 01 29

3, Faculty-rated édequaﬁy of physical and financial
resources (F-2-x) 34 00 60

b, Féculty-fatgd scholarly excellen.» « program |
(F- Se-#1) _ 24 13 "2

3. Faculty days away from .ampus (F;—l@)-Er -16 20 29
§i Experience: years aince receiving d .orate
~(P-14) 17 -22 25

3. Percent of faculty with outside research ;
grant (F-8-1) 04 27 46

8. Student-rated environment .ur learning
(S-Se-#1) - 3 52 63 58

9. Student satisfaction with program to meet

their needs (5-5c-#3) \ 68 8y 77
0. Aluni: extremely good preparation for

scholarly research (A-4-a) 13 25 ~19
1, Percent of alummi currently engaged in research *

or research dnd teaching (A-18- ) ) -07 " 04 02

" Program Characteristics C H P

84 21 28
77 48 61
56 03 30

68 27 43
i 11

e
[

19 03 -04
67 31 3
-16 =25 15
21 16 177
60 46 24

22 06 49

I O

ol
13

75

58

33

83

02

30

76
61

66

162

40
14

'51

67
51
1

69
51

87

01

el ——— e ——— e

~ %See footnote, Table 5.5
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research and publication produce al mi whe sav tihat the program

" = - S - R : - . LT - . 1
for careers in scho.ariy <eseaich

prepar:  them "ext.emely well
(10} :nd these alumni tend tc take jobs invol ing research (11).
(The negative cocreiation between Taculiy research azrivity

and percent of alumni in research positions in chemistry

prcoably reflects the high ;.rcent of chemists who report an

app - ied or practiti~.er major job aectivity in industry.)

The correlations bet :en facgl, age or experience (years since
receiving the doctorate, #6 in Table 5.6) and measures of faculty

=

pélfarmaﬁﬁe suggest a relationship of any consequence only in the
resear:h zctivity of chemists and ps.chologists. M re experienced

faculty members were not viewed by their students as better teachers,

\U"

ut experience perhaps gives them mere visibility and more opportunity
fnr research activiey.

The table of background characteristics of faculty respondents
in Appendix E gives the average hours per week reported by faculty

members in each discipline spent in professional activities such as

teaching, advising students, research and scholarly writing, and

 program administration. As expected, hours spent in teaching are

negatively related to research productivity and activity, and hours
spent in'research 2nd writing usually demonstrate the opposite
relationship to these variables. However, there are many mixed
relationships between faculty reports of the ways in which they
,_ané‘zheir time 4ind other measures of program chardaclerislics,
suggesting that time estimates are not very valid indicators-of

program activity.



A pereieteet question in highor education, at the graduate as well
ee the undetgreduete 1evel, is the relationship between the feeeereh
Eeffart af Eaeuley membe:e and their skill as teachers (ef.; Fulton & Trow,
1974) ‘Must graduate pfegfeme emphasize faculty research and publica-

. -_ tion in efdef te previde gend learning experiences end good teeehing

fet the ?eung echelere who enroll in the pgggrams? Table 5.7 reports

the felntiaﬁehip of a program's’ faculty research activity score

#

. snd the Evetege number of jeurﬂel articles published in the last

three years with a variety of program indicators related to the N
learniug environment and good teaching. - Though some of the correla-

‘tions have been reported in earlier tables, it seems useful to

bfing,them_togeéher in this wav to examine the question of resear 'h

vs. teaching.
Before investigating these relationships, jerhaps it would be
ueefulete point out the .difference between a program's emphasis on

pfepering etudente for positions as eellege teachers, as discuased
. - ) . '! ,
in Ch3§;er 3, and the performance of faculty members as'teachers and

as advisers to students. _ The attention given bﬁ;e program to the

training of researchers, teachers, or practitioners is not necessarily

relatéd to ‘the perf0fmenee of the faculty membe:e in that program as

'Eeeehers or as researchers. However, the weight given to Ehe

i A

perfermenee measuresg_ might vary depending upon -a program’

Y

purposes. . ) "f; .

Of the variables related to good teaching tha .are lieE?d in

Y:Ieble 5.7, only alumni reports of their dieeefqetien experiences 6)-

by

. .Ié}{f




Correlations of Faculty Research Activity and Publications -

- with Eight Variables Related to Good Teaching

Research ‘Jaurﬁal_ °
Activity ~ Publications °

Teaching Measures : c H p® ¢c H P

, ~ . — . I ——e

‘ 1. Student-rated quality of teaching 11 15 59 -03 14 27
(s~Sc-#7) ; _ , .

2. Student-rated envircument for - -learning .
(8=Sc~-#1) ' B 02 -49 01 . =-16 -25 15

3. Student-rated faculty concern for .
¥ students (S-Sc-#4) : -11 -2+ 12 =13 -21 -14

4. Student assistantship experience ’ )
(s-Sc-#8) - 34 -13 66 4 -2 23

5. Students: learned a great deal in - : -
department (S-1-0) . 18 42 07 - =04 19 11
7 /\E‘ . B = =
' . N .
6. Alumni dissertatiua eXperiences v S

7. Paculty-ra*ted humaneness of envifgn—

ment (F-1-m) -/ 32-10 16 12 -15 25

8. ?;cﬁltyérated quality of faculty/ - - .,
student relations (F-2-d) 33 -19 03 13 -11 25

—e - — e ——

A3 f .
85ee footnote, Table 5.5 e

¥

P




assistantship experiences (4) are positively related to faculty
research efforts in chemistry and psychqlogy, no doubt reflecting -
the large number of research assistantships in both of these fields.
A:igqgad*a:rligr, there appears to be some pasitiﬁegrelatiaﬁship
bgtﬁi?ﬁ teaching quality and research activity in éepartngﬂts of
psychology. ﬁut, in general, the patt®rmis one of a low or
negligible relationship between the two vg;iébleg. Teaching and -
e research appear to be relécively independént dimensions, ;ugggsting.
that departments could be excellentrin,ane area and poor in the
other, poor in both, or, as would be the ideal, excellent in both
. areas. Given the limiéaiiQns of finances, it may be‘éasierifaf
faculty memberg who are good researchers to substantially iﬁpzave
“their teaching than Ent'éhése who are good teachers to substanhiaily
:inereése‘cpeir research productivity. 'In any event, research and
!Eéiehing‘aig relatively indeéénden; dimensions for éégesséent when

invéstiggting program quality. -

Summary and lmplications

The quality of a doctoral program's facul;y ptﬂbé%ly is the
single most important characteristic assaciste§ with the assessment
ef!pgpgffm quslity;fss‘feflezteé in éhe wide;pread use of peer
i:;tiﬁés of the guality of a program's faculty as the index of program

quality. On closer investigation, however, we find that there are

several diff‘t; aspects of faguli:y training and performance that

. _ . : i:?é?
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contribute tq a total pilcture of ﬁhe quality of the faculty in any
particular program, and that théaeichafacteristiéé are not well |
reprasented ﬁj any single measure. Some of the major findings
afe-éhagz
-~ asseassmentd of the quality of teaching are most claéely

1n gome detail iﬁ éhapter 8, andiare relatively independent of
the research activity or publication Praducéivity of the faculty.

-= research productivity, as measured by the publication of ;
journal articles, book reviews, and books or by the
pfegentatign of research results aggscholarly gatherings,
varies by discipline and can be measufedsin a number of
different way. with somewhat different implications for
program assessment_

-- the research activity scale, reflecting faculty im; lvement
with professional publicationms and financial Euppnrt for their
fesearq:h rélates more cﬁnsistently with other tesgarzh

variables acr all three disciplines than does sny_@nei
. ' of the publicativns measures, and may be a better single .
‘indicator of faculty research performance.
-~ faculty background characteristics such as highest degree,

tenure, and years of experience do not demonstrate differences
program quality. The degree origin of faculty members, measured

by peer ratings of the programs from which they received their




‘ . , v _
higheat daéfagsi'is somewhat related to other measures of progran
' quality, but serves mainly to éacumené the fact that a very large

-, proportion of the faculty members who teach doctoral students
- in every program in the study earned their highest degrees from .

a hi_ . prestige fyram

_ Thfge measures of faculty performance, in addition Ea‘peer
:lginéa of ﬁgcuity quality, were selected for Eatzicélgf ;Etgntian ‘_ .
. in this chggtézf They were student-¥Fited-quality of Eegehi;g=ns a  §
maisungafétﬁis imp@%ﬁsnt part of e#a;f £a¢g1ty mambgr‘s;préfaﬂsiangl“
responaibility; mésﬂ number of journal aftiaigs and book ég;isws - ; B
' publisﬁad in the last three years to represent a ﬂé?iftﬁéﬂg'é curtent |
research pfaduetivity and acholarly caﬂttiﬁuginn; and;reégatgh fﬂv
activity és fefiecﬁed in a set of items concerned with jaufnii . .
eﬁiéing, artiéle-tefereiing, and university nf external financial .
support Eé%*}ésesrchg Other items, such as professional feeagnition
’*?‘Eh:uugh honors, awards, or offices in pEéfes5;ana1 assge%atiéng.
Fnuld be gddeé Ea‘théilisti However, these three seem to c;PEﬂfE
. the n:jaf elements of faguity peffarmaﬁce reasonably well, and each .
adds sametﬁing unique to the Jnderétanding of departmental excellence

1
in this ares.
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b : . Chapter 6

STUDENT ABILITIES AND ACHTEVEMENT

= . | . ;

The ability and commitment of the students who are attracted

r 4 r . 5 A
tnﬂg;nduata programs and who stay to complete degrees also are

"+ important elements in sﬁpragfam‘s achievemént'ﬁf‘édugatianal'
?tgellingé. ‘Ide§}1y, there wculdxbe comprehensive information = -
:bnué=ﬁh§'ggadeﬁie ability of the students entering each of the
§ap;rtﬁgntgiin the study. Hawever, this information was much %,

. ggfe difficélt'zé obtain than we had expected. Fewer than half

‘of the depaftﬁenté could report average Graduate Regard Eiamiﬁsti@ns ' 1

Egs% scores for their most recent entering students, and almost all

uf the avetﬂge scores that were reported were in a ‘narrdw range

betweeén 600 and 706 Alsn, some of the averages were based o ' .

test scores af ﬁnly a smsll percentage ofigthe students who started |

?3'}tﬂgrgm in any given year; Therefore, department-reported iRE

scores were not considered suffieientlf available or reliable to

ingiﬁdg in qur-dgza analﬁsesi We did not fék student questionnaire

%::pénéin:a.Eairepaét!their own test 325;4; because thef vere

advanced graduate Etédéﬂzg and an average of four or five years

sinéc E:kiné the test aéeﬁgd too long for reliable recall. - -

* - Inan iffart tn find some other staridard measure of student

=
t o

a:ld:nie gbility at entrance, we gxgﬁiﬁed the average GRE scores

that had b:en sent to each depattment in the last yeat. (Scores

are sent to depg;tngnts at- Eh request of the test-takers;

- P I L . : ’ )
EMC, L LU iwiwnale R Jiorc eulyiagalth - = . o : R ST
A Fuiext provid ic
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lul;lrigl of test scores sent to each dePSItment were available
: Iru: th: GRE prﬁgrlm-) _The average af scores sent to a department'
on the advanced test in each field was plﬂECEd against peer ratings
i a£-=h§ quality of the doctoral fgeﬁity in Eﬁg same departientg The
plé:i inéiéated a very high level of correspondence between the |
Egﬁ v:fi;blgg?in all three fields. This clase'ralaéiaqship between
i ;iifagé test scores and program qﬁaligy ratings wg; found gven ‘
:ﬁaugh the average score ranges were quite narrow——626 to 747 on
th; advanced test in chemisdtry, 505 to 590 on the‘hi:;é:f test,
- and 530 to 591 on the psychology test. Other research has
demonstrated that stﬁdents aéﬁltha graduate schools where they

think they have a reasonable chance of bging admi;tad. These
results suggest that high prestige pfagfams attract students with
-higﬂer test scores, in addition to probabiy admitting students with o
bhigher levels of tested prior knowledge in the field. Hﬂﬂgver,
bzcause there was no way to kmow vhich‘af these students had been
admitted ur'?hich ones anrélled in-a given program, the égst EEQEE-
averages were éat used in athér data analyses.

fheré were, however, several variables in our surveys which
bore on students' academic eapaéity. These iﬁeludedslv(l)véhe
avitage undergraduate grades af,studentsvin egch-hepartmgﬁt;
(2) faculty ratings of the scholarship of Etuﬁents; (3) faculty
ratings af-é;udents‘ effgfté'(é) faculty ratings of students'
scholarly commitment; (5) an average Student Egnndﬁmggz and

Motivation Scale score based on faculty perceptions; (6) an gverégé :

#

142



(7) the pirgintiga of a:udenta in each department who planned
;_e;ra-rs in rg:ggrch or :nllege teaching. Means, standard déViaEiﬁﬁEg‘3
:nd;intifear:eiatianglaf these items are presdented in Table 6.1.

, Average undergraduate grades abvigual« have a number of

a

LY

l.mitatiang as measures of the academic qualifications of gtudenﬁs‘
Any pntEieq;ar‘atﬁégnﬁ‘s gndexgraduaté grades may Ee affected by

the difficulty of the courses taken and Ehé‘avergli standards or

the grading practices cf_geilége attended; an average af_:heaé .
gtgde-pnint averages may-nu: agcu:ately reflect the studentﬂ
rglgﬁive undergyaduate achievemenc. In addition, these advanced
doctoral students reported uniformly high undergraduate 3rsde
aﬁérggesrégee discipline means fér item #1 in Table 6.1). | .
TheFeiére, though they c%rtéléteihighly ?ifh faculty paréegtions |
uf.theiacadgﬁig ability of their st;aents, the range ﬂflgfaéEEA

{s now severely restricted, at leagt:ghen compaved with all

students who receive baccalaureate degrees. 7 ‘ . '
= - , i o \;?

Faculty ratings of students' scholarly commitment, wmotivation, °
;nd cu-gunieatian skills appeared ta offer more y?aﬁiEE; The items -

that fﬂr!ld the blsis of these EESlEE were adaptai from an varider

" -study of faculty ratings of ‘outatandingly ga@d and penr graduste

_ % . _ . & . _ _ . .
3-§gd-ntg*9n a set of "critical incidents" of academic behigvior

i ) ) 7 ) ) B o ) N ) . .7' . B ..
(Reilly, 197&) -In that E;ydyg the iEEES'HetE tested in a aqnggg}ihhf

A

iy

of dtv:r-: daplrtnents, and the results were refined by factor

;n:lyjis techniques. The items and scales which survived our own
_statistical analyses were gs’fallaws: - i\\

o H '
SN o
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Table 6.1 .
Correlations Among Measures of Student Quality
) Correlations a
7 . 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. uﬁéargr;duazé GPA - ¢ -
> (5=15-a) ﬁ H -
Y P —

2, Faculty ratings of
scholarship ability
of students (F-2-r)

b=~ »
L
L' ]

| T |

3. Faculty agreement that C 72 74 =
students work hard H - 57 82 -
(F<3-a) ’ P 37 19 -
4. Faculty agreement that - C 62 33 78
' students are committed H 67 80 87 -
to pursuit of scholar- P 48 87 - 79 - !

ship (F-3-k)

56 84 79 91 -
59 85 8 93 -
38 87 87 92 -
58 81 746 91 91 - 2298 .29
57 77 66 88 91 - 2.60 .18
42 78 . 69 87 87 - 2.64 ‘.20

5. Faculty-rated student
commitment /motivation
(F-5c #4)

- R el

6. F;éultj—rateﬂ student
canﬁunie;;iéns~skills
" (F=8¢ #5)

OO

7. Percernt of studentv c =02 =13 -26 -16 =35, -1l 65 14
with career goals in H 11 08 27 00- =01 -16 B4 .09
,research or college P "33 16 49 .26 38 44 58 .13

. . teachimg (5-18) . . S

Excellent or agree strongly
Good or agree withgreservations -
Fair or disagree with reservations

LB--Ne]
e

. Chémistry (N=24 programs) ¢

, : 4
History (N=25 programs) 3
Psychology (N=24 programs) 2

+ A, 3% B, 2=C | d3 = high level in 50-75% of students
’ - 2°= high level in 25-50% of students

>
]




Sgpdqgtréﬁjgitggnf and Motivation. 1In departmgﬁcs whigg stand
r=“hi§h on thigiacile, faculty said that students . . .

D; s good:deal of unassigned reading. C : ) .
? ; Handle asuignments ith care.

Are nnz ‘easily distracﬁed ftnm their szudies.

_ Show gnthusi;sm for their field in’ discussions. )
" Work on projects to completion despite setbacks. ’
Are not dependent on faculty for direction. . )
-Rarely fail to complete major assignments on time, -
’SEPSEnE ngguni;aticn Ski;;s; Inid3§atﬁments which Ec@te high on ; t
this scale, faculty said that students . . . s
Have thought-provbking classroom comments.
Sﬁaﬂ imagination in presenting dull tapics.
T - 7
Offer well-founded criticisms of others' work.
Do not’present ;hé}r:idéas in a poorly otganized way. . A
- Table 6.1 indicates that tlLe scales are highly correlated with' o
one anather, suggesting that facult meubers de ﬁii"mgke-éiatinctians S
b;tﬂl;; thgae two student dimensians, or -at least nnt when
:h:rn:teri:ing the departmgnt 8 aalle:tinn of studgnts rather . N
_ than judging individual students. ‘
» 1 Sch@i;fly career goals of students do nntigppear to be high;yi
. . «FT .
i related to their unﬂétgtgdﬁste grades or to faculty judgments  about 5
~ their pecformance as students. Career gaalé are discussed at |
Eg!glé;f i;ﬁgth in a later Eegtian;;élthis chapter.
\ . Lo




Ik ihﬂulﬂ_caﬁg as nﬁ surprise that students with good éﬂﬁdéﬁ
rgtings-ffﬂm their faculty tended to be en:élled in-
. large programs that were also prestigiaus;‘fgseareh-ﬁfientgd;
‘affluent, and wgllseéuippeé! T; illystrate these-findings, some
selected eerzelztgs of ﬁﬂdergfaduate grades and the Student
‘ﬁ’ Ga-imtfﬁﬁtivatian Scale are shown 1in Table 6.2. Bgsed on these
znrtalltiana and others that are not in;luded in Ehe table, it is
: Ipplflnt that atudents with highef thgn average undatgradulte
‘ gtlﬂEifEEFdEd to be fﬂﬂﬂﬂ more often in programs which psy the
faculty well; where the average amount of autaide_re:ggieh funds;
are high; where the faculty come Eghm'préstiginu; pfag;igg; ~heare
the emphasis is an preparing researchers, not téseherg or p?getitianeri:
. and where the students, faculty, and pragram are riented toward
| acholarship. Similarly, professors tend to rate Etudgntaghigh in
commitment ‘and motivation whege the resources are considered good; °
where students are hard workers and competitors; where the faculty
spgnd relatively little time in teachingi where faculﬁy prnduce many
grticle; and pfésentatians; where faculty feel that the program is
;;celle;t and one which is compatible with their iﬂ;afe§§5; where -
I the procedures fét evaluating students are good; where aculty are
'acﬁive id reséa:gh; and whérg‘high ratings of the qualij& af(the

1

faculty are rezeived from peers. .
) (

These cartelaﬁians are cﬁnsistent‘with the common ahsafvazian that

the most able students tend(to congregate in the "best" programs. Here,

-

Iq46 | o
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Table 6.2

. CQfgilatiana Between Student "Quality" and

Selected Program Characteristics

Chemistry Hhistory Psychology -

——

Correlations of Avgfagjfstudent

undg;g:;duate Grades with: n

Number of doctoral degrees awarded

annnally 69 48 45

Percentage of faculty from highly .

rated départments 47 59 40

Students' perception of emphasis oa

preparing researchers 53 63 64

Students' perception of emphasis on. )

preparing teachers ' =54 - =72 03

Students' perception of euphasis on 1 ’

preparing practitioners =24 =65 =48

Students' ratings of scholarly -
~exgellence of program 64 42 56
Garrelatiﬁns of Average Student ’ <

at /» tivation Scale S:@re with: ’ \‘

!lcul:y ratings of adequacy uf resources 71 44 68

g!lzulty view that students have sttang ;

sense of competition 81 32 82

Faculty self-ratings of program, - _

scholarly excellence 86 y 85 93

Faculty research activity dcale 54 35 62

Peer ratings of quality of faculty 59 56 66

, S \ T4 7Y

e~
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as in man) other areas in this study, it appears that the affluent

and prestigious programs are most favored. They attract the most

able students; who in turn have access to the best equipment and the

iﬂitihi[hly regarded faculty, and who also have the first chance for

péiifiﬁﬂ; in prestigious colleges and research agencies.

Other Student-Related Indicators of Program Quality

A
R4

Seweral other measures of the characteristics and prngress;%f
=itﬂd¢ﬁtﬂ-ﬁf§ht be considered when assessing program quality, iﬁ
addition to those presented in the previous sections. ?fgbsﬁiy -
the most ohvious are assessménts of knowledge or skill ar the end >
of the eau’t‘lﬂe of atudy, péfha’ps represented by performance '{axn;
qualifying examinations or dissertations. However,: thﬂﬂgﬂ L@th
of these means of assessment are used by most dﬁ;tarll praﬁ'm,
there iz no easy wayr to compare the judgnents made ibﬁut kuﬂmts
in one program with those msde about students in another ptagrg:m
Therefore, performance on quglifyiﬂg exams and disnartazim were
. not inecludé&d as variables in this study. They might, hQHQTEf;

7 :
be useful focil for further research on the coopergtive &evelapngnt

of performance criceria; In éa}EiEUISf, the péngi of graduate deans
encouraged the use of_external judges to evglgéte the gxggllgnzs'ér
uniqueness of disserﬁhtians that haé:bEEn sﬁbﬁitted by students in
various programe in recent jears.

The possibility of developing a standard criterion, such as
a test of kﬂaﬁiedge in a particulgf discipline, was suggested. to |

the panel of graduate deans that was described in Chapter 1.




in relation to their present careers. These responses are discussed

W

6i9
L Y
Hgigﬁi:, ghis suggestion was not endorsed by them, parhaps because

Eha? forasayw the many Pf@blemg thaf wnld ha ancrmtarad in

trying to get agreement about the contents of such a test at the

‘doctorate level in almost any flield. The deaps did, however,

give moderate endorsement to alumni evaluations cf their gains in

knowledge and skill as a result of attending a particular program.

Therefore, the alumni questionnaire contained several itenms which

4in thptaé 10 and regcrteé in Table 10.6.

In addition to méas;res of stucent academic ability and
PET%E?EEEEEZ éhe quality ol a dectoral prograam might be considered
to bg":eflected in its ability to attract large numbers of ¢ i
apﬁlieaﬁfs (admissions sale;éivity); its record of dropouts or
percentage of entering students who complete the doctorate (heldliny
%ﬂﬁgf)ﬁ or the length of time taken by students to compiete 1iweir
degrees (efficiency AE degree producliviys Zecme meav Zeoiolol

the DGPSEE?@&EEI Profile to estimate the status of a program in

" each of these areas.

A program's admissions selectivity was assessed by comparing
the fnumber of new doctoral students enrolied in a recert year with
+

the number who were offered admis<ion, and the number vho applied

for admission, in the same year. In chemistry and history, -he
ratdo of admitted to-.applied students ranged frow about 20% 1>

nearly 100%, with the median program admicting about 55% of tho e



who applied. The me ir7 vield of chese owo ricloes, oo 7atio

enrolled to admitted students,

as a

who were admitted wios use. a3

The percentage of applicants
selectivity index in some of the analvses reported in other chapters
of this report, but it did -ot prove to be very high.y related to
any of the other mearures. Some of the inadequacy of this measure

undoubtedly is due to di

CALWHYS e clupeCaiie . s e Lleady e lE wuwilu JPEAT Lu Oe O

number of factors other t! in guality that affect the number of

location. Therefora, tihnough a.missions selectivity <e-ms at first

glance to be a potential indicator of program quality, further

reveals that there are both procedural and cor.ceptual

€
m
m
=
m
]
7]
m
.
[
o
[
s
Ia]
i
o
i
la
H\
[
I
i
rt
Ui}
[l

usefulness.
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¢ vantually zompleta the degree in their departments. Their -stimates

: 60 to 65% in history. The dat: do not provide an explanation for

the discipline differences, uxcept perhaps one suggested by the

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

relaticaship between rate of c-wmple icn and f Iu.ants
with so form of financial assi=zrance 12 programs in ch.istry

Un tlle ds aibLion fhaet the Zoimploiion b
reasonably good "_.ducated juesses', even if not always based on hard

data, we inwvesirirated the relationship between the helding 1 »wer

cholarly

T

f departments and a few cther measires of their

o
‘m

2xcellence and learning environment. In history and psychology,

M

there were low negative correlations between the estimated rdte

of degree completion and peer ratings of the quality of thte

ER

317 5 (.41)

r“‘

lationshi

W"

i

m

low posit

'

iy

—~

i

".4
W
K
el
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graduate facult:
between these characteristics was fouaa .mong chemistry programs.,
In histafy and psychology, rate of degree completion appears fo be

positively influenced by emvironmentcl factors such as faculty

]

zero or negative in chem);try These results must be interpreted

with crution, however, because of the uncertain quality of the
f ,
£ oo

F A

degree coupletion estimates. A
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The efficiency o7 degree pra

-
i

length of time taken by most stud

<nown to vary consideribly irom fieid t3 field and to be aflected

Almos. all of the _nemistry and psvchology departments reported

4 to f years, usually with an additional year or two required by

umn
rr

students in clinical psvcholegy. History departments were more

",

variable; about half of them reported 4 to 6 years for all of their

sgudents, ULLO g QDIR I frnEl DRPOLOEDT am L as 6 ul 3 year=- Lui

stugents in some areas of specialization. The similarity of

simple and direct measure of thic pregram charaszteristic is net
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program, or in research that plans to consider #geveral program

characteriscins simultaneously.

Szudent Emp'oyment Goals
Jther indicators erndorsed by the punel of graduate deans in the
area of stuuent achievements, knowledge, and skill included measures

such as p?@zencéze of recent graduates who obtained employmen~t

Ly

directly related to their fi.'d of specialization, percentage of

recent graduates offered postdoctoral fellowships, ind percentage
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

of graduates emplo zd by doctorate-a-2-ding uni-:rsities. Questions
along these lines were included in the alumni suesticnnaire and are

reported in Chapter 10, Table 10._.

Table 6 3 shows student reports ~f the kinds of positions they fc

e}
el

i

o

to hold on completion of graduate school, with programs grou; 2d

[

according to nigh, medium, or low pecr rating of the quality of the
graduate faculty within each discipline. The most ¢ riking

[V
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]
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=
=]
o
=
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university research and teaching; and a majority of th p

hoped to find positions in universities ox in clinical practice
There were almost no differences in the career goals reported by

with differing reputational ratings, except
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that generally smaller percentages of students at the lowest-rated

programs aspired to positions in reseaich and teaching at a

limni reports of

their first positions after the degree, or with the alumni's current

ost~-

Ly

positions (see Iab;é 10.72 as well as Table 6.3), we see that

o)

doctoral fellowships were pre g%red by about one-third of the

chemistry students and accounted for about hai! of the firs:
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Student Employmen. Goals Upon Completing the
{averages of program percentages)
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2. Pre-college teaching or
adminlsrraction
z i
41

Teaching in jumior colliege
18 14

4. Teaching in a four-year
coll
Universicty research and
le

0 1

ji
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Research in in
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£z thrze ¢ FL vaare ezrlier from the same
prograus. Preference f-r fesggfch in .ndustrv or with a nonprofit
organization appears to be realistic, since about 20% of the
chemistry graduates were employed in these kinds of jobs initially
and more than 40% are currently in these kinds of positions. Only

r g
an average of about 15% of the chemistry Ph.D. students aspired to
employment in a Ph.D. university, but even this level is probably
kigher than warranted bv opportunity. based on th: employment
profile of alumni.

Very few students in historv and psychciogy expected to gc

P

in;ékgastdazgnral fellowships, but about 2 out of 5 from eacn

program hoped for jobs at Ph.D. universities. This goal is related
to reputational level of the program—-almost half of the students

at top prestige programs, compared tec about a qu.rter éf the students
at low rated programs--but, even so, the levels appear to be

unrealistic in relation to the first jobs or ¢ rrent jobs of recent

four-year college or a uun-Th.D. university. Almcs' hal

programs' earlier graduates are currently working in these settings.

aiming to.ard community college Jeaching, and very few of the

~ graduates wcre lemployed in this setting.
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Summary
-
This chapter has reported or commented upon a number of

indicators that have heen suggested to represent the academic

.

preparation of students who attend particular graduate departments,
their peffcrmancé as students in the department, and Ehe>igvel

of their knowledge and skill when they complete the program.
Unfortunately, most of the measures proved to be not very useful
largely because departmental records were iﬂad&quét@ to provide
reiflable 1:.:0rmaCtlon ACrosSs Programs (Iof 1nsLance, Lhe avelage

3RE scores of enterin

(]

=3

udentz). Graduate school gi‘ades, the

gt

most obvious indicator of student academic pgrformance, is eqﬁally
obviouslv net apnronriate for cross-program QDﬁ'ﬂlpéfiSQﬂS; (In fact,
the graduate school grades reported by the3e advanced doctoral
students were uniformly high and with very little vafiatianﬁ-élmcst
all of them 3.5 or above. Therefore, they would not ‘be expscted

to sh. . ;ery systematic relarionships even Qit; giasely related
measures of academic accompiishment.) .

Among the measures attempted in this researchgbchg most uzeful
indicator of student academic ability at entrance appeared to be,
self-reported undergraduate grades. Faculty ratings of student
intellectual commitment and motivation appears to have some promise
as a measure of academic performance among enrolied students. Of

the measures attempted here, a.umni reports of their employment
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as one would wish, however. In
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QUALITY OF R:-OURCES

ties and

b

Few would argue with the assertion t! it adequare facil

bout

resources are necessary ta conduct fifst;raté activities of just
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diffi-uvlt to conceive of histcrians

urtherir: sacholarship without
an alequate library at their dispor :1, or chemists to carry out

quality research w° ‘ut well—-egquipped laboratories. TYel, .t is

quite clear that the nat.-e and quality of the physical facilities and
)

n+rhar resourres dm varv rensiderahly arvoss graduate programs and
departmentz. Where such resources are superi@fi:théy obviously make
means &ssure it; where such resources are found wanting, genuine
contributions to new knowledge are possible, but far less likely and
certainly not very easy.

In this chapter we shall discuss facultvy and graduate student

ratings of the facilities and resources avallable to their department,

what kinds of departments are reasonably well off in this regard and

what kinds less so, to what extent quality of resources appears to be

related to the instructional concerns of graduate departments as well

as to theilr research concerns, and finally, to what extent judghents
about the quality %g;f?guufiéﬁ can be inferred on the basis of other

descriptive informatio. aLout graduate programs,

0

gy,
™ I
‘m‘



,oth students and facu.tv members were asked to rats several types
of facilities and resources. They were asked to rate the librarv
holdings, laboratory facilitie., and computer facilities available to
them. [n addition, students were asked to rate the quality of their
classtooms and other instructional space, and faculty members were
asked to appraise the overall adequacy of the physical and financial
resources.

From the cortelations reported in Table 7.1, we can cee that, in
general, both student and faculty ratings of one specific typ. -f
regsource tend to be higher at places where there is also gr atcer
satisfaction with other specific types of resources. For example, in
the fields of history ana psychology the departments which receive
higher ratings f>r the al-7ua~y of the library holdings also tend
ts be departments where there is greater satisfaction with the
latoratory fagilities, the computer facilities, and the overall
physical and financial resources. In chémis;ry departments, however,
this congruence is less pronounced. Chemistry students' ratings of

specific resources are interrelated, but the ratings made by the

(]

o

faculty in chemigrry zare less global, Chemists' ratings of their

T

libréry holdings are unrelated to tggir ratings of their laboratory
facilities (r = .02), computer fagiiities (r = .09) or overall

physical and financial resources (r = -.11). In fact; among chemists,
ratings of the overall physical and financial resources are meaningfully
related cn%y to their ratiﬁgg;cf the laboratory facilities (.73).

We might go so far as to say that faculty members’ satisfactions with

159
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Table /7.1

Intercorrelations Among Student and “aculty satings ol
Different Fa:ilities and Resources

Faculty rctings of:

1. Library holdings
(F=2-h)
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Note: Underlined correlations are indices of agreement between student
and faculty satisfactions with same facilities or resources.
* .
8C = Chemistry, H = History, P = Psychology
A

by = Excellent, 3 = Géﬂd,lé = Fair, 1 =
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facilities in ni:toerv and psver '~gv de~end on the adequacv of
resour~es of different kinds. bv: ir chemistrvy the overall satis=
fazziﬁn i> " terrined" largelyv hv the q. . lity of laboratoery
facilities.

It .is also worth noting that there 1s considerable agreement

berween the ratings ~f students and faculty. The correlations

between the ratings of these two groups-=-the underscored flgures

‘A tatle entries 5, 6, and 7--are uniformly high.
What kinds of departments tend to have better facilitles, at

least as rated by the faculty? Or, stated anoth r way, what kinds

[ea

of depar -gental ~haracteristics tend to be assoclated with faculty

.members’ ratings of the departments' physical and financizl resources?
Data pertineut to this question are presented in Iable 7.2. These
data indiecate that in all three fields faculty nembers' ratings of

pt ysica. and financial resources are assoclated with the department's

peer ratings, the rating of programs from which members of the

ragearchers, gh@ facnltv-perraived achnlarly excellence of the program,
1 salaries, size, and percent o. faculty holding outside esearch
’ zrants (pariizularly in chemiztry and j psychology). ° ~rly, then,
- physical resources and facilities are geen'tc be :more .dequate at

. the m@re:pgestigiaus institutions which have established reputations
for cgnductiné researth and advancing knowledge. 7it is worth noting,
however, that better resources (again, as perceived by £aculty) are
also related to student-rated quality of teachiﬂg-and faculty-reported

. 16
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Correlaticns of Faculty Ratings c¢f Cverall Physical and Financial
Rescurees with Other Departmental Descriptors

- Correlations with faculty

Departmental descriptors:

ratings of overall physical
and financiai resnurces in:

Chemistry History Psychology

Peer rstiﬂga of quality of faculty
(F=253) 01 67 Ol
Mean peer —ating of program from which
faculty received Ph.D. (F-135) 50 =9 56
Program emphasis on preparing researchers
(F=4-a) 63 71 61
Faculty self-perceived scholarly
excellence (F-scale #1) 22 64 69
Mean salary--all department faculty
(DP-1-6) 41 38 25
Number FTE graduate facull;y (DP-1-2) 45 ' 16 33
Percen. of faculty wlth outside
reaearch granr (F-R) 74 19 75
Average per-student non-work-related

. support from upiversity (DP-11) 26 44 -19
Student-rated q”al ty of teaching
{Student scale #7) - 34 00 60
Program emphasis on preparing teachers
(F-4-a) 36 =27 45

N
‘ -
- ’ ' '
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program emphasis on preparing teachers, at least in chemistry and
psychology (see the iast two entries in iable 7..;. 1Inis relation-

ship is important. The fact that quality of resources and facilities

is related to research emphasis and productivi. " surprise no .
one; but the frct that it is also related to the instructional program,

at least in chemistry and psychology, is a fact often overlooked. It

appe.rs that adequate laboratories and libraries are not only essential

[y

to zonduct first-rzte research, but alse necessary to teach others

iy Fa o An the sasme.

Having intr Juced spicific departmenta esource indicators fnto
the an.lyses--e.g., information regarding specific salaries, financial
support for graduate students, percert of faculty holding grants from
cutside agencies, and the like--it would EEEEASPPID§EiEEE at this Q
- potnt to alert the reader to some of the ﬁgthﬂdélagical difficulties

involved in cobtaining accurate information on such indicators, along
with corresponding warnings about the accuracy of such data.

Intormation about specific program resource indic itors was

b
L]

abtainéd via the Department Profile Form (see Apgeﬂdix'ﬂ)i Someone

in éach degartmEﬂtg—dsually, but not always, the department chalrman--

was askzd to provide Tairly detailed infﬁrmatiﬁn about a variety of
financial vgriables, enrollment and staffing figures, faculty research
activity, and the like. Dbiaiﬁlng completz ggé accurate information -

about some of these variables proved to be extremely difficult aad

where accurate data were finally chtainad, it came at the price of

B

Q = -
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a great deal more time and effort being expended by someone iu the

“department than we had hoped or expected. Some of the information

we sought was not available at all, some was available but not in
the form in which it was requested (and therefore would have
required even more time by the departments), some of it was

available but incomplete, and finally, some of the information

forward information as mean GRE scores of entering students,

ﬁumbéf of FTE students and faculty, percent of applicants who were

accepted, and so on, suffered from one or more of these déféets.
Probably the single biggest pfableﬁ area had to do withg

finances, Including such specific indicators as dollars available .

' to students (for research and teaching assiatantships, fellowships,

and other formps of aid), dollars in grant money received by the
faculty, and the &épartment's success record with respéct to obtaining
graﬁts, the latter including such figures as the percent of proposals
from the aepa:tﬁent that received funds over a three-year period.

Thie lngietic fact of 11fe has obvious implications about the
kind of information--and the level of detail required for that
information--that can reasonably be sought in future efforts of
this kind. It alse has implications for the amount of confidence that
we can place in the data we were able to ggéhe:, and in the ~
céfre5pénding ccrfelatiansiand other statistics computed with

these data. We made every effort to check on the accuracy of

1oy
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it was suspected. Only items ma~ked on the Department Prcfile form

in Appendix D were used in data analyses. We think the resulting
We suspect that it is not as reliable, however, as information

received from individual faculty members in each depar cment.

quality >f Resources

Wnd Reputational Ratings

As indicated in Table 7.2, a program's pee~ rating is fairly
highly related to faculty ratings of the physical and financial
esour~es in all three disciplines. But just what do these

correlations mean in terms of leve!s of facul'y satisfactior oth

within snd across disciplines? Thr=e duta are summarized in Figure
7.1, and indicate that: ;!
(1) With respect to library holdings, ovarall ratings apjear
to be highest in chemisciry dEpaftméntsvand slightly
. lower in histaf} and psychology departme:s; in terms
of differences within fig%?g, peer rating seems to
make the biggest difference in histary (wheze & good
or excellent rating 1ls offered b? 85% of the
faculty in departments with high peer ratings, as
compared tu 46% in éhe low ‘group) and the smallest
difference in chemistry. : \
2) WiFh*respect to ISPDIEEOEY faeilitiés, overall level
of satisfaction sééms to be highest in chemistry and

lowest (understandably) in history; in terms of
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Figure 7.1. BSummary of graduate faculty ratings of department facilities
: and resources, by discipline and peer rating.
= .

! Chemistry | History - Psychology
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differences wi:hin fielﬂs, the gap in quality of .

laboratory facilities is greatest in psychology (wﬁerg
. 792'f;te the facilities as either good or excellent o
in tap-rated pragrams, compared to only 41X at
departments with the lowest peer fatings) 7
aﬁd, interestingly enough, appears to differ legstr
among chemistry departments (Eh@gghiin the latter
instance, the percent reporting the 1ab§rat$fy
facilities to be "excellent" does differ Eéﬂsidérﬂblj)g

(3) Neither the differences between fields or differences
within'fields by peer-rating level are as great for
computer facilities as rhey are for libfafy haldinga!
) and laboratory facilities; _

‘<f{ (4) Faculty ratings of overall physical a;d financial
resources appear to be about the same for chemistry
and psychology, buﬁ slightly lover in hig:nry .
within-field differences by peer-rating level seem

-to be about the same in all three disciplines.
Besides examining closely the relationship between a depart-
f nt‘é peer. rating and the quality of overall physical and finanial.
resources, it might also be illuminating to study the relationship
between peer ratings of faculty quality and a variety of other
departmental indicators of the quality of facilities and reaagrgesi
These data are presented in Table 7.3. Q?Ef;ll; they make it

clearer why fngulty members' ratings of the adequacy of the physical

Q _ ’i 7 ] : | - 1£i7?
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Table 7.3

‘Correlations of Five Selected Resource and Facilities Variables with.

Peer Ratings of Quality of Faculty

Correlations with peer r;tiﬂg in:
Chemistry History ~ Paychology

Sgigty of full professors ; : gy
(DP=-1-b) . 78 54 : 48

Salary for all faculty in ) 7
department (DP-1-b) - 48 57 50

- Percent faculty with outside : L '
research grant (F-8-1) 96 03 75

Average dollars (per faculty)
external support for research . :
(DP-4) ) ' 77 . =07 : 81
Size: Number of FIE doctoral | 7 )
studer>s (DP-5-e) . . 84 68 _ 60

\
i 2 ) 168
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and finiﬂeigl resources are consistently higher at those programs

with higb peer ratings. Departments with higher peer ratings

are &lso ones ﬁhigh have higher salariea (for both professors ’
and all fgculty), a higher percent of facvlty with outside grants
(buth fe;garch and t:aining grants, psrticularly in chemistry and )
paychology), and more grant money per faculty member from external ,

' -;Qufeés (though not in history}. | B
Ju lit;_§f Resources ané,?g;ult} Bgrfa:gaﬁ;g

The data ptESEﬂtEd in Tables 7.1, 2, and 3 and Figure 7.1 lead

to a bette; understanding of ;he.natg§§ of the quality of fegaurges
dimension. By e:amiﬁing the levels of faculty satisfaction with |
th2 vatious resources and faculties, as well ;s the kinds of )

depaftmental characteristics that tend to be assoclated with quality

of resources and facilities, we now have a better understanding of

the resources dimension and how it operates across 1sciplines.
But a very important que: tion remai 8:  How impﬁrtgnt are
" guch resources and facilities to faculty perfatmance?i Or, to put
the question another way, what evidence is there that féeuity
performance is associated with the quality af.resaufceaé Déta

o

relevant o this question are given in Table 7.4.

[

The research and scholarship measures include feseafgh-at

1]

other scholarly afticleé published in the last three years,, . :uks

published during one's ‘entire career, pEEEEﬂtatiané at collequia
and other sghnlafly meetings during the last year, and. the Faculty

Research A:tivity ale, which includes such activities as journal

SR ley




Table 7.4

, Gﬂrtell;iaﬁg of Faculty Ratings of Overall Physical and

Correlations with fgtiﬁgg of
qualisy of facilities and
rescirces in:

Chemistry History  Psychology

Rasearch ‘and Scholarship

Performunce Iudicators:

Articles in last three ‘
4 vears (F-9-b) 56 . 09 30

Books: entire career (F-9-a) 34 26 38

Prewcotniione: lusc vear 7
(F=3.: . : 44 42 52

ioscareh o tivity
(F'“L‘?{'gié & 4) 75 66 ° 71

* 11 Performance

Stu.ent raiing of curriculum :
(S-s:ae #5, 40 00 60

Studrat-rated qualty of
teaching (S-scai- :7) 34 00 60
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ed? ormnaips, journal aftigle:tefereeiﬁg, and féseéfeh éf writing
awards (for d@taiis, see Appendiiqﬁxi The instructional 1n§i¢étafs
L .1 .ude student rgg;ngs of the curriculum and student fgtingg of
th:: quality of teaghing.xﬂin general, there aie fairly ccﬂsistgﬁt!
- cusitive rélatianshipé between the various productivity indicators
sod faﬁulty)rgiingé of ;ﬁe Efgfall physical and fin;néial resources.

Spacifically: ' 7 . i o

+ « « faculiy satings of a department's overall physicélrand financial
res:.rces are positively related to all four research and -
rrfivlarly performance indicators in all three disciplines.

.+ » . tanulty ratings of the gvefall physical and financial resources
are gléﬁ positively related to both instructional performance
indicators in chemistry and psychology, L it mnot in histafyf

. . . in general, the quality of a department's resources appears
to be sgmewhaé more impartantlfat the cﬁédUGE of ‘research
and scholarship than for instructionm, but the need for good
facilities and resources nevertheless exists-f. both kinds -
of agtivicies;é "

. + « in general, i; would appear ﬁﬁgt gdequﬂte;phjsiegl and

financial resources are less crueial for either scholarship
or instriction in history departments than in éithgr chemistry
or paychalagy, the correlations of ratings of facilities

,:nrl ‘resources with scholarship indicators are positive i.n
history, but lower than for chemistry or psychology, gnd

the ratings of resources and facilities are not even related

e . ‘ ¥
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to the two 1nstruetianglfperfﬁfmancé indicators in history
departments . ] - |
. ;ha EiﬁgiErEESEﬂfEh and scholarly productivity indicator which
is most atrongly ee::elgteé with faculty ratings of the physical L
and financial resources is the departmental feseaf;h-getivit?
iﬁd;s, where the correlations are .75, .66, and .71 in
chemiatry,-hisc§ty, and psychology respectively.
Summary and Conclusions
The quélity of a department’'s phyéigal resources and facilities
can be asscssed in two ways. One is to obtain detailed facts about
the specific facility or resource in questionm. fhis m;gh;‘be dape
by cnﬁnting‘the holdings of relevant books in the liﬁfary; ealtulgfiﬂg
da;lafg gvailable for research, perhaps measuring tye square footage
of 18b§f§€ét§ space and computing a space to user ratio, and so om.
A second way 1is to seek facufty and student opinion about the
-aéeguacy of tﬁf faéilitiesg In this study some of both procedures
ﬁe:e}used; Stqdent and faculty ratings of the gdequge; of certain '
facilities aﬁd %esaurces vere obtained, and in édditian_ﬁe acquired
information abaﬁt certain specifi¢ resources of each program via
the departmené profile form (see Appendix D). Qur'e:péfignggs in
attempt;nglta_zallgct gsome of this information, our discussions with
~ various program chalrpersons or some other program representative,
and our analyses of the data as presented in the preceding pages of

this chapter, lead us to the following conclusions about the

172



practicability and potential utility of alternative procedures for
assessing the adequacy of program resources and facilities:
| 1) Student and faculty ratings of the adequacy of the resources
‘" are easy talaallect, are reliasble, and are related in
expected 5253 to a number of departmental descriptors,

:2) Faculty ratings of the adequacy of departﬁentgl resources
are related to faculty research and scholarship perfor-
mance in all three disciplines, and to several indicators
of the qgality of instruction in chemistry and psychology.

3) Obtaining certain detailed infafmatiaﬁ\ffem programs about

') .
their facilities and resources presents serious logistic

- difficulties; though accurate and complete detailed .
- information of some kinds can probably be>abtgined, j
gathering it will almost iercainly raq;ire a great deal
of time and effort at most institutions, and even at
that, it ié doubtful fhat trustworthy information about
certain specific resource variables (elg., sqUATE
7 of laboratory space or a dollar value at-ached to same)

ﬁkaﬁ ever be obtalned across a large numbe~ of programs.

4) 1In view of the difficulties just discussed, it w&uld deem
that quality of resources ané facilities might adequately be
assessed through faculty ratings rather than thruugh

A
theAexpensivé, time—aensumingg and perhaps unreliable
method of attempting to obtain épgcifi@, standardized

measures of all relevant resources and facilities.

24
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Chapter B
ALITY OF THE ENVIRONRMENT

When discussed in connection with graduate programs, the con-
i % !

‘capt of ﬁunligy haz been usually thought of in fairly narrow tecrms.

It ' ia Eh;ttgfja:icgllg‘éefiﬁéd in ways that emphasize the dimensions
of lglietivitj and productivity, or, in ecanamista‘!terﬂg,;ficu%ti

and student "input" and research "output." Viewed in :hiq‘ﬁlj;‘the

"best" programs are those that recruit the most pramisiﬁglfaeulty and

|
students, provide adequate resources, and produce a largz number of

highly-regarded scholarly contributions to therdiscipiinég
B i = i =
For both students and faculty, however, the éiﬁgnsﬁbn of qual-

ity that seems to be generally ignored is one which mig?t be re-

garded as the process dimension--that is, what is the qétufe iﬁd ;ual!
ity of the experience of béing there? With respect té;gzudgnta, how
much was learned, what sorts of étgitudea gawa;d the i&scipline were
conveyed, wae it exciting or boring, were the facﬁltyjazeegsihle a;d -
supportive or unavailable and disinterested? With regpegt:ta the -
faculty, what was the quality of interpersonal relations, were new -
ideas supported or tidieuled; was the climate nuftu:hﬂﬁ or anxiety=-
producing, and so on. -

In her national survey, Clark (1973) found that these process

descriptors are regarded as important by a large number of the coun-

!

try's gradgateAdeans; Clearly, such dimensions hava a direct bearing

on the over.ll morale or esprit of a department, thereby affecting

such imgortant and basic characteristicy as how pleasant it is to

8.1
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work and study there, the E§Een£ to which one's feelings of personal
self-worth are not being challegged or doubted, and the degree of

'enshu?igsm and/or excitement one gives to hig Qi her work or studies. )
Beyond the immediate impact of suéh features, however, it is likely
that such dimenéiaﬁs of a depaﬁtﬁent have a more lasting and perﬁanéﬂt

rimpget on éhe future attitudes and dispositions of the students and
faculty éh@ 3pend‘;ime éhere. How gigduate iéudentsrare treated may
Heil affect How they; in years to come, treat future génerétiana of
graduate students, and the extent to which members of the faculty
~ind an envirdnmenzjthat is Qéllegial and supportive rather than
competitive and cutthroat, may have long term effects on how thgf gO

about addressing research inquiries ot other scholarly uﬂdertgkiﬁgsgi

» °  Environment Indicators

%

Two different kinds of information relevant to questions aba;t
the department environment were gﬁshereii First, from thévdepaftmgnégi
"profile forms depaxtmental characteristies that aré obviously related
. to the environment and might even be thought of as strong "shapers"
of it were idgnéifi@d. Included here were such descriptors as size
(defined severdl ways), sex mix among students, age of the faculty,
and the like. We then obtained information, from both students. and
faculty, abéut their perceptions of the civirenment. - As the reader
will see, ‘more emphasis is placed on this latter type of infﬂfm,ﬁinnail
student and Egculéy perceptions--because it SéEEEd éhgt how people
actually e:pe?ienced the environment was what is reélly 1mportant;F
' whatever else one might find out about the department descriptively_

i

%

A 1'7€;




Of the many items of ﬁercepti@n information, analyses revealed

‘some to blxﬁigiufiﬁé sufficiantly similar aspects of the environment 80
that Ehgy cauld be g:auped together tagfarm environmant ::;le;; . '
Thltl were two such scales for studenﬁs—iaﬁ EnViranment foxr, Learning

. scale, consisting of six itema, and a Facul z Cancern for Stuﬂeﬁﬁn

scale, formed by seven items. For the faculty, analyses turned up

one grouping of six envirénment items which we termed the Comp

ati-
bility of Work Environment scale. The general content of these scales
was as follows:

’

Environment for Learning (for students)

1) Did departmental practices create a lot of tension
in students? \

2) Did graduate students have the feeling that they
were being used or exploited by members of the
faculty?

3) Did the graduate students perceive the department -
as being characterized by mutual -respect and con-
carn between students Aand faculty?

Nee

4) To what extent did graduate students tend to sup- /
port and help each other meet the academic demands
of the progzram? i
5) To what extent did they support one another in
their personal 1lives?
6) Was competition among students encouraged? ‘
Faculty fnnzern for Studonts ; .

To what extent were memberé of the graduate faculty:

1) accessible to graduate studgnts?

2) hzlpful t. stulents in identifying fingncial aid?

3) concerned for’ their profeassionalddevelopment?

4) willing to-offer guidance and assistance in the
: gselection o. cburses?




‘
5) willing to go out of their way to help students?
6) interested in the students welfat‘é?
7) helpful to students in finding apprapfiate jcbs
after completion of the degree?

Compatibility of Work Enviromment (fcr faéﬁiz%)

) 1) To what extent were canflicting demands a tource
of persanal strain? ) N

2) Was there usually sufficient time available to

give work the attention it deserved? « -

3) To what extent were'tye individyal faculty mem-
ber's views about graduate -education compatible’
with the objectivea and praceiures of the depart-

ment?
“ 4) Would many members cf ‘the department move: to '
. another unive’sity if they had g reasonable
offer?

5) Do members cf_tEE faculty have much opportunity
to influenge depattm&ntal‘pfageieea'and polictes?
6) How well ¢do members of tgsfdegartmgnﬁ get along
with one another? A o
‘ ® = s
The specific item @ntgnt cf these scales, their locatioh in the studen:

4

and faculty questianﬁaifeg, and theit vafiaus psychametfic properties
(e.g., inter-item correlations, item-scale :nfrelatigns\ 7elisbility

estimates) are presented in Appendix F.
. , .

In addition %o these three scaled, we inaluded ih-buf shai'ées ﬁther>

separate quegticnnaire l:ems that dealt with vérinus aspgcts cf the en-

Y
- 5

“1tanﬁent but that did not fit inta ‘any af the afn;empntinneé s;gles.

=

eizher because of psychometric reasons (* €., the item did not corre

late with others in the scale) or their sﬁbs?%nﬁive cénzegt was nct

spprapriate_




ns--that isg, what aspects or
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the enviromment and would therefore - . - 't be important thing

know about graduate programs if qual .  environment is of interest?
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certain departmental environment cha ‘istics? (3) What can be

raduatc program eavironments that isn't already apparent

earned about

i
P

on the basis of other already-available information about grad. ite

ticn marshalled in attempting

s

programs? and (4) As a result of the ir couu
to answer the first three questions, what recommendations might secm
to be reasonable ones to make about whether .und how to assess the

arinn? Tn arremntine tn address ourselves to these

nts and faculcy,

1]

questic .s, we shall examine the data separately for stud

- 1 1 .- sasma=sm sslhm on Eaa . - ne AE - o s
exCeépi in Ll ie cases whoom fagulty perceptions of the student

Data pertaining t. the ¢ ‘aduate student environment are presented

1 and 8.2 The information
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in Tables 8.1 and 8.2 are narticularly relevant to the yuestions posed

eariier about the meaning of the envirorment dimension and its .orrelates.
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First, it is evident that the two student environmen. scale~ are

airiy nlghl Lurrelated with eacn other. 1Inar is to say, departments

iy

where there i1s a high fa ..t. . ncern for students also tend to_be ones

where students perceive the learnirz enviionment favorably and vice

versa. Beyc~d this, both =cales are ~onsistently positively correlated
with how members of the faculty perceiie the "humandness' of the depart-

ment a~d the quality of faculty-stud=nt relations. And finally, both

a

student environme. . gca’ ‘¢ are negative - correlated with faculty per-

centione af rhe evront nf srafesearizl cvnlsitaslan of ersiuatae atid=
i 3 =4 s N - P R R
dents. Tbat i1&, where such explo’ .ation is high, th: student enviren-
.l"{
ment, as medsu -4 Ly ghese scales, is low. Ncte also that the differ-
ences amang\éisgipl%ﬁes cn these five environment indicators -fe gen-

= -

erally negligibi%ias evidenced by the very similar means. Only in the

case of faculiLy exploitation of students to advance thelr own resescch

(variable number five in Table 8.1) is there any sizable difference.
I+ this caéé, less exploitation of students is perceived in history,
where of course the individual nature of rese.rch and scholarship (as
oppused to the more group or team-orientea research in chemistry and
psychology) is probably a major factor accounting fot*the difference.

The Table 8.1 c@rfélati@ns,iaigﬂg with the spec.fic item content
and the inter-item correlations that went into the construction of
:hese two scales in the first -la~e {(again, see Appendix F), lead
t the conclusion that the environment démensiaﬁn meazured by these
gcales are hamggengéusk(chat is, consist of a number of departmental
features: that "belong together') and are related ir expected ways with
faiult§ perceptions. )

,
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Intercorrelations Among Several Indicaters of Graduate

Student Environment

o
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How dc t =y relate
speciii..lly, wnat kinds of programs tead to be nig, and low on
these dimensions? Th data in Table 2.2 begin to glve some clues.
First, the two varfahi tiiat ecorrelate most highly with rhe stu-
dent environment scales both have to do with teaching. Specifically,
student-rated quality of teaching and faculty-perceived emphasis on
teaching, variables = and © respectively Jin Table 8.2, are both

positivelv correlated with both environment dimensicns in all three

[leids. wouvelsely sue. depeeiwenbds dedeflposrs 35 sice oolocsTr
ic Al rlgsig om reTutr imnral =atin Q.efsg'w""
ity Prigra <..pad5 Ll I reputiational rTating programs

are e _her not correlated with the student environment scales, or

in some instances (und occasionally in cae or two discirlines) are
negatively correlated. To put these findings another wsv. it would
appear t.at departments that place emphasis on teac! _.g fairly often
turn out to | e Jepe.troncs in which students are generally gatisfied-
with the learning experience, and departments which h%ve gained
national §a¢1’ “-r the quality of their faculty and their record
of .esearch teuu to be departments in which there is less student
satisfacrion with the e¢:vircnment, but the latter associaticn 1s less
firm;\izg all three disciplines, some of the departments with very
higﬁ reputational ratings are also ones witn high scores on-the stu-

dent environment scales.

e .

ol ' s



Correlations of Twa Sruder Environment Sca.es with Various
Lepartmental Descriptoars

Environment Faculty Concern
_for Learning for Students
Chem . st Psvch Chem Hist Psych

1. Peel rating of qualitv of
graduate faculty (¥-295) -13 =43 02 =15 -39 08

2. 81ize: FTE doctors students
DP=5-2; =24 =46 =04 -01 =33 15

|._,M
D ]
[
P~
i
I
1]
[
e
"
[
i
ot
o

3, Faculty/-:tudent ratio

4. Percent of students who complete
degree (DP-°)

i
o
g
b
o
(2]
i
-
cr
I
bt
Mo
e

53 Stuaent-perceived scholarly excel-
{L;n;g ¢’ @octoral program
(Z.udent scale #2) 2

L
[

44 29 49

i
ot
[l

Faculty-perceived schelarly excel-
lence of doctoral prcgram (Faculty
-ale #1) 17 =21 30 15 -14 46

7. Student-rated quality of Leaching
(Student scale "7) 32 63 58 76 81 75

o

Program emphasis on res=aarch (as
perceived by facu’-y) (F=4) =05 =42 10 -05 -32 28

9. Program emphasis on teaching (as
perceived by faculty (F-4) 3r 49 17 20 58
10. Percent ~f faculty with outside
" resedarch  anl (F-8-1) ~ =18 -G8 -14 G4,

(9]
I~

11. Av=zrage fa~ulty publications - )

last three years (F-9) -16 =25 15 -13 -21 -14
12. Admissions selectivity (DP-10) =22 =25 =25 00 16 10
13, Percent of Joctoral students who
received seme form of financial
assistance (DP-11) =04 5. =09 -11 42 14
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These tendencies are hopefully made clearer by the illustraticns

ures, BCaft pLots  depict-

i

in Figures 8.1 and 8.2z. 1In these two fu
ing the velationships between deiartment reputational ratings (across
the horizontal) and student Environrent for Learning scores (on the

- .tico.) are presented for chemistry {Figure ¥) and histoxy (Figure

(&

£

J
are presented for illustrative puiposes. Thus,

[y}

= (These figure

aimi. Asta fer psychoiogy desrireats, though aveilaple, are mot

d
fad
)

present. Tr. eachk £ gure, lir representing the mezns on both

vaLidule T Il ms AWD, oD cmicme - trhis repOTL.
departL: | . 5 ~tad by letters. Tlius, dzpa-‘tments wirh 41gh
"seorer ¢ hus-h o olLw «tional Rating and Enviro.:Ing fo Learuing wilil

be fourni in the - « right-hand quadiarc, thnse with low scores cn
both vatiaples !. ..2 icwsr left-hend quadrant, and so or.

1f we examnine ~he chemistry department date in Figure 8.1, sone
subtleties of the relaztionship between thes : two dim:nsions becomes clearer.
First, as indirated by the correlatian coefl.icient (=.13), there is ‘
& very sllight teadency for depavtments < +h hirher reputational rat-
ings to have somewhat lower student-perce!ved environments Ior liearn-
ing, at ieast fo~ tha 24 chemistry departmen’ - ,a our sample. But
this tend-acy is very wez%, and it is ~lear i@ .at ‘nowing a department's
atgtus with r. e-¢ %o its reputational rating dogen't permit a very
a-curate prediction of ite stacus wir" iespect to its emvironment
for le rning : ' vice versa. Indeed, of the two chemiscry depart-
ments with the “igh = reputational ratings (deﬁa:tmeﬁcg P and 1),
dega. tment F has one of @ = lowee rated environments for learning,

vheracs departmen: U haa one of the highest.
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Even where the relat ~rn-™
as 1s the case for the zame two charz:teristics in history departments,
as pertrayed in Figure 8.2--thare are aumercus cases in which depart-
meats' status on the two variablé% in questisz do not conform to the
-endency for the total group. Thus, tiouzh taere 1s an even tronger

1

tendency in history departments fdr thcse with higher reputatiéﬁal :

#? i

ratings to have lower Environment for Learning scores (as expressed
by the —-.48 correlation), we see that departments N, D, and U have
high :eputatiaﬁal ratings and high learning envircnment sccres, where—
as history departments L, B, A, and X are below the mear on both
characteristics.

‘hus, we have learned several things about the nature of the

=h =zu

Bels

[

a3

(]

environmental characteristics can be measured fairlysgcturately and
reliably; second, the quali'y of tue environment can Se measured with
"validity," in that data ~bt rined about the enviromment correlate

in expectec ways with othc- information available about departments

(E_g.;remphasis on teaching, size); and third, in c¢pite of the

correlations with other departmental characteristics, the quality

of the environment is something which cannot be easily détefminei
simply by knowing, for example, that the department is big, or that
it émphasiZEElfeséaffH; nr that it is ver. selective. Though such
.actors are related to the environment dimensions, the relatiuzships)

are such that the quality of the e-vircmment is dI rerent from “hese

things.



One sther point about the s
!

Thouzh our upader tandi.g cof the nature of he environment leads us
to feel confident tha- it functions pretty mu.h in the same ways

acioss each of the three disciplires in c¢ir = udy, the magnitude o:f

f the environ-

o]

the rejatienshiys varies. . ms, though t 2 qua. 'ty

ment is viewed more favorably by ste students in those departments

stip is more pronouncad in the history departments. Ct wersely,

in departmen
three disciplines, these re'ationships are again comsis.ently

stronger in historv than in chemistry or psychology. We might say

;  that the gqualifty of e graduatc student environment 1s mMore

predictable in historv than it is in the other fields. Unfortunately,

there is nothing in our data that enables us to explzin th_.s pheunomenon,

=,

and this woulc not seem to be the proper forum for speculation. But

these facts Jdo a.ert us to the con

[

lexities of the environmental

=
1

assessment prob :m. The procedures used in our study seem to .e

So that th¢ reader can examine che extent of student endorse-

mrnt of the various iters that were employed in our 7nalysis of the

student environment (including items in the two s*.dent environment

scales), a s mmary of these data, prese ‘ed sepacately by discipline ’

) ! éi7
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Table 32,:
De ptors of the Quality of tre Graduzte Z:udent Environment
{Av. o _ge Program Percentages) .
Cher "stry History Psychologv
P e 3 - 2
Peer Rating = = 4 = E A = = 4
. - — T s e T
E vironment for Learniﬁg
(Percen=: anséefing 'Agree Stronglv'')
Dept. pracfices creatc student
tension (S-1-3). 18, 13 16 15 16 9 w4 37 23
Commor for students to feel -~
exploited (S- 1733 12 13 6 9 7 6 6 B 9
Dept. has humane /envircnment (S-1-1) 11 19 19 19 19 43 21 13 11
Students support/ and help each ’
other academically (5-1-q) 23 31 41 Z22 18 30 22 27 138
Competit- - n among students er ouraged
(S-1-p) 13 13 9 15 10 8 13 11 5
Students friendly and supporti.e in
pe-sonal lives? (5-6-g) 31 35 6 27 29 139 25 36 36
F;EultgﬁConcern for Students:
(Percent answering "Excellent")
Accessibility to students \(5-2-a) T. 38 41 38 1) b4 27 38 139
Helpfulness in identifying financial
aid (5-2-b) 20 20 12 14 12 22 75 sy 12
Concern for professio 11 development
(5-2-4, 20 19 18 27 23 31 31 25 29
Guidance in selection of cHurses )
(5-2-e) 4 7 19 10 12 17 7 8 7
Willingness to go out of way to help
(s=2-f) 22 28 35 34 36 41 27 30 32
Interest in students' welfare "S-2-1, 8 10 &6 14 10 26 9 13 15
Lelpfulness in Zinding jobs after ’ :
Adagree (S=2=m) 13 10 11 17 6 16 27 10 12
Miscellaneous
(Pe1 ~ent answering 'Agree Strongi ')
Dept. is stimulating place to =study
(S-I,t‘ 23 15 9 30 15 29 31 14 10
Fac:'*y genuinely in*riested in '
studiuts we. .re (F-1-b) "2 400 30 48 43 40 37 41 39
Some professors unduly exploit ' '
students (F-1=f) "2 '13 15 4 2 2 7 11 7
Faculty,student felatiansb (f 2-d) 313 21 14 20 17 20 16 20 21

aPerggit indicating statement
students in department.

o'

"Parcent answering ' excellent.

183 .

characterized more than 75

perzent of
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icfa *imn w’ - crarinus imner. - elements of the
environzr 1t dimensions, EﬁﬁpSEE‘LhES? levels of satisfacticn wit
those of students at departuents [ other reoutational ratings
within their own fie d, and fir~ily, to c~mpare th. dat: across
discivlines. In this last respect, it is worth noting tnat overall
levels of student satisiactio ¢ . h their envir mments do not a jear

to differ grea..y among the three disciplines in the study.

The Facul~y Environment

The deta in Tak :5 8.4 and 8.5

are particolarls Relnfal e oivine ne 3 hetter underatanding o. the

meaning of ti: faculty envi-onmeat dimension.
The Faculty Compatibil , ecala (whose general content was
described earlier in this ch:.pter, and w..ce sp~cific details are

available in Appendix :) 1s ~o9sitively r~orrelated, for all three

cisciplines, with such other eavironment indlc..ors as the extent

to which different scholarly points of view are welcome, the

sxtent of faculty involvement in the governance of the department,

[+

the juality of facuity-student relations in the department, the
"humaneness'" of the de; ¢tmeat, and both the departmental and

university-wide intellectual environme: . On the other hand, the
ompatibility scale is negativc'y correlated in all three disciplines

with the extent t» which fac.ity ..mbers percelve the departm~nt to

e a collection of individual: and a place where little or uo team



Intercorrelations

Wide faculty involv=ment
in important departmental
'eci, rms (F=1l=e)

Department has humane

environment (F-1-m)

Faculty,;student relations
in department (F-2-d)

. Department really a col-

iactioen of individuals; no
truly team efforts {F-1-n)

University Intellectual
environment (F-2-a)

e e vl ] s ol i o s o

' O

. o - 1 2 = 4 3 6 8 Mean S.D.
1. Compatibil.ty f faculty €3 - .81° .30
work enviromme.-t {Ficulty H - .89 .18
scale #2) g - 2.83 22
2. Different personalities cC 8 - .25 .38
and scholarly pdjnts of H 41 - 3.35 .29
vizw are welcon (F-1-c) P 50 - .18 .30

8. Department intellectual Cc 88 y 56 - 3
enviroun..ent (F-2-b) H 67 6z 48 52 19 -34 59 - 3.09 .37
: P 67 45 10 57 53 -35 65 - 12 .35
a.ﬁ- — Fo_ g oo = oYX _ TY i ™ a
LU = Luaellslbliy, 0 = Nisituly, & — :3yLuwliOgy

4 = Excallent, 3 = Good
€4 = Agree Strongly, . -

Agree wio, reservations, 2
Tesevvations, 1 = Disagree Strongly.
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efforts rake pla.=z, though igain the
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X
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history departuents whe ‘e, as we mentioned previcr.lv, the nature

of the fgséér h and scholarship activitie:

LIW

simply are not wall-suited

gto t Ea£ efforts in the way they are in the ofther twc disciplines.

In any event, these general relationships aie onsistent across 2’1
t iree disciplines and of such a magnitude ar. co.sistency that they

~give us confidence in the "validity" of the faculty env’ onment

¥

dimension.
: .Ghaﬁ oth r departmental characteristics ct=n’ to be associated
with the quality of the facu.tv envi:zunment? Data relevant o this
question are given in Takie 8. where the Faculi: Joupatibility
scale and faculty perceptions of the department iutellectual environ-
ment ace edaDiacd 1o Solatlizn

descriptors. These data indicate that:

..uplike the student environment, the quality of the faculty

!'Jl

environment is pozitively e elated with faculty fepﬁtatiana;
ratipgs, an emph..;is on researc., and a record DF research
productivity in all three discipiines,

...the faculty environment quality is also quite hzghly rélated to

faculty perceptions of the scholarly excellencs of the program,

a dimension whi.n includ s faculty 1atings of student compc lc.ace

P

(for detaiis see Faculty Sca #1, in Appendix F).

...judgments about the frculty enviromment are positively correla ,S

N with faculty sat .factions with the pliysice and financial resouices

of the place, as well as th age of members of ihe department

(as measured by years since recelving the doctorate}.
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Self-perceived scholarly
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that the qualility of the faculty environmert is buased on d!f

1
not surprisingiv) issociated with an emphasis on regearch, first-rate

facilities, and peer ratings of the guality of the faculty. Thus,

departments with favorable climates for the facultv arz net always

students, In fa.r. it woul. appear that .in some cases thz very

Features of the ~nvironment that make for a desirable department for

wembers of the [aculty often operate to have a negative effect on the
quality of the environment for students. Only im-psychology does 1t

appéar that student and faculty perceptions of the environment tend

to "'go together, anu even here tl.. relationship is not strong.

Correlational data, necessary to explore the ways varlables

relate to others, tell us nothing about the distribution of those

amehg =

information is included in Figure 8.3, in which faculty ratings of

o

A 7ariety of environment ledtures are summarizeu, and permit a
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bar .ranns in Fi;are 5.3, we o that Iwel of
’ per .. appedz ! L € siightiy he disciplines

‘ut difers fairly substanuiall+y within Jdis:ipline by reputational
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= =i 4 =5 l=—=—1 = hl s o Y P 3 5 . = S P
TALLNE ieVel, al -ast [RESHAN IVt Hlatlury departbients. voonodll
aside, {t iz dntere ti-; - =-0p thaat 12 50 iva faesls
relations regs. de DELLE Eneelient by ogs as 40% of the
Taculty.)
Interpretali the crhes “waonted in Figure 8.3 ar

rt

g
P
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x

...4dlffetent p 52T and scholarly points of view are almost

" - 1 ) " + 4 e
always @dalcome; there are nn ~eaningfnl differenres acroas

differehce is not great.

i

dwnFravract drn mairdno Fa anctha - inerd ~utdnn 1o cansdcstant -
Inrfaeract 1ir ng tooA Fheo= dncfd "avrins 1= i3

greater among departments at the.low and - ¢ the reputation scale
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("]}

= 1
(= =N

‘Ll
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greatest in chemistry d-partments.
i
...8 sense of colleagueship (Joint effort) occurs with sopreximately

equal frequency across %ciplineg, within disciplines,

reputational rating makes the greatest difference in psychology,

where 657 of the facul*y in top-ratad )rograms agree {strongly or
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faculty accessibility, interest im student welfare, extent tc wilch

is encouraged, quality of faculty interperscnal

i

competi! on amcng student

Tl

relations, extent of faculty Dppéftﬁnitv to influence departmental
decisions, and the like. nese data indicate that: .
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attention to teaching. In chemistr’y and psychology, this type

of ~nvironment does not appear to be related to such traditicnal



lesser known ones in

1 ‘nformation abcut

r  reliable and 'val 'd,” and tu prov de useful

i
=n
il
i
i
e
[y
iy
[a]
e
g
[
[N
a
-
S

I

J ] ,
gtudent and facultv environmants in
£ = :

¥
L
. ; ’ A .
- . .
p
e 4 7 :;‘
a LIS s :

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



24

L3
e _ . L)
Thg aspects of a program express i{ts purposes, make up a irge
Tanrminme~ ﬁ!rﬁ."*"’ﬁ"\v"x‘*“ m~F mEndanEs Aarnd mrassdas w#ha
11 be awarded o degree No
thout considering

=

ertifying those who

” ﬁﬂ?f* nfF the
chanism for
t of program quality would be.complete
ning ex: ~riences and procedures.
11 as between

ssessmen
‘its form al structure of lear
,,,,,,, vary within a discipline
Do the academ” :

of ti

™

disciplines, it i possible to ask some gener

any pragram s academic offerings and procedures.
hatever *hey may be, seem to meet the needs
Do students and faculty think th

H

) " offerings,
udents_whc aré enfolled?

nd appr 'priately?
ts and

o

riate? Are requirements fairly zdminiatered?
? Would

a;E

i equirements are approp
Is stu’ t academic work evaluated fairly a
ctudents vecomiend the program tc others with simllar inter
+ abl’ities? Such questiens conce'n he 1ﬁtegrity and fairness of a

1
. v 9.1
-7 _
Y
Q

LRIC



i LA S N L,.:'\dfim:%
L
ToET gCired Lros,
ereT.L lrom ar=2as reypsrte
] rorgid tiaim e i } '
outgut.

«d anout the u=ze of
aversge par: ol b rdtings Loz »f a program’ ¢
funcrioning. lhe first guestion «oncerns the selia%ilivy of the
eacur s, since it s likoly rhat there is some diffvrence of
o) fnion withis  rrogrom oa ot the Trairness. Or Tappropridteness’

o pt durs such lifferences among respondents
[T . . “ 4‘ : i ’i__ 1 =womvam arAarasac Fhat ~Aavar
up interna’ problems ¢ .d result in little difference, or random
d. ference, between programs. Because of this possibility, we will
§
Lo particularly interesred in rhe psyvchometric characteristics’ of
i =
- N = i,
thess measures, especisz ly . : ¢ mparison of response variation
within and between programs. At the individual program level, it
is particularly important to look at the distribution of item
: S '
responses when interpreting results in this area, in ordér to get ¥
the fuwll flavor of respondent opinion.
N\ -
' ' The ig more Aifficult to deal with, because
- § . ¢ = j 5 ' f*' 3
it questions the appropriateness of participant judgments iu this
area. Are students,;even advanced students, qualified to
make judgments.gbout the quality of their educational experience?
* - R f;:
¢ —— v Yy,
.ot EG,) “Jg

Q ' ’ ’ ¥

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



QO

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RESPGTIEE% to \Z’Piﬂi‘}ﬂ ERRS IR d = (Lo "rj_zlr,i 3 fe T,

lesire to make = progran 1 & d. Al-o, rhe wviliditv of rasponzes

rt
I
i)
™
r
¥
L
b

ons aboutr currant CTogra

the perceived use of the in or-

honesty 1f program survival 1s in

3

weaknesses and, 1in .  ition, tend tc reflect the opinions of only

1L

a few of the particirints. A high response ~ate on a well-designed

survey insirument oifers th potential or feedback [ry. ,a much

larger and fmore representative sample of participants, and thexefora
\ -, I I

ks mAasaihilitss afF sraarar raliahil{es- varrirnlarl-r ‘n avrase surh

as program functioning, evaluators should give close attention to
PLOE h 2

. With appropriate czutions, the approach should contribute to sz

overall understanding of quality in doctoral education.

m
'
e
i
[
o
[
=
r
r
=
i
a]
m
~
¥
i~
i
]
e
=
3
=
|
"
1]
"
]
"
=
o]
=
T
m
(a1l
m

In summary, judgm

investigated because it is difficult to bel&eae‘chaﬁ a program 1s

acadaﬂ%cally égﬂelient if students and faculty are seriously

disstutisfied with its content and procedures. even though other
measures are ﬁigq. Mn the other hand, high satisfaction with the

academic progr: could be quite

consis.ent with lower m
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of the curriculum. Is Ehe program flexible
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enough to meet individua. student needs? Is the curriculum of

sufficient breadth and depth? Does the structure or secuence
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and equipment?

Studeat overall satisfaclioun with

Lo enroll 1n the prugram! Would they transler 1I they could

so witheout losing much time to the degr~~? (Student Scale

No. 3)

Faculty judgments about the adequicy of

student evaluation

rocedures . Are degree requirements administered fairly? Does

A A L5 J
the department have good procedures for evaluati,. tudent

ogress toward the depree, evaluating comprehensive exam

(2]

performance, and supervising dissertations? (Faculty Scale No. 6)
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6. Alumni satisfaction with diss atiag experiences. pid the

o studEﬁt have gufficient fréedom to select his or her own tnpic?

Was

wn

x;uezted cove of the research prnlﬁm satisfagtnf}r?
weile proceduies Lul selecting ;Dmmittec mcmber; and arrange-

&
e

ment for interaction with the committee satigfac ory? Was
there sufficiéni opportunity for the studept"s creative thinking
and individual expression? Was tne dissertation ?ipefiénéé!

: ) v -

: . /
related to othex professional skills and to career plans?-

(Alumni Scale No. 1) E .

Table 9.1 presents correlations among the six Scales by disci-
pline, and also the aéerage department mean score and the standard

deviation of variation i program scores for*each gcale. The means
and standard deviations jof 'the first three 523135 5uggest that the

studenis iu ros cgrams in all three diéﬁipliﬂeé rate program

contents and procelures '"fair" i‘io "good''--a "angé 9f roughly 2.2
to 3.1 when a "fair" rating is scored 2.and a “géﬂd“ fatiﬁg is
séafed 3. Though the differéneég between pfaéfams are not large,
the statistical analyses of the scales iﬁdiéatefﬁhat they are
-stable and significant. In general, students rate their personal

2

satisfaction with the program "good" (table item no. 4) and alumnir

average a high level of satisfaction with-their dissertation expeil-

]
ences (item no. 6, where ''satisfactory as is" was scored 3 and

.

"could b; improved was scored 2). The séales .appear to operate
very 5imi;ar1y in each of the three: ﬂisﬂiplines, even though the

content of the curriculum and exact program procedures are quite-

different.

E§Lf4
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Intercorrelations of Scale Scores éincétned with Judgments
= . about Program Contents and Procedures . -
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4. Satfsfaction with prog m

7 I 49 46 59 -- ¢
(Student scale #3) ° 7

3.05
. 69 40 -- 3.13 .23
70 61- 44 i-- 3.10

b« e vl
|
1%y

5. Adequacy of evaluating students

o 13 40 40 -- 2.98 . .28
(Faculty scale #6) 2(

36 60 31 47 -- ~ 2.98 . .20
1
8
0

- Ne
I
|_l
o

12 04 19 40 11
21 26 -38 50 4¢
53 43 15 18 -0C

6. Satisfaction with dissertation
experiences ®Alumai Scale #1) -

o~ = iy
bt
-

{ .
8¢ = Chemistry, H = History, P ErP5§@hclagy. o \

. B - ;l L3 . i B ) - i
bHean of department means. &4 = Excellent, 3 = Good, 2 = Fair, 1 = Poor,
except for item #6 where 3 = Satisfactory as is, 2 = Could be improved,
1 - .eeds substantial revision. ' . . ¢

*
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“The correlations’in Table 9.1 indicate that all of the scaled
are pésitively related to one anathet, with a rarticularly strong

relat iﬁﬂship amang ‘student judgments abaut variaus aspects of the
' program operation. Program flexibility, se QEEEE?Z‘E and
o \ -

=

EudeTE overall satisfaction with‘ﬁhe ﬁrﬂgram\in histafy and

psyghalngy, wheréas assgistanship experiences are more important -to
P 7 .
student everallisat antiun in*chemiatry Faculty Eatisfactiaﬂ

£ .

with the depaftméﬁtal practigesiﬂgr'evaluating students are posi-

/
tively but much lass strangly related to student’ judgménts about

-

*thé‘pfagram, particulatly in hirtory Alumni judgmenta about.

'dié rtation experienges az§anat related in any consistent way
with the chér ratipgs. Dn:balance, the six s&ales seem to "hang

together" «as messures of an important area of pfngram-exaell ence,
i 5

thrnqgh low- relstinnships between student measures ard measures

from the diZferent pefspéctives of faculty and alumni raise some

1 - =

quest&ons Ehat qeed further. explaratian

Correlates of-Program Ratings
- — - . . \.

kS =
F

How .do measures of current prngram functioning relate to other .

£ R
.indicators af.pf@gfam-quality?' Table 9.2 1q‘ks at the relationship
- : between three student rating% of the program (éurriguluﬁ! degree

Tequirements, and overall satisfactio ) and other program &escfiptors

seléeted because they seem logically rklated to program operation or

“  because earlier chapters identifiéd-ghé' as particularly good

[

=
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Table 9.2

* Correlates of Three Student Ratings of the Program

o M Rating of  Rating of Degree .

Curriculun Requirements
’_,.ﬂczﬂlva C B P

L, Quality of teaching (Student scale #7) - s 8.7 T TS0
2, Enviromsent for learning (Student scale f1) 29 51 46 4 61 30

3. Studeht-rated scholarly excellence of the . |
~ progken (Student scale #2) 9707 25 74 70 69 87f

6.&@&& Jrnhgﬁquhwafme | ; Lo
graduatd faculty (F-25) 18 01 67 ° 02 19 68 3 2%

S Size: FIE dpctoral gtudents (DP=5=2) 25 20 55 12 09 30 13 20,

6, Program empha.'S’En teaching (as perceived
v by faculty) (Kcd)

1\ ?erea@t of faculty vith outside research . , |
"+ graat (F-k-1) } 13 48 60 -+ =17 35 61 28 3

C g

10 46 04- 11 52 ¥ 19

8. Average faculty days avay from campus .
 dnthel st year 'P-10) 06 29 35 -3 0015 -01 32

9. Facuity-fated adequacy of physical and = , .
financial resources (F-Zex) i 40 =00 60 ' 11 17 46 55 23

0.. Faculty experience; years since dactaral “ )
| traiﬁing (F!14) R 52 =47 59 B A I S A O T

— F e I PR — i _——

- — - — . 3 e

o

aE = Chemistrj (N = 24 programs)
H = History (N = 25 prograns)
P-= Pgychology (N = 24 programs)

i o
e

E-
.
-_—
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indi ;ators of prezram quality in other areas. Inte;g;:*iné'thESE
éatfelations, it is apparent that students who t;tﬁk that the‘teaching

k3 .
is very good and that the stuients and faculty are very égpagleﬁ%iéems .
and 3) also think highly Gfithe curriculum and degree req&ifémen;s,

and in general are satisfied with the training they are receiving.

Student judgments about the program operation tend to have a low

positive or négligible relatio?ﬁﬁip with rrost of the other variables—
on the iistéspeer rating of the faculty? gize, level of emphasis on
Eeacﬁiﬂg, percent of faculty with outside research grants, average
faculty days away from campus. This suggests that these Qha:aztérist{cs
have little bearing on what students think of their programn, 5
particularly in chemistry and history. Correlation of student judgments
with the ‘adequacy of the ph§51ﬂ31 and financial resources amnd relative
gaggest Eﬁat these éhatacteristizs are positively related to student
views about thzir programs in chemistry agd psychology, but neutral
or negatively related to student views in history.

Student ratings of assistantships, d4lumni sa;iéfagtian with

their dissertation experiences, and facul:ty judgméﬁgs about departmental

we see that student views about agsistantships in chaﬁistty and

psychology are related to the academic excellence of the program, -

-

208



' o : Table 9.3
Correlates of Views about Aszistantshins, Dissertations, and

Departmental Hvaluation Prpcedures

F = .}i e e e e i—
i o Rating Af Satisfaction Adequacy of
. , . Assistantship °  with Dissertation Evaluating -
Experiences Experiences Students
(Students) (Alumri) (Paculty)
F" e ';},7_,, = e - . _‘
3 cw P cH P ¢ n P
l. Quality of teaching (Student scale #7) % 40 66 0 12 43 10 19 =04 59
' F ao
Ei Environment for learning (Student scale 1) 05 55 22 . 42 06 34 28 i2§‘ 35
F : : Y
B; Pyculty-rated scholarly ‘excellence of the ' P
) prngr:n (Facnlty scale 1) 58 p2 58 23 51 57 75 79 65-f
h. Reputational rgting of quality of the . ‘ , -:
~ graduate faculty (F-25) 51 =23 58 ¢ 14 28 57 29 ‘sp i
. Size: FIE doctora) students (DP-5-2) 58-08 47 15 08 28 3229 13
b Progran emphasis on research (as perceived s ; ‘ | -
by faculty) (F-4) : 54 =18* 48 17 27 33 53 W %
). Average faculty journal publications in : - ; -
. last three years (F-9) - 43-32°25 . U8 24 55 2 16 3%
B.. Paculty-rated adequacy of physical and ! : , | ! |
financial resources (F-2-x) L4h 111l 03 27 05 . 65 61 39
) Fgﬁulty experience: years since doctoral | | |
tratning (F-14) 13, 09 29 - - - 00 37 o,
). Percent of doctoral students with. financial ' __' ' | i ;%
assdstance (0P-L) | -1 46\ =02 16 -28 =14 <03 - 06
Sgﬂ fnutna:e, Table 9 o |

Note: Descriptors were selected for thair relevance to these particular stulent ratings; therefor

some of them are diffufent from the dégcfiptﬂfs 1nc1uded in Table 9.2.

L3
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&

the pleiuie io quiie different. views oi history assistantships

are positively.related to characteristi.. of the environment an

negatively related to research emphasis ¢ reputation. Some of
= . * M
Ehiaidifference may ;esult from the combination of reactions to

research and teaching assistantships in the same set cf items (see

. page 3 f the .student questionn.:ire in Appendix D). The departments of

chemistry. aud psychology probatly offer fair numbers of both types

- of assistantshi 5, 80 that they are weighted fairly Eﬁuaily in the

" final department index But in history, almost all of the aedista ant-

"!‘

ships are in teaching. Alsa, mgreﬁstudents in histor, are prepariny
to become tea;hers. Therefore, the correls=ions could be interpreted
. to mean that views about teaching assistantships among students &
ﬁreparing for a ~areer aé a teacher are Essentiallv unrelated to
©  the publicaiians record and reputation of the faculty but do reflect
the climate and human felstignships of the department, whereas the
opposite #s true for views shout agsistantahips in the more research-

L o/ .
oriénted fields of chemistry and psychclogy. Again, we see- that

! teaching and research reinforce one another in the laboratory
sciences (chemistry and psychology) but not in the humaniti’s
(history). v

( . , | -
. Alumi satisfaction with dissertation experiences do not app ar

to be very closely related to any of:'the other program descripto rs
listed in Table 9.3, with the possible :xception of cverali‘fgtiﬁgs
of academic excellence (items 3 and 4). Thesc low correlations

probably reflect the generally high ratings given by alummi to
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-

5
53

their dissertarion experiences, and the small variation among
3

able 9.1).. Also, the

i

programa on thiz score (see item #6 in

-~ rating reliability is not as high for this scale as for the others,

and the sighificance of tha giffefeﬁée becween programs is not

quite so certain (see Appendix f). Probubly rhe items in this

scale would be more useful in'feedback reports o individual
p:agfgﬁs than' combined into a scale sccre for comparison across

programs.

Viewe Abdut Job Placement

Another area of program functioning that was endorsed as

important by the -graduate deans is job, placement of new graduates.

¢ - Doctoral faculty members take pride in placing their top graduates

[

[ =™

with prestigious departments at other universities, and in general

helping graduates through the "old boy" network of person .l-acqualin-_
tances. The decline in academic jobs makes this system increasingly
inadequate, how.ver, and many departments are taking more formal

’ateps‘ta lc*ate a broader variety cof job opportunities. Also, more
= o . =
. . . 5 L 4

departments ar- encouraging students to considér nonachdemic careers.

&

" Because the placement of new g%aduatés 1z in flux, 1t i{s not a

reliable indicator of program quality at the present time. It
Eanti@ueé td—be—an area of interest, however, and- responses ta
questions in this study cencerning placement vere tabulated for

descriptive ‘nformation about programs. A summary of some of these

.\i"




Manv students ehpfesged concern about 4nb placement in comments

%

that were volunteered at the end of their questionraires, They
I . . )

yaigégl pazftic\élaf gens:tivity tn the role of program ‘a d university
preétigé ia relat;éﬁ te job placement; commerits such as "rhe faculty
V- . »

herz do not have>tha national reputati@zs or contacts neeaéﬁ =3

help graduates fiﬁd gnad jobs" or " my orly fegret is thac it will

be even harder to find a job when I grgduate because the dépaftmeﬁt
ig gatikeil known" were common. The pervasiveness cf concern about
emplcyment probably :ontfibuteé to thé willingness4af students to

put up with uncamfortable envireaments in exchaﬂge for program
prestige, as Dbseryed in earlier disgggfiansi Differential percep=
tion of placement help ulness from the depattments with diffgrentﬂg
reputations is also reflected in the questionnaire respanseé th at

are reported in Table 9-55: An average of more than 40Z of the
fa;ul;y in high-prestige departments think the departmevt halpfulneas
in job placement is "exﬁéllenéd (Ltem 1). buc Qniy an average of
abauti152 D£ the faculty in low-rated departments feel the same way
Apparently all departments make some effort in this direction, |
howeve:;'sincg about 40% of the faculty across all reputational levels
say the department's helpfulness is "good."

b =

Students are, sﬂmewhat less sanguine about the placement help

they will receive from the dépgftﬂéﬁt or the facuit y (items 2 and 3
in Table 9.4) even at top-prestige programs. Réughly‘tﬁésthirdg of

the faculty in each discipline think that the departmental placement

efforts are at least 'good," but only half of the students ®ave

12



Table 9.4

Views About Job Placement (Averages oI rrogram rercentages)

___ 3 . _ e - .
= = — e = E——— e ————

Percent Responding
Chemistry  History . Pay
B
T ¥ L H

5

l.fFacultj; Depaftmentai helpfulness ia Ixcclleat o1 L

- Job placement - . Good: 45 48 4
w1, Students: Department does a good job Agfee_sgfangly 18 8 6 15
placing gradvates - Agree/recervations 33 44 38 42 30 4l

s 811
W 8 U5
| 39 42 Al

3. 3tudents: Helpfulness of faculty in Excellent - 18 10, ilf IAIY 2110 12
finding jobs aftet graduation Good i 43 3% 31 33 2636 3 31 22

e ‘&

b Reports from department chaimen about job . All All - All
placenent - f . Chemistry  History  Psychology

a Dépt. maintains placement {iles for C 0 :
gtsdugtés “1¥es X 1 62

, v . :
b. There 1s a departmental faculty copmit- | K

tee to work on job placement of grads  Yes , | I U
¢ Dissertation chairmen actively help =~ Alvays . ¥ 6l. k!
studentl locate appropriate positions’  Often 59 Nt 57
d, Departuent encourages reglstration with Always 59 96 ) 3
university placement office - Often 14 - 29
e. Acadendt placement has becone more h
Alfficult inthe last three years Yes i 7. 100 81
: Vﬂﬂmnﬁmﬁph@mmhﬁbmmémmr | ’-'-ﬁ e i
' di(?ieult in-the last three years Yes | 1 48 LI
v, —_— Y T _ —

s
T o ]
See footnote, Table 5.2,
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this impression. In general, perception of helpfulnecs declines

-ﬁf l&“4w¥n¢v i

= ¥ \. . ] "7”
practices’ an eriences in relatién v !gb pygtement. Thei¥

Ve

responses are reported in item 5 of Table 9.4. Since these tabula-
tions reflecRusnly one response per program, they have not been
separated into reputational levels-: The,ghairman of history depart-
ments, particularly, reflect a high level of concern about job
«?lacnnent for their graduates. More than 70% of these departments
Fma;ntain placement files ir addition to encouraging registration

with the university placement office, have a depéftmental committee
-
concerned with job placement, and consider placement help to be one

of the importarnt functions of a dissertation chairman. Every

histgry department in the study reported thst placemenc of graduates
in appfupriate academiP positions has bécnme more difficult in the

last two yeafs. The {epartments of chemistry and psyghﬁlagy are

" not far behind. TIn addition, two-t .irds of the chemistrv chairmen

-fepérzed that placement in appropriate nonacademic pa-i ions has
als;i’ecama more difficult in the past two years.

Obviously successful job placement of new graduaceg is one
indication of an effective graduate program, though in a very tight

job market short-run indicators for this dimension could be very

- misleading. Placements cannot be made in positions that do not, exist:

216
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L 2
the tE§utatiﬁp of a program may play an eséizially important role
¥ &

in ffrst job offers. For these and other reasons, probably some
evaluation of the efforts that are being made to broaden optilons
and prepare students for a greater variety of employment possibilities

dre as important as an actual tabulation of ;hagkiﬁds of jobs that

=

Most of the program measures reviewed in this chapter have been
scale scdijps to represent characteristics of a 'prngfam'; academic
offerings and procedures. The research Té%ultsxiﬂdicate that many of

»Fj;ithese scores are related to measures of other program characteristics,

o

especially 1if the assessments are made by the same observers. Theo
research l.as detéﬁmined that reliable measures are available in this

area, but WEQHEVE not yet addressed the question of how they might

Ratings of program functioning add the important dimension of

pfacess to the assessment of quality. At the level of individual

A

program review, a great deal of information can be obtained about a

L
program's structure and contents. Unfortunately, such anecdotal
i
msterialgdoes not lend itself to comparisens across programs in

I

/ ! . ..
different disciplines. The "adequacy'" measures described in this
chapter suggest one way to circumvent thigiprcblema They provide
useful cgﬁparisons of judgments about program functioning, although

& 7 ! .
questions of internal program equicjzfill be viewed by many as

216
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-rather tangential to questions of program quality. For this reason,
the sepatgéé items in-each tcale (enumerated in Appendir ¥) may be
more u#eful as feedback information to individual progﬁfms than as
Eamparativa praéram assessments, inﬂicating~paftigular-strengths and
weaknesses as they are perceived by students and faculty members.!
For example, opinions of program participants about the flexibility
of the cu%richlum to meet individual neéds, opportunity to take
courses iﬁAgther departments, clarity of degree requirements, and
fairneas of administering assistantships :an.be very useful infafmatiaﬁ
for a program that ié }aoking for ways-t@ increase its strength,

" without any need to reduce the data by forming scales.

)

Figure 9.1 graphically ‘presents responses to four individual

S

items from scales in this area wfih res ag grouped aezérdiug to
high, medium, and low peer ratings of faculty quality within each

discipline. The items selected for illustration are ones that .

[l

correlate particularly highly'with their scale scores. The figuteE
- demonstrates the kind of discipliﬁé or university-level comparative
| data ﬁﬁat could be provided to help departments interpret their
own responses without making any value judgmerits about désifable
levels or distribution of responses for a particular program.

In terms of overall level in Figure 9.1, étudéntééfn history
ptaéﬁgﬁs give the highest percentage of "e#aéllenﬁﬁi?r ?gaadﬂ
ratings to curricular flexibility, relevance of deggée requirements,
sndlaépcrtﬁnity for assistantship holders to act in a professional

role. Chemists are least satisfied with these aspects of their

2i7

. M”ﬂt
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programs. On the other hand,

with departmental procedures [ur eval ating

number of different disciplines and across all levels-of program

size and reputation. :he . wi‘s irv of
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similarity of responses across reputational groups indicater that

score differences between programs reflect different expectations
and the fééi@nd:uivé pelveplivis vl praciices and pr. _cuauires raither
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ALUMNT ACCOMT™ 7 nMENTS AND OPINIONS

Most of the da discussed 30 far in t .2 report came fron
current program particinants--advanced graduate students and faculty
Frogne e ‘e 3

These sources of i formation were in a nosition to "rell it like it
is" in each department in the spring of 1975: No time lag for
changing conditions *o catch ur with reputat’ 'n, no unidentified
halo effect, no second-hand zuessing bout what goes on behind t! =
facade. These sources of intormation have been emphasized because
they are readily available as well as approprilate for program

assessment. There Is one other source of Informatlion about programs

that is highly regarded, if seldom surveyed, and that i their alumni.

Many uepartment chairmen and other scholars of higher education
will, when pressed to identify an ultimate criterion of program
quality, state that accomplishment of the program's graduates is

-f., Willingham, 1974).

F"lw
\0—‘

the best si-gle measure of its success
The graduates are a tangible product of the program; they reflect
the abilities and skills they alr83dy possessed -at entrance, to be

sure, but they also reflect the direct and indire. - infiuences of

their experiences a; graduate students in a particular degree

o)
L)

program. Chairme: and faculty mec.becs programs, therefore, feel

Liley have a legitiumdie [lphi LO Clain sumg Cledlii ior ULie kRiods ur

jobs their graduates hold, the scholarly works they produce, and

i

-
‘O‘
[

i

<2
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the recognizion ti.av thelr careers B -l ieve
that it would = : appropriate to judge the quality of the program

by these products.

ke
objectivity than and “are information on which
I, ooolleagues fn the tield have nc
e departrent Therefoure, theis views about

umni was considered an essent.ul part

[y
i
I
3
R
¥
o
=]
o]
——
T
L
=y
i
Im
el
1K
oo}
[nu
[
»_J

of this studv. ¥~ wanted to hear from alumni who had been in jobs

iy EBlUugl by bave suvwe fecord of wccomplishmant
gradimted tecently enough to know something first-hand about the

program. AT Ler discuss5ion wililn expercts in each Q,L:;a;Lp,L_Lul:, iL

ate ¢n graduates three to five years after

£
]
[iy]
W
m
i
-
Pl
1
oL
r
o}
x]
e
=
I
i
ja
L
[a

the degree (those who received the docterate in 1v/0, 1971, or 1972).

iddress

11
l..ﬂ«

m‘

Participating departments were asked to provide names and
of persons who received doctoral degrees in these years. Almost

all of them did so. Ouestinnna res and one postcard follow-up

=y

were mailed to all of the continental United States addresses that/”
§

yere availahle, Many An-etinnnaires were returned stamped unde- /

liverable; it is known that others did not reach the right person,

ERIC
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despite the ‘act that ok CoE ST Tel 5 =
received for 1,172 alumni. or =+». © [ivdx Whose elvelupes wele
e 1
returned to us.

This chapter gives tarti.olar altentlion to guestions aboul L

views

adequacv of this samp’ = to rep:
about programs because the re. "onse rate was not as high as desired.

However, it probably represents a realisti: return, the kind that

could be expected if dejartie:nls were Lo survey tielr own nraduartes
with a si guestionanire in fict, ome of these questionnaires
wele Seul walb LF ol SdpSTITLNL. TULLeT Il D Lind LeEse -t o=

their average rate of return was ahbout *he same. It is also likely

ome alumni are i.cluded in the study as

]

that the reactions of
faculty rather Ui n aluwul respoiseés, beécause they arc currently

employed in the department that granted their highest degree.

Usable questionnaires from prciram alumni were examined to

stimate response pias and to evaluate their generalizability

before investigating their relaticnship to other measures of

1
Departments were csked to supply the names and addresses of all
a r

ctoral degree —ecipients in 19/0, 19/1, and 1972. A few progrdms
uld supply the information only for one or two of these ye. 5. Most
'd not have addresses for at least a few o ] i

od. 1In the few cases where more than 100 degrees were -~wvarded in

8 pericd, questicnnaires wer: sent to a random gample of 100 degree
ipients. Graduates of two programs in each field were not surveyed
: a in 1970-1972. Thus,

(e
i

T e
=2 m L
[ "’1

i
rec
because fewer than 10 degr.
EECDﬁJ_tﬂLly Lilg sSUivey wds uue s ull i

programs three to five years aft receiving the degfee, but it came
close,

were awarde 0

O
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returns from edcn pProgram 1in relatlon 0 rCne numper of grnestionnaires
sent out. Al.gnl respeonses wove used only if there war2 at Teast

iG usable renlies and ti.v ret. woented morte th

number mailed cut. or 1if there were fewer than 10 usable replies

but they rep.esented more than half of all the questionnaires mailed

out. The latter rritevion wa= appropriate for a few programs that

s
)
"

granted a small nuwber of degrees between 197 and 1972. Alumni

ceturns met one of the e criteria for 20 chemistrv programs, 18

L L o - . B
it y ELQEL;{HL;}I = = [ B R R -

=

4

Shiil 4andliyios

and comments about alumni responses are limited to this siightly
smaller ser of programs.

As menticoned earlier, Lie vverall aluwmni respunse rate was
about 48%. The average response rates for individual programs

of

]

oL
remaining in éﬁg analysis, grouped accoruing to peer rating
' 2

faculty quality, are presented on the first line of Table 10.1.
T..ese are verv conservative rat.:s of return. since thev co ld not
be corrected for undeliverable mail. Response rates were slightly

higher for iower-rated programs, bur essentiaiiy quite simiiar

Aacross disciplines and reputations. A slightly higher response

2Thé smaller numbcr of programs with alumni responses available
for analysis necessitated some regrouping of programs in the "medium'
and "low'" reputational levels used in this chapter. For alummi, "low"
means a réputational rating below 2.4 rather than 2.0. This results
in fewer programs in the "medium" category and a fairly even distri-
bytion of programs across the reputational levels: 6-8-6 in chemistry,
=8=5 in history, and 6=6=5 in psvrhologv. See Chapter 2 for a
discussion of the rationale for grouping programs in this way.

b
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Alimni-student Responss Compari

P e ae = Th e A ™o
{7 verage of Pruwran Tarcen. . -

Chemist =y ;istory Psychnlogy
¢« v* oy om ¥ mn om u*

1. Average respcnse rate 47

2. Sex: npercent female

3. Race:

Caucas

LAl

19

89

75

4, Undergraduate grades: 3.5
above

21

24

21
26

Alumni
Students

5. Specializations: :

Organic chem. 2 36
32
27
29

36
60
32
16

Alumni 4
Students 11

Alumni
Students

Physical chem.

Modern hist.

e
-
j;g
[N ]
~ O

American hist. Alumni

students

o

Alumni
Students

Experimentai psy.

Alurmni
student s

Clinical psy.

31
24

46
39

35
15

3 N
L%

L s
Ll 2~

39

el
90

45
59

X %] Pk b
A A O

34

99
89

. _
Groupings for alumni d-ta are as follcws,
groupings for student data.

H = High peer rating of faculty qualitv (above 3.6), N=6

chemistry and psychology, 5 in history.

M = Medium prer rating
chemistry and history, 6 in psychnlogy.
T = Trer near ?§F§Hg ~F

chemistry, 5 in history and

Farndee pualdes (halaw 2 4)

psychology.

o

.

of faculty quality (3.6 to 2.

4).

M=F n

See footnote, Ta

N=8 programs

b

[=]

programs

30

95
93

24
30

jZ; for

in

in
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alumni at the o her. Most progran mean scores represent th

resprnses of netween 10D and 45 alumni.
P

felurined by awol SuiPQODlY IRTILLCL 2EVIARNLOD SJUAGUAIN SLUTENLS
provide a profile of these 'snon-to-be alumni. One check on the

representativeness of alumni respradents, therefore, is to ciupare

We wuuld not expect thenm
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ﬁ
¥
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r
3
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e
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the characteristics ui

he

"

some of

o]
Lat

to be identic

lw]
&
[y
Lo

1, since the enrollment patterns

programs may have changed over the past six or eight years, but

o]

we would expect alumni to be more like current students in the same

nragram than 1ike 3tndents in other o

rograms. Table 10.1 also
i reports the results ~f this analysis.

7 ttems 2z, %, and &4 in yapie 10.1 cowpare alumni and enrclled
student respondents on sex, race, and undergraduate grade—point
average. Most of the alumni respondents en;ered these programs in
theKmiddlé 1960s; most »f ﬁhe student respondents started their
graduate studies in the early 1970s. Ther;fqre, an average of about

7% more women and 87 fewer Caucasians in the current student popula-
ra

(g o8

ion probably represents a reascnable shift in program enrollment
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included in th =z1limad 1l =, whiegk* © ould tend t. reduie “e

ethnic diversitv. Sligicl~ hizh. . properriosns of current students
At

Teport undergraddars graCo-point ottor Lies 2.5 oF nbove, whicn iz

consistent with the rrend rrwnard undo-graduate “grac

almni and studen an all t'r 2 wvariables at rach level .f program

Programs also vary in the s=hesiali-atins thev offer, ard the
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proportion of students wig specluaiize in
the final comparison betwee.: alumni and student respondents is
concerned with the percent who identifyv themselves with two popular

specializations within each discipline. The percent of alumni

respondents are compared with the perc nt of currently enrolled

respondents in oreanic and phvsical chemistrv, modérn and American
hisﬁgfy, and experimental and clinical psychology. Though not ‘%

cimilar and roneiatant BFTOSS

alumnl responsc ratos and a comparison

aduate gtudent respondents frrom
b
the same programs, we concluded that the alumni data were sufficiently

representative to be useful as program descriptors and in analyses

%
e
Lo

bg

th other variables. They mav fail t give complete picture o
the products of each of the 55 program: that provided usable alumni

data, but they represent a unique resource in providing comparable
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preparation of scholars and/or researchers. Therefore, one would

expect most of the graduites of these programs to be employed in

universiiy pusitions or as researchers in ogher settings. Table 10.2

/
i

presents the average percent of alumni from programs at three different

levels of prestige €peer ratings of faculty quality) who reported

]

irst position after the degree, current position, primary work
1 3
acrivitly 1n the present posiCfion, ar. Lwo judglents about their

present jobs. Cgnclusions that can be drawn from these data about

the employment of recent alumni in three fields are that:
#

[

...about half of the new chemistry graduates of all programs had
postdoctoral fellowships immediately ofter receiving the degree.
Most of them éppeafed to have moved into research positions or
into collepe or university teaching by 3 to 5 years later.

An zvresage of 60 to 70% of the graduates of all chemistry

programs reported that they were currently engaged in research

== ragearrh and tasching

®
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*See footnote, Table 10.1,

Alumn. Erolovre, oy Blealol e a0 Beer fatlny of Faouley uaiitv in
DETAT L TUImg e Ionorate
‘erage Jf FTORTAN puly ages,

Cnemistry History Psychology
i 0y I* H ¥ [* H oM In
. Flrst position after 30 Postion. tellovehis SRS 11 IURNYERY,
degree b 1-veqn college 317 32 6 I = ]
Co devear college ho 111 1745 5 170515
Ge PhU uraversity 1 1S 2 15 17
e, Researen 19 3 17 - ] - 1710 J,
f ?ff’?f‘f:-'r‘if‘??.‘ﬂ - - i l; 2:
» Current = sir{on 1. ostdoc. fellowshiy 305 8 = 117
%. 'Tff? LllLéE i E g j 7 1 Z ==
¢, -vear rollese 1211 14 36 46 47 21
1. PhD university A 8 4 92 1§, 0 19 18
&, Research 214540 I 4 6 I6 10 11
f. Profess{onal practira [ - W
. Primary activity in a. Research 45 49 46 1410 0 49
present job b. Research and teaching 26 12 12 9 25 8 125 2
¢+ Teaching 1325 2 757 1 A0 Y
d. Adninistration I 6 9 oyl 115 11
e, Uther professional I oh o 1 3 -- 0 2%

« Tresent job "highly reiated” to graduate tield
of study , 61 3% 29 A0 62 65 1759 69
. Congiders self underemployed 17 15 N 01 15 18 3

Nate Fercentages may not add to 100 because adjunct faculty positions and employment in ad=inis-

e

tfative gya;u$uua, ;;ﬁuzuLﬂly Ul aFLUHUa[y SCHGGLE oL other’ dre not tabulated.

alumni from any progran reported that currently they vere not employed for pay,

Fewer than 47 a§ the

601

20y



graduates in a_l programs reported veaching as their current

. graduates of ps-cholog: departments spread out to a greater

variety of positions than did graduates in the other two fields,
both immediatelv after the degree and later. Roughly on=-third

were employed by

-

roileges or univezrsiiies and one-third In

research positiuns or pr@fessi@nal practice (type of employer

was not related to program prestige). However, about half of

the graduates of highly rated psychology programs repor ted
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for lower-rated programs.

fower chemicte than hietnriane or psvehonlogists reported that

r

their present job was 'highly related" to their graduate fiel

o]

f study.

.an average of about 10 t» 25% of these respondents who received

W

degrees from doctoral programs in 1970 to 19.° ‘gported that
they congidered themsealves nnderemploved hecans: their present

sositions were not in their field or not ~ui.sistent with their



level of training and cxperience. T &
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lar-er in low-rat chemistry departmencs and in high- or

medium-rated history and psvcholog
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In summary, the only clear differentiation by prestige of tha

degree-granting programs thart appears in Table 10.2 1is the higher

(=D

pelcet vl groduates employed ! Ph.D.-granting universities, and a
correspon.ingly iigher per... t of graduates from these programs who

report resea. :h or research and tea Ling .3 their primarv current

job activiry. Thotieh inba are riak aed

e N

!‘
prestigious programs disperse much more broadly than they did a 1. w fégtg

8go, it is still true that most permanent positions at major univer: fies

are filled by graduates of what zre considered to be the top programs
in the field. ‘lumni views “bout the relevance and apprépriaténessfl
of their current employment re n t related to ny appreciable }/
extent to the prestige of the program from which they fegeivggsfgéif
degrees, 4

Expected differences in the employment patterns of graduates
from cach of the disciplines were foind. Chem’ ifs were most likely
to be employed as researchers, rsychologists as college or university
faculty or in other profesainaal practicc, and historians as college
teachevs.

Alumni also were asked to rate a number of statements concerning
their employment setting, climate, and job satisfaction. These

resul.

Tt

are presented by discipline and peeﬁﬁrating of the graduate

faculty in Table 10.3. The items reflect an agssumption that most

\P wl
"
o,
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Table 10. 3

Alumﬂi Description of Current Position (Average of Program

] Percentages Responding 'Very Descriptive')
5 ! Chemistry History Psychology
re . : . _ H M L* H M Lu* H M L%
- L . — — T — -
1. It-provides mdhy oppor-
tunities for research and
creative work (A-17-b) 48 38 34 29 25 18 41 34 35
2, 1t does not use all my
education and skills : _
(A-17-c) 13 17 19 19 22 16 14 23 19
3. It hllows me to 1lncrease ’
* my visibility within the : :
profession (A-17-f) 43 33 40 27 23 17 40 30 39
4, My colleagues are first-
rate scholars or re- : . .
7 searchers (A-17-h) - 32 26 26 11 13 21 26 15 19
5,.It gives me a feeling of
worthwhile accomplishmenr® . -
(A-17-m) " : 61 49 52 45 49 51 52 55 63
6. It.is a very secure job
' (A-17-d) 1 27 28 27 28 29 42 27 30 42
7. 1t provides a very comw . :
fortable salary (A-17-a) 35 35 30 . 22 16 ) 31 3% 34
i 8. It gives me a chance to - T .
. - exercise leadership .
(A=17-1). u 43 35 42 28 33 35 51 43 58
*See footnote, Table 10.1.
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faculty members iy the disciplines surveyed in this study would agfee
that a good job fws onie ol Lhels protege: woulid gffer an opportunity

=

 fof creative work and :eseét:b, ut§lige the peraa 's abilities

provide conditions for sdvancement in the profession, involve contact
with ﬁthet Eitsz-raze scholara, and result in aifeeling of worthwhile °
itéﬁﬁpli!hmenﬁ. The first five items in Table 10.4 give the average
percent of respondents in each of the prégram groupingé who said

:that each of these sqétements was "very descriptive of their current
work. Tha higher ptapnrt n of chemists and psyeholggis§s gho are
employed as researchers pirobably accaugés for Ehe somewhat highef
level ﬁf.theif responses to the first question (goncarning;oppattunity

v ]
for research and creative work), and for some association between

response on this question and the reputational grouping of the

department. Responses to the other four questions are uniform across
reputational levels.

The last three questions in Table 10.4 alsb reflect important

job considerations for a young professional, but they are not

necessarily related to the scholarly traditien: job security,

aalgry, and opportunities for 1eaderahip; Resp nses to these

questions alsc are uniform across reputational levels, ‘with the
i ' 4

énasib;e exception of the salaries of historians.

Siﬂ:e, as noted at the begjnning of this chapter, career

accomplishments of a umnj have high acceptance as a critarion af
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doctoral program quality, alumni were asked to report their profes-
sional activities in 1 number of areas. They also evaluated the
excellence of the career training they received as a part of their
gtaduate studies, and made judgments about the cvgrall 2Xxcellence
of their graduate programs. Responses of the alumni from each
program vere summarized, and the mean score or pe;:ent of alumi

3 ‘ -

giving a particulai response to each item was adopted as the program

iﬁdicaza! on” that variaﬁl;- \
fable 10.4 presents the major quesgiannaife items concerned
with alumni accomplishments and program outcomes ﬁogeéher‘with thé
means of departmental mean scores OT percents, theilr standard
deviations, and correlations S?Eﬁg'ihé wariakles. Discipline
variations in employment patterns, reported earlie., are also
apparent here; in addition, there are dise. line diffef;nﬂés inf
alumni gsatisfaction with their caféer preparation (#1), the percent
who reported post degree research on their dissertation topic (#4);
the péfcemt who had published part of the dissértation (#5), the —
percent who had published a book (#8), avérgge number of profes-
sional presentations (#9), and current annual income (#6). Earlier
chapters in this report indicate that many input and process char-
acteristics of dacﬁaral programs operate quite similarly in rather
diverse fields of study; these data from alummi suggest that the
bvaluation of p;agrém outc;mes in terms of the activities and
iaceamplishqénts of graduates need to be viewed separately by

discipline or area of!study.
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Table 10.4

Intercorrelations of Alumni Career Ac ~=plishments and Judgments

lations Mean or .,
Item "1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 = perceat 5.D. -
- , 64 17
= ' 69 .12
- 83 .10

Corre

1. Percent re rting "Extremsly good"
carear preparation (A-4-abc)

O
o

I

[
it

2. Parcent with cuttent academic
appointment at Ph.D. university
S

38 -- 11 .10
13 25 .16
41 -- . 23 .14

- - N |
st
ot
]
[

3. Pexcent with research or research c us 27 -- ’ 63 .16
: and teaching as primary work ' ) 30 .17
sctivity (A-18) 68 71 ~-- 41 .17

oo
]

[

L]

~d

L]
]
]

4. Percent whe reaported further
ressarch ppn dissertation
topic (A-22) =

5. Percent who had published part of
dissertation (A-23)

=11 19 26 -- 37 .10
21 <05 == . 78 .17
49 46 74 == 48 .16

[ I
h
[
ot
=

16 16 14 10 -- 82 .13

b=~ ]

C
-
("]
=
Pt
-
1o
~d
1

1

",
o
L]
w
™
("

60 61 74 78 -- Y .16

=14 =30 20 =22 0f == 17.8 1
=17 =04 =31 73 41 -~ 15.1 1
=24 ~18 =46 =42 =33 -- 19.1 1

6. Avérage snnual income in
thousands (A-26)

o Y

25 33 26 46 -11 -01 -- 6.54 2.03
11 20 29 =02 =27 =21 == _ 6.37 4,12
57 70 76 69 68 -17 -- 5.44 2,10

7. Average mumber of journal
publications (A-27-a, b)

o Y
1t
it
[

8. Parcent vho had published a C -24 =07 26 48 =11 =01 43 =-- 03 204
book (A-27-¢, d) H 48° 33 04 52 -23 -25 -- 28 .13

fu of
1

[

o

08 =38 29 06 -13 40 35 34 -—- 2.42 1.01
34 37 30 14 47 15 -28 19 - 1.90 :56
=05 29 21 40 45 -15 24 38 =-- 3.34 1.14

9. Average number of presentations at
reglonal or national meetings
(A-27-1)

o
ot
dew

10. Average number of presentations at C 08 24 49 60 -19 07 48 45 18 -~- 2.22 1.11
ascholarly colloquia (A-27-g) =44 09 21 44 5z 19 07 28 17 -- 1.67 .82
y -40 15 08 08 11 -11 -01 40 41 --- 2.03 1.05

b

- L ]
11. Alwsm? Scale score #2: Scholarly

76 22 =11 =09 24 =24 =14 -A1 =14 =21 ~- 3.147 .39
excellence of program 1 2

9 2
30 55 41 267 05 -13 08 24 20 -09 ~-- 3.26 .40
-08 17 -06 -11 =14 -18 03 26 41 31 -- - 3.33 <30

o

12. Would adviee friend to attend

85 66 08 -08 31 -21 19 -35 -23 =08 -- : 3,170 .37
A-1-1) 3 2

36 58 36 45 18 08 -D2 25 31 02 -- 3.15 . .40
42 41 42 27 29 -46 37 19 18 23 =-- 3.21 .32

O Y

8C = Chemistry (N & 20 programs)
H = Histery (N = 18 progranms)
. P = Paychology (N = 17 programs)
by

3

= excellent or agree sl;;:nﬁgiy

Q »
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The within-discipline correlations between the variables in
" Table 10.4 also present a mixed picture. Some interpretations:
...Judgments that a program prepared alumni "extremely well"
for work as a scholarly researcher, college teacher, or other
any of the reported career accomplishments, with the possible
exception of cu:renf employment at a Ph.D. university in
all fields (#2) and research work and journal publications by

psychologists (#3, 5, and 7).

...Being currently employed at a Ph.D. university (#2) is posi~
tively related to béing‘eﬁgaged in research amﬂné historians
and psychologists (#3) and pasiéively related to prlicatiana
and scholarly presentations ;n ali three fielda, though only
very strangl% for the publication of jau;r’fia-l and disseégatian
artieles by PEthDlDEiEFE and the publicatian of books by
historians (#4, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10).

...Being engaged primarily in research or research and teaching (#3)

-

is positively but not highly related to publications or

- "/,/

scholarly presentations in any of the fields except perhaps the

and '10).

i..Avérage annual income (#6) 1is unrelated or negatively related

to almost every other variable in the table ior all three fields.

23¢4
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...Most of the alumni accomplishments that are reported here are

' Eséintinllg unrelated to their own judgments about the scholarly

e;gglleﬁce of thé program or their advicejtg a friend;abaut .
7;£:gn§inée (#11 and 12). The only exception is current
| ; employment at &,Eh.D,iunivérsity; apparently these graduates
E Ehink'theif programs helped them obtain their current positions,
andggheg wculd recommend the programs to friends with similar
)interests.

’Hgasurés‘éf alumni accomplishment do not appear to be very
highly related to one another. Are they more highly reléted_éq
program characteristics such as reputation, facﬁlty research
aétivity, student views about the environment for learning, or
averail satisfacéi;n with the program by currént_students?

Table 10.5 presents some of these correld¥ions.

Again we see some é@ﬁgfueﬁce between the tesegfeh-pfépafgtiaﬁ
" and involvement of alumni and the research emphasis of their
gfaéuate programs, as represented by correlations of iéems #2, 3;
and 4 with peer rating of the faculty quality and level of fge&lzy
research activity. But there is very little relationship between
any of the four pragramgzégfactEfistiﬁs and the scholarly produc-
5Eivigyiaf’alumni,;as reported by the ﬁugﬁer of journal publications
or presentations at regional or qitiaﬁal professiongl meetings
(#6 and 7). The numper of pubii:stians by alumni also are not highly

related to the publication ﬁfaduztivity of the department faculty

237
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psychalagytwiéffzéﬁﬁ%fg
involvement and productivity are unrelated or only weakly related
to the environment or learning and siudent overall satisfaction
"with the program. Average income is not related or negatively
related to all four program indicators (#5). Dgly with thé 15&2

variable, alumni-rated scholarly excellence of the program, 1s

there a consistently high positive ralatianshié with program
reputation, faculty research activity, and student satisfac;iﬂﬁ.
The lack of any consistent pattern in these relationships

suggests that the post degree activities and accomplishments of

a program's recent gra.uia.cs are influencedbby many factors other
than the graduate program itself, and that any effort to evaluate
the quality of programs by evaluating the employment settings and
profeassional accomplishments of graduates would need to be much

more sonhiaticatad than the aontoach taken in this study. As wve
saw in Table 10.4, even the graduates' judgments about the scholarly
excellence of a program fail to predict activitles that ave generally
zénsidered to reflect scholarly achie?ement and recognition, such
as a reggi%r academic appointment at a Ph.D. university or.scholarly
articles published in prufessional journals.

In addition to information about alumni employment Sngeprafési
sional activiziés, it could be helpful for departments to know more
;bouc the value of various graduate school experiences as preparation

for different kinds of work. Table 10.6 lists several items of this

™o

3
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Table 10.6

Alumni-Rated Value of Graduate Fxperiences as Preparation for
Present Work (Averages of Program Percentages)

Experience of.'"very great vdlue'
as preparation for present work. H M L* H+<M L* H M L*

- IR o = - - -
1. Required courses in dept. (A-6-a) 19 24 28 28 31 13 34 32 17
2. Eléctive courses in dept. (A-6~b) 20 27 29 43 46 -43 42 33 29

3. Association'with your major -
professor (A-6-d) 63 61 67 63 68, 62 56 63 63

4. Association with other professors

(A-6-e) : . 22, 25 26 45 34 32 43 36 23

5. Association with fellow graduate .
students (A-6-f) 48 36 29 36 34 37 50 46 39

6. The dep;rtmgnt's standards of
excellence for work in the field _
(A-6<h) . 60 34 24 64 53 36 65 60 42
7. Cultural and social life of the
university (A-6-1) 28 16 11 32 23 13 31" 19 15
8. Technical skiiis learned in course :
or researth work (A-6-=j) 57 52 68 44 34 36 63 59 -56
9. Knowledge gained in course or : .
research work (A-6-k) 58 50 59 60 63 54 67 56 .49
Prepared "extremely well" for work in: oy ,
10. Scholarly research (F-4-a) 74 48 37 f1.53 45 76 69 59
11. College teaching (F-4-b) 25 31 2. 16 35 45 22 22 26

- 12. Other professional practice ﬁ
- (FP=4-c) 10 7 9 4 3 0 2Q 24 37

*See footnote, Table 10.1.

L] L
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to discipline aﬁﬂviévgi&g?ﬁpggzr

.ibulations summarize responses by alumni in all kinds of paéitiaﬂa;

for luocal program review, it would probably be more hgipful to "
. Frém the items in Table 10.6, it appears that asrociation with

a major professor (#3) and techni:zal skills or knowledge gained in

course or fesegrch work (#8 and 9) are perceived by alumni from all

kinds of programs to be of greatest value or use in preparing them

for their present work. TFlective courses and association with

other than the major professor (#2 and éj apparently are ﬁége

common, and more important, in history and psychglagv than in

chemistry. Importance assigned to the derartment's standards of

excellence for work in.the field (#6) vary accarﬁing to progranm

' reputational level, as do departgentsl and general university

interpersoral experiences (#5 and 7). Repct;s_af extremely. good

. )
preparation for work in one of three major career paths (#10-12)

o
)

closely parallel the differences in program emphasis that were reported
in Chapter 4.
The red: 1ty reported so far in this chapter are consistent with
the notion chaLAﬁ@sc doctoral dégree recipients, almost regardless of
£

. % .
the quality of the programs that grant their degiees, adapt to the demands

and expectati..s of the emplayment situation. Three to five years after
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of their graduate programs only if the eﬁplgyment setting has
encouraged !icggfehaviu$_ For example, a heavy teaching load
y ~~ will absorb most of the emergy of a new faculty member, regardless

of the emphasis placed én training for research and publie&ﬁian E '
by his or ng graduate program. A survey of eﬁplayerslq;ggt
uncover some differences in job perfgrménee related to the program
of training, but it seems more likely thét much af;cbisrvatiétian-.'
is :g@ive& by ;he self-sorting of career aspiraﬁtg wheﬁ they select a
. graduate training program to attend, and then by the jobs they seek., A
felatianship between characteristics of the program of g?aduate training
and alunni career Pétfﬂfﬁéﬂﬂg might be mcce apparent if alumni were
carefully sartéd according to their-curfent e;;iayment settings
and whether or not they had received specific training {fﬂl‘ the
,activi:ies expected in that setting. H;;&vez, getting a sufficient

number of responses from any one: group to reliably serve as a

™~ prfogram-level indicator of performance would be a serious problem
for many programs. ¢

In many respects, the measures developed and used in this astudy
produced more questions than answers; they are difficult to interpret
‘since they do not appear to be related in any consistent way to_ the

' other program measures that were gbtained,framfkagultv members,

- current students, or department records. There are ot least three

possible explanations for these results. (1) The data are inadequate;
\  they.are not complete enough to give us an accurate picture of alumni.

| sgcampiishnénta and opinions about the programs from which they
~ -

L}
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v /At
A eyt Ay A v
X is *n certainI§ a" %ssibii%tyvﬂthﬂagh“

that data fnadequacy is a sufficient explanation af_the results.

(2) Alumni of a program have a vested interest in making that nggraﬁ
appear as’strong as possible and, therefore, ternd to view their
experiences and tralning through rose-colored glasses. This ?Duldi{
tend to obscure diﬁfe;engas between programs in different eputatiansl
groupings. However, although there m;y be some strain toward reduction
of dissonance in the alumni responses, thereris no apparent reason |
why this should be any more true of alummi returrs than of returns
from current faculty members and students. (3) Alumni jobs and
accomplishments are determined by many factors, only one of w@igh

is the particular program of graduate training. We have seen that
probably the prestige of the program that grants the degree is
he’pful in obtaining 2 regular 5éadgm;¢ apuointment at a Ph.D.-
Erantlng UNLVersily, dus tual pizsligivds plopldlio with very streng
emphasis on training fESESFEhErS do have more gradggteg who are
employed in research work. But whether the person is employed in a
iob highly related to his or her field o. graduate study, feels
underemployed, publishes scholarly articles or books, preser erits papers
at meetings or colloquia, or gets a fceling of worthwhile accaﬁplishﬁ
ment from the work is largely independent of specific characteristics
ot the graduate program. This view suggests that the alumni data

could be interpteted tos mean that some, but not all, >f the graduates

244
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of almost every program in the study are doing the kinds of things
¥ ﬁ :
that would be cornsidered to reflect excellence, and that career

than by other factors (including the initial selection of a graduate
progyam'to attend). Alumni responses may also r~t .:ct less . “luence
from the pervasive notion of a hierarchical afraﬁgement among
graduate programs than do responses f%am faculty members and students.
If these conclusions are accurate, the relevance o alumni
! _ measures to program evaluation needs furth.r study. There may not be

d

e

; th‘ automatic connection' that usually is assumed. Such measures wou

need to be developed and interpreted with great care for they may

challenge # number of traditional views about the characteristics ¢

]

programs that are most important for educational exce lence.

' élggg; Opinions for Program Improvement
A second reason for surveying recent alumni as part of program
review was to solicit their opinions sbout particular aspects of
the program and the training they received. Some items from the

student guestionnaire were repeated in the questionnaire sent to

1]

alumni, including & number of the items that were combined to foum .
. /
scale scores reported in earlier sections of this report and

described in detail in Appendix F. These items were tabulatéd as
part of the.feedback reports and copies sent to participating
hs :
) programs. Several department chairwen expressed particular interest

in the alumni comments about the program.
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urprisingly, thlere was a generas
usually in the 5
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tion about re ent changes in the program and often added that they

had been gone from the campus since the middle or late 1960s.

Thercefore, very re

differences in the perzeptions o

al changes -

have taken place, in addition to

f the two groups. For this reason,

it seems likely that the opinions of current students will be much

more useful in assessing the program procedures, environment, and

%

rom alumni. One exception migh

document the effect of program ¢
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préfessignal activities, ard opinions absut the graduate program

in » lation’to t@e world of work are much more important than their
reminiscences abouf tnelr student days. We have discussed some
problems with the interpretation vi these kinds of ddata as compara-

tive indicators of program outcomes. But this does not reduce the

nead for and annranriatencas ~Af such dnfarmatisan sz nmares AF g
department's self-study for program improvement and internmal

university review. Items such as t.ose reported earlier in this

chapter and in Chapter 9 would be equally anpropriate for self-study

purposes.
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are listed in Table 1.1 in the first chapter

In an effort to examine the feasibility

characteristics as indicators = f nuality. in
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psychclegy, snd .3 or Lot <o tasic Jquestlons guided
the collection and amaivess n’ rhse<e dara. (1) Could the various

dimensions be measured reliablv and within reasorable boundaries of

ce~t and inconvenience? (23 If &, wnula the data provide useful
information, information that would ir. rove judgments that would
stherwise be ¢, the pasis of their size, reputa-
Cion, OrF OLhEr 4d41reidy avdlildlrle LLiLutinaL Luit.

EvideNue Tvic anl Lo Lo two gusstions iz presented In the

previous chapters, .1 which t.e many possible indicators of program

purpose of this chapter is to review some of the more important

findings of the studv with respect to these areas of doctoral
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assess quality in doctoral programs. A very

brief overview of findings with regard to the many possible

et

indicators of quality is given in Table 11.1, and a slightly more

detailed discussion of these indicators follows. Before turning
to these areas of program qualitv, however, we all consider the

quegtion nf program purponses,

;3U(j

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



sezita Tadieareore of Fragrze Oyatite

Characteristic

Faculty:

1!

et

B,

Percentage of facultv with

doctorate

Percentage of faculty with
doctorate from h'ghly tted
programe

. Peer ratings of quality of

faculty

. Student-rated quality of

i 4
B &y
EE: b

ina
L-llb

articles/book reviews in

I .o [ B ERTFR
il wilkbb Fhouka et

. Faculty-reported bocks

published

. Publication cirarion index

Salaries

Aom P
7. REBEMLLIU ﬂgg;vgg} ALUUE, .

-

U

N

Corment

Verv 1ittle variation across programs; not sufficientlg
Hscrinnating to be very useful as index of quality,
Also not v.ry discriminating across programs in chemistry
and history, More variations- (and therefore potentially
nore useful) in psychology.

Very howgeneous (high agreement among raters) and stable
over time; highly correlated with research emphasis, size,
of the quality of the ervironment for learning. Requires k-
rollection of ratings data’from facultv In other unfversities. u

Data reasonably rasy to get; hiphly correlated with
seve 11 neasures of the quality of the learning environment:
not highly correlated with peer ratings.

Wide variation across programs; fairly highly correlated
with peer ratings; probably more useful index than mean

Tifpedns sob | ankdaman ﬁﬁﬁi;ﬁuiﬁ#iﬁ gﬁi?ﬁﬁ?;ﬁfﬁ MAAETR
s s ze S AR At i

= s o ma Fro*=w=d=Ssa) Sep*

in chemls: .y and pgychﬁiﬂgyi

T 111

Not reported it eufficient frequency. to be useful in
chemistry and psychology, but a move useful ind‘cator
in history than articles published.

Very highly correlated with publication counts; requires
great deal of time and effort to gather necessary data.

Neither conceptually nor empirically defensible as zenuine

indicator of quality.

Foaadlle:: kbho sduanls hame 45445 [t ] =€ ks ?ﬁﬁﬁa?ﬁk
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perfornance of a department's faculty,
(continued)
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Characteristic napter Coment

Students:

10, il scores oo, alumat b Powe diffiaole o dhrain anenrate data; ceem to he falrlv
an index of selectiity) ai g*ly related to proyrar research emphas*q and peer

ratings but data obtained in this study were too {ncomplete
to permit confident conclusions.

11, Quality of undery aduate 9ifficult zo get agreement regardi~. meaning of under-
institutions graduate institution quality; variaole not examined i

*his study,

12. Student self-reported under- i Fairly highly corralated with graduate faculty appraisals
graduate grade average of scholarly ability, comitmer , and motivation,

13, Student commitment, b Measured here by faculty ratings;highly correlated with
sotivation ratings of scholarly ability and communication skills,

14, Quality of dissertaticis b Would require external panel of raters, perhaps also some

' information regarding norms for such ratings across meny
prograns; variable was not included in this study.

15, Studept atrririen (ar ra-e A D1if{cult information to collect; data repocted by deoart-
of 4BD's) nents vere frequently labelled a8 guesses; would seem to

be important characteristic, but this study could nt
analyze 1n any detail.

Sesnusiic:

16, Actua) physical resource 7 Very difficult information to gather, especially across
measures (e.g., books in large number of programs; not used in this study.
livrary, 'ab facilitles, cte.,

17, Faculty self-ratings of ] Data easy to callect and are quite relisble; pnsitively
adequacy of facilities correlated vith peer ratings and program emphasis on
\.ibrary, labs, etc.) research {n all three flelds; also correlated with

progean nstructional quality {n chemistry and ‘paychology.

18, Financial and other program l Extremely d.. ‘cult to obtain relisble information across
description data prograns; many analyses intended with these data were not

_ ' s amdbla bhanan ing af aammarma abhane bha JamTa A HF ]Hiz
Fudﬁiuﬁh HLhBHﬁb Wi LWkl WBPdde e g s J
information, ;

19. {verall institutional finan- ]

- ¢lal stabi™ v indicator

‘Not examined In this study,

(continued)
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Discusses
Characteri=tic {n chapter Comment

Fnvironment:

10,

2

24,

Student repoics abuut vdlivus
aspecte of program environ-
ment, auch as faculty concern
for students, co setitiveness
of students, etc.

Faculty reporcs about various
aspects of environment, such
ag progran leadersaip, rela-
tions with other faculty in
dept., etc

og-an Procedures

One or more efficiency indexes,
such as costs per student
Credll MOUT OF UslL peL degicee
awarded

}. Student ratings of varlous

program contents and proce-
dures, such as flexibility of
requirements, assistantship

eipet eiiles, elus

Average time tc degree

g

e omsll sak

R

Plake =mas

ket

quality of teaching; not related to peer ratings and
other traditicnal, research=oriented indicators cf
progran quality,

amd ave valizhler rorrelared with

[y

Data easy to collect a~ are reliable; relationship with
other traditional {ndicators of program quall - (e.g:,
raer ratings, progran emphasis on research) varies by
disciplirc,

Accurate data across prograns extremely difficult to
collect, Not treated in this study.

L A |

These data can be cbtained fairly easily and, as measired
1 thls study, are quite reliable. They provide 8 ugeful
"orocess' indicator that can be compared across “rograms.

Not {ncluded in this study,

(continued)



Jizcussed
Characteris: - in chaprer

Alumni :

%, Mentual, long-tern, poo- i
fessional accompl .hments
(e.g., awaras, professional
soclety officerships, etc.)

26, Professional performarce L
(e.gs, publications, job
relaied to training) of
recent degree reci)ients
27, katings by recent 2lumni ity
of various progra. '
characteristice

Though eventual, long-term, criteria would be desirable,
obtaining follow-up data from those who earned thelr degree
more thar a few years ago would be extremeiy difficult,

Not attempted In this study,

Performance information of more recent graduates is easior
to obtaln, but the short time lapse since the degres provides
little opportunity for stable record of accomplishment,

Alumni ratings data are reliable; overall program quality
ratings of alumni highly correlated with self-ratings of
faculty and peer ratings.
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The Role ot P-ogram Purposes

One of the major objectiver »f this studv was to gauge the

iy}

extent to which it might be pcssibie o develoy different indicators
of quality for doctoral progr - 7, Iferent program pur oces
and emphases. One of the shortcomings of previous efforts to assess

-quali;y in graduate educavion seemed to be he failure to recognize

that the criterla usua

-
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mzasure gual ty--e.g., reputa-
ticnzl ratings, publicacicas of the faculty, and the 1lile--vere
criteria that wer * -srimary relevance to programs emphz3izing the
preparation of reserrche-s and vere less appropr ate to use with
rrograms de. gned to prep. achers or other practitioners. It
waslf@r this reas-n that stuc nt and facul.y respondents were asked
to indicate the degree of importance chey thought their department
assigned to three different purposes: preparing scholars and/or
researchers, preparing college teachers, and preparing other
- p;actigépners? The intention was to use recponses tc these irems
to sort departments into ditferent groups according to prograp
e, and the dara from rhose rhat -laced major emphasis on preparing
teachers would be examined cifferently from the data concerning those that
Tt turns out that our loglic Wéésexcééﬂéd by our naivete. As
already carefully documented in Chapter 3, whl'ch presents the data
re.evant to this question in cousiderable détﬁi;; we were not
prepared for the consistently strong and pervasive ihfluence of

the research and scholarship model at the doctoral level, and the
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w
—
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éﬁtrespaﬂdiﬁgly slight emphasis given to preparing-teachers and
-
practitioners. Though the ldea o¥ fitting assessment indicators

to the purposes of doctoral programs sounds reasonable in theory,

[aed

1

]

ractice its impact is umuted Dy the simpie fact that the over-
whel%fng ma;ority of doctoral programs in the country ag;égf to

primary goal. This was certainly true for the graduate dEP;EEﬁEﬁtE
in our study, even though we iﬁteﬁtiﬂnally included a number of
programs in our sample that were not among the elite in their
respective fields.

Thus, our discussion of indicators of.quality will be seen to
have been influenced straggly b§ the tfadiéianal tesearch and
scnolarship model. We do not igﬁéfe-othgf program purposes and,
to he sure, a number of possible quality indicétﬂfﬁ are idénﬁified
and discussed which would be appra;riaﬁe‘fgr doctoral programs
regardless of their primary emphésigi But, on bﬂlEﬂEE;\EhE iﬁdicaﬁofé
are ones which give recognition to the strong orientation of mrst

doctoral programs toward the preparation of researchers and scholars.

PeeymRaE;nggbpffFaaglzyigugligy

Data presented in this report raise.serious questions about
using peer ratings of faculty quality as the sole criterion
of doctoral program quality. Eesidés‘%ariéusisbartcamiﬁgs having
to do with the rationale and utility of peer ratings (discussed

in Chapter 2), the analyses reported here suggest that, as the

é?ﬂj)
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N\
Eiﬂgle definer of prugram quality, they have snortcomings in an
Empitieal sense as well. Though peer fatingaxare in generalx
anaacinted Hith smerous other tfgditiﬂnal indi-at¢ s af docteral
prag:gm quality--that is, wi:n examlped across a group of do +oral
programs, pee; ratings are definitely higher among these with hi.-
publircation IEEEE, level of research activity, qualify of resour:es,
and the like--there are cases in which individus] depa;tments ace
a clear a:ception to this general :tendency. The faculty in some
doctoral programs have Gzry high publication rates and reseirch

activity records. for example, but did not receive high peer ratings,

regardless of the gencral tendeucy across a lai . number—¢” programs

This might mean that .hoge rating the programs were able to malk: the

sometimes difficult distiék;iu’ betwgen pub;icatign quantity and

publication quality. If so \the Igck of carrespandente between
publication rates and peer rrtings for an indfvidual departme..t may
‘simply mean that publication rate is ..ot an accurate measure of

quality for thg deparcuent in questign. An alta:rnative interrreta-

since it 1s a measure which, in effect, has notr kept up with the
“real" activities and characteristics of the department.

There is no way to determine ff&ﬁ the;daﬁa reported here which
of these two e;glangtiaﬂs is more feasﬂéable; But such interpretive
difficulties appear fai{ly afténxfhen examining peer ratings data
for individual depar:mgﬁts{ and when there is such a discrepancy

between peer ratings infa:mafiggfand other depéftmental indices

\ - 267
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of quality, such a‘discfepancv should serve as a "flag" to warn
the evaluator of the difficulties of making judgments about
program quality on the basis of any single indicator.

A fu?EBET limitation of peer ratings 1s that they are.not
related to several inter..al indicatorz of program quaiity; such as
quality of teaching or quality of the environment. Favorable
student opinions about these two characteristics are found just
as aftéﬂ at departments with high peer ratings as they are at
departments with low peer ratings. Thus, over a gyoup of departments,
peer ratings data are nof at all revealing about these impaftant
departmeatal features.
~— These findings when combined with the logical shortcomings -
of peer ratings discussed in the first chapter, suggest that\peér
ratings are not sufficlent as a single criterion of quality in
doctoral programs. On the:other hand, they éleafly are approprlate
as one of several indica:!ors of faculty quality. They are
generally stable over time, yet the ratings @f some pragfams
do change; they are reliable, in the szense that there is a
high level of agreement among different r.teis q€ the same
programe; and they are 'valid" .n the sense that they are
correlated in expected ways with a’variety of uther program
characteristics (see Chapter 4). Thus, as ore indicator of the
quality of a 1éﬁtérai program's faculty--faculty quality, that is,
in the research and scholarship sense--peer ratings are clearly

appropriate and us=fvl.
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Other Indicators of the Quality of the Faculty -

Three other indicataré of faculty quality were identified as
ones that are generally available and can be reliably assessed.
These were the student-rated quallity of tes hing, the average number
of pu?lished article; and book reviews per member of the faéulcy
in the last three Yeafs,’and the faculty research activity. (A

detailed discussion of these variables apd their characteristics
is presented in Chapter 5.) The latter two charscte:iiyiég tend
to be positively correlated with each other and witﬁaéger ratings.
That is, departments with a high record of publication productivity
also tend to be departments with high reputatiansl ratings and
much research a:tivity; Nevertheless, §he:erére enaﬁgh»excepti;ns
to Eha;:tendegcy to warrant assessment of each of these Ehgra;;eristizs_
Student—tgﬁgd quality of teaching, on the cthérshand: appears to
be unrela{ed to the department's research excellence, as defined by
the Dthérjthfée indicators.

Assessment of a faculty's research productivity by paying
particular attention tu the quality of its publications as well as
the quantity is an app-oach suggested by some abgervg;:: However,
préiimus efforts. to assess productivity by assigning weights to
publications of different quality usually end u§ gith essentially
the came results as counts of their number (Jauch and Glueck, 1975).%

Furthermore, such procedures are difficult to carry out and have other

problems that cannot be easily solved (e.g., the great' diversity of

it 263
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opinion about which journals are the bast ones in a given field).
For these reasons a simple average of publications during a recent

period éi'ﬁrabably more realistic, at least when one's purpose is to
- -group of depsftménts or programs. It should be emphasized that when

it comes to individual program or iniividual faculty member evaluation,

" however, careful sttentiep to publication qﬁality'as well-as quantity

is absolutely essential’.

| Besiées faculty research performance and teaching skilla,*twal

other characteristics often thought to bé important to faculry

quality have to do with faculty background, namely, highest degree

eafnég, and quality ratings of the program from which the doctorate

was earned. Though 'we obtained information regarding these background

characteristics, neither proved to be vet§ helpful iﬁ distinguishing

among programs. There was ?racgiially no variation am~ng departmeﬁts

with respect to highest dégféé earned, since virzuaily all‘graduate

faculty in all three fields in this study héve doctorates. The

quality of the program from which the doctorate was earned (as

measured by peer ratings of those programs) was somewhat more

promising, since there was ﬁ@fe variation among departments on this

variable (especially in psychology), and it is scunewhat related to

to document the fact that a very large proportion of doctoral
-~

program faculty earned their doctorates from high prestige programs.
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=

y of Students

Two pramislng méasures of student quality are the students'
undgfgradunée grades and the faculty-rated commitment and motivation
@fh:heie students, Both of these indicators are readily available,
can be measured reliably and with minor iﬁéGnVEﬁiéﬂEE; and yield

significant differences between departments.

A measure of quality of students that did not prove to be
available from the records of a number of depgftments was Graduate
Record Examinations scores. Though this waﬁid seem. to be a “natural"
aﬁd caﬁvenient indicator to use, the tests were not :eguire§ by all
departments and some others were unable to provide adcurate average
test saafes;far their eétéring students. Thus, uncii departments

keep better records of the GRE scores submitted by students, this
indicator of entering student quality cannot be expected to be broadly
available for comparison between programs.

It is important to note that neither of these indicators
(undergraduate grades or faculty-rated commitment and motivaéiaﬁ)
has to do with the quality of students leaving the doctoral program,
Two strategies for measuring quality of students after completion:
of their docioral Eraining are available. One is éa,examiné the
eventual performance of the program's alumni; we attgmpgzg?t@
obtain data of this kind and will discuss the re~-:ts later. A

se;and!scrstggy would be to examine the quality of a @fggrqg‘g

graduates at the time they earn tneir degree, a., ot exsmplc,

AN
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through an evaluation of Ph.D. dissertations from the department.
Unfortunately, this procedure would be expensive and timeécaﬁsuming
.ES establish on a regular basis, though it might be an integral part
of a periodic program evaluation procedure that leans heavily on
nrer feriew. In any event, given the cénstéaintg of limiting our
ind;gatcrs to those which §§uid be pravidéd Ey studengs, faculty,
alumni? or program administrators, such program review Zﬁdicatars

were not included in our scudy.

Qualit

The adequacy of a department's resources car be assessed by

. of Resources

either measuring the resource in question (e.g., the books in the
library, the lahoratory space available) or by asking for people’s
apinions about the adequacy of the resources. Our analysis lecas

us to- the cohclusion that, since facul.y tatings of resources are

- easier to cnllect (than actual bock counts, for exaxple), are
reliable. and are related to both the ressarch and educational
- . . _

funct!.ns of graduare dep .rtmencs, rhey would probably he better
measures of Che resoubce Jimensiou, The ratlngs of the facul'y
a.most certainly would be more useful and far esglier to obtain than,

' sl,e expensive and time-consuming methed of attempting te cbr:ln
cpe~ific, standardized measures of all relevant resources and
ja.'iities. {' .c "hapter 7.) )

;
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Quality of Environment

‘ gducitian that is seldom acknawledgéd. In this study student and
faculty perceptions of their environment were measured by mean: of
questionnaires. Students wgré asked about such aspects of the
environment as faculty accessibility and treaﬁmént of étudenzs; the
zitent to which competition among students seemed to be encouraged,
the quality of théirrtelatignships with other students. Faculty
members were asied about their relationships with other members of
the faculty, their opportunities to influence departmental decisions,
and the like.;

‘From these data, three useful measures of the department
environment emergéé: .first, the nature of the learning en%ifanment
(2s reported by students), second, faculty concern for students

i
(also as reported by. students), and third, the nature of the work
environment for faculty. Each of these measures seemed to provide
provocative and useful information abou_ student and faculty
" enviromments in all three disciplines.
The quality of the SEudePE environment, which : zems to be

primarily an index of the "humaneness" of the department, was not
: , . N 7 7
related to indicators such as peer ratings and publications in

chemistry and psychology. In other words, humane environments were

found appraximétely as often among prestigious departments as

" lesser known ones in these two fields. 1In history departments, on

b
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the other hand, favorable student environments were found less
often in departments with high peer ratings and strong T search
arigntagicnsi

The quality of the faculty environment, however, was found to
be associated with such traditional characteristics as peer ratings,
program emphasis on research and scholarship, and Ehg like, sug-
gesting Ehat what is important to the faculty 1is ot always what
is important to graduate students. (For further detsilg regarding
the nature of the environment indicators, see Chapter 8. For a
discussion of the utility of environment measures, see the section
entitled "Internal versus External Indicators of Quality" later in

this chapter.)

Azgdemig,@ffgringg

Like the nature of the academic environment, opinions about the
quality of specific components of the totality of the graduate (*1
experience are seldom sought. We asked students and{alumni many
questions about the var ous specific aspects of theif graduate

training ané four groups of items turned out to be ones worth
recommending: (1) those dealing with overall -tudent satisfaction
with the doctoral program, (2) student ratings of the curr ig'luﬁ;

(3) gtudéﬁt‘tatings of their assistantship experiences, and (4) alumni
ratings of their dis tation experiences. Each of these measures of

the academic offerings of the program tend to be correlated with the

7
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gtﬁdent gﬂvirnnﬁént measures described earlier; that is, departmente
in wﬁieh there is a high expression of student satisfaction with the
assistantship experience also tend to Ee departments in which stu-
dents fa;ert.a favorable environment for learning, and so on. But
the relationships between the ratings éf the environment and the
ratings of the academic offerings are still sufficiently distinct

that their separate assessment is justified.

Alumni Egrfgrggggg

#

As mentioned earlier, an analysis of the performance of the

alummi of a given department is frequently cited as one of the most
sensible ways to attempt to measure the educational outcomes of a
doctoral program. According to this argument, the most efféctive e
departments would be those whose alumni achieved the greatest

+ - distinetion in thelr postdoctoral vears.

] ‘In order to obtain feedback information from alummi who had™~"" -
been in j. 3 long enough to have some record of accomplishment but
who also had graduated recently enough to have first-hand knowledge
about the doctoral program from which they had graduated, informa-
tion was sought from those who had earned their doctorates from
three to five years ago (i.e., those who graduated between 1970
and 1972). One of the first problems wss}getting reliable data.
Only 48X of the alumni we contacted returned usable .data. Though
the respondents do not differ in any consistent way from students

_currently enrolled in those same graduat: programs, we naturally
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muet be concerned about the extent to which the alumni data enéble
us to be confident about the experiences of all alumni in he

sample. More important is the lesson in this for the future: It
& : .
is clear that most efforts to obtain information from program

alumni will also encounter the problem of response rates and the

-corresponding concerns about the generalizability of the information

obtained. _ g

With this caveat about response rates in mind, it would appear

that four alumni behaviors are potentially useful as indicato;s of

i

program quality: (1) alumni-rated quality of their career preparation,
(2) the percent of the alumni who report that their éuttent job is

highly related to their graduate training, (3) the gubliaatian rates

of alumni, and (4) the number of alumni presentatioms at regional or
national meetings. XNone of these four indicators of aluﬁgf

accomplishment zre consistently correlated with other characteristics
[
of graduate programs, especially those having to do with faculty
-
training, productivity, and reputational rating.

It is worth noting that the first two alumni indicators are

appropriate as indicators of doctoral program quality whatever the

/
expressed purposes of the doctoral program might be. The third

and fourth alumni indicators are obviously appropriate primarily
. .
for departments that place an emphasis on the preparation of

scholars and researchers.

Examples of Mg;tidimensional Profiles of Quality for Doctoral Programs

As should be apparent fromthe overview of the many possible
indicators of doctoral program quality examined in t..'s study,
N <70

[ N
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there are no hard and fast rules about which specific quality

indicators should be used and which ignored. Instead, some indicators

L

were found to be differen£i§lly appropriate depending on the discipline,
the purposes of the evaluatiecn, and so on. Nevertheless, to give

the reader a feeling for the deeper understanding that can be obtained
about a gactoral program by examining many program ghara:teristics,
profiles of 23 indicators have been put together for each of the

three diaciéliﬁes i% thissstudy and are presented in Figures 11.1,

11.2, and 11.3. For an explanation of some of the "mecharics'" of

the profile--e.g., how to interpret percentiles, how the score ranges
for each dimensicn were calCulaLed, etc.-=5ec éhe large, enclosed box-
on page 11.20. Each figure presents pfafile information for two

departn.ents; each pair was purposely chosen so as to be of approximately

1]

qual standing on two or more major classification variables, such as
size of the department or self-reported grogramsemphasis on research.
As the reader can see, the department average on each of the character-

istics is plotted. Though such a procedure is useful for the purposes

o

h‘te—éﬁamély, the c?mparisap f several different departments on g
véfiety of different indicators of quality--we should like to emph:- ize
th;t an evaiuation of a particuisr department's standing on any of
these characteristics should ;o brvond examination of the department
average aﬁd pay careful attention to the range o% " rores" within a
department. For example, a depaftm;ucal average éf 10 publications

per faculty memb:r over a three yeargperigd may mean that most

individuals in the department are publishing regularly or, conversely,

that a few are publishing a great deal and still others are not

publishing at all. o
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Interpreting the P?ﬁfilés

The indicators af'p:dgram quality are identical in Figure 1i.1, 11.2, and 11.3.
That is, the 23 program variables listed.od the left side of each figure are ghe aame’

For each of ¥

departmsats in each field 1is present e - \ ?‘—f7i$J ;; ’ -::VVWp J\ﬁwwifwwf$d
.. .the highest department mean ifrom among the 24 or 25 departments in tﬂg

disci line;

...the department mean which 1s at the 75th percentile of all department means
(that is, the point below which 75 perceut of the other department means would
£all); . ‘

...the depa. tment mean which is at the median or mid-point (and below which half
of the departments in our study would fallj; .

...the department mean whi.ch is at the 25th percentile (the point below which
25% of the departments in that discipline in cur study would fall; and

...the lowest department mean on the dimension.

It is important tc =mphasize that the numbers represent departuent means OT
arithmetic averages. Thus, the distribution characteristica (thg percentiles, the
median, etc.) are based, in most cases, on either 24 department means (in chemistry
and psychology) or 25 department means (in history). Exceptions are those data
obtained from alumni (entries 16-20 and 23), where low response rates made 1t neces-
sary to exclude some departments. For these dimensions, the data in the profile are
based on 17 departments in psychology, 18 in history, and 20 in chemistry.

The meaning rhat can be attached to the numbers on the profiles varies from
one dimension to the next. Some are self-explanatory, such as dimension #2 (average
number of publications) or #5 (students’ undergraduate grade average) or #18 (percent
of glumni-with jobs related to their gradtate training). Most of them, however, °
require the teader to refer to the queationnaire for absclute meanings, since the
dimensione are often based on responses to one or more items from the question-
asire. The specific location of each dimension is given in parentheses after each !
dimension description.- For example, dimension #1 was measured by student scale #7, -
dimension #2 by question 9-b in the faculty questionnaire, and so on. -

Vhere th> dimension is a "scale," that is, a score based on several items, the
scores have been divided by the number of items in the scale so as to return the
numbers to their original base. For example, the first dimension--student rated
quality of teaching--is based on student responses to seven different items in the
questionpaire. (See Appendix F fer details.) But the values for this dimension
on the profile have been adjusted so that %hey still correspond to the original
res, onse options. Thus, the highest department mean score on tkis dimension in
chemistry——3.29--can be compared to the response options which ranged from 4.00
(for "excellent") to 1 0 (for "poor"), and the reader can see that the highest
department mcan of 3.29 on this dimension is somewhere between a student rating
of "g d" and "exrcellent." By referring to the questionnaire in this way, the '
reader can compare cther dimension data to the original questions.
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1
&

Figure 11.1 compares the performance of two large, eiite,
rase#rzhsatiented cheﬁistfy déparémentg-ngn tgfms:af the quality.
of the faculties at these two institﬁticﬁé, both are ranked quite
high (compared with the other 23 chemistry departﬁéﬂté ih'thé study)

with respect to their record of research ;ub}iéatibn, research

’ ' "
activity (aigi, journal éditarships, research grants féceived, ete.),
and their reputation among chemists at cther‘departmen;s. But éﬁere
is a very substantial difference betwé;n‘théselt;n éépaftgéntsiiﬁ the

student-rated quality of .eaching at the doctoral ‘level. " Department

"P" is rated near the bottom on this Indicator, whereas Department "T"
receives a rating near the top. (The méaﬁ’%qting of all doctoral
students in Department "P" f5 between "fair" and "good," the mean

rating of all doctoral studenis in DEPSftééﬁt "T" is betweeh ''good"
and "excellent."

[

on student-rated faculty concern for students (iﬂdiéataf #lDl; the
. . . ‘ N

student~rated environmept for learning (indicator #11), overall

student satisfaction with the program (indlcator #13), and student

ratings of the currfculum (indiczator #14): Tﬁ géneéal, it is fair
to say.that dﬁctcralastudenﬁslafe-less sééisiie; witﬁ’ﬁéﬁartment npe
than Department "T;" if;;\

The faculty ratings of De:-rtment "P" are more Sixédu',fﬁgy are
' af;_halding;aénd slightly leés

considerably less satisfied with 1ibr

3

satisfied with the other physical and financial resources, yet they

rate the gampatibiiityfof the work environment much higher than the

LN 1

faculty in Department "T," and their overill rating of the progxam's .
scholarly excélleuce (indicator #21) is abgut the sa- -
€ ; : ;

ki -

T
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departments ends. Deparfment "X" is more productive (indicator #2)
and its faculty perceives their students as being more romricted

and motiwvnced (indicator #6). But the "huma eness'' of Depa' cment "X"
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e
,
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are similarly negative. In_addition, faculty members in Department "X,
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(5

give <omewhat lower ratings to the physical and financial resources
of the depaftnent (indicators 7-9), and considerably lev er ratings to

the compatibility of the faculty work environment (indicator #12).
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menc:oned that the reputati-ns of these two departmenzs did not
fhe with the current fscts about the departments. It

aiso seems that t! self-ra-.ngs ot the faculty ard students at both

artments are s.mewhat .consi tent with some of the indicators
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Consideratfons Regarding the U - OF informaciun Abuui Crogram Qualilty
onsiderat-ons regarcing LhE L T informativi Avuue L1ughss | L7

‘e focus of rhis study wus on the feasibility of gathering more

detailed informaiion abr~u* doctoral orogram gquality, and weveloplng

;4the 4. As a result, much attention has be=gn gilven to such issues

as tne avii abdlity »f information, the reliability and accuracy of
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of questions in tiis spudv. Forar al,, it would have heen
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concerned with cualiciy in doctoral educatrion. We can and have said
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what ne~t?’ are ones which need to be Jdealt with in another forum.

. Nevertheless, there ar- some perspectives about the utility
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the f -wings of this

.

~enerating new jdeas about dortoral

ti »laring thought or parhapa

i
]

r

prog. .m evaluaticn.

LK

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



J

’f/;/
\;ax;aﬁ

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

W

o
T

section in the discussion of i(he “mental crofiles

geveral references wers mad: T~ i

e

b

External characte.iscics refer to t.ose features of a department
Or program Luatbt tend to he F=bli. and that also mizht be
LIOLIND LI e e s mamea.iui aui o4 L:iL‘AI:I_LJLL_;v duo_Lulas BFLLgLau, Sl

reputation, phvs.ce

the studen:ws, facultv, and the like.

It turns out that these char eristi are also among the more

traditional indicat s of qualit,; at the doctoral level,

he othner hand, refer to those

i

nternal . liuracte.cistics, on

features of a department that are more private and less often

considerc’ when one tninks about progra quality. These characteristics

mizht include such iﬁdicaz rs as student satisfactions and ratings
ot the te: :hing and environment fur learning, faculty interpersonal

Lo ]

elations, alumni ratings of their disseration experiences, and
the like. On the example profiles presented in Figures 11.1,

1i.z, and 11.3, the facultv, student, resource, and alums ’

i

finditatars would generally be external indicators; the environment

i

nd academic offer.rs indicators woul ! tend to be internal ones.
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pr. essional assor. univer. Ly, graduate | .ent and improvement. | improving their
_L0ng, etc.), oang, ete,’. choice of a program.
|
EXTERNAL (O "PUBLIC") || Careful and judicicus | Promising prospe.t. M..nof s {nforma- | Some of this kind of

immmmmmm
PROGRAM QUALITY (e. 2
LACuLlY research actl-
vity, publications,

pe: ratings, qualicy
of resources, quality
of stude=ts, ete,)

INTERNAL (OR "PRIVATE")
INDICATORS OF DOCTORAL
FROGRAN QUALITY (e.g.,
quality of teaching,
faculty concern for
students, compatibility
of faculty work envi-
ronment, ete.)

pse in this cootest
snousd e considered;
J0UL0 LEATLY e
superior to
res’in

50i¢

Ace onocriterle
such as fiscal data,
deg ze¢ production,
and the lile,

.nal informatior
" questionable use
! this contr ..,
see discuss on in text.

Optiral use would

require goad comparison
data ¢ a 1nrormed per-
gpective on differences

Lokriomm =ho
JEL-ZEL LUE

Probablv usetul,
particu'atly to fden-
' rify areas of strength
| and weakness and to
stimulate presran
{mprovement, Gond

| comparison uaLa lmpor-
| tant.

§i;fipliﬂ§5§

tion already used for
departmental geli-
appraisais now. LUit-
ference in approach
suggested here woul’
be to place greater
emphasis on corpa ison
data from other doc-
toral progranms.

Could be extremely
usefr] to departments
in gaining better
understanding of their
cwn environment, Seen
orimarily as ald to
progiam improvement,

data alrradv vsed for |
this wrpe 2, but
better, more standard-
ize¢ information
would be an improve-
nent.

Research necegsary to
.eternine whether this
{nformation would {r
fact improve studeut
cholce. Also question
abcut | ogram willing-
ness to cooperate,
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all- has fccussed on :ech~ical or mechani~al 4uestions--can better

]

informaticn about doctoral pr . .rim §ualiiy be cbi_ined with reasonable

L4

L

cosi and effort and, if sz, at Joes it tell vs? The basic

message of the thousands of words and n bers renorted here is that

much better infermacion can be obtained about program quality,

and &hat 1t can be done withou: ®ast expenditures - f time and money.

It does, howeve -, require a -ond deal of pariicipant interest énd
cooperation. impocrtant k=v t. mp ovec program-evaluation i
not only having mor= detailed inf:rmation about a larger i1umber of
SPECisle flg il Dias it maas hatin5 nflimaetion

regarding the status of other doctotral programs on the same

characteristic=. In effect, the kiid

o

f multiple-indicator program
evalusiior mudel sugpested here is nnt pracricable if only one or
two do.toral programs ar- interested. The potential bLenefits of
such an effort are largel a furction of the extent of widespread
interest within a discipline. “Thu:, it would appear that the

furure of doctoral program evaluatirn does not depend on the “evel

of iunterest = own by individual departments or p ograms in taking

]

part in such =ffn. but an the sndersemsanr enconragement, and

"

direct actians tawk. by larger groups, ascociations, or organizations

withi graduate edu.ation.
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- Dean Robert M. Bock
Graduate School
Tniversity of Viszens n
Hadlsan, Wisconsin . 3706

%

E

Dear Bob: ;f
As you know from our newslecter and a report at the annual meeting, the

Council is conducting a study concerning dimensions of quality in dagtaraédi;

education under a gwant from the National Science Foundatiocn. I am now
¢ HfitiﬂE to ask for ycur support--and the support of several departments at
your unive.zity--in carrving out this pnroject. Details of the studv and
requests of tooperating institutions are summarized in the encloused Fact
She¢ t. I think ygu willl;greg that the study is an import .nt effort to
broaden t.ue meaning and measurement of program quality, well worth the time
it will require from someone on your staff and the members of three academic
.departments. Let me tell you more about the help we need

Wg ?55“1; TJ‘}{, ff‘? sreay o x—’!:—n‘:f kL::,;‘

chemistry, history, and p;ytnﬂlﬁgy—‘tD particlpafe in the pra.* o !
thege three devartments we would then ask for questionnaire information to be
=——proyidéd.by ductoral stud.ntes, gradu: = faculty, and the department chairman.
Jﬁasigzlly,;the quéstionnaires will ask the respord2nts te tell us about their
1

depigtment , including such features as ,.uden'=ta;glty relations, the extent
to witich the program meets student needs, and the like. The =tudent and
faculty questioanaires will take about 21 half-hour t> complete. The question-
naires wqult be completed anonymously, placed in envelopes which we shall

s Provide, ar i returned to your office for forwarding t» Educational Testing’
Service.” JNone or the. informatior will he identified with the specific
department o youl wuiv elsilve il aluy Llepull Lbdl wesmlghl l=sue. IL will pe
regarded as sr:ictly ~onfider=:ial.

Tha fmmédféié product »f this LtLgy will be a ¥report tu be(iaaued té the
hatlﬂﬂal bElEn;E Eoundation next tallfNwith copies also being s nt'ta ®ach
cooperating iastirution and department. The long-range outcome, we hope, will
be an incre sed uuderstanding of the vry complex nature of the weaning of
auality in ﬁfaduafé educatjon, and,gkr‘ .
how teo go about 355é251ng program cuaiity. This mav take :the for.. of workshops,
manuals, and the like, aimed®al che use and intcrpreraticn ¢ ¢ assessment
raterials for program improvereat, policy dicisions, aud :xpanded informstion

to prospegtive students.

wps A more canhisticated avavener. of

~culd serve as coordinate for your

If you ¢r one of your assistants cc
institution, 1t would be an immense help to us. This person would be asked
to make specific arrangements with (:partment chairmen for questiounaire
4 - Lé‘
A2 .
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: ifferences 1n institutional env
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1formation and will let you know as s

the iunclusion ! vYour inss A [ T
g Al liuzlilny O yourl ivsLivabien in the st

important project, the question-
]l b sent to your coordinator
i

the én

know y isior

Dr. Mary Jc Clafk at E

df you have questio
Obviously, we fhink this

you agree, and that yDu-Wll e

chemistry, historv. ind psvchologv departments on vour camp s.

= . Sincerely,

J. Boyd Page

. o - President

Enciosuras: Fact Sheet
Memoranda to Chairmen, Lepartments of Chemistry, ‘
' History, and Psychology _ . )
. Reply Form and retuyn envelope
BN )
Adb . .,
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GRADAVE SCHOOLS N -

IN THF UNITED STATES

- |

One Dupont Circle, N.W., Waihmgton. D 20030 @ Phene Ares Code 207 2253791 I J BQ‘:’E» PAGE

l Fresiden”

Memorandum to: CHAIRMAN OF THE CHEMISTRY DETARTMENT

From: J. Boyd Page . Date: March 5, 1975

&

" This memorandum is coming to you from the dedn of your graduate school to
invite your participatiom in =2 research project sgﬂnscrad by The Courm{.l of
Graduate Schools. We hope you will be as enthusiastic abaut its prospects as

! we aire,-and that you and the member< of your department can provide - the.needed

"information.

EZ;;f;}*i wE Gaie l-;.!akug ) Luelik.LA.; aild, weasuie a VELLEE; Ul viliagLer=
isties of doctoral programs that are reldted to the achlievement of educational
excellence. As part of this effort, we would like to obtain a profile of your
doctoral program and opinions about the program from some of your fagulcy
members, graduate stude: “s, and recen. aglumni. These data would be'summarized
for yﬁuf department aﬁd aualjzed alcng-with summgries from abnuﬁ 20 ather

hisr_afy and psyehalegy lndivid\sal responses would be seen nlx by membars
of the research team and universities would not be identified in the final
repdort. The major purpose of the project is to develop procedures which could
oé used to improve .and expand the information available for doctoral program
self-study and improvement, program review and evaluation, and the guidance
of prospective students. The accompanying Fact Sheet describes the project
in greater detail. . . : .,
i : ' g
In addiiion to :on%ultaﬁia* with tt American Chemical Society, the
project's Jevelopment ard the design of data collection pfecedures have
been guided by an advisory committee of. chemidts composed of Glenn Barchtnld,
* . Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Charles Lester, Emary University;
William McEwen, University of Hassachusetts, and €heves Walling, University F

of Utah. -

Time demands of the project include & out a half-hour for faculty
members and .students to completc their respective questionnaires, arrange-
ments in youir offite to distribute and collect questicanaires and follow
up on non-respondents (r-spondents will put their names gn the outside of
sealed envelopes to assure confidentiality), and staff time to provi'e some
-basic descriptive information about your doctoral programs. Questionuaires

will be available for distribucian in lat= HSfEh or early April—

Plesse look over the aecempanyiﬁg Fact Sheet and then let your graduate

effoﬁt_ We IQ%E\farward to vorking with you. -
-

P = ' ) A5




Concerring a Studv of CJome Jimensicns =i uallvy 1., Traduare Fducarion

The major purpose of th » r7-jec
meaning of qualicty in gracuate e
of quaiity might be imp:uved. It goes bevond judgments of quality per se to

ucation and suggest some ways the assessment

[P )

1@-ntify infermation thac would be meaningful from program to progrim and
ugeful for program self-studv and improvement, internal and external decision-
making, and the g.idance of p-sspective students. Doctoral programs in three
disciplines will be studied on the assumption that dimensions of educational
excellence vary somewhat from cne area of know’ edge to anolher. Seeral major
program goals (for instance, preparing researchers, teachers, or practition-
will also be considered. : :

Resedl ol vesigu

v of graduate school deans jdentified a variety of
program characteristics they felt were essential fér judgments about educ i-
tional quality and some acceptable ways to measure these gharacteristics.*
The deans' judgments have been used to construct questionfaires tc collect

. information about individual departments from fac.lty members, enrolled
students, recent alumni, and departmencal recorys. About 20 programs in

each of the .fields of chemistry, history, and psychology are being invited

to cooferate in a field study of these assessment procedures.: Data collection
from cooperating programs will take pldce in March and April, 1975,

A recei.t nationzl surv

i

mo

Data collected from these varied sources will be summarized by department
and by field. Cooperating departments wiil recelve profiles of thelr results,
but all responses from individuals will be confidential and no department or
university will be identified by name in reports of the study. The EU?meiZEd
data will also be analyzed for relationships between selected cha-acteristics
. of doctoral programs and different sources of informatilon, in order to specify
more clearly the range of factors that should be consldered when making '
judgments about.quality. Data collection instruments will be revised, based
on the study results, and made available for use by departments and univer-
71:125 %§d§ft§kiﬁg cel f-atudies or program reviews.

* Sponsors

The Etué} ig jointly sponsored by "the Council of Graduate Sctools in the
United States (CGS) and the Graduate Record Examinations (GRE) Board. It

*A full report of this survey has been distributed to members of the
Council of Graduate Schools; additional copies may be obtained by requesting
GRE Board Research Report No. 72-7aR (The Assessment of Quality iu Ph.D.

. Programs: A Preliminary Report on Judgments by Graduate Deans) “ bm the |,
Graduate Record Examinations Board, Educational Testing Service, rinceton,
New Jersey 08540,

[
L
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Uriversities Invited o Fitici_are

Absui £0 universities that aw gLrv, histor , and
wsychology are being invited field srud We hope
that all three departments in agree to cooperate

Since universities were selected randmmly from a stratified list o; al‘
eligible institutions, there are no preconceived notiocns about the profi'e
that should emerge for anv given department. 7T & list includes unlversltiés
Lroadly distributed geographically, somb large :nd some small programs in
each field, .ad some new or relatively unknown programs as well as some with

top national reputations.

Datr= Collection

The key to this project is reliable .nformation ab. it sach doctou:ral program
from a v.oriety of sources--faculty members, enrolled doctoral st lents,
recent alumni, and departmental records. The f llowine brief ques:tionnaires
will be used to collect most of this informati

Faculty Questionnaire: Disﬁriauted on campus to all department faculty
member- who teach doctoral st..lcn"s, this questionnaire asks professors
to chars terize thelr uepartment byv responding to a number of statements
abouty people, programs, and policies and to report their current grafes-
sional and research activities. Faculty members also are asked td rate
appropriate programs in other universities. The form can be completed
in about a half-hour. -

Student Juestionnaire: Distributed on campus to all experienced deoctoral
~ students (usually in their third year or beyond), this questionnaire
provides an opportunitv for enrolled students to characterize the
department ajong some of the same dimensicns provided tor taculty and
to evaluate the program in relation to their needs and interests. A

few questions on student backgrounds and objectives also are included.
The -form can be completed in about' a half-hour.

Alumni Questionnaire: Very similar to the student questionmaire but with

additional items on employment and other post- degree experiences, this

questionnaire will be mailed by the Council of Graduate Schools to a

sample of those who received doctoral degrees from the department in

1970 to 1972. Campus coordinators will be asked to obtain appropriate
ess

names and addr es from depértmentsiag alumnl offices.

3

- *The steering committee is composed of J. Boyd Page (President of the
Counecll of Graduate Schools and Project Director), Philip E. Kubzansky
(Boston Univer...cy), Charles T. Lester (Emory University), Sterling McMurrin
(University of Utah), Ralph E. Mor sw (Washingteon University), Lincoln E.
Moses (Stanford University), Michael J. Pelczar (University of Maryland),
ar.d Herbert Weisinger (Scate University of New ork at Stony Brook).

G 293 '
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Departmental P- ‘gfile:
asked tn pfﬂvidé 5
ment--number of =t
assistance data, sp
and so for'h.

The graduate dean at each university ‘. a xed to appoin: one persc. tc¢ serve
as local coordinator for the project Appropriate data collectio materials
will be supplied to and returned by the coordinator; he or she will also be
briefed as thoroughly as possihle to handle questions or protlems that may
come up on any glven campus.

The coordinator will make arrangements with t e chalrman of each department to
inform students and faculty about the project, distribute queatinnﬂaires;
collect completed questionnaires (in sealed envelopes in order to assure the
confidentiality of responses), ana follow up on non-respondents. Suggested
guidelines for these activities will be supplied with the quegt;nnnaires.
Departme: ts will al=sc be a. ked to compleate tne Uepdrtmental rruille ivrw.

Benefits to Cooperating Frograms

Each cooperating department will receive a summary report of questionnaire
responses together with a ¢ mmary profile of all cooperating departments in
the _ame fleld. it 1s sopea tn.t tnis infurmation wiil "2 ol laterebt to
department members concerned with self-study or program evaluation; sugges-
tions for improving the utility of the feedback will be invited. A member
of the research team will, visit most campuses some time during the project

to talk with department members about the research and its findinga. 1In
addition, we hope it may be possible to set up some workahaps on uses and
interpretation of the data after complction of the current project.

Next Steps
3
as poe ﬁ’!‘hlﬁa wvhether nf

Lo~ A a
lagy at his or her

Sfaiuaia‘deaﬁs are being asked o le g gno

not the departments of chemistry, histary, and payc

university will be able to cooperate in this effort to collect data on some
‘quali:y-related characteristics of doctoral proyrams. We also need an
estimare of the number of faculty members who iea;h doctoral students and :
the number of graduate studexfs who are in their third year and beyond in
each department, so that we can supply an appropriate number of question- -
naires. Questionnaires must be distributed and returned this spring; ‘

M

ug lknow 2 ]

'1

r.'l..

an
joh

It
am

therefore, it is impartant to have your response within a few days.

If you have questions or would like to discuss SETE.S#PECE of the atuﬂy,
plaase write or call collect to Dr. Mary Jo Clark, Rerearch Paychologint, *~
Ed-cational Testing Service, Princeton, Nev Jersey 08540, Telephone

(60») 921-90C0, Ext. 2795.

March 5, 1975

=

’ . . !:3”',!

-
"



. 3
&

. ’ N
EDUCATIONAIL TRESTING SERVICE PRINCETON, N.J. 08540
4 ; _ . ,

 Avea Code $09,

921 -¢700
CABLE.EDUCTESTSYC

- CABLE-EDUCTES

Dievelofoaentul Research Divisien

Memorandum to %ampua Coordinators i .
5

About:. CGS Dimensions of Quality " Date: Aprdl 4, 1975
' Project : : : _—
' From:. Project Researchers
- Mary Jo Clark
) i Leonard Baifd“
Radney Hartnett

-
]

We were very pleased to learn that your university wauld be par§icipating
in the Council pf Graduate Schools pilot study of. procedures to describe s

quality-related ‘characteristics 6f doctoral programs and that*?sh will be
coordinating data collection on your campus.

As you will see from the enclnsed materials, we have sent a brief

memorandum to each cooperating departmént chairman on your® campus, tagezgs a
- with some guidelines for the distribution of the faculty and student Jue }P ;

tionnaires and sample copies of these questionnaires.. We urge you to read .
tnese materials fairly closely so that you can answer questions and determine
the best way to coordinate data collection on your campus.
ES . :

Boxes of quegg%ghnaifes are being sent to yau Ey :hé ETS shipping depart-
ment. They will send you a copy of the shipping order, which will indicate
the way in which the materials were sent and their expected arrival date.
A Xerox of your form, indicating the number of queatiuﬂnaires you requested;
is ~nclosed with this memorandum. Note that each department should receive
abn 7?57 more questionnaires than requested to cover spoilage and to use
when following up with nonrespondents. Also, note that each department should T
receive a supply of return envelopes that is equal to the numbef of queatian‘
naires they receive. We ca: supply more questiﬁﬂnairea at’ any time if yau .
find that you will need moce. '

Departmenz chairmen should return cumpleted questionnaires in their
sealed envelopes EG you, so that you can return them to us by REA Express
Calle:t in their cfiginal shipping boxes. Materials for this will be included:

‘'n the shipment QO you. We would like to.have the completed questionnaires -
returned to us by the end of May if at all pomsible. .-

As indicated in the Guidelines, there are several thing= we would like
= for you to do for us. ‘ : ‘ ' .

&

. ) . A9 5.77 . » K '7 .
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1 ~\7 .. ;‘ =
Memorandum to Campus Coordinators =2-
. 1; Deal with questions or problems concerning questionnaire distribution

and' return. Probably you can answer most questions without further
information from us. But don't hesitate o phone collect, especially
if a question comes up in more than one department. . Our goal is to
.- obtain a faculty and student view of each depattment that is as
comprehensive and complete as possible; this is mare important than
‘whether part-time people are included or excluded, or thg exact
number of reminders that may be needed to get a questionnaire returned.

. 2. Encourdge the departments to keep track of who receives quebtion-

- ~ naires, the procedures they use to follow up on nonredpondents, and
any particular problems encountered in data collection. _We do not
need names of srespondents, but one of the putposes of the field study
i8%to assess the feasibility of data collection. Therefore, we are
very definitely interested in any general problems, resistances,
suspicions, or roadblocks that are encountered in ‘efforts to obtain
information directly from faculty members and students.

f .
3. «VWe would ‘1ike a university catalog and copifB of .brochures or other

"  materials that describe the &octoral programs in chemistry, history,

and’ psychology. The Guidélines ask department chairmen to send you

copies of ‘descriptive materials, for you to forward on # us; if:

these-do not arrive within a few days, you might want to theck with .

department offices about them. -

4, Wg.hegﬂ 1 1ist of doctorates awarded by e#ch departmeant from 1970 to
~ 1972. Thesé lists will be uged to conduct a mail survey of graduates
who received their degrees three to five years ago. You may have such
lists available in yourpffice, or-you may need to get them from the
o departments or from the alumni office. _We plan to mail questionnaires
directly to alumni in order to reduce the project's time demands on
cooperating universities.. However. if you or your department chairmen
would prefer to contact the alumni directly, or if you must contact

;, the, alunini before releasing their names and addresses, we would be
glad to provide you with an appropriate number of questionnaires and
postage-paid return envelopes. . ’

Please let us know which procedure you prefer. If you plan to supply

1ists, we would like' them as soon as they are available. We will

send you sample copies of the alumni questionnaire as soon as they

p ‘ . are printed. <

5. Departmental profile.forms will be sent.to you for distribution to
the department chairmen in about two weeks.. Unlike the studént and
-faculty questionnaires, these forms do not have to be completed
before some of the students and faculty leave campus for 'the summer.

< ‘However, we hope that depaltment chairmen can completq them by the

) . end of May or shortly thereafter. You'may find that their task can
be shortened somewhat by providing some of the information from
reeords or reports: in the graduate dean's office.

- A - Alq ‘iijl . =
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Memorandum to Csépu# Coordinators -3~
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6. . One additional group of potential program reporters, not previously
© © wmentioned .in materials about the project but >f considerable interest
to us, 1is dijeantiﬂued,studEﬁts. We recognize that dropouts are

particularly hard to identify at. the doctoral level and that it may
' be even more difficult to locate themh On the other hgnd, ‘they may
provide a view of a doctoral study program that is quitesdifferent
- ftom that of other participants, and therefore it may be worth some
- special effort to obtain their npininn!. <Therefore, we pose the
following questions to you: Could you or your department chairmen
provide us with the names -nd addresses of persons who "dropped out"
- of the Ph.D., programs in chemistry, history, and ay:hslagy over
* the last couple of years? About how many people would this be, by -
.. department? Do you have any evidence, pro or con, about (a) the
’ feasibility pf obtaining questionnaire returns’from these people,
‘and (b) the likelihood that tfieir responses wguld differ from those:
‘of enrolled doctoral stygdénts? ,

Though h;l 11;@ af tasks may appear sather fﬂfﬂidlble. ve anticipate that

data colleetlon on most campuses will go smoothly and that coordiration will -

, not require more than a few hours of your time. Needless to say, we appfeeiate
your help and interest in the project, We stand ready to help in any way.we can,
., including a campus visit 1if this would be useful. Againg don't hesitate to

phone collect with any questions or prablema We look forward to working with

yﬂu!

2 " ) ,vl! ’
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Enclosures: . ~ , .

*

-

Xerox of.institutional information = - - . -
, Memorandum to department chairmen : »

Guidelines for ofi~campus data collection
. Faculty questionnaire

Student questionnaire

=
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' - o . Memorandum to Chairmen, .
Departments of Chemistty, L
History, snd Psychology
About: CGS Dimensions of Quality Date: Date: April 4, 1975
Project
, . : - From: Project Researchers
‘ Mary -Jo Clark
: Leonard Baird
. ' Rodney Hartnett

We are very pleased that your department will be participatiag in this .
Council of Graduate Schools rield study of doctoral program characteristics
associated with educational excellence. Though most of our contacts in the
next few weeks will be with your campus coordinator, we want you to know that

we aporeciate your efforts on behalf of the study. Please feel free to get
An t ch with one of us if you have questions that cannot be answered by your
coorainator. : . :

" “Threé items for your iﬂfcfmatiaﬂ are enclosed with this memorandum:

1. Guidelines far on-campus +data collection,’ sperifyiﬂguzhe faculty
; . members and students who should receive questionnaires and outlining
some suggested procedlres for distributing aad collecting the ques-
tionnaires. Some other requests for informstion from. departmenz
chairmen are also reviewed in *he Guideline:; 3 .
2, a sample copy of ‘the faculty ‘questionnaire (green);

3. a sample copy of the student questionnaire (blue).

Supplies of the two questionnaires are being sent to your coordinator,

- who will distribute them to each department. In the next few days you may
want to establish procedures and prepare a cover memorandum so that the ques-
tionnaires can.be distributed as soon as possible after they arrive. However,

~as you will see in the Guidelines, t!.> time of distribution is up to you, _
subject only to our need to have the questiannaires teturned to us by the end
of HIY‘."'*‘-;__

The Euidel,ges contain some other requests and commeats that you will
» want to review. If you still have questions, please contact your coordinator
‘or one of us. We hope the data collection goes gﬁaathly and that you have:
an exceptionally high rate of returned questiannaires.

e
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Davelopmenial Researck Division
Memorandum to: CAMPUS COOIDINATORS
DEPARTMENT CHAIRMEN
About: GuideIfiés for On-Campus Daté - Date: April 4, 1975
Collection -- Project on . )
Dimensions of Quality in ' From: hary Jo Clark
Docforal Education . 7 Research Director

In these quidelines we suggest some procedures that might be used on a
campus or in a department o collect the information that is needed for this
study. Not all of the suggestions will be appropriate for every situation;
but we hope they will clearly convey our data collection objectives go that
you can devise approprilat~ altaernate procedures when these do not fit.

LY
£
£l

Requests 7£ Department Chwirmen

r

A goﬂd return of gcﬁpleted questionnaires is extremely important for the
research goals of the study and for the usefulness of response summaries that
ﬁill be returned to you. We, expect that the best response rates will oceur
when a department chairman supparts the ‘study, informs his or her faculty and
doctoral students about it, and encourages their participation. Therefore,
we urge you to take whatevef steps will convey your support and encouragement
when the quegtiggpaires are distributed. Some possible mechanisms might be a
Fcnver mauifanaum accompanying each questicnﬁsife, a brief statement about the
study at ‘a meeting of faculty members and/or studerts,-and a reminder at a
department colloquium or other gathering that may occur shortly after the
quegtianpaires are distributed. You might want to point out how the study, .
or feédba k-to the department, could contribute to department development or
program reviews within the university. ' If there are concerns about confiden-
tiality of responses, you might want to reiterate that all questionnaires
will be returned to the researchers in sealed envelopes and thaz no individual
respanses will be read on campus.

The next most impﬂ:tant influence on resp{nse rates wi*l be the pracedures
adopted for questionnaire distribution and rétdrn. Probably each department
has a list of faculty members and a 1list of graduate students which can be used’

_to form a master list of the persons who should receive. queationnaires.
Distribution might be by campus mail or some other local syst=am that gets

the right plece of paper to the right person with reasonable etficiency.

All .




(U.S. mail can be used, nf‘cnufae, but «he project has no funds to cover
this cost.) Some central 1o gatian gshould be designated for guestianngife
return - (such as the department ;ﬁaifman s. office or a box in a student or ..
fnnulty lounge), and someone will needpto check off returned questionnaires

«~ -on the distribution lists. We tope you will send at least one reminder to. ‘7;
thnia who have not returned questionnaires about two weeks after they are '
distributed. Move about this below. .

Tining ] . _ BN

¥
1

. . The eampieted faculty aﬁd student’ questiannaireg should be returned to GE
by the end of May. Within this condtraint, you may establish whatever distyibu-
tion and return schedvle seems best for you. Campus coordinators and department
chairmen may want to decide on a ceémmon schedule, >r departmenta may operate
independently. Completed questionnaires in sealed envelopes should be retirned
to your campus coordinator, who wily retirn them to ETS in bulk shipments.
Please let your campus coordinator know as soon as possible if it appears iﬁ;t
you ray need to go beyond the end of May in order to obtain a good rate of
response from either stadents or faculty.

| . N

: Faéqj;jﬁngstiannaires_jg;ggg)

One faculty questionnaire and one return envelope should be aistributed

to each faculty member in yaﬁr department who teaches doctoral atudents.

You will want to .specify a place and deadline for their return in your cover
memorandurz. Our goal is to obtain a faculty profile. about the déctoral program
that 1s as complete as. possible. Therefore, faculty in each.sub-sp=cialization -
ahnuld\be ineluded. Faaulty members ith’ jnint appaintmenta pa*tgtime appoint-

acquai,ted with the department 8 aperatiﬂn and ptagram and Ehey contribute
substantially to your docteral training efforgs. Th~y may be omitted if you

feel Ehge their involvement with the dapartment is relatively minimal.

*

Ettdsnt\Quentiannair25 (blue)

* One doctoral atudent questionraire and oume return amvelnpg shnuld be

distributed to each established doctoral student in your department. Uauglly

. . ¢ these students will be in their third year or beyond of graduate study,
although poume second-year students might’ be appropriate in some departmerts. y
In g,ij 1, the questionnsire should not be distfihuted to fifst-yeék_g&giants ifgg
or tq #tudents working toward terminal master's'degrees;- beyond this,- we will
acceggﬁyﬁut determination of those who can givg the most complete and accuiate
re:gﬂnlii to questions about the character and juality of your doctoral :
progysms. Pleagse include students in all of the sub-speciali~-tions within
the;"pa:tmgnt and include part-time as well as full—time students 1f there -
is an appreciahle part-time enrollment? Try to include some students who
are writing dissertations and some who have not yet reached this stage. 1f




-lpptéﬁfiﬂt‘ and avai;s’ble, include studentq who are employed Eull time while =~
thny :ﬂlplete thelir: ﬂi!!&ft&ﬁiaﬂﬁr

Eﬂliiﬁiﬁg thl help of e#e ef the leaders .a your graduate student group
!iy be 2 us@ful way to ""ufege a high rate of student responase. A cover
' mamorandum sncouraging participeeien and giving instructions about. returning
the gquestionnaire -ight be from .he devartment chairman, a etudent leader,
- br both., A student departmental arsiscant might oe asked to monitor questiou=
najre returns and organize a follow up to nonrespondents, or. in other ways :
* to encourags plrtieepetien in the pruject by other students. - ’ o

Ellﬁi Up - : ’ Cor .
ﬁn hope you ﬂili’be able to follow u) on both faculty' and student non-

respondents at least onc2, beginning about two weeks after Lhe questionnaires °*
are distributed. This might be done by memorandum, - {iqulfiee to group heads,
.phone calls, reminders in seminars or classes, or other preeedu*ee. You may -
'want to send a second copy of the questionnaire to those who do not reply by
a given 'date; extra copies have been sent to yo. for this purpose.
- % .

- L4

canﬂaential ty
: , S
LA Note that an enveldpe hee reen provided fsr each questionnaire. Completed
. qheltiennnitee should be sealed in these envelopes before they are returned to
.. you, and the sealed envelupee retarred" by you via your coordinator to us.
Respondents are asked to place their names on the outside of the envelopes .
only so .that you can identify those who need tc bé reminded to complete and
return their forms; no name 18 r- quested on the queeeienneire. After data col-
lection is completed, we would like to know the number of faculty members and V
students to whom questionnaires were actually distributed, the follow-up ‘
" procedures that were used, the number of questionnalres feturned, and any .
bias in the returns that is apparent'to you (e.g., most members nf a particulat
eub—aﬁeeializetien declined to peftieipete Oor a pooTr response from part-time
. people). We will not request a list of pereeﬁe who did and did not complete
a questionnaire.

+

. Departmental Profile
The form'that Will be used to collect some basie informatfon about each.
.. departeant will be distributed to campus coordinators in about two weeks.
Most of the information requested on the form should already be .available in
- the department or dean's office; guidelines wili *e provided to simplify
‘completion of the form as much as possible. In the meantime, it wnnld be -
1h lpful if each. depet:meﬁseeheifmen would sead the coordinator one copy of
brochure, report, or piece of recruiting literature that describes doctoral
pregrams in the department, outlines degree requirements, reports on jobs of ’
- graduatea, or in ‘some ethgr WAy eenveye iﬂfﬂfEEEiOﬁ about the depertmeﬁt thet
n wuuld be relevant to thiﬁ study. : : :




]
&
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. The campus coordinutor has algo been asked to compile a list of ‘persons
‘'who received doctoral degrees from your departmept from 1970 to 1972. These
1ists will be used to conduct a mail survey of doctoral program graduates
three to five years aiter receiving thelr degrees. In some cases,,departments
may prefer tn mail queafiﬂnnaifeg themselves, wlch a request for participation
that is more personel than a form lecter [row the Council of Graduale Schools.
1f you would like to contact your alumni directly, please let your coordindtor
* know the’ rumbir af questionnaires you will nzed and we will bz-glad to supply
them.

If You Egveingsiiggg
= e .8

The campus coordinator for’the proje.t will be able to answer many of
the qugsgiﬁns that are likely to come up in relation to dats collaction in
individual departments. However, ff you have a problem that camnct .2 ansvered
. locally, or if you would like to talk with one of the researchers directly, i
please telephone collect to Mary Jo Clark or Leonard Baird, Educational Testing
Service, Princeton, New Jérsey (EDQ) 921-9000, ext. 2795 or 2792.

*16
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To: Campus Coordinators, CS Project on . Date: May 15, 1975
*  Dimensicns of Quality in Doctoral - e i
Educatlon - : . From: lary Jo Clark
. . : ) Research Director
Subject: 1. Departmental Profile B :
: - . 2., Other matters
A

F!

Enclosed are four copies of the Departmental Profile form and an
accompanying memorandum fo- department chairmen im chemistry, history, and
raychology. One copy 1s for your information; please distribute the others

, to your cooperating 'departmant chairmen with a request that the form be i
_ returned to you a3 soon.as it 1is eampletgé. ' ' ' ) ’

As you know. we had hoped to get these materials to you a good bit
earlier in the s;.ing, but various problems conspired to hold them up.
‘ . An unplanned benefit may be that departmental staff will now have more time
* to compile the requested data after the pressures of spring commencement -~
have absted. Obviously, however, we no longer expect to have the completed
.forms returned to us by the end of May. In the memorandum to the chairmen,
" I Wave suggested that they complete the form 5y the middle of June if at -
all possible. . 7 .

It would be helpful if you could look over the“form before sending
coples to the chairmen to identify any questions that could be anawvered u’ms‘
efficiently from iaformation In the graduate depn's office, or an imstitutional ~
research or registrar's office. so that you can suggest these resources to the °
chairmen., We would also like for someone in the dea. 's office to review each
cémpleted form hriefly before returning it to us, to be sure that the figures
given by the department are consistent with your knowledge of each program.

. As noted in the chairmen's memorandum, we will have one more brief ques- .
.tionnaire for each chairman to complete--a few questions about some specific
aspects of the program's offerings and procedures, ‘and some judgments about
the effect of recent occurrences .on program quality. We hope that these
really will reach you within anotherAeek or so. S

- 'Now on to nthgg matters. Several of you have sent us lists of :1970-1972
‘alumni and descriptive materials about each program; thank you for your prompt
rerponse to these requests. If you have mot yet sent us these materials, ve £
hope’ that you are in the process of collecting them and that they will be sent
along shortly. ’ )




To: Campus Coordinators, CGS Project -2-

Some of you have requested guPplies of the alMmni questionnaire so that
ope -or more o your deparimente éan send them directly to theilr graduates.
It dow appears that these will not be ready to mail out to you until about
the, second ‘week in June. The questionnaire will be eight pagss, the same

-a8ize as the student questionnaire, and will be pre-folde: tc {it in a legal-
size envelope, in case you would like co start the :-ocess oi addraesing
envglnpea. “

-

\-
We hope that the distribution and collection of tie sctudent apd faculty :
- questionnaires is going along smoothly. If'you have not checked recently
vith departments about reminder notices zr.aﬁher -follow-up pru:edures with
nanﬁreapandents vou might do _this now.
It has cgme tn our attention that some of the questionnaire shipments
did not have materials to use when returning the boxes. Therefore, we are
‘enclosing a set «f these materials (mailing labels and gummed tape) with each
ﬁf‘ﬁheae memorandums. It would also be helpful ii,yau~ﬁuu1d mark each box
for the attention of Ms. Theresa Jones, B-016. The boxes should be returned
by REA Express Collect. You need not wait until you have-all of the question- -
nﬂir&%‘befnre returning a box; when one%ills up, send it along. Questlonnafres
. received after you have returned the bulk of them should be sent by regular
mail to me. " 4
o . &
». ' Again, don't hesitate to phone if you have questions--609-921-9000,
Ext. 2795. We have beerr very impressed wiih the efforts the campus coordinators
. have made with regard to this project that have come to our attention. - We
remain confident that the project will be worth the effort, .

: A
v . 1
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To: Chairmen, DEPBftmentE‘gf Chemistry, ; ,‘\Pate: May 15, 1975 ' . t
History, and Psychology: : . : ! ) '

e

. ‘ From: Mary Jo Clark
Subject: Departmental Profile for . Research Director
- ' CGS Dimensions of qFality Project

_/_,
-

As you know from our previous communications about the Dimensions of
Quality in Doctoral Education projéct, we need some factual information about
.your department and doctoral program so that these characteristics can be

: considered in relation fo information obtafned from your- department's students,
faculty members, aﬂd.fecent-alﬁmni§§ The accompanying Departmental Profile
form has been designed to collect stlandard information with a minimum of special

-effort on the part of departmental staff members. This memorandum attempts to
anticipate some of the questiond that may come up regardirg the form, and
provides some of our reagons for asking for these particular departmental

- gtatistics. . -

=

Faculty staffing. This section asks for the number of faculty members in

the department, the number who work with dog oral students, and a full-time
equivalent figure which is here defined as the total number of full-time
faculty plus the full-time equivalent of part-time faculty. Faculty members
who are assigned full time to thefdepartment should be considered full time,
whether or not they spend all of this time in teaching and whether or not

. part of their salaries are covered by outside funds. Joint, part-time, .and

adjunct appointments should te considered part time.

* (Questions e through i ask for informatior about only those faculty
.mgmbers who teach or supervise doctoral students. One definition' of these
faculty members might be the faculty members authorized to direct dissertations.
Do not include faculty who tesch only undergraduats or terminal master's
. courses even thoygh they occasionaliy attract a dectoral student registrant.
Qur purpose here is to obtain- a count of the number of persons who aré available
to work with doctoral students and some information about them as a group. We
. _anticipate that this information is most easily obtained from departmental
.records, although you may want to turn to the dean's office or an institutional
research office for some of it. i : - '

Faculty research activity. ?he items in this section reflect program’
characteristics -that graduate deans thought were important to know about when
J ~ considering the academic quality of -a program. We are frankly tncertain

- whether depargments.can answer questions 3 and 4, concerning the tofal number
. ;{%;,i ) 5 ‘i,: . . . { . ) . . »Lfﬁ-
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of publieatinna and reaearch proposalis which he"a been submitted and tunded
over the last three years,without a great deal of clerical effort. Please | .

* at least answer. question 4e (actual dollars available to the department each
yeqr ‘for ragearch). If you camnot answer the other questions with reasonable
accuracy and expenditure of effort, a commeht on the last page about the .
problems they pose for you would be helgjul;

Departmental size. This section asks for summary coupts of faculty members, .
instructional support staff members, and students at different levels over
the past three years. Again, full-time equivalent is defined as full-timel
plus the full-time equivalent of part-time persons 1in the program. The 5a
figure for Fall 1974 should be the same as’ the FTE figure in la. = Our purpose
here is to get some notion of doctoral student enrallment in relation to
other aspects of iLhe departmental pfagﬁam

This section also asks for degrees awarded by the department at each
level over the last three years, and for some dollar)figures tb represent the
financial resources available to the department for its total program and for,
its doctoral program. The check-1list of items’ included in the education and
general expense budget figure will be used only to get a rough estimate of
.the comparability of budget figures supplied by different departments in

- different universities., Information about dollar amounts available to the
department for financial aid, assistantships, and research are requested
* elsevhere and therefore shou’d net be included ;n the figures reported in

~ this sectign. : ' )
~

5;3 . Enrollments gﬁ? degrees by area of Epécislisatian. This section asks for more
detailed infarﬁgt," gbau "the current number of . faculty members who teach
- doc¢toral udents by ai of specialization; the number of enrolled doctoral
students in each area; the number of degrees granted in each area id 1973-74;
and 'the :pp:ézimate length of time to the degree in each ‘area. - The total
number of faculty members should equal the figure reported in le. We hope
this information will allow us to do some s;b—anslyaes for each discir'ine
according _to major area of specialization; in addition, the faculty - stpdent
/- figures will help us d:termine the extent to which faculty and student ques-
/' tionnaire reapandents are representative of area specializations within each
/ department.

/ Admisgions data, These questions ask about the number of applicants for -
/ . admission, the number admitted, the number enrolled, and the ehargctgriatics of
/. ** the entering class for each of the last three years. Note that we would like
. this information for your doctoral program only, rather than for all graduate
stud:nti- Both students with baccalaureate degrees and those who already hold
master's degrees should be included in a through h; question 101 asks for tha
nunber nf fiawly eytnlled dactafal students who had already completed master's
Ve level work. 1
VR ) /" ,
: Financial support for students. This section asks for the number of doctoral
students who are receiving financial assistance this year, and the total dollar
.amounts of funds from various sources for student -support.

#
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ment. This section asks for the information you may have about Ehé
pnaitipnl “obtained by ycur doctoral degree recipients in the last two years.
We would also like your estimate of the number of these first jobs tha: were
“dirgctly related to each graduate's academig field of study.

Gﬂ!-!ntl. The last page is for your comments concerning the statistics you
have pro provided. You may be uncertain whether some of your figures camn be
falrly compared with figures provided to the ssme question by programs at
other universities; if so, we would like to know how you arrived at your

- figures and your reservations about their comparability. You may need to
leave some items blank because the information is not available or would take
an inordinate amount of time to compile; we would like to know about problems
you may have with these items. In some cases, you may prefer to supply coples
of internal reports that provide essentially the same information rather than
answer the questions as they are posed on the form. You may wish to indicate
which pileces of information wvere obtained from the grgdunta dean's office or
some other office at the university rather than from departmental records.

- Anything that would help us interpret the data and get the most ;ﬁﬁplete and
accurate plcture of your doctoral program wauld be helpful.

. In. a’earlier cuﬁmunicatian, we asked fm— coples of statements, brochures,
or fliers that describe your doctoral program and degree requirements. If you
have not already sent these to your campus coordinator to be forwarded to us,
we hope that you can do this now. |

We rgalise that this is a particularly busy time for departmental offices’
and that our initial request for the Departmental Profile information by the
end of May 1s now unrealistic. However, we hope that you will be able to
complete the form by the middle of June. Please rdturn it to your campus
coordinator in the graduate dean's office, who will send it on to us.

. Thanks again for your efforts in the distribution and collection of
student and faculty questionn.ires as well as the compilation of information
for this form. One more short questionnaire, to collect some personal judg- )

ments from department chairmen about their programs, will be sent to you in
a few days and will :ampletg our data cnllectian Effarta in your department.

Your campus coordinator may be able to help with a;her questions that
come up as you or members of your staff complete the Departmental Profile
form. If you are still uncertain about an item, please telephone collect
to 609-921-9000 for Mary Jo Clark at Extension 2795 or Leonard Badrd at
Extension 2792.
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" To: Campus Coordinators, CGS Project on Date: May 27, 1975
Dimensions of Quality in Doctoral
Education

Subject: Information from Department Chairmen From: Mary Jo £1azK

. : ? o Research Director
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Enclosed are t' e last forms for data collection from your chemistry, history,
and psychology departments--a request to department chairmen for some additional
information about their programs and their judgments about program quality in a few
specific areas. Please send one copy to each of your cooperating chairmen. You

. will note that we are asking for chairmen to return these forms directly to us,
rather than to you, to protect the confidentiality of their responses on some items.
We hope that the forms can be completed and returned to us by about the middle of
June, . ’

13

Because of questions raised by sémé oiL che coordinators, a few comments about

the financial information requested on the Departmental Profile form may be helpful.
Most persons wbrild agree, I think, that this information would be nice to hgvéfgs
one set of variables in any study of program quality. But we are also aware that
dollar figures can be computed in various waya, can be misleading, and are politi-
cally sensitive. In -particular, it may be difficult or impossible to separate the
costs of doctoral programs from other departmental costs. We included a few .
financial items on the form in the hope that the information would be availabls,

“ and also as one way to find out whether or mot this is so. But these items are '
obviously only a small part of the total study; department chairmen should feel
free to omit them, or add caveates, if they question the reliability or compara-
bility of. their data. ‘

. Let me be more specific about the financial items in question. Probably the
‘most troublesome item is 5(j) on page 3 which asks for the approximate dollar amount
of the department's education and general expense budget*that is used to support the -
‘department's doctoral program. Departments may be reluctant to make such an estimate
without an agreed-upon formula for its calculation, and the detail that would be
required for a precise calculation is beyond the sgope of this étuﬂf- We would 1ldke
the information if the chairman can make ‘an estimate that seems reasonably reliable;
1f su¢h an estimate cannot be made, the item should be left blank. o '

r ' N

Item 5(k), dollsrs for doctoral programs from sources outside the univéréity.
may be more available but may also be difficult to separate from funds ﬁse&rta ]
support other departuental programs. One possibility here would be to Prav;ﬁg §§§

- LS
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_total dollars available to the department from outsid

. thelr telling us that, alcag with their comments on tlie -difficulties they encountered.

QO

RIC

sources (not including
possible £é separate ou.

¥

financial aid and research) with a note that it is no
the amount cf tke funds that are used for the do:toral program.

= T

Itege 11(c) and (d) on page 6 ask for total dollars from the univ-=-fty for
assisl:a%ips and other “inancial aid to doctoral students. We a _ume tha thesos
figures will reflect the dollar amounts of financial assistance actually awarded to
doctoral students this year, regardl :s of how the funds were allocated, and there-
fore should not present any particula. problems. However, if *here are uncertainties

a1 - PR T F— [ P * . . o N M T s
shout the comparabilis L LAZZI L4L4; Loe cheicwan suwuld wase 4 ube LU LILS eILEeCr.

Sk s

also

L)

tudent aid, }

[

~ Item 5(e), total dollars frem ncn university sources for
.the sum of a.urds to doctoral students this year.

Items 4(e) (page 2) and 5(i) (page 3) ask for rotal dollars to the department

"for research and for ed cation and general expenses. Since these items do not

request a breakdown tor doctoral piograms ualy, they should be relatively easy to-
angwer. However, again, if ther is reluctance to share thi- information for use
in the research, the chairman shculd include a note to this effect.

I hope that these comments may help you respond to quest ions about thes¢ .tems
that come up on your campus, and may allay any concern about their intent or
pPurpose. The entire study is exploratory, in the sense that we are attempting to
find out how useful the information is in gaining a better understanding of the
meaning of ‘quality in graduate education, but also in the sense that we want to

_find out how accessible this information is and how easily it can be obtained. We

certainly don't want the Departmental Profile to be 4 tiresome burden on depar tment
chairmen or members of their staffs. If the information-requested cann.:t be put

together with a reasonable expenditure of staff time and effdrt, we would appreciate |

If you think the department chairmen would be interested in these additional
comments about the Departmental Profile form, I hope you will send them a copy of
this memorandum.

Thanks again-for your help and support.

o,
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Memorandum for: CGS project campus coordinators Date: June 13, 1975
at Colorado, Florida State, .
Michigan, Princeton, and .from: Mary Jo Clark
Migpnne™n Regearch Director

Re: Alumni questionnaires to be .ailed out from
your universit;

Accompanying this memorandum are the number of alumni questionnaires and '
return envelopes requested DYy one wr = ol the Jdepartmonts zooperating i-
this project at your university. Perhaps it would be helpful 1f I repeate 1
here a few guidelines for their use: :

1. The target pgaplation is persons who recelved doctoral dégreés in
1970, 1971, ¥¥ 1972, Questionnair~s should be sent to-.all of the
people who received degrees in these years { "~ fields you are
surveying (chemistry, history, and/or-pSychology) with the [ollowing
exceptions: :

a. gNames with foreign addresses should be omitted;
L. Names witheut reasonahly viahle addresses should be omitted;

c. 1f there are still more than 100 graduates in these years from
any one department, sample from the list to send out 100 question-
naires. 1f the list is by date of degree and there are 150 names
with useable addresses in the U.S., it would be appropriate to
cross off every third name and send to the rest. You may need to
develop other sampling procedures appropriate for your situation.
The main . thins 1s to include graduates from each of the three
years and various sub-specializations within the department.

rt

113

2. Envelopes are provided for alumni to return questionnaires to ETS at
project expense. We expect to do at least one follow-up on the

* gquestionnaires we are mailing out directly to alumni. If —ou plan
to do a follow-up, we will need a list of the names of persons to
whom you sent quéstionnaires. We will check off returns on this list
and send you a progress report about-three weeks after the question-
naires were -<nL out.

3. A nice touch, if you can manz e it, would be a cover note frc. the
deparcment head en. suraglog alumni to romnlete and return the
questionnaire. . : Sou,

4. It would Ye helpful if you could let me know the date(s) when your
alumni questionnaires are mailed and the number you send to graduates
of each department. ) . .

Thanks again for your help, and don't hesitate to phone 1if you -have any .

guestions. 2 15 o
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Dr. Allen G. Marr

Dean of the Graduate Division

University of California at
. bavis, talifornia Ysblo

T1ist spring the Council or Graduate Schools
vour cooperatlon and that of vour doctoral programs
‘navehnleoev, in a stndvy af nraerar charastari=t
lence or quality. The cooperation and patience
those associated with each of these departments 3 p=
tionally good. Ohvicusly ehe atuds 1d not have rlace without their
generous assistance, -r without your support.

We can now begin to share some preliminary study results with you in the
form of reports on questionnaire responses by advanced graduate students,
faculty members, and recent alumni in each of the rooperating departments.
Thrae coples of each report for departments at Your university will be mailed

t few davs. We suggest that yau send two copies of each
E = i = =i

As you may recall, there are two major purpc-es of the study. The first
is to improuve our und.L;LandluE ol the weaning of (ualiiy in graduate education
by looking broa. ‘v at program purposes, environments, and practices as well as
reputational -atings. Analyses to.shed light on these questions are now under-

wav; a summar v of the final proiect report will be sent to vou in the spring.

A second, more "applied”’ purpose, is to develop ways of describing doctoral
pr@gram% that will be useful ?Df pfégfﬁm fEViEw aﬁd impféveméﬂt- vaiausly,

_—
O Ehe prJECt, Vauf comment e fﬁ;cefniﬂg ﬂttuiL ais ﬁPfEﬂLljJ uses DF the iﬂfcfmiﬁ
tion, and any other obhservations or suggestion: o ‘ernine the project, ould

be most welcome.

If, after receiving the feodbnac eports, vou have any questions about your

resulrs or the project In general, v.- hope you will telep.aone or write teo us.
7
=

_:- Ciimmm Tmemmnammam o Maanrddeseas
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Dean Charles T. Lester
Graduate School
Frmorv niversity
Atlanta, Georgia 30322

Dear Dean Lester:

Last spring the Council . Graduate Schools in

your camperatlmn and that «f vour doctoral pro
PSyf [lL!J_ULy Ll e = f h v

he United States enlisted
i is:t;fyi history, and
r":F"r‘\F\11

= - L3

ration and p

excellence or qualitv. Th- cooper atience of your campus coordinator
and those associated with each ¢ these departments on your campus has been
exceptionally good. uUbviously, Liw studv cgul ) net have taken pl ce without
~helr generous assistance, T without your support.

We can now begin to share enme prel miiary study results v 1 you in the form
) of reports on g estionnaire responses by advanced graduvate ..tudents, faculty
) members, and recent alumni in each of the cooperating departments. Three
coples of each report far dEpaftantS at your university will be mailed to
you within the next few days. We suggest that you send two copies of each
report to the appropriate department Gl wltman ui. Jdirector of graduate studies

and #eeg Dnégfﬂf your own use.

As you may recall, there are two major purposes of the study. The first 1is

to improve our understanding of the meaning ot quality in graduate education
by looking broadly at program purposes, environments, and practices as well as
reputational ratings. Analyses t0 shed light on these questions are now under-
way; a summary of the fin;l sroject report will he sent to vou in the spring.

A second, more "applied" purpose, is to develop ways of describing doctoral
programs that will be useful for program review and improvement. Obviously,
the féédbﬁék reports to cooperating departments are a part of this asperct of
the project. -

We hope the reports will be of interest to administrators, faculty members,
and students concerned with the operation and development of these r ograms.
To help us evaluate the potential usefulness of materials such as these, and
to accu: 1tely interpret these particular questionnaire results, we would like
to visit your campus for a day or so somctime in -November or early December to

—

L
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Dean Charles T. Lester

talk with you and depaY¥tmen

phone you or your campus ¢
arrangements for such a vi

cc: Marion Combs

a3

n
a

tatives ahouc these mat

“t two weeks

reports, vou have any questio
t i

hope youswill telephone

dary Jo (

Resesreh Psycholegist

o
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QUE TIONS FOR CAMPUS CONFERENCES
DIMENSIONS CF QUALITY IN GRADUALE LDUCAL.ON

1. Any questions about the reports you received?
‘ items of particular interest?

2. Likely uees of the reports in your department --
faculty committees?
student committees!
decision-making?
program improvement?
what would make them more useful?

useful in providing info to prospe:tive students

3. What other experiencc: have yo had with program rev’ew?
processes --
evaluation --
how might they have been more useful?
4. In your apiﬁfbn, what would be the best way to assess the
quality of a doctoral program?
reputational ratings?
visiting committees? .
student/faculty/alumni reports?
success of graduates?
have such surveys been done?
what's criterion of success?

Other prdtedures you would recommend®

What about program purposes in relation to the
assessment of quality?

5. If there were regional workshops to discuss issues
concerned with the assessment of) doctoral programs,
perhaps based in part on the redults of the current
research, what issue should be discussed?

- who should take part in these discussions?
{get copies of reports, if possible.)

6. Have you done ény validity studies on the use of
GRE scores in admissions?

Note:  also try to clear up questions about data supplied
on the departmental profile (inconsistencies, .- :
i wissing data, etc.) =- and, if no profile has been _ ) R
gent in, try to get basic info re number of faculty,
. "enrollment at different levels, degrees granted, etc.-

’ A28 3{3 o
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Appendix B

itrutions to Participate

in the Study
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Chemistry, ﬁiatazx‘ and P%vzhalagv

Universicies are arranged in order of total 'number of doctorates granted in a
recent three-year period, from larcest to smallest. Each group of universities
accounts for one quarter r: the total number of doctorates granted by these

institutions in these years. Randomly selected universities invited to par-
- ticipate n the research are ma-ked with an asterick.
) Three-Year A,éHE‘C
Total No. Total Graduate
Group I Doctorates School Enrollment
University of ilifnols 2779

*University of Wis-onsin, Hadisqn 2F17 9281

v d e a e , i U
Hiiéi:k—!d-l—_! [y \di—t.Liklnlkll*Lij AéLk (l—_&Lf o i e

*University of Michigan 2285 9460
Michigan State Universitw 2130 7252
Ohio State University 2105 8298

*University of Minnesota 1759 7446

*University of California, Los Angeles 1757 : 7714

*Stanford University 1643 4954

*New York University 1600 16233
Group I1 '

. Purdue University 1558 6997

*#Columbia Universit, 1480 3000
Harvard University 1442 2652
Cornell University 1433 3343

. University o® Tzuias, Austin . 1323 6031
Pennsylvania State University 1289 6411
University o6f Southern California 1279 4836

AUniversity of Uitah 1265 4324
University of Chicago 1249 % 5623

*University of Missouri , : 1239 ~ 4377
*University of Pepnsvlvania . © 1168 4006
“University of Washington . 1148 a7l

.#orthernwestern University 1123 2532

*Univetaity of Maryland 1098 9065

*University of Iowa 1055 4857
Group IIL .

*Indiana University ; v 1040 . 4565
Yale University A A . 1018 2316
University of Pittsburgh : 1003 9348

*Florida State University 962 3465

« University of Oregon 943 3025
University of Oklahoma . . 930 ’ ) 5566 ,
‘ Case Western Keserve Univ. csity ' 876 1968 ™
University of Florida s 870 : 3746
University of North Carolina - , 839 4433

*University of Colorado - . 811 " 3723
Syracuse University , 809 ‘ 3779
University of Tennessee 786 5594

A3l
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Group III (continued)
Rutgers University
" *University.of Kansas
*Princeton University
SUNY at Buffalo
- University of *Georgia
Catholic University of America
Duke University
University of Arizona
*0klahoma St.te University -
Universitv of Macsachvsetts, mherst s
Johns Hopkins University
University of Mebraska, Lincoln

Group IV

Boston University

Wavae State University
*Louisiana State Universily
University of Virginia
University of Rochester
Southern Illinois University
Washington University
University of Connecticut
Arizona State University
*University of California, Davis
University of Alabama

Brown University

University of Northern Colorado
Temple University kg;
Saint Leuis University

Washington State University

University of New Mexico s
University of Cincinnati

University of Notre Dame

University of Kentucky

Vanderbilt University

Tulane University

Carnegie-Mellon University

University of California, San Diego
*West Virginia University

Brandeis University

City University of New York

University of California, Riverside
University of Wyoming

Lehigh University

Brigham Young University

University of Houston .

‘Texas Tech University

Kansas State University

Egrdhxm Univeraity

A32

Laree-t=zar
Total No.
Doctorates

A
Total Graduate
Echc:l Enrollment

78"
769
756
749
746
747
679
671
653
654
b4a /
643

633
627
6i
616
608
595

< 527
510
494
479
472
469
465
442
429
428
420
413
412
411
385
374
360
335
333 -
321
319
310
299
294
290

naY
e At ke

269
261
250

9297
3951
1421
5278
3991
3995
1898
5612
2841
5379

e
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Grouyp IV (continued)
University of Miami
George Washington Upiversity
University of South Carolina
University of Delaware.
University of Denver
Univergity of Hawall
* Emory University \
University of Mississippi
University of Californla, Santa Barbara
University of North _akota

T asrmd = Tlmdaramad e oFf 7 d omem
HH;H‘H e Ak e W Eiﬂ*l!; = = eﬁigﬁa-z'

"SUNY at Albany ”~
Kent State University
SUNY at Stony Brook
*Boaton College ,
Texas Christian University
University of Califormia, Irvinc
. Tufts University
Northern Illitr-~is University
Bryn Mawr College
University 6f Montana -
University of Cilifornia, Santa Cruz
University of Akron
University of Maine .
Clark University
*University of Toledo
University of Hevada
ODniversity of ‘Arkansas
University of Illinois, Chicago Circle
SUNY at Binghamton =~ i

Three=Year

Tetal Ne.

Tot-. Gradua.
Joctorates School Enrcllment

‘238 2298
228 1362
225 4320
220 2201
216 766 ~
211 3567
210 €31
203 1142 '
202

198 1175
167 017
188 429¢F

182 - 3113
167 4355
157 2135
152 1070
139 930
L 51
112 17333
106 465

90 . 695

87 307

84
77
72
67
61
60

46

40




lMost of -the informatlon for this tab.e is from th. oraduate Programs
and Admissions Manual 1973-74, pullished by the Graduate Record Examinations
Board and the Council of “Graduate Schools in the United States in 1973. Jhis
volume reports total number of doctorates awarded in 1969-1972, and total
graduate school enrollment in fall, 1972. All informatior for eight institu-
tions that are not included in this edition of the Manual are from the 1974-=75
edition and represent doctorates awzrded 1970-73 and d total graduate school
enrollment fall 1973 (Brown, Ohio State, Texas Christian, U. of Arkansas at
Fayetteville, U. of California ac ..nta Cruz, U. of Illinois at Chicago [ircle,
U. of Missouri at Columbia, U. cf Virginia). Three additional imstitutioms
are not in either edition of the Manual (Eraﬂﬁais, Iilinois at Urbana, U. of
Califorria at Santa Barbara); for these ingtitutions, total number oI doctoraces
awarded a » from American Universities and Colleges, llth ed. (Améigcan Council

on Educatian, 1973) for the four- -year period 1967- -i970.

{ -
=

Universities that award doctorates in one or more of the three fields

of interest were eliminated from conslderation for one of several reasons:

1. the university reported fewer than a total of 10 doctorates per year
in a recent three-year period (usually 1370-73);

2. information to the 1973-74 and/or 1974-75 Manual indicated maste~s’
or gpeclalist as the highest degree awarded in one or more of the
fields; v

3. one or more departments not listed in etther edition of the Manual

and no doctorates awarded by the university in this field 1961-1970,

N accafding to American Universities and Colleges, llth ed. (most of the
teclmical fnstitute. and ;:h;{sirz:iali:ﬁﬂ institvtinne £all in thie

category);

4. no doctorates awarded in one or more of the fields 1961-70, according
to the l1ith edition-of American uanéEBit%E;iand Colleges, and nc
doctorates awarded in the same field(s) 1970-71, according to Earned
Degrees Conferred 1970-71 (NCES, Dept. of Health Education and’ Welfare,
1973), even though the field indicates ''doctorate' as the highest

" degree awarded in the 1974-75 Manuai. \ .

Tables on "Earned Doctorates 1961-1970, by Subject and Institution" n
the llth editian af Amgfican Ugiversi*ies aﬁd Callegeg and the Natinﬂal Center

used ta identify universities that awafd dactatates in thé three fields but
are not listed in either the 1973-74 or 1974-75 editions of the Graduate
Programs and Admissions Manual.

1
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IMPORTANT PRDGRAH (AFACTERISTICS AND ACCEPTABLE MEASURES
: AS QATED BY CRADUATE DEANS

In the summer of 1973, a pamel of about 60 graduate deans rated
the importance of a great mary Ph.D. program characteristiecs for
judgments about educatiomal quality and then rated the adequacy or
acceptability of reveral alternative wavs tc measure each lmportant
Ehifacteriﬁtia.l *héiprogram characLeristics and mea ires that were
ing Ea faur potential sources Df iﬂfBIEETLJﬂ univetsity or depaft-

mental records, faculty ques tionnaires, student queqtionnaires, and

-gﬁ‘-‘*i‘iﬂﬁp*“ﬁg =

. ) ;
- thege tabulatiaﬁs (as opposed ED 43 available far tabu;atiﬂﬂs reported

in the project repurt) and responses from dean=s at high-prestige
uniyv 'sities are tabulated separately for contrast with total responses.

Eeg{@é che Tables

iiie tables star: with indicators ol ilmportant program chars. teristics
that should be available from university or departmenf recerds. The num-
ber in parentheses following each characteristic is its mean rating of
importance to judgments about quality based on a four-point scale from
"essential"” to '"not important.' Under each characteristic are listed the
indicators that were most highly endorseg by graduate deans as measures
uf that characteristic. The ceans' ratings of these measures are sum-
marized on the rigat side of the table. The first column presents 'mean
adequacy' ratings based on a four-point scale from ''very good indicator"
to "fnadequate indicator” for all the graduate deans. The second column
is the same summary rating computed only from responses by graduate deans
at high-prestige universities. The reaponses of deans from highly
prestigious universities were tabulated separately in order to test the
hypothesls that gsome measures of quality may be less acceptable in these
settings than among graduate programs generallv. A comparison of the
mean ratings in the first two columns suggests that deans from prestiglous
institutions rare the adequacy of most measures very much like ratings
given by deans in general. I(f anything, most measures were endorsed
slightly more highly by the deans from prestigious institutions.

The third and fourth columns on the right side 5f the tables repr.-
sent the percent of graduate deans who indicated th:at each measure was
the one preferred method for measurin the educatioral quality of a given
program characteristic. These figures provide a rough index of consensus
among the deans about the best indicators, though of course the exten.
of their agreement was affected to some extent by the number of optional
measures that were presented for each program charact ristic on the
original questionnaire.

,,,,1 e .

“Clark, M. J. The Assessment of Quality in Ph.D., ‘'ograms: A
Preliminar:;_ﬁgnrt and Judgments by 'jga iate Deanr, R 2oard Research
Report No. 72-7aR. Princeton, N.J.: Graduate Recor -aminations
Boards, 1973,
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The last coliumn of figures repre
deans who said ch.. the information
available on their campuses w‘thau,
centages are probably conservativ:z, ; , >
affirmatively were counted in the tab ' . However, they tend

o m

to support the view that a ot or informatior. about the characteristics
of program participants and program operat tion should b availabl. from
department or university records, but that very lite

le irmemafiQﬁ
about student, faculty, or alumni attitudes and opinions is currently
avallatble.

In sore rases, two or more sources of information were possible
1 1 H iy gqv;u‘rér- rhat werns ""'}d""‘" Ed bv thE Aeans.
thar one source ol information have

The deans' opinions about the assessment uf quality in doctoral
programs guided construct .on of data ollection instruments I.
advanced graduate students, faculty m "émbers, and recent alumni, as

~&ll as a H;uti;; CI ZepLrTmear achl ibies amd a yuestisinalle o3
department chairmen.
&

W
\r"',:,
~]
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Uﬁiversity/Departmaﬂt Ratords
Neasures

S ~ Bercent Percent
" adequacy preferre available
{I, i ] .

o Total Top 50 fTotal Top5)  Total
Ghi:icéniltic o I () (u-zs)* (N-ﬂ)ﬂ (e23) (431

" Acldiis Kl:lning af facull:y (3 57)

Prcaat vith P05 of equivalent dgress S * 5 R A

L Plrmt of Ph.D.'s fron "tap programs in each fleld as h n . .

. dcﬂnld by a reputationsl survey : | 3’33} Wt bl | b
L!‘; i

ol !‘letilq tmirch (or other m:hnlaﬂy or creative) activity (3, 41)
Avmgl mumber regearch proposals funded in the last three years

. ﬁ! m flculty ; 33 3-39 2% 30 T4
a + (Alao seq Faculty questlomaire, #1) . N
6. o

4 Fleuity (or other scholatly or cfeative) productivity (3, 20)’ f A

“Velghted mraga nugber publicatiupa (giving pragrmivaly note .
S 'night to refereed joursals, ‘single authorship of atticles, "l e TR 1
- *  sedor authorship of boiks, ate,) in the past three years (sub, B \ - o v
-, patents or artistic petfarﬂanﬂes or producte where appropriate)

Average mumber jaurnal nrtiﬂles published in the last three , T | ,
- years per!TEflculty ‘ | 349 3i52i S 67

4; General acsdmic ability of students ante;ing the program (3,61)

Avg. icore o graduste aptitude test (CRE, MAT, ete,) ) WO B n 63
Avg. Undergraduate GPA o | "’3;55 W n 8w
Avg. 'scote on apprﬂpriate GRE Advanced Test (or other at;h, test) Wb 3% 9.9 58
, 5; AEhiEvsﬁenLa, h:mwledge, and/or sxills of studants 6t tine of Lo
mplgtian of degree (%,61) [ : . (
‘Petcent of graduates 1n the-last three years vho obtained . |

qlnmn: directly ralated to thelr field of specializétion WL 4 X o

Pﬁmt of graduates in the last three yeara whn published 199" 44 . N
mat blog prior to the degree , W3 il 2 18
0 gae Alum, quaatiannaire f2) Y ' b




(nvored ty/Departaent; Records (_p.z) e -
| Nean Percent Percent
| . - ldlquley Piifﬁfd i\ihﬂuﬂ

Total Top 50  Total Top 50 Total
os1) (i), (wS1) (1) ()

Gorctecistle

6 Professional accomplistments of graduates (3.38)
. Avg, , publications by those vho gradusted In the last VRN w9 11
tive yoars S |
_ Percent of graduates currently employed by ductnrata-mrd,ing P y s -
" alversitis 1 ROV 14 9 35
(Allu see AL, questionnaire, #3) .
N Eﬂ:lvmity finaneial support for the program (3, 60)

Bducatiot and genarsl expense budget per FIE student 05 L0 ¥ n N

8, Mxternal financhal support for the progean (3.18)
| Outliii funds as & percent of total program budget SN A ¥ 0¥ 10

L L

Avgs dollar income per FIE fagulty from outside sources over W M 0
the pu: three yeats ‘

Dollar nmnt of federal ressatch projects grants and contra’ts e o

ovar the past three years Wi . 9 !
9, Finsoctal support for students (3,11)

Avg, doblara for all forns of financial ageis.ance per . w ¥ mo

"l stdat , 5 3.59 3,3 [ I 1

Parcant of students receiving any form of financisl saslatance al K% I B 75
10, Matasions polictes (3,43

Parcent of qualified applicants who are ndnittid a upartld . ; 4

by the sdadaeiom comittee W ooyoon H
11, Brovislon for the velfare of faculty nesbers (%42)

330 Mdmaennk % K
(Alsc set Taculty questionmaire, f5) | | ;o




i

ety o (3

. Hean !
© adequacy
! | S el Top 80
oot _:(l_ezs_),____.. N

1, ltﬂe:lilq of dqm productdon (2,92) | S
Deeowt of those vho waroll vhomarn the PBD, - LM N6 M @ o T
‘latinated total avg, tise requited to complete the degres RN 3'.25 | Y 8

Ratdo of doctorates werded to m, of ‘graduate faculty and N e ' m om _.
to o, of enrolled studemts ° o 3‘15! Wea ok g




Paculty Questiomnaire

I - E..;
| Hean Percent
“ adequacy | adlable
| wal TS0 WHN 0 Tl
. mmltinﬁ L _ () (eld) TR (1)
S - i —— g e - e T M\ “\ | o .
i , .
S multy flllmh (or other scholnrly or creative) activity (3,41)
| Avorage nber davited pmentltim of research results fn ! |
- the past yar (visiting lectures, rﬁhﬁq‘m‘ vorkshaps, (P T AC N " I I 40 ¢
peofeskioal meetings, etc) per FIE faculty

Parcant of faculty actively {nvolved in the publicatiun of | .

.. - rebesech results (Journal editor, editorial board members, BBl DI 47}

", tefares for subnitted axvicles, ete,) | S
(Also " Tndv, /Dept, tecords, #2)

2, Taculty Lavolvemsnt in progten affairs (2,96) |
Taculty degres of agrement with and comitnent to the ITIY o ow ]
urposes and goals of the progran My e # 7

multy satdsfaction with influence on importent deciaiana S s none , __ :
eamrning the progran | A8 3% woon. 1

5

3. Croup m:ale or esprit (2,78) -
hvg, faculty=teported satisfaction with progran leadership, T EEY R 9'!'
‘eathustasa for the progean, loyelty, {nvolvenent, etc, e ' | '
L qmity of the Library (3,60 I | [ |
I_ Adlqu!cy of relevant holdinge as judged by fat;ulty membefa e N N 8 R
5 (Qualdty of laboratory equipment and facilitias ({ncluding - . -
facilittes for the creit e arts) (3.47) . &

Aequacy of hbmtnry equipnent and facilities a8 Tated by T " | T
flﬂ“lt_y Iﬂh!ﬂ 1:4‘4 MB 28 39 | Jf -

H B

9 gy




K;.';_;. o Mﬂf-!%lﬂ%liﬂ (p.E)

Bercent

" e | bereent
vy, adequacy available
b o 0 ol i !
& Chapsetariat! ,, | (Jhsr(u:za _T—) (k)

6. mwol compuer facilitten (3,0) | | i |
! Mqucy of mputc; facilities for neds of the’ progean T wom ow
7. Pmom of the prograz (3, 49) | |
- Clatity of progran pucposes and plans, as judgad by faeul;y | e S f-K
| ambits | B Y\ 1 3 | B L
o (Alno see Alm. questiomaire, 43) o
E 8, Droviaten for th velfare of faculty nesber (3,42
I ?lﬂllt! stisfaction with froedon to plan courses and 1] . now | v
~ eonduct cesmarch vithout {nternal or external dntecference T SR
Provision for assiatance to nev and young fnculty a8 Vs e _ ,
- Juiged by faculty nembers | o L L
(Also gee Untv, /Dept. records, 11) -
¥ l H
9, Progran ludarship nd decledon-making (3 m
Quality of leadershiy provided by the prngram chaimn A U
(1] judgnd by faculty menbers 3!39' 3‘.4'1* A é3 1
10, leh:inuhipz vith cognate prograns (2, 94)
lilltimhipx nnd :Lntzrzhanges vith cognate prugma a8 . _ "
rated by fm:ulty nembers LR | k. VZG ' 16
. (Also see Student questionnaire, 410) CL .
' ! ' . . ' i o , ; - ﬁr
‘peciali Quality ratings of praéfgma and faculties for offier
prograns in the sane field in this study . | S
gq*lb - B

EC




S N - , Student Questiopmaire _
e L | p\m Measures
Hesn Rercont
sdequacy /_,f:vgil;bh
- , ‘. - Yotal Top 50 - " Total
O Cursetarlatie (e (N'ZJ)_ i)
1, Taculty cotearn for student developaent aud velfre (3.1;)/
, Averag mdm (nr former student) rating nn 8 acale penur;lng | .
, faculty'\eomcern for student developent and/ulfarg, ‘accessis 35 04 . 8 6l 9
bility, advising akill, teaching effﬁct\ivdgas, ete, o
(As0 sue um. wtlomatre, 1) L
/ / |
2 S!ﬁmt ntil_f;ctian vith various a8pects of the degfae progran (2.89) - : -
Percent of studénts vho would recomend the pragram to others -, A . o
vieh il otarts d ablihe WEOoaso6 W
/ Avg, student-rated ﬂ\tsgactiuu wi;h s?Ezified acadenic and 3 0"7 ! \ ‘30 " g
;l/‘ | nﬁn!mduic agpects of th,pragm\ : k if‘ R
. ;”r ; -'i o
/. Congruence uf student career interests with progtan purposes o " 05 o 7
/ . and emphages, 26 judged by enrolled students o L
X! *‘Graup morale or esprit (2.81) . | | "
Stueat sense of comunity, foeldng of shared interesto and L. 4w . ' .
iuvolvement in worthwhile sctivities, as rated by students Wik 3;3,95 nox 9
Avg, student satlsfaction with rate of academic progress | Zﬁ,—j‘f 2.83 1 5
kv Proviston'for the evaluation of studept progress (3, 41') ‘3\ _‘ yd \,
| Clarity of rlﬂuirmntn and standards for Prngrmion from - o _
eatrance to candidacy vith stated tines for review and KO RN L I 1
; mlulthn, 88 judged bywstudents oo . AN , :
" (Also gee Alm, qualtionmire, ié) o N N ™
‘ ) "R iy
! ‘. |
. o
i e




Stodent Questioonatre (p.2)

i
f' i

: arscuriatl N

Mean
adequacy

Total * Top 30
) (ot

8, Job plecwment of gradustes =(;'L.iﬂ';)

" fatdsfaction vith progran afforts to place gradustes, as

T Jodged by stodents
(leo sea Undv./Dept, records, #5 and 46)

- & Proviaslon for the sdvisment of atudents (3.30)

Qualipy of the advising system, as rated by students
¢ see Alw, queationnalre, #7)

N 7. Studmt-fleulty interaction (3 )

Student=reported satisfaction vith opportunity to vork
closaly with at laast one nesber of the faculty
(Also ses Alum, questiomaire, !8)

sww

.' B. Internshdps or other opportunities for relevsnt student
apeieces (3i1)) -

et

Value of, the internship or aselstantehdp as rated by
" stulents vho have completed the experience
(Aho ses Alm, questiomnaire, #9)

% qu requirenents (3,16)

~ Nadbility of progran requirenents sufficent to uaet
" dodividual student nesds, as judged by students
\  (Also sae Alum, questionnaire, #10)

]

10, iﬂ!tiﬂﬂlﬁipl vith‘cagnate programa (2,94)

Relationahips and iﬂtatchmge; vith cognate prugrams
) rmd students
aoe Faculty questionnaire, 410)
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3.2

3.1

3,06

3,50

)

3,08

3.5

3.i0

Meagutes

Percent

£V} !39*
4 "'552 _
I

W |
s

Pit‘éiﬂt
wvailable
‘Tl

11

Il



________

Percent

Soan Yoogent

Wpuac prerarrer available

_ : “atal ap %0 Total Top 50  Total

. :orms i1 ER Fi_ FAS Fuio BTy
Lhaf .EfiEtiC w.“‘,uj \! hlg \i :”j ;_:_ii-zg} i i’,

1, Concern for student Cevelopment and weifure (1,11
. Average student or former student! rafing n 4 scale meusuring
fasulty concern for studest davelom nt an woifars, anresei- W A ] g

bility, advising 111, teachivg effertivencss, etc,
(Also gee Student Juesticnnaire, /1)

2. Achievemeats, knowled.e, and/or skills  students at tine of
completion of degree (3.61)
Percent. of gradustes in the lost three “cars who Jbtained
epployment dicectly related tr their fiely of sperialization
Percent of graduates in the Jast three years who pub!ished
sometning prior to the degree
(Also see Univ./Lept, records, #3

i - s ol neqduer e (000
3, Professional accomplishuonts o praduatos {0 39)

R Rl

Avg, no, publications by thos whe gradusted in the lag:

five years

Percent of graduates current .y amploved by doctorate-awarding
univergities

(Also see Univ./sept, records, f6)

Rl

b, Student perceptions of pro.rw quality (2,91)

Avg, alumni (1-5 years) rating of experiences in the program

5 Purpeses of the progran (3,4%)

Clarity of program purposes and plan "ag judged by recent
graduates
{Also see Faculty questiom. ‘re, #7)

3,30

117

3,60

39

3.1

3,26

3.6l

3.3

23

1

68

1

10

i

6.

1

Y

14



L

Chafacteristi;

Aumi Questionnaire (p.7,

Measures
nEAL Fere il fercent
adequacy preferred available

Total Top 30  Total Top 5  Total
(Ne57) (Ne23)  (N3T) (Ne23)  (NBT)

b,

Provision for the evaluation of student progress (3 4l)
Clarity of requirenents and standards for progression from
entrance to candidacy with stated tines for raviev and

(Also see Student questlonnalre, #4)

Provision for the adviser -nt of students (3,30

(uality of the advising systen, as reated by recent graduates
(Algo gee Student quest; nnaire, #6)

Student-faculty interaction (3.29)

Student=reported satisfaction with cpportunity to work
clogely with at least one member of the faculty
(Also see Student questionnaire, #7)

Internships or other cpportunities for relevant student
experiences (3,17)

Value of the internship ot assistantsilp ar rated by students
vho have completed the experience

(Also see Student questionnaire, 8)
Degree requirements (3,16)

Flexibility of progran requirements sufficient to meet
individual student needs, a¢ judged by recent graduates

(Algo see Student questionnaire, 19)
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Student Questionnaire A51
Faculty Questionnaire A59
Alumni Questionnaire A7l
Departmental Profile A79
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GRADUATE SCHOOLS
iN THE UNITED STATES

LG 2000 @ Phane Aread Code 302 223.379 I J. BOYD PAGE
’ Frendent

b
~

One Dupont Cercle. NW W hincton,

April, 1975

Dear Doctoral Student:

We need your help in a majéf‘%atiaﬁal research effort to develop better
ways of describing university programs of doctoral s udy. Sponsored by The
Council of Graduate Schools with funds from the National Science Fouidation,
the project is collecting information from faculty members and doctoral
students in three departments at :0 randomly selected universities across
the country. Your department is one of those chosen for participation in
the field study. > 3

The questionnaire on the following pages wil. take abou:c a half-hour of
your time to complete. An envelooe is provided to insure the confidentialicy
of your responses; your completec questionn-ire will be swer only by the
research staff, and summaries of the informaticn will not identify univer-
sities by name in anv reporr of the project. However, vonr department will
receive a summary of responses made by its doctoral st dents and graduate
faculty members that can be used for self-study and program imprcvement.

The purpose of this project .s to identify and measure a variety of
characteristics of docroral pr.grams that are related to the achievement of
educational excellence. In addition to the usefulness of such measures for
program review, they would improve information available for the guidance of
prospective graduate students. A detailed description of the prﬂject is

avallable from your departme - chairman.

We think you will Find the guestionnaire irta:ééting to znswer and invite
your comments on the items as well as on your exper riences in this program.

The accuracy of the research findings, and of the summary report that
will be returned to your departmen., is dependent on your candid response to
the following questions. We believe the importance of the study will justify
the time you give it. Pla=ase complete the questionnaire and return it while
you have it at hand.

On behalf of The Council of Graduate Schoeols, T tlink you for your
cooperation.

ncerely,

J. Boyd Page
President -




e
.

To what extent do you agree with the {>llowing statements about your departmant
and its doctoral programs of study? ( ircle cpe number on each line.}
[ 3

) Agree strongl y )
Agree with reservatricno. (3)

w

i
Ni=agree with reservatiors (I) l i
Disagree strongly(l} | v
Pk
a. The academic demands upon students in this department are BRI A
very heavy.. « « « + s « + 2 2 s+ s o s . . . . 12 3 4
A single "'school of thought" or scholarly viewpoint .
dominates this department. . . . + +« « « « + + « « « + « .« « ) 2 3 4
c. This department makes a consistent effort to help students
become effective teachers. . . « « « 5 « « + o « o+ + « « « 1 2 3 4
d. If I had a chance to go to another school without losing »
much in thé transfer, I would go.. . « .« « « + « « « + & L.. 1 2 1 04
e. This departmént is providing me with a very good preparation
for mv later rrofessional work.. . . . « « « « « « -+ » . o o1 7 1 4

décigians in areas such as adm;asigns p?Licy, cufticulum, etc. 1 2 1 4

g. It is fairly common for students in this /department to’ get the
feeling that they are being used or explofted b members of
the faculby. . « « « &« & « o & o v s 0 4 o 0 s s s a2 L2 3 4

h. This graduate program 1. one of tnhe best 1n the

I‘h

fieid. . . . . . 1 Z 3 4

i. This department has a humane environment characterizad. by
mutual fESpEEE and cencern between %EUdEﬂLS znd PfoFEQﬂTa;; .1t 2 3

J. DepatEme tal practites create a lot Df tension in scudents.. . (1 2 3

k. T would advise-a friénd with simllar interests to com& Lo
this department: = « . - « « = s = « &+ 3 2 & = » -

e
.
|
"
.
"
it
L]
o
P

1. There ave many opporcunities to take rourses in other (
programs and fields. . . . . . « . . e e e e e e e e e s 1 2 3 4

zo woys in whinh knewledge and

w. Faculty membeis here &mphas

E LY
- J
gkills in this field can be used to solve soclal problems

and improve soclety. . . . + « 1 s . s s s e e e x e x e s 12 3 4
n. Students here are highlv competent.. . +.. + « + « « » « « » « « L 2 3 4
"0. 1 have learned a great deal as a student in this department. . . 1 2 3 4
p. Competition among students is eﬁénufaggd in this department. . 1 2 3 4
q. Students here tend to support and help each other meet the

academic demands of the program. ORI . .1 2 3 4
r. The dgpafEEEnt does a good job of ?1at1 its gfadﬁatés in

appropriate positions. . . . « . . o e 4L ea s e s e e 1 2.3 4

s. Many facul_y members do not prepare adequately for thelr _
\graduste COUTSES.. « + + &+ « « « = & & s & = & = & ¢ 4 & o o = 1 2 3 4

t. This department is a stimulating and exciting place tc study.. . 1 2 3 4
A52
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How would vou rate your department's faculty, facilities, and prog
item tisted below doesn't r pl  to wour field, cr if vou feel vou
skip the item. (Circle one num.er con aach line.)
2. Characteristi:s of the Graduate Faculty
a. Azcessibiiiéy to students LY
b. Helpfulness to students in identifying sources of financial
assistance
c. Useful criticism of your work .
d. Concern for your professional develupment . .
e. Guidance in the selection of courses
f. Willingness to go out of their way to help you if you ask
for i . . . .
g.- Helpfulness in dealing with classwork
h. Knowledge of the field .
i. Scholarship or research excellence .
«’ j. Excitement for new ideas in the field .
k. Overall quality of teaching . .
Interest in graduate students' welfare, including their
personal problems . . . . . . . . . . : . e
m. Helpfulness to students in finding appropriate jébs after
graduation .. . . . . . .
n. Appropriateness of tea:hing meth:ds (e.g., seminars,
lectures, tutorials, augio-visual aids, etc.) .
&
3. Facilities
¢ Libhrary bo:dings e e e
b. Laboratory fazilities . . . . . . . . .
c. Compurcr taciiitdes . . « . .+ o o . .
d. ilassioomz and other Instruc.lonal space -

A53 31y

rams’

1
cannot re

o

It

[

LS |

C::i‘ f"‘\'
Fair (2)‘
Poor (1) i
|
Dl
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 34
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 « 3 4
Excellent (4)
Good (3)
Fair (2) |
Poor (1) l i l
. 1 2 3 4
. 1 2 3 4
"4
4



Efi el LELL L=l
Good (3) 1

Fair (2) i

r (1) |

i

Fo

[
[
L

|
3
f

4. Degree Requirements and Curriculum

§os E——
1o €—— -

1, e
i

a. Clarity of stated requir for e

SET I

ot
i
L]
i~

L]

ions requirements to degree requirements

b. Relevance of admis

c. Agreement bet.een degree requirements and the stated
objectives of the department . . . . « « .« & &« o oo oo .1 2 3 4

d. Relevance of courses in related fields to mzet degree
requirements . . . . . . . s o o 4 s gs .o

3

b
[ %] [
[ L]

e. Appropriateness of language requirements }

b

f. Opportunities for independent study .

g. Flexibility of prozram requirements to maet\individual needs

[

I N

o s

L N

=

1. Logical structure or sequonce of courses

i, Fairness with which gualitving examinations (or equi—alent)
are administe.ed

=t
[T N
ot

k. Dep.h of course and program offerings

[
s

[
Wt
-
]
-t
[
]
"‘_I
[=
[ 2% [ %]
Hodt

Releviice of requirements to anticipated work in

= " L B T | FE e e ey e
it. ReEtal 100m s it s 8 e G Wil petsi waddlit e sd  skpk - rin mmssas s

ey
"

'
[
[
"
b
o

[N

Cxcellent (4)
* Good (3)
Fair (2)
: Foor (1) |
5. Assistantships (teaching or research. NOTE: skip these
items if you have not held an assistantship in this
department.)

a, Numbher of assistantships available in the department . . . . . 1 2 3
b. Stipend or payment “~r assistantshins . . . . . . . o o 00 . 1 2 3

'%ﬂﬁﬂF- Absence of unnecessary ''dirty work' in duties assigned ‘
to 28848LAnES . . - . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e 1

[
[
P~

. Extent to which duties contribute to student academic
development . . . . « ¢« « ¢+ ¢ =+ 4 s s e s e 4 e a s oace e

it

e. Chance for the assistant to act in a protessional role

[T SV (]

f. Relevance of work to ultimate profussional duties . .

g. Degree to which staff members treat assistants as colleagues

[
Bop b BB

h. Fair and equitable administration of assistantships . . . .

N

{. Surervision of persons on assistantships . . . . .

[
[ LN T (N T ]
Nad

-

j. Office space aaé equipment for student assistants .

AS4

co
o
<




TENT Are cnardcierigen

. Abou: how many of the docteral stud
eac:. of the followin, s?aﬁenenﬁs“
vou have known o
depa-tment). flircsla one @

a1 the doctor srude

sir-e wvou entered this

Yore than 75 percent
530 to 75 percent (3)
25 to 50 percent (2) |
{2ss than 25 percent (1) } ]
1 i
a. They work Fard to meet the intellsctual demands cf the l v oy
department. . . . . .« . . e L
b. They demonstrate original ways of handling research or
scholarly problems. . 1 2 3
c¢. They share ideas and support cne anotnher in zcademi: work 12 03
4. They pursue subjects by doing 2 2c2d deal of unassigned
reading.. . . . . . . + : -
e. There is a strong sense of corpetitinn among them.. 1 2 3
f. They handle assignments with care and respo:r “bility. 1 2 3
g. They are friendly and supportive of une another in
their personal lives. i 2 3

h. Thev become distracted from their studies by non-
academic or non-professional interests. . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3

i. They demonstrate enthusiastic involvement with the field
during Iinformal discussions with faculty and students..

[
[N
o

j. They »resent their ideas in classes, seminars, and papers
in a poorly organized and disjointed fashfon. . . . . . . . . 1 2

=t
)
hd

k. They are comaited to the pursuit of scholarship.. . . . . . .

1. Their classroom comments and discussions are interesting

and thought provoking.. . . + « » = o + o o 0 e e e 1 2 3
m. They show imagination and originality in presenting or
Lteaching a traditicaally dull topilc.. . c e e 172

n. They continue to work on projects until they'aré
successfully completed, despite one or more setbacks. . . . . 1 2

o \‘\"I "

o. They offer weil-founded and constructlve critlcisis

P NN

of other students' presentations. . . . . . + « . . + « . . . 1 2 3
p. They are heavily dependent on direction from the faculty. . . . 1 z 3
q. They fail to complete major assiéﬁmenzs on time.. . . . . . . 1 3

5. They maintain a high level of intellectual honesty
in their work.. . .« « + « & & + + & sre 4+ w4 e+ s . ... 1 2 3

1
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Some programs give primary atten tien 1o
researchers, others lean more toward

st111l others glve emphasis to preparing practlcing professions
ec@ﬁdafy school
1ists).
+hogs thrae different purposes or functions?

and s=rvice positions {e.g:
clinical psychologists, Lnduatrlal ch
EDLER your uﬁpafkmfau_ uuw- Sf’;i;"‘r
(Circle one number on each line.)

the

the prevaration of colleg

preparation of sche

tezchers, museur
How much importance ¢ you

L. -ree of Importaace

- Extreme r_asiderable Some Little DNone
a. Preparing scnolars/rese.-chers 5 4 3 2 1
b. Preparing college teachers 5 4 3 2 1
c¢. Preparing other practitioners 5 4 3 2 1
8. Now, please answer the same qrestion in LeTms of your persor.il goals. How

much

(Circle one number on each line.)

importance do you assign to these thr

ce different purposes or funcrions?

Extreme gpnsiﬁgrablg: Some Li=5£; None
a. Preparing schol:irs/researchers 5 4 3 Z i
b. Preparing cullugs teachers = 4 3 2 i
c. Preparing other practitioners 5 4 3 2 1
rTﬁ be able to analvze our results as meaningfully as possible, we wgqld like to know
a few things about you. Please check cne iesponse G. 1111 in the biank for each of
the fallﬂwing items.
9. 1In what vear did you receive your 14. Are you currently enrolled full
undergraduate degree? 13 _ or part time?
_ { ) Full time () Part time
10. In what year did you first enroll )
in thi aduate program? 19 .
n this graduate program T 15. Approximately what overall grade
average did you receive in under-
11, Tn what vear do vou expect toO graduate school, and what grades
- receive your doctorate? 19 have' you recelved so far in
graduate study? fImpartant‘ 1f
) , . o lege did not use letter
. What 1s your present degree goal? your col
12 hat 1s your present degrec goa srades—=A, B, C, etc.--please mark
( ) Ph.D. ( ) Ed.D. the letter grgde that is the
. , TP closest equivalent to your grade -
D.A. - Othe vhat? i ] .
() D ( ) Other (what?___ . average. Circle one mumber in.
_ _ ) each column.)
; - Graduate grades
13, Have 'you done graduate study at Undergraduate grades

some other universlty?

() Yeg, in the same field
() Yes, in a different field
() No

A56
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C or lower (2.49 or below)
c+ (2.50 - 2.99)
B (3.00 - 3.24)
B+ (3.25 - 3.49)
A to A+ (3.50 -
A1 A's (4.00)
No grades

3.99)

O B W N
NG B M e
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bt
~

job do you have? 1+ you have more
than one job, wirk the one that
takes _he moat rtime.

¢ ; 1 am not emp -1
{ ) Research ass «centshie o-
“equivaleunt

{ ) Teaching assistantsh.. or
edv ivalent

( ) O-her university EEplDymEPE

{ ) Employment outside the univer-
sity in a job relevant to mx
studies

( , Employment outside the univer-
sity in a jcb not relevant
to my studies

I1f you are employed, about how
many hcurs each wee't do you

ghéﬁﬂ An the iah?

()1 am not employed
{ ) 10 less {3~ - 7
{) 11 - 20 () 3L or more

What %ind of position do you h-Ta2
to hold on compietion uf
school? If you are considering
more than one, mark one first
preference.

élduujg‘“

{ ) Postdoctoral fellowship

( ) Teaching or administration in
elementary or secondary
achool |

( ) Teaching in junior college

( ) Teaching dn a 4-year college

or univarsd Flr

() Gcilege or uniVEfEity
administration

{ } Research in industry I

nonprofit organization or

institute )

( ) Self-employed professional
practice

{ ) Professional practice with a
clinic, hospital, or agency

() ’'xecutive position (adminis-
trator, curator, etc.) in a
nonacademic organlzation
including govern—ent

( ) other (Specify:

= =4
T v

m

A57
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{ ) No

How do vou describe yourself?

{ ) American Indian or Native
Am- -ican

Black, Afro-American cor Negro
Mexican-American or Chicano
Oriental or Asisn-American
Puerto Rican or Spanish-

speaking American
Wilite vt Cauvdsiau

{ ) Other

A~
R N e

.
o,

In what university ave you

currently enrolled? ~
indicate (a) your field of
graduate study and (b) the ope
sub-specialization with which
you -identify most closely.
“(a) F A
1 (b) Sy2cilaiization (b)
. : [
( ) CHEMISTRY : v
( ) Analytical ( ) Organic
( ) Biorhemical ( ) Physical
{3 Inerganic /) Other
( ) HISTORY -
( ) Ancient ( ) American
( 5 Medieval { ) Third-world
.( ) Modern ( ) Other
( ) PSYCHOLOGY
( ) Eddcational () Clinieal
( ) Measurement ( ) Social
( ) Personality {( ) Other
( ) Developmental
( ) Experimental = -
( ) Organizational -
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

%3

We
d@ tt:xra1 Etud“
gV

Please seal vour completed questionnaire in the accompanying envelope, »nut your
name on the outside of the envelope, and return it to your department oifice

(or follow other instructions that may accompany the questionnaire when it is
distributed). There is 110 name on the questioanaire; we ask for your nam¢ on
the envelope only so that we can tell who has completed the form and who has not.
The questionnaires will be removed and the envelopes discarded after they tave
been returned to the researchers. N

m
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

J. BOYD PAGE

Preinient

]
o
ol
&
-1 —
’~,C .

april, 1975

Lear Professor:

We need your help in 2 major national research effcrt to develop better
ways of describing university programs of doectoral study. Sponsored by the
Council of Graduate 5chools with funds from the National Science Foundation,
cite project is coll ci. - information from faculty members-and doctoral
students in three departm 1fs at 20 randomly selected universities across
the country. Your department is one of those choscn for participati-zn in
the field studv.

lowing page=s will take about a half -hou~ of

~1
Lope is prmv1ded to insure the confidenutiality
of yﬁur tesp@ns 1 you remalitad s e fonadoo 2131 Lo galy Ly the

SO0 QUOSCIONTAITZ YLeaa- =4 Zien gu.,k;

research staff, and summaries of the information will not identify univer-
sities by name in any report of the project. However, your department wili
recelve a summary of responses made by Its doctoral students aud graduate
facuity members that can be used for self-study und program improveient.

The purpose of this project is to identify and measure a variety of
characteristigs of doctoral programs that are relatred to the achievement of
educational excellence. [ addition to the usefulness of such measures for
program review, they would improve information available for the guidance of
pfaspective graduate students. A detailed descriptinon of the project is

P k]
g‘ﬁ-i; L;LE L]_\)i\l ;uul ur;yaL Lilelie l“q;;l.LLll.b:lH

&

WE think you Uill find the queationnaire iﬂteféstiﬁg to answer aﬁd invite

will be “Eturnpd to yOu: dépiftment, is dependenﬁ on yaur Qandid respanse to
the follawing questinons. Ue helieva the imnorrance of the srudy will justify
the time you give it. Please complete the juestionnalre and return it while
you have it at “hand. .

.on behalf of the Council of Sraluate Schoels, I thank you for ybur
cooperation.

s Bayd Page’ ' -
¢ “President Y ) .

v I
@ . : ,,f‘ggr? _ ,f,,‘




CGS FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE

with *he following statements about your department®

1. To what extent ‘do y gt e
' and itae doctoral programs of study? (Circle one number on each line.)
-
: Agree strongly (4)

— : Agree with reservations (3)
- Disagree with reservations (2)
Disagree ‘strongly (1)
|
a. The academic demands upon students in this department are v
?E’Ey hea‘iy. e T L R R T R R P T } 1 2

L
&

h. Faculty members in this department sem to be genuinely
interested in the welfare and personal davelopmént of
graduate studentS.. . . < . . s a s s w s s s ek ox e s w o 1 2 3 4

. Different personalities and scholarly points of -view are

welcome in this department. . « « + o « » s s s s+ & &« + + « » 1 23 4
d. The conflicting demands of my job are a source of considerable

personal Straln.. « « « + & 0 e e e e e e s e e s e s e 1 2 3 4
¢. There is wide faculty 1nvm1vement in important departmental

decisions.. « « « + v ¢ o w0 et e s e s e s e e s e e 1 2 3 4

f., Some professors in this department unduly exploit their
students to advance their own research. « . + ¢« « » « « » « » 1 2 3 4

¢, 1 Liardly ever get the time to give a piece of work the

Attention it dE@SEIVES.: = + = = o = + o s + & 3 o o o« o s 0o« 1 2 3 4
. My personal views about graduate education 1in my field are

=, Luig “ih1e with the chicerives and procedures of

this department.. . . « o+ « + = « s « « s s o o s o & = .. 1 2 3 4

i. If T had a reasonable offer, I would move to another
Lalversitys o v v v v s i e e e e e e e e e e e e e ] 2 3 4

j. Faculty in this department feel very secure in their academic
freedom to conduct courses and research without undue’
Jupartmental or universiiy restrictions.. . . . . . o .. .1 2 3 4

T Fasulse and =rpdonte nfter arrange courses and pfajects with
persons in other departments. . . . + .. + + + s o o s oaos o0 s 1 2 3 4

p—
-

Faculty here often try to apply their know ledge and skills
in solving social problems and improving society. . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

1. Tne department has a humane environment characterized by
mutual respect and concern between students and facdty.. . . 1 2

[
£

n. This department is really a ccllectign of individdais; %ery
little in the way of truly team or joint effort takes
place in this department. . . « « « + « o + o + o o & & o s & 1 2 3 4

o. This department tends, to put more emphasis on training
technically competént craftsmen than on training idea-
oriented schclars.& O S B

p- In general, I am satlsfiad with my opportunities to influence
departmental policiés and decisions.. . . . « . & + ¢ o o o o 1 2 3 4

el 356 :
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"2, How would you rate each of the following aspects of vour department or
university? (Circle one number on each line.’

- v ,
j Ex- :llent (4)

' ) Fair (2)

' : Poor (3; l
. ! /
a. The intellectual environient at your university . . . . e 1 2 2 4
~b. The 1ﬂ;ell32tﬁél environment in your department . . . < .« - 1 2 3 4
c. Personal relations among the farulty in your depariment . . . . 1 2 3 4
d. Faculty/student relatdons in your department . « - « = =+ - = 1 2 3 &
e. Clarity of doctoral degree requirements in your department . . 1 2 3 4

£. Agreenment between degree requirvements and the stated objectives

of your department . . . . . . ¢ . ¢ s s e e e e e x e e e 1 2 3 4
%. Fairness‘with which degree requirements are aduinisterec . . . 1 2 3
h., University litrary holdings relevant to your field . . . . . . 1 2
i. Laboratory or other equipment needed for t: ing and -
research in your field . . . . . . &« :?! e e e e e e s 102
.j. Computer facilitie= to meet the needs in your field . . . . - . 1 2 4

k. The relationships between your department and cognate .
departments in the university . . . A I 1 2 3 4

1. Claricy of your department's cbjectives and p*;ns for the
next few Years . .« « « s o+ s s 0 s os e s e e 2TE 4 e e

"
M
Yo
ol

m. The scholarship and rese:=ch ability of the department
faculty o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e el 23 b

n. Overall quality of teaching at the graduate level in jnur
department . . «-c ¢ & 4 s o oa o= s s e s e e ee ks 1

‘0. Department procedures for evaluating graduate student progress. 1 2 3

\p; Department procedures for evaluating student comprehenslve
Examiﬂat :LonS w ® %= ® % % % % = & % ® & = = # * s & & = s & 3 l E 3

q. Department progedures for dissertation supervision and defense. 1 2 3 4

r. The scholarship and cesearch ability of ‘students in your

cepartment . . . » 4 s o+ o4 o« o4 s o= s e s s ow e e s e e e 1 2-13 4
5
s. The "fit" between your program goals and standards and the !
needs or interests of current students . . « . + & » o+ » + o 1 2

t. Cohesiveness of the doctoral currdiculum . . + « + + &« « ¢« o+ 1 2 3

u. Departmental helpfulness to students in finding appropriate
jobs after graduatfon . . . .+ + + ¢ ¢ 4 e e e e e e e e 1 2 3 4

v. The administrative mnanagement of your-éepattment c e e e e« - 1 2
A

Departmental effort toward the career development of ~0 -
Cjunfor faculty .« o« o s o 0w e e e e e e e e e e 1\\;%;2 3 )4
x./Overall adequa;y of physical and financial resources; for S~

a doctoral program in your field . .« . . o . i e s e .. 12 3 4

o ‘ : A62 35?
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- About how many of the doctoral students in your department are characterized by

each of the following statements? Base your judgments on the doctoral students

. you have known or observed in the last three years (or since you entered this

department). (Circle one number on Sach line.)

More than 75 percent (4)
50 to 75 percent (3)
25 to- 50 percent (2)
Less than 25 percent (1) l
a. They work hard to meet the intellectual demands of the i
department. . . . ... . . . ¢ 4 4 4 s s e e o ste s s e e . 12 3 04

t. They demonstrafe original ways of handling research or ;
scholarly problems. . . . . . . . « .+ & « + « & = « & & s -\

-
(%] [ %
£

Fiod

¢. They share ideas and support one another in academic work.. .

d. They pursue subjects by doing a good deal éfiunassigned
reading.. . . « . . . 4 0 4 4 h e s e e e e e e et e e e e e 1

]
Tt

. There is a strong sense of competition among them.. . . . .+ . 1 2 3

e
f. They handle assignments with care and responsibility. . . . . . 1 2 3
3

. The are friendlv and supportive of one another ip

their personal lives. . . . . . . . + & + « =

[
[
£~

& ® = = * . & 1 z )

h. They become distracted from their studies by non-
academic or non-professional interests. . . . . . + . : .

-
]
"]
.

i. They demonstrate enthusiastic involvement with the field
during informal discussioi - with faculty and students.. . . . 1 2 3 4

- j. They present thelr ideas in classes, seminars, and papers

[

in a poorly organized and disjointed fashiom. . . . . . . . . 1 2

k. They are commited to the pursuit of scholarship.. . . . . . .. 1 2 3 4

1. Theiyr classroom comments and discussions are interesting ,
and thought provoking.. .". . . . . . . « . «+ + « « « + « .« . 1 2 3 4

" m. They show imagination and originality in presenting or

teaching & traditionally dull topic.. . . « + - «+ &+ + » . =« « 1 2 3 4

n. They coatinue to work on projects unt:1l they are
successfully cumpleted, despite one or more setbacks. . . . . 1 2 3 4

of other students' prrsentations. . . . . . . . .

p. [hey.are heavily dependent on direction frorm the faculty. . . .

e
[
W

q. Taey fail to complete major assignments on time.. .

r. They maintain a hi_h level of intellectual honesty
in thedr work.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .0 0 e, e e s L2 03 4

A63 i T
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Three general areas of emphasis describe most doctoral-level graduate
programs. Some programs give primary attertion to ‘the preparation of
scholars and researchers, others lean more toward the preparation of
college teachers, and still others give emphasis to preparing practicing
professionals for applied and service positions (e.g., secondary school
teachers, museum curators, clinical psychologists, industrial chemists).
How much importance do you think your department now assigns these three
different purposes or functions? (Cir:le one number on each lime.)

Degree of (mportance

Extreme Considerable Some Little None

a. Preparing scholars/researchers 5 - 4 3 2 1
b. Preparing college teachers 5 4 3 2 1
c. Preparing other practitioners 5 4 o 3. 2 1

T

How much importance do you think the depafzmént ought to assign to' each

of these purposes? (Circle one number on each line.)

g. Preparing scholars/researchers 5 . 4 -3 2 -1
b. Preparing calléée teachers 5 ‘4 - 2 1

W
L
w
L]
[

c¢. Preparing other practitioners
In a typical week during the academic year, about how many hours du you
spend in each of the following activities? (Please account for all of
your professional time.) -
T Number .
of hours

a. Teaching, preparing for classes, evaluatipg student
tests or papers. '

e  a

b. Advising students and dirécting students' research
c. Research and scholarly writing :

4. Program or university administration (including compittees) __

e. Private practice . ] _
f. Other profess.onal activities including consulting ' ii _
Total:

How much of your time in (a) and (b) above (teaching, advising, supervising

research) is spent with or for doctoral students? )
( ) more than 75% () 25 - 49%
() 50 - 75% ( ) less than 252
: A64
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Please circle the appropriate response to indicate your experience in
the following areas:

. : . - ’ Yes
a. Have you served anfgavEEnment or foundation review committees,
site visit teams or rational advisory councils in the last
- H thf!‘ye;r!?-iiili!,i'!iil!i!!!,ii'!!éiii!

b. Have you helﬂ a postdoctoral fellowship? . . « . « « ¢« « + ¢ o

¢. Prve you received a serious job inquiry from another
employey’ in the last two years? . . . . . .« . .

y

d. Have y ireeeived an award for outstanding teaching? ,. . . . . .

e. Have you received an award for outstanding research or
scholarly writing? . . . . « ¢ « « ¢« 4 & s o 0 s e s e T w0
f. Have you received an award for outstanding professional '
Practi:eviixiégii!!!ii!iliéi_lié,il!i-?

g Have “you held affice or se:ved on bgards af a nazianal

h. Have you held office or served on committees of state or
regional ptafessiamal organiz.tions? . . ¢« ¢« : ¢ s 4 s s e .

{. Have you been the editor of a journal in your field or served
as a member of a professional jaurnal editafial board? . . . .

j. Have you refereed contributed articles far a professicaal
jou 1al in your field in the last two years? . . . . . . . « .

k. Do you have an inctitutional or department grant to support
yaurresearchth 8 yeAr? s + s ¢ s s s s s s s & 8 e 5 s o5

1. Do you have a grant or contract with an agency outside the
university to 'support your research this year?. . 4 ¢ . . . « .

A65 36y -




11.

~ areas for:

_‘ | = ‘ ¢

Please list the number of your publications in each of the following :

(a) your entire professional career

and (b) the last three.

years. Include items written alone or in collaboration with others.

S

Prafgssjtangl articles and aingle chapters in books -

Scholarly book reviews ’
‘Authored books
Edited books or anthologies

N

Monographs and manuals \

About how many days in the past 13.

12 months were you away from

- campus for professional activi-
- ties (e.g., professional meetings,

speeches, consulting)?

How. many times in the past !
12 montha have you presented
or other scholarly material as
a colloquium speaker, visiting
lecturer on another campus, .

‘speaker at a professional

meeting, etc.?

15.

What is your present academic
rank?

( ) Do not hold rank designation

"¢ ) Professor

() Ass%aiate professor
( ) Assistant professor
( ) Lecturer or Instructor
() Other .

- A66

(a) ~(b) _

Entire Last three

career __vears

} o - - -

What is your highest earned
degree? ’
( ) Ph.D. °

D.A., M.D., etec.)
() Masters or equivalent
( ) Other

In what yeéfidid you receive
your highest earned degree?

From what university did you

receive your highest earuned .
degree? ‘ ’
Name:: N —
State: . .
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16. What 13 your present university What s yhur sex?
Lt at? i () Male
() Tl ttme () venate— )
( ) Part time
,( ) Adjunct

23, In wvhat university are you

17. Mo you have tenure at this '
. uaivetrsity? _ : - — — R
() Yes

() We 24, Indicate Cé) your-discipline
ond (b) the one sub-specializa-

tion with which you identify
18. How many years have you been most closely.

sgociated witl, this department?
SBSﬂEiEFEd witl. this department (a) Discipline
I

T l (b) Specialization (b)
v v |
( ) CHEMISTRY
(*) Analytical
( ) Biochemical
() Yes _ , ( ) Inurganic
I) No '

19. Do you hold a joint appointment

witl another department? Organic

Phyeical
Gther

PNy
‘F_'
Mo’ N N

Third-world
0Otl.er

o !

o

e

h)

.ﬁ" |

ks o

ok
W~~~
et Y Yo

~—

20. Do you hold a joint appointment
. with a center or institute?

( ) Yes ( ) PSYCHOLGGY
( )‘NG _ Clinical
Social

Other

) Educsgiional
) Mesasirement
)
!

PN P
A

Personaliiy
Developmental '
¥ Lxperimencal

} Grganizational

21.  Hew anany years of university ~ AN
teaching experienca have you
Yae? :

S - e 362
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25, Par each university listed below, rate the doctoral programs in your field (discipline)
on the following questions. Your ratings will be used only in research associated with
this project; summary ratings will not be made public. _ : »

\ - . _ -
Question A: Quality aEﬁQggduatg_Facul:y, Circle the number below the' term that cor-
responds most closely to your judgment of the quality of the graduate faculty da your

. field at ‘each institution listed. Consider only the scholarly competence and achieve-
ments of the present faculty. ' '

gestion B: Attractiveness of the Ddgtoral Program. Circle the number below the term

that corresponds most closely to the way you would rate the institutionms listed if you

were selecting a graduate school at which to work for a doctorate today. Take into

J™Eccount the accessibility of the faculty and its scholarly competence, the curricula,

“ the instructional ‘and research facilities, the quality of graduate students, and other

factors that contribute to the effectiveness of the doctoral program.

LY — —_— —— - e ———————
QUESTION A - QUESTION B

QUALITY OF - , ATTRACTIVENESS OF
GRADUATE FACULTY DOCTORAL PROGRAM

INSTITUTIONS

(A sample of universities

@
=y

=)
a
£
@
your field, arranged g
alphabetically) g
’ akd
|
=]

Boston College
Cal. at Berkeley, U. of
Cal. at Davls, U. of
Cal. at Los Angeles, U~ qg
Colorado, U. of

Emory U. o ) )
Florida State U. (Tallahassce)
Indiana U. (Elﬂa}ning:ﬁﬁ)
Ic:iwa, u. ;nf 7(Iawa Ci:i;t:'y)
Kansas, U. of

=]
i)
§
o
]
=
3
3
3
—~
3

2
2
2
2

| |

oo e |
-l

oL
o

ks R I IR |

Oy
oy w‘:‘

ot |

\
(P |

|
|

\ 1 ‘
i B H} Nl Bl ad Al §
(XY X

k
P - L T
e

VRV BT RV TR R T R ]

I
v

|
ool og

ooy vl v o o v

B M B R MR B R B I T ] M ) D M‘i
| + |

Louisiana State U, (Baton Rouge)
Maryland, U. of ===~~~ ==
Michigan, U. of

Minnesota, U. of
Missouri, U. of (Columbia)
New York U. .

PN BRI e NN B NN |

s e | o B

A R e B R
wiww] ww

vl

~ ~a
AR AN NT

‘\I"“H‘
“ woanl o
\
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W ld] hed R R b |

~ll ’\J\;
m |

PRCIRV W ol e

ENENE ENEY RN PN

antys:erq u. -

OklaWoma State U. (Stillwater)
Pennsylvania, U, of

‘Princeton U. - .
Stanford U.

Toledo, U. of _
Utah, iJ.!(:E

West Virginia U. -

w Ll
O] e

|
ETETE FTERY EREr |
‘\
1
|
|
|
|
\
|
‘

bt ‘I-‘! et |

[ b b e | el e b
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'Wisconsin, U. of (Madison) 3 7
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26. On this page, rate each univerzity's doctoral program in the area oI specialization that
you indicated in item 24 (b). » -
Question A: Quality of Graduate Faculty. Circle the number below the term that cor-
responds most closely to your judgment o6f the quality of the graduate faculty in your

" specialization at each institution listed. Consider only the scholarly competence and

Question B: A}
that correspond

were selecting M
account the acces| :
the instructional (M NYeh Ea Y IYE Y En YT Lag L R . AWy
factors that contrUMRAEERGIEL PR A TRYNGTRA £ 4 4 |- VP ERY Sn! ¥RV yOR T /afls gh~
vy ‘ ' rirhv el A A ¥ G i A
tion. A f , VIV

QUESTION A QUESTION B

QUALITY OF ATTRACTIVENESS OF
GRADUATE FACULTY DOCTORAL PROGRAM

INSTITUTIONS

(A sample of universities
awarding doctorates ia
your field, arranged

]

Mimnesots, U. of

‘Missouri, U. of (Columbia)
New York U. '

NN

Wk Wl wowl e w

[ \I-"\‘ Lol ol Bl

.Worthwestern U. _
Oklshoma State U. (Stillwater)

" Pennsylvania, U. of
Pripceton U, —
Stanford U. '

" Toledo, U. of” —

. Utah, U. of .

_ West Virginia U, R A

o i) ¥
alphabetically) § 7 oy
. 2 5 " 3 4
a ? i gs
Boston College _ 12 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 5
. Cal, at Berkeley, U. of | r 2 3 4 5 6 7 12 5
Cal. at Davig, U. of A2 3 55 6 7 112 3
Cal. at Los Angeles, U. of 12 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3
‘Colorado, U. of 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 i 2 3 & 5
Zwory U, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 5
Plorida State U. (Tallshassee) 1 2 3 4 6 7 1 2 3 5
_Indiana U. (Bloomington) 12 3 4 6 7 1 2 3 3
Towa, U. of (Iowa city) - e 3j 6 7 1 2 3 3
Ranses, U. of t 2 3 8 6 1 12 3 >
e - s B s 1 2 4 6 7 1 2 3 5
Louisians State U. (Batou Roupe) X ‘
arrlind U of . o dee): 1 2 6 5 6 7 1 2 3 5
e e v e 1 2 % 5 6 1 2 3 5
ichigan, U. of : 2
i s 1 2 4 2 3 5
4 2 3 5
4 2 3 5
5
5

]

b I B T TR L W R

(" w:yuwu W

ol pofpre]aosjoelos] oo o boan

] et
wl wow] wwl w s
|
[ [y
Y .

‘ ol o[ e

-~ ‘J""-‘&-J

ool v v o

| W |

i
|
|
|
1
|
L |

i
e |

- Wisconsin, U. af'r@di:an)
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+ 27. Please use this space for any comments you would like to make about the’
educational quality of doctoral programs in your department or issues
concerned wich the assessment of quality in doctoral educatiom. Your
reactions to this questionnaire as a means of systematically collecting
the opinions of faculty members abbut their programs are also welcome.
Thank you for. completing the ques ionnaire.

Please seal your completed questionnalre in the accompanying envelgpe;dput your
pname on the outside of the envelope, and return it to your department office

(or follow other instructions that may accompany the quastionnaire when it is
distributed). There is no name on the questionnaire; we ask for your name om
the envelope only so that we can tell who has completed the form and who-has not.
The questionnaires will be removed and the envelopes discarded after they have
been returned to the researchers. - 3 :
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THE COUNCIL OF
) * GRADUATE SCHOOLS ~ ™
)F -~ 7. IN THE UNITED STATES
One L “#rcle, N.W., Washington, D. C. 20036  Phone: Area Code 202 223:>7947.BOYD ‘PAGE
o : L . ) - . : Pr:;iiﬁx
3 June, 1975 )

Depr Graduate School Alupnus:

[ We need your help in a major national research effort to develop better

ways o describing university programs of doctoral study. Sponsored by the

Council of Graduate Schools with funds from the National Science Poundation, »
the project is collgcting information from faculty members, doctoral students,

and department alusni ir three departments at 20 randomly gelected universities

cross the country. Your former department is one of those chosen for partici-
pation in the fiald study.

| The questionnaire on the following pages will take alout a half-hour of
your time fo complete. An envelope is provided to insure 'the confidentiality
of yo'ir responses; your completed questionnaire will be seen only by the
research staff, and sumaries of the information will not; identify univer-
ities by name in any report of the project. However, your former department 4
11 receive a sumnary of responses made by its doctoral /students, graduate,
aculty members, and alumni that can be used for self-study and program
/iEpEQ?EEEﬂEg : |

/ : | )
/ . The purpose cof this project is to identify and measure a variety of
/? characteristics of doctoral programs that are related tg the achievement of
/ educational excellence. Ir addition to the usefulness of such measures for

program review, they would improve information available for tle guidance of
./ prospective graduate students. ‘ !
. We think you will find the questionnaire interesting to answer and invite
‘your comments on the items as well as your experiences in this program.

{

The accuracy of the research findings, and of the summary report that
will be returned to your department, is dependent on your candid response to
the following questions. We believe the importance of the study vill justify

) the time you give it. Please complete the questionnaire and return it while
you have it at hend.
. 5, . ,
) On behalf of the Council of Graduate Schools, I thank you for your
cooperation. -
Sineereiy; -
./ J. Boyd Pag R
President ' -
AT AL 36 -
\) Ele ’ . . - . L1




FLEeABR PILANE; LVl umas

N ' - L*\

awarded you your daetnfafe Field_

’ z
CGS GRADUATE ALPMNI QUESTLONNALKE

1. To what extent do you agfeé with the following statements about the department
- in which you did your doctoral study and its doctoral programs of study?
Please give your opinion @ased on your best recollection of your graduate
school experiences. . (Circle one number’'on each line.) , o .
' Agree strongly ()
Agree with reservations 3)
Disagree with reservations (2)
A Disagree strongly (1) l
a. A single "school of thought" or scnolarly viewpoint : i ,
- dominated the department.. . o « o « s (s = o s & ¢ o o o 0 0 1 2 3 &
b. It was fairly common fo: studenss in the department to get
the feeling that they were being used or exploited by

members of the fazulty.. . « + « o & o o o o o o o o o o s ¢ o 1 23 4

c. I consider the graduate program one of the bestr in the field.. .1 2 3 &

\\\‘ d. IheAdepatcmehgahad:E humane environment characterized by ] o
mutual respeét and concern between students and professors.. . 1 2 3 4

e. Departmental practices created a 16t of tension in students. . . 1 2 3 4

£.1 woulé advise a friend with similar interests to
/ study in this department.. . « « « « « ¢ w0 o s o 000w 0w 1 2 3 4

: g. There were many opportunities to take courses in other
programs and flelds. . « o « « ¢ ¢ o 0 o e e e e e e e 0l

-
(%]
B

* h. 1 learned a great deal as a student in this department.. . . . -

1. Faculty members emphasized ways in which knowledge and skills
in the field could be used.-to solve social problems and )
im?fﬂve Sagietyi [ ] L] * - - L3 L] L [ ] L L] - L] - L] L] a - - L] L] - L 1 2 3 A,

"§. Competition among students was encouraged in the department. . . 1 2 3 4

k. Students supported and helped each other meet the academic
demands of the PrOgram.. . s « o o & & o o = s o & ¢ = ¢ & = 1 2 3 4

* 1. The department was a stimulating and exciting place to study.. . 1 2 3 4

How would you rate your former department's faculty sndiﬁragrams?‘ If an item listed
below doesn't apply to your field, or if you feel you cannot respond, skip the item.
(Circle one number on eac'. line )

Excellent (4)

. Good (3)

rair (2¥ | «|
Poor (1) "

2. Characteristics of the Graduate Faculty = _ 1
a. Accessibility to students . . . « + + ¢+ s e v e e w e s 0t 1

—

.

b. Useful criticism of your WOrk « « « o« « ¢ & s e o s e s e w00

c. Concern for your pro{essional development . . . . . . -

o e b

2
3
2
2

T
A

d. Guidance in the se'action of courses . i . . . .« o ¢ -0 o0

Copyright © 1975 by Educationsl Testing Service, All rights rescrvad.
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. ’ -=3- / -
’ : ' . Excellent’ (4)
. - Gogd(3)
. _ . Fair (2)
. . Poor (1) _
. Characteristics of the Graduate Faculty (continued) l 7 l
e. Helpfulness in dealing with ;l;sgé@fk T I T
Ei ij;gdg: Qf :hE field‘ & L L] L] * L] L] L] L] L] L L] L] L L] = - - L] L] L] 1 2 3 I.'
g+ Scholarship or resea~ch excellence . . . . . . + « + o =+ s+ .1 2 3 &
h. Enthusiasm for the field . . . . . . ... . . . .+ ¢+ .+ .. .1 2 3 &
i. Overall quality of teaching . . . . . . . +« « « + « « « « « + « 1 2 3 4
j. Interest in graduate students' welfare, including their _
= Pefsf 31 p:nbléms ® & = = = % %= & ¥ & ¥ » ‘5 x ® ¥ .8 = ¥ ® 2 = = l 2

¢

Excellent (4)

Good (3)
Fair (2)
_ Poor (1)
3. Degree Requirements and Curriculum

a. Gia?ity of stated requirements for the degree . . e e e e .1 2 3 &

b. Agrégmgnt between degree requirements and the stated
objectives of the department . . . . . « « + s s+ + s » o+ o1 2 3 4

¢. Relevance of courses in reiated fields to meet degree

- requirements . . . . - . . 0 4 s s e s s e s e e e e e e 1 2 3 4
d. Appropriateness of language requirements . . . . « « « + « .. .1 2 3 4
e. Dppartunitigé for independent study . . . . .+ « s+ ¢+ ¢« + s s .+ 1 2 3 4.
‘f. Flexibility of program requirements to meet individual needs . .1 2 3 4
g chiegl structure or sequence Of COUrSe€8 . . . « = = « « +» +» « o+ .1 2 3 &
h. Fairness with which qualifying examinations {(or equivalent)
- were conducted and evaluated . . . . . . . 4 ¢ s s 0 s . 0.1 2 3 4
i. Breadth of course and program affefiﬂgé e | 2-§3 4,
j. Depth of course and program offerings . . . . . + « + « « « « + . 1 23 4
k. Relations with related departménts in the university . e ..o 1 2 3 &

4. Overall, hnw well do you thinE your dgpartment prepared you for work in each of
_the €ollowing areas? (Circle one number on each line.) )
1y .

Extremely
\ Hg;fggg;ﬁgg;; Fairly well _ wel]
a. Sch~larly research 1 2 3
" b. College teaching 1 2 - 3
c. .Other profensional practice (e.g., ya
clinician, curator, product 7
mansager, etc.) _ . 1 : 2 3




: =4=
Pleage evaluate the following éompanen*s of the dissertation phase of the
doctoral program in your department accarding to the scala at the right.

(Citcle one number on eacn line. ) Satisfactory as is (3}

: Could be improved (2)
Needs substantidl revision (1) l

a. Integration of dissertation research and course work . . . . . .« . .

b. Procedures for selecting the chairman and committee members . . . .

Y

¢. Preedom of student to select own tOPIC + + v « « « « + o = o « + o o ]

d. Generally ex?ected scope of tesearch problem . . « + o ¢ s ¢ s o s .

B O .
NN N
L W W W L e———

o

e. Formal and 1nfarmal ar:angements for studeqt/faculty interaction . .

f. The nature of the supervisory relationship between chairman,
Eamitteeaﬂd._andidate gig---giiai‘ggagiiiiig

e
[ ™ ]

g. The nature and timing of the final oral examinacian C e s s s

h. Quality of wtiting expected in theafinal daeunent R B 1 2 3

exptessicn - 2 3
4. Relevance of dissertation research td other prafessibnal skills . . 1 2
k. Relevancegtof disserté§i¢n réseégch to student's career plans . . . . 1 2

s s ' .

8 . . ,
As you look back tc your graduat vschscl years, and conslidering your present
position, how valuable or useful wére the following aspects df your graduate
experience as p :paratioh fot your present. work? 1If a particular experience L.
is not appiicable to you, cirele ghe number in coluan 5. (Circle one number

on each line,) : '

. Not applicable (5)
L ; Very great value (4)
“Considerable value (3)
Some value (2)

: Very 1fttle value () | 1

a, Required courses in department . . . . . + « « » s « s.o ¢« &+ 1 2 3 4 5
b. Elective courses in department . . . . .. _ ‘ .1 2 3 4 5
c. Course work 1in other depart.aents . e ;E.;i e e e e el 2 34 5
d. Association with your majﬂf pquéssaf ;gq‘gé, . s s s e, .1 2 3 4 5
e. Association with other professcrs . . . i « « v o . =« s 1 2 3 4 5
f. Assoclation with fel’. - gfaduate étujénts! e e s e.s s e s s =1 2 37 5
E. Expefien:e of warking on your dissertatian S 2 I - )
h, The department's standards of ekcellence for work in the field 1 2 3 4 5
i. The cultu?élaand-secial 1ife of the university s e s s s s+ 1 23 4 5
j. Technical skills learned in course or researchwork . . .. .1 2 3 4 3
k. Knowledge gained in caﬁrse or- research wark e & s 2 s s+ e e+ 1 2 3 4 5
1. Experlence as a research assistant . . . . T A A
m L1 2 3 45

m. Experience as a teaching assirkant e v v s 8 e a2 s s s s

! “A74
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0 De able Lo andlyfZe QUI resu.. s
few -1
th.2 following items

a

thing= about vou. Plazase

7. What is vour = -7 i
() Male ( ) Termale
8. What 1is your age? . _
9. Are you a United Sta es citizan
() Yes () v
10. How do you desc.Lb: alt
( ) Ameri.an Indian oo sotiv
Americsan
( ) Black, Af:- - mericai or Neyro
TOY Mavican— o o Teizonn
( ) Oriental i ‘siar - -Awmerican
( ) Puerto Kican or Spa:ish-
speaking American
( ) White or Caucasian
( ) Other
11. Approximately what overall grade
average did you receiv: in inder-
graduate school, and © a2t grales
did you receive in g aduate study?
(Important: 1If ycur college did
not use letter grades--A, B, C, 4.
etc.--please mark the letter grade )
that is the closest equivalent to
your grade average. C(ircle one
number in each :clumn.)
Graduate grades
Undergraduate greades L
C or lowsr (2.44 or helow) 1 i
C+ (2.50 - 2,99 2 2
E (3.00 - 3.24) 3 3
, B+ (3.25 = 3.49) 4 4
’ A to A+ (3.50 - 3.99) 5 5
Ail A's (4.0 6 1)
No grades 7 7
12. In what year did you re eive
your doctorate?
A75
L]
O

ERIC
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. . would 1ite o ke ;&
SR & ing for e R LT ’

graduate
pecializa--
f\ intar-Re

tion wirni Jhich v

close’

‘a; Fiold
i
! (T} Specialization (9)
i
‘ |
( ) CHEMISTRY ~
¢ ) Analveical ( ) Crpanic
( ) Biochemical ( ) Physiczl
{ ) Tnorganic () Other

Fuue L Ldill

} Third-world
N

s o anoloanl

( ) Medieval

e~

{2 YMadern Nther
v ) I YCHuLOGY
( ) Educatio al ( Y Clinical
( ) Measuremer.: () Soel 1
( j Person.lity { 7 uthe
( ) Developmental
( ) Experimental
( ) Organizational

How helpful were eac.. of the follow-
ing in finding a job for you when
you completed doctoral study:
(Circle one number
on each 1ine.) Verv helnfnl
Of some help (2)
Not at all helpful (1, l

(3)

|

My department's formal
informal efforts . . . . 1 2 3

The assistance of
individual pioie

M
iy}
0
i
LY
[
L
L

o

The university piacement
oifice . . . . . .. .1 2 3

Openlugs listed with
professional association 1 : 3

Letters sent directiy to
prospectiv: empioyers . . 1 2 3

27
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all requir ﬂgn*s fO“ - ocLorat- ,
and how would you describe your cur-

1f more
the positi 1,

rent position?
mant descrb.s

. ne that was most time consuming.

First pcasition
l Current position

r") Postdoctoral fellowship

( ) () Regular academic :ppointment
at a PhD-grantin, 'niversity

' Reguiar academic appointment
at a four-year cnll~oe or non-

PhD-g=anting uwusvers ¥

caculty
four=vear

) Lectuvrer or adjunc:
appointment at a

college or university

() (3 Administrati.2 roegirion at »
-four--year .oliege . I university
y o) Zormunity co'.ege position S
() () Primary or secondary school
position
( ) () Research position with academic RE
or other nonprofi. agency
( ) ( ° Research position in business, 1.
iadustry, or government
() () Administrative position in It
business, industry; o. govern-
ment k.
() ( )'professinnal practice in a
clinic,, agency or hospi: 1l (
e . i - 1.
() () Self-employed or private
' practice m.
() () Continuing graduate or
professional education -
() () Not employed fur pa- 18,
() () other position (specify):
, ) L
Which statement best describes how vou
regarded your first jot after leaving
gr~duate school, at the time you i
accepted it? “(Mark one.)
( ) Job to earn money while I looked
for something elsc
() Job ﬁith_pqgsible caréer paten%ial
() A76

Jgﬁgwithsdefinite career potential

o

I

[

‘present job?

rcle one number on

starerents for the accuracy with
which rhey describe your current
: ((

Nescripiive, with reservations (2)
Not descriptive (1)
|

It provides a very com- '
fortable salary . . . . . . 1 2

it p.ovides many oppor-
tunities for research
and cregtive vork . . . . .1 7

It does not use all my

~ducation and kills . . . . 1 2
It is a ver- secure job . . 1 2
It ﬁfovides,gaéd oppor-

tunities for advancememrt . . 1 2

It allows me to increase
my visibility within the
profession . . . . + » « . o 1 2

It interferes with the
preparation of articles
and/or haoka . . . . . . . . 1 =%

My colleagues are first-rate

scholars or .esearchers . . 1- 2
1t lezves me relative. free

of supervision Ey othe.s . + 1 2
It giver me a chance to :
evercise leadership . . . . 1 2
It praviﬁhs many cpportuni-

ties to be Eelpfﬁ% to f‘~‘”*%ni

Wi NETE + & s = 0w . = = 1 2

N\ J
Most days I enjoy 4t . . . . 1 2
1 gives me a feel.ing of
worthwhile accompiishmer . .

[
L]

\

Very descriptive (3)

|

|

Kt

Tt

[

[

Td

What 1a vour prima-y activity in yours

(Cuack one.)
uEs 222

( Réseatch

( ) Research and teaching

( ) Teaching

( ) Administration

{ ) Ot=er professional practice in
the field

( ) Other

374
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21:

23.

ne
L
[

(") rvull time
(.

Fart time

i , ¥
If you hold an academi. positicn,
what i3 your pIESLnE ‘academic rank.

)
(

Do not hold rank d gsignation

Professor

Associate professor

Assistant professor
Lecturer or Instructor

Other

W= o

Ean

If you in 1ld an academic position, 27.
how would you describe your

prospects for tenure?

} tsij éuud

<
{ Good

o

Unsure

Poor

-~
ey L gt M

Very poor

Since completing your dissertation,
have you done subsequent research
in the same area as that of your
dissertation? () Yes () No

Have you published any part of your
dissertation? () Yes () No

To what
to your

{ )} Notr at
()
()

ext mt 1s vour
graduate field

job related
of study?

i3
\h..-‘

211 relsted
Somewhat related
Highly related

29
Do you comsider yourself under-
employed in your present position
because it 1is not in'your field
or not consis ent with your le: :l
of training and experience? ’

30.
() Yes 5, i

prrfessional activities {(e.g.,
rovalzi 3). Inclide

» deductions but withot
tz paid “v the emplov 1.

honorarie .
befc
fringe bemne

(Check

salary

o

one.’

519,000
,999
519,999
524,999
$29,999

tnan
() 5.5,000 -
15,000 -
520,000 -
£25,000 -
$30,000 -

less

514

o
Tt

or above

Please listL the number of your publi-
cations ¢1 presentations in each of
tne £o.1owing areas. Include items
sver«red alone or in collaboraris=

" with cthars.

Public.tior s Number
Professional articles and
single chapters in beohs

€ o121 kool waviews

Auchored nooks
Edi-ed books or anthclogiles

Monsgraphs and manuals

Presentations
At regional vr national

professional meetings S
At scholarly colloquia at

own or other institution N _

124 vou ever take the Grauate
Rzecord Examinations?

() Yes () Neo

1f yes, would you he willing to
release your scores ifor research
purioses?

() Yes () No

If yes, what is your best recol-
l. tion of the month and year when
you last took the test?

Month __ Year _



Pleu 2 seal your
it in the mail.

o
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Note: Circ’ d items we:e evaluate. = Sl - —— e

program indicators for use in this re ort. Univ.:

“arson completing this report:

The follcwing questions are desl..ied toO srovide an uvervie~ of your ductoral programs.
Unless Epeeifiéd otherwise, the questions refer only to doctoral-level training and
research, not undergraduate or master's degyree programs. Please vrite in the appropriate
numbers for each question in the spaces provi .ed, and add comments at the end of the form
to explain unique or unuswal aspects of your program that snould be taken into considera-
tion when inierpr.ting she data.

&

va

1. FACULTY STAFBINC

. ak
What J%s the total number of faculty merbe:rs (instructor through professor) in
your department in Fall 1974, to teach graduate and undergraduate students?

~ Full time ___Part time __ kTE*

What is the 1974-75 average full-time salary fur each faculty rank, not including
= fringe benefits, for a 9- or i0-month appointment?
_____ Professor _Instructor J

_All faculty

‘Assoclate professor

c. How many full-time faculty have lefr yc.ur department gsince luly, 19737

- g H o
d. How mauy new full-time faculty appgiﬂzménts have been made eince July, 197
[e)Hc many of your faculty members reported in (a), above, teach or supervisc
y = doc ..al students?
_ _Full time ________Part time . FTE*
. }F -
f. How many of the facuity members who teach or supﬁgviSE_éﬁﬁtargl 8L et
(e, above) ar- tenured? .
' o . _Full timr ___ Part time
¥ »‘F i 7 R
g. How many of the faculty members who teach or supervise dcotoral students
(e, above) are chairman of ore or more dissertation committees? :
: __Fall time o Ps. time

) L o
*In this ceport, FIE is defined as the sum of full time plgs!the full-time
equivalent oi part-tjme faculty membei. oi &.u'eats.

1Y
*

. YN A79 o
s - st . o 7 . £?7EE

r

g

O
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f1. [HOW mMar, 0L Lile LdcUl. SYSWRELs Wiy L=asi. we J607

(e, above) have esarned docrozdbes’
%

mFUil time i ,,;"’j“: tire

& How many of the faculty members who tea-h or supervise doctoral students have

= earned doctorates from departments -.a your field at leading Iinscitutions
according to "'Quality of Graduate Faculty' ratings in the ACE Roose-aAndersen
report? (See liats at the end of this form.?

) Full time ) _Part time

r
FACUITY RESEARCH ACTIVITY

How many faculty members who teach cr supervise doctoral students sre currenftly
" fun ed. av least in part by a research, project, or training grant or contract
from some agency u*side the univers' ty?

B _Full tine ~_ Part time

e —

is the total numbeir o professionzl tooks arnd journal ar’.icles by members of
..eov ty (alone or i1 co_labor2tirn) publisted in the last three years (since

3 F

A f

_____Books

-
o
Y

Journal articlee

the last tnree years, how many research proposals by faculty wewbers
rimen” have been submitted and have been funded: (1) interns’ly

1972=73 1973-74 1974-75

Source of Funds Source of Funds Source of Funds
Internal Externsl Internal External Internal External

b, Total dollars of proposals '
‘ubmitted (direct costs) e o
c¢. Number of prorosals funded _ _ e o ——
4 Tots Y doll:  of projects
funded (direct costs) o . - e
e.> ‘ctual iollars avallable to
" rhe department each year for
reserch (include university -
"ae.  mocaey,” continuin,
. prujecis “unded 1 : earlier
T yeara, and endowmsnt funds 3 . B

i’ ! far re. :.rch)

A80 , o

o f

~}

O
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financial da FOr es_ih ul ThHE lE3. [0TLe vE&

TE* faculty {imerructors th.ougl pro sH500s , ) ) -

b
L)
(]

FTE* instructiona
trative, office,

i

c. FTE* i ndergraduate departumental L -TE . e

d. FTE* terminal aster's students o e I

: ,FTE.'* dectoral students o o e
July 1972= July 1973- July 1974-
June 1973 June 1974 June 197°

il

o
]

{. Lopartment’s to
expense budget
arid ott r funds
ngt 'neludire st

b £
i

ships, or research

(EE}The approximate dollar nmunt of (1 that vas
used to suppert the derartaent’
program{s,; . not incluaing stules
ald, ascigtantships, cr resea .. fuy

al 4?7 ar coveatTag nnd gen ra
o n yvear, saclue ing eifts
fror out ?':; se ur iveriity but
u

k. Jollais ‘n (j) from soures oulslide Lle
university (e.g., g;F'-L cralnling 7srant support
for ficult -, etc., buvt aot financilal aid for
students . rezear - graﬁts) o o e }

#*Pleage ~hec! the \ the following 1ist that are included in your
eflucation and genarz! expense nudget figure.

~ Instructi..nal saiaries
_Support staff salaries
_Fringe benefits
_Supplies
Equipment , furnishings, and shop expenses
Travel . 7 ési%
__Stug - reciu’tment '
_Consultants
Library acqui. ‘tions
___Computer time
Janitoria’ services
____Summer school

_Other (please specify): = , , e R

ATocal of full rire plus full-time eq-ivaient of part time.

. A8l

37y o
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G = -

three years,

CRENTSTRY

}

H

Analytical
Blochemical
Inorganic
Organic

Phgeéfal
OtheR

Totaf

ISTORY
Ancient
Hedfeval
Nodern
AlL1CaN
Third-world
Other

iTotal

PSYCHOLOGY

Clinical
Educational
Experiments]
Developmenta!
Neagurepent
Organizat lonal
Personality
Social

Other

Total . '

Fall 1970 § 0y
to taach dgétaxal

i,‘:F{-f;s".?'ii‘:‘

Fuli tiza fart tine

e o7 TEGEFE

docgoral study (or enteking vour - ?Lﬁfam) by .

= =l

Fall 1974 doctor: .

H*':-ad,;,;k FYFRrIn i
avaucul ENTOLLLE |

2l tioe Part ¢

it

Fli= 4L ne

Loctoral degrees
avarded

July 1973-June 1974

=k os Jeaka cedlb DERLILILIE
058 10 WhOL Yo - & rdﬁd doctoral degrees in the lagt

Average number of
years students take
_0 obtain degree

!

= o —
— = i




F:li time “:L;3=Eart time

§. How many persons who rac=. 1 a dorrcr’s degree fror vour departzent 1n 1973- 1974

1 L
had published & professional . cticle, monograph, ¢t book pricr te receiving the
degrea?

4, Pased on your experience in the 1st few vezrs, what percent.ige cf entering doctorsl
students eventually complete the ¢ zree?

10. ADMISSTIONS DATA (Three - s)

&

Fall 1972 Fall 1973  Fall 1974

How many students app ied tor admission to vour
" doctoral program(s) in each of the last three
years?

b)) How many of these applicants were offered
= admission”
Haw many of these ad=mi--e. 1 -dents actually
= enrclled (registereu,? o o
d. What was the average undergralduate graae
point average of the newly enrolled /
doctoral siudenis? (A = 1.0) ! - _ .
What were the averagz test scores of the
newly enrolled doctoral students? (Include
number of indiv.dual 3cores included in each
average in parentheses fcllowing the score.)
(e) GRE Vert al _ . o .
- GRE Quantitative ) - .
’ (5) GRE advanced test in your fleld N L
. Miller Analogies Test - )
. I
.1, Howm  _f your newly enrolled doctoral
- students had already tomple:ed a master's
degree? -
j. How many of your ncwly enrolled doctoral
students were U. 5. citizens from outside
yo:'r state? I o

il. FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR STUDENTS

a. How many doctoral students held an s istantship in the d.partment iu eachrrf the
following categories duris, fall semester 19747 . 2

_ _Teaching ____ Research ____Orher

A%7

L]
~7
<
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lude SLUQENLS ¥ih0 received Ieliu-3L1p OF Taineest . gran.. ‘r @ ron-univer-
y sources, but do not include lcins unlezc rhey weve part of a iniversity
nanvial ale packase.

LS ] r~
[
[ »f )

\H-

Fuil-time sf- .nis ) Fart-tine student:

Wnai is the total ogollar amount of uuniversity fun2s to your department for
assistantships or ~ther work-related deE ral student support .1 1174-757

‘ﬂb What is the toral .icilar amount of university funds o .our department for non-
work-related docroral student support im 1974-,5 {fellowships, grants, tuition
remlssion, etc.)? o

e) What is the total drllar amount ~°¢ non-unive~=ity fellowships, grants, and
traineeships to doctoral students im vou- de_ irtment during 1974-75?

EMPLOYMENT

what have been the :1 st jobs ot doctoral degrer reciplents from our department .n
the last two years? Count primary appointments if more than Gné 2~b. The total
rumber reported for caci year should equal the number of docr. 's degrees awarded
as reportad in 5(h).

"’TH‘

Number of Doctoral
Degree Recipients

$72-73 1y, 3-74

Postdoctoral fellowshi, _ _ _
Regular academic af -iniment st a Phl grantlng unlversity ~ -
Regular aca;emic appoinfment at a four-year college nr

non-PhD-granting university o ) o
Lecturer or adjunct faculty appointment at z four-year

college or unive»sity - s _
Administ rative position st a four-year -ol._ge cr uaive-sity . .
Regearcher with academic or other nonprcfie zooncy o B
Community collcge position i - .
Primsry or secondary schoel position _ .
Re:search or acministration in buainess, industry, or government _ -
Professional practice in a clinic, agency, or hospital R o _
Self-employed or arivate racticze : 7 . 7 o
.Other positior _ _ _
vontinuing graduate or p ofessi nal Eduéat‘an - o
Seeking employment at last contact / ' R
Unknc n ' ( Aﬁﬁ,,,,,,
Total : e —

How many of these first jobs were directly : :lated to
the graduate's field of specialization?
' AR4




of data provided on the previcus pages. 7~ {es of recenr devartmental self-
studles, reports on 1ssue:c such as admissions or th' _.ia.. -+ o ~radrartes.
and statement: :f proc.dure- used tc arrive at depa.tmental st. 1ist: would
alaso be appreziaced.

Please return this ¥orm to your graduate decan or campnus -oordinator for the
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2. Reports of recent

abou: their effe
3. {gur atings of doctora
4, Report and evaluati

When you have completed the form

Prolect Research Director,

08540,

- Your name

depaftmental

ality inm SSEEE SV O S IR
21 eottgnt AL it
prretires in TLer

ol

University B o _ Vo rE o
1. ) t se ind.cate whethar or not tne following
a tic tepartiment, by circiling one number on
each line, < .
¢ Yes (2)
No (1) |

a. Thcre 1s a departmental faculty committe~ tc menitor and { +

revieu the doctoral program curriculum. . . . . . . . . . , A | 2
b. The department offers joint dcctoral legree programs with

related departme :ts.. G c e e e e e e e e A | 2
¢. The department offers interinstitutional or consortia

programr at the doctorsl-iavel. . . s e e e e e . o1 2
d. There is a course or other systematic txaining pragram on

assistants. . . . . . . . . .ot e e e e e e . e e A | -2
e. The department provides specific trainiug for carexrs

s =L = A s = - = 1 73

SOohne tnan tea E5e s & = = = s = PR B - -
f. There are regul ¢ departmental procedures for the :valuatiou

of courses and inst. '~ lors by doctural students.. . . . . . R | 2
g. The depariment maini-.ns placemen. files (recommendations, :

vitae, etc,) for itg graduates. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .1 2
h. There is a depa:tmental faculty committee to work on job

placement of gradu-tes. . . . . « « « . .« . . 0 .04 ... N O 2

Ad7 90 . .
s 53égd

O
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i , . [f .
Hﬁw frequently do the followlng pfactices occur . Always
i» your depaftment? o . : often (3)
7 | . : ) Sometimes (2)
v . - - ' Never (1) 'l
i. Faculty or experienced student ‘mentars" are . , l :

assigned to work with new teaching assistantS. ¢+ oo 1 2.3

j:- Facu;ty régularly visit classes' being taught ) }
by teaching assistants.. « « « ¢ ¢ ¢ o 2T 000w 1 -2 3

k. iSupervised field placements are arranged for
‘students who want to prepare for careers other

: _ than teaching or research as part of the .
¥ doctoral ProOgraMes « « + + + & o o o o 5 o+ o oo+ “ <. 1.2 3
{Q R . A
1. Individual professors obtain course evaluatlons
from their doctoral students.. s s + « » + o = o » sns’s 1 2 3
‘'m. Students carry out independent research projects _ gij :
prior to reaching the dissertation scige.s + « « o v o = 1 2 '3

n. A faculty member outside the department is -
appointed to a dissertation committee. « « « + » & s o o 1 2 3

0. The dissertation committee plays an active role
in the supervision of a student's graduatey _ o
pngf@‘L « = = & ® ® ® 3 % & & = ® R R T B R . s ow a 1

=
]
W

P Dissertation chalrmen aet;valy help thair
.'gompleticn of thé degrea.- B T I A .,;}§l 2 3 v

q. The deparﬁment en;ourages students and
graduates ‘to register with the university
placement Service. . + « + + ¢ s s s e s s e om0 e 1.2 3
»
r, Most doctoral students attend cglloquia .
" by departmental faculty members or visiting .
“BCHOLATS.e « o o s = o s = o+ s s s oax d os s s s s e 1 2 3

[

s. _Most faculty aﬁtgnd’cgllcqﬁia by dgpartmen%al 7
- faculty members. or visiting 8cholarSee « « « « « + o« + « 1 2 3

ot

_i" -.. | i | , v

et




. 2. Receni Changes. The left hand column’ below lista a ﬂumbéf of changing conditions Ehi: have been,
. experienced by gome graduate departments in the past few years. _ Firat, indicate whether each
condition has or has not occurred in your doctoral program in the last thred years. Next, 1if it
has occurred, give your. juggant of its effcct on the afadémit E}cellenta Dﬁ the program.

. ‘ * gecurred in this If ves, effect go far on
ST ' doctoral program program's academic
. - in_last 3 vears excellence o
: . T ‘- . - -~ TImprovement (4)
. : T ) . No effect (3) |
; C o Yes (2) _ Some damage (2)
. Ne (1) . l ‘Serious damage (1) 1
x + FF £ +

a. Decline in number of applicants for admission . . . . . .1 2% 40+ ¢« o s e .12 3 4

1
"b. Decline in number of new students admittad each year: . . 1 2% ¢ £u s v o o o o s 1 23 4

¢: Increase in nuﬁber of dropouts and ABD's .. . . . el 2. i sl 2 374

.
i

— i

d. Déiliqe iﬁ univeraity Vnds for student nuppﬂit B A T T T

e. Decline in Exterﬂal féllmwship and traineeship funds, , . 1 2. . u :7¢ & s « » « « 1 2 3 :A‘

f. Decline in EgaﬂEDfEd‘fESEEIEh funds . ;,: . AT AP L 2 3 4
. B ﬁeﬂliﬂé in iunds*fér sgppurt services dnd persannel A | ' zZ.,. :';ra e s da1°2 3 4

h. Decline i funds for s ppl;es sn@!q uipment .'ir. T ; ﬁF.‘.’- .7. P - fﬁ

iitReddéed ﬂumﬁaé of Eaeulty positi ;é for the program , , I - S : i . ;T_ .. 1 2 ‘3‘ 4

j. More’ difficulty placing new doctorates in applapriata

academfc positions . + « v 4 e v v s e s s e el 2., s s s e s e e el 2.3 4

k. More difficulty plaging new dDEEDfEtEE in apprgpriate ] . .
+ nonacademic pasitinn T e s s s s e s a1 2 3 4

(i8]

1. Pressure 'to develop more programs designed gpegifically ) o
to train students for ﬁDﬂaEédEmlﬂ careers . . . .. e o 1 s A B

m. Pressure to hire minarlties to meet affirmative action .
requifementn e L

Yt
b3

".n. Pressure to hire wemen to meet affirmatlve action - . ) _
requirements . .« + 4+ 4 4 4 0 s e s s s v s e s e ox 1 2 e ek e s e e me ..l 2.3 4
0. Pressure to admit minorities to meet equal educational
opportunity requirements . . & 4 s s o« w0 ooa e e s ol 20 000w e .1 2 3 4

p. Pressure to admit wgﬁan to meet equal educational L. )
opportunity requirements « . ¢ « 2 ¢ 4 e 4 e s s sl 2.0 000001 203 4

q. Inflation of undergraduate g%ade point averages among T
" applicants for admission « s » 4 s 4 4 s o0 s s e el 2000000l 2 34

=
¥

W
£

‘r. Increase in the vgcatiﬂnaf'priengatian of students . . . L "2 . % . s i s e e s e

N

;o ' o A9
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Boston College °

'iéwa,rﬁ.*ai (Iéwa Ci:yji

.Toledo, U. of -~ = e

“ﬂest7Virgini§ 1.

e

" Lo C :
3, For each university listed below, rate the docroral programs in your field (diScipline)
Jon the following questions. Your ratings will be used only in research assoclated with
thie project; summary ratings wili not ‘be madé public. :

Question A: Quality of E:ﬂdgaté Faculty. Cirele the number below the term that cor-

responds most closely to your Judgmont of the quality of the graduatgq faculty in your

f£ield at each institution ldsted. Consider only ‘the scholarly competence and gcﬁieggs
".hents of the present faculty! : . S . .

. F . . -~ . .1. . ° = ) o o R Vrri
Questipnﬁ&;m,A;grag;tvgﬂgssfﬂt7th; Doctoral Progeam. #ircle the number below the term:
, that corresponds most closely to the way you would rate ghe-institutians lis;edrif you
: _were selecting a graduate,school at which to work for adoctorate today.. Take 1nto-

&%ggcauntgthe=ac¢essibility of the‘'faculty and its scholarly competence, the curricula,
;ﬁgiiﬁsttuctimnal and research facilities, the quality of graduate students, and other
factors that contribute to the effzctiveness of the *doctoral program. /

. B . 1) ‘ .

o

' - | QUESTION A | QUESTION B

QUALITY OF

g DOCTGRAL PROGRAM .

T

'GRADUATE FACULTY

JINSTITUTIONS

(A sample of universities
avarding doctorates In '
your field, arranged .

. alphabetically)

&
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, a.

;b!

e,
L ]

d!

L_»Ef

-g;

hi

==

po T ) a ) i
Repgrt_gpdggéaluation Dfrdgpaggmégta; 5ata gﬂllggtgggrfgriéhi5_§tudgg .
Wé would like to know how departments handled the on-campus distribution of
faculty and student questianﬁairas,'and your’ evaluation uf this pfncaduté 7
Who managed the distribution and collection of faculty ’ Faculty Student
and sttudent  questlonnaires in your department? (Circle _Quest. _Quest.
- one letter in each column.) : ' =
- Department chairman . . + + v « « o o 4 o« o o +F S
Faculty member . . . . . . & . . . F 5
Departmental assLiStant .« « « « « v o 3t & F . 5
E SECTEtarY « + o o o + o s+ 4+ 4+t o+ 4 age . F S
Student . + + v i s s o« s s wce s o= o4 s . F S
Dean's office ., . . . . + ¢« v ¢« o 0 e v . o S
Other (spgcify) T T P T F S
Haw were the quéstionnairés distributed? (Circle as
~many letters as. apply ) : ’
’ Campus mall . + « o & 5 « + 4 o 4 e 0 e 4 F 5
U S; mail Ll 5 s L s & = = 0= 1 ii = . & % . F: 3
Through classes . . « « ¢ « + &+ ¢ 0 s 2-a o & F 5
At s faculty meeting . . . . . 0 e 00 e F 5
At a meeting of students . . . . . . . . . . F s
Available to be picked Up . v + » « 4 v & & . F S
Other (specify) - e e e A e F s
.! . B ) F’- . B B %w . ‘ -
‘Did you do a follow-up on non-respondents? . : . s
= YES* s = & & &8 & = i' - = 8 a2 = i‘_-\: = = & & F S
NQ .i - L] & - L IV L] E |. - L] i‘! = = L iik‘i »i E- - g. S
1f yéu did a follow-up, what pra:edurés did you use? - =
(Cir;le as many 1eLtats as apply. ) :
. * Verbal reminder in classes and/or meetings . F S
' Memorandum reminder . . . . e e e e e s “F 3 -
. Distribution of a second questiannaire . e . F 5.
: : Personal contact "« J .« . 4 . s b s e s s s F s
v .Other (specify) e e s s s . F 5
In<éenera how éff;it ive da you fhink the dlstributicn )
and callegtian pfacedures were? -
“Very effective, éverything went smOGthly F -
 Fairly effective, althaugh we enccuntefed a B
few problems . . e e e s e s s s e e s F 5
Not effective; there Were a lot of problems . F 5
Not effective because we had a limited staff F .8
afld/(:)r 1imitEd timE s = = = ® ® ® & & % -2 F! N S
In general, what was the respansa of taculty members T w ' ) .
and students toward the research and the questlannalre7 ‘ h
(Circle one letter in each column.) . . -
. o © . Enthusiastic . . . ¢ ex s e e e sias s . F’ 5
= e L Willing s = s 2 = % & = @® i_'i ’ -- = 2 s #.o® F : 5
+ ) NEutfal s = % & = # x s & & .= L B R B F S
: “ Reluct@8nt . « « v & « & & 4 8 & b e 0 ae we ¥ 5
CResdstant . . .. . s 0 e o e e e s e e F -
- I L 7 ) ) i ’
How many faculty questionnaires did you distribute? . - =

How many: student éuastiénpaires did you distribute?rﬁ
' © O A91

. Sl



One purpose of this project is to’ assess the feasibility of collecting a wide
variety of data relevant to.program quality. We would appreciate your comments
Tand .suggestions concerning the procedures and materiald used in this study as well
'as any problems that have come to your, attention. , Lo Fﬂ{

\ : . :

o 3
' please comment on the unique, innovative, or outstanding aspects.of your dectoral
program (e.g., interinstitutional or consortia arrangéments, curricvlum design,

preparing graduates for non-traditional. employment opportunities, etc.).

+

: - v ’ . - . S Agz . VV s i | . . -
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M

-

or weakmgs es of your doctoral program.

. e 2 " ' &-
L - % i E
! s L h -.A ’ . :
{ h \
i‘ = ) :
. o . v ¢
: s L . ) )
¥ ’ i L3 B
. = ;§ ) .
= K 1 )
. N \ Y .
3 : * )
3 ‘-% . . 5 =
sy ' i .
b j = L
& Tis ;
¥ "’ ( = )
: 4 . .
t . A ,_ ,
i ‘. . <
= s, ¥ £ ‘rA
. : =7 - ‘ -
. : s ( -
. = i - .
K . - =
H . N
& ) F
= 4 " ) S 1 - ’ = 7 ‘
K} . iv i .« 5 . }
7 * ’ 2 -
I - : K
2 3 L
— s ;; 3 - 7 .
Thaﬂk yau for campletiug this form- and fer yaur general iRtEIEEt in and suppcrt af
‘this reseatch. . e P . ] ‘ o
\_\ . s L . . AQB 7 N . .
ERIC - : . ) © 38y
' W . .



APPENDIX E

Characteristics of Programs and ‘Questidnnalre Resporidents

. i;€<' o : ; - Tage.

Cﬁaracterisgigs of ?r@gfams in_ the Study ~ A97

R o ' LR . o 3
C L " Background of Faculty Respondents A98

Béc?grauhd‘af S;uéent Respondents A%9

i

Background of Alumni Respondents 4£100.

e




‘o, : ’ LT s " Tablé -Eil .
’ - o ‘ : 4
Characteristics of Programs
~+ " (Average of program raports)
, # : '
. _ ' ' Chemigéry History Psychology
—_ — . _ -— —— — e
I. Number Qf FIE graduate faculfy .. 25 ., , 28 . 2%, ¥
s 2? Percentage uf graduata faculty who '
’ are tenured . s 85 . 87~ + 74
3. Patcgntage of graduate faculty who - C
© chair dissertation committees = ' 84 - . 73 ’ ZS
W 4.3Number of FTE doctoral students 98, 102" . 119
. S. Number of doctor's degrees awatded - C 4! oo
o * in a recent year S . 18 14 19.
“ 6. Ratlo of dactors to baccalaureate S N T _
. degrees : .62, i . L I
“* 7. Mean salary—=p ofessors . ¢ 24,5 T 2341 ’if“ZS,Akﬁ )
¥ '8, Mean-salary--all fagﬁlty.r- ; . 19.5 18.0 184
I 9, ‘Percentage “of" graduate faculty with - S T
~ outside feseatgh grant ‘?”68 101* 37 W
" 10. Oytside dollars for reseatch T - . L
. - . (in-thousands) . : - U5 S 48 - _-ABS
: . 11. Reséarch dollars per faculty : - e i; * L.
s (in;thcusapds) ' - 31.0 _ KLS 14.2
12, Percentage of students ﬁitb financial PR - ’ f‘ — =
. assistance . .91 54 . .84,
'13." Total financial aid dallars per . ) o - o
.!student (in thouéands) - T i ' 3.4 - 2.1 - 2.6 . ~n.
’ 140 Eercentage'cf fagulcﬁ with degrees . L ‘
: from "leading institutions" | 84 *91 72 7,
. i — e — ] —
' Ngté' Averages for it:zmé 10 and 11 .are based on returns from’
16 chemistry departments, 1. history departmente,,and 13 psychology.
departments. Itém 13 is based on 18,,19 and 18 resggnsss réspéetively.
1 / 7 ¢
y ] : i )
i . .\‘ o .
. v A97 394 .
¥ - ve-'\



; , %
\ ’ . ' - { : ]
Table E.Z o
- _ . Background of Faculty Respoadents L \
L ~ =« _  (Average of program percents)
: ' : Chemiatry Hlstary Psychalagy
i
o . ,‘ I ,s"-!’ e ) o
o 1. Rank: Professor ) 53 54 . 43
’ Associate profegsor <29 30 28
© 2. Ph.D. as highest earned degree L \QQTE 96 99
3. Degree earned @cte than 10 years ago '~ 65 © 51 - 50
. 4. Present appointment full time s - 99 5 99 Tt 98
5. Tenured appointment gl 81 - 78 - i 71
6. Associated with this department méra
than 10 years . - 48 33 - 32
7. More than 10 years of university ' ) ,
teaching eiperience» ’ : 37 56 45
§ : . .
8. Joint appointment with aﬁcthér ) ) 7
F department . : Q7 08- 11
”"“""““9, More than 507 af time with doctnfal * o S ; B
' students —_ “ 46 19 51 ¢
’ 10. More than. 10 days .away from campus ' ' ’
. for- profegsicnal agtivities in the : : s
past year , - 49 . .29 V44
11. Three or more prafessiona%hprEsensa— S * /.
- tions in the past year .~ + 57 . 3 . 54 -
12. Outside fESEStQh gfant;this year. . 67 19’ 43
= . = _ Lk . * ' ’
. 13. Highest degrees from "leading'institu- . o -
Y . " "tlons" (peer rating 3.0.or above) - . 87 86 73,
14, Sex: male T 98 92 86 !
¥ 15. Average hnurg per week in: . I_ ) X ‘
o a? teanhiﬂg; class prepazatinn, - ' ‘
- ! -, .. student evaluation <17 23 - T 17
o b. advising students and directing o o
.., - ' student research [ B 7 10
¢ cu research and scholarly writ;ng . 16 16 16
d. program and university admi#is— . ' N
. tration R L . 7 , 7 7
. ei-private practice . ' '% - ’ = 1 -
) f. other prnfe%sianal activities -2 3 ‘ 2 -
' f_J- - tﬁtal prafassional az;ivities - . '56 ‘ E?SS . 55
L. . \ _ . A98 .392




Table E, 3
Ba:kgraund of Sgudent Réspnndents
\\ (Average of program percents)

71 _ 7777775” - _ : 7 . o
Chemistry History Psychology

1. One year or less between under- -
graduate degree and graduaLa .
enrollment ; : - . 68 46 72
2. First enrolled in the program 1971 ) ‘ "
or earlier (4 years or motre) _ 5y - 63 . 53
3. Degree expected in 1975 or 1976 81 60 © 75
4. Degree goal of Ph.D. ' 98 98 99 .
5. Graduate stqﬁy iny at this g .o
university , 75 .+ 50 72
6. Curfentl¥ enrolled full ‘time 92 69 88
-7/ Undergraduate grades: 3,50 or above 31 32 47
Tt N 3.00 -- 3.49 48 gf 45 44
B E;v Gfaduate grades 3.50 or above * 55 82 . 80
9, Current;y research asgistant i S 47 08 21
* 10. Currently, &eaghing assistant . 37 33 28,
1. .Sex: male ' ' . 85 73 ’ 65
. 12. Age: under 30 = - 84 56 - 80
=+ 13, U.S. citizen . 82 .95 93
14. Race: Caucasian 79 87 90
Black . ’ - 04 03
-Oriental” . 10 02 - g2 )
N
i N 3
t 'l:q
¥
¥ Fl 'ﬂ!
A ] ‘ P
. - 30 &
. oo, «  A99 ) 9:3 ¢




Table E.4

Background of Alumni Respondents
s (Average of 'program percents)

p ' N . Chemistry History Psychology
. © (N=20)  (N=13) (N=14)

1. Sex: male ; ’ ) ) \H éD 88 - 7&7
2. Age: 30-34 66 49 59
3. U.S. citizen | 92 . 96 97

4y Race: Caucasian v o 89 92 - 96

5.b’Undergréduate grades: 3.50 or above 26 33 ;_ 35

' 6. Graduate grades 3.50 or above N os7 76 76
7. Doctorate awarded: 1970 . 126 27 24

. ( ’ 1971 - S33 - 31 29
) ’ 1972 32« 33 . 40

8. Employed full time _ ! 98 94 . 91
3. ®Income $20,000 or over : 36 on 5 40

i{: i — — - - - = - — -
{ - \

-
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A100




APPENDIX F

Scales Formed from Individual Qdestinnnaire Items

Note:

.y

Page
Student Scales Al103
Faculty Scales Alll

- Alumni Scales All7

&

Estimates of scale reliability are
intraclass correlations; coefficient
alphas were computed to estimate
scale homogeneity (Winer, 1971).

=

=
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o of program S program szﬂle 77 scale 1
(differences = Coscorss hnmngaﬁeity-
. 416*.' T [ T SRR &

T ¥

:Ittmigtem cnffelatiuns ef pragram méan scnres o 12 3 b5 6.

:'13?Cnmmnn for studeuts ta feel explcited (reversed) e
E;Caﬁl_b) o C ;'? ' i s ; o _ .
.2ifDepartment has humane enviranment (8=1-1) 61 -

3 DEPETtmEEtal Practices créate student tensinns L A o .‘
: ‘;E(raversed) (S=l=j) ' | |

i

e
[
I
x

_:éi Campetitinn among Students Encaufaged (reversaa) 5 : _': C ‘ ;- i B :_:
hi. (Sgl-P) . ' T ‘/ ' 33 32 16 = e

"5, Students sypport 4nd help edch athe:/ﬁeet academic; e e
/ denands (5=l-q . &/--——f o 06" 26013 4, -

- e
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Y,
<
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Lo w]
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Item—scale séore Qgrrglatinns of prcgfam mean scores” T 6k . 82 '67" 62 61 . 32 |




: I L VR Student Scale No. 2

e ,,-; | 1 Scholarly Excellence af'tha Prﬁgrém- 7

i ————— i
— — i —

. *"F from Anova - I Reliability of B ; ’, Index of -
- of ;program. = - - " program scale ¢« = scale
~ differences, PR .«  scores . PR o hnmﬂgeneity

| 8 60* ;ﬁ u_: 'n_“- o B ;SB:': Ly ) SD _
on mean scores~ o0 12 3 7 4;*-5?;3 . g
__?:Prbgfam pna of besgﬁin fieli.(S lsh) o fféﬁi L.;XE- T . &
;g;}StudentE highly ﬂumpetent (S l—n) R v ='7Z}% == .
:i:fDepartment stimulating plage to stud¥ (S -1- t) - :é- 81 5;? = -
;;igFaﬁulty schalarship ot researgh excellence (S -2~ 1) :f’ji;85i.r§§: l7l L= ‘li .
ésngiudents demgnstratE ﬂriginal waya af handling : f .!=€;é%‘ : . :t 5:'llafl-
?. resaarch (Saﬁ-ﬁ) ' o N | '.=y‘}53 {;60 | 5§i 48, ;—fsiﬁ
56.;Students cnmmitted o pursdit of schalarship (S—B—k} | %9_-!50 57 354_;é7f;‘-i
Item-agale scure garrélatinﬁs of prngrgm méan scares . .92 81 8§l. 88 75 713

A iaév o I C
- *p ¢ 001 df = 72/2&27 | e RN




A AR S ~ Student Scale No. 3,

Satisfacticﬂ with Pragram 1
%" “F fromAnova L S Reliability of - . Tndex of "
- -, of program | .+ program scale S ;- Seale
s differences . = ' .scores . ‘Tomogeneity
s N

i . : - #

% J P : P -
, . . . -

-Itémritem EﬁffElEtiBﬂE nf prng:&m mean scores ., 1 .2 3 4

f; }. If had chaﬂce, wauld traﬁsfer (reversed) (S 1 d) .; .fﬁ C | ’

ff%é. Gﬂad ?:eparaticn for my. 1@ter wark (S l—e) ”zuﬁ_?? ;‘Ez e
“tzi. Wbuld advise friend to attend herg ( 1 k) o 74 67 : a=;f.
) z H . K ik / e N
‘folfhavgglearﬂgd-a g;eat;deals(5=1=g)i e +. 63 6] 67 --

.;—f

E

Itemascale score aarrekaticn%faf ptggram mean écares '

g

*p,< 001 df = 72/2632




B e
Student Scale No. 4

g o Faculty Cnnnnnn for Snndnntsff. | nfi‘

LR frnm Annvn - | Reliability of % Index of _
T of program - ' program scale | + . seale
o H diffnrnnnns T, .. scores - :hnnngnnnity
S 18 65 S 80

i . —_— i - e e ek . i
"_.__ e 177",,, = e i " N - iz

o Wik
::m_..,;l T"_.

Item-itnn nnrrelntinnnqnf prngrnm.mnnn nnnrns f :! ‘ 1.2 3 Eﬁ' Sl; ;ﬁ ::?-=-
szli Annessibility-tn studnnts (542*éf S : ;; -=

=

2, Helpfnlnens in identifying financial aid (S E—b) . ,l5{ -

}h3; Cnnnnrn fnr nrnfnsninnal devnlnpmnnt (8~2- d) o 54 35 e

f 4,5Guidannn in nnlnntinn of nnnrsns (S=2én) | |48 ‘06 52

.75, Willingnens to go out of vay to help (S=2-f) . T4 09 65 53 ==

% ; g‘:: . 1{: : . \F

xf. Interest in students WElfa:e (S 2-1) 5315 68 47 6k

[
i

l 7 Hélpfulness in finding jpbs after degree (S 2.m) 18 .57. 56 17 22?- 31 i;'f

Item-scale sfore correlations of prngnnn mean scores o700 52, 8T 64 Th 76 .65:5

og=

gp <o it = 72/2615 'n B T




| Studeut Scalé Na. 5
Rating uikcurritulum '!'_ :;; -

F frum Anova = ; _— Reliability of v i=%“Tﬁﬂex of
of prﬁgram o - ; ; ﬁfggla’m '5{_‘312 ' u - \gﬁ‘.‘&lﬂ
o differences S . scores o v ‘ ﬂ& hom généitj
' i . 4189* ‘ ‘ - -80 : : ' o ,l_-f: ?__ SD T

i:-It;mEitem tﬂrfelatinps of program meaﬁméiﬂfes " ,; , 1 _\wzi 3 ;-4 5 VEJ i7;
1 Dppaztunities far courses In Gther flelds CS 1-1) E_ -
2. Opportunities fﬁr‘indepéndenérstudyi,S%é*é), on *i“;' . iﬂﬁj ’ﬂ.@‘i x;;f
s, Flexibility to meet iniifiiuil ﬂééﬁ%s(554=§) = iej ) 56 72 - :‘ | |
,lfi.!sé&ﬁ;ﬁce'gf!g&u:seg'(éQg-ﬁf T 00 10 e

5. Breadth of course and prog. offerings 4514—j)l' DR AT RV ] .
:ALQD@ﬁﬁi@ﬁ&aﬁpﬁgQH@&@(%&@  ST IS %iﬁi-ﬂ’551 f
B T:iRélEtiﬁHE witpffglatgdldeﬁtg. iﬁﬁunivi'(sai=m) A :l23 | 46=‘=3Zf jéo'i 58, ==

i Iteﬁéacalé'scﬂre i&:rélatigﬁé of program maéﬂ.sggtgg... .58 63 81 42 ;751 9 14

! 4

. _ [ —

U

SRR é 001 df = 72/264@




" % ;S : j Student Scale No. 6

P fron hnova, . e  Reltability of, g ..

. .. - ofprogram . - .. program scale ”&
diffgrencgs - . . ' scores’ 3
s 01* o ;'“ R

%

iéiff} clazity af degree requirements (S &-a) d 1 S - |

ii*fj. Agreemeut gf degxee reqts. ‘and dgpt. cbjectiyes (Shé-c) 62. " 69
if, 5; Appfapriataness nf laﬂguage réquirements (E-ése) S 0
6 Fairness uf qualifyinéggxam administratiun (8= 4 i) y 31’ *33

§ ﬁ

7 Relevance of réquirements ta wark in field (8-4 1) ©. 4360

Ttem=acale score correlations.of program mean scores . 64 67

SN Relevance ﬂf admissigns ;equirements (Se&=b) K | 53 | . fi;

ii_'A' Relevance ﬁf zequired inursas in related fie%gs 4=d) 31 3% 4 '

86,

67 59

dp <001 dE R 72/2604
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Lo S .StgdegtﬁScaléhNQ* 7
o _J fI;; - =i Quality of Tgaﬁhiﬁg'

e ks ——_
— e

F fram Annva — ' Rellability of - Index of .

of. prggram L program scale : scale

I diffgreﬁcgg I @ scores - - hgmggeneity
T . S Jb o 83

R L

L _ - _ -
[tem—item carrelatians af prggram Dean scores - 1 2

(S‘l"s) L.t o - ._! o !'5,;-1 .
;=2. Usaful faculty criticism Df my wcrk (S an) o ‘34“.:§,' _;1" B

; 3 Hélpfulness in dgaling with clasgwork (S-2-g) 355 -

F

ﬁ;é Knawledge nf the fisld S 2 h) L 'ﬁ'- R ?=g iLO - \35}
,;Si Excitament fa: new. ideas (5 2-]) - '=ﬁ fin;- ? 16 44 @Gg 77 == ;E:
Quality af teaching (S B zgqlfé2= 5335 34 e

} ? Apprqpriate tgachiﬂg mgthﬂds (S =2=n) L o ;51' 61 43 .;&5; 48 71 st

i

!tém:scgle §tgre:cﬁrtelaiians of progran mean scores 69 . 78 #50 65 64 86 8

) PRI a S .
B _ — R — e — - .
— - i i S
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o wifromknova . Peliability of Y Indeof ., L v
ST o progra - progran scale. @ﬁ‘ o ale T
o, ifferemces .. scores ©lomogeneity ' .

["’12* . E‘ﬁ N - o '75' i N ! \'77 _!- Ca o | .

© " Itenelten correlatdons of progran mean-scores . 1 2 304 "5 C7 oY e
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b ' Lb

5, Chance ta-ac—.t a5 prafessicnal (S=5:-rej: | \ 20 12 58 87 .

L]

B b Relavance af”wark=ta profes&ional dutiesi4$ﬂ?ﬁf3 // =l 07 6L 8T 8 -
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 OTTV

!

b F%irnass of‘administaring assistaﬂﬁshipg {Gufi=h) f {'Zi B 10 0 N - ii‘%\\gg.'

o O Supervislon of assistantship bolders (5-5-4) 30 M M40 A% 4 6L

LiiO. Of%iﬁg.spaéé'andééquipment(SeS-j) | ,‘ ! B R L %li.;:lig;:SSE 28 %ﬁ- b '3;
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Faculty Scale Na ; s '.;?

*_ Sahﬂlarly Excellence of the Program

; P frc:m Anove Reliability of  Tndekof
‘o . of program . program scale ~ °  scale.
. .differences - scorest ... hnmﬂgeneity
T R | R o

fjitéﬁfiEEm'éafréla;ians ﬂf program gean_scafgsfé- A 4 :_5‘i
E?‘;lijiﬁtelleéfégi environment iﬁ dépaféméntF(F—2=b)a o - S'” | |
TII:Z.SEhDia%Ehiﬁ.ﬁf iaéuitj (F%Zém) o i ) : 81 - o ? : .

“ -§; échﬁlﬁréhip aﬁﬁsreségrch ab{iity‘cf'students (Fazér) 58'1577 - kf! ‘ ? ; i.r;;fﬂi
;._-4; Studaﬁts demonstrate arlginality (F 3-b) | . -ﬁEE; 69 85 =;q:?;ite;jf‘ ; i;f
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L S ! .:f Faculty’Scale No. 2
.;;‘;;: . ._f C - Campatibility nf Wark Enviranment !

|

F from Anova . iReliability ﬂf f f‘i - Indexof

of progtam, -+ progran sgale co scale
differgnces | T scores .+ . ty
3 92* e j,.Z4 A

o DEETEEIRE - "_ by a : " g
f?Item—itqn garfelatiuns uf ptngf&m mean scares 1 ih? ’\ 12 3 4 5

E 1 Canflictiﬂg demanda Cause persﬂﬁal strain (reversed) o
| (F—l— ) . o W . Ve

 2. Seldam get time to give jabs suffigient attentian N
: (:everged) (F=l=g) ] . | o Gl e

= 3y Perscnal views campatible with depaitment '8 (le—h) f_é{ZZf .26 : 33 ”=|‘=
:iT' @ﬁ ,rﬁlﬁi'igtl {;Hﬁ5'g e
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* Faculty Scale No. 3
Research Activity o

r.ﬂ
|

B i e

Index of
- ‘geale.
- homogenelty

o fFfmm@wa?" " ‘Reliability of
 'vof program - " . program scale ©
. differences R ' *,scores

. 5, 35* ' ‘

 ;_ Research/writing award (FEB-e) o , . ,i : ¢ &

2, Journal e&itgf T | SR

j:'-"'_'-'-'3'. Aftiale referee (F§3=j) : LT 250 32 -

;;4, Institutianal/departmental grant (F-8-k) - . 16 13

5 Outsidé&ggant/gﬁntract (F-8-1) fiﬁ 2w on 0% -
. T ' !
| | * TN = . _

Ttem~scale score correlations of program mean scores 5 51 @&
Sl : = : . ‘ J
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A . - TFaculty Scale No. 4

""" v ©Rating of Student'Cammitmentlﬁativétiﬁn = -

. : PR .
S ——r S —— e, e i ?—EE S = F . — S ——
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P fron knova . . ‘Rmmmnf - Maxf
of 'program - program scalé - e seale )
-differences . | ¢ scores homogeneity :
50 L - .80 b 89

j'tﬁm;item gﬂifelatiana of Pragram mean scores e . 1 2 3 & N3 7;}

_vfl;DB afgbﬂdidéal-Qf=ﬁnéésigned reading (F=3-d) L

&

2 Handle aasignments with care (F=3 f) T

}. | e
f{f3; Easily distracted fram studies (reveraed) (F-3-h) 3B 70 -
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27_5; Wark on pfajects to campletinn despite setbacks (FSB—n) 0 8 6 65 =
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o (F-3=q) o, | o 09 26 3103 33 13 ==

o~
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v - o | Faculty Scale No. 5 .y |
. Rating of Student Gnmmunicatiun Skills . | 1
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Faculty Sealé No:"6 -
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. Adequaey of Evaluating atudente : E .

o , N [
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F from Anova .~ - - Reliability of © . Index of
of progran © . program scaler % o aeale
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L ek ‘i' - PN SR 12
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;Itearitem eérrelatiaaa of pregram mean scores . 1 2 3 4
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. pregreae (F=2=e) | j i - 6 - S
T SR .
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;Itemritem currelatiuns of pragram mean scores 1

R é.lQuality of Writing expected in final document (Ar5~h) %5 18 1 3) 355'?171’ 35y -
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Satisfaétign with Dissertation Expafiéﬁcés
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Contents of Feedback REPDIES
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Sampl Pages af Feedback Repcrts

. Interpretive Guide for Questicnﬂaire Feedback

Larger-smaller departmental groupings and
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fand psychalagy
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I / "CGS/ETS Graduate Department Study

/' Contents of Feedback Reports

Student Queetionneire

b A!

_Retinge of progrem offerings end eurrieulum

'“Retinge of degree requiremeﬁie and - progrem proeedures

-=Impoftenee nf three program purposes ’

Student perteptinne nf dneterel program etademie envitenment

Student perceptions of interpereenel envirnnment end '
overall satisfaction

. . Retinge of feeulty teaching and eeholership

Ratings ef}feenlty concern feriEtudente o .

Ratings of depeitmental facilities.

]

'Retinge of departmental teaching and research eeeietentehipe

(beeed ly on responses of eeeietantehip holders)

7 Chereeterizetien nf deetorel etudente in the department O

Nd

Background nf{reepnndente

Feeulty Queetinnneire

A!

B.

_Faculty profeeaionei involvement o ﬁi

Faculty pel eptinne of doctoral program- eeedemie environment

Feenltj peteeptione of intetpereonel environment-
Feeuity feaching and sehtlé?ehip
Eetings of depertmentel faeilitiee

Retinge of- degree requiremente end pregrem proeeduree

.Faculty mnrele and status

'Ghetettetieetien of enetorel students in the depe:tment

Importance of three program purposes

-éheteetetietiee of respondents J !
:»Erefeeeieneintime commitments (eee also "N, below)’
 Publickitions’ | - |
.Average nnmber of jeurnel publieatiene

Averege time per week in Etofeesinnel activities

(1 Cnlleegue retinge ef ‘doctoral program (tatuietion of
individuel respendente)

(2) Colleague ratings of program fieiﬂs of epeeielieetion
(tebuletinn of respondents by epeeieiieetien)

92 s s

12
14
17’

20

27

30

T NERV R TR



i —2— . .-
A\
Alumni QuEstionnaire o e | e L Eﬁgﬁi?
A. Alumni pEIQEPtians of doctoral program academic environment o 1
B. 'Alumni perceptians of 'interpersonal environment " 3
N o ;Ratings of faéﬁlty,teacﬁiﬂg and scholarship 4
' p. ’Ratings of fa;ulty; concern fqr‘ students ' ) o 6
. E. Ratings qflprégfam offerings and curriculum ' 7
F.- Ratingé of degree requirements and program pracedures : 8
A” G.  Evaluation of dissertatign companents - RN 9
o He, Sﬂuraes of job. placement help f . C 11
1. 'EmplnymEﬁt R _ < . : S 12,
J. ;Characteriatics of current pasitinn T ' ' ! . 14
res K. Value . of graduaté Experiences for present work T 16
_L;’;Be ear :h, publicacinns, and’ ‘presentations - 7 :‘ 19
M. Bac kg:aund cf respondents ; A o 21
K ’
" 7
416 S
g
/- A122




; LIRS = i
v E |

ASiE&ﬁHEHT DF uaLITy’ !NDETJFAL EDUGATIUN - RACULTY E}UESTIGNN?}RE FEEDBACK 10:45:30 L0/16/T5 PAGE 1
unlvmsm ﬂF ¥ : nemamsm OF CHEMISTRY | :
’ A '
Ao FAGULTY PERCEPTIONS OF DOCTORAL PROGRAM ACADEMIC (ENYIRONMENT , ST
o i o 2 i
, 9 i YOUR - LARGER . * SHALLER
| v L CODEPT. . DEPTS. ot ODEPTS,
"NUHBER OF OBSERVATIONS 3 o 2o 12
[TEHS- AND - , | S | o L :
' mzmnves T ~ 7 FREQ PERCENT AVG. FERCENT ..+ AV3. RERCENT
"1 1+hs ACADENIC DEMANDS VERY Hem o : ‘ : o
'L GISAGREE STRUNGLY T 0 040 351 g A
2 DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS .+ ~ 1 5ebh S £ N Y I W12
.3 AGAEE alTH RESERVATIONS | S 150,00 . ., 4%k 43,12 |
4 Ai}RrE STRONGLY. , o R Woowa . 6 535 -
a 1+C. OIFFERENT PERSONALITLES AND POINTS DF VIEW ARE WELCOHE | Lo
1 Y1SAGREE STRUNGLY A 319 Dbl
"2 DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS ﬁ I 2 556 . b6 k 13:76 ,
3 AGREE WITH RESERVATIONS | | 15 ALeT ©.30,55 - T
4 , AGREE STROVGLY, - . ; 18, s0a00 0 46476, 40.35 - ’
DTHEH ;’ S R ) [ S
E 6. IF, c.annm FOR STUDENTS 12 66 EMPLOITED - - T R !
W - b+ CISAGKEE *STRONGLY v | R T | SV O < 254 36425
. 2" DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS . 16 b 3938 ;W1
3 AREE WITH RESERVATIONS ~ 10 278 232, 1908
4 AGREE STAOMGLY o R R N ilebb SN ) \
‘, OTHER - ‘*- ' o : ' S N 21 o b PR b S
T FACULTY FEL s:cuag N ACADENIC FREEDDH S e R
| » CISAGREE SiNONGLY A S A 33 N
2 DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS - S e P 138 L
3 AGREE WITHRESERVATICNS S LR A Y1) 2821 L 3hD
4" ASREE STRONGLY . - . 3 RN TN L8300 M58
R _ o L U
12 LoLa FAGULTY APPLY KNJhLED;E 1 sm_.ve sncm, PRDBLEHS - a - R
'L DISAGREE STRANGLY . . ! T 1 26469" oM
. 2. DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS IR 7. B 19 B %) (SR 1 1 F |
3 AGREE WITH RESERVATIONS - . S AUl SR 7 7] R Y L
. & AGREE STRONGLY SR I 1| NS 1t | JOUNEPS 1 )
UTHER , : ‘ loaml L T
15 L-ai EHPHASISEN TRAINING TECHNICALLY S OHPETENT CRAFTSHEN - R o |
¢+ | DISAGREE STRONGLY ) : ¢ 1Ll ooz B U FY:
2 DISAGREE WITH asszavmmns o v bl O 5 O | P §
, .. 3 CAGREE WITH RESERvmuNS e wa B4l 30
© 7 4 NGREE STRONGLY . ¢ | S 2 R N E A . 893
| u'H'HER*‘;, L . e Lo 278 - - SV -




- v 4 ‘ = ¥
LNV . LI ; ' i \ ' : k s

: ¢ i L R i L S ' TR

. . .

ASSESSHENT aF JALITHNDDGTDRAL Enucmnu . FAEJL?Y QUESTIDNNMRE FEEDBACK 0~ l C L0583 W0/60Ts PAGE 10
wuvensm 0F S VoL LT o S

Go FAGWTY PROESSIONAL INVOLVEMEVT S T S o
A‘,. . : i ;4\?" -, R : o R
o ’ - YOUR CLARSER . . SMALLER
o _ ﬂ' o - st - DI:Pf- - DEPTS, . . . DEPTSs
NUMBER JF UBSERVATIONS ' I - 12 R
TOUITeNs a0 B | EREE L L
m&mnves o ‘ S ,* FREQ PERCENT |, AVGs PERCENT , WG, PERCENT

&‘? E-Ai SITE VIS'IT TEAUS OR hATIQéAL ADVISDRY CDUNEILS .
Lyes.,
R
OHER

10218 Coomn - am
B Mk 6Ly . Thsk

10 §-b} POSTOOCTORAL FELLDHSHIP : Ll - ! . |
AP U | T 60k 68,79 17 T gsT
LN ; ! 10 27,78 30:.98 B L
DTHEh ' : B oad § D T : ¥
B G, NAT TNAL FRDFESSIDNAL ASSOEIATION pFFICE HULDEE , e o
LYES , . , | C 15 AL B AT 21,42 ‘
: W, -ﬂ co 0 558 TN S oA
oW : ! S om0 I

E 76" 4y REGIOML PRUFESS[DNAL\,ASSBCIATIEN OFFICE ganE;z e | L T v
LS : S U I 'St 45.92

7N SR B L X R Y B 53,81
o e S P S 2 I S

oo 1. JOURNAL: EDITOR A EDITDRIAL BGARD-HEHEER L AL | N .

PR S - T - , L N T X T
2 M ' o "' 24 6681 - aL0T 79,80 o
~ +(THER 1 ’ ! S

n 5-.1. AETICLE REFE EIN LAST ﬂm YEAH.S L R o o
Cobows L3 ange 9282 0989
'DTHE—R ' 7 1 um T g '
' I E EJ ' .a ‘,, A ' : '
' 8Ks CURRENT INSTITUTIDNAL OR DEPARTHENT RESEARCH GRANT BT e L
N [ R B L L L M ka0
oTHen € o L S B | 3 R

(80 8eL CURRENT ExTERN L RESEARCH GRANT OR CONTRACT ®  ». I -
1 YES . ‘ : T 086 T [T R T | D
N o - b 16T, 19,52 w0
;..GTHER R RIS B 1 | N | P




oy

5t /q\%fg"

© CGS/ETS Graduate Department Study
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Interpretive Guide for Queﬂzianﬁaire Feedback

Each department should receive at least two separate feedback
reports~-for student and faculty respondents--which are computer, summaries
of the responses of these-groups to each item on the questionnaires they

" completed last. spring. (Some departments will also receive a feedback

repﬂrt for théif alumni If your depafcment has not regeived one of
uf your depattqent in time to pragess them ) A two—pagg table of contents:
for Ehéée summaries (with a page index) is prévidéd for your ngnvenience.J

The first important thing to bring to your ‘attention abouﬁ\the
computer repotts, is that the item summaries are not in the same order
in which the items appear on the questiannairg. Inatead the items are
grouped ‘according to general content similarity so that regpanaes that
deal with similar aspects of the department are together. On ihz gtudent
summary, for example, the first group of items that are reported are,

"

" those that have to do with "Student Perceptions of Doctoral Program

Academic Envifonment (which includes a summary of student responses to
questionnaire ‘items 1-a, 1-b, l-e, l—g, etc.); the second group of items-

;:(beginning on page 4) have- tn do with "Student Perceptions of Inter- ¢
" " personal Environment and- Dvetall Satisfaction" (whiah consists of ques-

tionnaire items 1-d, 1-i,” 1~j, and 1-k); and so on. There are 1l such
content categories for the student report (item ;rnupiags A through K),
15 for faculty, and 13 for. the alumni. The’ actual quegtianngiré item

number pfecedes each item stem on the. teport. o : .

;‘\ ﬁ ""
. Note hat the wgrding of thE item st ms: hEVF been sbridged‘un the

camputer report. Because of this, it migh,fbe well to go over the report’
with the original questionnaire in hand, so that you have the complete

. ' and accurate wording of the questions. (An extra copy of the questionnaire
. 1is included with each fepart Y.

Moat of the summgriés have three columns of numbers. (Exceptiﬁns‘
are the reports for alumni in history and psychology departments. See

xvcamments under Alumni section below.) The first column consists of data

for your own department, with these data based gn the number of individuals
noted at the top of the column - (under ‘the words ' 'your dept.") The number
and percent 'of individuals .in your department who chose each response -
ﬂptiﬂﬂ are listed:. The second and third columns are provided so that you
can compare the responses of persons in your own department with'those at

» other larger and smaller departments in the study in your particular
- discipline. The number of departments cnmpfising each group. ia indicat «d

under the column headings "larger depts."  ‘and "smaller depts." (The
‘assignment 'of a particular department to the larger or smaller group was
done by 'simply taking recent data regarding the number of Ph.D.'s produced

by each department, rank-ordering the departments on the basis of those
gfigurgs, agd_d;viding at the mediaa or widdle point. The names of the

. . i o
N . ¥
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specific depgrtments making up the larger and smaller comparison groups,
by discipline, are provided on the taccompanying sheet.) Only percent
figures are reported for the two comparison groups and, in both cases,
these are averages of percents at the number of departments indicated
in the column heading (usually 12 or 13).

‘ L3 B

In comparing. your department's data with those of other departments,
it 1s important to remember that the percentage flgures refer to percent
of those (students,'faculty or alumni) who returned a useable question-
naire. . Overall, the response rates across departments were quite high
Especially for students and faculty, that is, at most departments a very
high percent of the students and faculty who were asked to .complete
questionnaires did so. But there were some exceptions to this genefal
rule. The number of useable responses from each department are iﬁcluded
with the list of departments in Eibh comparison group.

]
A final comment is that the peréent &%signated 'other" on the summary

5heets is simply the percent of respondenﬁs who omitted that particular
itém, :

#

Besides these gengral interpretive guidelines,-there are@vatiatinns

“in the computer summaries for students, faculty, and alumni, that probably

need to be clarified, A specific discussion of each of these follows.

Student summary. As-with the other reports, most percents in the
-student summaries refer z; percent of Studenta completing the questionnaire
(that is, the number listed under the words ' 'your dept." at the top of the
first column). However, there is an important exception to this general
rule, namely the student ratings of departmental assistantships (Section H
on page 20 of the student summaries). Because only students who held an
agsistantship (teaching or research) 3t one time during. their graduate
student experience were asked to complete this section, percentages are
based on the number of persons.who answered each item rather than the
total number of’questiannaire respondents. .

Faculﬁy summary. As with the other summaries, most responses to the
faculty questionnaire are reported in percents based ‘on the iatal number
of respondents in each program. Two exceptions on the faculty summary, .
however, pertain to Sections M and N o. page 22. For these itéms, the
mean (arithmetic average) number of publications (in M) and mean number
of hours per-week spent on various activities (in N) are reported.’

:CNumbefs under the "SD" column refer to the standard deviation of the

‘same numbers. The standard deviation is a statistical expression having

.£to do with the range.ﬁféobsarvations— -in-this case, publications and

stime spent--and does not need to be considered in any detail here.) The -
index of annual productivity of articles and book reviews (item 9-A-1 & 2
undér’ Section M) was .obtained by ‘taking each respondents’ entire career
articles, book chapters, and réviews (as -rdported in items 9-A-1 and

,QEAFZ) and dividing by the number of years since that individual obtained

'his or her' highest degtee (which in the gfeat majority of cases, of course, -
was the dactofate). . '

422
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One other section of the faculty summary that 1s somewhat different
than the other sections is Sectlon O, on pages 23-25, having to do with
colleague ratings of your doctoral program. First, it should be noted
that overall ratings of your department ({items 25-A and 25-B) are provided

. for both your own faculty and those at other departments, but ratings of

your departments' specific fields of specialization (pages 24 and 25) are
provided only ‘for faculty from the other institutions in the study. The

" gecond way. in which the data in_ this section differ from the rest of the

faculty summary, is that the percents in Section O are based on individual
faculty members rather than being the average of the percents acrosa” the
dozen or so departments in the larger or smaller category. And finally,
the number and percents for each specialization rating represent only ’

"responses by faculty at other institutions who indicated the same area of

specialization as the one they were rating. (See item 26 on page 9 of
the faculty questionnaire for clarification.) Thus, these percents were
computed on a varying number of faculty members, that number béing the
one 6n the line labeled "total in spezialigatian_wha responded.”

Alumni summary. Two important points need to be made about this
summary, bath haviﬁg to do with tﬁe fact that ‘many fewat questiaﬁﬁai:ea

dénta. First, ynu may not have recgived a summary for ycur department 8,
alumni at all. Alumni summaries were not run for those departments with
fewer than 10 returned alumni questionnaires by the time these materials .
needed to be processed. (In.cases where late returns have-very recently
boosted the number responding to more than 10, we will send alumni sum-

‘maries at 4 later date.) Second, the comparison data for the alumni

summaries i1s differént in two respects. One is that only dapaftments

with more than 10 alumni respondents were included in comparison groups
(see comparison group sheets). Therefore, a smaller number of departments
are included in the larger and smaller comparison groups for chemistry.

The other difference is that for history and psychology large and small

" departments have been combined into one comparison group since only

13 history and 14 psychology departments had sufficient returns. .

L, - General Information and Next Steps

We hope that you will find these departmentalvsummgries intéfeéting

‘and useful., They represent the first step in the data analysis and .report-

writing phase of the project. During the’next-several months we shall be-.

-sifting, sorting, and exploring these data in a variety of ways as ve

By

search for a better understanding of the complex relationship between the
reputation of an academic department as perceived by those outside of tle
department on the basis of the visibility of the fagulty, level of résearch: .
productivity, and the. 1like, and the inner life of the department (faculty

morale, level and frequency of student-faculty interactions, and 80 on). -
The final report should be completed by early 1976, at which time we shall

send a summary" to’ you. : L] . P

N .
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- Uppermast in our minds during this pracess will be.the joint quésticns
: af fegsibility and utility. - That 1s, no matter what the resglts of our -
"datasgnalysis phase of the project, we must ultimately ask how useful such-
.information will be to those involved in graduate educatignSEPErtigularly
at the department level--and ‘how.feasible is it to consider the collection .
and analysis of such information on a recurring basis. In order to answer.
these questions vwe: aill be impnsing .on some of you just one more time
during .the next few weeks.- Either by phane or direct pefsanal visit, we
>, would 1like to ask gome of you to give us' your reactions to the questians
posed above regatding the. feasibiligy of the pracedure your department
- has t&kgn part in, and the utility of the resulting information. -

In the meantime, “if you shnuld have any questions that cannot be
answered by yaur institutinnal cﬂcrdinﬁtor in the gfaduate dean 8 affice,x

‘ da ‘not heaitate tn cantagt ‘us by phnne or mail

Drs. Hﬂry Jo Clark (Prﬂject DifEEtGr) Rodnéy T.: Haftnett, or’
) Leonard L. Baird . .
. Developmental Research Divisian
.~ Educational Testing Service
E 'PIiﬁEEEQﬁ New Jersey 08540

: (609) 921—9900

R . o ~ . . October 1975
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e CGS/ETS Gtaﬂuatg'Depgrtment‘Stgdy

Comparison Groups for CHEMISTRY

~ Number of Requﬁdépts

Largef'Departmenté : Faculty Student Alvmni

Univ. of Calif. at Berkeley .38 90, 11

Univ. of Calif, at Los Angeles " 26 4623

Univ. of Colorado =~ ' ‘ 2%- - 35 -

Florida Stive Unid. ‘ - 26 3 | , 23 .
Indiana Univ. - o 2 .52 .17 ’
Univ. ﬁf,%afyland. : T 2 - 35 o 11
_Univ. of Michigan®@ - - Case L o 22 20
7 N - ' ’ lD ‘!" . =
32,

23

" Univ. of Minnesota _ .22
Hofthweggerﬁ’Univ; . T 26 56,
Princeton Univ. - T T L B
.Stanford Univ.. . . S8 4 25 .
Univ. @fsWiEZQnsit ' ’ 36 ;1Q4/i'; .66 A

Smaller Departments ?» | _ ¢ : C ; s

Boston Galiegé . N 3 ' 12z . 6 o= .
' Univ. of Calif. at Davis = 21 | 16 " 20
Emory Univ. St 1/ 21 ¢ é? J
‘Univ. of Towa e . 18 C27 23 N
Univ. 'of Kensas . 20 - 15 19
Louisiana State Univ. o . 30 o 23 . 24
“Univ. of Missouri N 16 e 10
New York Univ. . . 17 2
. Oklahoma State Univ. o 17
" Univ. of Toledo' » o T 8
.fUniv.vnf,U;§hit‘ I ’ 2%

West Virginia Univi ' .20 -

[
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CGS/ETS Graduate Department Study

Cﬁmpariaan Grnups for HISTDRY V

Humber Qf Respandents

Larger Departments . Fagulty "~ . Student Alumni

&

'Unif. of Galif .at Berkeley 30 52 T e
.\ Univ.. of. Calif. at Los Angelés - 'q | 38 .h T %72 . 2755
) FUniv. of Colorado R ' 23 14 - o i ;Evl
‘Indtand® Untv. . - L 28 53 . 30
Univ. of Michigan - T ' . 29° " 65 26
Univ, of Minnesota , ‘ 36 - .38 12
Univ. of Missouri ' - = ° 18 31 - 18
New York Univ. s 6, . 38 - 30
Northwestern Univ. S , f. 18 -, '35 _ 19
Princeton Univ. i 37 25 a8c
.. Stanford Univ.. . :\ ‘- 24 - -, 45 25
Univ. af-WiseanEin ' | 33 :; 124. . 40

Smaller Depaftme*nts

Bastun College PR . ;;f ;; 10 . ; . g". -
. Univ, of Calif at Davig- " Y TR -
Emory Univ.'-'i : | et 16 ';,gé '
, Florida State Univ. -~ ° ) ‘25 23 R
;'Univg_cf Iowa | _ ‘ Co T 22 o34, 11
Univ: of Kansas . o 30 .. - 22- s 14
Louisiana” State Univ. - 19 ) . 23 -:--*f
-~ Univ. of- ﬁaryland . I 29 . ;_'37 11
Oklahoma State Univ. L 14 T
;Univ. af Pénnsylvania X : EiS_:i . 19 o féssr |
: V{Univ. of Taleda S ) . 0 i 1 ?%;ig o

Univ. of U%ah N BT AR
West Vifginia Univ. - , - 18 . S T — N

\




b -CGS/EIS-GraduatéxDépéftment Study

Comparison Groups for PSYCHOLOGY

— ——— =

~ Number of Respondents

N Larger Departments R © + Faculty Studéﬁtﬂ © Alumni

. Univ, ﬂf Galif. .at Berkeley B S 16 L _19._ S

EUniv,‘af Calif.’ at Los Angeles - 41 . <30 ° 30
Univ. of. Colorado ‘ — e f o 3415 ! ! 826' -
‘ Florida State Univ. . e N 39 74 33
. Unive of Towa . | C 26 .43 Li f?S
‘Univ. of Kansas = I " 32 : A -
Univ. of Michigan Tooel 33 - 35
Univ. of Hinﬂesﬂta o v _ §9 202 - 20
Univ. of Missouri . 1 36 19
New York Univ, R o1 . 93 .22
Stanford Univ. . : 22 54_A 33
'Univ..of Wisconsin = .22 48 17

v Eméiigr Deﬁéftmeg;s _ _
Boston College - - 15 . 12 S
-Univ. of Calif at Davis . 17 . S a1 R
- Emory Uﬂiv. ' L - 18 } 22 | -
' Indiama Univ. - - . 20 .23 -
s Lauiéiaﬁa State Univ. . 18 C 24 17

V‘NgrthyesternfUniv. : .. o 15 - 15 ;1 o 15

' éklshﬂma'StatE Univ. . . .= 0 ) 17 T e

Univ. . of Pepnsylvania B L 16 '_ : 23.  —

.'iUniv. -of Talgda _ ;> - o 11 N -

Univ. of Utzah | - , 21 28. . 13
leest Virginia uﬁiv._ Lo ‘ 19 | .18, T

L . - - October 1975




