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Chapter 1

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSES OF THE STUDY

AmeriCan universities are under growing pressure to evaluate

and even to justify the-continad existence of their doctoral

programs. These pressures are generated, principally, by concerns

,about persistent'financtal shortages and apparent degree over-.

production as well as by the increasing authority of state

educational coordinating boards and other external agencies.

Ihstitetions and are looking for fair and depend 1e ways

, .

to evaluate graduate programs in order to use their resources

most productively; departments want inf8fmation that will help .

them adapt prpgrams to changing needs; prospective students need

more Infor tion about the characteristics And emphases of specifiC

4
programs for improved attendance decisions. Allrof these 'groups

are concerned about whether or not the quality. cf doctoral programs

4

will-be maintained in the face of these pressures.

sr*

The project on the Dimensions of Quality in Doctoral Education

Is a response to these needs and concerns. It-developed from the

premise that the many aspects of doctoral programs that-contribute

to educational excellence aie represented only-partially and

iaaperfertly by any single rating or indexof program quality.
F

primary goal of the, study was to describe programs in wayt.that

would encourage and support their iaividual excellestae and at the

--rove ,the information available for decisions by'policy

1

1 4



1.2

and prospective students. In order to accomplish this goal

it was necessary to identify the program, characteristics most

closely associated with 'judgments about educational

develop 'reliable measaites of Lhese characteristics,

a manageable number of them for profiles of,the

program 'compares 'others in the same discipl

describes such activities.

Background

quality, to

and to select

as in which one

ne. This.report

This study of multiple criteria of progra .excellenYgrew

out of concern among a number of graduate school deans about phe

limitation6 of reputational ratings as the only widely acknowledged

indicator of doctoral program_ quality. Ratings of'the reputation

of a progiam among fasculty embers or other professionals in the

same field have a place in program evaluation; but they are not

very helpf to those who may be seeking to improve their programa,

are.highly related to program size and visibility, and'only

occasionally reflect recent changes (cit,cr goodo bad) in a

program. y activities contribute to program excellence;

therefore, multiple criteria are needed to judge the level of a

piogramtisiachievement. I

Interest in ways to measure and to evaluate many of the

;'d4ferent program characteristics that are associated with

educational excellence also reflects an increasing demand for

program accountability. Particularly at the graduate level,

state agencies and national councils, as we as individual

a



1.3

institutions, are calling for program reviews that xonsider mission,

need, cost, and productivity as well as quality (e g., Fleming, 1973;

Education Commission of the States, 1975) rional Board on Graduate'

Education, 1975), The Importance of quality is emphasized in the

rhetoric; butthe review procedures that'Are described or suggested

almost always concentrate on easily available quantitative measures

such as number of students, number of degrees granted, or national

reputational rating in the field, rather than attei-t to come to

1\ngrips with what "quality" really means in graduateedu--tion, or
,-

with some of the ways in which it might oe evaluated.

The jor effort to evaluate the quality of doctoral programs

in recent years Was been the collection of prestige or reputational

4ratings by the erican Council cAl Education in 1964 and 1969

(Cartier, 1966; Roose & Andersen, 1970). In addition to direct

use by the higher education community, these rati:igs have been utorl

; as criterion measures in several effor to evaluAte'selectedi

characteristi . of Ph.D. programs (e.g., Drew, 1975; Elton & Roger',

4-

1971; Elton .& Rose, 1972; RagstrOm, 1971; National Science Board,

1969; 06Wel and Lamson, 1972) and to select graduate programs of

varying quality for more intensive study (e.

& Marcus, 1970; Heiss, 1970). These .studies

a nudiber of structural progr:

E Dressel, Johnson,

and others, identified
111

ract istics associated w4th the

reputational ratings, failing generally into five categories:

(1) selectivity (- g., number of student national fellowship

holders, number of students from highly selective,. undergraduate

7



- 1.4

colleges, number of faculty with Ph.D. 0m:high-prestige progrwutl:'1

(2)-size end resources (e.g. , number of students, number of facdlty

members, average faculty compensation, o -t of financial support

to students); 9) program emphasis (e.g., number of doctoral degrees

awarded in lelation to number of baccalaureate degrees awarded.,

part-time vs. fUll-time studeutd,

service); (4) produetivity (

publications, elapsed time to the

(e.g. , morale, satisfactkon, peer

priorities among eaChing/research/

number of 'aegieed granted, faculty

degree); and (5) self-evaluations,

appraisal). Only the larger

studies by Dressel, et al., and Heiss, in which selected-programs

wei-e visited and studied in some depth, made any attempt to relate

program processes to quality by including observational and survey

information.
-tv

More ref;en y, a number of checklists for the assessment, oft

academic quality orthe internal review of graduate programs have

been drawn up (e.g.,. Balderston-, 19741 Council of Graduate Schools

Task Force on Internal Review of Graduate Programs, 1974; McMichael,

1973). These also tend to mhasize the input-quality of students

and faculty members,.the resea productivity of the faculty, the

degree productivity of student A physical facilities and other

resources, though there is so -ha more attention to the
woo"'

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

hawiver, the literature suggests a bewildering array of graduate

,oprogram Characteristics that one might investigate in relation to

educational quality, but provides very little guidance about the
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relative importanci of the various chZ-acteristics. The lLteratu're

alto tends to suggest. ways measuri g only the most obvious

structural elements- such as size and degree productivity.

This was tho situation the rrf ng 1973 when the Graduate

lecOrd Examinations Board commiss1ined a sma1-ecale survey of

greduete deans in order to Identify a manageable list of program

4.
chcracteristics that were most tmportant to educational quality'

And some acceptable ways of meastrring them (Clark, 1973)1` 9ity

panel members were selected to repte enea cross section of Ph.D.-

granting universities according to geographic location, prestige,
.

size, and control. The study was designed to provide our kinds

of information:

1. _he extent of Agreement among graduate deans about Ph.D.

program characteristics mot _ftiportant to judgments about.

quality;

2. variations in the importance of characteristics depending

upon the major purpose of a Ph.D. progr

the judged adequacy or acceptability of poa- ble measures

for each characteristic; and

4. the current availability of various kinds of information.

was thought that the deans' responses to these questions would

be of immediate interest to members of the graduate school

community, and thiat they also would help to specify areas for

primary attention in later research.'

18



1.6

The 1 f program characteristics and pots ,le measures that

were submitted to the deans were compiled from all pIsible sources,

including the research liteAture, task force reports, individual
4

university materials and reports, and consultation with experts in

the field of graduate education.' A very htg.h response Late on

two questionnaires 1/480% to 90%) in a brief time attested to the

interest Of these graduate deans in the topic of quality.

On the be of the deans'' ratings, the'nmSber of possible

program characteristics impor judgments about educptional

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

under the general headings of faculty members, students, program

resources ,.end program operation. A total of 290 possible meae

were then proposed for the 42 "importune or "very important"

es

characteristics: 'Ratings by the deans r: ced this number by more

than half, leaving 133 possible measures rated. "good'' or "very good"

-as indicators of he quality of the most i tent progr

characteristics.

A review of the acceptable indicators ggested Iesit

-en potential sources of information important to judgments about

educational quality. About a third of the endorsed measures were

in the full]] of statistical and financial information from program

and instituticnsl records. Other desirable sources of information

included faculty members, studet- recent alumni, program chairmen

and deenp, employers of graduates, and visiting teams of experts;

Panel members often endorsed more than one source fox

of information.

given item



This ry list of important program characteristics, and

their acceptable indicators than then-reviewed by the steering

committee that supervised the panel survey
1
and others to eliminates

characteristics or mecsura which, ra.though' desirable, might be

to expensive, too unreliab]e,.or in other ways particulArly

afficult to Otrin. For Instance, though ratings by visiting

paitels of experts -ere highly endorsed by the deans for many

Characteristics, the reviewers electad to eliminate this source

of'infOrmatfon from the next effort (the research summarized in

this report) because of the high cost of obtaining reliable

information from visiting,teams for_a number of programs in a

short, time. Similarly, information ftom the employers of alumni

was recognized as desirable but impractical for any large-scale

study.' This revicw procedure resulted in a refined list,c

3Q: program characteristics that gradvate deans Cho re closely

related to educational qu.lity and that appeared to be amenable to

//
--a uremen These :-aracteristics are listed in Table 1.1,

together with one or mor endorsed sources of information for each

1-Eiat graduate dedns appointed by the,Graduate Record

Examinations Board and by the Council of Graduate Schools.

Appointed by CUB were William Burke, Arizona State Unlversity;

Bernard Harleston, Tufts University; Robert Maaarland, University .

of Missouri at Rolla; and Donald Taylor, Yale University_ . Members.

'appointed by CGS included Mary Evelyn Huey, Texas Woman'm University;

Philip Kubsanaky, Boston University; Charles Lester, Emory University;

and Joseph McCarthy., University of Washiflgton. Michael Pelczar,

.University of Maryland and chairman of the GRED, and 3.Boyd Poe,

President of CGS, were ex officio members Of tLe committee.

?Both of these sources of information may, of course, be
svailahle and valuable as parts of individual inogram evaluations



Table

erogram Characteristics Judged important to Quality ana
Some Accaptabla Sources of Information About Them

acteriatics

Sources of Information

Faculty Student Alumni
Recordo Ques. - Ques.

FACULTY

1, Academic training
Z. lesearch activity
3..Reeautch productivity
4. Teething effectiVenesa-
5..Concirn for student development

and welfare
6. Involves nt it progy am affars
7. Group morale or esprit

STUDENTS

x

x

Academic ability at entrance X X
9. Achievements /knowledge /skills at

time of degree completion X
10. Professional iscompliohrents

of graduates'
11. Judgments about program lalitl
12. Satisfactions with various aspects

of program X
13. Group morale or esprit X

RESOURCES
14. Financial support--internal and external

(including education and general,
financial aid for students, research)

15. Library
16. Laboratory equipment and facilities
17. Computer facilities

OPERATIONS
18., ,purposes of the program
19. Course and program offerings X X
20. Admissions policies
21. Faculty welfare
22. ivaluation,ef student progress X
23. Program leadership and decision-making

c24. Job placement of graduates
25. Advisement of students' X
26. Student-faculty: interaction X
27. In!ternships, assitrantships and other

Opportunities for relevant student
experiences

28.4,egree:requ,rements
29. Relationships with cognate programs
30. Efficiency of degree production

X

X

X

X

X

X
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characteristic. More detailed information about the deans' ratings

of .t q characteri tics and measures can be found in Appendix C.

Pu:oserpRe_
The major purpose,of the research project that is described 14

this report was to gain'a-better understanding of doctoral program

educatic% 1 quality 'y developing and field'testing measures for

important quality-related program characteristics. The study

concentrated en questionnaire data from program participants --

Students, faculty, and recent alumni--and information fro% depart-

*.
mental records, since these sources were.endorsed by the expert.

V

panel and were also readily accessible. The 'study was exploratory

in nature. It was limited to doctoral programs in one discipline

from each of the areas of natural science (chemistry), social

scienci (psychology), and humanities (history). It also made an

effort to consider program evaluation in the context of such ditfor

ing program purposes as the preparation of scholarly' researchers,

college teachers, and other professional practitioners.

Three e specific sets of research qeestien0 guided the

design and conduct of thestudy:

1. Can reliable data concerning important program characteristics

be obtained in forms that are consistent from program to

program? What kinds of information are most accessible

whet- kinds are hard to obtain? The basic issue here is one of

measurement feasibility and reliability, with emphasis on

pro indicators that are already. available or obtainable

without the use of site visits; visiting teams, or interviews.
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An evaluation of consistency is important because it is

essential to the comparison of. thi characteristics of one

program with the characteristics of others, either within

the same discipline scrnaa universities n4 disciplines

within the.sama university.

Are some program characterigtics important in judging quality

only in certain discip_ines? Even though the same measures

can in different disciplines, do patterns of response

differ by discipline? Do the interrelationships among
4 A--

indicator vary by discipline? The primary-research in,tdrest

here is one of generalizability. , If measures appear to

operate similarly in fields as diverse as chemistry, history,.

and psychology, then there is reason to believe that they

wotild_operate similarly in doctoral programs in a Vkrie y of

other fields as well. On the ot4r hand, measures that appear

to work quite differently in these three diseiplin need

to be tried out in other fields before the generalizability

of their use can be esrmated.

3. Can
4

litv-rc t;-.d p.-ograr charactert

contribute to the improvement of individual programs? Can
.

they contribute to improvements in university and state-
.

level systems -of program review? Can they improve the

information available to prospectiVe graduate students?

Primary concerns here are data validity, and the uses that

are made of program descriptors when they are available to



program agers and higher-education decision makers. Some

of the research efforts, such as analyses to evaluate the

interrelationships among variables and the extent of agreement

when different sources report on the same characteristic of a

program, assess the accuracy of the measures. Other aspects

of the research; such as detailed feedback reports of

questionnaire responses to each program, were efforts

encourage use of the information by program participan

Interviews during staff visits to a out half of the participating

programs indicated that programs were using the data, or were

planning to use,it, in a variety of ways. However, the uses and

the usefulness of the measures car only be suggested in a v_

tentative way in this renort, and need to be explored in

considerably greater detail before this research cues

be answered. with any confidence.

Program ent: A Rationale Indicator;

ion can

cated earlier in this chapter, the most common procedure

for assessing quality_in doctoral programs has been rIputational

I

ratings. This procedur relies on the impressims or opinions of a

doctoral :program that are held by faculty members in other doctdral

,
programs 'Within the same discipline, or by other experts in the same

field. The result is a single, overall index of quality!

The multiple indicators approach to the assessment of qUality,.
,

on the other hand, would normally include the perceptiorlt and

Dpinions of those within the program and also would,contain

24
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Wormation about a variety of program characteristics (see Table 1.1).

The multiple, indicators procedure makes it possible to examine

departmental strengths or weaknesses in different progr areas or

featUres, and might well lead to the conclusion that, when a

departient is compered to other departments in the same discipline,

it is strong in same areas but weak in others.
3

A major premise of this study was that judgments about quality

A
in doctoral:programs will be better if they are based on multiple

indicators of quality rather than on a single indicator. What do we

mean when we assert that multiple indicators are "better"?

Essenally we mean that, when compared wich single indicators,

multiple indicator procedures have. at least four disiihet advantages.

- They (1) are fairer, (2) are more useful, ( ) reduce the problem of

"halo effect," and (4) are more likely to stimulate internal

thinking about, and discussion program achieve

A multidimensional procedure is fairer. The use of a single

d shor icomings.

indicator of doctoral program quality is virtually certain to be

unfair to

indicator

modfl for

collected

some doctoral programs. if, for example, the single

employed is ene that assumes a research and scholarship

the doctoral progr (as the quality of faculty ratings

by the ACE clearly does, for example), then docto

3"Program" is used throughout this report to refer to the
doctorate -level offerings of a particular academic unit Within a
university.- Because this unit usualy.is a department, the terms
tend to be used interchangeably. 'However, the assessment procedures
reported in,this study were not designed to evaluate nondoctorate
functions of,Universitidepartments and, therefore, are incomplete
an DI/trail megsures of departmental quality.
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programs with other'purposes will be penalized. Consider, for

instance, a doctoral program in psychology that emphasizes the

preparation of clinicians or a doctoral program in the humanities

4

that emphasizes the preparation of college teachers. Neither of

these programs Would be fairly judged unless particular attention

Were giVen to quality indicators appropriate to their program

purposes. Though the research and scholarship model clearly is

the model preferred and claimed by the great majority of doctoral

programs, there are neverthele s a number of excerptions to this

tendency. And if the purpose of the evaluation is the review of

individual programs, those programs that do emphasize the preparation

of teachers and /or practP7ioners will rot be given a fair opportunity

to demonstrate their strengths.

A multidime

1

F

cedure would'; be far more usefu

the glaring weaknesses, of any unidimensional procedure fo the

a of

assessment of qualit hether.et the doctral level or any other

level of education--is that the informa on is seldom very helpful

for a better understanding of a specific program's strengths an

weaknesses. Participant feedback aboutivarious specific dimensions

a doctoral program--such as the stucrts' ratings of the quality

of teaching, the faculty "ratings of the adequacy of the library

holdings, or the alumni opinions about he-dissertation experience-"

provide* the stepping stones. for program improvement.

onal ocedures reddc roblem o

One of the major shortcomings of peer reputational ratings is that a

2 )
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"halo effect cl,arly _,rd ad4Lanta

programs. Such halo effects occur in nne or both ways.

First, some weak departments benefit from the strong re,mtatiori_

their universities, anc thus receive better ratings than might

be warranted simply because their a ademic location. Second,

some departments may be rated on the basis of their strengths in

better days; they may he rapd not for what they are but tOr that

they were. (What mignt be called'a "reverse halo" in also occur

weak _reputation of its institutic or by its own weaker states of

yesteryear.) A multidimensional assessmer procedure, especially

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

p_ ple'in the program, would obviously be less affected by the

problem of halo. Furthermore, multidimensional procedures would

tend to move thinking away from the bipolar notion of departments

being "strong" or "weak," and might refocus, instead, on the fact

that departments are usually a combination of some strong points and

some weak points, and hp trirk iq usnal[y mstrh those sire

and, weaknesses to program purposes.

Multidimensional assessm do re, are `.ore likely to plat,

emphasis on the_process. 'f we assume that the multidimensional

approach will include a onsiderable amount of feedback information

frOm students, faculty members, and alumni, then i is clear th

program evaluation _

ess- something that happens to the program han

something that people ._n the program do together. The process of
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self-evaluation almost always c the

'byproducts of thinking aboL_, iiscusing, sting, and compromising

upon issues important to the future of a given program. Faculty

_hers who have vrticipated in :tut --1 self-study efforts

often rep..rt that the process of the self-study as every bi_-__ as

important as any summative rp, rt. cle -! pr ess can bring about

a certain amount or Internal. _. )t- L , ,. t_ for srwacuts. a,,,,

facult: but the long -range consequences for the lepartment are

,E.Iples o Mult

--n1 1

In order to illustrate several possible approaches -o

interpreting multiple indicator information about doctoral progr

quality, two contrived example profiles are presented in Figures 1,1

at Sal
in -

e
1 rinnl4tv

were arbitrarily chosen from the 30 indicators listed in Table 1.1.

s important to emph at Feely pui,(it 1Z

not ot necessar ly Ones that emerged as particularly important or

reasonable from this research. They are listed in the4e figures as

examples only.)

In Figure 1.1 an example profile of a hypothetical chemistry

department is sketched. Note that one attractive feature of this

approach is that the dppa

10 qua1f

nL4.

indipafors is eiven in comna

ing with respect to the

son with other doctoral

n chemistry. In this\ particular example, the chemistry
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Figure 1._

Ten Possible Indicators Program alitya

Compared with other doctoral programs
in chemistr this d- artment is

fte of the
lawesr

Faculty;

(1) Research productivity

(2) Teachl -, eftectiveness

moralc or -Lprl:

Students:

(4) Acadedic ability at entrance

(5) Accomplishments of gradua es

(6) Satisfaction with program

Resources:,_

(7) Financial support

(8) Library

--rations:

(9) Program leadership

(10) Efficiency of degree Production

About One of the
highest

this is an example only, constructed t=o be illustrative of the

advantages of a multiple-i licators evaluation model. The ten indicators
were chosen arbitrarily from Table 1.1.
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department is considerably abc

departments with respect to research productivity and financial

support, aomewhat above the average , ether chemistry doctc:al

programs with respect to student academic ability and library

facilities, about average in program leadership, but below average

in terms of the accomplishments of its graduates and current student

satisfaction with the program, still f rtier below the average

other departmen

r.t .77LL I

for efficiency degree production and teaching

faculty morale or esprit. In effect, thin make-believe chemistry

departmen-, when compared with other ioctdral programs in Oaemistry,

appears to be faring quite well

of doctoral program quality (e.

the 2^V'''Fi'l al indicate

research oductivity, student

.ability, facilities) that are en fairly well -known about programs,

but is not doing nearly as well on several of the less traditional

d generally less ell-known quality indicatorel (e.g., faculty

morale, teaching effectiveness, efficiency of degree production).

In effect then, itiplc

suggested here would accomplish two things: it would provide

information about more indicators of program quality than might

otherwise be considered, and it would provide all such-1nformation

about a program in comparison with measures of the same character-

istics at other doctoral programs in the same discipline.

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

questions about the mechanics of the sample profile presented in

30



Figure 1.1. For example,

would be acceptable as measures of some of the tf- listed indicators

of doctoral program quality--es,dc _lly such characteristics as

teaching effectiereness, group morale, accomplishments of graduates,

program leadership, and the like? th,_-ugh the example profile

indicates that one's on department is being compared with the data

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

doctoral programs? them? Only a chosen rew? These questions

rn

answering such questions, however, we ask the reader to postpone

major concern about them, and to continue e. -More with us the

concert and potential of 1 multiple-indicators approach to the

assessment of doctoral program quality.

have used Figure 1.1 as an example of how a multiple-indicator

approach might be used to comvre a given department's standing on a

number of important cha i leristics with tLe standing of other

departments in the same discipline. But what about the possibility

ring nnp ric,nqrrmont 1- ive to other nroerams in the same

discipline with a program in another discipline within the same

a,Tioans arc lo -ponsible, and one example

of ho,.7 aey might look is sketched in Figure 1.2. This is essentially

the same as Figure 1.1, except that in Figure 1.2 we have included

contri,ed data for two departments -- psychology and sociology--within

the ,:ame institution. The data connected by solid lines lthe

sociology department) suggest that this department's research

31
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Figure 1.2. Example of a Coparise = a t

Two Depar merits W4:7-'in the Same Institution

omplea other doctoral programs in
psychology and sociology, the psychology
and soc1j1J-gy department= at this
institution are:

Faculty:

(1) Research produc

) Teaching eff-c _v riss

) Group mo-ale or esprit

Students:
i-

(4) Atademic y at eaLcar,e

(5) Accomplishments of graduates

(6) Satisfaction h program

Resources'

(7) Financial support

(8) Library

operations.

-0 (9) "rogram leadership

(10) Efficiency of dhree production

4-

Sociology

--Psychology

of
highest



productivity is omewha- Lolow the average f other sociology

departments, but above ne average of other sociology -rograms on

teaching effectiveness, morale, and so on The ca

represented by broken lines psydloloy department) indicate

ibutlon ofthat this department is near the bottom of the

other rr Frrim

morale and program lease ahip, but tares better -,,hen it rimes to

student academic lfty, accomplishments of :acluates. and the

like. Thus, when compared with other departments in their own

re- pective discipline this institution's sociology department

seems to be in somewh better condition on these ten indicator

of program quality than is the psychology department. (Note that

the comparisons between departments are made with reference to

dep tments in the same discipline at other universities. A more

detailed discussion of this point iirwinn
/-

udcd in Lim JaeL

As with the Pict qous 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 is the

concept of a multiple indicators procedure that we are tryi to

develop. Assuming for the moment that reliable information can be

obtained about a number of the more important characteristics of

doctoral program quality, the advantages of such a procedure for

Anr%telrni reliable

information can be obtained for such a purpose is the basic question

addressed in this report.



One final point at It Tuch multiple indiraors of program

quality would seem t ap- opriae. Though there are some doctoral

program characteristics that virtually all observers would agree are

desirable ones for any dootyral pro haveoveral:

faculty morale, fog- ex- cr gi_:. ,ate w o Yfoimat wel_ in their

eless true that man,' indicators of,uhsequent care 1/7 npi-

program quality at the doctoral level m v be "good" for some kinds

_ programs and "bad" for ,- them. hough must doctoral programs

would hope for a high "score" on -1 characteristics as research

productivity or udent academic ability at entrance to the program,

even these indicator we l unif m o rsement among

programs at the doctoral level. Thus, 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

. 1,
ill= Lle U8CA

Overview of e Research

The procedures of sample selection, questionnaire development,

data r-'11 nd data analysis are detailed in Chapter 2.

Chapters 3 and 4-rilleuss the general issues of program quality

zings and ways to char cter ze different program purposes

Chapters 5 through 10 present research results on ways to measure

progrm characteristics in six areas: training and productivity of

the faculty, adademic ability and achievement of students, physical

and financial *esources, the academic and work environment, the



academic program, and alumni aievements. Lnapter U summarize

the research result anu pre-7-2ats Y--ative pr)files on seictei
A

variables for each of the three disclriines. Results of the

rea_arch are e,,:aluated in ti- -=:napter, an: 4.ays htPli

may be useful to the gradore comwelity ar, suggester'. Readers

may wish to turn to this chapter fi t, and then return to t=ile

chapter-3 that present the re,T;earc! rocedures and rosults in def:a



STUDY PP ' RES

The ba pur st and ajor cues' ions that

guided th,- of t rep ,r h are (iiscu in the previous .

-4-irer,r

parameters of --:Study that sh,,ald he noted -.ere.

1. The study would be ,vploraL, nature and, there:10

limited to doctoral programs in three arts and sciences

disciplines in 20 to 5 univers_ti,?s. The universities

would be selectec to represent the iuli range of duct r- Le-

producing univers ties in the United States.

2. The research would assess many aspects of doctoral,programs,

emphasizing the characteristics that were judged most important

to educational quality by graduate aeans and ii Die 1. _Le

Because of el widespread and continuing Interest in the ACE

reputational ratings of programs, new rating& of faculty

quality and program attractiveness also would be obtained but

only lor the limitedtnumber of programs in the study.

If at all possible, one set of data collection instruments

would be developed for use In all three disciplines, in order

to maximize th

thin disciplines.

of comparisons across as well as

ln ,oftc,11-pq nf bnfa,

qualitative and quantitative aspects of programs. aggregating



questionnaire response or claining in for .F4ti rdrt-

mental records to describe the ,grams in w,vs Chat_ permit

comparisons between programs

statis i oueh

were to be assessed ail

cc_nstr Lion of profile- and

mber vari

rn identify lhle nun,hor measur - that dam:- strate

satisfa,, re,iabt

program character

Wherever possible,

idit as indicators of important

_,.ntion would be 4 en to questions con-

cerning the feasibility and u_ility of the assessment procedures

procLdures

r7Ipt1,0,i9 nn4 n Aata colleotinn,

feedback of data to participating programs,

and ways in which the information about indivieL.1 programs

might be used by narticipating institutions.

The proposed study 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 survey of graduate school duns for the Graduate Record

Examinations Board and had developed the research mposal, con-

tra01-0,4 try The r sea rs Jere guided and

assisted throughout the prolect by a hard-working steering committee

f graduate deans who were appointed by the Council and the GRE Board.

The disciplines of chemistry, history, and psychology were

sel,lcted tor study bor. -le they represented different major areas of

academic endeavor, had we '- established doctoral programs in most

37



major universities, and had indicated on-ern about problems

of doctoral education through participation in earlier studies.

-tact with an officer in the major professi.na assoCi t nn of

each discipline indicated that there wou..

interest in

at least informal -nr uiracerceo

to participate.

An additicual roasc

disciplines was to provi

L

level of

thattd be
-' trl ino f,r nro-

study three diffi_:-_,nt

is a o__ of whether

was feasible to use one set of data collection instruments in all

the departments. The ability rho q,,m0

and forms in a number- of disciplines -d several practical

consequences. For example, if different questionnaires had to be

constructed for each di.cipline, data collection would be much

to compare programs within that discipline. At the same time,

Lheie wab 4 i4CieU L -Liuue 4LL6 LliaL weLe appL

structure, and culture of the discipline' in the study.

To help us uuderstad the r concerns in these three fie

and to inquire about them as appropriately as possible in the

questionnaires, a small advisory col- nittee of prominent academicians

in each of the three fields was appointed by the project steering

committee Each advisory co- ittee met with the researchers to

critique draft versions of the data collection instruments. and

aleo reviewed drafts of this report of the research results.



Sample Selection and

was

The first step in

o identify thoF-

fields -- chemistry, hissto1 :

these 114 _az:Litt,

-ities

anted doctoral degree= in all three

The ii9t

includes most of th- th produce ---Irtorates these

fields .J

--ofessio:

--cep on >t tecl 1 in stitutes in chemistry ld

elc7

in psv

In order tc h ure fnat the sa e would include a number

the departtnel _s that . rain tae are

field, tl,e list L ,miaprqit

number of students in ea

anting degrees these three

fiel.5 was ordered by total number of doctorates awarded in a recent

three year period. The list was then divided into tour sections so

that each section represe ted the production of one qualle/1--E)

2r7Intprl all jf the universities J.- the

specified time period. A random sample of seven institutions was

irsltorior!

from each of the third and fourth groups for a total of 26 unive:--

sities in the study sample & Oak`ard, 1963).

Table 2.1 compares ample 26 universities wi h the unit rse

of' 114 universities on public and private cob ,ol, geographic region,

and ret,u ational rating of the quality of the graduate facu3 y. The

sampling procedure produced a good distribution of institurin1

ngs and program sizes. It also resulted in a fairly unt1,--7m

diar:thution of reputational ratings across the three disci.1,



Table 2.]

CunpariEin of Sampled Inst itutlrns with All Uni rsities that Grant

Doctoral 7)-egrt-E-F; in anal Psychology

Control
Thhlic

Region

7C)

!t

67

to i

73

77

04Nort: ea6t

East 23 20 4 15

Midwest 29 259r.- 9 35

Soutll
qq 91 A

West 2% 23 6 23

Program Ratins*

OLc.7.1ztr3

3.0 or above 32 28 11 42

2.5 2.9 18 16 6 23

2.0 2.4 14 12 3 12

NuL iiLec 11

Psychology
3.0 ,r above 31 27 lq 54

2.5 2.9 15 13 2 08

2.0 2.4 21_ 19 5 19

Not listed 47 41 5 19

History
3.0 or above 25 22 11 42

2.5 2.9 10 09 4 15

2.0 2.4 21 18 5 19

Not listed 58 51 6 23

*Roose & Andersen1 1970.
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se programs at each level. There were a larger proportion -of

pr rams in the sample with reputational ratings of 3.0 or above and

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

of the stratified exampling procedure. This was, considered appropriate

because the study was particularly concerned with the assessment of

program characteristics associated with a high level of educational

quality. Each of the discipline advisory committees felt that the

resulting list of universities provided a reasonably representative

"mix" of programs in its field.

The president.of the Council of Graduate Schools then invited

the'graduate dean at each of the 26 selected universities to

cooperate in the study. Twenty -five agreed to partiLipate and

provided the name of a campus coordinator to manage the data

collettion. Copies of the invitational materials and guidelines

`'fo on- campus data,collection

Participating unive;sities are listed in Table

be found in Appenlix A.

2.

Questionnaire Development

Information 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,

department chairmen, and departmental records. Topics covered in

the questionnaires were guided by the- list of program characteristic;

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

and by'the.deans ratings of a variety of Possible program indicators.

Details ethese ratings can be found in Appendix C.
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rabie 2.2

Project on Dimensions of Quality in Graduate Education

Participating Institutions

Boston College

University of California, Berkeley

Universityof California, Davis

Uni rsity of California, Los Angeles

University of Colorado

Emory University

Florida State University (Tallahassee)

Indiana University (Bloomington)

University of Iowa (Iowa City)

University of Kansas

Louisiana State University (Baton Rouge)

University of Maryland

University of Michigan:

University of Minnesota

University of Missonri (Columbia)

New Ydprk University

`Northwestern University

Oklahoma State University (Stillwater)

University of Pennsylvania

Princeton University

Stanford University,

University of Toledo

-University of Utah

Mist Virginia University
ac

University of Wisconsin- Madison
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?lye kinds of question: -,arc included in the student question-

naire: (1) extent of agreement with several statementb about the

department '(2) ratings of the department's faculty, facilities,

and, curriculum; (3 cterizakion of students in the department

based on "critical'reeidents of outstandingly good or poor students

as identified by faculty members (Reilly, 1914); (4) perceptions of

progr emphasis on the preparation of researchers, teachers, or

other practitioners; and (5) personal information. Respondents were

invited to Aid comments about their department and.reactions to-the

questionnaire on the last page. Copies of all questionnaires used

in the:study are included in Appendix D.

The alumni, questionnaire was designed to parallel the t udent

questionnaire wiwreter appropriate, in order to obtaf- two different

viIP its about thi same aspects of graduate departments.. In addl.-\
tion, alumni were asked to evaluate their dissertation experienee9,

rate their satisfaction with the,program and,the extent to whic

prepared them for their present work, and report ppstdegree

scholarly accomplishments.

The facility questionnaire also paralleled the student que ion-

naire'in structure, although only the.set of items to characterize

students in the department and the items concerning,percSptions of

progra emphasis were exactly'identical. Other items were selected

. 'to obtain,a 'brief but comprehensive view of the department from the

faculty 14tspeetive. Faculty members were also asked to estimate

the average weekly amount of time they spent on various professional
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activ vs, end to report participa on in proteasional associations,

ications, presentations, and background characteristics.

In addition, faculty members ere asked to rate the quality of

the graduate fadulty and the attractiveness of the doctoral program

in their fields at the 25 universities in the study. The name

format was used for these ratings as that used in the American

Council on Education reputational ratings (Cartter, 1966; Roose &

Andersen, 1970. The results are reported and compared with the

earlier findings in chapter 4.

The items of information requested on the departmental profile

form were based on indicators rated important and available by the

panel of graduate deans in the earlier study (see the "University/

Department.ReLords" section of Appendix C). The information includes

the number of students and faculty members, admissions data,

financial assistance data, faculty research involvement, degree

granted, placement of graduates, and so forth. A common form to

collect this kind of information proved to be the most difficult

questionnaire to construct because there is little agreement among

--40;iersities on wive to define these charecteristici or activities.

For much the same reason, it was also the,most difficult questionnaire

for program representatives to complete. Some programs did not have

the records needeeto provide the requested informal other

representatives reported that coipiling-the information in the form

requested 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 uncertaift-y about its reliability. For these teas

selected items from this have been used in reporting

analysing results of the research. The items that were evaluated

are .irked on the copy of the. questionnaire in Appendix D.

Pikiblama with some of these data are discussed tn'Chapter 7 as well

in other places in the report. It is interesting to note here,

however, that the informati that the graduate deans said was aOsto

readpravailable on their campUses (e.g. , enroilment and expenditure

data) turned out to be the hardedrto collect in ways that would

be comparable across programs, while the judgments and opinion* of

program participants that few departments collect with any regularity

could be collected relatively inexpensively, efficiently, and

reliably.

The last questionnaire was a brief form for the departmental

Chairman tocompu_ te. It asked about some departmental practices

and experiences in recent years, requested ratings oUother

departments in the same field on the same form as in the faculty

questionnaire, and inquired about the procedures used to conduct

the on-campus data collection for this study.

Data Collection

A campus coordinator was appointed by each graduatd dean to

=nazi on-campus data collection for the study. Faculty and student'

questionnaires Were shipped in bulk to each coordinator in April of

1975, distributed and collected by departments, and returned to
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,,- Educational =Teetins Serviceby the coordinator. Each questionnaire'

-44. died by an envelope which could be sealed to protect the

2.11

silty of the reply; only the respondent's _ name and depart-

an the outside, to facilitate follow-up of nonrespondents.

its were instructed to distribute faculty questionnaires tor
ulty members who teach doctoral students, and studentAdes-

tiOn;eires to all advanced doctoral students (defined as usually

in their third year or beyond of graduate study). Guidelines for

on- campus data collection will be found in Appendix A.

Table 20 summarizes the reports from, the department chairmen

about the data collection procedures. Distribution and'' collection

of the questionnaires -eremost frequently handled by a departmental

secretary, usually through opus mail. A few departments limited:,

t queatlpnnaire. distribution to students who had achieved

candidacy status. --d therefore wer- not on campus with any regularity.

These departmenta\and thers mailed questionnaires to students,

often at considerable trouble and expense. 'Some departments also

mailed questionnaires to faculty members, particularly if the

questionnaires were distributed when regular classes were not:in

session.

About two -thir s of the departments reported that they folpwed

uronilonrespondents, usually memorandum or a personal

reminder. Most felt that e procedures that were used were at

least fairly effective and that most students and faculty members

were willing or at least neutral respondents.

Campus coordinators were requested to obtain lists of persons

who
.

received doctorate degrees from each of the three departments
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Table ,2.3

port of Procedures Used to Obtain
and Faculty Questionnaires
(in percentages)

Faculty Questionnaires Student

Chem Hist Pity Chem
(22) (23) (21) (22)

a

Foy
(21)

the distribution
on Of question-

chairman
y member

Dept. Up/ taint
Secretary
Student
Dean's office
Other

Now were the questionnaires,
distributed?

Campus mail
U.S. mail
Through classes
At a faculty meeting
At a meting of students
Available to be picked up
Other

3. Did you do a follow-up on
nonrespondents?

Yes
No

4. What follow-up procedures did
you use?

Verbal reminder (Meeting),
Memorandum reminder
Second uestionnaire
Persona contact
Other

5. Effettiweness ofrdistribu_ion
and collection procedures
Very effective
Fairly affective
Not effective

6. General response to the
questionnaire and research
Enthusiastic
Willing
Neutral
Reluctant
Resistant

9 35 24 14 19

0 17 10 0 13 10

32 9 29 32 4 29

55 30 57 33

0 4 0 0 0

5 0 0. 4 5
0 4 5 0 4 5

59 74 90 59 57 81

5 13 5 5 43 14

5 0 0 -9 4 0
9 17 5 00 0 5

0 0 0 fte 9 10

0 17 5 5 22 .10

27 4 0 27 0 0

68 87 71' 73 74 62.

27 13 24 23 2k 33

0 17 10 0 17 5

41 57 48 45 43 48

5 4 10 5 4 5

36 52 38 32 39 33

5 0 0 5 0 0

55 57 33 50 43 '9

41 43 57 41 43 57

0 0 0 5 4' 5_

5 0 0 5 4 0

45 70 57 41 52 52

18 22 29' 32 ',30 33

23 : 4' 14 . 18 4 14

5 0 0 0 0 b

47
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in 1970, 1971, dad 1972, and to send them to the researchers so that

all questionnaires,could be mailed directly to these graduates.

,Lists of alumni names and addresses were received fromfalmost every

doyenne:at; in a few cases, a department preferred to contact its

alu directly,tend a supply of the Equestionnjirrea and return

envelopes were provided for this purpose. Problede locating alumni

and obtaining responses from them are discussed in greater detail

is Chapter 10.

Campus coordinators also'distribut'ed the departmental profile

anddepArtment chairman questionnaires to appropriate respondents,

assiated'in collecting information for the profile forms, and sent

us copies of descriptive literature about doctoral programs ln the

three departments.. It would not have been possible to carry out

the study without the assistance of these staff members at the

pa ticipating universities.

_ionnaire Responses

computeIt is difficult to compute accurate realonee rates for theI
,

student and caeulty questionnaires bccams- of the method used to

distribute hem. Each department eatimated the t.o.dbar of questi

wafts' it would need; they Orre sent this numb plan about one-

third extra, to cover loss and. to use in fol.lov on'non-
.

respondents.% But it,was clear that -many thew numbers were

-very rough gueaaes. Therefore, the department chairman questionnaire

asked for the number of student and faculty qUelstionnaires that

were actualZy distributed, and these reports were used to estimate
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response rates. The number of usable questionnaires that

received in each discipline is 'reported in Table 2.4.

In general, it appears that about two-thirds of the student

questionnaires were returned, and that about three-fourths of the

faculty members returned'questionnaires. Both the number of returns

and interviews during site visits suggest that the faculty members

of most departments were canvassed fairly thoroughly, and that their-

aggregated responses represent departments reasonably accurately.

The representativeness of the student respondents is.harder to gauge,

since departments could interpret the instruction to distribute

questionnaires to advanced graduate students in different ways. The

median number of student respc ndents per department is about 27 in

each discipline, but the range is from six respondents (from two

departments that reported the distribution of 9 and 13 questionnaires

respectively) to One department in each discipline with more than

100 respoddents. Slnre all data in tyre report are s nnnarf zed by

department before comparisons are made, different numbers Of

respondents per program do not influence the statistical results.

Individual prbgram indexes based on only a few responses may, however,

be someulat less reliable than similar indexes for other programs

that are based on a broader response.

About 90% of the participating departments in each discipline

returned usable departmental profile forms and department Aalaan

questionnaires. As mentioned earlier, there was a high omission

rate on some of the individual items on the departmental profile form.

I9
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Table 2.4

Response Rates

History Psychology

Student quditionnaire
Usable individual returns 791 893

Number of programs with usable daLaa 24 25

Range of respondents per program:
Low 6 9

Median 27 29

High 104 124

Average response rate 69% 661

"Median respcinae rate 64% 712

Minimum response rate 39%' 33;

Faculty .questionnaire
Usable individual returns 511 584

a
Number of programs with usable data 24 25

Range of respondents per program:
Low 8 10

Median 21 23

High 38 38

Average response rate 801 78%

Median response rate 85% 71%

Minimum response rate 46% 481

967
24

6

27

202

692
67%
34%

598
24

9

20

61

72

74%
381

Alumni questionnaire
Usable individual returns 430 349 393

Numbier of programs with usable data

ltangi of respondents per program:.

20 18 17

Low 10 5 6

Median 20 17 19

High 68 43 ' 37

Average response rate 461 46% 45%

Median response rate 471 461 43%

Minimum response rate 26% 29% 33%

Departmental profile:- number returned 21 23 21

chairman' ue -naire:

Number returned 22 23 21

nt 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 responses-
b-See Chapter 10 for discussion of alumni responses.
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A detailed description of the programs in the study and the

Characteristics of r p dents Can be found in Appendix E. In

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

disciplined is quite similar, with about 27 or 28 faculty members

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

. Almost all of the faculty respondents held the Ph.D. degree

average of 99% in chemistry and psychology, 96% in history)

and 98% were full-time members,of the faculty.. Three items in

common on the faculty questionnaire and the departmental .profile

provide one check on the validity of the information provided by

these different sources; responses to these items are reported in

Table 2.5. The similarity of these responseb suggests that the

faculty respondents are very much like all faculty members in their

departments, at least incthe reported ways.

The descriptive profile of students in Appendi; E indicates

that student resprmdents in e,/erage program in each discipline

hid been enrolled in the program for four years or more. About

70% of the respondents expected to receive the Ph.D. degree in 1975

-or 1976. Most had done graduate study only at the upiversity being

described and Were enroll full time. In history and psychology,

students in more than 80% of the programs reported average graduate

grade-point averages of 3.5 or higher; students in only 55% of the

Chemistry programs reported average graduate school grades of 3.5 or

above. Most of the students were under 30, U.S. citizens, Caucasian,

and male.
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Table 2.5

rison of Average Data from Departmental Records with

Average Aggregated Data from Faculty Questionnaire Responses

(in percentages)

Chemistry History Psychology

Tenured appointment

irofile 85 87 74

Questionnaires 81 78 71

Outside research grant

Profile 68 10 37

Questionna
A 43

Percent of faculty with
highest degree from "leading
institutions"

Profile 84 91 72

Que'ationnai_ 87 86 73
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Data

Almost all of the data analyses have been carried out separately

for each discipline. Five analytical techniques predominate:.

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

research was o provide measures of programs that would be

useful' in self-studies and for program-renewal, consider bl.e

attention has been given to the ways in which participants itv

programs responded to individual items on the questionnaires.

The item response frequencies for the student, faculty, and

alumni questionnaires were summarised for e.,ch participating)

program in detailed feedback reports, together with comparison

data for large and small departments (discussed below). Three

copies of each feedback report.were sent to_each university.

Samples of these feedback reports'and accompanying interpretive

materials will be found. in Appendix G.

In addition-to the feedback reports to individual programs,

selected item response frequencies have been used in the other

0 analyses described below (e.g., a prog percent of faculty

with an outside research grant, or the percent of alumni

reaportdents from a particular program who report "extremely

eer preparation). Within-program responses to items

on the quasi-continuous scales of agree-disagree and excellent-

poor, as well as genuinely continuous variables such 'number

of publication's or years of teaching experience, were averaged

and the mean scores used to represent programs on the relevant

characteristies.
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Within - discipline comparison groups. Program response

frequencies were averaged for subsets of programs grouped

accordia to size or reputational rating. Two comp

groups based on program size were provided with each f.

report: the average response frequencies for 12 programs in

the same discipline awarding the largest number of doctor's

degrees in a iecent three-year period, and the average sp

frequencies for the 12 or 13 programs awarding a sv_]1(-1

number of degrees. Program representatives could compare

tabulations of responses by participants iu their pros

the average responses from programs of roughly similar s

and could also s- _ appeared to his wsry

patterns of r-isp e- for larger and smaller

in their discipline.

A similar procedure was used to construct comparison

groups composed of departments with graduate faculties rated

"d inguished" or "atr " "good" or "adequate," and

"iarginal"or "not sufficient for doctoral training" by peers

who participated in the study (see item 25 on the faculty

qtlestionpaIre and Chapter 4 for details of this variable).

For convenience, lheSe groups have been termed

medium, and low reputational groupings, and have been

used in several chapters of this report to exarine the way

in which a program indicator operates aimilarly

differently in departments with varying reputations, both

within and across disciplines. For the student and _acui,:v
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in chemistry an! seve!_ rr,.gra!!! y hn:l psychology,

all with peer rltings of thP q,ality the !,duate faculty

above 3.6 (3 - distinguished, 4 otrong, 3 good). The

low group -onsists of :x programs in hemistry and history

and five in nsychology, all wit! peer reputational ratings

below 1.9 (2 = adequate, I = nor sufficient for doctoral

Th ;Tci,IJ!Ir r=w ir no:1c ur o: 12 preen -s

.2ac.h di,cipline with reontatioral ratings b _twee r 3.' and 2.1.

Reputational ratinwete selected as a grouping va-iable

for these descriptive statistics beause of a widespread interest

in the was in which other program characteristics relate to

peer ju gments, and because these groupings seemed to provide

a useful way to consider the distribution of certain other

program descriptors. However, the use of reputational ratings

as a grouping variable shouic aot'be given undue weight in the

interpretation or the research results. there is variation

among programs within these subgroupings as well as across

all programs within each discipline,

3. le construction. Data analysis indicated that some of the

items in the questionnaires were measuring similar aspects

of a program and that the res2onses to these items could

be grouped to form a single scale score to represent

that characteristic. Combining items to form sale scores

reduces the number of individual items that need to be

reviewed, and also provides a progrem-leval indic-tor tblt



tends to be ever

of individual irem resrons,_ A tota

formed from the st clueHtiohna7-re, six s, ales

faculty questionnaire, 2-1.1A troy' the al anon quescion-

naire. The items in eac' scale, ilea -iterr and item-scAle

was c(

proi:rams

ions, and esr-_matcs .. s ale re and hom,_

F. An ana7 V.ssis of vlriance

ermine that variation between

in-program var4ance of

responsec:,: only .scales significant F value'-' were retained

use and inrerpr-etr tion of each scale

oiscusseu at_ ail ai'D

the study are rer r

poial re8a1L.s

Correlations. Fe, i-son produ ct -moment correlation coefficients

of association between twc variables are frequently used to

present reaults in this report. All correlations are computed

within disci us'
0

nrorrams as the level of analysis

(e.g., program mean ,ces or percent responses). The number

Q 4Q 4ITI-11 1/v -less hut the a reRated

variables are much more reliable than would be the case with

indiviC leasurements. it we were using nal

rather than aggregated correlations based on

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

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

before being considered ,Ignificantly different fror;t zero



ar, 1965) Obvio.:t-;

estimates of

data,

_ 7011=:e dCive

the measures represi t ae,

here is no way to adjust statistically icr

increased ?.eliabil_ Thcrefore, since this repor' is

concerned with patterns of association between program char-

acteristics rather than with differences in the sizes of the

correlations, the correlat 5ns will be Interpreted as estimates

of level of relat o ,;ip,ar statistical significance is

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 technic, ,e

is used at several points in the following chapters. A par-

ticular advantage of seatterplots is that the range of scores

across departments on a particular variable is immediately

apparent, as are unusual deviations on one or both variables

by a few dena ments. ,t lots also tend to remind the

reader that correlations represent geperal tendencies for a

p of prnerams; thou they may be hiah, there is ample

opportunity for meaningful deviations by individual programs.

1
Confidence 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 exLmple, however, the 95%
level of confidence or a correlation of .70 based on 24 cases would
range from .41 to .8o if the test is two-tailed, -Qr between .47 and
.84 for a one-tailed test (McNemar, 1965, p 138)_.



Site Visits

After all of the - collected and collated and feedba,Lk

reports had been sent to the participating de artaents members of

research team visited about hal univrsities in the sa-le.

These site visi _e intended to eain firs_-hand information from

the departments about '':err programs, answer questions about the

departmental feedback reports and the study in genei 1, and attempt

to determine some of the ways in which departments and universities

might plan to use the information that had een collected. A copy

of the I( tter to graduate deans concerning se ?tilde

for interviews can be found in Appendix A.

sit visIts 1 6,

of department chairmen and graduate deans, it soon became apparent

that they needed more time to evaluate the usefulness of the program

information they had recei-,:ed. The visitz were helpful, however, in

---"

11-sensitizing the researchers to some of the important campus sues

and suggesting interpretations for some of the research results.

Pre entat on of Research Results

This technical report of the findings of the study is organized'

around seven major dimensions of program gl_ity and three program

variables that appear to be related to several aspects of quality.

The seven dimensions of quality are (1) student )ilities and

achievement, (2) faculty training and performance, (3) physical

and financial resources, (4) the environment, (5) curri lultm; and

academic procedures, (6) alumni accomplishments and judgments



about the programs, and (7 overall aout a nrogr-m's

excellence. The last dime,-.slon, judgments, is discassed

in Chapter 3. The others are discuss,A in osier in Chapters 5

ugh 10.

Variables related Lip several aspects of quality include

discipline, program purpose, ani program size' Only p ogrnm purpose

is discusted 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 f.pur indicators from each of the six program

areas in rhp form of a multidimensional profile which can be used

to compare individual programs with other programs in the same

discipline. Measurement reliability, validity, and discrimination

between programs were considered in selecting the indicators to be

included in the profile. This chapter also evaluates the overall

resu).ts the research and suggests ways to utilize the results.

The reader with limit time, or a desire to ohtain animmediate

overview of the study, may wish to turn directly to Cl. r 11.



7 ;TRPOSE-,,

The Ph.D. degree was expected to be the end product of most

the programs in this study, thoug: programs offering D.A. or Ed.

degrees were n ruled out. Th,,L, roved to be _Ile.case; a Ph.D.

was the reported d goal of ually all. (96% to 100%) of the

student respondents in each c the participating programs. Since

this is the traditional degree for the preparation of researchers

and scholars in the academic discipl-hcs, a high level of er'phasis

on the prepara of'researchers w-s expected --oto:: _hese progran

arc at icz:t ner r2

be emphasized as well: the preparation of college tehers, id the

preparation of other practitioners such clinical psychologists,

museoln curators, or industrial chemists. Some variation of purpose

was expected because recently -a panel of graduate school deans

. --

ranked.the preparation of college teachers as the most important

task of Ph.D. programs in the humanities, and the deans reported

that the preparation of researcher and teachers received equal

weight in the social sciences. Only in the physical sciences did

most shies clearly pla em ph is on the preparat4=

of researchers. Though not as frequently emphasized as research or

tLlrhing, the training of practitioners was ranked most important

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

3.1.



The same panel of graduate school deans cipciu ed that there

are no large differences in the information needed to make judgments

about the quality of doctoral programs designed to train teachers

ce practiC)ners instead of researchers, but there are differer

r of emphasis that make it impor*an: to take program purposes into

account when evaluati.,g their duality. For 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 but especially in programs to train

researchers. Training other kinds of practitioners may require

inter or a a a: community :nvaivement mat are not

necessary in programs with other primary purposes. The purposes

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

and the ways in which these resources are allot' of course,

expectations for alumni. careers would differ depending upon a

program emphasis. The recognition of variations in era

emphasis also represents a source of pressure for the d xplopment

of ways to assess many different aspects of graduate programs, since

multiple program purposes call for multiple criteria of quality

Panel on Altern- Apprc. ches to Graduet, E- catlu 1973;

National Board on Graduate Education, 1973 and 1975; Education

Commission of the States, 1975).

One of the goals of ,his -study was to consider asse

quality in relation to program purposes. The Aphases of p;fograns



were inve ted by asking faculty

students to rate the degree of 17:oor ance

ad-anced graduate

artment currently

assigned to each of three different purpose'5 or fu_ctions: preparing

schLars/researchers, preparing college teachers, and preparing other

practitioners. Each purpose was rated on a five-point scale from

"extreme importance" to no importance- Faculty members also were

asked to rate the degree of importance they thought the department

ought to assign to each purpose, and students were asked to indicate

the level of importance of each purpose t their personal g

questionnaires, Appendix D, for exact wording and format). _en

(see

summed within programs, these data pro-ided three different vie--

each program's acdemic ia:401asis: (1) the percent of faculty and

students who perceived a lot of emphasis (responses 4 or 5 on the

five-point scale) on each purpose, and the extent of agreement

beteeal the Lwc sets ( observers; (2) the discrep iticy between what

is ano what ought to be emphasized, as a measure of satisfaction

wittL the current emphasis and the preferred direction of movement

in the event of any change; and (3) the average faculty perception

of the c Lghr

Fac

igned to ,ach program The last measure

considered the best n -1gle indicator of current program emphasis.

results I discussed in this chapter.

en arcepLt -c of Emphasis

The average percent o= faculty members who think their programs

currently "ext r

the three purposes is

_iderable" importance on each of

figure 3.1.. Jr this figure the
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Fibre 3.1

Faculty -Rated Program Purposes,
Peer Ratf,

Faculty rating of
current program
emphasis on

Preparing schoiara/
researchers,

Preparing college
tedlthers.

Preparing ocher
practitioners.

12.2 e imporcancu
,= GonsAerabie Importance

HiaLory

H L.

Peer Rating

RI

Peer Rating

Psyc Logy



p,- )grams have been g -ou d accordin- to 2er :aL

Facult_l_es of

programs in the "h ,h" gro were rate-; "strong" or "distinguished"

graduate faculties, as descri ei in Chat.

their peers, clearly d ._ifyine mo,4t prestigiou,i

-;rograms in the sample. Faculties of programs in the "law" group

were rated barely "adequate" or less than adequate by their pee

clearly distinguishing them as the least prestigious in the same, e.

The middle (and largest) groups t programs are more varier but

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

capacity to provide doctoral train ng

It is not surprising; that the high pretlge programs all place

rsr

and much less emphasis on the other two purposes, as indicated in

Figure 3.1. Thes are programs with outstanding research faculties

and scholarly reputations; rograms in the humanities and social

sciences as well As in the natural sciences are expected to emphasize

research. However, the continuing high level of emphasis on

preparing researchers among programs fn the medium and low repute-

tional groupings was less expected, particularly when accompanied

by relatively levels of importance assigned to the preparation

of college teachers or other practitioners. On the basis of the

results described earlier, it was expected that several programs

in both history and psychology would emphasize the goal of preparing

college teachers, and that a few programs in each field would

emphasize the preparation of praCtitioners. instead, only the



ow-rated programs in history assigned more weight to the preparation

teachers than researchers, ant, only the low-rated psychology

departments assigned more weight to the peparridon of prac

than researchers.

Though it is impossible to know for certain why these data do

-pot agree with the perceptions o' graduate deans that programs in the

humanities and social sciences place as much or more emphasis on

preparation of teachers as researchers ( eported in Chapter

several possioie expiana on* ,u66e0e.1.

could be ory and are not typical disciplines in

these areas cf knowledge, although traditionally large numbers of

new Ph.D. in both fields bocome college teachers. Also, more

emphasis on teaching is reported by the history departments than by

chemistry or psychology departments, a fact that is consistent with

an expectation for more attention to teaching in the huities.

A more likely explanation is that the deans' assessments of

program tasks reflected the kinds of.postdegree jobs that graduates

tend to take rather than the training they received. In contrast,

these faculty members may be reporting a lack=of specific training

for tebaching or other professional practice in most of their

programs. The lack of parf:icular training for teaching is supported

by responses to the statement, "This de?artment 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 reputa onal grouping responded affirmatively.



The only exception -.was low- p:t-grams in r tt,r , whetL

ELT-2rage of b4i of the stud al

A rd possib]e explan, ton is that, rice these are Ph.D.

program, most faLulty members could not bring themselves to

deni -ate.the importance of prep:ing scholarly researchers even

when the prograth in fact gives only lip service to this goal. Th_

possibility is supported by t<-culty view= of the importance their

departments ought to assign each program purpose as zeporred in

7 , =, r,. r?-

preparing scholar /researc

p

pmnY

lid be , inued i high - prestige

should be higher than at present in .medium- and ow-

prestige programs. At the same time, facul y members in all

programs in all fields think their programs should place more

emphasis on the preparation of teachers and also on the preparation

of other practitioners. (Only low-prestige psychology programs are

an exception, probably reflecting a desire for.slightly less e

on the preparation of clinicians.) The desirability of more

attention to the prepnration of teachers is particularly prevalent

in both history and y Otology. Some historians also think they

should 1,egin to offer some practical _raining f, veers other than

teaching.

The differences between the fields in line with the

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

industry as often as they enter academe; historians are mostly

employed in colleges and universities; and sizable numbers of the



Faculty Es te :mporr.LmL,

Program emphasis
should be:

Preparing scholars/
researchers.

Preparing college
teachers.

Preparing other
practitioners.

i,r,emistry

1 '1

?7)

71

16 7

Extrer importance

side,raple tnc

Htstory

MI 30

Dfln, -17171.1-4,m

H M L

Peer Rating

Psychology
r--

T.



alumni of psychology pt _ems are employed as clinical

psychologists. Alumni responses reported 10 confirm that

the purposes faculty think should =ie emp:' ized are more in line

with the employment hi of iecent pn 7 graduates than are=

the perceived current program emphases. The d a do not answer the

question of why more attan,tion to career preparation naF not been

forthcoming if faculty feel it ought to be part of their programs,

but the indi,atiens that t-- changes are perceived to be desirable

ut taculLy

Sepal_

encourage eitorcte. in Luis

not presented ,r the student ratingL, of

current program emphases because taev are very similar to the

faculty results. In fact, students see slightly stronger emphasis

on the preparation of researchers in programs all -enutational

levels, and slightly less emphas the preparation of teachers

and practitioners than is reports by the faculty. In terms

their personal goals, tine student responses indicate that they

endorse the high level of importance they perceive to be assigned

to the prepay -tion of researchers, but at the same time they would

like to have much more attention given to the preparation of

teachers, especially in history. Students in chemistry and history

are only moderately interested in more emphasis on the preparation

of other practitioners: however, psychology students at all levels

-,0ould like more practitioner riencati:ml.
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The strength of emphasis on research tends to deccease with the

decline in prestige of a program, though seldom more than to share ,

impuL cJkle of Lho other program purposes . This may reflect

the interests of a lest research-oriented faculty in the lower-rated

programs, and also probably reflects some differences id the

specializations that are offered. The low-prestige programa tend

to be small and to concentrate on one or to specializations rather

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

They Also tend to emphae ze the area of each discipline that is Met

relevant to applied careers: organic chemistry (industrial

appliations), American history (public school as well as college

teaching), and clinical psychology. Average student speCializatiOns

in the high- and lmd-reputationel groupings show the /0/laying

contrasts: 31% of the students in high-rated programs and 60%

the students in luw-rated programs are in organic chemistry; s miler

percentages for American history are 31% and 51%; for clinical

psychology, the figures are 27% and 46%.

In summary, both faculty members and students in almost all

programs in all three disciplines perceive that their prograns do

and should put major emphasis on the preparation of scholars/ '

researchers. Some programs at every reputaticrnal level also give

some attention to preparing students for careers as teachers and/or

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 researches.

69
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Is h _IC rep CY

One view of ti.a congruence of responses to questions Oncernink

gurrent program emphasis and desired emphasis is provided in the

preilouMsdetion. In additton, response discrepancies of individual

respondents were compUted and summarized for each dapartmen. Actual

and ideatresponses that were identical or that differed by only one

position an the five-point scale were considered to be in reasonably

good agreement and to reflect general satisfaction with the current

emphasis of the program. Differences of two poaitiors or more on

the -scale were considered to reflect dissatisfaction ant. 7airly

st- g desire for more or is emphasis on the particular training

purpose.

By the standard outlined in the above paragraph, both mtadents

and faculty were well satisfied with their programs' emphasis on

training scholars /researchers. Only in low-pre7tige programa was

there any marked dissatisfaction; here; an average of 82 to 172 of

the respondents wanted more emphasis on research.

Students, particularly, expressed dissatisfaction 'with the

emphasis currently given by their programs to the preparation of

teachers. This dissatisfaction was espelally apparent in programs

of high and medium pr btige, where an average of 25% to 37% of the
IX

students reported,that their personal goal in this area was not

being met by their program (i.e., there was a discrepancy of two

positions or more betweei their assessment of current emphasis end

the emphasis they personally would like),. Faculty also saw some
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need to increase the attention given to the preparation of teachers,

particularly in psythology (15% in each reilutational group).

An average of aboutir20% to 25% of the s:Ziaents in programs in

ll grips and4d/sciplines indicated a fairly strong desire for

More attention to the preparation of other practitioners. They were

joined by about a quarter of the faculty in most history departments,

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

, In general, students expressed less satiifactionmore

discrepaucy-Ipan did faculty members. Only occasional members of

either group advocated less emphasis on any current program goal;.

- if changes were desired, both groups were for more of everything.

Compatibility ofjliffgEnt Emphases

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

taculty or st ent resporse scale scores that were reported for each

program (5 e- one importance to l =no importance) and to .use the

average as an de* to represent the program's level of emphasis

on a given purpos Because the faculty and student responses were

very similar, and _cause .faculties tradieonally determine a

program's emphases, the average of the faculty response_ as adopted

as the index of program purpose for use thvau the remainder of

this retort.

Table 3.1 prese tl mean scores`standard deviations, and

',aterc.rrelitions for average faculty ratfngs of each program

empiisis on preparing sctvaars/researchers, college teachers,

an other prac Ationers. The bar graphs earlier in this chapter
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Table 3.1

Iuterconrelation of faculty Perceptions of the

Purposes of Their Departments

Faculty perceptions of
emphasis on:

Correlations
1 2 3 Meaner S.D.

1. Pneparing scholars/
researchers

Chemistry
History
Psychology

4.06
4.18
4.31

.40

.55

Preparing college
teachers

Chemistry 39 3.12!! .28

Histo -50 3.65 .21

Psychology 08 3.13 .29

3. Preparing other
practitioners

Chemistry -29 03 3.13 .21

-History -51 46 2.22 .49

Psychology -76 -12 3.26 .81

a50Extreme importance, 4=Considerable importance, 3 -Some

importance, 2- Little importance, 1141oimporcance
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presented only the percentage of faculty members who checked the

high and of the response scale (options 4 end 5); though the_ average

gives equal weight to all responses, the emphasis on, the preparation

of scholars /.researchers continues to be paramount in each of the

disciplines, with an average score well above "considerable. The

average emphasis on preparing teachers and practitioners is lower

("same") t d at about the same level in chemistry and psychology.

History came closest to equaling the preparation of scholars with

the preparation of teachers (4.18 vs. 3.65), while scoring lowest

he preparation of other practitioners. Mean scores for students

are very similar, though slightly higher for emphasis on research

in all disciplines and lower on the other two emphases.

The pattern of correlations betypeNthe indexes suggests that

the preparation of teachers meant ething different for historians

than for chenii.ts or psychdlogists. AccoTtling:to these data, in

chemistry and psychology the training of teachers does not necessarily

go along with the training of researchers, but the two tasks are not

perceived to be in conflict. Preparing practitioners, on the other

hand, was negatively related o the preparation of researchers in

all three fields, and there was a positive rlationship between the

preparation of teachers and other practitioners only in history.

This same pattern of relationships wa 4 when student mean

scores on the program emphases' ere cor4elated with each other.

Apparently historians interpret the term "preparing, college
a

teachers" much more specifically than do chemists or psychologis
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and in a way that,is more like the chemist's view of preparing

gradmates for applied careers in industry or the psychologist

view of train clinicians. The primary employers of the most

outstanding'seholars among new Ph.D.'s in all three disciplines

will be the major iversities of the country and, therefore, it

d not be inappropriate to pay some attention to the preparation

of e persons for teaching. However, very few doctoral programs

in chemistry or psychology set out to train teachers for continuing

careers in undergraduate or community colleges. Some history

departments. , however, do make a specific effort to train teache

for careers as undergraduate or even secondary school teachers,-

in addition 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 training of researchers in psychology.

Correlates of Projram Purposes

Aie What tends to characte ize the departments which place a high

or low degree of emphasif on each of these purposes? The answer-to

this question is importa 0 because we need to understand the

antecedents and effects of the40ifferences among programs with

'different purposes because such information may be 4seful uo

programs in which changes in purpose are being considered. Only

general patterns of relationships will be report,pd here, rather

than a lot of correlations. The correlations are repored

7
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separately for each of the three disciplines. Table 3.2 lists

correlations between the faculty indexes of program emphases and

selected program descriptors. The measures of these program

eharect ristics are described in detail in later chapters.

Facu_ty p re4epttons of their departments' emphases on prepay

researchers were related positive strongly to the research

activity and productivity of the faculty, the academic ability and

scholarly commitment of the students, the program's _ihasis on

fining scholars rather than craftsmen, he employment of alumni

in Ph.D. universities, and both peer- and self-ratings of the

scholarly excellence of the program. Mere is little or no

relationship between a program's emphasis on ihe'prepar of

er -dhers and students' views about the quality of teaching in the

'-ogram or their views about the quality of its any nmcnt for

r. arning.

these ror

eon the emphais on preparing r searchers and the activiLy

eat a high degree of correspondence

atmosphere f research in the programs. That 'a, the famity in

dilar nich ent, ,asize preparing researchers, are themselves

researchers; the faculty and students in the programs emphasizing

this putpcne were oriented toward scholarship, and the alumni

demonu vat.d r. research . 4e.-,tation in their accomplishments. These

progra A113 tended t) large, /well- paying, and well-equipped.

E-J(.7.ver, they were not necessarily, congenial or personally ve

satisfying places for students study.



Variables

Table 3.2

correlates of FaculLy Perceptions of Program Emphases

Correlations with

emphasis on training

researchers Ina

C H

1. Faculty research activity (P-Sc #3 76 67

2, Aiculty journal articles per year

(P-9-41 dnd 2).

3. Student scholarly commitment

(Y-Sc 04)

4. Percent of alumni employed by

Ph.D. universities (A-1kb)

5. Emphasis on training scholars rather

thaf, -Aftsmen (F-l-o)

5. Adequav of physical and financial

4:esources (11-2-x)

7. En .ironment for learning (S-Sc #1)

8. v4Lnlry concern for students

;5-Sc #4)

5. ',Ality of teaching (S-Sc #7)

:,tudent-rated scholarly excellence

of program (S-Sc #2)

uculty-rated scholarly excellence

of program (F-Sc #1)

i2. Alumni-rated excellence of program

(A-Sc #2)

13. Peer-rated quality of the faculty

(F-25-a)

Correlations with Correlations with

emphasis on training emphasis on training

teachers ina praaitioners ina

C H P

23 -41 41

C

80 48 37 29 -01 34

78 57 70 34 05 55

78 60 38 19 -10 22

73 32 64 48 -12 14'

63 71 61 36 -27 45

-05 -42 10 31 49 17

-05 -32 28 , 20 58 36

13 -02 61 -05 38 46

77 42 72 33 11 . 39

83 86 76 60 -23 54

4 85 69 51 -11 11

87 87 75 34 -59 28

P

-68

-57

-53

-46 -64 -46

-14 -23 -60

25 02 -21

21 12 -02'

12 -11 -52

- 16 -27 -61

34 -50 -54

-21 -55 -63

5Correlations are w thin disciplines, based on department means. Disciplines are abbreviatld:

C m Chemiltry (Nm24); H a toy P Psychology NE24).

'In this table and most subsequent ones in 64. report, the source of each manure is indicated after

the variable label. Individual item numbers from ie fAculty (F), student (S), alumni (A), or department

profile (DP) questionnaires are
indicated; copies of the questionnaires are in Appendix D. The itema

combined to form a scale score (Sc) are listed in Appendix F.

*Not available.

76
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Correlations between emphasis on training college teachers and

other program characteristics tend to be s_ what less high than

for 'aphasia on the preparation of researchers, suggesting that

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

is 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, and a positive

association between emphasis on preparing teachers and the research

and scholarly orientation of the chemistry and psychology departments,

but a negative association with this orientation in history. These

findings are consistent with the view expressed earlier that programs

train teachers should be staffed by good teachers who give_

particular attention to the quality of student-faculty interactions,

and that "training teachers" usually is perceived by chemists and

psychologists to mean training researchers who may also teach.

However, all b "t the most prestigious history departments tend to

train historians specifically for careers in teaching.

Very few.program descriptors correlates positively uLth faculty

perception of a program's emphasis on training other practitioners

in any of the three disciplines, suggesting that the characteristics

of these programs are not very well defined by the variables in the

studir.. Faculty members agreed that these programs placed less

emphasis on training scholars than craftsmen, and the students were

more likely to have postponed graduate study and begun the programs

at a lateL age. Students and faculty members in the programs as
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_al peers perceive doctoral progr- place

.s on preparing graduates for applied positions to be

less scholarly than programs with other emphases. The negative

rclatitstrship is peeaps strongest in psycloln_y,

istic of 'all three disciplines.

character-

This ace.7itional evidence that programs to train professionals

for applied careers are not given high ratings on scholarship even

by their own participants may be saying that the research excellence

of thq faculty and the scholarly commitment of students really are

not the appropriate criteria for judging these programs. These

responses may reflect the position that practitioners not scholars,

are needed to train practitioners; bright students interested in

applied problems or service careers may be more apprOpriate than

brilliant students in programs designed to train practitioners.

The lack of positive correlates uay simply reflect the absence of

appropriate questions or /options in the data colleti:

Tmplications

The different ways of looking at doctoral program purposes as

perceived by faculty members and advanced graduate students--the

ortance placed on each purpose by the program, satisfaction of

the respondent with this emphasis, and the compatibility and

correlates 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 ettention to the preparation of college teachers ar!

7 9
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professionals for other applied practice. The preparation of

researchers and teachers was perceived to be Compatible in chemistry

and psychology, apparently because many faculty members in thes'e

fields interpreted "teaching" to mean researchers who may also teach.

In history, however, some programs gave specific attention to the

preparition of teachers (in contras!; to scholars who may also teach).

Preparing teachers in history was per eived.to be more like the

preparation of students for applied careers in the other two

disciplines and, therefore, not positively associated with irlicators

of scholarly excellent.

In summary, it appears that the purpose of training researchers

is the only goal given wide recognition by participants in doctoral

programs an0 the only goal that is well-defined and well-understood

within the disciplines as well as consistently related to many

aspects of program -ucture 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 compatible with the research emphasis. The dilemma of

quality vs. diversity is all too apparent (Breneman, 1973; Clark,

1976).

Unfortunately, though this rc:;aarch attempted to be sensitive

to differing program purposes, it was %tot successful i, identifying

and measuring positive and generalizable llaracteristics of importance

.
to programs that emphasized the preparation of practitioners. Many

of the characteristics that were measured and that are reported in the
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remainder of this report are most appropriate as descriptors of

programs that emphasize the preparation of researchers or .

dhert &chem. This is inevitable, given the high level of

is assiaued L0 the prep Liva of by tho faculty .

webers of the programs in the study. It means, however, nat

the few programs that did emphasize the preparation of graduates

for applied careers had little chance to indicate their strengths.

Information in addition to indicators of scholarly excellence is

needed in order to make sound udg,._ents about these programs. Some

possible indicators in other areal are suggested in this report;

others need to be developed.



Chapter 4

V

Lnes.informafion regarding the potential

vsefulneps of departmental ratings as indicators of prograr' quality.

Two kinds of ratings information ore considered. firis t is p 2r-

ratings--the ratings of one department or program by'people in oth,

doctoral programs ithin the same discipline. Then self-ratings are

examined; that is, ratings of the department by those who are or

have been in the department--namely, the faculty, students, and

alumni. Both o_ these ,nds of ratings are very general ratings

of the quality of departments The p,_er ratings in this study,

s ell as Ir earlier srudtes. are ratings of the quality of the

faculty in a given depa. lerlt. But trev are faculty ratings

only in a very general sense, for they do not seek judgments

about specific faculty qualities or behaviors, such as quality

of teaching, originality of research, adequacy of skills.

Similarly, the departmental_ self-ratings are ratings of the

"scholarly excellence' of the program, a quality that is obviously

a collection of many distinct cheract; Lies. In effect, then,

both sets of ratings examined in this -,napter , lght be termed

global ratings of department-qual

In view of the previously expressed reservations about peer ra

especially when used for individual,prograT evaluation, one might

4-1

82

ngs,



wonder why peer raTings octi.,cted at all.

should be emph,ized thk fur tf_ous at it peer rating's

really reservations about their use as the riterion or exclusive

definer of doctoral pfogram a1itv . As one of many indicators

of program quality, howevel-, r-tings are clearly relevant and

dererve attLntinn. Thc c in this sfdv- for threo

reasons. First, we wanted -1 a rter unda-s,a d ng of peer

ratings as one of man,: hliicatnrs of program quality---leir

reliabili- , their ratf,p.sh-,,s w tb other proirr, descriptors,

and so on--in to sal:a way hat -a sought a better understandi7-2

of the many ether pro2ram characteristics e:Tlored ir this report

Second, we wanted u Lake elydntAgo of Lite upportuuit), to conduct

a partial replication of the e _Lior AnE studies, paying particular

attention to the stability of peer ratings over time and across

different groups of raters. Thi-fd, given the widespread use of and

familiarity with the ACE quality ratings, it seemed important to

obtain a current similar measure which could be used as a sorting

or classification variable in analyzing the data regarding students,

facC=tv members. Alumni, and departinpntg.

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

classification variable in analyzing other indicators of quality--

has been discussed in Chapter 2 and utilized in the previous

chapter on program purposes. Virtual4 every chapter examines the

reiztionship of other program information to peer ratings.

The first twc reasons cite(' love--to gain a better understanding

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

83
4;



obtained in earliPr ACE s__

4. 3

a, -e explored in t cha

along w=th self-ratings infor ation o_ollec from ar uent I

faculty, students, and alumni. The lyses of ese data were

guided by six major questio

(1) To what extent are peer 1 stable over time? (That is,

wha, extent do the peer ratings in our study agree with

e obtained in ent ACE study?)

To what extent. do certain m, fle,;dologIcal steps-e.

elimin,4 ratings of one's ou department or tn.

lepartment from which rate was earned--affect p

,n nrps -nt ^ ^cross discipline

su=specialtles within the doctoral program?

What is the reliability of departmental self-ratings ilforma-

on, as reoorted by faculty, students, and alumni?

(5) What is the relationship betwe t peer ratings and self-rat

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

by discipline?

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

and other departmental characteristics?

the Nature o

The peer ratings obtain {1 as fo -s. Each of the 25 uni-

versities participating in the survey was listed alphabetically in

the faculty questionnaire, an -I the respondents we e asked to rate

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

the Ratint's



institution on a sca

ficient for doctoral training."

?ortunity

eishod" to not s[

Lents wLre also

indicate that they did r. have enough information

to provide a rating. Thus,,-the scale was idcn to nat

used in both the 1964 and 1969 ACE surveys. Respondents were

instructed to consider only the scholarly competence and achie%'-e-

ments of the present faculty when making their ratings. F4sronde

were also asked to rate L attractiveness of each diet,- program

ot ootn questions, see iten in the

Faculty questionnaire Apper

Self-ratings were obtained by asking three different groups

of respondents--farnitv, titdcr s. end alumni of rh (-loon

rate the department on a variety of character- ics r'ated tc the

dimension of scholarly excellence. In some instances, respondents

were asked to indicate their agreement or disagreement with state-

ments about the department "this graduate program is one of

the best in the field"), or, -i other cases,to rate certain departmental

characteristics, suCch as the scholarship of the faulty, on a scale

ranging from excellent to poor. Thus, the self- ratings of the

departments are actually composites of ratings of -i-terent program
a

characteristics, all of which are relay i to the . incept of

schoWly excellence. These separate items were .hen combined to

form a sale sc

The judgment

a scale on this dimensioh. Details regarding thes: scales, including

,e _--osent the schblarly e-,.'-=lienr.e of a program.

:tilty-;, students, L,nd alumni are each represented by

the specific items,' the intercortelation among the items
4,



scale 'abilit

scholarly excellence --.1-1es

and KTumni Scale

The'Stabilityclfreer Ratirigs

The 1969 ACE study ORoose and Ande

reputational L__ings data obta:1-,H L thei

obtained five years earlie (Ca

i970) compared the

St vey with those

et. i966). The ratings were

(if

that were Included i hot studieA, the correlation between quality

ratings e>.eeded .9u in 6 cases and was below .80 in only on.a

inst nee (.79 for Pharmacology).

were able to comnare the mean ratings of the prof rams in

our study with those obtained stuay.
1 RLese data z,re

ented in Table 4.1 and offer clear evidence tLit, in general,

ratings of faculty quality are extremely stable /er time. The

new ratinv co ratings by all faculty questionnaire

respondents from e, J.:A or ,4.) univers- ties In rice beudy,witu we :e

asked to - only programs,
\

in those 25 universities. The ACE

data wt __,iected from a smaller .number of faculty members

at a much larger nmber of unive7 who rated almost

every granting program in the

respect, the ratings obtained fro

eld. In this

he two s dies are not

114e woui 1 like to take this opportunity to thank Cha...les

Andersen ci the American Council on Education for making the

l969'ratings data available to us for thi'.-; analysis.



Coml-isct -f r)7:

1975 ETS Stud, and 1969 AC: Studv

Chemistry History f!YL-111B2L

It4JAAPM: Raakiw

1975 1969
(E17) (ACE Diff.

De-t
a

2

3 4 -1-!

4 3 -1

+2

-2

+2.5
+3
-1
-3

+1
-2.5
+1
-1
_N.2

-

(.4

F

S 5

6

M 7 9

9 7

D 10 12.5
Y 11 14

X 12 11

V 13 10
I 14 15

B 13 12.5
N 16 _7

A 17 13

0 18 i

K 19 19

C 20 21

L 21 20
22 22

H 23 23

RHO = .99

1975
ETS)

1969
(ACE, Diff.

1975
(ETS)

1969
(ACE) Diff.

Dept

2 1

+1. 3

5 +1 4 6 +?

5 3 -2 3 5

6 6 6 7 +1

7 8. +1.5 4 -3

9 7 -2 X 9 8 -1

E 10 8.5 -1. P 10 5 -1
N 11 11 - F 11 19 -1

K 12 12 N 12 11. -1
C 13 15 +2 K 13 13

14 B '4 15 4-1

L 15 13 -2 A 15 19 +4
A '16 18 +2 V 16 14 -2

X 17 16.5 -0.5 C 17 17

0 18 16.5 -1.5 I. 18 18

V 19 19 - Y 19 16 -3
Y 20 20 - H 20 22 +2

H 21 21 0 21 20 -1
J 22 21 -1

RHO = .99 RHO .98

lent1ficatIon letters wc,e assigned randomly to each university in thr

study. No university or program is =dentified by name in this report.

Note: Some departments included in ti 1975 study were not ratL, n the

1969 ACE survey. For these departments a comparison was therefore
not possible. As a result, the number of departments compared are
as follows.: Chemistry = 23, History = 21, and Psychology =



proceduraily idencicai. -, ciihkir;g U pregra7-, w

were raced in h..)Lh .,,Luaies is ch.-.n4eL chly sl. es f/dicaeC..

by the high rank order i) curt:gilt.; 4:17. :=; Tri r 7 17 y or the

correlation. between LL 1969 ACE ratings and the current F:1- ratings

was .9,, one department's rating was three ranks Oigher in the

current study than in 1c,o9 (Depattment Y) , anohet's mean ratlng

*as three tanks 'ewer lnd all others- -,:ere either

ea or An one or Lwo ranks in hiscor7, where the cor-

r- 7:] T: 14-711-

p. by mot- tha.-. r, plec-,8 !a either clir,,ction.

ce ciw cc tJat Lo-1 rat ,;

Pevartmen -c1(:. A ir_prove,1 tLi ranl,ings by four places, the

ronkings 0 an Y decreased by three places, and

other rnir el-net icenr1c1 or within one or two raaks.

Thus, ev,--2n though the overall agreem&nt among program rankings over
P

the six-veu spark it dramaric, Lt ca be Sr en that there were several

sizable iedividun nrogrn-1 shift i"Jthough reputational ratings

Exe-detinitelyotuble enough over dirterent raters ana over Me

tu pemit us to be conf!ient tha' the, reliable, at the same

tim- the data cleriv sou,est 4

ratings idual nroams.

are some changes in the

1312Ault9c:=ali v Program Attractiveness

Ect. of the ACh surveys asked faculty respoadeut5 to rate two

separe!e of gniduate hr-igrams: the quality of the faculty



at_rectizeness

;1.

or each of he 16 disciplines inc3.ud rutty, '.he

elatioas between raoti_ty quality ratings procrn attract4ve-

ratings are either .99. The ro,Llatlt)n tween the

questions ,vas also hi,1;h for data obte:cned the t,4 survey,

no co relarionse

port eh in Table 4. r., the e

auality tn.

-iutrebt

to botto-

das also _-y

chemistry, only one depart

wren the faculty

n1-. -

The =e rt _ latIons, reported at

plines. In

was different by more than

one pce the c'o ratings (Depar,I. X, whose attractiveness

rat in ..'as Lw. Itlstot v, ranks of

departments difF -ed by thr.-o places (Departments C, B, and L), and

_ esychology, Depar T recoive

wart four r

tractiveness rating that

lo h-n Lhe rating of the quality of its faculty.

)n me great majority CL three Iieids, howevet, tc e!

Actually, the instructions to respondents in born Au, surveys
inOicatei that they were to rate the effectiveness of the doctoral
progrr,-, and in fact effectiveness is the word both reports use when
r^ferri7g to the data- 4owevLtr, the response options on both clues=

'conneires we Actually different points on an attractiveness scale
ranging from extremely atcrac:ve" to "not attractive"). For this

reason, aid he feeling that raters would often have no basis for
judging a p.Jgrar's effect'veness b.lt could offer their awn impres-

, pions it lttractiveness, we opted for tractiveness as the more
appropriate and meaningful of the two conk4,ts. For the specific
wording of ins .ructions to respondents, see item #25 in the Faculty
Questionnere in Appendix D.
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Aae

thin one ran.. o 0 the

the facult7.

It would therefore app

distinguis,1 between

t..; for gr_adua.te students, or, morn .e1. that the were

ce racer wore either unable

a program',-; and it

Able to set he conceptu

most imporar.:= fA._

ne stud nts _ the qu,

case, data su

For most rf _ t

ra in ha\ chose;

slmriv felt that the

-rogra75 1rtract4

-radua e fac. lty. In n ler

onl.: one c t the r__o measures is no ,ssary.

do with peer

ratings the, quality of 1 y.

ret,brt

Ratings of One's De-artmentThe Effects of Including

In making thng: ngs of the quality of the faculty in or g

in this study, -eondents were in_ ructed to rate the faculty in

.heir field at hfthe25institut-ionalied.)These 25 depart=
?

ments obviously included ttie department n which raters were

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 tinted in Ta,le 4.3. In this table

the mean ratings for each of the 25 departments in of th.1 three

disciplines are given for three differer rating conditions:

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

department and the department from, which the loctorate was earned

ms



Comparison of Ratins c.)?3,11ity

anc1c,r k,3artment from 'A'1.1:;1 T)c it, -as Limed

'Chemitry list ry

I
a

2-
c

3- L
"- 3c la

2b
3c

)apt.

P 4.80 4.EL 4.83 4,66 4.67 4.6,J 11 4.6: 4.64 4.65

469 4,7n fl 1.45 47 4.42 4.1t5 4,48

T 4.23 4.23 6.29 4.14 4,14 4,16

W 4.12 4.17 4.19 4.31 4.32 G 4.08 4,09 4.11

k_{ J.0, _.00 ,,
F 3.59 3.'12 3.66 3. 9 3.88 3.92

3.47 3.47 7 47 k(-) ) 3.84 ) 87

E 3.45 3.46 l).48 .45 3.45 3.47 0 3.63, 3.60

C 3.32 3.33 3. 3-41 3.4a X 3.53 .54 3.58

D 1,08 3.08 3.0k F 3.41 3.4) E 3.50 3.52 -i,56

-v 3.01 3.01 3.06 2.98 2.98 3.04 F 3.40 3.,2 3.43

A 2.99 3.00 ,U,)

V 2.85 2.86 1.93 2 53 2,54 2.58 K 2.90 2.91 2.95

I 2.72 2.72 2.77 7.46 2=47 2.56* 2.82 2.83 2.90

B 2.55 2.56 2.59 2 6 47 2.56* I 2,53 2.53 2.56

N 2.55 2.55 2.56 1, 2.41 -41 2.47 A 2.47 2.47 2.54

A 750 2.50 2.52 A 2.33 2.33 2.39 V 2.42 2.42 2.55*

0 2.36 2.3( i.45 2.13 2.20 C 2.39 2.-9 2.43

K 2.18 2.18 2.21 2,1'4 2.14 2.18 L 2.34 2.J4 2.41

C 1.86 1.86 .88 :_66 1.66 1.70 Y 2.25 2.27 2.32

L 1.78 1.78 -80 1.39 54* 1.89 1.94

J 1.67 1.67 1.70 Y 1.30 1.30 1.38 H ). 5 1.65 1.79*

'S 1.43 1.43 1.48 J 1.18 1.18 1.28* 0 1. . 1.65 1,76*

1.42 1.42 1. R 1.04 1.04 1.11 J Ji 1.51 1.54

R 1.02 1.02 1.0) it 0.90 0.90 1.02* R 1.14 1.14 1.20

Mean 2.86 2.84 2.69 z.id 4./t) 2.9) 2.36 3.30

a
First column of mi within t-ach discipline arc clean" ratings; that

is, ratings which zy.clu? Loth currnt emrinyIng department and department from

which doctorate wal earne!.

bSecond coLumn of ratings within each discipline include department from

which dot -orate was earned, but exclude current em- )ying department.

inlIrd co umn of ratings wirhia eac=1 'isciplioe include both

from which doctorate was earned a . curt-nt empleyr pattment.

*
These departments are ones fot which there a difference of .10 or greatr

een cols. 1 and 2, 1 and 3, or 2 and 3. See L t for elaboration.



doctoi ito was earned ni co: !-_-,7c,J, and (3) _ratings

include both cur mplovt merit and the depa-tment from

hich the do^torate was earned. The ratings are base, en a

point scale rang-_ag from zero (not sntricient to award a

doctc' it 1:0

L appal ntr.

troy

'liable 4 3

lich t

one.

-rate was earnPi are

.rom include in analysts makes little differenco on

means) or the relative rankings of

progress. Across all 25 departm, nts, the means ratings z chem-

istry vary z,y ont) .03, from _ 5 when both current and degree- grantint

.tot s are _..;:cindcd

range in means a- Js these

The

ratings conditions what

grea or in history (from 2.78 to 2.83) and psychology (2.95 to 3.

but in no .2 of he thre disciplines is the dif ence very large.

Lonpc, ,v,

varie' by, more tha- across the three rating ,conditions. in

History, Live grog -m means vari _ by or mace (oepaLLWe.

1, V, J, and H) and psychology three department means varied by

this amount (1.)cpartr its V, Ii, and o).

that the histr dep _nts with any appreciable \aria=

rion in means aerosr the ratings donditions ane the

departments w

three psychology

an appreciable variation are all ,departments



w:opse ratil.Fs ten._ 17

Tr ot q t---

p- ratings tend to rate Ywn depar'le7lt faculty sii .tly

higher than do their mcers otiler departments, whereas the self-

ratings of fact Lcy rated r-ograms afe vi:tually identical

with those of theiL cee-s in other programs. Is also it-eresting

t') note that the mean E t rrings o: p ,i,:2h-Aogists is t e highest

on the L:hree dl6ciplines, followed by the ratings of her Lst

and historians, in that oroor

We have already indicated that ratings undei each tf the three

c 1--e very similar ti1i, of the two pssible sources of

bias in he ratings--Thicludihg tie department from which the doget

was Came and including the raters' currc t ,:mploying department

it would appe ';t ' 1ror sourer- of has is of more concern.

The ratings that excluL poth c-rrent and -egrer-granti.:g departments

(in Column 1 in Table 4.3) are vi: cually identical with the ratings

that exclude only the cu,rent employ Ag lepartment (in Column 2).

-1,-4--

department (Coltmn 3) that differepces are observed. ( ,nsequently,

throu&Loui Lhis LopouL vu, rLIdlyS ui7 pee LaLitigs will iefer Lo

ratings that exclud' the cul:ren: employing departmr t. but include

ratings 'of the deparLment from which the doctorate was earned.



The Probli711

ne Cr

raking the ratings Ai:e

pf the programs

abut the quality of

le to

facul

n:v_or rat aanv o.f those

with many

= than a stereotyped gf_ss

The recnest for ratings of the

quality of the faculty' at the vari As departments in the study

gave each respondent , opt a: ndicating that he or _le did

not we thoug, information aba,`r a department to offer a rL

Mepn quai

-h

ing,; were then based onl responses of those

rating and who th-refor-2 resumh_ly fel* Oa, they aad

enough information lbcut e de,artment to make a j!-dgment.

Information about ,lationship betv=,e- peer quality ratings

and the number rar is pr n _al Table 4.4, departments

]I.ted in the order o the rated quality of their ulty.

As would expect, the I limber of raters is largest for the depart-

ments with the highest rat-10 and smallest for the deparrments

with the lowest ratings -n all thr, gelds. The numbel of rater'..

frnm 419 rn 241 in rh f-ry (for Devir?-ments U and 11).

482 ti 196 t-.7) history (for Departments P and H), and 5C1 to 186 in

pcpa-t---- rn all three fields thP

10 or 12 departments -d by 400 or more respondents, but

thereaftc_.. t,.e tv be: at intormed raters drops oft rapidly.

Mase data make it clear that a large number of raters refused

rate departments when they felt that th

information to do so. The much

did not have sufficient

ler number of raters for the



Chemistry Hisry

Numlwr of S.P.

Dept Rank rates° raLiog ot ink raen

P 1

U 2

T 3

W 4

Q 5

F 6

M
7

E ,

G 9

I) 10

430

439

422

424

420

409

41 ,/ -, T.

416

410

4J Li

0.51

0,62

0.67

0,72

,1 Q,

4,7S

,77

0,72

0.75

I.

Y 11 354 0,55

19 7 n,

V 13 350 087

I 14 350 0,30

B 15 366 0,76

N 16 365 0.88

A 11 348 0,81

0 18 321 0.78

K 19 298 0.92

C 20 323 0.78

L 21 276 0,91

22 308 0.80

S 23 255 0.86

H 24 248 0.80

R 25 241 0.80

I: 3

!t

1,i 6

D
.

/

,
k,

,
,.,

F

11

12

0 13

B 14

1 15

L 16

A 17

X 18

0 19

S 20

V 21

Y 22 '

J 25

R 24

H 25

_

02

465

447

443

422

430

ci
367

151

325

326

343

292

JJ9

325

297

23

230

228

2

196

Number of rum do uu iadude L rging

number of respondents in each discipline.

o: S.D, of

ratigs

P:lyhology

Number of S.D. of

Dept Rank raters rating

-

0.59

0. i

0.70

0.73

0.80

.82

0.81

0.86

0.88

n

U 1

p 3

c. 4

1; 6

0 F

X 9

7 ln

501

474

495

447

482

455

451

445

454

Or,

0.72

0.73

(.84

0.80

0.82

0.82

0.89

0.92 t=

0.87

n.R!

0.93 F 11 439 0.87

0.95 N 19 418 0.94

0.91 K 1.3 369 0.93

0.95 B 11 386 0.91

1.04 1 15 317 1.03

0.99 A 16 352 0.84

v 17 21 11.94

0.95 C 18 347 0.84

1,06 L 19 307 0.87

_.11 Y 20 309 0,92

1..1 S 21 216 0.96

1.09 H 22 220 '0.98

0.97 0 23 224 0.80

1.03 ,24 227 0.80

0.92 R 25 186 0.81

A16,1014nol See Thhle 2.4 fnr total

97



iciwrra!-2d

At the same tiny s'. tc

is sufficiently Large

the standard deviat ,a1 of

ratings

th,-se

e

ratingsthat Is , the. tendency for the

as 'not consi-tent' y greater for the departments

with the smallest number of rarers than it was for departments with

the largest number of rate.-A wen ratings are based co

very small_ numbers, concern ut these matters is justifie:!, In

this case, however, there appear to have been enough raters of

even the least prey. us depart tents to warrant a confident

ment that the ratings are

Program Subspecialty Ratings

stable.

In-spite of the many studi, that have been conducted on the

reputations of academic departments in graduatt education, we were

familiar with no previous attempts to examine the reputational

ratings of departmental subspecialties. The,frequently.referenced

ACE studies asked respondents to rate departmental quality, giving

no attention to the possible variati of quality among the various

aubspecialties within academic departments.- Since all faculty

members in.the subject pr.:grams were invited to make ratirgs in

this project,' providing a large and heterogeneous group of raters,

we decided to obtain faculty ratings of subspecialties within

The 1964 ACE study (Cartter, 1966) did examine total progvam
ratings in English depart tents separately by raters whose area ©f

specialization we. American Literature and Britihh Literature, but
the subspecialties themselves were not rated.

9



artments -

eAam_Lae th

depar

which the

t r

-Pe altids -' and,

(,eneral peer ratirc; are

xter,7

ed er

-eneous or homogeneotis3. ,uin-department remit t

The faculty questionnaire ked respondent; to indicate the

discipline ard the one subspecialty with which they identiiied

i-,ast closely.

(see ipm ?.!24

Then respcndents

the attrac

at 25 unive

noml-er of subspecia ties -d to.; discipline

e asked

vont 01 the

the stu

'131(1'2 -nait-7'

r- the qualityof the faculty

of th-i- on subspecialty

The format of the quested

ratings was the c-ame :hat used for the verall program ratings,

with the fadultv _ subspe ;a1Lies rated as being distinguished,

rong, good, adequate, marginal, or not sufficient to ciffer doctoral

training. Respondents were also given the opportunity to indicate

tha t they did not have enough information about a subspecialty to

make a rating. insufLicient inforruatiun pies ly war. almu Aim

appropriate response if the subspecialty was not offered by a

particular program.

subspecialty ratings data arc summarized in Table .

reL thin/ that is apparent - 'from the ratings of faculty quLlity,

subspecialties is that, like the ratings of all f;14ulty in a program,

they are very high;/ corr'elated with ratings of program attractive-
,

ness. As reported in 4, the lowest correlation between.



Jn-

uorraiatins of subspe,7
faculty ratings

(2) (3)

lization

(4)

Range in Ratings cif Number Subspecialization
number all fac ltv of attractiveness

Subspecia)ties of raters' in dep.:- raters ratings

Chemistry:
Analycicat IJ-

Bidchemical 11 39
Inorgaaic 35-62
Organic 80-121
Physical 70-151

History:

(2) Ancient 6-23

(3) Medieval 15-35

(4) Modetmo. 52-131

(5) American 75-169

(6) Third-World 24-68

flycherogy:
(2) Educational 1-4

(3) Measprement
(4) Pecsi,nality 6-19

45) Devetonmental 9-40
(5) ExpYimental 64-168
(7) Organizational 7-18

(8) Clinical 26-97
71-77

22
48

19

55

99

99

4 32 .97

91 73 98

99 48 99

98 15 99

95 L 80 98

79 18 88

91 22 97

38 66 93

85 3

98 45

514

78
RR

77,

50
63

99

.97

9,
-99

allefers to greatest and smallest number of raters for the
department "or subspecialty. Thus, for example, the biochemistry
subspecialty at one department was rated by only 11"raters, whereas
in another department that same subspecialty was rated by,39 raters.



subspecialty

or Educational Ens *cholog>)

It was also true. of alI subs ` "ialtios that ratings t,;ere

ghcr when there were larger numbers of raters consistcn`Iy

posit _ correlations n Column 3).

which received lower subspecialty '.-at

known departments

subspecial T

were r

known and more prestigio-s,

FImply trwa..s that ugraillb

4

Winded t'N be 0 lesser-

2r 'pour w:l.areas departments

opt respondents tended to be better-

n

among subspecial was nevi( tr

With respect to the _ rPlarions between overall ratings of

program faculties and rating s of :iubspecialty faculties, these are

reported in Coin-fan in histcry, all subspecialty faculties were

rated in very mucl, the same way as the total program faculties were

rated, as evidenced by the fact that all inte co-relations exceed .90.

T the eyes of historians, then, subspecialty faculties that receive

high quality ratings are virtually altays found in departments with

-.as true varied

ct.rrtng nub 11 FA 1,.ins. in ry denarfments'a hteh relationship

between subspecialty faculty ratings is also the ulial case, butthere

tionanalytical ohemio

a tendency for the more highly regarded analytial chemistry programs

to be found in the 'higher-ranked chemistry depar,lents., s evidenced

by the positive .40 correlation between the total faculty rating

and the rating of analytical faculties obviously. there are some

notable exceptions to this general pattern in Lis ficld. :,There

are als exceptiov for -0 rg. nizational Psycrology.



Taken togettzer tine data in male 4.5 do not make a very good

,/ case tor attempting to improve precision of total program

ratings by including4rsubspe-ialtv ratings. already discussed,

the correlations between subspecialty ratings and total department

ratings are generally ve--.:y most case' F_ high as

make the separate ratings unnecessary. Beyond this, however,

there ire everal Logistical difficrlties inherent in subspecialty

ratings that make the procedure even more questionable. First,

there is the problem of the number o4 raters. As shown by the

data in :_te tirst column of Table 4.), certain subspecialties

ued ratipgs by very limited number of respondents.

In psychology, for example, the Education7A.1 and Measurement

PilhQrPri

_Other subspecia

r were given nnlv one rating.

ere also give atings.by a very small

mbar of respondents, ometimes because there simp:' were not

y faculty members who identified themselves with the subspecialty,

sometimes because those 4n the same subspecialty did not feel that

theyknew enough abo,:t ,ubspecialty faculties at some of the other

unive ities. In adiitio, there is the problv. the effect of

departtu3tal "halo" on the subspecialty ratings. bly setae

_I.

subipecielty ratings were simply extensions of totlal departWnt

ratings. -That this occurred As suggested 6y ;act that some

department -ceived ratings for subapeciLli g that not
11, --

available in departr4ens.



The Relationship Between atincs ri

As indicated earlier in this chapte

p.

2 1 f atings information

was also obl:ained from facu '-nts, anc alumni of depArt-

ment. Various questionnaire items having to do with perceptic, of

the program's scholarly excellence were combined to form three scales,

one. for each group of respon 'ent . included ratings of faculty

and student cholarship and research e=-° clence, student origi alit: and

commitment, and the degree to w'lich 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 in Appendix F.)

Table 4.6 pre ents the intercurrelati n- between these three

Note of all, that each of the thee self scalds is fairly

highly correlated with the other two self-rating scales. In chemisy,

for example, student ratings of excellence rr programs

-omelet elt .84 with program scholarly excellence as perceived by

the faculty, and with scholarly excellence.as perceived by the

alumni. (InterarrelatIons among the .three self-rating scales'are

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

correla nns Imdicate a fairly high degree of agreement between the

self- ratings of faculty, students, and alumni T lowest agreem6nt is

fouA in history, perceptions of the faculty and alumni agree

with, eact. other taan eifhcr one does with the perceptions of

`students.

/



Indicator

Progrdrn ",-;,111rY

1. Student-rated scholarly
excellence of n-ogram

excellence of pros

3. .11umni-rated soholarly

excellence of rogr

4. Poor 1,Atiligi of quality

of facutv

Correlations

3 4 Mean S.D.

2.79d
2.8.9

.25

.25

p 2.93 .35

.42
H 54 -- 2.86 .27

P 7. 2.88 .34

C 7 84 3.14 .39

H &. 72 3.26 .40

P 73 75 3.33 .30

C 67 , 71 78 2.86D 1.03

P 47 82 74 2.79 1.14

P 76 78 89 2.9: .98

N,Le: C Cerr.istry (N24 Trograms)
II Listory (N 25 programs)

P esychology (N - 24 )rograms

14*Excellent, 3.Coo,d, 2.Falr

ioistinguishd, 4-S rong, 3Good, 2A4quate

I



Besides e fact that so-1 -ratings o: three rt t Cci

to be in general agreement, the lther important fact in Table 4.6

that all th ee selt-

ratings. That

within a given deoartmeot

to ly related zo peer

ult , Aents, alp

ene-raI OOrrOSOO:n to oi-

that same department as held !Iv. acuity in the sa-, discipline at

other irc,titutions. Not surprisingly, then degree of this agreement

is lo--

sings are

respectively. a rule, tnere is less agreement about program

student ratings, where the -orrelat_ons with peer

and .76 ie his for and psychology

ratIn -hot4 peer t ings =ici his o y departments.

The ratings , ong historians tend to agree, but not so closely

f tbnqp in the nthpr rwn disinlines.

The Belatiemt. -ee

'How do prog

ti and Other Pr ram Characteristics

ratings--both peer-ratings and self-ratings--

correlate with other program characteristics? The answer to this

question is extremely important, for it has enormous implications
4Iw

tic cvalzatio 1 " gr Tf fnv. oy0Tornla

program ratings -- peer- ratings or self-ratings--are consistently_an

very strongly assu wLeki tics dial are generally

accepted as reasonable indicators of program. quality, then there

would be a convincing case for heavy-rAiance on ratings information

in makingsummative judgments about the overall quality of a

doctoral program.



charateristics Ltave 7, n been ci

of quality and have received EtV1

literature. In addition, however, wan

as reasonable

in tae researcn

See how ratings

information -a, related to several "nontraditional" irl cators

program quality--characteristics of doctoral programs that a riational

panel of graduate deans believed to be important quality indicators,

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

systematic way. (lbrrelations of ratings with a few traditional

gur

ik,a. &AAA

a ized in fable 4.7. Note that the index of self-rating -hosen

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

excellence.

Several interesting findings emerge he correlations

reported in Table 4.7. First, it is clear that peer ratinga/(given
/

in the first of the two columns under each discipline) are rather

highly correlated with several traditional indicators of doctoral

program quality. In this respect, the findingr confirm those

reported in numerous other studies ( Beyer & Snippe , 1974;

Elton & Rose, 1972; Hagstrom, 1971; National Science Board, 1969).

Furthermore, the peer ratings are more highly correlated with the

traditional indicators than are the faculty self- ratings (in the

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

characteristics define program quality, it would appear that peer

ratings conntitutea fairly valid measure of overall program

quality, and a somewhat more valid measure t an faculty self-ratings.

OH



c7orrelations c' Pc,crtr 7=Atincs and ''-aultv Self-atincs with

Vrious Other Indicators of Program Quality

Chemistv History .isychology

Peer Self- Peer Self- Peer Self-
Rating Rating Rating Rating 'Rating Rating

Traditim al Characteristics:

Size (FTE cit%dents) 84 63 68 55 60 45

Faculty publications
(last years) (10 68 50

.7
7 43

Faculty research acclivity
(F-scale 3) 73 61 78 62 86 69

Ph.D. from "leading" insti-
-tutions (F-15)a 68 60 74 59 80 53

b
Selectivity 24 30 70 71 =21 -29

Nontradltor
Characterists:

Environm I-. for learning
(S-scale _;

4
_t_ =48 n1 nn

,., ..

IA

Quality of teaching
(S-scale #7) 24 00 13 52 72

Excellent career preparation
(Alumni, A-4-abc) 58 66 -05 05 39 47

anLeading" Institution reters to programs with peer ratings of

3.0 ("good").

b
Ratio of number of stu nts applying to number admitted.
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However, though the correlations with these traditional indicators

tend:to be fairly high, it is important to note that peer ratings and /

self-ra4ngs are4 not correlated equally highly winl' all-of the tradim,

tional indicators of program quality across all three disciplipes.

Peer ratings are very highly correlated with publications in'chr.mistry,

for example, but, the relationship is not particularly high in history

or psychology. And student selectivity is fairly highly correlated

with peer ratings in history -'but-not highly correlated in chemiitry

and psychology--whe're, in fact, there are slight negative correlations.

When we examine a few 'characte'ristici of doctoral program that
f

usually are not measured -characteristics', it is worth repeating, that

graduate deans indicated ale important ones to consider in making

judgments about doCtoral program quality - -it is clear that quality

aLiL :.imply do not correlate in any

are fairly_highly related to quality of teaching in psychology, but

tent TAy. Self-ratings

not at all in history; neither form of rating is highly relateto

the department's environment for learning (vibe& there are even'some

negative corn. ations). Whereas peer ratings were consistently more
=

highly correlated with traditional research-oriented characteristics

than were self - ratings, the opposite seems to be the case for the

nontraditional characteristics. However, neither form of rating is

very hi hi correlated with the nontraditional indicators.

'Of! Findin s Regarding Pro ram RatingsSumma

The focus of this chapter was on global rating of graduate

= program quality, including ratings.made by those in the same



4.27

disciplines at other universities (peer ratings) as well as ratings

by faeuity,students, and aluMni within he depattment ings

The purposes of the Chapter, were to examine several methodological-
0

questions with respect to peer ratings (e.g., their stability,

whether to exclude the rates departments when calculating

tetings, etc.), to examine the.relationship betweeh'peei ratings

and self - ratings, to,consitivr evidence related to the "valldity"-cif

ratings information, and to offer judgments about the appropriateness

of ratings information as an indicator of doctoral program quality.

The basic findings of this chapter are these:

--Peet ratings arp quite stable over time. The relative

rankings of the 25 departments in this study were very

similar to the rankings of these same departments based

ondata*gathered six years earlier.

--Nevertheless, peer rating6 do appear to be sensitive tqb

changes in individual departments. Though the overall

rankings were quite similar, shifts of three or four ranks

did l'occut4 for some departments.

- -Peer ratings of the quality of a department's faculty are so

highly correlated with peer ratings of the attractiveness

of doctoral piogram that very little information seems to

be,added by-including a rating of program attractiveness.

4

difference'In obtaining peer ratings, it seems to make little difference
I

whether the rater current emptying departments or the

departments from which the raters earned their doctoiate are
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. ,

excluded from the ratings. Neither the absolu ratings

.nor the relative rankings of,progtams appear to be affected

to any extent by this logistical question.

% t
--Rating program subspecialties dpes not appear to be a very

promising alternative. Most subspecialty ratings are very

highly correlated with total program 4. tinge and thus

provide very little additional information. 4:Urthermore,

there are few potential raters in some subspecialties, and"

the lack of familiarity with a number of progreme results

in sq. few` ratings that one must' be concerned about their

reliability.

--Self-ratings of the scholarly excellence of a program by

faculty, students, and alumni are in general agreement,

though the, extent of LAreement is not as high in history as

it is n the other two disciplines. All three (kinds of

sell - ratings correspond fairly closely with peet ratings.

External judges thOse, within departments seem to be in

general agreement about the academic excellence of the

faculty and related program elemento.

-loth kinds of quality ratings are highly related to program

46phasis on preparing scholars /researchers, program size,,t

and the training and research involvement of faculty. Peer

ratings. re somewhat more highly correlated with traditional,

research- oriented indicators of-program quality thin-are

eelf-ratings, which appear to be 'somewhat more 'highly

related to less traditional program-characteristics.
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--Indicators of a number of other program characteristics

provide information aboit the quality Qf a program that

is not conveyed by peer ratings.

I



Chapter 5

FACULTY TRAINING AND PERFORMANCE

Discuasion in the prov4ents chapter concerning peer ratings of

the quality of grAduate faculties is only one of many indiCations

that the Characteristics of a prog ram's acuity are among the most

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

doctoral level, often literally true that the faculty members

are the program: students enroll to study 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 increases prof2ssional awareness of the

department. Peer ratings cif faculty quality are one way to measure
%

thisdimension. In addition, this study-assessed several more

specific characteristics of departmeilt faculties by averaging self-

imports from members of the faculty and ratings from their advanced

graduate students.

The assessment of facility character'st cs concentrated on

three general areas: the training, knowledge, and skillthat

faculty members brought td the task of doctoral education in a

particular program; (2) the quality of the teaching by a program'

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

professional contribution of a department faculty members.

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

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

5.1

12,
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they relate to one-anothe)- and to a vetiery f program characteristic

will follow.

Ailing and Ability
47!-

A brief profile of. the backgrounds of faculty members who

completed queationn.aires for this studyvill. be found in Appendix E.

Almost all of the faculty members in every program (96% to 99%)

reported an earned Ph.D. degree. Au average of 70% to 80% of the

faculty members in each.program in all three disines had been

ewarded by,prot Lion to associate or full profebsor and held a

tenured appointment A m jority-'had more than 10 years of teaching

experience. All of these characteristics of faculty members are

F°- ible indicators of their scholarly training and skill, and one

would want to inquire about.them when evaluating a doctoral program,

but none of them offered sufficient variability to be very useful

as a program descriptor in this study.

Three possible measures of the degree origins of members of

e
the faculty _r investigated. Faculty questionnaire respondents

indicated the university from which they received their highest

degree, and the.1959 ACE ratings of the quality of the graduate

faculty in the appropriate field were assigned to each reepondeut..:

Three scores were rhen computed for 'each prograiu (1) the average

pe-r rating of *programs from which faculty members received their'

highest degrees; (2) the percent of faculty.. who received doctorates

from "leading institutions" in their field (peer rating 3.0 or above

1
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-o-- and Ander_ 1970); and (3) the percent of faculty who

*dyed doctorates from the most prestigeous programs (peer ratings

3.5 or abovi). Table 5.1 gives the means, standard deviations, and

intercorCelations'of these items. Most faculty imembere (an average
4

872 in chemistry departments, 86% in history.departmenr d 7,?2 in

psychology departments) receivJd their highest degree from a "leading

tnatitution in their field. These results are consistent with the

very 'strong emphasi d the traiaing of researchers and scholar/

teachers in the top prestige programe, discussed in Chapter 3, and

with'the-tendency'for graduatesOof top prestige programs to be

employed by Ph.D.- granting universities (see Chapter 10). The

.measures Are so, highly correlated as to be practically inter-

r

changeable.

Both'students and faculty members within each program were

given an opportunity to evaluate the scholarship and researa

:ability of the current faculty. Though student judgments that

faculty knowledge and scholarly ability are "excellent"-vary some-
,

what With the prestige of the program'a faculty,. ore than SO% of

the students In almost all programs judged the faculty to be

"excellent" or "good," Faculty members viewed"the academic.ability

of their col eague. Aomewhat' ore'critically, and in ways that are

more consisten ith external peer ratings. Items reflecting faculty

and student ratings of the faculty's scholarship pre included in,the

scales to represent the quality of teaching (discussed next) or the .

academic excellence of'a program (see Chapter 4).



Table 5.1

In eicorrela ions of Measures of the Quality of Progr

from whiCh Faculty Received Ph.D.'s

@

Source of.Fh.D.

Correlations

2 3 Mean S,D.

k. Average peer rating Ca 3.88b .16

of faculty quality H 3.83 .47,

P 3.42 .138

2. Percent With peer C . 87 87 11

rating 3.0 or above H '95 86" 16

P 3 -- 73 21

Percent with peer. C 55 50 71 19

rating 3.5 or above H 97 89 22

P 90 81 21

Note: Peer ratings Used in this analysis were collected_
by ACE in 1969. Variables 2 and 3 can be obtained for f7aculty
in any program from data._ published in Roose & Andersen, 197O.

aC = Chemistry (N=24) , h = History-6=25), P = Psychology (N24).

b5- Distinguished, 4.-3trong, 3- Good', 2- Adequate, 1- Marginal.,
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i of Teaching.

;he cluaIity of teaching ire ,an educ4 tional program is an

tan t _spegt of quality regardless of a prosam'a-purpose.

evalmtions of indivilual courses and instructors have

team* fairly well accepted at the undergraduate lw*L. Though

*valuating the teaching of dotoral studetts is a compl

since often tue instruction is relatively unstructured, most

chairmen of chemistry as,and psycholOgy departments iu the study

reported.that there were regular depattmental procedures for the

evaluation of courses and instructors by doctoral students

(73%and71% respectively) and also that most individual professors

obtain course evaluations from Heir doctoral student 64% and

67% respectively replying "always" or f ten") Fvaluations of.

instruction are not quite so common in history departments, with

,57%,reporting systematic procedures and 48% reporting fairly fre -'uent

use offcourse evaluations by individual faculty memIners. Nev2rtheless,

the department chairmen's reports suggest that departments are more

cducerne ( about the quality of teaching ittiegralduate programs than

oiten is assumed.

__e way to obtain an index of the general level of the quality of
6B

tepching in a program would-be to average such student assessments of

)individual courses and faculty members.' However,.there are eevers'

7:)tical limitations to this procedure, particularly ii compara-

bility across programs and disciplines is desired, because of the

different procedures-that are used by different universities and,

even*y-different departments within universities. Therefore, the



procedure selected for this study was -to ask students to make

general ratings of the characteristics of their graduate faculty

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

questions asked for judgments about faculty preparation cour es,

helpfulness to students, excitement for new ideas, teaching methods,

and overall quality of teaching. Responses to seven such items were

combined to form scale ea,to represent the quality -of teaching

experienced by adwinced graduate students in each program. Details

of the student scale No..7, Quality of Teaching, came found in
I

Appendix F.

(h.
Thole 5.2 lists most of the items in the scale and the a- age

percent of students who rated the faculty "good" 'exc . in

prograps grouped according to discipline and to peer ratini,of the

graduate faculty. The most notable characteristic of these responses

is that they do not vary very much fro .one grouping of programs

anokher, suggesting that there are some good and Some not so good

tea$I re to be found in programs at all reputational levels.

St1zdents halie a high opinion of the knowledge possessed by their

fa8aty members. ey also find them reasonably excited about new

ideal in the:field. But only half to two-thirds of the studentWin

most programs think that the faculty provide very useful criticism

of theik work, help them deal with classwork- use arptopriate

teaching methods, or in general are very good teachers. The scale

score toted from these observations will be used to characterize

aprogram'i quality of teaching throughout the remainder of this

report.

17
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fable

Percentages uf Students Rating Faculty Teaching "Excellenf" or "Good"

j
Averages of Program Percentages)

0: g

1. Useful fecultirattloisM of my work. ($4-
.

felpfulases in haling' with clasavork

$0.201) . 4

1Lsouladge of the field f8+6

I. kitnt for no Ideas in the field

\(12-j) 4

93 71, 88 ,85 64 7L L\.'

53 65 61. " 82 70 84

1/4

65 59 66

47 69 13

99 93 85

75 66, 86

61 66 88

98 9i 96

a

Overall fluidity of teaching (S-2-k)

41;011141teness of teaching methods (e.g.,

Selliaarsi lectures tutorial, audio-

wievel Aideotto0)' (S-20n)

a-

A

I

69 69 11

49 59 0

97 94 11

db

78 68 11

67 68 Ai

56 59 55 68 59 72 58

'B. Iiihipasr-rated guilty of the faculty (N u'6 pr grams:in thami th 7 in hist-

psychololy.). .

AM Midis palmated /nifty of the faculty (N l2.progres

L Low pier-rated quality of the faculty (N 6 programa in chemsky and history,

5 in pfycholly).

. ,

leo

Ii

4

ti8 I ,E



Research Productivity.

t frequently cited indicator of the research emincnce

r

CA individual faculty members or departments Is their publication

record. Seveial studies haVe developed.elaborate systems for
.

evaluating the quality as well as the quantity of publications by

indexing the quality of journals in which pub4cations appear or

by counting citations to published material (cf., Cole.& Cole,

1967; Clemente, 1974; Drew, 1975; Porter E. Woifle, 1975).

Such procedures are more acceptable to members of the academic

community because they seem to take into account the varied quality

of professional materials that may find their way into print.

However, there are a number of methodological problems with such

measures and in addition, they require detailed data from

or about a laTge numbAr of individuals within each discipline.

There is consider hle evidence that self-reported counts of

publications, despite their obvious pot al for are highly

related to indexes bf publication quality in a n fields

(Jauch & Clueck, 1975). Therafore, we adopted faculty self-reported

counts of publications ,nd scholarly presentationELas the measures

of faculty productiv1ty ltn this study.

Measures of the most traditional indicator of research produc-'

tivity, faculty publications, were Obtained by asking faculty

members to record the number of journal articles and single chapters

in books, scholarly book reviews, authored books, edited bookit or

anthologies, and monographs and manuals that they had published in ,

1 1 9



heir entire professional career and in the last three years (1972-75

The average percentages of faculty members who reported publication

01'
of various numbers of documents, grouped by peer rat.ng of the

quality of the faculty in each program, are reported in Table 5.3.

Reports of Muthored And edited books and monographs have been

coabined.

Discipline differences in publioation patterns are apparent
.

from the data in Table 5.3. More than 40% of chemistry respondents

reported more than five journal publications in their careers and

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

total ©'- re than 50 journal publications to their credit, and

16 or more journal publications in the last three years. Psychblo-.

gists are not quite so prolific, but they appear to follow the same

general pattern. Historians reported publication of many more

scholarly book reviews and more during their entire careers,

as well as in the list three years, than did professors in

the other two fields.

The different patterns of publication by discipline probably

reflect the different traditions and expectations for. publication`

that are characteristic of these fields. Chemists almost always

collaborate in their research, frequently publish reaults'as o

of sev ral coauthors, and tend to publish several articles on

different aspects of one research effort. Therefore, the average

er of publications for faculty members in a chemistry department

is almost certain to be higher than the average for most other
/

__ciplines.

1 2 0



Janie ).j

Faculty Publications and Presentations
,(Average of Program Percentages

Chemiatry History/ psycholAsy

Product Number H M

_ofessional dttieles and single 05 10 ,4
chapter in books, total career 6-25 21 32
(179a) , 26-50 19 31

'Scholarly book reviews, total car
(7-9-s)

51+ 48 33

None 55 53
1-5 33 33

4, 6-25 10 5

3. One or more books or
career (F -9 -a)

26+ 1 2

_ographs, total None
-1-2
3+

Professional articles and single
chapterkin books, last three

Oryears (F -9-b)

Scholarly book reviews as three
years (P-9-b)

or more books or monographs, 1
years (,F9b)

1 Ores
12 Months (F41)

ions in last,

53 55
28 29

19 16

3 8
17 31

6-1 42 42
16+ \ 36 19

None 71 72
1-5 26 25
6+ 2 2

None 72 69
1, 18 19
2+ 10 11

La H N L

5 4 40 52
54 51 AO
30 12 5 5
9 4 2 1

70 16 18 29
22 18 20 22 /
32 37 40 29
1 26 21 17

61 13 ,21 30
23 32 37 33
16 54 42 36

10 11 16 23
51 71 74 60
33 15 8 13
5 -- 3

401 20 23 35
3/8 51 50
1 F 5 8

15 34 36 ',.26

71 40 47 53

14 25 17 20,

3-5

12 8 29 18

H M

14 14
38 45
32. 28
15 12

43 .A6
, 44 41
12 10 -.

0 2

43 45
32 28

, 25 27

5 6
39 43
50 44
6 6

71 63
28. 35

.

1

58 '57
21 22
20 20'

I 1

1-2 30 31 38 40 46 30 37
None 6 11

I

32 30 21 2229 42

10 19

6+' 46 27 '13 18 9 8 22

a,.
footnote, Table 5.2

,
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The pattern of collaho coat'h,-,rship rnd emphasis on

journal articles rather than books is also characteristic

psychologists, though the frequency of publication is slightly

than among chemists. Historians, ho -ever, have a different pattern.

They tend to work alone rather than in llabora, .on with others,

and to work on one major scholarly proIect at a time.

this project Is likely to be a book, Lilough they

U

individual chapters as journal -r_lcles while the book is in ocess.

4 .1, 'rt. a rrirlpq than chemists or Dsvcholo-

gists. Historians also publish more schoic ly book reviews,

perhaps because there are more books to be reviewed as well as

because they carry more weight as scholarly contributions than do

book reviews in the other two discipline:

Faculty members also were asked to report the number of times

in the past 12 months that they had presented some of their research

results or other scholarly material as a colloquium speaker, visiting

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

The average gram frequencies by discipline are presented as the

last item in Table 5.3. Again, chemists are most prolific, but

there arc no great differences bet ween she Hiqriplines. Most

departments averaged a median of 3 t 5 presentation. s per faculty

member in the prior 12 -n___

The self-reported data on faulty productivity were used to

construct four measures for use in other analyses. First, the

number of professional articles, single chapters in books, and



scholarly booL revic yero com ined Lo f -,1-71 on aunt of journal

publications that _ .Ad be r nahly c nparable across the three

disciplines. Then, becaue the total number of :Publications in a

faculty member's caree- in part,a function of the number of

in which shy r he has been a professional in the field- the total

number or lournak punlications

since Lhe prson had

av,,age oar 0 race publication.

iveraceci tai thin nrocrams

Lese i dividual annual

a measure of the long-term

productivity of the faculty.

The average number professional articles, single chapters

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

faculty members within u department was adopted as the second index

of departmehLdl faculty productivit

our-rent level of performance in this area.

indicate the faculty's

The third area for the assessment of faculty scholarly

performance, the publication of books or m-ndgraphs, posed problems

because of discipline differences, the relr,tive infrequency of

publishing books, and failure to find any satisfactory way to weight

hook and article production so that they could be combined in any

defend(ble and acceptable form. Therefore, the percent of faculty

members in a program who had published one or more books or mono-

graphs was adopted as the measure of this variable in this study.

It is a measure of the extent to which a prop 'a- has faculty members

who have made a major contribution to their field through the



publicetinn of or or more rail

of books tha', they have published.

The fourth index of re-

measure of the

=h r.roductivity, number of presenta-

s in the past 12 months, is a-, air.: ige of zacuity reports within

program.

Scholarly Activity- and Recontion

It can be arge-i that publication rates are important, but

sufficient to repre .:at the research and scholarly excellence of a

faculty; journat ar ides or buck 6 ate only

f facnl

.the loeg

h (-FrortJ and contributions to their profession.

Curren active involv,ment in researc.. also important, as is

contact with colleagues tnrough refereeing articles or editing

journals, serving as officers in professional associations, and

earirina review rOM and sit visit teams.

One section of the faculty questionnaire asked respondents to

indicate the4r nvq,^1-4 vIr. 4,4 Ivoriot of prOfAR. al areas.

R sponges to five of these it were combined to form Faculty

Scale No. 3 on Research Activity (see Appendix F). Departments
A

with high scores on this 'scale employea more fa _ity members who

reported that they had:

-- received an award for outstanding research c scholarly writing.

-- edited a journal in their field or served as a member of a

journal editorial board.

-- refereed contributed r-rrioles for a professional journal in

their field.



received an titutione,1 or research zran

in the current year.

received a nonuniversity grart or contract to support their

research

This scale is used in rh roses

er prof__

presented in Tab._ :).4,

,resent tr, level o fucu

her wit . their reports the number of

days away from campus during the past year for professional a

such as meetings, s)eeches, or consu,ting. It is important to

find )ut about such activities when investigating individual

pr( cams, but t items did not combine well to form a scale score,

and-they

this study.

oo numerous to Lse individually in most analyses in

they ill receive only occasional mention

in the remainder of this report.

walatiorisbi

The interrelationships of these measures can help us answer

several questions. Do tacu who perfoi'm at a high level in one

area tend to perform highly in all areas? Are the p__r ratings of

faculty quality, discussed in the previous chapter as additional

measures of faculty performance, related to the more objective

measures of scholarly productivity and professional activity? Does

faculty research activity complement or detract from teaching

rformance? The intercorrelations of eight measures'of faculty

performance are presented in Table 55,together with the means and



sable 5.4

Percentages of Faculty Reporting Selected Professions

Actiyitie., and RecogiT. ns

(Average Percentage Answering Yes"

Chemistry

H M La

history

H M La

Psychology

H M La

I. Have you served on government
or foindation review committees,
site visit teams or national
advisory councils in the last

three yea,:a-: (t -o-a)

2. Have you held a postdoctoral
Jr.ellowship? (F-8-b)

3. Have you received a serious job
inquiry from another employer
in the last two yeq-s? (F -3 -c)

4. Have you received an award for
outstanding teaching? (F-8-d)

Have you received an award for
outstanding professional

. practice? (F-8-0

6. Have you held office or served
on boards of a natione1 profes-
sional association or organiza-
tion? (F-8-g)

Have you held office or served
on committees of state or
regional professional organiza-
tions? (F-8-h)

Days away from campus on
professional activities in
past 12 months (F1.0

days
6-15 days

;6-30 days
31+ days

14 18

59 70 63 41 32 19

54 44 47 62 55 53
si

17 18 22 , 15 17 31 8 11 12

14 11 6 8 9 13 3 5

34 38 20 58 44 39 41 .35 17

25 45 48 42 4 8 25 32 36

13 18 23 27 43 31 18 2 39

32 44 55 45 39 50 47 46 39

33 22 11 16 8 12 29 20 12

17 15 6 1 6 5 , 6 6 9'

aSee footnota, Table 5.2
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Tab

Intercorrelations

t_ 3.5

Faculty Performance

Measure 1 6 8 Mean S.D.

_a
1. Average annual number 3.2 1.0

journal publications .5

entire career 2.4

2. Average number of 1.0 3.8

journal publications H 51 6.9 1.5

in last 3 year,: P 82 7.. 1.7

3. Percent who publioiied C 33 39 -- 35 14

a book, entire career 1 24 55 75 12

s
ID

4. Percent who publisher] C 14 26 84 -- 23 14

a book in last 3 years H 34 47 77 -- 50 15

37 58 81 -- 29 14

Average number of C 76 80 12 02 4.9 2.2

presentations, last H 75 48 12 16 2.5 .9

12 months P 11 32 67 41 -- 3.1 1.2

6. Research Activit C 63 69 54 37 55 -- 2.7 =5

scale (F-Sc-103) 70 43 50 37 65 -- 2.0 .4

40 61 60 44 60 -- 2.2 .6'

7. quality of TerIchine C 12 -03 05 -11 -14 11 2.9c .2

scale (S-Sc-#7) H 43 14 14 00 39 15 -- -3.1
P 28 27 58 23 79 59 -- 2.9 .2

8. Peer ratings of faculty
clualiry (F -25 -a) 55 50

34

52

19

37

64

56.

73

78
09
00

--
,

4.7
d

--2.8
1.0

1.1

33 47 57 40 45 86 52 -- 2.9 1.0

aC Chemistry (N = 24 programs
H = History (N 25 programs
P Psychology (N 24 programs

:-Average number of "yes" responses to five i

c4 Excellent. 3 = Good 7 = Fair

d_
5 Distinguished, 4 = Strong, Good

1 2 7



5 7

The two measures of the prod .ct u t f 1:tlies reported in

Table 5.5 suggest a contin ity c level of activity; faculty members

who have produced a large number arts t throuca out their ear( rs

also tend d relatively numbers )f articles in the

last three years. similar conclusion applies to the p ihiicatieri of

books. awever, the a 1-- cr-relations between the average annual

number of articles pr,cluced faculty ad the percentage of

faculty members who product honks suggest that these two types of

publication activities are relat!vely independent.

expected, the number Presentatluus in ttie past 12 alouths

were mof' closely aligned with the production of articles than with

the production of books. The research activity scale correlates

relatively, highly with all of the productivity melures, as do peer

ratings of faculty quality. The quality of teaching scale, however,

lv measures somethinv suits different. for the correlations

with almost all of the other performance measures in chemistry and

story T-1 norart,i-rninerv.

very low. These results strongly suggest the relative independence

of faculty teaching excell as prceived by students and the

self-reported research involvement of faculty members.

When interpreting these results, it is important to recall two

things: correlations can be misleading, andone of the goals of

this project was to find way to evaluate individual programs.

see how these points bear on the faculty results, consider the

relationship between the average annual production of journal

articles and the peer ratings of faculty quality in history, as

12



in Figure 5.1.

5.18

plots peer rating} of history

faculty horizonta,ily and avera,,,.e Innua ibt cations vertically,

with individual programs represented 1-:y randomly assigned letters.

Lines havv been drawn to indir.,to the 71t,,, ;,t- each iable

Perfect agreement between the chatact'ris uld be represented

by 1 diagonal line from -the love- left to upper right corners.

Although the correlation 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

piogram review, the zacuity of Department the most productive of

all, has one of the lowest ratings, and the faculty of Department C,

which has a rating just below that of Department K, averaged nearly

twice as many articles per year as K.

Figure 5.2 shows the relationship between peer-ratings and the

average number of articles produced in the last three years in

psychology. The faculty of Department H near the bottompf the

peer ratings, is about as productl -e as that of Department M, the

second most-highly-rated department. The faculty of Department I

was more than twice as productive as Department K', yet it was

rated slightly lower.

Recently it has been suggested that the rate of faculty publica-

tion in key journals might be used as an objective measure of depart-
.

mental performance in the sciences, since it has been shoes to

.
correlate highly with the ACE ratings of quality (Drew 6 Karpf, 1975).

The correlations in Table 5.5 suggest that self-reported counts of

publications in chemistry might do as well, and they would be much

j,2 9
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easier to collecr.

chemist

self-reported or coun f . I iographir!s or olsrnal lists)

probably are much loss - ful mule

only

cator -1 in

fields outside the hard scie fact, the mail' s age of

the intercorrela _ons thes e r asures of faculty

performance is that each -Intl of them contr some unique view

of a department's cha cte-r No le measure is

_

suffic ent to as ss

1-

The m -ures described in th,e previous section are concerned

with three majt

.culEtiurnianLe

faculty performance or of

aspects of faculty performance: the quality of .

their work as teachers, their current involvement with research-type

activities (such a ediLiu6 pL _Lu!tal

and Obtaining research grants), and their contribution to new

knowledg4 in their tields turougn publications. in thiS section

we will at one measure of faculty performance in each of these

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 investigation are the student scale on the quality of

4

teaching, the faculty scale on research activity, and the average

nlimhpr of journal rublt,ati l in Hi; last three years by a depart-

ment's faculty members. in last ,Idicator was selected from among

the several productivity mrasures in able 5.5 because it seemed to

I34
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represent most accurately the current status of a program with

respect to faculty scholarly contributions to eaz.. diacipllne.

'Able 5.6 presents the correlations of these three measures of

faculty performance with a variety of other departm- _al descriptors.

These data indicat- that:

student ratings cF the quality of teaching in all three

disciplines are--engly related only to student ratings of

the learning environment (8) and personal satisfaction with

the education they are receiving (9), and to some extent with

tacuity res.carcn involvement In psycnoiogy.

-- only in chemistry are the number of publications and the amount

of research activity both highly related to the research emphi-

of the prow (1), sourees (3) , travel away from campus (5),

and outside research grants (7).

but in all three disciplines there Is a strong re:ationahip

between the size of the program (2) and the number of recent

faculty ihurnal publications (despite the fact that the

publication index has been adjusted for the number of faculty

members in the department).

-- the research activity scale correlates more highly with a

number of other research-related program desgriptors than

does the publieatiet. measure in all three disciplines,

suggesting that this may be a better single indicator of the

research performance of a department's faculty.

programs ith faculty members who are actively involved in



I,A.e 5,6

Correlations of Three 'asure f Faculty Performance

_4with Other Departmental Descriptors

I

Program Characteristics

1. Program emphasii on research ,(F-2-m)

2. Size: FE doctoral udents (DP-5)

3. Faculty-rated adequacy of physical and financial

resources (F-2-x)

4. Faculty-rated scholarly excellenLp t program

(F- Ic-11)

5. Faculty days away from ,ampus

6. Experience: years since receiving d rate

(F-14)

7. Percent of faculty with outside research

grant (F-8-1)

8. Student-rated environment r learning

(S-Sc-11)'

9. Student satisfaction with program to meet

their needs (S-Sc-#3)

0. Alumni: extremely good preparation for

scholarly research (A-4-a)

1. Percent of alumni currently engaged in research

or research and teaching (A-18- )

Quality of

teaching

scale

C H

Avg. number

journal pans.

last 3 yrs.

C H P

Research

Activity

Scale

C .H P

13 -02 61 84 21 28 ul 76 67

22 01 29 77 48 61 73 61 51

34 00 60 56 09 30 75 66 71

24 13 -2 68 27 43 61 62 69

-16 20 29 71 31 11 58 40 16

17 -22 25 19 03 -04 33 14 51

04 27 46 67 31 37 '51 87

52 63 58 -16 -25 15 02 -49 01

68 89 77 27 16 27 30 34 56

13 25 -19 60 46 24 51 60 43

-07 04 02 22 06 49 -25 67 521

*See footnote Table 5.5
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research and publication produce al ani who saw ti,at program

prepar, them "extemely well" for careers in schrott,y ,feeat,h

(10) Laid these alumni tend to take jobs invol log research (11).

(The negative cc elation flsulky research activit

and percent of alumni in research positions in chemistry

prccahly reflects the high T.: cent of chemists who report an

appTied or pi,ctiti- major I__ ftv in Indus

The correlations bet _yen f c ultyr age or experienc.Q (years since

receiving tha doctorate, #6 in Table 5.6) and measures of faculty

performane suggest a relationship of any consequence only in the

regearh Lctivity of chemists and imychologists, M re experienced

faculty members were not viewed by their students as better teachers,

but experience perhaps gives them more visibility and more opportunity

for research activity.

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 ho

spent in.research end writing usually demonstrate the opposite

relationship to these variables. However, there ace many mixed

relationships between faculty reports of the ways in which they

spend their time and other measures of program c«arac terisLics,

suggesting that time estimates are not very valid indicatorsrof

program activity.
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scent question in highor education, at the graduate as well

as the'undergralluate level, is the relationship between the research

effort of faculty members and their skill as teachers (cf., Fulton 6 Troy,

l974) Mist graduate prograMs emphasize faculty research and Publica-

in order to provide good learning experiences and good teaching

for the young scholars' who enroll in the pro ? Table 5.7 reports

the relationship of a program's-faculty research activity score

and the average number'of journal articles published in the last

three -fears with svariety of program indicators related to the

learning environment and good teaching. Thou some of the co -ela-

tione.have been reported in earlier tables, it seems useful to

bring,themtogather in this way to examine the question of resear'h

vs. teaching.

Before investigating. these relationships, Jerhaps it would be

useful to Point out the .difference between a program's emphasis on

preparing students. for positions as college teachers, as discussed

in Chapter 3, and the performance of faculty members as'teachers and

as advisers to student.. The attention given by a program to the

training of researchers, teachers, or practitioners is not necessarily

related to the performance of the faculty members in that program as

teachers or as researchers. However, the weight given to the

performance measures might vary depending upon' a program's

purpoies.

Of the variables related to good teaching tha are lis_ d in

Table 5.7, only alumni reports of their dissertation experiences 0).

I
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Tab

of Faculty Research Activity and Publications,-

with Eight Variables Related to Good Teaching

Teaching Measures

1. Student-rated quality of teaching
(S- Sc -il)

2. Student-rated environment for learning
(S-Sc-#1)

Student-rated faculty concern for
students (S-Sc-#4)

4. Student assistantship experience
(S- Sc -tB)

Studen43: learned a great deal in
department (S -1 -o

6. Alumni dissertation a er enoes

(ASe#1)

7. Faculty - rated humaneness of envir

went (F-1-m)

8. Pacultyrated quality,of,faculty/
student relations (F£2 -d)

Research
ActiiitY

C H Pa

Journal.

Publications'
:

C H. P

11 59 -03 14 27

02 -49 01 -16 -25 15

-11 -24 12 -13 -21 -14

34 -13 66 43 25

42 07 -04 19 11

-- 41 .48 54 41 28 29

32 -10 16 12 -15 25

-19 03 1? -11 25

aSee footnote, Table 5.5
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are consistently p -itively. related to the research activity an

pliblication rate of a program's faculty. Satisfaction with student

assistantship experiences (4) are positively related to faculty

research efforts in chemistry and psychology, no doubt reflecting

the large number of research assistantships in both of these fields.

As.noted`earlier, there appears to be some positive relationalip

between teaching quality and research activity in departments of

41

psychology. But, in general, the pattis one of a low or

negligible relationship between the two variables. Teething and

research appear to be relatively independent dimensions, suggepting

that departments could be excellent in.one area and poor in the

other, poor in both, or, as would be the ideal, excellent in both

areas. Given the limitations of finances, it may be'essier for

faculty members who are good researchers to substantially improve

their teaching than for those who are good teachers to substantially

increase their research productivity. In any event, research and

eschinuare relatively independent dimensions for assessment When

igating program quality.-

Summary_and Implications

The quality of a doctoral program's faculty probably is the
4

single most important characteristic associated with the assessment

of 'loves quality, as reflected in the widespread use of peer

`ratings of the quality of a program's faculty as the index of program

quality. On closer investigation, however, we find that there are

several difft pacts of faculty training and performance that
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contribute tq a total picture of the quality of the faculty in an

particular program, and that these characteristicto are not well

represented by any single measure. Some of the major findings

are-that:

-- assessments of the quality of teaching are most closely

related to measures of the learning enviroument, discussed

in some detail in Chapter 8, and are relatively independent of

the research activity or publication productivity of the faculty.

-- research productivity, as measured by the publication of

journal articles, book reviews, and books or by the

presentation of research results at scholarly gatherings,

varies by discipline and can be measured in a number of

different way4 with somewhat different implications for

program assessment.

-- the research activity scale, reflecting ng faculty involvement

with professional publications and financial support for their

research, relates more consistently with other research

variables across all three disciplines than does any one

of the publications measures, and may be a better single

indicator of faculty research performance.

-- faculty background characteristics such as highest degree,

tenure, and years of. experiente do not demonstrate differences

between programs that are usefully related to measures of

program quality. The degree origin of faculty menthe measured

by peer ratings of e programs from which they received their
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4r

highest degrees, is somewhat related to othe measures of program

quality, but serves mainly to document 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 pro--

Three measures of aculty performance, in addition to peer

ratings of faculty quality, were seledted for particUlar attention

in this chapter,. They were student aratud-quality of teaching as A

measure of-this important part of every faculty maaber's:profa

responsibility; mean number of journal articles and book reviews

published in'the last three years'io represent a department's curr

research productivitY and scholarly contribution; and research

activity as reflected in a set of items concerned with journal

editing, article ref_ Lug and university or external financial

support Forresearch. Other items, such as professional recognition

through honors, awards, or offices in professional associations,

could be added to the list. However, these three seem to capture

the major elements of faculty performance reasonably well, and each

adds\ something unique to the inderstanding of departmental excellence
)

in this area.

X40



to arsdua

STUD

Chapter 6

TIES AND ACHIEVEMENT

ility and commitment the students who are attracted

programs and who stay to complete degrees also are

ortant. elements in a program'a achievement-oneducational

excellence. Ideally, there would be comprehensive information

About the academic ability of the students entering each of the

departments in the study. However, this information was much

more difficult to obtain than we had expected. fewer than, half

9f the departments could report average Graduate Record Examinations

test scores for their most recent entering students, and almost all

of-the average scores that were reported were in a tarrdw range

betwman 600 and Ia. Also, some of the a-

test scores of only a small percentage of he

ptogram in any given year. Therefore, department- reported GRE

!MOTOs were not considered sufficiently available or reliable to

include in our data analyses. We did not ,isk student questionnaire

respondents. to report their own test co because they were

advanced graduate students and an average of four or fiVe years

since taking the test seemed too long for reliable recall.

In an dffo__ to find some other standard measure of student

academic ability at entrance, we examined the average GRE scor

that had been sent to each department in the last year. (Scores

are **At to departments at-the request of the- test-take- #

6.1
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teat scores sent+to each department were available

Mg program.) The average of scores sent to a department

on the advanced test in each field was plotted against peer rating

of the quality of the doctoral faculty in the same deportment. The

plots indicated a very high level of correspondence between the

two variables:in all three fields. This close relationship between

average test scores and program quality IJIga was found ven

though the average score ranges were quite narrow-626 to 747 on

the advanced test in chemistry, 505 to 590 on the history tee

and 530 to 591 on the psychology teft. Other research has

demonstrated that students apply to graduate schOols where they

4

think they have a reasonable chance of being admitted. These

reedits suggest that high prestige programs attract studentt with

higHei test scores, in addition to probably admitting studeAte with

higher levels of tested prior knowledge in the field. However,

because there was no way to know which of these students had been

admitted or which ones winkled in-a given program, the test score

averages were not used in other data'analyees.

There were, however, several variables in our surveys which

bore on students' academic capacity. These included: (1) the

average undergraduate grades of.students in each department;

(2) faculty ratings of the scholarship of students; (3) faculty

ratings of itudent effort;' (4) faculty ratings of students'

scholarly commitment; (5) an average Student Commitment and

Motivation Scale score based on faculty perceptions; (6) an average

142
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cation aScale score based on faculty pereeptions; and

(7) the per tags of students in:each department who planned

.cireers in arch or college teaching. Means, standard deviations,

and intercorr lationeof these items are presented in Table 6.1.

Average undergraduate grades obviously have a number of

-Imitations as measures of the academic qualifications of students.

y particUlar,student'a undergraduate grades may be affected by

the difficulty the courses taken and the overall standards or

the grading practices of eollige attended; an average of these

grade-point averages may not accurately reflettt the students'

relative undergrSduate'achievement. In addition, these advanced

doctoral students reported uniformly high undergraduate gra

averages (see discipline means for item #1 in Table 6.1

Therefore, though they correlate highly - h faculty perceptions

oftheacademic ability of their students, the range of grades

is now selrarely restricted, at least when compared with all

students who receive baccalaureate degrees.

Faculty ratings of stud- ta' larly commitment, motivation,

and communication skills appeared to offer more t,romise. The items

that formed the basis of these scales were adapted from an 4, Apt

study of faculty ratings oc'outatandincly good and pc'r gradue

students-ou a set of "critical incidents" of academic behal.d.

(Reilly, 1974) . hat aLadyi the items' were tested in a

of diverse dapartmen d the results were refined by factor

aalysistechniquas. The items and scales which survived our own

statistical analyses were as follows:
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Table 6.1

g Measures of Student Quality

Correlations

2 3 4 5 B.U.

1. Under- adua
(8,15-a)

GPA
K
P

Faculty ratings of C
scholarahir ability H
of students (F-2-r) P

-Faculty agreement that C

students work hard H
(Y 3-a) P

Faculty agreement that C

students are committed H
to pursuit of scholar- P

ship (F-3-k)

5. Faculty-rated student G

commitment/motivation H
(F'-Sc #4) P

. ,

Faculty-rated student C

communications -skills H
(F-S4 #5) P

Percent of students C

with career goals in H

research or college P

teaching (5-18)

68
69
44

72 74

57 82
37 79

62 85 78

67 80 87

48 87 79

54 84 79 91

59 85 83 93

38 87 87 92

,

58 81 74 91 91

57 77 66 88 91 -
42 78 69 87. 87 -

-02 -13 -26 -16 -35. -11
11 08 27 00 -01 -16

33 16 49 .26 38 44

3.30 .15

3.39 .17

3.47 .08'

2.52 .51
2.74 27*
2.93 .39

2.86c .38

3.25 .30

3.26 .30

2.29c .31
2.74 .35

-60 .38

'2.67, 30
2.81 .20
2.85 r23

d --
2.29- .29

2.60 .18

2.64 .20

65 .14

84 .09

58 .13

a-
-C Chemistry (0 -24 programs)

H - History (0 mi25 programs)
"P ft Psychology (0.24 programs)

4 A, 2

c4 - Excellent or agree strongly
3 Good or agree withweeservat one:
2 Fair or disagree with reservations

d
3 high level in 50-75% of students
2 "- high level in 25-50% of students
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d Motivation. In departments which stand

on this scale. faculty said that students .

Do a good deal of unassigned reading.

Handle assignments ith care.

Are not 'easily distracted from their studies.
tr.

Show enthusiasm for their field in` discussions.

Work on projects to completion despite setbacks.

Ave not dependent on faculty for direction.

Rarely fail to complete major assignments on time.

Student Commu_ Skills. In departments which Score high on

this scale, faculty said that students . .

Have thought-provoking classroom comments.

Show imagination in presenting dull topics.

Offer well-founded criticisms of others' work.

Do not present their ideas in a poorly organized way.

Table 6.1 indicates that the scales are highly correlated with

one another, suggesting that fsculL me.ibers dc [ot make - distinctions

between these two student dimensions, or at least not when

characterizing the department's collection of

than judging individual students.

nts rather

Scholarly career goals of students do not appear to be highly

aced to their undergradUate grades or to faculty judgments-about

it performance as students. Career goals are discussed at

greater length in a later section of this chapt
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ould come as no surpris that students with good stades

from their faculty tended to be enrolled in

largo programs that were also prestigious, research-oriented,

affluent, and well-equipped. To illustrate these-findings-, some

aelectod correlates of undergraduate grades and the Student

Commitment/Motivahon Scale are shown in Table 6.2. Based on these

correlations and others that are not included in the table, it'is

apparent that students with higher than average undergraduate

gradestelided to be found more often in programs which pay the

faculty well; where the average amount of outside. research funds

are high; where the faculty come ftem prestigious programs; ',There

the emphasis is on preparing researchers, not teachers or practition

and where the students, faculty, and program are Oriented toward

scholarship. Similarly, professors tend to rate students high in

eummitment'and motivation where the resources are considered good;

where students are hard workers and competitors; where the faculty
1

spend relatively little time in teaching; where faculty produce many

articles and presentations; where faculty feel that the program is

excellent and one which is compatible with their interests; where

the procedures for evaluating students are good; where acillty are

active id research; and where high ratings of the quali

faculty are received from peers.

of the

These correlations are consistentVith the common observation that

the most able students tend, to congregate in the nest' programs. Here,



Table 6.2

Cori;lations Between Student "Quality'

Selected Program Characteristics

Chemistry

Correlations of Average Student
Undergraduate Grades with:

'Number of doctoral degrees awarded
annually 69

Percentage of faculty from highly
rated departments 47

Students' perception of emphasis ol
preparing researchers 53

Students' perception of emphasis on
preparing teachers -54

Students' perception of emphasis on
preparing practitioners -24

Students' ratings of scholarly
exaellence of program 64-

Correlatilins_ofAverage Student
ComMitMent/MOtivation Scale Score with:

Faculty ratings of adequacy :)f resources 71

Faculty view that students have strong
HMO of competition 81

Faculty self-ratings of program
scholarly excellence

Faculty research activity scale

Pear ratings of quality of faculty

86'

54

59

history Psychology

48 45

59 40

63 64

-72 03

-65 -48

42 56

44 68

32 82

85 93

35' 62

56 66
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ether areas in this study, it appears that the affluent

;ad prestigious programs are most favored. They attract the most

Able studamtei who in turn have access to the best equipment and the

most highly regarded faculty, and who also have the first chance for

positions in prestigious colleges and research agencies.

ed Indicatoi Quality

Several other measures of the characteristics and progress, of

students might be considered when assessing program quality, in

addition to those presented in the previous sections. Probably

the most obvious are assessments of knowledge or skill at the'end

of the course of study, perhaps represented by performance on

qualifying examinations or dissertations. Howeyer,-thougi -th

of these means of assessment are used by most doctoral programa,

there is no easy way to compare the judgments made about s\tudents

in one program with those made about students in another program.

Therefore, performance on qualifying exams and dissertations were

not included as variables in this study. They might, however,

be useful foci for further research on the cooperative development

of performance criteria. In particular, the panel of graduate deans

encouraged the use of,external judges to evaluate the excellence or

uniqueness of dissereations that had been submitted by students in

various programs in recent fears.

The possibility of developing a standard criterion, such as

a test of knowledge in a particular discipline, was suggested, to

the panel of graduate deans that was described in Chapter 1.
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0000VIer pis suggestion was not endorsed by them, perhaps because

they foresaw the many problems 1,4 -d

trying to get agreement about the contents of such a test at the

. .

'doctorate level in almov any field. The deaps did, however,

give moderate endorsement to alumni evaluations of their in

knowledge and skill as a result of attending a particular program.

Therefore, the' alumni questionneli-e contained several items

asked recent alumni to evaluatelvarious graduate school expet nces

in relation to their present careers. These responses are discussed

in Chapter 10 and reported in Table 10.6.

IA addition to measures of stutient academic ability and

performance, the quality o a doctoral program might be considered

to be reflected in its ability to attr c' large numbers of is

applicants (admissions Selectivity), its record of dropouts or

percentage of entering students who complete the doctorate hoi

power)., or the length of time taken by students to complete

degrees efficiia_cy of degree pioduL

the DepartMental Profile to estimate the status of a program in

each of these areas.

A. program's admissions selectivity was assessed by comparing

the dumber of new doctoral students enrolled in a recent year with
4 )

the number who were offered admission, and the number who appiLed

for admission, in the same year. In chemistry and history, he

ra f admitted toepplied students ranged frov about 20%

nearly 100% with the median program admitting about 55% of tho e

149



who applie The n vie

enrolled to admitted students, was :bout The per tage of

applicants who were admit=ed was mccl, psv, lology, ram-Ting

frJm 03% to 22%, ,,fth a median 01- 08%,

MO-ter than in the ether fi lds, r abo-t 5 %.

The percentage of applicants e admitted use_ as a

selectivity .index in some of the analyses reported to other chapter

of this report, but it dic' prove to be very higt.iy related to

any of the other measi _es. So e of the inadequacy of this measure

undoubtedly is due to dif Feren cord keeping ar 3 admiss

procedures on the various c _TLL es, esuiting in data that may not

alway

number of factors other

Lt.

Laity that affect the number of

applications received by a given departmentfor example, geographic

location. Therefore, ti' g selec ivi ty ce -ms at first

glance to be a potential indicator program quality, further

investigation reveals that there are both 1roced..ral and conceptual

weaknesses that restrict its usefulness.

Concerning a program's holding power, department chairmen were

,,ted to estimate the percentage of entering doctoral students who

c,entuaily complet (40(,r00

ranged from 25 or 30% to 90 or 957

repuLted to b about 70 to 30% in

their ,iopartments. Their timAtes

the average completion rate was

a..d psychology and

60 to 65% in history. The dnLi do not provide an explanation for

discipline differences, except perhaps one suggested by the
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_ of c-mpl icn and erceitage f :u-nits

with some fo.rw of financial ass_ ;nc . All programs in tr
and ' sychology leported sor.:t form of flnancia,_ assistance to more

than half of their doctu-. °l in

both fields pro'Acied assistance to more than uden

In contrast, v departure s reported a median of 36% of the

doctoral etude' s itb f iial assistance. A larger pre:portion

of students financi.1 assistance may accol part for

the lower rate of degree com-,letion in history.

it t'-

reasonably good ;:ducated

of departments and a few

ven if not always based on hard

-elationshio be n '10 holding 1 ewer

of their scholarly

excellence and learning environment. In history and psychology,

there were low negative correlations between the estimated rye

degree completion and peer ratings of the quality of the

graduate faculty -.19 and -. a low positive relationship

between these characteristics was fouac ronsr chemistry programs.i

to history and psychology, rate of degree completion appears te be

positively influenced by environmental factors such as faculty

concern for students and lane atmosphere in the department

(correlations on the order of .25 to .30); this relationship was

zero or negative in chemistry. These results must he interpreted

with caution, however, because of the uncertain quality of the

degree completion estimates.



The efficiency D ' degree prod 1 n a epar

length of time taken by most studen to complete the. degree,

Known to vary consideabiv

by factuoc sucn as financial

fi and to bt_ affect

ace and iou L t +_ry Vn.

or clinical research. Eighteen to 20 departments in each field

indicated C average number. of years required by their studen

complete doctoral degrees in recent years by area of special nation.

Almost all of the _nemistry and psychology departments reported

4 to ! years, usually with an additional

studett

OT two required by

_ clinical psychology. History departments were more

variable; about half of them reported 4 to 6 years for all of their

students 9Crlf repvtLf, swit.,- (7) (41

stunents in some areas of specialization. The similarity of

responses across programs in a given discipline suggests that a

simple and _

vet.), useful

iu program chara=teristics not

comparison across programs. There is no doubt,

however, that it is an area of interest ten evaluating a particular

program, or in research that plans to consider Oeveral program

charactetisLcs sirultaneou sly

Student Empo rent -Goals

Other indicators endorsed by the panel of graduate deans in the

area of stuuent achievemertts, knowledge, and skill included measures

such as plc of recen raduates who obtained employmet

ectly related to their IL, d of specialization, percentage of

recent braduates offe d postdoctoral fellowships, nd percentage



graduates emplo--:,_d by doccordEc-ai-din;_7 uni ?rsicies. hues

along these lines were included

reported in Chapter 10, Table 10:,

A related question, of course, eer - F c;f dctord

students w o expect to recei _ their degrees within ayear or two.

Table 6 3 shows s`udent reports i the kinds of positions they hope,

old on completion graduate school, with programs groui ;?, d

according to high, medium, or low p cc rating of the quality of the

graduate faculty within each discipline. The most riking

observation from he table i tht disciplinary differences in

career direction. A majority mists hoped to obtain

s:L

historiarn aimed almost exclusively toward coiiege teaching

university research and coaching; and a majority of th psychologists

hyped to find si:i in runiafer:icies in clinical practice,

the career goals reported byThere were almost no diffe

students at programs with differing reputational ratings, except

that generally smaller percentages of students at the lowest -rated

programs aspired to positions in research and teaching at a

univer Y.

-a we omparc tea .ac with rPports

their first positions after the deg? -ee or with the alumni's current

position see Tabie 10.2 as well as Table 6.3), we sec that post-

doctoral fellowships were prefered by about one-third of the

chemistry students and aLcounted for n,bout hay;- of the firs



Table 6.3

Student Employment C;oal, Lp in Completing ,ii)ctorate

(averages of program percentages

Chemistry

H H L

History

H M 1-
1

Psychology

Li

Postdoctoral fellowship

2. Pre-college teaching or
aaminiscration

3. Teaching in junior college

4. Teaching in a four-year
college or university

University research ana
teaching

6. College or university
administration

7. Research in industry or
nonprofit organization

Self- employed professional
practice

9. Professional practice with a
clinic, hospital, or agency

10. Executive position (adminis-
trator, curator, etc.). in
government,or other
nonacademic organization

11. Other

See footnote, ,Table' 5.2

*Less th

30 12 8 8

0

11 18 14 41 45 52 9 10 10

16 17 13 46 39 25 49 40 29

1 0 0 1 1 0

32 34 39 1 1 2 6 10 5

1 0 0 1 l 3 7

1 0 15 21 36

1 0 4

2 1 4 4 2 4
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emplment ,T;f_ ior from rho Care

prograis. Preference f-,r res a h in ._ndustry 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 nds of positions. Only

an average of about 15i of the chemistry Ph.D. students aspired to

employment in a Ph.D. university, but even this level is probably

higher than warranted by opportunity. based on 11.2_ employment

profile of alumni.

Very few students in history and psychc ogy expected to go

into...postdoctoral fellowships, but about 2 out of 5 from ea

program hoped for jobs at Ph.D. universities. This goal is related

to _ ional level of the program--almost half of the students

at top prestige programs, compared to about a qt ,rtes of the students

at low rated programs--but, even so, the levels appear to be

unrealistic in relation to the first jobs or ( trent jobs of recent

grad4atc.: rnriong,

from programs ithat do not enjoy tip prestige, hoped to teach at a

fouryear college UL universiti. ,r the

programs' earlier graduates are currently working in these settings.

Very few of the doctoral candidates in these three disciplines were

aiming t and cm unity college teaching, and very few of the

graduates wL,:re _ployed in this setting.



Sum_m_Aa

This chapter has reported or commented upon a number of

indicators that have been suggested to represent the academic

preparation of students who attend particular graduate departments,

their performance as students in the department, and the level

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 inadequate to provide

reliable 1'. ormation across programs (_ instance, the average

RE scores of entering 3:nd cnt_ =) `raduate school grades, the

most obvious indicator of student academic pezoxmance, is equally

obviously not an iate for cross - program comparisons. (In fact,

the graduate school grades reported by these advanced doctoral

students were uniformly high and with very little variationalmost

all of them 3.5 or above. Therefore, they would not.be expected

to sh... very systematic relationships even with i.sely related

measures of academic accomplishment.).

Among the measures attempted in this research, the most useful

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 enrolled students.

the measures attempted here, aumni reports of their employment

settings and prof,__4sional involver-nts probably represent the best

indicators of program uutcomes. None of these is as satisfact
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as one would wish, ho wever. Ln particular, m re carerul thought

and research are needed to ideot and develop better indicators

of the impact of graduate o_ grarr on the intellectual and profes-

sional dew= opment or thei



Chapter 7

QUALITY OF RESOURCES

Few would argue with the assertion adequate facilities and

resources are necessary t conduct first-rate\ activities of just about

any kind. However,, in graduate programs the heed for adequate facil-

ities may be even more important than it is other areas. It is

difficult to conceive of historians furtherir scholarship without

an adequate library at their dispoE or chemists to carry out

quality research w ,ut well-equipped laboratories. Yet, _;_t is

quite clear that the nat,-e and quality of the physical facilities and

rp ary ti idorahlv Ar. ,, graduate and

departmentc. Where such resources are superior, they obviously make

the advancement of knowledge more likely to occur, but they by no

means assure where such resources are found wanting, genuine

contributions to new knowledge are possible, but far less likely and

cer ainly not very easy.

In this chapter we shall discuss faculty and graduate- student

ratings of the .2acilities and resources available 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 their research concerns, and finally, to what extent judgments

about the quality ofFflauurces can be inferred on the basis of other

descriptive informatioi ._ut graduate programs.

7.1



ctudent and _Fa_culKRtis Resources

,oth students and f nct. `_tv members were asked to rate several types

of facilities and resources. They were asked to rate the library

holdings, laboratory facilities, and computer facilities available to

them, [a addition, students were asked to rate the quality of their

classrooms and other instructional space, and faculty members were

asked to appraise the overall adequacy of the physical and financial

resources.

From the correlations reported in Table 7. we can see that, in

general, both student and faculty ratings of one specific typ,

resource tend to be higher at places where there is also-gr

satisfaction with other specific types of resources. For example,

the fields of history ani psychology the departments which receive

higher ratings fir the ±2 ^ 'ivacy of the library holdings also tend

tc, be departments where there is greater satisfaction with the

laboratory faciilities, the computer facilities, and the overall

physical and financial resources. In chemistry departments, however,

this congruence is less nronounced. Chemistry students' ratings of

.specific resources are interrelated, but the ratings made by the

faculty in are less global. chemists' ratings of their

library holdings Etre unrelated to heir ratings of their laboratory

facilities (r .02), computer to i.lities (r .09) __ overall

physical and financial resources (r .11). In fact, among chemists,

ratings of the overall physical and financial resources are meaningfully

related only to their ratings of the laboratory facilities (.73).

We might go so far as to say that faculty members' satisfactions with



Table 7.1

intercorrelations fig tudent and - acuity Racing,z,

Different Fa =111t1es and Resources

2 4 5 7 Aean
b

S.D.

Faculty ratings of

Ca
H

P _

3.37

2.88
2.86

.40

.46

.51

1. Library holdings
(F-2 -h)

2. Laboratory facilities C U2 3.08 .49

(F-2-i) H // 2.7., .39

P 48 2.82 .47

Computer facilities C 09 53
- 3.46 .35

(F -2 -.j) H 77 78 _ 3.21 .42

P 24 56
Q 3.35 .33

4. fa-..erall physical _11 71 16 2.66 -.48

financial resources 75 76 67 2.40 .42

(F-2-x)_ 37 71 30 2.68 .45

Studentratirlas of:

Library holdings C 79 -07 05 -12 3.16 .43

(S -3-a) H 89 54 64 70 3.07 .50

81 50 25 29 2.72 .55

6. Laboitatory facilities C 14 78 27 51 25 3.07 .43

(3-3-b) 42 54 29 50 36 - 7.57 .89

P 45 81 44 70 58 2.81 .57

7. Computer .facilities C 36 46 67 31 42 39 3.32 .35

(5-3-c) H 36 52 57 42 22 61 3.22 .42

a
P 13 42 73 36 16 48

- 3.36 .32

8. Classrooms and other
instructional space

C

H
07
44

64
75

3,.

*/1

25

61

12

34

71

56

30

44

2.87
2.82

.42,

.43

(S-3-d) P 14 69 33 72 13 77 45 2.93 ,..42

Note: Underlined correlations are indices of agreement be een student

and faculty satisfactions with same facilities or resources,.

aC * Chemistry, H - History, P = Psychology

b Excellent,4 Excellent, 3 - Good, Fair, 1 = Poor

60
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de "'end on the adequacy

resources of different k in chemistr the overall satis-

faction 1. retLined" largely h,, thy of laboratory

facilities.

It also worth noting that there is considerable agreement

oetween the ratings -4 students and faculty. The correlations

between the ratings of these two groupsthe underscored figures

i table entries 5, 6, and 7--are uniformly high,

What kinds of departments tend to have better facilities, at

least as rated by the faculty? stated anoth- r way, what kinds

of depar!-Iental haracteristics tend to be associated with faculty

fliembers' ratings of the departments' physical and financial resources?

Data pert1nen t to this question are presented in [able 7.2. These

data indicate that in all three fields faculty members' ratings of

ys cal and financial resources are associated with the department's

peer ratings, the rating of programs from which members of the

faculty obtained their doctorate, the program emphasis on-preparing

fl.,71.1ty=rar,fa4lf arbnlarly evpetlence of rue program,

salaries, size, and percent oZ faculty holding outside research

grants (particula and psychology). -rly, then,

physical resources and facilities are seen to be -more Adequate at

.

the. more -prestigious institutions which have established reputations

for conducting research and advancing knowledge. It is worth noting,

however, hat-better resources (again, as perceived by Faculty) are

also related to student-rated quality o7 teaching and facUlty-reported



Correlations Faculty Ratings of Overall Physical and Financial

Resources with Other Departmental Descriptors

Correia ions with faculty
ratings of overall physical

Departmental descriptors:

and financial resources in:

Chemistry History Psychology

Peer f quality of faculty
(E-25)

Mean peer -ating of program from which
faculty received Ph.D. (F-15) 50 59 56

Program emphasis on preparing researchers
(F-4-a) 63 71 61

Faculty self-perceived scholarly
excellence (F-scale #1) 2 64 69

Mean salary - -all department faculty
(DP-1-6) 41 38 25

Number FTE graduate faculty (DP -1 -2) 45 16 33

Percent of faculty with outside
roqpnrch grAnt (F-8) 74 19 75

Average per-student non-work-related
= support from university (DP-11) 26 44 -19

Student-rated quality of teaching
(Student scale #7) 34 00 60,

Program emphasis on preparing teachers
(F -4 -a) 36 -27 45



k)rogram emphasis on preparing teachecs, at least in chemistry and

psychology (see the last two entries le f. This relation-

ship is important. The fact that quality of resources and facilities

is related to research emphasis and prod,ictivi, surprise no

one; but the fret that it is also related to the instructional program,

at least in chemistry and psychology, is a fact often overlooked. It

appe4rs that adequate laboratories and libraries are not only essehtial

to conduct first-re research, but also necessary- to teach others

problems in Obtainin- Accurate Resource Tnformation

Having intt luced departments esource indicators !Tito

the analyses- -e.g., information regarding specific salaries, financial

support for graduate students, percent of faculty holding grants from

outside agencies, and the like--it would seem appropriate at this

point to alert the reader to some of the m ethod logical difficulties

involved in obtaining accurate information on such indicators, along

with corresponding warnings about the accuracy of such data.

information about specitLc program resource indicators was

obtained via the Department profile Form (see Appendix D). Someone

in each department - =usually, but not always, the department chairman--

was asked to provide Tairly detailed information about a variety of

financial vewiables, enrollment and staffing figure- faculty research

activity, and the like. Obtaining complete aid accurate information

about some of these variables proved to be extremely difficult and

where accurate data were finally obtained, It came at the price of
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a great deal more time and effort being expended by someone in 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

ehe form in which it was requested (and therefore would have

required even more time by the departments), some of it wea

available but incomplete, and finally, some of the information

that waJ reported appeared to be inaccurate. Even sudstreight-

ard information as mean GRE ?cores of entering students,

number of FTE students and faculty, percent of applicants who were

accepted, and so on, suffered from one or more of these defects.

Probably the single biggest problem area had to do with

finances, including such specific indicators as dollars available

students (for research and teaching assistantships, fellowship

and other for-9s of aid), dollars in grant money received by the

faculty, and the department's success record with respect to obtaining

grants, the latter including such figures as the percent of proposals

from the department that received funds over a three-year period.

egietic fact of life 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 also has implications for the amount of confidence that

we can place in the data we were able to gather, and,in the

corresponding correlations and other statistics computed with

these data. We made every effort to check on the accuracy of

questionable information and to clean up such messiness wherever
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was suspected. Only items ma7ked on the Department Profile form
/

in Appendix D were usid in data analyses. We think tie resulting

program resource and facilities information is reasonably accurate.

We auspept that it is not as reliable, however, as information

received from individual faculty members in each department.

gmallIxIflysources And Re utational Ratings

As indicated in Table 7.2, a program's pee° ratin is fairly

highly related to faculty ratings of the physical and financial

resour'es in all three disciplines. But just what do these

correlations mean in terms of level3 of faculty satisfactior froth

within and across disciplines? Thrqe data are summarized in Figure

7.1, and indicate that:

(1) With respect to library holdings, ovarall ratings apear

to be highest in chemistry departments and slightly

.lower in history and psychology departme7:% in terms

of differences within fields, peer rating seems to

make the biggest difference in history (whete good

or excellent rating is offered by 85% of the

faculty in departments with high peer ratings, as

compared ter 46% in the lowgronp) and the smallest

difference in chemistry.

(2) With respect to laboratory facilities, overall level

of satisfaction seems to be highest in chemistry and

lowest (understandably) in history; in terms of
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differences within fields, the gap in quality of

laboratory facilities is greatest in psychology (where

79% rate the facilities as either good or excellent

in top-rated programs, compared to only 411 at

departments with the lowest peer ratings)

and, interestingly enough, appears to differ least

among chemistry departments (though in the latter

instance, the percent reporting the laboratory

facilities to be "excellent" does differ considerably).

Neither the differences between fields or differences

within fields bX peer-rating level are as great for

computer facilities as Lhey are for library holdings

and laboratory facilities.

(4) Faculty ratings of overall physical and financial

resources appear to be about the same for chemistry

and psychology, but slightly lower in history;

within-field differences by peer-rating level seem

-to be about the same in all three disciplines.

Besides examining closely the relationship between a depa

's peer-rating and the quality of overall physical and financial_

ounces, it might also be illuminating to study the relationship

between peer ratings of faculty quality and a variety of other 541

departmental indicators of the quality'of facilities and resources.

These data are presented in Table 7.3. Overall, they make it

clearer why faculty members' ratings of the adequacy of the phyeicpl
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Table 7.3

'Correlation. of Vivo Selected Resource and Facil ables,with.

Peer ,Ratings of Qual4ty of Faculty

Correlations with peer rating in:

Chemistry History Psychology

Salary of full professors
(DP-1b) 78 54 48

Salary for all faculty in
deportment (DP-1-b) 48 57 50

Percent faculty with 'outside
research grant (F-8-1) 96 03 75

Average dollars (per faculty)
external sueport for research
(DP-4) 77 -07 81

Size: Number of FTE doctoral
students (DP-5-1) 84 68
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and financial resources are consistently higher at those programs

with high. peer ratings. Departments with higher peer ratings

are also ones Which have higher salaries (for both professors

and all faculty), a higher percent of faclty with outside' grants

(both research and training grants, particularly in chemistry and

psychology), and more grant money per faculty member from external

sources (though not in history).

y of Resources and Faculty Performance

The data presented in Tables 7.1, 2, and 3 and Figure 7.1 lead

to a better understanding of the natuy of thg quality of resources

dimension. By examining the levels of faculty datisfaction with

thl vstious resources and faculties, as well as the kinds of

departmental characteristics that tend to be associated with quality

of resources and facilities, we now have a better understanding of

the resources dimension and how it operates across disciplines.

But a very important question remains: low important are

such resources and facilities to faculty performance? Or, to put

the question another way, what evidence is there that faculty

performance is associated with the quality of resources? Data

relevant to this question are given in Table 7.4.

The research and scholarship measures include research or

other scholarly articles published in the last three ye

published during one's *entire career, presentations et.coljoquia

and other scholarly meetings &ring the last year, and. the :4a ulry

Research Activity scale, which includes such activities as journal

1 6
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Table 7.4

Correia:4one of Faculty Ratings of Overall Physical and

Financial Resources with Six Performance Measures

Correlat__
qual y of
reso ices

with ratings of
acuities and

n:

Chemistry History Psychology

Perfo
h and Scholarshipdit Ts:

ArticlAs in last three
Ceara (1-13)

Book! entire career (F-9-a)

1L4c year
(F-1.1:;

gogreh ;,tivity
.rslo

ll Performance

Stunt rating of curriculum
(S-sv:,a;,a #5,

Stu6c.at-rated qualty of
teaching (S-scal.- i;7)

56 09 30

34 26 38-

44 42

75 66 71

40 00 60

34 00 60
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ed'_or dpe, journal -1.cleirefereeing, and research or writing

awmAli (for details, see Append D). The instructional indidators

student ratings of the curriculum and student ratings of

quality of teaching. general, there ale fairly consistent

sitive relationships between the various productivity indicators

faculty'ratings of the overall physical'and financial resources.

Specifically:

. faculty _ratings of a department's overall physical and financial

resces are positively related to all four research and

larly performance indicators in all three disciplines.

,lculty ratings of the overall physical and financial resources

are also positively related to both instructional performance

indicators in chemistry and psychology FA not in history.

. in general, the quality of a department's resources appears

to be somewhat more important for the conduct of -search

and scholarship than for instruction, but the need for good

facilities and resources. nevertheless exists-f both kinds

of activities...

_
in general, it would appear that adequate. physical and

financial resources are less crucial for either scholarship

or instruction in history departments than in either chemistry

or psychology; the correlations of ratings of facilities_

And resources with scholarship indicators are positive in

history, but lower than for chemistry or psychology, and

the ratings of resources and facilities are not even related
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to the two instructional, performance indicators in history

departments

he single research and scholarly productivity indicator which

is most strongly correlated with faculty ratings of the physical

financial resources is the departmental research-activity

where the correlations are .75, .66, and .71 in

chemistry, history, and psychology respectively,

Summary and Conclusions

The quality of a department's physical resources and facilities

can be assessed in two ways. One is to obtain detailed facts about

the specific facility or resource in question. This might be done

by counting+ the holdings of relevant books in the library, calculating

dollars available for research, perhaps measuring the square footage

of laboratory space and computing a space to user ratio, and so

A second way is to seek faculty and student opinion about the

adequacy of the facilities. In this study some of both procedures

were used. Stdent and faculty ratings of the adequacy of certain

facilities and resources were obtained, and in addition. we acquired

information about certain specific resources of each program via

the department profile form (see Appendix D). Our experiences in

attempting=to collect some of this information, our discussions with

various program chairpersons 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
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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 to collect, are reliable, and are related in

expected ways to a number of departmental descriptors.

2) Faculty ratings of the adequacy of departmental resources

are related to faculty research and scholarship perfor-

mance in all three disciplines, and to several indicators

of the quality of instruction in chemistry and psychology.

Obtaining certain detailed informationjrom programs about

their facilities and resources presents serious logistic

difficulties; though accurate and complete detailed

information of some kinds can probably be obtained,

gathering it will almost certainly require a great deal

of time and effort at most institutions, and even at

that, it is doubtful that trustworthy information about

certain specific resource variables (e.

of laboratory space or a dollar value atached to sago.)

an ever be obtained across a large n- of programs.

4) In view of the difficulties just discussed, it would deem

that quality of resources and faciliti s might adequately be

assessed through faculty ratings rather than through

the expensive, time-consuming,. and perhaps unreliable

method of attempting to obtain specific, standardized

measures of all relevant resources and facilities.

173



Chapter 8

OF THE ENVIRONMENT

When discuss. d in connection with graduate programs, the Con-

clot of quality has been usually thought of in fairly narroW terms.

It is harteristically'defind in ways that emphasize the dimensions

of selectivity and productivity, or, in economisteterms ifaculty

and student input" and research "output." Viewed in thief way, the

"best" programs are those that recruit the most promisingifaculty and

students, provide adequate resources, and produce a large, number of

highly-regarded scholarly contributions to the disciplini.

For both students and faculty, however, the dimensilbn of qual-

ity that seems to be generally ignored is one which migt be re-

girded as the process dimension- -that is, what is the nature and qual-

ity of the experience of being there? With respect to'students, how

much learned, what sorts of attitudes toward the discipline were

conveyed, was it exciting or boring, were the faculty:accessible and

supportive or unavailable and disinterested? With roapect to the

faculty, what was the quality of interpersonal relations, were new

ideas supported or ridiculed, was the climate nurturnt 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 graduate deans. Clearly, such dimensions have a direct bearing

on the overall morale or esprit of a department, thereby affecting

such is octant and basic characteristics as howjaeasant it is to

8.1
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work and study there, the ekEteni to which one's feelings of personal

elfwOrth are not being challenged or doubted, and the degree of

enthusiasm and/or excitement one gives to'hie or her work or studies.

Beyond the immediate impact of such features, however, it is likely

that such dimensions of a department have a more lasting and permanent

impact on the future attitudes and dispo ons of the students and

1

faculty who spend time there. How graduate students are treated may

well affect how the3G in years to come, treat future gineritions of

graduate students, and the extent to which members of the faculty

LAAlcvan environment that is collegial and supportive rather than

competitive and cutthroat, may have long. term effects on how they go

about addressing research inquiries or other scholarly undertakings.

Environment Indica

Two different kinds of information relevant to questions about

the department environment were gqhered. First, from the departmental

profile forms departmental characteristics that are obviously related

to the environment and might even be thought of as strong "shapers"

of it. were identified. Included here were such descriptors as size

(defined sev ways), sex mix among students, age of the faculty,

and the like. We then obtained informations, From both atudents,and

faculty, about their perceptions of the i -nm_:t. As the reader

will see,more emphasis is placed on this latter type of information--

student and faculty perceptions--because it seemed that how people

actually experienced the environment was what is really important;

whatever else one might find out about the department descriptively.

1 75
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Of the many items of perception information, analysesanaalyses revealed

soft to be measuring sufficiently similar aspects of the ehv rogmen

that they could be grouped together to form enviromtent.scales.

There were two such scales for studentsan Environment kt; Learning

so

scale, consisting of six items, and a Faculy Concern for Studete

scale, formed by seven items. For the faculty, analyses turned up

one grouping of six environment items which we termed the COMwati7-

bilite Of Work Environment scale. The general content .of these scales

was as follows:

Environment for Learning (for students)

1) Did departmental practices creste a lot of tension

in students?
111

2) Did graduate students have the feeling that they
were being used or exploited by members of the

faculty?

Did the graduate students perceive the department r

as being characterized by mutual - respect and con-

cern between students and faculty?

4) To what extent did graduate students tend t& sup" 1
port and help each other meet the academic demands

of the program?

5) To what extent did they support one another in
their personal lives?

6) Was competition among students encouraged?

Faculty Concern for Students

To what extent were member of the graduate facul

1) accessible to graduate stucients?
ti

2) hApful students in identifying financial aid?

3) concerned for their professionalAdevelopment?

4) willing toofhler guidance and assistance in the

selection o- courses?
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5) willing to so out of their way to help students?

6) interested in the students' welfare?

7) helpful to students in finding appropriate jobs
after completion,of the degree?

Compatibility of Work Environment. (for faCultY)

1) To what extent were conflicting demands a cantos
of personal strain?

2) Was there usually sufficient time available to
give work the attention it deserved?

) To what extent were tee individual faculty mem-
ber's views about graduate' education compatible
with the objectives and procedUres of the depart-
ment?

Would many .6e:: ere of the department Toveto
another.unive-_ity if they had a reasonable
Offer?

5) Do members of the faculty have much opportunity
to influences departmental' practices and poliCies?

6) How well do members of t department get along
with one another?

The specific item content of these scales, their location in the studen4

and faculty questionnaires, and their various psychometric properties

inter-item correlations, item-scale correlations, reliability

estimates) are presented'in Appendix F.'

In addition to these three scaled, we included in our anafi sea othe

separate questionnaire items that dealt with various aspects cf the en-
.

,-ironment but that did not fit into 'any of the aforementioned scales,

either bee_ of psychometric reasons (i.e., the item did not corr.-

late with other_ in the scale) or their sUW-Antive content was not

appropriate.



In exarr.ining the

on%*4renr informati,7r, Kr_ -rtirular atten:L:,

given to facts that were -r ahswe qurions:

is the meaning of the vironment dimensions---h-_- is, what aspects

features of the student and faculty e izonment seem to be defining

the environment and would therefore

know about graduate program rival

be important things to

environment is of interest?

(2) What sorts of program or departs nt _c istins tend

associated with particular kirS, e!,fronments, especially

characteristics that might reason,i_iv to regarded as infioencers of

certain departmental environment chafact- sticq? What can be

learned about gradua.tc program environments that isn't alread7 apparent

on the basis of other already available information about gradt.te

programs? and (4) As a result of the ii' co;_atic-_ marshalled in attempting

to answer the first three questions, what reommendations might seem

to be reasonable ones to make about whether .end how to assess the

quality of environments in making judgments about program quality in

-,111,117^ trpmn ino rn address ourselves to these

questions, we shall examine the data separately for students and faculty,

mA ept in th,

environment are included.

Av

The Student Environment

p1 -,

Data pertaining to the p-aduate student environment are presented

in Tables 8. 8.2, and 8.3, and in Figures 8 1 and 8.2 The information

in Tables 3,1 and 8.2 are na icularly relevant to the questions posed

earlder about the meaning of the environment dimension and its orrelates.

178
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Firt, it is cviceit chat the two student environmen_ scalL- are

correlated with each other. 'net is to say, departments

where there is a high .corn for students also tend to be ones

where students perceive the learnir envaonment favorably and vice

versa. Beyc,i this, both scales are -onsistently positively correlated

with how members of the faculty perceive the "humandness" of the depart-

ment wid the quality of faculty. - stud -ant relations. And finally, both

student e-or tronme.... sea' ,s are gative.- correlated with faculty per-

-rori F

dents. That log where such explor,ation is high, student environ-

ment, as meisu'-.0 hese s,-ales, is low. Note also that the differ-

ences among\eisciplVes co these five environment indicA s lie' gen-
,

erally negligible as evidenced by the very similar means. Only in the

case of faculty exploitation of students to advance their own research

(variable number five in Table ) is there any sizable difference.

I. this case, less exploitation of students is perceived in history,

where of course the individual nature of rest-:7ch and scholarship (as

opposed to the more group or team - oriented research in chemistry and

psychology) is probably a major factor accounting for the difference.

The lane 8.1 correlations, along with the sbecA.fic item content

and the inter-item correlations that went into the construction of

Jleae two scales in the first dace (again, see Appendix F) , lead

the conclusion that the environment d-mension_ measured by these

scales are homogenpens (that is, consist of a number of departmental

features that "belong toget1er ") and are related in expected ways with

faculty perceptions.



Intercorrelations Among Several Indicators Jf Gradate

Student Environment

Interco:relatinns:

1 2 4 Mean S.D.

1. Student scale #1: Environmer'_-. C
b

2.74 .20

for Learning 2.81
2.79

2. Student scale #4: Faculty C- 55 2.64- .17

nce7n for StudentsStdent C 81
.-3

F 55 - 2.71 .20

3. This department has humane C 63 50 97 .39

environment as nerceived H 28 09 - 3.08 .27

by facu 0 1-m) P 73 - .41

4. Quality of faculty/student C 62 52 87 -

relations as perceived by H 56 54 74 - 2.92 .23

faculty (F-2-d) P 70 53 93 - 2.91 .35

5. Some protessors unduly C -42 -08 -60 -43 .40

exploit graduate students, as N -08 -13 -59 -32 1.49 .23

reported by faculty (F-1-f) F -43 -54 -55 -48 2.19 .31

a
C = Chemistry, H = Hisory, F - Psychology

b
4 = Excellent, 3 = Good, 2 = Fair 1 = Poor

4 = Agree strongly, i = Agree with reservations, 2 = Di :ue
with reservations, 1 = Diagree strongly



How dc t y relate o Cr de artm tal in for ion? re

waat kinds of programs tend to by arid

these dimensions? Th data in Table 3.2 begin to give some clues.

First, the two variabi h .111v with the stu-

dent environment scales both have to do with teaching. Specifically,

student -rated quality of teaching and faculty-perceived emphasis on

teaching, variables and respecti '.ly j Table 8.2, are both

positively correlated with bath ehvironmelt dimensions in all three

t V

ity, program ,.-p%as repetational rating -rams

from which departmental faculty received their doctorates, and repu-

tational ratin- of quality of graduate 'aculty these characteristics

are e _her not correlated with the student environment scales,

in some instances (and occasionally in cue or two discir.ines) are

negatively correlated. To put these findings another wa,,. it would

appear t_ :at departments that place emphasis on teacl -4 fairly often

turn out to which students are generally satisfied

with the learning experienre,and departments which have gained

national acct r the quality of their faculty and their record

of Lssearc+ -o he departments in which there is less'student

satisf

firm.

n with the t vironmen_ bLt the latter association is less

11 tl.zee disciplines, some of the departments with very

high reputational ratings are also ones with high mores on the stu-

dent environment scales.
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Correlations of Tw-1 Studer.. En-irohment Sca_ez,: wire Various

Departmental DDescript

Environment Faculty Concern
for Learnink_ for Students

Chem . _sr Psych Clem Hit Psych

1. Peet rating of quality of
graduate faculty (t' -25)

2. Size: L7TE doctor -tlident

(DP-5-2) -24 -46

Facultv/4tudent ratio 18 34

4. Petcqnt of students wlio complet
degree (DP-') -34 31

5-, Stuuent-perceived scholarly excel-
' i.mcL c-. doctoral program
(Sudent scale #2) 25 36

Faculty - perceived scholarly excel-
lence of doctoral program (Faculty
--le #1) 17 -21

7. Student-rated quality of tea d
(Student scale 4') 32 63

8. Program emphasis on resarch (as
perceived by faculty) (F-4) -0 0 -42

9. Program emphasis on teaching (as
perceived by faculty (F-4)

10. Percent ("f faculty with outside

research ata (F-8-1) -10

11. Average fa-ulty publications
last three years (F-9) -16 -25

12. Admissions selectivity (DP-10) -22 -25

3t 49

13. Percent of joctoral students who
received some form of financial
assistance (DP-11) -04 5_

02 -15 -39 08

-04 -01 -33 15

16 -08 23 -15

27 06 t3 26

44 29 43 53

30 15 -14 46

58 76 81 75

10 -05 -32

17 20 58

15 -13 -21 -14

-25 00 16 10 4

-09 -11 42 14



These tendenc are hopeful de Fearer by the illustrations

uses 8.1 and s. 2.
l these two flgures, scLut dep _

ing the relationships between de aputations', -:,)::ings (across

the horizontal) and student Envircnrent for Learning scores (on the

ticol) are presented for chemistry ('ig 41 and history (Figure

(These figures are presented for illustrative purposes. Thus

Alta for psycho logy though nvPilabll are not

each f Bore, ins = representing the means on b

meats with high

present

depart==

"scored

he fours the

both vntiaoles

Tsais,

i± rc131 R3tiIl, and Env ro,.nf_riL fo Lesrldng will

right -hand quacLart., those -tth low scores on

ocor left-hand quadrant,_ and so on.

examioe e Jo,

subtleties of the rel.

try departme:t date in Figure 8.1, Some

p between then s two dimJnsions beeoes clearer -.

First, as ed by the correlation coefacient (-.13), there is

a very alight tendency fcr depa'tments higher reputational rat-

ings to have somewhat lower student - perceived environments for learn-

ing, at least tha 24 ch .ry dep rtmen our sample. But

this tend,...cy is very and it is -leer : at hnowing a department's

status with rc to its reputnional rating doesn't permit a very

a3a e prediction of itr status iespect to its environment

for lecning r4 vice versa. Indeed, of the two chemiry depart-

ments with the high reputations' ratings (departments and U),

deoa.tment P has one eat e 'owes rated environments for learning,

wh. department U hue .one of the highest.
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Even where the relit .*41) 1-2-ween _gbies is F'r

as is the case for the :Jame two characteristics in history departments,

as portrayed :!,r1 Figure 8.2there are kiumerous cases in which depart-

ts' status on the two variables it questi:1 do not conform to the

endency for the tot Al group. Thus, taouTi-, even stronger
1

tendency in history departments for those with higher reputational

ratings to have lower Environment for Learning scores (as expressed

by th -.48 correlation), we see that departments N, D, and U have

high reputational ratings and high learning environment scores, where-

as history departments L, B, A, and X are below the near on both

characteristics.

Thus, we have learned several things about the nature of the

aepax,11

environmental characteristic can be measured fairly accurately and

reliably; second, the quality of rue environment can --De measured with

"validity," in that data nPd dhc ut the environment correlate

in expectec ways with ot information available about departments

(e.g., emphasis on teaching, size); and third, in rite of the

correlations with other departmental characteristics, the quality

of the environment is something which cannot be easily determined

simply by knowing, for example, that the department is big, or that

it emphasizes research, nr that it is vela. selective. Though such

_actors are related to the environment dimensions, the relatinns ips

are such that the quality of the e.vironment is d recent from these

things.



thie -)th,er p nt the s, env', --n is worth

Thou ,h our ugder tandi of the na environment leads us

confident that it functions pretty mueh in the same ways

act sE, each of the three disciplines in c 'Idy, the magnitude

the icr varies. thcmgh t _ c ua,

ment is viewed more favorably

environ-

Ate -itudents in those departments

where teaching emph ,ize,1 in al_ three disc ipline. that elation-

i ip i£ more pronounced in the history departments. C( aversely,

though the tendency for _the nual_ity ,f the environment to be lower

in departments that are large and ,mph -3ize research holds f r all

three these r-o'ariunships are again consistently

stronger in history than in chemistry or psychology. We might say

qt1 iLy 6-iad-not, student envirohmcnt is more

predictable in history than it 1s in the other fields. Unfortunately,

there is nothing in our data that enables us to explain th_s phenomenon,

and this woulL not seem to be the proper forum for speculation. But

these facts do a,_ert us to the complexities of the environmental.

assessment prob'Nm. The procedures used in our study seem to te

anprOpriate for us

hPir reiarion hfrs with other denartmenta.: factors clearly

cannot be generalized across fields.

So that the reader can examine the extent of student end

ill three fields, but the strengths

mr,nt of the various iter3 that were employed in our 'analysis of the

student environment (including items in the two s _Went environment

seal a stmmary of these data, prese d separately by discipline'

and _tee reputational-ratings groupings, is given in Table 8.3.
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Table

De, ptors of the Quality of t]-e Graduate Student Et rent

am Pe e tages

Chen I

M

fZY1221-2EL

=.0 -,,-_ 40
fl a -r-i c, o

Peer Rating = ,_. ,-4 = X =
2-77-7

Environment_ for Learnin &:
(Percent answering "Agree Strongl

Dept. practices create student
tension (S-1-j)t 18, 13 16 15 16 9 23

Common for studen to feel
exploited (S-1- 1

12 13 6 9 7 6 6 8 9

Dept. has humane .en;Yironment (S-1-1) 11 19 1.9 19 19 43 21 13 11

Students supportland'-help each
other academically (S-1-(1) 23 31 41 22 18 30 22 27 38

Competit'in among students er ouraged
(S-1-p) 13 13 9 15 10 8 13 11 5

Students friendly and supports e in
pe-_-sonal livesa (5-6-g) 31 35 6 27 29 39 25 36 36

Facult Concern for Students:
(Percent answering "Excellent " ")

Accessibility to students\(S-2-a) 38 41 38 64 27 38 39

Helpfulness in identifying financial
aid (S-2-b) 20 20 12 14 12 22 Ju 12

Concern for professio 11 development_
(S-2-d) 20 19 18 27 23 31 31 25 29

Guidance in selection of curse
(S-2-e) 4 19 10 12 1:-

Willingness to go out of way to help
(5-2-0 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

Helpfulness in finding jobs after
rTgree (S-2-m) 13 1p 11 17 6 16 27 10 12

Miscellaneous
(Pellent answering "Agree Strong:")

Dept. is stimulating place to study
(S-17-t) 23 15 9 30 15 29 31 14 10

Far "y genuinely in'lested in
students' we .re (F-1-b) 40 30 48 43 40 37 39

Some professors unduly exploit
students (F-1-f) '13 15 4 2 2 7 11 7

Faculty student relationsb (f-2-d) 33 21 14 20 17 20 16 20 21

Percent indicating statement characterized more han 75 pelzent of

students in department.

b
Parcent answering "excellent.

188



These eta enable t ie rea

8.16

c get a g -Ll p e level

17,-tudc-It imnor, elements of

envi :nmint dimensions, compar her levels of satifacticn wit

those of students at depart71 nts ± other enutati-_al ratings

within their own -ie,d, and fir c-impare the datl across

disciplines. In this last respect, it is worth noti-, tnat overfill

levels of student satisfacti n t

to diff

envir nments do riot a sear

y among the three disciplines in the study.

The_Faculajnvironment

to pertaining to the lity environment presented in

Tables 8.4 Ind 8.5 and in Ftgur 8.2. The data Tat, .2s 8.4 and 8.5

',otter understandi 0, the

meaning of ti 1 faculty envJronment dimension.

The Faculty Compatibil , ecale (whose genr-ral content was

described earlier in this ch:,nter, and ,doe sp cifis details are

available in Appendix ) is ')sitively e ated, for all three

c..k.sciplines, with such other environment indic_ ors as the extent

to which different scholarly points of view are welcome, the

extent of faculty involvement in the governance of the department,

the panty of faculty-student relations in the department, the

"humaneness" of the de_ tment, and both the departmental and

university-wide intellectual environmel t. an the other hand, the

,,empatibility scale i5 negatiwiy correlated in all three disciplines

with the extent to which facLAy tbers perceive the departnmt to

a collection of individual, and a place where little or no tec



Intercorrelations Amon

Compatibthty ,f faculty
woricenvironmet ( Faculty
scale #2)

2. Different persohalities
and scholarly pcants of
viaw are weicoma (F-1-c)

3. Wide faculty involvement
in important departmental
lecions (F -1 -e)

4. Department has humane
environment (F -1 -m)

5. Faculty /student relations
in department (F-2-d)

Department really a col-
section of individuals; no
truly team efforts J-1-n

University intellectual
environment (F -2 -a)

Department intellectual
envirou..lent (F-2-b)

Ly, n 41-16

II E.. 4 onmental_ Indica,ors

1 6 8 Mean ' D

Ca 2.81
b

.30

H _ 2.89 .18

P 2.83 .22

C 86 3.25c .38

H 41 3.35 .29

P 50 3.18 .30

78 80 _ 3.10c .6

H 52 64 3.24 .49

17 43 -15 - 3.07 41

C 72 72 56 .97'' .39

H 69 55 51 18 .27

P 87 51 2.87 .41

C 53 21 3 87 3.01-
b

.31

H 27 33 13 ,-4 - 2.92 .23

ni -;.:?. 9 2.91

C -61 -58 _6 -55 -49 - 2.55c .53

H -27 -16 -4 -48 -38 - 2.61 .35

P -65 -17 -2- -73 -77 - 2.55 .43

b
C 32 45 29 19 -02 2.39 .53

H 40 36 30 09 -10 -18 - 2.79 .4R

P 38 31 _2 23 06 l2 2.90 .46,

_b
C 88 81 o3 70 54 -56 56 3.06- .53

H 67 62 48 52 19 -34 59 3.09 .37

P 67 45 10 57 53 -35 65 - 3.12 .35

06y.

b
4 ExrAlent, 3 = Good, 2 = Fair, 1 = Pon7.

-4 = Agree Strongly, 2 - Agree reservations, 2 = Disagree with
res -vations, 1 = Disagree Strongly.



efforts take .Le, though -main the s are i_owest

history departLlents why e, as we mentioned orevio-,1,-- rho nP -tLre

of th*e

-to t

arzh and scholarship activities simply are not well-suited

efforts in the way they are in the other two disciplinas.

In any event, these Lenerni relationships u E: .insistent -cross ail

t iree disciplines and of such a r agnitu

g e us confidence in th

dimension.

co qistendy that they

faculty _Iv! onment

What oth r departmental characteristics tan,: be associated

with the quality of the facet'' envi:onment. Data relevant '.() this

question are given in Table where the Facultk O- pa bility

scale and faculty perceptions o tle department llecruai environs

nthr tni

descriptors. These data indicate that:

.unlike the student environment, the quality of the faculty

environment is positively correlated with faculty reputati

ratings, an emph-jis on researc1_, and a record of research

productivity in all three disciplines.

.the faculty environment quality is also quite tlgblyreleted to

faculty perceptions or the scholarly excellenc of the program,

a dimension includ s faculty ratings of student comps ease

(for details see Facult Sca ' /1, in Appendix F).

.judgments about the faculty environment are positively correlated

with faculty sat' la,tions with the ploi-_ce and financial' resoutce_,

of the place, as well as th age of members of- he department

(as measured by years since receiving the doctorate).



Correlations of

c,f

Environ
Scale 2)

Ede. work
(Favl,",-v

:)coart7.c7-It

Intellectual
Environ. (F-2-b)

H P

1. Reputational rating of qualltv
of graduate facul v (?-25-a) 15 3/ 25 sH 7' 64

2. Mean reputational rating -'

received doctorate 'F-15) 42 56 3t 45 70 bt

3. Average annual prodac-tivitv
of articles (I-9-1-,-,) 4, 19 05 55 31

4. Program emphasis on research

5. Self-perceived scholarly
excellence of Ph.D. program
(Faculty Scale Ill) 81 58 92 82 91

6 Faculty ratings of adequac:
of physical and financial
resources (F-2-x) 65 47 38 79 54 58

7. Siie: FE graduate faculty
(DP-l-e) 19 10 02 JJ 42 J4

8. Percent of faculty with
tenure (F-17) -04 18 06 -10 19 -02

9. Years since receiving doctorate
(F-14) 24 47 31 35 27 29

a_ _

C = Chemistry, H = Histor P Psychology.



ccres1F,te2i 1.

:07ir'ired ',;C:7:71 :0 te qial i tv 0:- the

stucent environment diseus,,e6 earlior in rHis chapter, it is clear

that the quality of the faculty environs is based on different

features of th, environmen',. fa-voraLle dent perceptions

seemed to be characerist:.- of departments that emphas 70- teaching,

favorable faculty perceptions of the environment are obviously (and

not surprisingly) Associated with an emphasis on regearch, first-rote

facilities, and peer ratings of tin: quality of the faculty. Thus,

departmentsdeprtments wi ti favorable climates for the faculty arc not always

uepartmcn:L w1:71 coo pct-cc:a ==:rapiy oy

students. In fa,,t it woul_ appear that in some cases th2 very

features of the .,rivironment that make for a desirable department for

wembers of the facu!_ty often opecate to have a negative effeot on the

quality of the environment for students. Only ii logy does it

appear that student and faculty perceptions of the environment tend

to "go together," anu even here tho relationship is not strong.

Correlational data, necessary to explore the ways variables

relate to others, tell us nothing about the distribution of those

amcng d,partmlis Sit 4ueii_on. So..... of this

information is included in Figure 8.3, in which faculty ratings

a yiriety of environment eatutes are summarizeu, and permit a
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t2utational

amen the

bar -ranns in

pet relation 6 appear

tit did ers fairly substan

rating

ast it is 171

relation; rega.

faculty.)

Inter: cms

tnat:

within

MIlL3. all

Lc nal

ti v among iplines,

reputational

40% of the

in F 3 aril

erent p Lsonciiti,'i a _ scholarly po n of view are almost

always -1 ome; nr, H ninvf, di.fferpno

disciplines, and though such -,Tenness is less characteristic

of departments with lower reputations than higher ones, this

difference is not great.

4 40 c000.0-4000,71-l1

greater g departments at the.lowi end the reputation scale

45, witl. ,cLion belcig

greatest in chemistry dlpa ments.

...a se se of colleag lip (Joint effort) occurs with auproximately

equal.frequency across disciplines; within disciplines,

reputatienal rating makes the greatest difference in psychology,

whets 65% of the face] `y iri bop-ral,A agree (strongly or

1



to-

-develpmeno of

r.

chemistry depart-rPflc'-',, ea= reql.lellt ft nycilology departnt;

O't 11 to

-n Lihly ratiA progrs chem,stry arid psychology, b

reputaL'onal rat1 J.:,2s 1=1- seer. to make :v n difference in

mmi Cohclusios

of oaf :1-il-onment . a

cf grad,iat educatiorl is usually ignorod, was endorsed b!! a

of rad,1A-o doans as beinz a charact_ istic that is

important to considLzations oil progfam quality. In this study we

measured student and faculty perceptions of their departmental

environments by means of questionnaires that sought information about

faculty acessibilitv. interest illirstudenr welfare, extent to which

compet on among Student is encouraged, quality of facu3ty interpersonal

relations, extent of faculty opportunity to influence departmental

decisions, and the like. nese data indicate that:

he qwwlity of the student environment seeris to be largely 4

"humaneness" dtmen ion, in which studeats perceive a receptive

faculty who are interested in the students' .welfare and give

attention to teaching. In cheMisti$y and psychology, this type

of ,nvironment does not appear to be related to such traditional



indicators of CCPd tTh=:L uait

publications , lnd tho. like. In words, human., 0,-vironmpnt

are four approy.imatelv often ice cc deprtments

lesser known ones in Lse fields, in his:ory der)artments,

- -C. *,)

in departments with stron? reputations and a heavy research

orientation.

.tle quality of the faculty ore,rir:-nment, on the other nand,

:.ssociated with reputational rains, H7ogram emph4sis on research,

quality o the facilities, and the like, a clear indicaticn that

imoortant to tile 'acuity is not always what is important

to graduate students; the faculty environment may nr. exactly

,the measures of environment used in tliis study appear to be

reliable and "val 'h,' and to pro do useful thformation, about

£tudent and faculty environments in all three discinlin.

sA _

I



The pre:eding chapters have been concer-ned prtmarily with the

human aspncts 3f doctoral d7;ree ol:L,:t6M5 ar-1 with the adequacy of the

prog'rams'. physical resourceF. For some people, this is sufficient to

assure an educational experience; bring goo minds together, they

say, aad quality education will take place. But doctoral pro%rams

at must universities would not exist without much more structurc

than this simple formula suggests. What about courses, requiremerts,

examinations, supervised research, and supe!yisea work experien

_se aspects of a program express its purposes, make up a '=rge

mli=t mf t'km lmn-mmi'mm ,f n

mechanism for certifying those who '11 e awarded degree No

Assessment of program quality would be complete thout considering

' its formal structure of learning exi -riences and procedures.

ThOuth curriculums vary within a discipline -s well acbetween

disciplines, it is possible to ask some general questions about

any program's academic offerings and procedures. Do the scadem'z

offerings, whatever they may be, seem to meet the needs of tl

students who are enrolled? Do students and faculty think the

requirements are aopropria Are renuirements fairly administered?

Is stu,' t academic work evaluated fairly and appropriately? Would

etu'lents recorm'mnd the progra to ctherc with Interests and

abVities? Such questions conce'n hk integrity and fairness of a

9.1



t:).E=-0y ask 0 tLe

of th- t 1i

th-ri a5rect o7= *Aat are .iferemt from areas reerted

-a

ude procesF as w,).11 scholariv input and output.

- ri xpveskied a6uut tle i.tr,a of

avenge part i Lott r,Ati..,i to r,u:res,__!nt t:Ic quality of a ,?rograrti'(-

Functioning. Ihe ii ri qut tori (_,ncern0f; the :eliailitv of the

:easut s, sirwe it ljkr lv that thcri io ump diftrence ot

,_11 Lhf,t ruess- -a- appvo-priatQn",

pi -fort- - Jifforonces among respondents

tbPt ,r1A,Pr

up internal problems A result in little difference, Jr random

ference, between programs. Because of this possibility, we will

bo part-ccu12,-ly 4.-lerf-pd in rh osvehomotric characteristios'of

these measures, espeail t- t c--mparison of response varigtio

within and between programs. At the individual program level, it

is pox icularly important to look at the distribution of item

responses. when interpreting results in this area, in order to get

the full flavor of respondent opinion.

The 5econd r or':-ztlo Is r diffirnif to deal with, becausa

it questions the appropriateness of partici2ant judgments it. this

area. Are studenis,4eveu ad,arteed doctcral student, qualified to

make judgments,about the quality of their educational experience?



f ,uit. .e:71hers

helped shape? Obviot,s,

Responses to op

T_re to ma gE

aucs ion! aka ut curr:rlt

the Perceived 'Ise of the

honesty it preram survival Is in u e

v respone-ti

n

with perhaps less open: ess or

Id --)nlv poi7t

out chat views wi'h .-;tudents an' faculty members have the same

weaknesses and, id i Lion, effect the opinion only

a tew of the barticit A high response -ate on a welldesigned

sulvey instrument potential of feedback

larger and'more represe'mtat.ve sample of participan

,414

uch

and the

0001,

as program functioning, evaluators should give close attention

response rates and should pursue inconsistent results for individual

departments with more detailed programinformation or interviews.

With appropriate cadtions, the approach should contribute to

overall understanding of quality in doctoral education.

In summary, judgments about current program operation were

investigated because it difficult to belve., that a prograt

acade teeny Excellent if students and faculty are seriously

disstisfied with its content and Procedures even though of

measures are high. nn the other hand, high satisfaction with the

academic program may rafloct modest expectations and could be quite

cpnsis eat with lower measures in other areas.



a

graduate

jud.3ments

c_urricn, ar offerinos ev-Inu

meats, a = istant hips

relationships

place-,mt aduates.

overall student_ ,_ati

nare

work -reloted'It%!_p

Tr];

on,

e

and ji.

deans endorsed a measure

't ion with the education they are receiving

Luemr, CAJULt-21-11111 04C

each item on a four-point scale from "exceller

ode

to "pi or. items

concerninq t same area were then grouped and he sores Lombined

to m one scale scorc- ent the program level in that area.

x scales that demonstrated adequate reliability, homogeniety,

and discrimination between programs (see Appendix F) were:

Student rating Is the program flexible

enough to meet individua,_ student needs? is tine curriculum

sufficient breadth and depth? Does the structure or sequence

of courses follow logically? Is there sufficient opportunity

for independent study? Is there opportunity to take courses

outside the major field, and are relationships good with other

departments? (Student Scale No. 5)

Student rating of the relevaneeordegree_requirements. Are

re- uirements clearly stated, relevant to admissions requirements



and

the field:

language to

a -_copriat'

J. (21,13114y ct Student ex. c ,ris_ once researzl or to chin

assistant. Do assistantships contribte to student academic

development' f De t-e7 sents a than _ to m, in a

prole sional ro

professional

member_ of d -lartmen

and are there en o ugh

supervision? Is

ie

StudLaL overall

or, relevant to anticipated

reated as coilaagucs

assistantships fairly administered,

adequate pay? Is there good

-ficient office space and eq,lipment.

1:Li the program_ Do studeutb feel

they are getting good preparation or their later professional

work? Do they think they have learned a great dr.1 in the

program? Would they advise a friend with similar interests

E0 enroll _ In tne program would tnev transter 1i tney could

do so without losing much time to the degro- (Student Scale

No. 3)

5. Faculty judgments about the aderrAcy of student evaluation

cedures. Are degree requirements administered fairly? Does

eudentthe department have good procedures for evaluat

ogress towntd the dei,,ree, evaluating comprehensive exam

performance, and supervising dissertations? (Faculty Scale No. 6)





9.6

1

6. Alumui satisfaction with dissertation e eriences. Did the

student have sufficient freedoM to select his or her own topic?

Was the epected scope f.lf the research pro

pLUCLitILeb

m satisfactory?

belecting committtc members and a ange-

meni_ for Interaction with the committee satisfadtory?. Was

there sufficient opportunity for the student's creative thinking

and individual expression? Was the dissertation experience

related to-otheprofessiOnal skills and to career plans?

(Alumni Scala No. 1)

Table 9. 1 pres rrelation among the six cales by disci-
,

pl ne, and Also the aVerage department mean score and the standard

deviation of variation _ program scores for'each scale. The means

and standard deviations Iof the first three 1.cales sUggest that the

xLudt: pro grams in all three d iplines rate program

contents and procedures "fair" to "good"--a range of roughly 2.2

to 3.1 when a "fair" rating is scored 2.and a "good" rating is

scored 3. Though the differences between programs are not large,

the statistical analyses of the scales indicate,that they are

stable and significant. In general, students rate their personal

isatisfaction with the-program "good" (table item no. 4) and alumn/

average a high level of satisfaction with -their dissertation expelt-

ences (item no. 6, where "satisfactory as is" Nee scored 3 and

"could b4 improyed" was scored 2). The scales,appear to operate

Very similarly in each of the three disciplines, even though the

content of the curriculum and exact program procedures are quite.

different.



9.7

Table 9.1

Intercorrelations of Scale Scores _oncirned with Judgments
about Program Contents and Procedures

Intercorrelations

l 2 Mean- . S.D.

2. Rating
requ
#6)

curriculum (Student.`

relevance of degree
_eats (Student scale

. Rating of assistantship eXperi
ence (Student scale:#8)

4. Satfsgpction with prog
(Student,scale #.3)

5. Adequacy of evaluating students
(Faculty Scale #6) ,

Satisfaction with dissertation
experieftes ;cafe #1)

a
C

H
-- 2.69

2.90
.16
eil

2.76 .26

C 44' 2.79 .21

H 70 2.91,' ..19

P 63 .20

C 25 30 2.70 4.17

H 30 39 -- 2.68 .26

P 67 65 2.68 .28

C 49 46 59 3.05 .20

H 75- 69 40 -- 3.13 .23

70 '61- 44 3.10 .98

4

Oar 3 40 -40 2.98 .28

H -14 23 13 06 2.95 .20

P 36 60 31 47 2.98 .20

12 04 19 40 11 2.58, .11

21 28 -38 50 48 2.63 .11

P 53 '43 15 18 -00 2.65 .10

aC Chemistry, H HiStory,' =-PsYchologY.

b
Mean of department

except for item P6 where
1 = .seeds substantial re

means. 4 Excellent, = Good, 2 = Fair, 1 Poor,

3 = Sati y bsfactor assis, 2 = Could e improved,

vision.



9.8

The correlations' in Table 9.1 indicate that all of the scale6

are positively related to one another, with a particularly strong

relationship among student judgments about various aspects of the

'program operation. Program flexibility:-course and

relevance of degree requirements appear to%be especially'impoltant

e
to student overall satisfaction with. the program:in history and

psychology, whe eas assistanship experiences aremore importantto

student overall
Asa

ion Ire.dhemistry. Faculty satisfaction
,

,

with the departmental practices -.'-evaluating.sr.udents are posi-

tively but much less strongly related to student judgments about

the program, particularly in history. Alumni judgments about.

issertation experiences ar o.e....nt related in any consistent way_

with the other ratings. On=balance the six scales seem to "hang

together" gas measures of an important area of progr excellence,

through 1W-relationships between student measures and measures

from the different perspectives of faculty and alumni raise some

queStions that geed further, exploration.

Correlates of- Program Ratings

How.cro measures of current program functioning relate to other

,indicatoTs of ,program quality? Table-9.2 'cats at the relationship

betweenthreestudentratingsoftheprogram(curriculumdegree

requirements, and overall satisfactio ) and other program descriptors

selected because they seem logically rl lated to program operation or

because earlier chapters identified then as particularly good



Tlb
p

Correlates of Three Student Ratings of the Program

I Quality of teaching. (Student scale #7) .

Environment for learning (Student scale #1)

3. Stude t-rated scholarly excellence of the

pr (Student scale 12)

4. RaputatI1 rating of quality of the

graduat faculty (7-25)

3. Site: 1TE ictora1 students (DP-5-2)

6. Program empbas on teaching (as perceived

by faculty) ( -4)

7. Pero* of faculty with outside research

grant (1-k-1)

8. Average faculty days away from campus

In the 1 lt year 'F-10)

9' Faculty-rated adequacy of physical and

financial resources (F-2-x)

0. laculty,eicperience0ears since doctoral

training (1-14)

Chemistl (R * 24 programs)

H History (R * 25 programs)

P,E.Psychology (N m 24 prograts)

Rating of Rating of Degree

Curriculum Requirements

C U P

54 80 , 74 72 75 70

29 51 46 40 61 30

39 70 79

Satief

w=th r

C H

'68 89

49 54

25 74 70 69 87

18 01 67 02 19 68 36 !4:

25 20 55 12 09 30 33 2k

1 10 46 04 11 52 39 19

48 60 0 ',-17 15 61 28 38

06 29 35 6 09 15 -01 32

40 -00 60 11 17 46 55 23

52-47 59 . 37 -19 27-- 21 -17

V
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indi !ators of pro;ixam quality in other areas. Inteiping'these

correlations, it is apparent that students who th'.nk that the teaching

is very good and that the students and faculty are very capable

and 3) alto think highly of the curriculum and degree requirements,

and in general are satisfied with the training they are receiving.

Student judgments about the program operatiork tend to have a 1--

positive or negligible rela io -hip with cost of the other variables

on the --peer rating of the faculty, size, level of emphasis on

teaching, percent of faculty with outside research grants, average

faculty days away from campus. This suggests that these characteristics

have little bearing on what students think of their progra

particularly in chemistry and history. Correlation of student judgments

with the'adequacy of the physical and financial resources and relative

level of faculty professional experience '(table item y9 and 10)

suggest that these characteristics are positively related to student

views about their programs in chemistry and psychology, but neutral

or negatively related to student views in history.

Student ratings of assistantships, el -Int satisfaction with

1

their dissertation experiences, and faculty judgments about departmental

prr,ctices for the evaluation of students present somewhat' more

complex relationships. The way they are correlaed with a variety

of program descriptors is reported in Table 9.3. In this table

we Bee that student views about assistantships in chemistry and

psychology are related to the academic excellence of the 'program,

its size, and its emphasis on research; but, in history,

2 u 8



Table 9.3

Correlates of Views about Assistantships, Dissertations ,,and

Departmental $valuation Prpcedur:es

Ratinaf

Assistantship

Experiences

(Students)

Satisfaction

with Dissertation

Experiences

(Alumri)

Adequacy of
Evalnat4$

Students

(Faculty

s3lty of teaching (Student scale #7)
#

Invironment for learning (Student scale #1)

Nulty-rated scholarly excellence of the

?rogram (Faculty scale #1)

I. Reputational rating of quality of the

graduate faculty (F-25)

5. Size: FTE doctors] students (DP-5-2)

Li Program emphasis on research (as perceived

by faculty) (F-4)

1 Average faculty journal publications in

last three years (F-9)

I.. Faculty-rated adequacy of physical and

financial resources (F-2,x)

i. Faculty experience: years since doctoral

training (F-14)

). Percent of doctoral students with financial

assistance (DP-11)

CIIt
36 4 66

05 55 22

58 92 58

51 -2; 58 v

58 -08 47

54 -18' 48

43 -32 25

.44 11 11

13 09

-41 46 11 -02 16 -28 -14 -03- 06

C H P

12 43 10

42 06 34

37 57

14 28 57

15 08 28

17 27

08 24 55

03 27 J35 .

C H

19 -04 59

28 -25 35 .._

75 79 65.

29

32

,53

22 16 34

.65 61 59

00 37

*See footnote,. Table 9.2

Note: Descriptors were selected

SOU of them are differen

for their relevance to these particular student ratings; the

from the descriptors included in Table 9.2.

or
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pii;Lu&e is yu a tlitteLelAI. views history assistantships

are positively- related to eh racterisii of the environment atle

negatively related to research emphasis c reputation. Some of

thiaditterence may 4esult from the combination of reactions to

and teeching atIF;is antob4s in the 3ame set cf it_ (See'

page 3 of the.student iluestionn.ire in Appendix D)

chemistry. and psychology probably offer fair numbers of both types

The departments of

of assistantships so that they are weighted fairly eituaily in the

`final department index. But in history, almost all of the aesistant-

ships are in teaching. Also, more students in histor, are'preparing

to become teachers. Therefore, the correlations could be interpreted

to mean that views about teaching assistantships among students

preparing for a career as a teacher are essentially unrelated to

the publications record and r -ucation of the faculty but do reflect

the climate and human relatioAships of the department, whereas the

opposite s true for vie out assistantships in the more resea
/

oriEnted fields of chemistry and psychology. Again, we see that

teaching and research reinforce one another in the laboratory

sciences (chemistry and psychology) but not in the humanities

(history).

satisfaction with dissertation experiences do not appear

to be very closely related to any of. the other program descriptors

listed in Table 9.3, with the possible ,exception of overall ratirligs

of academic excellence (items 3 and 4). Theii- low correlations

probably reflect the generally high ratings given by alumni to

21u
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their dissertation experiences, and the small variation among

programs on thir. score (see' item #6 in Table 9.1) . Also, the

,. rating reliability is not as high for this scale as for the others,

and the significance of tha differende between programs is not

quite so certain (see Appendix 1). Probably rile items in this

scale would be more useful inJeedback reports to individual

programs than'combined into a scalescre for comparison across

programs.

Views Abdul ,)ob 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 persona,acquain-,

tances. The decline in academic jobs makes this system increasingly,

inadequate, howzver, and many departments are taking more formal

steps to lc'ate a broader variety of job opportunities. Also, more

departments arr encouraging students to consider nonachdemic careers.

Because the placement of new graduates Is in flux, it Is nc# a

reliable indicator of program quality at the present time. It

continues area of, interest, however 'anduresponies to

quqstions in this study concerning placement -ere tabulated for

descriptiye information about programs. A summary of some of these

results is reported in this section.



9.14

Many students expressed concern about placement in commee.

that were volUnteered at the end of their questionnaires. f Y

yolced particular seas:tivitv to the role of program s d university

prestige iti relation to job placF:sment; comments such 'the faculty

here do ot have the national reputations or contacts neeev

help_ graduates find good jobs" "my only regret is that it will

be even harder to find a job when I graduate because the department

is sot well known" were cone on. The pervasiveness of concern about

employment, probably contributes to the willingness of students to

put opyith uncomfortable envitlaaraeVes in exchange for program

prestige, as observed in earlier discussions. Differential percep-
40

tion of placement helpfulness from the departments with different

reputations is also reflected in the questionnaire responses that

are reported in Table 9.4. An average of more than 40% of the

faculty in high-prestige depart think the department helpfulness

in job placement is "excellent' (item 1). but Only an average of

about 15% of the faculty in low-rated departments feel the same way.

Apparently all departments make some effort in this direction,

however, since about 40% 0 the faculty across all reputational levels

say the department's helpfulness. is "good."

Students are ewhat less sanguine about the placement help

they wt11 receive from the department or the faculty (items 2 and 3,

in Table 9.4) even at top-prestige programs. Roughly twb-thirds of

the faculty in each discipline think that the departmental placement

efforts are at least "good," but only half of the students Save



Table 9,4

Views About Job Placement (Averages or rrogram otLeoLageti')

1. Faculty: Departmental helpfulness

Job placement

2. Students: Department does a good job

placing gradeates

Students: Helpfulneas of faculty in

finding'jobs of ter graduation

4 Reports from department chairmen about job

placement

a. Dept, maintains placement files for

gtadnites

b. There is a departmental faculty c, 9i,_

tee to work on job placement of grads

0 Dissertation chairmen actively help

studentl locate appropriate positions'

d. Tepartment eUcourages registration with

university placement office

e. Academic placement has become tore

Afficult in `the last three years

f. NonaAdemic, placement has become mOre

d ficult in= the last three years

See footnote Table 5.2.

21

Percent Responding

Chemistry History . Psycho'

IMLH
ExcEllenL 35 12 14 45 28

Good, 45 48 41 '37 5 44

Agree strongly 18 8 6 15 6 28 111

Agreeireeervations 53 44 38 42 30 41 39 42

Excellent 18 10 11 17 6 17 27 10

Good 43 36 31 .33 26 ,36 36 37

11

40

5

,31

12

22

All

CIEFIEE/

50

All

HiltgT

All

P8XChtllqi

'0 62

iv

Yes 9 74

f,.

24

Always 36 6L 38

Often 59 39 57

Always 59 96 t 5

Often 14
m. 29

Yes 73 100 81

r,

Yes 48 19
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this impression. In general, perception of helpfulness declines

with rep*ational rating, except that low-rated programs history

a-- Umv mv.^U

pr

practices and experiences in re la

1 *Uon mciA41wn4.roarl

b p_cement. Thei.

responses are reported in item 5 of Table 9.4. Since these tabula-

tions reflecnly one response per program, they have not been

separated into reputational levels. The ,chairmen of history depart

ments, particularly} reflect a high level of concern about job

lacement for their graduates. More than 70% of these departments

rmaintain placement files in addition to,encouraging registration

with the usciversity placement office, have a departmental committee

'-
concerned with job placement, and consider placement help to be one

of the important functions of a dissertation chairman. Every

history department in the study reported that placement of graduates

in appropriate academi,: positions has b__ome more difficult in the

C
last two years. The iepartments of chemistry and psychology are

not far behind. In addition, -t 4rds cif the chemistry chairmen

reported that placement in appropriate nonacademic positions has

als- ecome more difficult in the past two years.

Obviously successful job placement of new graduates 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 notexist:



the reputation of a program may play an as cially important role

in first job offers. For these and other reasons, probably some

evaluation of the effbrts that are being made to broaden options

and prepare students for a greater variety of employment possibilities

are as ortant as an actual tabulation of -kinds of jobs that

graduatec are accepting when thit area of activity is investigated as

part of a program evaluation.

Used of Academic Program Measures

Most of the program measures reviewed in this chapter have been

scale ofto represent characteristics of a program's academic

offerings and procedures. The research resultey.ndicate that many of

_these scores are related to measures of other program characteristics,

especially if the assessments ate made by the same observers. Thy

research l.as detarmined that reliable measures are available in this

area, but we, have not3-_ addressed the question of how they might

be used.

Ratings of program functioning add the important dimension of

process to the assessment of quality. At the level of individual

program review, a great deal of information can be obtained about a

program's structure and contents. Unfortunately, such anecdotal

material does not lend itself to comparisons across programs in

/

different disciplines. The "adequacy" measures described in this

chapter suggest one way to circumvent this problem. They provide

useful comparisons of judgments about program functioning, although

questions of internal program equit- will be viewed by many as

216



7iather tangential to questions of program quality. F)r this reason,

the separate items ineach tcale (enumerated in Appendix F) may be

more useful as feedback information to individual programs than as

comparative program assessments', indicatingparticular strengths and

weaknesses as they ire perceived by students and faculty members.

For example, opinions of program participants about the flexibility

of the curriculum to meet individual needs, opportunity to take

courses in other departments, clarity of degree requirements, and

fairness of adminstering assistantships :an.be very useful info

for a program that is looking for ways to increase its strength,

without any need to reduce the data by forming scales.

Figure 9.1 graphically'presents responses to four individual

items fr scales in this area with res es grouped according to

high, medium, and low peer ratings of faculty quality within each

discipline. The '-ems selected for illustration are ones that .

correlate particularly highly'with their scale scores. The figure

demonstrates the kind of discipline or university-level comparative

data that could be provided to help departments interpret their

own responses without making any value judgments about desirable

levels or distribution of responses for a particular program.

In to of overall level in Figure 9.1, students history

programs give the highest percentage of "excellent or "good'!

ratings to curricular flexibility, relevance of.degree _requirements,

and opportunity for assistantship holders to act in a professional

role. Chemists are least satisfied with These aspects of their

21
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Figure 9.1. Selected indivith ite

the Academi Pro ,r- and

Student rating of tle
curriculum: Flexibility la
of program requirements
to meet individual 40

needs. (S-4-g)
LC

$.4

30.

AO

Student rating
degree requirements:

Relevance
of requirements to
anticipated worlt
the field. fS-4-1)

Student rating of
assistantship ex-
1-1ftv4o-nrst4.

Chance for (teaching
or research) assis-
tant to Act in a
prefesbional
(S-5-e)

Faculty rating of
evaluation practices;

Department
procedures for
evaluating graduate
student progress.
(F-2-0)
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IIm Hy II

le
1©

70

k
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programs . On the other 'nand, hisLary faculty arc least satisfie,

with departmental procedures evai acing graduate student progress.

In genelal, the bar i-7--_pL, support our impression from other

analyses that individual :tIEms. I as scla -;coies concerned

with program structure and procedures, are appropriate fr use in a

number of different disciplines and across all level-Of program

size and reputation. -i v of responses to eacn of the items

in all three disc li_cs sugi' sts at i would not be necessary to

collect separate comparative data .or each discipline before n,ing

innividual iromd =,7 dcd:irip: prugra:7a in tnic, arca. :nc

similarity of responses across rerutational groups indicates that

--
score differences between programs reflect different expectations

and the r c s p o , I d L i t ' s p e r L c i , L i n Lei L i s and pL, _,;uutt raLhec

than haio or other reputational bias.

r



Cha;-itt2T:

ALUMNI ACCO1-7 1-1.-tENTS AND OPINIONS

Most of the Lisciud so far in t s report came frot_

current program part1c-!coct7 71dacc:c traduate students and f;icultv

These sources of t fortinn w,=re in nosition to tell it like it

is" in each department in th, spring of 1975: No time lag for

changing conditions to catch Lir with reputat'n, no unidentified

halo effect, no second-hand z,uessing bout what goes on behind t

facade. These sources of -1:1Iormation have been emphasized because

they are readily available as well as appropriate or program

assessment. There L5 one other source of information about programs

that is highly regaled if ,Thlds,rn surveyed, an that 4 their alumni,

Many ;Aepar ment 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

the best single measure of its success (cf., Willingham, 1974).

The graduates are a tangthle product of the program; they reflect

the abilities and skills they already possessed at entrance, to be

sure, but they also reflect the direct and indire, influences of

their experiences Lj graduate students in a particular degree

program. ChairmP= and faculty mcbers of progrlms, therefore, feel

Limy have a iLimaLe ilnoL Lo cialm some cie_iL ioL Like kiuus

jobs their graduates hold, the scholarly works they produce, and

10.1

-z"Z 0



the recogni:ion receive _heir ,reers, ' 4 -

that it would 2 appropriate to judge the audit- of the program

by these products

In addition, it is _,:ten tr,at recent aturani viii

have more perspective ,;6out contekcs,

mPrrq nf f-hn,

objec,i t F than fac tv memhers earl c -ore i n f o r m a t i on on whicb

!o bas.

studied or worked in

their graduate progra.. are

For both of thesc,

va

have nevi

Threfo._e, their views ahiout

fo r program

_form a abou, each

from a sampl,- of recent alumni was considered an esseni_ul part

of this study. wanted to hear from alumni who had been in lobs

611 Lu uavt:

gradiAted recently enough to know something firsthand about the

program. r\: ter discu sign witty experts in earn it

was decided to concentrate . graduates three to five years after

the degree (those who received the doctorate in 19 /U, 1911, or 191

Participating departments were asked to provide names and addresse

of persons who received doctoral degrees in these years. Almost

them did so, Ot stionha res and one postcard foil

were mailed to all of the continental. United States addresses that/'

!Jone available, airps were returned st unde r'

liverable; it is kno that _others did not reach the right person,



L:pit the 'act that

received for 1,172, alumni, or

returned to us.

This chapter gi

adequacy of this samT

=

sew

rebresent alc...^i co ,lishments and views

about programs because there, nonse rate .gas not as high as desired.

However, It probably represents a reaiiti, return, the kind that

-could be expected if dei,a-tme

with a similar

6e14L

their average rate of ret.irn was about the same. It is also likely

that the reactions of some alumni are lacluded in the study as

to survey their own paduates

Ln these q estionnaires

facuity rather Li 11 ;_L11lu i 6poiis Uecause t cy arc zurrently

employed in the department that granted their highest degree.

Alumni Responses

Usable questionnaires from prc ;ram alumni were examined to

estimate response bias and to evaluate their generallzability

before investigating their relationship to other measures of

I
Departmertt-. s were ked to supply the names and addresses of all

,00toral degree -ecipients in 19/U, 19/1, and 19/20 A few programs

,.ould supply the information only for one or two of these ye, s. Most

lid not have addresses for at least a few of the graduates in this time

period. In the few eases where more than 100 degrees were -warded in

this period, questionnaires wet.(, sent to a random sample of 100 degree

recipients. Graduates of two programs in each field were not surveyed

because fewer than 10 degrLes were awarded in 1970-1972. Thus,

technically the sower was ,f all 1;radtc:-; of participatirg

programs three to five years after receiving the degree, but'it came

close.



prorar.. characteristics.

returns from each program rn re.ation Hp me number sc urindites

sent out responses wel-e used only if there were at 'east

I.) usable

number mailed out.

and tl- , me- Chan

there were fewe than 10 ,,.sable repl

but they rep,_,ented more than half of all the questionnaires mailed

out. The late F tenon w appropriate for a few programs

granted d small huu,bef of egrees between 19e ani 1972. Alumni

.:eturns met one of thn criteria for 20 chemistry progr 18

analy.

and comments about alumni responses are limited to this slightly

smaller set of programs

As menLioued eaLlier, 11 mums l --e6pur e rate was

about 48%. The average response rates for individual programs

remaining in analysis, grouped accorulng to peer ratings o

faculty quality, are presented an the first line of Table 10.1.-
2

T,.ace are very conse native rat,,s of return, since they co ld not

be corrected for undeliverable mail. Response rates were slightly

higher for lower-rated programs, but essentially quite similar

Across disciplines and reputations. A slightly higher response

2
The smaller number 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 alumni, "law"
means a rAputational rating below 2.4 rather than 2.0. This results

- in fewer programs in the "mrdium" category and a fairly even distri-
blition of programs across the reputational levels: 6-8-6 in chemistry,
k-8-5 in history, and 6-6-5 in osvelloloRv See rh er 2 for a
discussion of the rationale for grouping programs in this way.
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Al _ _ _dent Res; ons t ompa isons
ier.,Ige of

1. Average response rate

2. Sex: percent female

. Race: Cauca::: an

Studenr,

Alumni
Students

4.- Undergraduate grade- 3.5 or

above
Alumni
Students

5. Specializations:.
Organic chem. Alumni

Students

Physical chem. Alumni
Students

Modern hist. Alumni
,46k-AkAii6a

Am6rican hist. Alumni
Students

Exper Tentai psy. Alumni
Students

Clinical psy. Alumni
_':.tudents

Chemist y story PsyrI logy

H M L H M L

53 2

3 o 89

83 75

43 43

30 13 39 34 30

94 94 94 99 95

90 85 90 89 93

41 21 21 39 30 35 45 28 24
48 24 26 48 32 15 59 47 30

42 36 36

31 32 60

27 27 32

J6 29 16

30 31 21

33 46 62

31 39 51

i2

21 25 16

27 37 60 II

Groupings for alumni chta are as folic-,:s See footnote, Table 512, for
groupings for student data.

H High peer rating of faculty quality (above 3.6), N=6 programs in
chemistry:and psychology, 5 In history.

M Medium poer rating of faculty quality (3.6 to 2.4). i=8 programs in
chemistry and history, 6 in psychology.

7 7mt7 noes,' rat frvo r,e 01,114?-- 1,6). 1+16 nrn A

chemistry, 5 in history and psychology.



rate in t .:_rwer-ratej, was Finde these

tended to be n. sr Lie- f.,;en alumni available

to.represent each pr ran. In terms of the actual number

of response -ed in .alves. 5 1-_-apor7!erltr7 sr,L cf 9 alumni

represent cn, Pxtre7 and 6H resTos-ionts od, o' 100

alumni at the o her. 'slot nrozri,7 mean scores represent th

resprnses of setween in and )5 nIlmni.

We do not know the ,:.hara I I cf 197fl-172 doctoral

degree recipients of programs n this study, ir questionnaires

fuLutile,1 ---ol graaaaL?

provide a profile of these 'non-to-be alumni. One check on the

representativeness of alumni respondents, therefore, is to cLiapare

the characterisLiLs Lo7 Lhese Lwo We would not expect them

to be identical, since the enrollment patterns of some of the

programs may have changed over the past six or eight years, but

we would expect alumni to be more like current students in he same

program roan likc ArndPntg in other nrorams. Table 10.1 also

reports the results rf this analysis,

items 2, Ann 4 in 04nie 1.6.1 compare alumni and enrolled

student respondents on sex, race, and undergraduate grade-point

average. Most of the alumni respondents entered these programs in

the middle 1960s; most if the student respondents started their

graduate studies in the early 1970s. Ther!fore, an average of about

'7% more wopen and 8% fewer Caucasians in the current student popula-

tion probably represents a reascnable shift in program enrollment

9 9
41,or,)



patterns during

included in 7,1177::Vi

ethnic diversity. Sligr__

report undo 6 at-jet':

conciscent with the

In general, howevel the

i and students

_ re+, ,p

opertims c

-ate

uirent stu-e=

are similar and consistent be-"w,-en

tn- variables at each level ,f program

prestige and acr0ss all thre,? d lines.

Programs llso vary in

proportion of stu

-at-1 ns the offer, and the

in given area. Theref =e,

the final comparison betweei alumni and student respondents is

concerned with the percent who identifv themselves w.i-h two popular

specializations within each discipline. The percent of alumni

respondents are compared with the c-nt of currently enrolled

resnondents in oroanic and nhvsical chemistrv. modern and American

history, and experimental and clinical psychology. Though not

4elent4cni. Pry Qimilnr

groupings.

-1 prvr,iq

From this evaluation of the alumni response _'ate_ and a conpor

of the respondents with advanced graduate %tudent respondents frnm

the same programs, we concluded that the alumni data were sufficiently .

representative to be useful as program descriptors and in analyses

with other variables. They may fail t give a complete picture of

the products of each of the 55 program- that provided usable alumni

data, but they represent a unique resource in providing comparable



trnn ab , a nu_ or _E

each of the

these alumni are discussed

of Alumni

An 3r-1 chapter 0

the r

se_ oral doctoral ograms

-tiViLeS ahd

of this ch

Pi

sed the p:- nses of doctor 1 a

teachers, or other professional practitioners. and concludedat

LO he the

preparation of scholars and /or researchers. Therefore, one would

expect most of the graduates of these programs to a employed in

.:niversiry positions researchers in other settings, Table 10.2

presents the average percent of alumni from programs at three different

levels of prestige (peer ratings of faculty quality) who reported

the faculties of mos-_ programs perceive heir

first position after the degree, current position, primary work

activitiy in the present position- an, two juotoents about their

present jobs. Cqnclusions that can be drawn, from these data about

the employment of recent alumni in three fiefs are that:

...about half of the new chemistry graduates of all programs had

postdoctoral fellowships immediately after receiving the degree.

Most of them appeared to have moved into research positions or

into college or university tesohiug by 3 to 5 years later.

An of 60 to 70% of the graduates of all chemistry

programs reported that they were currently engaged in research

rpAppre01



Alumn, e ali,v 17,

'uit14 the

wage of gram JL ages

1. first position after

degree

2, Current *ion

---

Post,* elicw,Fhp

2--eaT college

c. 4-veat college

6 Phi) utIverqlty

e. ResearcP

oqtdE fellowship

c.

1: PhD university

Research

f. Profession prrti p

3, Primary activity in a: research

present job
h. Research and teaching

c, Teaching

6. Administration

e. Other professional

4. Present job "highly teiated" to graduate tield

of study

5. Considers self underemployed

*See footnote, Table 10.1.

alemistr:

M L*

Hisnry

H M 1*

Psychology

H K

T. ?., 4: 53 3 3 4 14 17 12

3 ' 7 3 2 6 1 1

6 1.3 12 37 43 56 17 25 15

s 3 1 31 16 5 22 15 17

19 31 17 3 ,,,
11 10 9,

122
5 i 2 --

12 21 16 36 46 47 1 21 19

21 84392114.30 19 18

1 45 40 2 4 6 16 10 11
1 1 . 7-- ln

45 49 46 3 4 10 20 13 9

24 12 12 39 25 8 31 25

13 25 23 48 57 71 -21 20 1.9

3 6 9 3 9, 11 3 15 11

3 4 4 1 3 -- 20 20 33

41 36 29 60 62 65 72 59 69

12 15 23 23 22 18 15 18 9

Note: Percentages may not add to 100 because adlunct faculty positions and employment in ad-itis-

tr;tivi: positL-45, c4weicoty ui ecuadary Ch068, OL "otner' are not tabulated. Fewer that 42 of the

alumni from any program reported that currently they were not employed for pay.



...the largest pe er f = a r from hist pregraLs took

flrot jobs

=-anti e to t, employed in this ettinr. Only top- prestige

history programs Fl-_ ed a an as one-rhi graduates

in Ph.D,-gr- sting universitie. More than'hal_ of the history

gcst perte.

graduates in prog

primary job ctivit

.,graduates of

va rre

reported aching as their current

read to a greater

positions than did graduates in the other two fields,

both l mediatelv after the degree and later. Roughly on--third

were employed leges or univer _L nd one-third in

research positions or professional practice (type of employer

was not related to program prestige). However, about half of

the graduates of highly rated psychology programs reported

research or re earcn ana teaching as LL y t.ALL ecst job

activity, while the percent in research was somewhat lower

for lower-rated programs.

.fewer -4 h4.2eNrign or psychologists reported that

their present job was "highly related" to their graduate fiel,

or study.

...an average of about 10 to 25% of these resposidents who received

degrees from doctoral programs in 1970 to 19.:' .eported that

C:n11°"c"-07/ -
1170q 11Th remilloyed horsus, their present

noSitiona were not in their field or not ent with their



level of training and cxperi T o p-_reen.tages are somew

lar-er in low-rated chemista, departure
s- end in high- or

medium -rated history and psychology

In summary, the only clear differentia ion by prestip,.

degree-granting programs

pvcce "I ur

of tl,e,

appears Table 10.2 is the higher

mares employed ' r Yh.D.- granting universities and a

T1 o graduates froti, thee prnrams who

report resea,2h or research anC their primary current

lob activity, Tb 1 h rib

prestigious programs disperse much more broadly than they did a 1,..T years

ago, it is still true MOS permanent positions at major univert

are filled by graduates of what are considered to be the top progra_

in the field. Alnmni views -,out the relevance and appropriateness

their current employment re n t related to sny appreciable

extent td the prestige of time program from which they received heir

degrees.

Expected differences in the employment patterns of graduates

from each of the disciplines were found. Chem'-4fq wPre most 14kely

to be employed as researchers, rcychologists as college of university

faculty or in other profeal and histoirians as college

teachers.

Alumni also were asked to rate a number of statements concurning

their employment setting, climate, and job s,itisfacti_n. These

resul,s are presented by discipline and peer rating of the graduate

faculty in Table 10.3. The items reflect an assumption that most
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Table 10. 3

Alumni Description of Current Position (Average of Program

Percentages Responding "Very Descriptive ")

It-proviles many oppor-
tunities for research and
creative work (A-17-b)

It 'does not use all my
education and skills
(A-17-c)

3 It kilows me to increase
my visibility within the

profession (A-17-f)

4. My colleagues are first-
rate scholars or re-
searchers (A-17-h)

5..It gives Me a feeling of
worthwhileaccomplishmer-
(A-174W)-

. It,is a very secure 'job

(A-17-0'

7. It provides a very come
fortable-salary (A-17-a)

8.= It gives me a chance to
exercise leadership

(A-17-j).

Chemistry

H M L*

History

H M

Psychology

H H L*

48 38 34 29 25 18 41 34 35

13 17 19 19 22 16 14 23 19

43 33 40 27 23 17 40 30 39

32 26 26 11 13 21 26 15 19

Al 49 52 45 49 51 52 55 63,

27 28 27 28 29 42 27 30 42

35 35 22 16 10 31 34 34

43 35 42 28 51 43 58

*See footnote, Table 10.1.



10.13

faculty members it( the disciplines surveyed in this study would agree

that_ good job fu; cliAe of Lileir pr eget would otter an opportunity

fot creative work and re earch, utilize the person's abilities

provide conditions for advancement in the profession, involve contact

with other first-rate scholars, and result in a feeling of worthwhile

accomplishment. The first five items in Table 10.4 give the average

percent of respondents fn each of the program groupings who said

that each of these statements was "very descriptive" of their current

work. The higher proportion of chemists and psychologists who are

employed as researchers piobably accounts for the somewhat higher

level of .their responSes to the first question (concerninvopportun

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

reputetional 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 tradition: job security,

salary, and opp ortunities for leadership. Responses to these

questions also are uniform across reputational levels,'with the

possible exception of the salaries of historians.

Alumni Career Accomplishments

Since, as noted at the beginning of this chapter, career

accomplishments of alumn1 have high acceptance as a criterion of
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doctoral program quality, alumni were asked to report their profes-

sional activities in A number of areas. They also evaluated the

excellence of the career training they received as a part of their

graduate studies, and made judgments about the overall excellence

of their graduate programs. Responses of the alumni from each

program were summarized, and the mean score or percent of alumni

giving a pArriculat response to each item was adopted as the program

indicato_ on that variable.

Table 10.4 presents the major questionnaire items concerned

with alumni accomplishments and program outcomes together with the

means of departmental mean scores or percents, their standard

deviation , and correlations among the variables. Discipline

variations in employment patterns, reported earlier, are also

apparent here; in addition, there are disc'line differences in

alumni satisfaction with their career preparation (#1), the percent

who reported post degree research on their dissertation topic (#4),

the percent who had published part of the dissertatiOn (#5), the

percent who had nublished a book ( 8), average number of profes-

sional presentations (//9), and current annual income (#6). Earlier

chapters ili this report inuicate that many Input and process char-

acteristics of doctoral programs operate quite similarly in rather

diverse fields of study; these data from alumni suggeht that the

evaluation of program outcomes in temps of the activities and

accomplishments of graduates need to be viewed separately by

discipline or area of study.
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Table 10.4

correlatione of Alumni Career Ac Ilpliehments and Judgments

Itee

1. Percent re. )rting "4WOMe1y good"
career preparation (114-ahc) .

2. Percent with current academic
appointment at Ph.D. university
(8-434))

3. Percent with research or re-
and teaching 118 primary work
activity (A-18)

_

4. Percent _imported further
research _ dissertation
topic Ch- 2 "

eh

3. Percent who had published part of
dissertation (A-23)

Average anneal income in
thousan11-26)

7. Average number of journal
publications (A-27-a, b)

Percent who had published a
book (A-27-c, d)

9. Average number of presentations at
regional or national meetings
(A-27-0

10. Average number of presentations at
scholarly colloquia (4-27-g)

Alvan/ Scale score #2: Scholarly
excellence of program

12. Would advise friend to attend

1 2 3

Correlations

4 5 6 7 10
riean or

11 percent S.D.

ca 64 .17
H 69 .12
P 83 .10

C 38 -- 11 .10
H 33 -- 25 .16
P 41 -- 23 .14

C u5 27 -- 63 .16
H -10 72 -- 30 .17
P 68 71 -- 41 .17

C -11 19 26 -- 37 .10
H , -10 21 -05 - 78 .17
P 49 46 74 -- 48 .16

C lb 16 14 10 -- 82 .13
H 06 30 11 67 -- 59 .15
P 60 61 74 78 -- 45 .16

C -14 -30 20 -22' 06 -- 17.8 1.8
H -17 -04 -31 73 41 -- 15.1 1.5
P -24 -18 -46 -42 -33 -- 19.1 1.7

C 25 33 26 46 -11 -01 -- 6.54 2.03
H =11 20 29 -02 -27 -21 -- 6,37 4.12
P 57 70 76 69 68 -17 -- 5.44 2.10

C -24 -07 26 48 -11 -01 43 03 :04
H -31 48 33 04 52 -23 -25 -- 28 .13
P 15 06 3' 29 29 -08 24 -- 11 .08'

C , 08 -38 29 06 -13 40 35 34 -- 2.42 1.01
H 34 37 30 14 47 15 -28 19 -- 1.90 .56
P -05 29 21 40 45 -15 24 38 -- 3.34 1.14

C 08 24 49 60 -19 07 48 45 18 -- 2.22 1.11
H -44 09 21 44 52 19 07 28 17 -- 1.67 .82
P -40 15 08 08 11 -11 -01 40 41 -= 2.03 1.05

C 76 22 =11 -09 24 -24 -14 -41 -14 -21 -- 3.14-
b

.39
H 30 55 41 26' 05 -13 08 24 20 -09 -- 3.26 .40
P -08 17 -06 -11 -14 -18 03 26 41 31 -- 3.33 .30

C 85 66 08 -08 31 -21 19 -35 -23 -08 --3.17h .37
H 34 58 36 45 18 08 -.02 25 31 02 -- 3.15 .40
P 42 41 42 27 29 -46 37 19 18 23 -- 3.21 .32

4C m Chemistry (8 20 programs)
H m History (N 18 programs)
P a Psychology (N - 17 programs)

b4
s excellent or agree strongly

3 m good or agree with reservations
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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

for work as a scholarly researcher, college teacher, or other

professional practitioner (#1) are essentially unrelated to

any of the reported career accomplishments, with the possible,

exception of current 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 posies

Lively related to being engaged in research among historians

and psychologists (#3) and positively related to publications

and scholarly presentations in all three fields, though only

very strongly" for the publication of journal and dissertation

articles by psychologists and the publication of books by

historians (#4, 5, 7, and 10).

.Being engaged primarily in research or research and teaching (13)

is positively but not highly related to publications or

scholarly presentations in any of the fields except perhaps the

publication of journal articles by psychologists (#5, 7, 8, 9,

and1.0).

.Average annual income (#6) is unrelated or negatively related

almost every other variable in the table, all three fi
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...Most of-the alumni accomplishments that are reported here die

. essentially unrelated to their own judgmen s about the schola

excellence of the program or their advice to a friend about

attendance (#11 and 12). The only exception is current

employment at a,Th.D. university; apparently these graduates

think their programs helped them obtain their current positions,

and they wculd recommend the programs to friends with similar

'interests.

Correlates of Career Accomplishments

Measures of alumni accomplishment do not appear to be very

highly related to one another. Are they more highly related to

pro ;ram characteristics such as reputation, faculty research

activity, student views about the environment for learning, or

overall satisfaction with the program by current students?

Table 10.5 presents some of these co reliftions

Again we see some congruence betweea the research preparation

and involvement of alumni and the research emphasis of their

graduate programs, as represented by correlations of items #2, 3,

and 4 with peer rating of the faculty quality and level of faculty

research activity. But there is very little relationship between

any of the four program characteristics and the scholarly produe-

tivity.of alumn_ as reported by. the number of journal publications

or presentations at regional or national profession#1 meetings

( #6 and 7). The number of publications by alumni also are not highly

related to the publication productivity of the department faculty



rch Envir t 111 Student,

for Learning 8Atiffiction

(S. Scale 11) (S. Scale 13)

C II C

Alumni Outcomes

Variables C

1. "Erlemely good" career

preparation 58 -05 40

2. Good preparation for career

as scholarly researcher 69 64 46 51 60 43 16 -31 -35 51 49 -31

3, Current position at Ph.D.

university 79 10 51 35 64 4 -07 -30 -03 * 31 34 45

4. Research or research # teaching

as primary work activity 23 65 60 -25 61 52 -39 -24 -25 14 .19 05

5, Average annual income -21 16 -51 -23 43 -50 07 06 19 -18 11 02

4

53 08 35 24 27 00 42 51 -06

6, Avelage number of journal

palications 31 -06 31 20 02 12 18 -33 -02 -24 01 02

1. Presentations at regional or

national meetings -26 38 09 -08 49 13 06 -24 -13 08 47 21

8. Alumni-rated scholarly excellence

of the program /8 14 89 60 70 72 27 -18 03, Yir 49 32

,;*d..
net touwat, 14L4t

3
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(corn

psychology, nod` _414* 0 it
11)/

involvement and productivity are unrelated or only weakly related

to the environment or learning and student overall satisfaction

with the program. Average income is not related or negatively

related to all four program indicators (p5). Only with the last

variable, alumni-rated scholarly excellence of the progr

there a consistently high positive relationship with program

reputation, faculty research activity, and student satisfaction.

The lack of any consistent pattern in these relationships

suggests that the post degree activities and accomplishments of

a program's recent gra- ;.,!s are influenced by many factors other

than the graduate program itself, and that any effort to evaluate

the quality of programs by evaluating the employment settings and

professional accomplishments of graduates would need to be much

more -isticotecl than the A roach taken in this study. As we

saw in Table 10.4, even the graduates' judgments about the scholarly

excellence of a program fail to predict activities that al:e generally

considered to reflect scholarly achievement and recognition,, such

as a re _ academic appointment at a Ph.D. university or .scholarly

articles published in professional journals.

In addition to information about alumni employment anL profes-

sional activities, it could be helpful for departments to know more

4bout the value of various graduate school experiences as preparation

for different kinds of work. Table 10.6 lists several items of this
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Table 10.6

Alumni -Rated Value of Graduate Experiences as Preparation for
. Present Work (Averages of Program Percentages)

Experlince of. 'yery great value"
as preparation for present work.

Chemistry-

H M

History

H

Psychology

H M 1.*

1. Required courses in dept. (A-6-a) 19 24 28 28. 31 13 34 32 17

2. Elictive 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 department's standards of
excellence for work in the field
(A-6-h) 60 34 24 64 53 36 68 60 42

Cultural and social life of the
university (A-6-i) 28 16 11 32 23 13 31- 19 15

Technical skills learned in course
or researth work (A-6-j) 57 S2 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:

10. Scholarly research (F -4 -a) 74 48 37 fil 53 .45 76 69 59

11; College teaching (F-4-b) 25 31 2. 16 35 45 22 22' 26

12. Other professional practice
F-4c) 10 7 9 4 3 0 2Q 24 37

*See footnote, Table 10.1.
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to discipline an

tbulations summarize responses by alumni in all kinds of positions;

for local progr review, it would probably be more helpful to

sort responses according to type of work.

. From the items in Table 10.6, it appears that association with

a major professor ( and tectinizal skills or knowledge gained in

course or research 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. Elective courses and association with

other than the major professor (#2 and 4) apparently are acre

and more important, in history and psychology than in

chemistry. Importance assigned to the department's standards of

excellence for work in the field (#6) vary according to program

reputational level, as do departmental and general university

interpersor 1 experiences (#9 and 7). Reports of extremely.good

1.

preparation for work in one of three major career paths (110-12)

closely parallel the differences in program emphasis that were reported

in Chapter 4.

The rest Itt.; reported so this chapter are consistent with

the notion that rib st doctoral degree recipients, almost regardless of

the quality of the programs that grant their degrees, adapt to the demands

and expectati, of the employment situation. Three to five years after

receiving the degree, they reflet the associations and expectations
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of their graduate-programs only if the employment setting his

enchained such behavior. For example, a heavy teaching load

will absorb most of the energy of a new faculty member, regardless

of the emphasis placed on training for research and publication

by his or her graduate program. A survey of employers might

uncover some differences in job performance related to the program

of training, but it seems more likely that much of.this variationv

is removed by the self-sorting of career aspirants when they select

graduate training program to attend, and then by the jobs they seek. A

relationship between characteristics of the program of graduate training

and alumni career performance might be mere apparent if alumni were

carefully sorted according to their current employment settings

and whether or not they had received specific training for the

,activilies expected in that setting. However, getting a sufficient

number of responses from any one:group to reliably serve as a

ogramlevel indiiator of performance would be a serious problem

for many progr

In many respects, the measures developed and used in this study

produced more q'estions 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 obtained from/faculty members,

current students, or department records. There are at 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=

accomplishments and opinions about the programs from which they

243
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that data fnadequacy is a sufficient explanation of the results.

(2) Al -f a program have a vested interest in making that program

appear as ` strong as possible and, therefore, terA to view their

experiences and training through rose- colored glasses. This would

tend to obscure differences between programs in different reputational

groupings. However, although there may be some strain toward reduction

of dissonance in the alumni responses, there is no apparent reason

why this should b any more true of alumni returns than of returns

from current faculty members and students. (3) Alumni jobs and

acco plishments are determined by many factors, only one of which

is the particular program of graduate training. We have seen that

probably the prestige of the program that grants the degree is

hOpful in obtai

granting univesiLy, auus Lu iL 4 k lie lworaw with Very strong

emphasis on training researchers do have more graduates who are

employed in research work. But whether the person is employed in a

lob highly related to his or her field o graduate study, feels

underemployed, publishes scholarly articles or books, presents pap

at meetings or colloquia, or gets a feeling of worthwhile accomplish-

ment from the work is largely independent of specific characteristics

of the graduate program. This view suggests that the alumni data

could be interpreted to mean that some, but not all, of, the graduates

_ gular academic appointment at a Ph.D.

211
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of almost every program in the study are doing the kinds of things

that would be considered to reflect excellence, and that career

-paths are determined less by specific graduate school experiences

than by other factors (including the initial selection of a graduate

program'to attend). Alumni responses may also re ,_ct less -Tuence

from the pervasive of a hierarchical arrangement among

graduate propra than do responses from faculty members and stuaents.

If these conclusions are accurate, the relevance 0, alumni

measures to program evaluation needs furti-Lr study. There may not be

th automatic connection' that usually is assumed. Such measures would

need to be developed and interpreted with great care for they may

challenge-0 number of traditional views about the characteristics o'

programs that are most important for educational ex

ev

Opinions for Program improvement

A second reason for surveying recent alumni as part of prgrxm

solicit their opinions about particular aspects of

the program and the training they received. Some items from the

student questionnaire were repeated in the questionnaire sent to

alumni, including a number of the items that were combined to form

scale scores reported in en sections of this report and

described in detail in Appendix F. These items were tabulatdd as

part of the feedback reports and copies sent to participating

programs. Several department chairmen expressed particular inter

in the alumni comments about the program.





alumni rest -lases to -

fun Toning were :_orrelatec

items to get sore

-01-1COr71 ai

q:- a ic

iwv 1 agreement.

surprisingly, ti -,ere was a genet,Ily h 1-1 Dos association

Usually in the range cf .5 to .7-4 It some considerably lower

correlations as well. IherAwas a oer high level of agreement

about the ab'lity of tae faculty and the overall excellence of the

program in all three disciplines to .8). Agreement was firmly

_ affw W LlamaJiJl 11 J_ la k),--

_t d humanene o f the env ronme =. or 44-10q-:cy of the cu-;vicul',,-

and academic procedures. There was least agreement ems that

may well reflect different exile iences and conditions, such as

student support for one another or faculty concern for students.

M7any alumni: commented that they had little first-hand informa-

tion about re ant changes in the program and often added that they

had been gone from the campus since the middle or late 1960s.

Therefore, very real changes L. I have taken place, in addition to

differences in the perceptions of 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

curriculum that exist at any given time, and that it will not be

very profitable to solicit opinions about these same char.icreristics

from alumni. One exception might arise if a department wanted to

document the effect of program changes on the attitudes and opinions

of participants, but this would call for a particular set of ques-

tions to get at the issues of interest to that department.
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helpfulness

they clzpeteo Ltr I di aL:lea. 11a--- F the

=2,11

prestige level z. siJ ta = rL,;c: pI-fessors

and letrs directly to prs=i-,:e emolu.'ers were "v-

hel7Iful." The departent's f:)rmal or informal placement effects were

judged r ipt ul" 2M, of tie_ gtaute6 of prog-

upening JLL wiLLt

o ":hP:n-tS (1(r '0 15 vs. 7%);

psychologists, particlarly, rarely found tae university pi tcement

offi:7e of much help (3% vs. 7% to 11% "very helpful) it is

Interesting that the alumni responses did not demonstrate differences

-d to departmental peer ratings as did the judgments by current

students and faculty that were reported in Table 9.4.

In this chapter we have. shown that the alumni who responded,

to our questiourAIres were quire similar in several ways to currently

enrolled advanoc6 _.aduate students in the same programs and, therefore,

probably represented a reasonable cross-section of the 1V70-1972

graduates of these programs even though the response rate was rat'ler

low. he alumni were in a variety of positions and reported a variety

of accomplishments that one would expect to be related to tue

academic training they received: scholarly publications, presentations

at professional meetings, and the like. However, except that

there is some association betweeb the researLh emphasis of a program

-4'
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and the emp1oen: of gradoate-, 1 ..i CCCMp115.3:17:-S

seemed latgeiy unrelated ,or rc L..ad in -,ry ays that

we do :-.14t ye-. understand) the t.c major ar--

of facuity training and pro-,iuot1-.-1, th,=_

/
ment /available resources, the curriculum, and reputation.

eedback from alumni concerning :heir employment, othi,__

profess_ nal activities, and opinions about the graduate program

in 7 lation'ts) the world of work are much. more important than their

reminiscences aoeu4 tneir student days. We have discussed some

problem with the iLerprcLLiL1 Of tniy,e kinds of data as eompara-

tive indicators of program oh com s. gut this does not reduce the

no,d for qrd qnnrcAnriqtr. 4,frve-m,t4n*-, 7-A-Q

department's seifstudy for program imp:ovement and internal

university review. Items such as tJse reported earlier in this

chapter and in Chapter 9 would be equally anpropriate for self-study

purposes.
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This study grew

ratings of r,culty quality- -often

ratings"--as

program quality.

d to as

ii+l4L U i peel

Tonal

crl acknuw Idged idtcatc : doctoral

heraue of a numb er of rervations about the

meaning and utility f peer ratings, the Conch of Graduate Schoo

in the United States

rffort to determine -

Educati nal Testing Service in an

colicc-An- mar- detailed

information about the qualii%. of CoctorPi programs, with the eventual

evaluateri.

The study reported here used as i starting point, information

gathered in a ustisaal

several years ago (Clark, 1973). That survey polled graduate deans

regarding the criteria they thought were important in making judg-

ments about doctoral program quality, as well as their impress

about the merits of va us possible sources of information about

these cr teria. mom a list of almost three hundred possible

to school deans conducted

doctoral Luis ,11L1 tllik received the

highest endorsement as reasonable Indicators of program quality

are listed' in Table 1.1 in chapter of this report.

In an effort to examine the feasibility of ing mpy of these

characteristics as indicators . F qual ity. in -oLcoral education,



information

facul'-- and

psychology, inc_

the cc

frc

quest

(1) various

dimensions be measur-d reliably and within reasorabie boundaries of

ce-t and inconvenience? (?) if would the data provide useful

information, information that ro.e judgments that would

ire be made at 1t programs the oasis of their size, reputa-

tion, or other acre.,

prey

EVi

\Id }-l.ilt Lam'

2 ch,pLer, ich

_I pre'ic -' in

file indicators of program

re err !4ix categories having ith the

quality of (1) faculty. (3) sdents, (3) resources, (4) environment,

(5) alumni, and (6) program academic offerings and procedures. The

purpose of this chapter is to review some of the more important

findings of the study with res these areas of doctoral

quality, and to discuss the implidations of these findings for

future efforts to assess quality in doctoral programs. A very

brief overview of findings with regard the many possible

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 quality, however, w =ill consider the

question f pro pit
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Characteristic

1, Percentage of faculty with

doctorate

2. Percentage of faculty with

doctorate from h'ghl tited

programs

3. Peer ratings of quality o:

faculty

4, Student-rated quality of

tc

5, Faculty-reported mean

articles/book reviews in

6. Faculty-reported boo<ss

published

7. Publication citation index

8. Salaries

Ii
)4 AebtdiLli dt.W#'119

5

Content

Very little variation across programs; not sufficiently

discriminating to be ary useful as index of quality.

Also not vly discriminating across programs in chemistry

and history, More variations .(and therefore potentially

more useful) in psychology.

Very liowogeneous (high agreement among raters) and stable

over time; highly correlated with research emphasis, size,

publications, and the like: not correlated with indicators

of the quality of the environment for learning. Requires

rAleCtiOn of ratings data'from face-v in other univ(rsitim

kta reasonably easy to get; highly correlated with

9Ve 11 measures of the quality of the learning environment:

not highly correlated with peer ratings .

wide variatIm across programs; fairly highly correlated

with peer ratings; probably more useful index than mean

_ e---==-- nAT,ymiArIg MOlglir0

in chemis lt and psychology.

5 Not reported Lt1i sufficient frequency, to be useful in

chemistry and psychology, ba a more useful inPcator

in history than articles published.

5 Very highly correlated with publication counts; requires

great deal of time and effort to gather necessary data.

5 Neither conceptually nor empirically defensible as genuine

indicator of quality,

V.AAA .144Aq*A.0 A; #4AA OARA,IvAIN
11.000J.Wil 4.d& U oA416 Li&at 4t.OAA=6i4L wA 6L41=

performance of a department's faculty.

continued)
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Characteristic

Students:

i -,r _ _ _ _ I t _

an index of s,lecti-ity)

11. Quality of under i_ aduate

institutions

12. Student self-reported under-

graduate grade average

13. Student commitment,

wavation

14. Quality of dissertati1

15, Studenr irH (r)r rip

of As)

---------

16! Actual physical resource

measures (e.g,, banks in

library, ab faI1ItIcs, c:..

17, Faculty self-ratings of

adequacy of facilities

Obrary, labs, etc,)

16. Financial and other program

description data

19. Overall institutional finan-

cial stabl'i7 indicator

)isLussed

n (.:hapter

6

Im,,Hrgt fn e fOr1V

highly related to prograr research emphasis and peer

ratings but data obtained in this study were too incomplete

to permit confident conclusions;

Difficult :o get agreement regardI1. ieaitig of under-

graduate institution quality; vsrianie not examined in

this study.

Fairly highly correlated with graduate faculty appraisals

of scholarly ability, commitmeL , and motivation,

Measured here by faculty ratings;highly correlated with

ratings of scholarly ability and counicatiin skills,

Would require external panel of raters, perhaps also some

information regarding norms for such ratings across nary

plograms; variable was not included in this study.

Difficult information to collect; data reported by depart-

ments were frequently labelled as guesses; would seem to

be important characteristic, but this study could nut

analyze in any detail.

7 Very difficult information to gather, especially across

large number of programs; not used in this study,

7 Data easy to collect and are quite reliable; positively

correlated with peer ratings and program emphasis on

1,aearch in all three fields; also correlated with

program instructional quality in chemistry and psychology

7 Extremely cL, '4cult to obtain reliable information across

programs; many analyses intended with these data were not

p65sIbic becoucc of ,:onccras about the accuraoy of c.he

informatim

7 Not examined in this study.

i

(continued)
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Characteriqic

Discusse

in chapter

Environment:

rt,, 20. Student reoolLs about isiOLJ,

aspect e of program environ-

ment, such as faculty concern

for students, co-aetitiveness

of students, etc.

21. Faculty reports about various

aspects of environment, such

as program leadersilip, rela-

tions with other faculty in

dept., etc.

Fro-:am_Frocedures_

22! One or more efficienc indans,

such as costs per student

mut nour or COL p ut6Lcc

awarded

i3 Student ratings of various

program contents and proce-

dures, such as flexibility of

requirements, assistantship

24. Average time tc degree

25

Comment

175r,i'
i t.o14,l 0. rorrplIrpd wirh

quality of teaching; not related to peer ratings and

other traditional, research-oriented indicators c,f

program quality.

Data easy to collect rd are reliable; relationship with

other traditional indicators of program quell (e.g.,

leer ratings, program emphasis on research) varies by

AccLcate data across programs extremely difficult to

collect. Not treated in this study.

Thesq data can uL (ttained fairly easily and, as meas.,red

this study, are quite reliable. They provide a useful

"process" indicator that can he compared across -1ograms.

Not included in this study.

(continued)
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anaracteris'

. entuaj, long-tem, pT.-

fessiona] accompl ihments

(e.g., awards, professional

society officerships, etc.)

26. Professional performarce

(e.g., kablications, job

related to training) of

recent degree recOients

274 stings by recent Alumni

of various progra,'

characteristir'q

in chapter Comment

10 Though eventual, long-tei,4, criteria would be desirable,

obtaining follow-up data from those who earned their degree

more thar a few year ago would be extremely diffiult.

Not attempted in this study.

IU Performance information of more recent graduates is easier

to obtain, but the short time lapse sine the degrce provides

little opportunity for stable record of accomplishment.

10 Alumni ratings data are reliable; overall program quality

ratings of alumni highly correlated with self-ratings of

faculty and peer ratings.



The Role P-2asn_YurPosqs

One of the major ohjective this study was to gauge the

extent to which it might be pcssi _ cievelo different indicators

of quality for doctoral progr fferent program putoles

and emphases. One of the shortcomings of previous efforts to assess

quality in graduate educauion seemed to be he failure to recognize

that the criteria usually employed to ,ez, -re qual =y--e. g., reputa-

onzi. ratings, publications the faculty =, and the 117 ere

feria that wer k -rimary relevance to programs emphizing the

preparation of rese. __ and 'ere less appropr r-ate to use with

r.!-.ograms de =gned to prep. -!achers or otFiet pract itioners. It

was for this rear -n that stuc nt and facul_y respondents were asked

to indicate the degree or importance they cnought their department

signed to three different poser: preparing scholars and /or

researchers,, preparing college teachers, and preparing other

practitioners. The interoA.on was to use responses to these irems

to sort departments into different groups according to prograis

A'lvn frnm those that -laced ma or emphasis on preparing

teachers would be examined differently from the data concerning those that

place-Li pr_: Ly i pur :once_ on pre sch -1 } and researchers.

It turns out that our logic was exceeded by our naivete.

already carefully documented in Chapter 3, whch presents the data

relevant to this question in considerable detail, we were not

prepared for the consistently strong and pervasive influence of

the research and schJiarshv model at the doctoral level, and the
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correspondingly slight emphasis given to preparing teachers and

practitioners. Though the idea oP fitting assessment indicators

to the purposes of doctoral programs sounds reasonable in theory,

in practice its impact is muted by the simple fact that the over-

whelming maiarity of doctoral programs in the country appear to

identify the preparation of researchers d/or scholars as their

primary goal. This was certainly true for the graduate departments:

in our study, even though we intentionally 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 strongly by the traditional research and

scholarship model. We do not ignore other program purposes and,

to he stares a number of possible quality indicators are identified

and discussed which would be appropriate for doctoral programs

regardless of their primary emphasis. But, on balance, the indicators

are ones which give recognition to the strong orientation of mrst

doctoral programs toward the preparation of researchers and scholars.

PeerRalla&EALE2SH1LEAIIILLLE

Data presented in this report raise - serious questions about

uJing peer ratings of faculty quality as the sole criterion

of doctoral program quality. Besides various shortcomings having

to do with the rationale and utility of peer ratings (discussed

Chapter 2), the analyses reported here suggest that, as the
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single definer of program quality, they have shortcomings in an

empirical sense as well Though peer rating's are in general'

associated with ,.aerous other traditional indi..att :s of doctoral

program quality- -that is, vi. -an examlue. acru a group of de .oral

programs peer ratings are definitely higher among those with hi!er

publication rates, level of research activity, quality of resoures,

and the like--there are cases in which individual departments are

a clear exception to this general tendency. The faculty in some

doctoral programs have very high publication ratei, and research

activity records. for example, but did not receive high peer ratings,

regardless of the general tendency across a lei numbere' programs.

This might mean that hoe rating programs ere able to maJe. the

sometimes difficult distin

publication quality. If so, he lack of correspondence between

publicatiron rates and peer reti gs for an in -idual depart at may

gen publication quantity and

simply mean that publication rate accurate measure of

quality for the department in question. An alternative interrreta-

tion, however, is that it is the peer rating that is inaccurate

since it is a measure which, in effect, has not kept up with the

"real" activities and characteristics of the department.

There is no way to determine frer the'data reported here which

these two explanations is more reasonable. But such interpretive

difficulties appear fairly often when examining'peer ratings data

for individual departments, and when there is such a discrepancy

between peer ratings inform ac nand other departmental indices
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of quality, such a discrepancy 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 further limitation of peer ratings is that they are,not

related to several inter..al indicator- of program quality, such as

quality of teaching or quality of the environment. Favorable

student opinions about these two characteristics are found just

as often at departments with high peer ratings as they are at

departments with low peer ratings. Thus, over a group of departments,

peer ratings data are not at all revealing about these important

departmental features.

These findings when combined with the logical shortcomings

of peer ratings discussed in the first chapter, suggest that, peer

ratings are not sufficient as a single criterion of quality in

doctoral programs. On the other hand, they clearly are appropriate

as one of several indic of faculty quality. They are

generally stable over time, yet the ratings of some programs

do change; they are reliable, in the sense that there is a

high level of agreement among different rLAers of the same

programs; and they are "valid" In the sense that they are

correlated in expected ways with a variety of other program

characteristics (see Chapter 4). Thus, as ore indicator of the

quality of a !cetoral program's faculty--faculty quality, that is,

in the research and scholarship sense--peer ratings are clearly

appropriate and useful.



Other Indicators ol_the AItAllY2LIhfFaculIt

Three ,other indicators of faculty quality were identified as

ones that are generally available and can be reliably assessed.

These were the student -feted quality of tea ping, the average nuzbei

of published articles and book reviews per member of the faculty

in the last three years, and the faculty research activity. (A

detailed discussion of these variables and their characteristics

s presented in Chapter 5.) The latter two characteri cs tend

to be positively correlated with each other and with eer ratings.

That is, departments with a high record of publication productivity

also tend to be departments with high reputational ratings and

much research activity. Nevertheless, there are enough ceptions

to that tendency to warrant assessment of each of these characteristics.

Student-rated quality of teaching, on the other hand, appears to

be unrela-ed to the department's research excellence, as defined by

the other three indicators.

Assessment of a faculty's research productivity by payin

particular attention the quality of its publications as well as

the quantity is an app*:oach suggeeted by some observers. However,

pious efforts. to assess productivity by assigning weights to

publications of different quality usually end up with essentially

the came results as counts of,their number (Jauch and Gluedk, 1975).*

Furthermore, such procedures are difficult to carry out and have other

problems that cannot be easily solved (e.g., the great' diversity of
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opinion about which journals are ones in a given field).

Fpr these reasons a simple average of publications during a recent

period fs probably more realistic, at least when one's purpose is to

identify an indicator of program quality that is useful across a

group of departments or programs. It should be emphasized that when

it comes to individual program or individual faculty member evaluation,

however, careful attention to publication quality as well as quantity

is absolutely essential.

Besides faculty research performance and teaching skills,

other characteristics often thought to be important to faculty

quality have to do' with faculty backgroUnd, namely, highest degree

earned, and quality ratings of the program from Which the doctorate

was earned. Though` we obtained information regarding these background

characteristics, neither proved to be very helpful in distinguishing

among programs. There was practically no variation among departments

with t.flipect to highest degree earned, since virtually all graduate

faculty in all three fields in this study have 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 more variation among departments on this

variable (especially in psychology), and it is somewhat related to

other measures of program quality. Nevertheless, it serves mainly

to document the fact that a very large proportion of doctoral

program faculty earned their doctorates from high prestige programs.
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of ,Students

Two premising measures of student quality are the students'

Undergraduate grades and the faculty-rated commitment and motivation

of these students. Both of these indicators are readily available,

can be measured reliably and with minor inconvenience, and yield

significant differences between departments.

A measure of quality of students that did not prove to be

available from the records of number of depertments was Graduate

Record Examinations scores. Though this would seem to be a "natural"

and convenient indicator to use, the tests were not required by all

departments and some others were unable to provide aecerate average

test scores for their entering students. Thus, until departments

keep better records of the GRE scores submitted by students, this

indicator of entering student quality cannot be expected to be broadly

available frx comparison between programs.

It is important to note that neither of these indicators

(undergraduate grades or faculty-rated commitment and motivation)

has to do with the quality of students leaving the doctoral program.

Two strategies for measuring quality of students after completion.

of their doctoral training are available. One is te examitm the
-hwe

eventual performance Of the program's alumni; we attempted to

obtain data of this kind and will discuss the reF is later. A

second- stratay would be to examine the quality of a rogram'a

graduates at the time they earn their degree, a, exam
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through an evaluation of Ph.D. dissertations from the department.

Unfortunately, this procedure would be expensive and time-consuming

to establish.on a regular basis, though might be-an integral part

of a periodic program evaluation procedure that leans heavily on

rwiew. In any event, given the constraints of limiting our

indicators to those which could be provided by students, faculty,

alumni, or program administrators, such program eview rAdicators

were not i.ncluded in our study.

41JS.thesca-r

The adequacy of a department's resources can be assessed by

either measuring the._e o_ ce in question (e.g., the books in the

library, the laboratory space available) or by asking for people's

- (pinions about the adequacy of the resources. analysis

us to-the conclusion that, since facul'.y AaLings of resources are

easier to crAlect (than actual book counti for exa,T(ple), are

reliable and are related to both thf: research and educational

functl ins of graduate dep .rtmenLs, they could probably he better

of Tht; _114,6 of the faculty

A,AXIOst ceriinly would be more useful and far easier to obtain than

°.e expensive and time-consuming method pting to oot= in

standardized measures of all relevant resources and

ter 7.)
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Quality of Environment

The quality of the "environment" fel a dimension of graduate

education that is seldom acknowledged. In this study student and

faculty perceptions of their environment were measured by mean: of

questionnaires. Students were asked about such aapects, of the

environment as faculty accessibility and treatment of students, the

-.tent to which competition among students se ___ed'to be encouraged,

the quality of their relationships with other students. Faculty

members ere asked 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 emerged:

(as reported by studen

(also as reported by. _

first, the nature of the learning environment

sec d, faculty concern for students

udents), 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

environments in all three disciplines.

The quality of the student environment, which E3ems to be

primarily an index of the "humaneness" of the department, was not

related to indicators such as peer ratings and publications in

chemistry and psychology. In other words, humane environments were

found approximately as often among prestigious departments as

lesser kn e- in these two fields. In history departments, on
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the other hand, favorable student environments w e found less

often in departments with high peer ratings and strong research

orientations.

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 the like, sug-

gesting that what is important to the faculty is tot always what

is important to graduate students. (For further details 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.)

Academic, Offerings

Like the nature of the academic environment, opinions about the

quality of specific components of the totality of the graduate

experience are seldom sought. We asked students and. alumni many

questions about the var'ous specific aspects of their graduate

training, and four groups of items turned out to be ones worth

recommending: (1) those dealing with overall student satisfaction

with the doctoral program, (2) student ratings of the curriculum,

(3) student 'ratings of their assistantship experiences, and (4) alumni

ratings of their dissertation experiences. Each of these measures of

the academic offerings of the program tend to be correlated with the
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student environment measures described earlier; that is, department'

in which there is a high expression of student satisfaction with the

assistantship experience also tend to be departments in which stu-

dent_ report a favorable environment for learning, and so on. But

the relationships between the ratings of the environment and the

ratings of the academic offerings are still sufficiently distinct

that their separate assessment is justified.

Alumni Performance

As mentioned earlier, an analysis of the performance of the

alumni of a given department is frequently cited as one of the most

sensible ways to attempt to measure the educational outcomes of a

doctor-Ett_program. According to this argument, the most effective

departments would be those whose alumni achieved the greatest

distinction in their postdoctoral years.

In order to obtain feedback information from alumni who hado""'"--"

been in j, 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 was getting reliable data.

Only 48Z of the alumni we contacted returned usable,data. Though

the respondents do not differ in any consistent way from students

currently enrolled in those s aduat2 programs, e naturally



muet be concerned about the extent to which the alumni data enable

ue to be'confident about the experiences of all alumni in he

sample. More important is the lesson In this for the future: It

0

clear that most efforts to obtain informaition from program

alumni will also encounter the problem of response rates and the

corresponding concerns about the generalizability of the information

obtained.

With this caveat about response rates in mind, it would appear

that four alumni behaviors are potentially useful as indicators of

program quality: (1) alumni - rated quality of their career preparation,

(2) the percent of the alumni who report that their iturrent job is

highly related to their graduate training, (3) the publication r

of alumni, and (4) the number of alumni presentations at regional or

national meetings. None of these four indicators of al

accomplishment re consistently correlated with other characteriutics

of graduate programs, especially those having to do with faculty
A

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

exptessed 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 Multidimensional Prpli12221Aual_ y for. Doctoral Programa

As should be apparent from the overview of the many posFtble

indicators of doctoral program quality examined in tlis study,
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there are no hard and fast rules Shout which specific quality

indicators should be used and which ignored. Instead, some indicators

were found to be differentilly appropriate depending on the discipline,

the purposes of the evaluation, and so an. Nevertheless, to give

the reader a feeling for the deeper understanding that can be obtained

about a doctoral program by examining many program qhara:teristics,

profiles of 23 indicators have been put toiether for each of the

three discipline. in this study 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 rnnges

for each dimension were calculated, etc. --sew the large, enclosed box

on page 11.20. Each figure presents profile information for two

departments; each pair was purposely chosen so as to be of approximately

equal standing on two or more major classification variables, such as

size of the department or self-reported program emphasis on researoh.

Es the reader can see, the department average on each of the character-

istics plotted. Though such a procedure is useful for the purposes

hire namely, the comparison of several different departments on

variety of different indicators of quality--we should like to empht,ize

department's standing on any of

i-vond examination of the department

that an evaluation of a par

these characteristics shoulc

average and pay careful at to the range of cores" within a
A

department. For example, a departmeutal average of 10 publicitions

per faculty member over a three year, period 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.
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Interpreting the Profiles

The indicators of prdgram quality are identical in Figure 11.1, 11.2, and 11.3.

he 23 ro ram variables listed.on the left aide of each figure are athe sass'

For each of _e 23 d

depertmaats in each field is prese

...the highest department mean from among the 24 or 25 departments in th

disci' line;
...the department mean which is at the 75th percentile of all department means

(that is, the point below which 75 percent of the other department means would

...the department mean which is at the median or mid-point (and below which half

of the departments in our study would fall);
...the department mean which is at the 251h,percentile (the point below which

252 of the departments in that discipline in cur study would fall; and

the lowest department mean on the dimension.

It is important to emphasize that the numbers represent department means or

arithmetic averages. Thus, the distribution characteristics Wig 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 it 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 that 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 alumni with jobs related to their grati,late training) . Most of them, however,

require the reader to refer to the questionnaire for absolute meanings, since the

dimensions are often based on responses to one or more items from the question-

aaire. The specific location of each dimension is given in parentheses after each

dimension description.- For example, dimension fl was measured by student scale

dimension #2 by question 9-b in the faculty questionnaire, and so on.

Where the 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 dimensionstudent rated

quality of teachingis based on student responses to seven different items in the

questionnaire (See Appendix F for details.) But the values for this dimension

on the profile have been adjusted so that they still correspond to the original

response options. Thus, the highest department mean score on this dimension in

chemistry-3.297-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 mica* of 1.29 on this dimension is somewhere between a student rating

of "is d" and "excellent," By referring to the questionnaire in this way, the

reader can compare (Aber dimension data to the original questions.



Figure 11.1 compares the performance of two large, elite,.

ch-oriented cLemiStry departments. In terms .of the quality,

of the faculties at (these two institutions, both are ranked quite

high (compared with the other 23 chemistry departdents in the study)

with respect to their record of research Esblication, research

activity (e.g., journal editorships, research grants received, etc.),

and their reputation among chemists at other departments. But there

is a very substantial difference be wean-these,tWo departments in the

student-rated quality of -eaching at the doctoral level. Department

"P" is rated near the bottom on this indicator, whereas Departm

receives a rating near the top. The mean rating of all docto

students in Department "P" A between "fair" and good-" mean.

rating of all doctoral studenta in Depar

and "excellen I I

"T" is between "good"

Similarly, Department "P" receives lower 'marks than Department "T"

on student-rated faculty concern for students (indicator #101; the

student-rated environment for learning (indicator #11), overall

student satisfaction with the program (indicator .13), and student

ratings of the _u-- culum (indicator #14). In gene':al, it is fair

to say,that doctoral students areless satisfied with Department

than Department "T."

The faculty ratings of Deo,,rtment "P" are' more _xed They are

considerably less satisfied with library holdings and slightly less

satisfied with the other physical and financial resources, yet they

rate the compatibility of the work environment much higher than the

faculty in Department "T," and the all rating of the progvam's.

scholarly excellence (indicator #21) is about the sm=--





Note: in this s_xamnl,c the

Boca department ar- c.tte
place "extreme" -0-,ha _s on nre:-

Faculty:
1) Student - rat- °3 quality of %ea,

(f scale #7)
2) Mean number of articl s/book

last three years (F -9 -b)

3) Peer-rated quality of ;tadu
(F-25-a)

4) Research aetivit
(F-scale #4)

Studants:

5) Undergraduate (WA

tudent commitment/mc:

Resources:
7) Faculty ratings of li, r. i id.nv

relevant to t ic

8) Faculty ratings of lihorator ,)r

equipment needed for teao
in your field (F -2 =i)

9) Faculty ratings of over,111
physical and financial renrne..
doctoral progras: so.

Environment:
Student-rated n f,

(S-scale l4)

11) Student-rated Environment In
(S-scale #1)

12) Compatibility of faculty work environment
(F-scale 112)

Accede

13) Overall student satisfaction wit
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Figure II.

are very similar in

in which

Figure 11.2 c

ants of '-story.

be so:",

re;

intern:11 di_

too a alier, cohsid less-----

indicated in Jle note at the top o

Figure 1_1.2, hoLh of these departments have about 59 full =tme

e

students

ehe:S scloi

-' it the same empe-,-;is or. prepare

they appear to

as

7ery

At this °int, however, the similarity be -wean these tw,

departments ends. DeparT lit "X" is more productive (indicator #2)

and its faculty perceives their students as being more lomrcted

and motivimed (indicator #6). But the "hutna eness" of Depa' men
11)r

is clearly nbt as favorable as -hat for Department "0" as avideaced

by consistently 1-- stings by boLa students and facfaculty in these

areas. Student ratings of the ciL lity of instruction at Department

"X" are1he lowest of the 25 history depa- Ments in the study

(indicator #1), and students' ratings of the facul_t-1- concern for

students, the department's en': ronment for learning, their overall

satisfaction with the program, curriculum, and their assistant-

ship experiences (indicators 10, 11, 13 14, and 15, respectively)

are similarly negative. In 'dation, faculty members in Department "X"
. ,

give T4omewhat lower ratings to the physical and financial resources

of the department (indicators 7-9), and considerably loser ratings to

the compatibility of the faculty work environment (indicator #12),
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13) Overall student satt:1 lacii ureerar:
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14) Student rating of nirrlc

#5)
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1) Alumni rating of dissertation experio-:
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22) Student ratings of scholarly excel1 .
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23) Alurtmi ratings of scholarly excellence
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both ese indicator:.

da-:ge

pre-- rna

excclie-

am -g Tieer-

idwe: rerltation a

.ar

sat]

examT=7e serve as an

repnt

Tent "I- has a ncmc.,

za

t:T=; « z ill pulz.ii to in th

-rt,mert;ii

three -ears is the aicheqc of the :& ps¥cbeloev departments in the

study, and

Department E. (For a discussion

ch act its 'evel

V)

5 Ci lghe: an that

an alternative incerpreLations o

The fs a ty -oerceptions of the rep-on ices ays able in Department I

.-,A4.4 ,,,,,b"
r ment E - -art

faulty ratings rf the compatibility of the k vironment are

slightly below wed 0 whg_as '-7- of Department z ar- alitiv

the 75th percentile.

Student attitudes about c L two (epartments are mixed.

Stn Alts fn both departments rate the duality at teaching fairly high
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(indicator #3! Stud-s

low ,a con :ern for students

Deparfti!en!-

sti!'

high rating on ,znY'ronment fcr lea/

Department E rare :heir depatc.,.

concern for 5_7cuc:teRC-=

on the relationship between

Charter

ft!nnt

students in

opposite--htgb

lezrni

two quality

different sizr-t at 1,11 tw

relevanf to the ii l ri
1 rqtlav the P

T

' nal intorosfing of, ,-vatfm a-)out thene two (

self-

d:et;9i1c-

rs,

possibly

learning.

oA ,iuPtity. nom la- :(y

m s tot_ '-e11.2171CC

toant f 1,,epartr,.en! E. in pit of the fact that

= acHvitv,

raduate 7 _ords ,dere

ned to a t the renutati:ns of these two Q

We ali-eady

merits did not

a.prcar the eurront fects about he departments, It

also seems that r' self-ra f the flaculty and student. t b

departments are i._meWhat = icons tent with some of the indicators

litv presented here.

Considerat!ons Regarding

e focus of this study wds on the feasibility of gathering more
i

detailed information abnu' doctoral program quality, and .1 ping

,houghtful perspective on the meaning cH F te new information once

inform.

As a res.lt, much attention has given to such issues

as tne av;, ab information the reliability and accuracy of



rtuati the inre7-1

descrintr7s, ar, tne

..lat is nz addrescul fA-

abo t the u L1it= of T,ore -.A on About doctoral

pingrmm qealife k: iS it like0;

to be more useful for 5070 evalAtion pui riSe han otners? By

certain groups -ore thin others?

It was avv7: iur inrcr'ior careully these kInd

of questions in al., it would have been

auuut Env ut/iity ot new

tiosi infJmatlun

had been rh- routhl amireo. ut important, ,t is char

that corsidefAt-fens A..our r.e '-;P of information revArdinq nrnoram

qu 'It': are really m)ry phiIc,ipnical questions than empirical ones.

As sei., they are quEs, tht rghtfu?iy need to be discussud

and de 7,J. d le-g(l: by members of the graduate community who are

concerned wit= in doctor41 education. We can and have said

much mat ill nopefully be pful regarding a variety of technical

aspects of assessity; doctoral program quality, but the questions of

ne==t'' are ones which-need to be dealt with tn another forum.

Nevertheless, there ar some perspectives about the utility

of informtio:, bout -eteral program quality that do emerge from

the f. -.uings of this !dy. They are presented here as a means of

sti ..loting thought or porbArg ---,sting new ideas abou-. doe tor 1

drog.im



Internal versus extero in,L.at.:f of

section in the discussion of the ex,- pie de-joir 7P7tdt nfiIes

several references were mar-

indicators of internal preblems or citslic.ul es in certcHn department .

As this suggests, . pOtritiaLit nr be mad,_ be!n

internal inatcatori- of progra quality and extrn-1 in,ic ,rors 01-

program quality.

External eharacteistics refer to Loose features of a department

or prmgram Lliat teLd to cc more and that also might ID(

_t__UOLO, pL U L

oharacferitloo e -e !7:z(72,

reputation, phvs_cal anG ilnuncial resources, academic ability of

the studeiv_s, publication reco-td w, its faculty, and the like.

It turns out that these characteristics are also among the more

traditional indicat -s of quality at the doctoral level.

T.nternal ,,ht.ractc:Lstics, on the otoer hand, refer to/those

features of a department that are more private and less often

cunsiderc' when one tniaks abort prdgra. quality. These char eteri-_

might include such indicators as student satisfactions and ratings

oi the te E.;hing and environment fur learning, faculty interpersonal

relations, alumni ratings of their disseration experiences, and

the like. On the example profiles presented in iigu es 11.1,

l.2, and 11.3, the faculty, student, resource, and alum

'indicators would generally be external indicators; the environment

ir

rid academic offer,r indicators woull tend to be internal ones.



-In-Y!lent,ri in the aF. th_s

gen;olly che cast: that the exteroal inlicators 0: pro,ram quantof

tend to be positively correlhted tn each other-, an the internal

indicators of pro ma 0. tend t be correlated with each .the_,

but tha extorhhi in iioh-_or rule -r oat car elated with the

internal indicators. KnowirA something about the public character-

istics of a department,iitt, reputation, for examplj often permits

reasonably accurate Aue3s about some other public characteristic

its size, its resurces , bu usually tells you nathir. about its

inner workings and more private clual4ties

DiffeT7en uses and us t -s. Th.J. distinc.ion ',Jeteen internal

and external diment,Lans of qu, Lity is important to ;.e.ep in mind,

particularly as one considers the arious uses that might be made

at intoiatfr-- about doctoral pruK dm quality. Such icfarmation

can be used in various ways. it might be used primarily for

within-program information, in which case it might be shared onlv

ith those inside the dopartme. - or possibly within other areas of

the institution but not with tnose CXLLfldj Lv Litc

Or another possibility would be to provide the information to

relevant authorities outside the institutic,J to assist tnem in

making judgments about e quality of the program. These two

different models--internal use fo program fprovemcnt vs. external

use in making judgments about p- gram quality--of'-en call for dif-

ferent informat _on, for they obviously have di.ferent purposes.



Partloulariv,

207

program improvement than for L.L.er:_es

university. This very 5e1ti: nL in f,ct, eA2t-ss, bv man.;

preg7:1m facuit 171(-711 T.:3 and

the later utages
. They seldom doubted that information

about such zharacteris the environment an pro-am offer ins

W33 interestih and 1-1,tially iseful, but they fafrly tInifprmly

j! as iata that s!'!oul.i b u outs de r1-1 unive(E;ity only

ii ter careful cons lera

h u that rninr T m.de ,nrormi

regard'ng me var cavc of qualir.Lv would b to provid

the logic being that such aformation would lead to an improved "fit"

between students L.id de,a:-trnts. One mecheinisr for such an

information flow would be to provide a guide to graduate programs,

similp- to the several that are already available, but with more

detai_ec profile information abut the departments Ich as that given

In Figures 11.1, 11.2, and 11.3. inth s study we .d not give

detailed attention to this possible use ot indicators of program

quality, b -e did ask a number at .ople at the departments that

participated it the study what they thought about this possible use

of the depar'mental descrip s. There was a very mixed reaction to

chi-, idea. Some pointed out tnlr sump o the 4 'for_a



already a to c. 1:7

ohool guid(iF o, ooa1 :he dei-tme-nLs !'"re

import' -t was the -Q th, __tetna,

indicators I : AF;c1-; t ji of

information that woul,] be =able toose uepartmerts who

"lookel gi71d on s= indi ,ors, ot wo-id be withheld by those

depart44ents whose proei_ -erc iess c t. tary. As a 'esult,

they rea:i;,,,iik]. student imcicci of departmeW7s w I p ably lot be

unproved by such a -actide, Others argued, 'Iowever, that 0 vrtmenial

coop, arlon woThi a ,rions orohii n aay event, th-

po,s=;51' use o piogoar. -irmition is- one that. needs more ug.hi

We have attei-4tec 'o sunm some of the different ways oi

ttinking about tme use of do,tora rogram Indicators in Table l'.2,

whore two dTfierent oategoriL3 or "fn-illie-- of quality indicators

(e%ttnal and 17-tot-nal) are eY,mined wit respect to four possible

,lises that might be maa,, of the inf-o, Commen ; in this table

should not 1 ,
interpreted as recommendations, but , instead, as one

way of orgahl7ing and beginning to think about questions no rnir4,

the use of prcram descriptors in doctoral program evaluatio, of

k ndg,

Concludin- Corint

This stdy egan with the positit that a more rational approach

to the assef imer,t of quality in do--total ejcatlon was necessary if



A MOdi Schrie 2o: Thinking Abcut th: Set-.en Diffen,nt aiiHes
Indictor $ ad Sev.:al Foss. K. of Tu4ments

Eva_uati s cr judg Evaluat-in made within

ren:c de outside the insLtutins, but .)ut-

univ7 situ (e,g., state side the departmt 'r

boars of hi 41.,:za- program (2,g;, by trus-

tir,, foundat'ons, teA, officers of the

pr, _essional asso(: unIr ty, graduate

,4ons, etc;): ...2.ans, etc.'.

MBA O1 'PUBLIC"

NDICATORSOF DOCTORAL

TRIMANITY (eigit
racuity research acti-

vity, publications,

pc ratings, quali4

of r-sources, quality

of stude-ts, etc.)

INTERNAL (OR 'PRIVATE")

INDICATORS OF DOCTORAL

PROGRAM 9LITY (e.g,

quality of teaching,

faculty concern for

students, compatibility

of faculty work envi-

ronment; etc.)

Careful and judicious

use in this colext

should .)e considered;

dOUIC JearLy oe

superior to sole

on c:1:crlc;

such s fiscal data,

deg ec production,

and the li*e,

anal informatior

questionable use

1 1 this coat

See discuss On in text.

Evaluation or judg= evaluation or ju

rents made at the merl made abc e

department level,

primaiily for purposes

of prograr, enlighten-

,ent and improvement.

prrjam by prosper

tive program appli-

cants as a means of

improving their

choice of a program.

Promising prsp:t.

Optical use would

require gaud compari3on

data u informed pet-

spective. on differences

bf]te:,

Probably uselul,

particularly to i.den-

tify areas of strength

and weakness and to

stimulate progam

of Is informa-

tion already used for

departmental self-

appraisals now. Dif-

ference in approach

suggested here woL:

be to place greater

emphasis on cor.ipa ison

data from other doc-

toral ormams.

Could be extremely

useful to departments

in gaining better

understanding of their

own environment. Seen

Improvement. Good primarily as aid to

comparison data impor- program improvement.

tant.

25

Some of this kind of

data alriady used for 'w

this )urpo 1, but w

better; more stanoarn-

ized information

would be an improve-

ment.

Research necessary to

Atermine whether this

information would ir

fact improve

choice. Also question

abcdt °gram willing-

ness to cooperate.

28



ludg, rt=

proLram evaluation ws ever

tor pro2rams and

hi:- --ime force in maintaining

and strengthening quali in docebra education in genEral. The

s-" has focussed on _moo'`,--ical or mechani-al questions--can better

infor doctoral pr ,;,-6.1ity be obL__ined with reasonable

cosy and effort and at foes it tell us? The basLc

message of tne thousands of words and hers re7orted here is that

mucb better infolmat_ cau e obta"- d about program .ivality,

and that it can be done ;.Tithou: Sat expenditures time and money,

It does, however, require a. :ood deal of parzicipant interest znd

cooperation. mNovec, program evaluation

not only having mote detailed in± ;rnation about a larger Lumber of

L

regarding the status of other doctoral programs on the same

characterstic,- In effect, the kiLd of multiple-indicator program

evaluation r >del sug-ested here is practicable if only one or

t pro--- interested. The potential Lenefits of

such an effort are largely a function of the extent of widespread'

interest within a discipline. Thu-, it would appear that the

future of doctoral program evaluation does not deppnd on the 'evel

of interest s iwn by individual departments or p ograms in taking

part such

direct acti ins

withi grduate

b,Ar , rho en

e-

pncol,ragement, and

groups, associations, or organizations





This study 1-_ts

some were unexpected, 7:anx were sdrprislr,g, others w-re

some .hat beuddlin4. howeYer, L-r,e ceprted here

provide an important r first sty toward iipr ci doctoral program

.evaluation. The next steps are now up to t o rradtir e eommurity

Whether the next steps are token and, it so, in what direction will

determine the nature of acctdoo rsL pogrom evaluation practices

aur. ng the years ahead.
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Dean Robert M. Bock
Graduate School
University of VA_seonr
Madison, Wisccinsin =3706

Dear Bob: f

As you know from our newsletter an e report at the anneal meeting, the
Council is conducting a study concerning dimensions of quality in doctora

. education under a *ant from the National Science Foundation. I am how
writing to ask for your supportend the support of several departments at
yodr unive.eity--in carrying out this project. Details of the study and
requests of &operating institutions are summarized in the enclosed Fact
Shet c. I think y5iii willpgree that the study is an import ,nt effort to
broaden 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

We e,oulcl 14 '2 ,,e-.--

chemistry, history, and psychology--to participate n the pro =ject. In each of
thepethree departments we would then ask for questionnaire information to be

---proyid2d.by Oectoral studeete, graduL e faculty, and the department chairman.
Alavielly,,the.questionnaireswill ask the respondents to Dell us about their
dept_ Vment, including such featitres as student-faculty relations, the extent
to eeigh the program meets student needs, and the like. The ,,,tudent and
faculty questionnaires will take about a half-hour to complete. The question-
naires wqtflel be completed anonYmously, placed in envelopes which we shall

, provide, arl returned to your office for forwarding to Educational Testing.
Service: Jone or the%informarion will be identified with the specific
tepakt,Lii.ki. VL 'yvui

regarded as strictly
4J L L mieiLL id 5411x. It wi

The fmmedrate product this stedv will be a reportt to t eued.te the
National Science foundation next talectiwitn copies also being - -E0 bath
cooperating institution and department. The'loRg-range outcome 7e hope; will
be an incre ,.7,0 3aderstanding of the very complex najure of the weaning. of
edality in eraduate edtu end.eerbeps a more -erThistieeted aieseener of ,

how to go about ass6sing program euality. This may take The foi of workshops,
manuals:and the like, aimeda_ rho use and interpreeation cf assessment
material's for program impreyerc t, policy dicisions, a.td ,>fpanded information
to prospetive students.

If you nr one of your assistants coeld serve as coordinator- for your
restitution, it would be an immense help to us. Thin person would be asked
to make specific arrangements with epartment oheirmen for questionnaire



collet ah rct

make inquiries aholtt for s that have hot -.wen retutied, provide u w.tt. _he

names and addresses r. 2nt gr,--hias from. th#,se three artmerts ar
.n general, serves the iaisou net ,arojeLt and voar ihst
Though it nay sonA like a formidable we anl=ici-ate that the teal time
required fr_- this activity wouici, not e%ceei more than 1 o: a hours pe ..er.k for

a period of about 5 weeks.

May I suggest the follow ng se:-ies or Ste'- as y:-)41 consider this request,:

(1) .iad the enciosed materials, particu'-rly project Fact Sheet, to
detrmine how you personally feel about your interest
in coopera,iugi

(2) Rhne the ch,irmen of the three department to explain Coke nature of
our request, and t-f: sad the enclosed materials (memorandum to
(4partment chairman and 1-"act Sheet to the chairmen;

(3) as soon as you have the department chairmen's replies, omplete
return the enclosed fnr-7 to Ye hove for cloperatin from all
three departments at each nniverity in order to eor'._rol to gone ,

extent for differences in institutional environmer-_s. However, if
iinly one or two of your departments can particip ,te, we would =like
this informatiOn and will let you know as soar _Is possible about

the _inlusioa of your it_iLation in the study,

(4) if you agree to coop2ra _ in this important project, the question-
naires and further instructions will b sent. to your coordinator
sometime in late March or early April.

Siuce data collection must tai-_,2 place this spriL7 and we are a' re that
the *end. of the academic r is rapidly pproaching, I hope you can let us
know your decision .Lthin-Ja few days. Please telephone collect tome or
Dr. Mary ..10 Clark at Educational Tsting Service (609) 921-90t0, Ext. 2795
tf you have questions or reServatfons.

Obviously, we think this project is extremely important. We h, that*,

you agree, and that you will be able to solicit the coopera'Aon of the
chemistry, history. lnd Dsycholotly departments on your CAMP S.

Sincerely,

J. Boyd Page
President

Enclosures: Fact Sheet
liemoranda to Chairmen, idepartmen s of Chemistry,

History, and Psychology
Reply Form and return envelope

-
A4
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Memorandum to: C

From: J. Boyd Page

IF SCHOOLS

THE UNITED STATE'S

r, 1

OF THE CHEM-!STRY DEPARTMENT

Yt) PAGE

Date: March 5, 1975

This memorandum is coming to you from the ie n of your graduate school to
invite your participation in 1-te3earch project sponsored by The Coun41 of
Graduate Schools. We hope you will be as enthusiastic about its prospects as
we ate,- and that you and the member, of your department can provide'the,needed
information.ormation.

_ mcamuLr 4 v4LieLy 1e LaLLieL-

istics of doctoral programs that. are related to the achievement 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 faculty
members, graduate etude-s, and recent, alumni. These data would be'summarized
.!or your depart:tient and analyzed along with summaries from about 20 other
doctoral..pragrams in chemistry.and a like number of doctoral programs in
history and payehology. individual responses would be seen only by members
of the research team and universities would not by identified in the 'final
repOrt. The major purpose of the project is to develop procedures which could
be 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.

d/

In addition to cotAulta with tt American Chemical Society, the
project's aavelopment and the design of data collection procedures have
been guided by an advisory committee of:chemiata composed of Glenn narehtold,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Charles Lester, Emory University;
William McEwen, University of Massachusetts;.ana theves Walling, University
of Utah.

Time deranda of the project include 4_out a half-hour for faculty
members and.students to complete their respective questionnaires, arrange-
menta in your offite to distribute and collect questionnaires and follow
up on non - respondents ( respondents will put their names an the outside of
sealed envelopes to assure confidentiality), and staff time to provile some
basic deticriptive information about your doctoral programs. questionnaires
will be available for distribution in late March or early 'April.

Please look over the accompanying Fact Sheet and then let your graduate
dean know if your department will be able to participate in this important
effort. We to forward to working with you.

AS



Concerning a Stodv

Purpose of the Study

_are a..tr ati -on

The major purpose of th 'ioct is to loin a better understanding of the

meaning of quality in bracluaze education and suggest some ways the assessment

of quality might be impoved. It wes beyond judgments of quality per se to

id-ntify information than would be meaningful from program to progrJim and

useful for program self -study and improvement, internal and external decision-

making, and the g-idance of p,-)pective students. Doctoral programs in three

disciplines will be studied on the assumption that dimensions of educational

excellence vary somewhat from (-le area of know'.-2dge to another. Several major

program goals (for instance, pre:Faring researchers, teachers, or practition,

will also be considered.

Wiese IJ k

A recel:t national survey of sraduate school deans identified a variety of

program characteristics they felt were essential for judgments about educ4-

tional quality and some acceptable ways to measure these ciaracteristics.*

The deans' judgments have been used to construct questionriaires to collect

information about individual departments from fac,Aty members, enrolled

students, recent alumni, and departmerrLal recor4s. About 2Q programs An

each of the, ields of chemistry, history, and psychology are being invited

to coo0erate in a field study of these assessment procedures. Data collection

from cooperating programs will take pldce in March and April, 1975.

Data collected from these varied sources will be summarized by department

and by field. Cooperating departments will receive profiles of their rczults,

but all responses from individuals will be confidential and no department or

university will be identified by name in reports of the study. The surmarized

data will also be analyzed for relationships between selected chaacteristics

of doctoral programs and different sources of information, in order to specify

more clearly the range of factors that should be considered when makinr'

judgments about.quality.. Data collection instruments will be revised, based

on the study results, and made available for use by departments and univer-

ries undertaking self-9tudies or program reviews.

Sponsors

The study is jointly sponsored by 'the Council of Graduate Schools in the

United Stat'es (CGS) and the Graduate Fiecord 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 in Ph.D.

Programs: A Preliminary Report on Judgments by Graduate Deans) um the

Graduate Record Examinations board, Educational Testing Service, rinceton,

New Jersey 08540.
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Universities Invited

About A universities that award doctorat in chomiotry, hist an
osychclogy are being invited tc partico t.. this tiold stud , Wc nape
chat all three departments in each university will agree to cooperate.
Since universities were selected randomly from a stratified list o; all

eligible institutions, there are no preconceived notions about the profi'o
that should emerge for any given department. T'e list includes universities
Lroadly distributed geographically, somt large Ind some small programs in
each field, _ad some new or relatively unknown programs as well as some with
top national reputations.

Darn Collection

The key to this project is reliable ab, each do program
from a vnriety of sourcesfaculty members, enrolled _- -al stl lents,
recent alumni, and departmental records. The following brief questionnaires
will be used to collect most of this information.

Facuiq Questionnaire: Distributed on campus to all department faculty
member who teach doctoral this questionnaire asks professors
to char: terize their uepartment by responding to a number of statements
about people, programs, and policies and to report their current Krofes-
sional and research activities. Faculty members also are asked to rate
appropriate programs in other universities. he form can be completed
in about a half-hour ar,

Student :-uestionnaire: Distributed On campus to all experienced doctoral
students (usually in their third year or beyond), this questionnaire
provides an opportunity for enrolled students to characterize the
department along some of the same dimensions provided for faculty and
to evaluate the program in relation to their needs and interests. A
fe0 questions on student backgrounds and objectives also are included.
The form can be completed in about a half-hour.

Alu questionnaire: Very similar to the student questionnaire 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
names and addresses from departments or alumni offices.

*The steering committee is composed of J. Boyd Page (President of the
Council of Graduate Schools and Project Director), Philip E. Kubzansky
(Boston Univer6cy), Charles T. Lester (Emory University), Sterling McMurrin
(University of Utah), Ralph E. Mor jw (Washington University), Lincoln E.
Moses (Stanford University), Michael J. Pelczar (University of Maryland),
and Herbert Weisinger (Scate University of New irk at Stony Brook).

A7 298



PtuIL!nental Profile: Departme , ep _

asked to provide some basic eac depArt-

mest--hmber of _irleeQ rlp F,r 9(17iF;

assistance data, specillzac
and so fox-A.

Responsibilities ratri

The graduate dean at each university _ appoin: one pers __ serve

as local coordinator for the proles' Appropriate data collectiob marerals
will be supplied to and returned by the coordinator; he er she will also be
briefed as thoroughly as possible to handle questions or problems that may
come up on any given campus.

The coordinator will Liake arraiigeaehts with t e chairman of each department to

inform students and faculty about the project, distribute questionnairesi.
collect completed questionnaires (in sealed envelopes in order t5 assure the

confidentiality of responses), anu follow up on non-respondents. Suggested

guidelines for these Activities wftl be supplied with the questionnaires.
Departmelts will alo be a,ked to complete the uepartmehtai cioiiie tQLW.

Benefits to coop!Lavaaj_7Q&EA!n,

Each cooperating department will rteive a summary repOrt of questionnaire

responses together with a summary profile of all cooperating departments in

the ,ame tield, it is ::opea infermation will .r ihtere6t to

department members concerned with self-study or program evaluation; sugges-
tions for improving the utility of the feedback will be invtted. 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 findings. In

addition, we hope it may be possible to set up some workshops on uses and
interpretation of the data after complion of the current project,

t Stqps

Graduate are us knnw ne OMMe efle reneeiMe Or
_

'not the
.

departments of chemistry, history, and psi'ehology at his or her
university will be able to cooperate in this effort to collect data on some
quality-related characteristics of doctoral programs. We also need an
estimate of the number of faculty members who teach doctoral students and
the number of graduate studwafil 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;
therefore, it is important to have your response within a few days.

If you have questions or would like to discuss some apect Of the study,
please write or call collect to Dr. Mary Jo Clark, Kectarch Psychologist,

Ed-cational Testing Service, Princeton, Nev Jersey 08540. Telephone

(6C/) 921-9000, Ext. 2795.

March 5, 1975
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Memorandum to Campus Coordinators

About:. CGS Dimensions of Quality bate: AprIl 4, 1975
Project

Frain:, Project Researchers

Mary Jo Clark
Leonard 4ird
Rodiley Hartnett

We were very Pleased to learn that your university would be parkicip-t
in the Council Graduate Schools pilot study of,proceduies to describe
quality-related characteristics of doctoral programs and that- ou
coordinating data collection on your campus.

As you will see from the enclosed materials, we have sent a brief
memorandum to each cooperating department chsirman on yourcampus, togethlr
with some guidelines for the distribution of the faculty And student,guesJ
tionnaires and sample copies of these questionnaires.* We urge you-tO read
L:lose materials fairly closely so that you can answer questions and determine
the best way to coordinate data collection on your campus.

Boxes of ques_ :nnaires are being sent to you by .t1e 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 questionnaires you requested;
is enclosed with this memorandum. Note that each department should. receive
iho ?St mere ouestfonnaires than requested to cover spoilage and to use
when following up with nonrespondents. Alsonotw_that each department should
receive a supply of return envelopes that is equal:to the number of .question -.
naires they receive- We cav, Supply more questionnaires at'any time if you .

find that you will need more.

Department chairmen should return completed questionnaires in their
sealed envelopes to you, so that you can return them to us by REA EXpreSs
Collect in their:original shipping boxes. Materials for this will be included:
'n the shipment do you., We would like tb.have the completed questionnaires-
returned to us by the end of May if at all possible.

As indicated in the Guidelines, there are several things we would like
for you to do for us.

A9



emorandum 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 to phone collect, especially

if a question comes up in more than one department. .Our goal is to

bbtain a faculty and student view of each depattment that is as

comprehensive and complete as possible; this is more thportant than

whether part-time people are included or excluded,. or the exact
number of reminders that may be needed to get a questionnaire returned.

Encourage the departments to keep track o ,who receives= quebtiod=

naires, the procedures they use to follow up on nonredpondents, and

any particular problems encountered in data collection. _We do not *

need names of3respondents, bu ane of the purposes of the field study'

is 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 %acuity members and students.

'We would like a university catalog and copiat ofbrochures or other

materials that describe the doctoral prograMe In chemistry, history,

andpsychology. The Guidelines ask department chairmen to send you
copies of'descrIptive materials, for you to forward on tb us; if

theae6 not arrive within a few days, you might want.to Check with
department offices about 'them.

We.need t list of doctorates awarded'by e&ch department from 1970 to

1972. Thpsd lists willhe,uped to conduct a mail survey of graduates

who received their legrees three to five years ago. You may have such

lists available in youNgeffice, or.you may need to get them fro% the

departments or from the alumni office. We plan to mail questionnaires

directly to alumni in order to reduce the project's time demandaon

cooperating universities.. However. if you or your department chairmen

would prefer to contact the alumni directly, or if you must contact

the,allutni before releasing their names and addresses, we would bp

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

lists', we would like'them as soon as they are available. We will

send you sample copies of the alumni questionnaire as soon as they

are printed.

Departmental profile.forms will be sent,to you for distribution to

the department chairmen in about two weeks.. Unlike the student 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 depatment chairmen can complete, them by the

end of May or 'shortly thereafter. You-may find that their task can

be shortened somewhat by Eroviding some of the information from

reeords or reportain the. graduate dean's office.
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emorandum to Ca ur. Coordinators

6. On additional group of potential program reporters, not previously
mentioned4kmaterials about theprojectbut of considerable interest
to us, is discontinued students. We recognize that dropouts are
particularly hard to identify atthedoctoral level and that it may
be even more difficult to locate the46 On the, other hand, they may
provide a view of a doctoral study program that is qateedifferent
ftom that of:other participants, and therefore it maybe worth some
special effort to obtain their opinions. Therefore, we pose the
following questions to yoh: Could you or your department chairmen
provide us with the names 'nd addresses-of persons who "dropped out"
of the Ph.D. programs in elemistry,_ history, and psychology over
the last couple of years? About how many people woad this be, by
department? Do you haVe ap evidence, pro_ or 'Con, about (a) the
feasibility oUobtainlig questionnaire returnsffrom tese people,
and (b) the likelihood that their responses would differ from those
of enrolled. doctoral st40ents?

Though Vhis. list of, tasks may appear zather formidable,' we anticipate that
data collection on.most campuses will go smoothly and that coordivasion will
no; require Mere than a few hours of your time. Needless to say, we appriciate
pour help and interest in the project. We stand ready to help in any may.4e can,
including a campus visit if this would be useful. Again; don't hesitate to
phone collect with any questions or problems. We look forward to working with
you.

EnclosUres:

Xerox of. institutional information
Memorandum to department chairmen
Guidelines for ofi=campus data collection
Faculty questionnaire
Student questionnaire

All
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Memorandum to Chai -en,
Departments of.Chemis
History, and Psychology

About: CGS Dimensions of Quality
Project

1' ii I 7%; ( 'I' ( ) .). )40

Date: Date: April 4, 1975

Fr- Project Researchers

Mary-Jo Clark
Leonard Baird
Rodney Hartnett

We are very pleased that your department will be participating in this
Council of Graduate Schools geld 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 apnreciate your efforts on behalf of the study. Please feel free to get

in t, oh with one of us if you have questions that cannot be answered by your
coordinator.

-Three items for your information are enclosed with this memorandum:

1. Guidelines for on-campus,data colledtion,ispecifying-the faculty
,members and students who should receive questionnairas and outlining
some suggested procedbres for distributing aid colleCting the ques-

tionnaires. Some other requests for informtion fro*department
chairmen are also reviewed inqthe Guidelines;

a sample dopy of the faculty questionnaire (Skeen);

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-, tL, time of distribution is up.to you,

subject only to our need to have the questionnaires returned to us by the end

of MAyIN-_

The _Guidelines contain some other requests and commits 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 fmoothly and that you have,
an exceptionally'ligh rate of returned questionnaires!

Al2
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DEPARTMENT CHAIRMEN

About Guideffike for On-Campus Da
Collection -- Project on
Dimensions of Quality in
Doctoral Education

J. 08540

Date: April 4, 1975

From: Mary Jo Clark
Research Director

In these guidelines we suggest some procedure's that might be used an a
campus or in a department tp 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 so that
you can devise appropriate; alternate procedures when these do not fit.

Rftlitatsc2fRelertment Chiarmen

A -good.return of completed questionnaires is extremely important for the
research goals of the study and for the usefulness of response summaries that
will be returned to you We,expect that the best response rates will occur'
whim a department chairman supports the'study, informs his or her faculty and,
doctoral students about it, and encourages their participation. Therefore,

we urge you to take whatever steps will convey yogr support and encouragement
when the questAelpaires are distributed. m,Some possible mechanisms might be a
cover memorandum accompanying each questionnaire, a brief statement about the
study'at'a'meeting of faculty members and/or studentscand a reminder at a
department colloquium or other gathering that may occur shortly after the
questionpairesare distilbuted. You Might want to point out how the study,

or feidloack,to the department, could contribute to department developmint or
,program reviews within the university.: If there are concerns about confiden-
tiality of reaponses, you might want to reiterate that all questionnaires
will be returned to the researchers in sealed envelopes and that no individual

responses will be read on campus.

The next most important-influence on resp nee rates will be the procedures

adopted for questionnaire distribution and'ret rn. Probably each department

has a list of faculty members and a list of graduate students which can be -used
to form a master list of the persons who should receive questionnaires.
Distribution might be by campus mail or some other local systnm that gets

the right piece of paper to the right person with Teasonable efficiency.

Al3



(U.S. : mail can be used', ofIcourse, but the project has no funds to cover

this cost.) Some central locetion should be designated for questionnaire
return (_such as the department chdirman's.office or a box in a student or_
facalttlounge), and someone will needPto check off returned questionnaires
an the distribution lists. We=tope you will send-at-least one reminder to.,
these who have not returned questionnaires about two weeks after they are
distributed. Mare about this below.,

,

Theta

. The completed faculty and student questionnaires should be returned to u

by the end of.May. Within thiscorStraint, you may establish whatever distribu-
tion and return schedvle seems best for you. Campus coordinators and department
chairmen may want to decide on a common schedule, or departnenta. may Operate
independently. Completed questionnaires in sealed, envelopes should be returned
to your campus coordinator, who will return them to ETS in bulk shiPMenta.
Please let your campus coordinator know as soon as possible if it appears
you,ray need to go beyond the end of May in order to obtain a goodrate f

response from either students or faculty.

- Fa u onnaires green)

ne faculty questionnaire and one return envelope ;should be distributed

in

to ea h faculty member in yoprr department who teaches doctoral students.
You w 11 want to apectfy a place And deadline for their return_in your cover
memor_ Aum. Our goal is to obtain a faculty profile.about the doctoral program
that is as complete as. possible. Therefore, factilty in each,sub-splcialization

should be included. Faculty members =ith"joint appointments, part-time appoint
-ments,,and adjunct appointments should be included if they are reasonably well
acquai4ted with the department's operation and program and they contribute
subst:-tially to your doctoral training efforts. Thry may be omitted if You
feel that their involvement with the department is relatively minimal.

Str.dentestistes(131.IOnn

One doctoral student questionnaire and one return envelope should be
distributed to each established doctoral student in your department. Usually

I thtse students will be in their third year or beyond of graduate study,
although_ ome seiond-yeer students might be appropriate in some departments.
In the questionnaire should not be distributed to first-ye

nr t workint toward terminal mastees'degrees; beyond this, we w7.1111

acc gout determination of those who can give the most complete and accurate
res to questions about the cheracter and quality of your doctoral

Please include students in all of theisub-specia34--tions within
the pennant, and include part-time as well as full-time students if there
is an appreciable part-time enrollment! Try to include some students who
are writing dissertations and some who have not yet reached this stage. if

A3.4



appronriata and "available, include ntudenti who are employed full'time while

-complete theirdissbrtation-.

inlia the help of jet the leaders your graduate student group

be a u ul gucourage_a high rate of student response. A cover
memorandum encouraging participation and giving instructions about-returning
he questionnaire eight be from Lhe dcoartment chairman,-afetudent leader,

0r both. A student - departments) arsIsant might oe asked to monitor ciuestiou-

Liaise returns and, organize a follow up to nOnrespondeots, or. in other ways
to encourage participation in the project by other students.

Poi low U.

We hope you, wil be able to follow u? on, both faculty' and student non-
respendente at least once, beginning itboat two weeks after the questionnaires 7

are distributed. This might be done by memorandum, Inquiries to group heads,

.phone calls, reminders in seminars or classes, or other procedures. 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 yol. for this purpose.

Confidentialit

Note that an envelope has 3een imovided for each quaationnaire. Completed

qbestionnaires should be sealed In these envelopes before they are returned to
you, and the sealed envelopes retarreorby you via your coordinator to us.

lespondents are asked to place their names on the outside of the envelopes
only so that you can identify those who nee4 to be reminded to complete and
ripen their forms; no name is vluested on the questionnaire. After data co

lection is completed, we would like to know the amber of faculty members and

students to whom questionnaires were actually distributed, the'follow-up
procedures that were used,.the number of questionnaires returned, and any
bias in the returns that is apparentto you (e-. g., most members of a particular
sub-stmcialization declined to participate or a poor response from part -time

people). We will not request a list of persons who did and did not complete

a questionnaire.

Departmental Profile

The foeft:that will be used to collect some basic information about each
departmint_will be distribdied to campus coordinators in about two weeks.
Most of the information requested on the fot' should already be.available in
the departmenter dean's office; guidelines will ba provided to simplify
completion of the form as much as possible.. In the meantime, it would be
)0pful'if each-department-chatiman would seed the coordinator one copy of
an %brochure, report, or piece of recruiting literature that describes doctoral

programs in the department, outlines dekree requirements, repOrts- on jobs of
graduates, or in some ot r way conveys information about the department that
would be relevant to this study.

A1-5



estionnaire

-4-

The campus coordiwitor has been Asked to compile a list of "persons
a

who received doctoral degrees from your departmot from 1970 to 1972. These

lists will be used to conduct a mail survey of doctor.1 program griduatew
three to five years after receiving'their degrees. In some casesvdeparthents
may,prefer to sail questionnaires themselves, with a request for participation
that is more personel.than a form leter from the Council of GraZuaLa Schools.
If you would like to contact your alumni directly, pleise let your coordLnitor
khow the:rubber of queatiOnnaires you will 'deed and we will 132'glad to suppfy,

them.

If You Have es ions

The campus toorditator for'the pro _A will be able to answer many of
the questions-that are likely to come up in relation to dat=e collection in
individual departments. However, fit` you have a problem that cannot _a answered

.
locally, or if you would like to talk with one of the researchers directly,
please telephone collect to Mary Jo Clark or Leonard. Baird, Educational Testing

Service, Princeton, New Jersey ( 09) 921-9000, ext. 2795 or 2792.
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To Campine Coordinators, ,CGS Project on

Dimensions of quality in Doctoral

Education

Swab; ect: 1. Departmental Profile
.2. Other matters

1 1 Ot-4:3 10

Date: Hay 15, 1975

Prom: nary Jo Clark
Research Direct

Enclosed are four copies of the Departmental Prefile_form and an

accompanying memorandum fog department chairmen in chemistry, history, and

psychology. One copy is for your information; plea,e distribute the others

to your cooperating' department chairmen with a request that the form

returned to you aa soon-as it is completes.

AA ynwknow. we had hoped to get these materials to you a good bit

earlier in the sk=ing. but various problems conspired to hold them up.

unplanned benefit may be that departmental staff will now have more time

" to compile the requested data after the pressures of spring commencement

have abted. Obviously, however, we no longer expect to have the completed

-forms returned to us by the end of Hay. In the memorandum to the chairmen,'

I have suggested that they complete the form by the middle of June if at

all posiible.

It mould be helpful if you could look over theNtorm before _ding

copies to the chairmen to identify any questions that could be answered most

efficiently_ from ilformation In the graduate defn's office, or an institutional

research or registrar's office. sothat you can suggest these resources to the °

cheirien. We would also like for someone in the dear's office to review each

completed form briefly 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 effedt of recent occurrences.on program quality. We hope that these

really will reach you within anoth eek.or so.

Now on to other matters. Several of you have sent us lists of 1970-1972

'alumni And descriptive materials about each program; thank you for your prompt

re-Donse to these requests. If you have met yet sent us these materials, we

hope'thet you are in the process of collecting them and that they will be sent

along shortly.
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To: Campus Coordinators; CGS Project

Some of you have requested supplies of the al(ni questionnaire so that
cope-or more 02 your departments can send .them directly to their graduates.
It how appears that these will not be ready to mail out to you until about
the,'second'week in June. The questionnaire will be eight pages, the same

-size as the student questionnaire, and will be pre-folde to fit in a legal-
sise envelope, in case you would like to start the )7ocis oi adiraceing
envelopes.

We hope that the distribution and collection of tie student and faculty.
questionnaires is going along smoothly: Ifyou have not checked recently
with departments about reminder notices cr.other follow-up procedures with
non-respondents,?you might do this now.

It has come to our attention that some of the questionnaire shipMents
did not have materials to use when returning the boxes. Therefore, we are
enilosingAs set of these materials (mailing labels and gummed tape) with each
Ot these memorandums. It would also be helpful

r
if,you,, could mark each box

_

fo the attention of14s. Theresa Jones, B-016. The boxes should be returned
Is REA Express Collect. Ypu need not wait until'you haveall of the question-
nair *before returning a bon; when onecfills up, send it along. QUestionnaires
received after you have returned the bulk of them should be sent by regular
mail to me.

ain, don 2 t hesitate to phone if you have questions-609-921-9000,
Ext. 2795. We have been very impressed wia the efforts the campus coordinators

jiaVe made with regard to this ptoject that have come to our attention. 'We
remain confident that the project will be worth the effort.

1
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rti Division

Chairmen, Departments of Chemis try, ate: stay 15, 1975

History, and Psychology. .

Sub)ect: Departmental Profile for
'CGS Dimensions of uality Project

From: Mary Jo Clark
Research Director

As you know from our previous communications about the Dimensions of

Quality in Doctoral Education project, we need some factual information about

your department and doctoral program so -that these characteristics can be

considered in relation fo informat on obtained from your department's students,

faculty members,` and4recent-alUMni. The accompanying Departmental Profile

form has been designed to collect standard information with a minimum of special

,effort on the part of departmental staff members. This memorandum attempts to

anticipate some of the citiestion, that may come up regarding the form, and

provides some of Our reapons for asking for these particular departmental

%tatistics.

Faculty staffing. This section asks for the number of faculty members in

the departments ehe number who work with dosparal students, and a full-time

equivalent figure which is here defined as [lie total number of full-time

faculty plus the full-time'equivalentof part -time faculty. Faculty members

who are assigned full time to the/department should be considered full time,
whither or not they spend all of this time in teaching and whether or not

part of their salaries are covered by outside funds. Jointi part-time, And

adjunct appointments should be considered part time.

Questions e through i ask for information about only those faculty

.members who teich'or supervise doctoral student§. One definition'of these

faculty members might be thm faculty members authorized to direct dissertations.

Do not include faculty who teach only tIndergraduatm or terminal master's

. .courses even tLoqgh they occasionally attract a doctoral student registrant.

Our purpose here is to obtain-4 count of the number of persons who are available

to work Ulth doctorar students and some information about them as a group. We

anticipate that thip 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. A

Faculty research activity. The items in this section reflect program

characteriatictrthat gradual deahs thought were important to know about when

considering the academic qua ity of -A program. We are frankly tincertain

whether depaticeents.can answer questions 3 and 4, concerning the total number
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of publications and research proposals which here been submitted and tunded
over the last three years,without a great deal of clerlcal effort. Rlease
at least answer, question 4e (actual dollars available to the department each-
ye -r,for research). If you cannot 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 helpful.

Departmental size. This section asks for summary counts 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-tim
plus the full;-time equivalent of part7time,persons in the program. The 5a
figure fbr Fall 1974 should be the same ks'the FTE figure in la: Our purpose
here is to get some notion of doctoral student enrollment in relation to
other aspects of the departmental program.

This section also asks for degrees awarded by he department at each
level over the last three years, and for some dollar figures represent the
financial resources available to the department for its total program and for,'
its doctoral program. The check-list of items'included in the education and
general expenae budget figure will be used only to get a rough estimate of
the comparability of budget figures supplied by different departments in
differ Juniversities. Information about dollar amounts available to the
departint for financial aid, assiatantships, and research are requested
e aewhe and therefore should not be included in the figures reported in
this sec

Enrollments and a tees b area of ecialization. This section asks for more
detailed i_nforsiat abou the current number of faculty members who teach
doetoraluitudents by a* of specialization; the number of enrolled doctoral
students In each area; the number of degrees granted in each area id 1973-74;
andthe approximate length of time to the degree in each area. The total
number ofjaculty members should equal the figure reported In le. We hope
this information will allow us to do some sub-analyses for each discir'tne
according to major area of specialization; in addition, the faculty r sliedent
figures will help us determine the extent to which faculty and student ques-
tionnaire respondents are representative. of area specializations within each
departpeut.

'N

Admilsions data. These questions ask about the number of applicants for,
admission, the number admitted, the number enrolled, and the characteristics 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
students. Both students with baccalaureate degrees and those who already hold
master's degrees should be included in a through h; question 10i asks for the
number of aewly enrolled doctoral students who had already completed master's
level work.'

Financial support fdr students. This section asks for the number of doctoral
students who 'is receiving financial assistance this year, and the total dollar
amounts of fu_ds from various sources for student support.

A20
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Employment. This section asks for the information you may have about the
positions obtained by your doctoral degree recipients in the last ,two years.
We would also like your estimate of the number of these first jobs that were
directly related to each graduate's academic field of study.

cOmments. The last page is for your comments concerning the statistics you
have provided. You may be uncertain whether some of your figures can be
fairly co pored with figures prbvided to the some question by programs at
other universitle4; if so, we would like to know how you arrived at your

. 0 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 *upply copies
of internal reports that provide essentially the same information rather thau
=ewer the questions as they are posed on the form. You may wish to indicate
which pieces of information were obtained from the graduate 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 complete and
accurate picture of your doctoral program would be helpful.

to_ earlier communication, we asked for copies of statements, brochures',
or fliers that describe your doctoral program and degree requirements. If you
have not already sent these to your campbs coordinator to be forwarded to us,
we hope that you can do this now. 1

We realize 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 is now unrealistic. However, we hope that you will be able to
complete the form by the riddle of June. Please return 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 questionni.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 ptograms, will be sent to you in
a few days and will complete our data collection efforts in your department.

Your campus coordinator may be able to help with other 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 609921-9000 for Mary Jo Clark at Extension 2795 or Leonard Baird at
Extension 2792.
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Campus Coordinators, CGS Project on
Dimensions of Quality in Doctoral
Education

Subject: Information from Department Chairmen

I 'It I 7:('1--:'1"():N. 0

Date: May 27, 1975

From: Mary
Research 'girector

Enclosed are t'e last forms fot data collection from your chemistry, history,

and psychology departmentsa request to department chairmen for some additional

information abOut their programs and their judgments about promram 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.

Because of questions raised by some oi the coordinators, a few comments about

the financial information requested on the Departmental Profile form may be helpful.

Most persons wb'ild agree, I think, that. this information would be nice to have as

one set of variables in any study of program quality. But we are also aware thpt

dollar figures can be computed in various ways, can be misleading, and are'politi-

cally sensitive. Inparticular, it may be difficult or impossible to separate the

costs of doctoral programs f-tom other departmental costs. We includid a few

-financial items on the form in the hope that the information would be available,

and alio as one way to find out whethei or'not 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.

;,et me be more specific about the financial items in question. Probably the

.meet troublesome item is 5(j) on page 3 which asks for the approximate d011ar 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,bi

required for a precise calculation is beyond the scope of this 'study. Wevooldjika
the information if the chairman can make an estimate that seems reasonably reliable;

if such an estimate cannot be made, the item should be left blank.

Item 5(k), dollars for doctoral programs from sources, outside the university,

may be more available but may also be difficult to separate from funds 464 to

support other departwental programs. One possibility here would be to provide the
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total dollars available to the department from outside sot.%es including
financial aid and-research) with a note that it is not possible tO separate ou_
the'amount of aelunds that are used for the doctoral program.

It 11(c) and (d) on page 6 ask for total dollars from the for
assistan ips and other .financial aid to doctoral students. We a: -.,me thy.-
figures 11 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_ 7roblems. However, if there are uncertainties
Ahntir t1-1 rar,Typa, i14.y zf

,,L41,1 m. e Lu CLUB III -CI.

Item 5(e), total dollars from non univers 5oui-oeF
the sum of a--4rds to doctoral students this year.

Items 4(e) (page 2) and 5(i) (page 3) ask for al dollars to the department
for research and for ee cation and general expenses. Since these items do not
request a breakdown for doctoral p,:ograms oaly, they should be relatively easy to
answer. However, again, if ther is reluctance to share thi information for use
in the research, the chairman sho ld include a note to this effect.

I hope that these comments may help you respond to questions about these
that come up on your campus, and may allay any concern about their intent or
purpose. 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.
certainly don't want the Departmental Profile to be d tiresome burden on department
Chairmen or members of their staffs. If the information-requested cannt be put
together with a reasonable expenditure of staff time and effrt, we would appreciate
their telling us that, along with their comments on the ,difficulties they encounteredl

- also

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.
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Memorandum fo CGS project campus courdlnator
at Colorado, Florida State,
Michigan, Princeton, and

Re: Alumni questionnaires to be -Ailed out from

your universit

Date: June 13, 1975

-From: Mary Jo Clark
Research Director

Accompanying this memorandum are the number of alumni questionnaires and

return envelopes requested by one r,r J .

this project at your university. Perhaps it would be helpful if I repeat(l

here a few guidelines for their use:

1. The target pisatlation is persons who received doctoral degrees in

1970, 1971, Tr1972. Questionnair,-s should be sent toa1,1 of the

people who received degrees in these years i ',, fields you are

surveying (chemistry, history, and/or,ptychoiogy) with the following

exceptions:

a.,Names with foreign addresses should be omitted;

Namco with=t re3p,Ir.9bly viable addresses should be omitted;

c. If there are still more than 100 graduates in these years from

any one department, sample from the list to send out 100 question-

naires. If the list is by date of degree and there are 150 names

with useable addresses in the U.S., it would ne 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 mainthinA is to inelude graduates from each of the three

years and various sub-specializatioup within the department.

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

questionnaires 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 questiOnnaires. We will check off returns on this list

and send you a progress report about three weeks after the question-

naires were ..4111_ out.

A nice touch, if you can maniac it, would be a cover note the

departmeut head
to complete and return the

questionnaire. ,

4, It would be 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 if you-have

ions.
A24.



Dr. Allen O. Marr
Dean of the Graduate Division
University of California sft

.Davis, Cali.tornia tmeto

Dear Or.

Ilst spring the Coupe i 1 of t,r.tcivate Schools in the United States enlisted
you; cooperation and that of ou d tt tor1 programs in chemistry, history, and
,'qVe bnloov, in I qfficlv of n ,feqrq,Forier ,e reOntorl to Panrqtim-11 0,-,01-

fence or quality. The cooperation and patience of your campus coordinator and
those associated with each of these departments on your campus has leen excep-
tionally good. Ohvio,tslY fl:.: 11:1-0 t-okr1 plar!e without their

generous assistance, ,r without your support.

We can now begin to share some preliminary stud results` with you in the
form of reports on questionnaire responses by advanced graduate students,
faculty members, and recent alumni in each of the cooperating departments.
Three copies of each report for departments at your university will be mailed
to you'within the next few days. We suggest that you send two copies of each

graAu-"-- z-Y-1;d4en

and keep one for your own use

As you may recall, there are two major purpc es of the study. The first
is to improve our uud. ._stuudiog of the weaning of yialiLy in graduate eduuation
by looking broa, 'y at program purposes, environments, and practices as well as
reputational ;-ratings. Analyses to,shed light on these questions are now under-
way; a summat; of the final project report will be sent to you in the spring.
A second, more "applied" purpose, is to develop ways of describing doctoral
programs that will be useful or program review and improvement. Obviously,
the feed1ack reports to cooperating departments-are a pa.t of this aspect of
the project. Your comment ocncerning actual r potential uses of the inform -,
tion, and any other observations or suggestioni 'erning the project, ould
be most welcome.

If, after receiving the' Co chic oport, vat have arty questionsahout your
results or the project in genera! , lope you will told, :one or write to us.

Sincerely,

ry Jo Clark
Research Psychologist

CC:



Dean Charles T. Lester
Graduate School
Fmory University
Atlanta, Georgia

Dear Dean Lester:

Last spring the Council Graduate Schc- the United States enlisted

your cooperation and that vcur doctoral progr:wo, in ehtzttlii;try, history, and

psychology Au -F
tr,

_ =

excellence or quality. Th cooperation and patience of your campus coordinator

and those associated with each c. these departments on your campus has been

exceptionally good. Obviously, the study cco].! act have raknn pi ,p withollt

Their generous assistance, or without your support.

We can now begin to share pr-el mi )ary -.rude results c 1 you in the form

of reports on qcstionnaire responses by advanced graduate .tudents, faculty

members, and recent alumni in each of the cooperating departments. Three

copies of each report For departments 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 oepattment zf graduate Ct,Ac_14nc

and )4.ew one, for your own use.

As you may recall, there are two major purposes of the study. The first is

to improve our understanding of the meaning or quality in graduate

by looking broadly at program purposes, environments, and practices as well as

reputational ratings. Analyses to shed light on these questions are now under-

way; a summar-;- of tho final project roport will-he sent to you 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 feedback reports to cooperating departments are a part of this aspect of

the project.

We hope the reports will be of interest to administrator_ faculty members,

and students concerned with the operation and development of these rograms.

To help us evaluate the potential usefulness of materials such as these, and

to accu:itely interpret these particular questionnaire results, we would like

to visit your campus for a day or so sometime in-November or early December to
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Dean Charles T. 1975

talk with you and depattment representatives about ti iso matt _ will
phone you or your campus coordimaCciinthe 1 xt two weeks to discust,: specific
arrangements for such a vise'

If, afccr receiving the teedha reports. you have any questions a'pout your
results or the project in general, we hope you',will telephone or write to us.

cc: Marion Combs

Sincerely,

nary Jo Clark
---rch Psychologist
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QUL TIONS FOR CAMPUS CONFERENCES
DIMENSIONS Cr QUALITY IN GRADTI1,17. nUCA.

questions about the reports you received?
1 items of particular interest?

2. Likely uses of the reports in departrult

faculty comMittees?
student committees
decision-making?
program improvement?
what would make them more useful?

useful in providing info to prospe,Itive stud -ants

What other experienc, have yo had with re,

State involvement?
processes --
evaluation --
how might they have been more useful?

your opinfon, 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 pr edures 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 imoults 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 any validity studies on the use
GRE scores in admissions?

Note: also try to clear up questions about data supplied
on the departmental profile (inconsistencies,
missing data, etc.) -- and, if no profile has been
sent in, try to get basic info re number ot faculty,

enralment at different levels, degrees granted, etc.-
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Appendix B

Sc,lection of In to Pa cipa

in the Study
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story and Psychology

Universities aro arranged in order of total-number of doctorates granted in a
recent three-year period, from largest to smallest. Each group of universities
accounts for one quarter (t the total number of doctorates granted by these
institutions in these years,' Randomly selected universities invited to par-
tie/pate in the researce are ma-ked with an asterick.

Group I

Three-Year
Total No
Doctorates

Total Graduate
School Enrollment

University of Illinois
*University of Wisconsin, iadis

*University of Michigan
Michigan State Univers
Ohio State University

*University of Minnesota
*University of California, Los Angeles
*Stanford University
*New York University

2779

2617
"'

2285
2130
2105
1759
1752
1643
1600

9281

9460
7252
8298
7446
7714
4954

16239

Group LI

.Purdue University 1558 6997

*Columbia UniversiL, 1480 3000
Harvard University 1442 2652

Cornell University 1433 33433

University el? T,as, Austin 1323 6031
Pennsylvania State University
University of Southern California

1289
1279

6411
4836,

*University of Utah 265

University of Chicago 1249 5623
*University of Missour i 1239 4377
*University Of Pehnslvania 1168 4006
University of Washington 11413 6477

11Northernmestern University 1123 2532
*University of Maryland 1098 9065
*University of Iowa 4857

Group III.

*Indiana University 1040 4565
Yale University 1018 2316
University of Pittsburgh 1003 9348
*Florida State University 962 3465
UniVersity of Oregon 943 3025

University of. Oklahoma 930 5566
'Case Western geserve University 876 1968

University of Florida 870 3746

University of North Carolina 839 4433

AUniversity of Colorado 811 3723
Syracuse University 809 3779
University of Tennessee 786 5594
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Group III (continued)

Total No.
Doctorates

Total Graduate
chc 1 Enrollment

7P7 9297
Rutgers University

*Universityoaf Kansas 769 3951

*Princeton University 756 1421

SUM at Buffalo 749 5278

University of'Georgia 746 3991

Catholic University of America 741 .3995

Duke University 679 1898

University of Arizona 671 5612

*Oklahoma St.4te University 6c3 2941

University of Ma!-Isachflgettn, mherst 654 5379

Johns Hopkins University 04/

University of Nebraska, Lincoln 643 3151

Gran- _IV

Boston University 633 4'53

Wavac State University 627 7873

*Louisiana State University
325C

University of Virginia 616 3470

University of Rochester 608 1626

Southern Illinois University 595 2663

Washington University 527 2720

University of Connecticut 510 4353

Arizona State University 494 6117

*University of California, Davis 479 2630

University of Alabama 472 2283

Brown University
469 1237

University of Northern Colorado 465 1597

Temple University
442 6615

Saint LeuiS University 429 2720

Washington State University 428 1640

University of New Mexico 42O 2951

University of Cincinnati 413 4301

University of Notre Dame 412 1219

University of Kentucky 411 2764

Vanderbilt University 385 1088

Tulane University 374 1030

Carnegie-blepon University 360 p218

University of California, San Diego 335 1199

*West Virginia University 333- .2775

Brandeis University 321

City University of New York 319 2723

University of California, Riverside 310 1198

University of Wyoming 299 1287

Lehigh University 294 2030

Brigham Young University 290 2307.

University of Houston
'191 3301

Texas Tech University 269 268_

Kansas State University 261 1090

Ferdhse University 250 1753

A32



Group_I (continued}

Total No.
Doctorates

Tbt,- Gradua-,

School Enrcllment

University of Miami '238 2298

George Washington Upiversity 228 1362

University of South Carolina 225 4320

University of Delaware 220 2201

University of Denver 216 766

University of HaWa 211 3567

*Emory University 210 951

University of Mississippi 203 1142

University of California, Santa Barbara 202

University of North --lkota 198 1175
197 ,n17

'SUNY at Albany e, 188 4296

Kent State University 182 3113

SUNY at Stony'Brook 167 4355

*Boston College 157 2135

Texas Christian University 152 1070

University of California, Irvin,_ 139 930

Tufts University ii) tl
Northern University 112 17333

Bryn Mawr College .
106 465

University 6f Montana 90, 695

University of California, Santa Cruz 87 307

University of Akron 84 2088

University of Maine .
77 1575

Clark University 72 382

*University of Toledo 67 1712

University of Nevada 61 1099

university of Arkansas 60 167

University of Illinois, Chicago Circle 46 1542

SUN? at Binghamtorlr: 40 2056
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1Most of.the information for this tab_e is from Jraduate 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. This

volume reports total number of doctorates awarded in 1969-1972, and total
graduate school enrollment in fall, 1972. All information for eight institu-
tions that are not included in this edition of the Manual are from the 1974-75
edition and represent doctorates awarded 1970-73 and total graduate school
enrollment fall 1973 (Brown, Ohio State, Texas Christian, U. of Arkansas at
Fayetteville, U. of California at -unta Cruz, D. of Illinois at Chicago Circle,
U. of Missouri at Columbia, U. cf Virginia)._ Three additional institutions
are not in either edition of the Manual (BranA,As, Illinois at Urbana, U. of

California at Santa Barbara); for these institutions, total number of doctorates
awarded a 0 from American Universities and Colleges, 11th ed. (Ameiican Council
on Education, 1973) for the fLJur-Kear period 1967-1970.

Universities that award doctorates in one or more of the three fields
of interest were eliminated from consideration 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 1?70-73);

2. information to the 1973-74 and/or 1974-75 Manual indicated wastes
or specialist as the highest degree awarded in one or more of the

fields;

3. one or more departments not listed in either edition of the Manual
and no doctorates awarded by the university in this field 1961-1970,
according to American Universities and Colleges, 11th ed. (most of the

teluilLal iastitItc- and cth 4ne,4,-...-4,71nc. foil in tllici
category) ;

4. no doctorates awarded in one or more of the fields 1961-70, according
to the lith edirion.of American Universitikp and Colleges, and no

doctorates awarded in the same field(s) 1970-71, according to Earned
Degrees Conferred 1970-71 (NCES, Dept. of Health Education andrWeihire,

19;3), even though the field indicates "doctorate" as the highest
degree awarded in the 1974-75 Manual.

Tables on "Earned Doctorates 1961-1970, by Subject and Institution" a

the llth edition of American Universities and Colleges and the National Center

for, Educational Statistics report on Earned Degrees _Conferred 1970-71 were
used to identify universities that award doctorates in the three fields but

are not listed in either the 1973-74 or 1974-75 editions of the Graduate

Programs and Admissions Manual.
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IMPORTANT PROGRAMPROGRA i AYACTERISTICS AND ACCEPTABLE MEASURES
AS RATED BY GRADUATE DEANS

In the summer of 1973, a panel of about 60 graduate deans rated
the 1mportance,of a great many Ph.D. program characteristics for
judgments about educational quality and then rated the adequacy or
acceptability of several alternative ways to measur each important
Characteriatic.1 The'program characteristics and mea Ives that were

-Indorsed by the deans are summarized in the following tAhles accord-
ing to_four potential sources of informatiJn: university or depart-
mental records, faculty questionnaires, student questionnaires, and

these tabulations (as opposed to 43 available for tabuiations reported
in the project report) and responses from deans at h.fgh-prestige
unit aities are tabulated separately for contrast with total responses.

Reading chi Tables

tables stare Witt. incilQators imp-rtant program cr.dr.- veri. tics

that should be available from university or department records. 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 endorsed by graduate deans as measures

that characteristic. The deans' ratings of these measures are sum-
marized on the right side of the table. The first column presents "mean
adequacy" ratings based on a four-point scale from "very good indicator'
to "Inadequate indicator" for all the graduate deans. The second col"-r^
is the same summary rating computed only from responses by graduate deans
at high-prestige universities. The responses of deans from highly
prestigious universities were tabulated separately in order to test the
hypothesis that some measures of quality may be less acceptable in these
settings than among graduate programs generally. A comparison of the
mean ratings in the first two columns suggests that deans from prestig''.os
institutions rate the adequacy of most measures very much like ratings
given by deans in general. if anything, most measures were endorsed
slightly more highly by the deans from prestigious institutions.

The third and fourth columns on the right side of the tables reps
sent the percent of graduate deans who indicated thtt each measure was
the one preferred method for measurin. the educational quality of a given
program characteristic. These figures provide a rough index of consensus
among the deans about the best indicators, though of course theexten_
of their agreement was affected to some extent by the number of optional
measures that were presented for each program charact gestic on the
original questionnaire.

-Clark, M. J.
'Preliminary Report
Report No. 72-741R.
Boards, 1973.

A
The Assessment of Quality in Ph.D. ograme: A

and Judgments by Graduate Deane, 'hoard Research
Princeton, N.J.: Graduate Reeor aminations
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The last columm of figures repres «s the per ef all responding

deans who said chi, the information =°-:;lied by the measure was currently

available on their campuses without new data collection. These per-

centages are probably conservati, _ince only persons who respc led

affirmatively were counted in the tabulations. However, they tend

to support the view that a nt of information about the .characteristics

of program participants and program operation should b availabl, from

department or university records, but that very little irformation

about student, faculty, or alumni attitudes ad opinions is currently

available.

In some cases, two or more sources of information were possible
,,A that we"- ondr-,ied by the leans.

rharacteristics 117-=red under more than one source cif information have

"een cross-refs t---r-ed in the tables.

The deans' opinions about !Ale assessment of quality in loctoral

programs guided construct _on of data collection instruments
advanced graduate student-,,, faculty members, and recent alumni, as

.4e11 as a prattle C: ',1Cprt=n: acts -"t ti And ,

department chairmen.



University/Department Records

1. imedimic trainingof faculty (3,57)

Pertent,vith Ph.D.'s or equivalent degrees

! Permt of Ph.D.'1 from "top" `programs in each field as

defined ty a reputational survey

ligult7 march (or other scholarly or creative activity 3.41)

Avirale,numbei research proposals funded in the last three years

fir PTE faculty

lee Faculty questionnaire, #1)

Faculty or other scholarly or creative) productivity (3,20)

hted *venire nuMber puhicationg (giving progressively more

night to refereed jourlals,"aingle authorship of articles,

seder authorship of boas, etc.) in the past three years (sub.

nooatenta or artistic performances or products where appropriate)

Average number journal hrticleg published in the last three

years per 1TE faculty

r

4 General acidemic'ability,of students ente ng the program (3.61)

Avgi score on graduate aptitude' test (ORE, MAT, etc-
,

Avg. iidergraduate:GPA

',ANg4 'store on appieptiate GRE Advanced Test (or other ach. test)

5 Achievements, knoWledge, andlor skills of students et tine of

coiplition of degree (1.61)

Jaunt of graduates in the "last three years who obtained

EPloPeet directly related to their field of specialisition

Pettit of graduates in the last three years who published
nothing prior to the degree

`Lac lei Alum: questionnaire, 12)

928

Mean

adequacy

Total Top 50

1057) (1023)

Measures

Fer4nt Percent

mien suilabis

Total Tait 50 Total

(1057) (N'23) N457)

3.35 3.22

3.33 3.52

3.35 3.39

. 3.68

3.49 3.52

3.42 3,48

'3046 3.57

3.14 3.26

3.28 3.17

3.27 3.26

32' 22 96

44 48 63

30 74

74 61 21

61

25 22 65

37 43 84

9 58

28

21

7

28

az9



Veirrsi rhsent Records (p.2)

Characteristic

Profusion accomplishaente of graduates (3.38)

Avg. le. publications by those who Famed in the last

five pare

Percent of graduates currently employed by doctorat wardIng

saisereities

Ocoee Slum, questionnaire, #3)

7- ativeraity fislocial support for the progran (3,60)

Iducetio0 and general expeuse budget per III student

8. leered financial support for the progrea (3,18)

Outeide fade ie a percent of total program budget

Avg. dollar inc OM per Fll faculty from outside sources over

the plat three years

0

Roller elect of federal research projects grants and contwts

over the )oat throe years

9. limemcin support for Students (3.11)

Avg, dollar, for all forms of financial sesis,auce. per

711 student

?Arcot of studio s receiving any for: of financial sonatas

10. Addadele policies (3.43)

Percept of qualified militants who are admitted) as reported

by the &bifida% eossittes

11. RrOvisiol for the tielfere of faculty Ambers (1042)

Win _may by rob

4jsolitt laity questionnaire, 18)

Hun

adequacy

Total Top 50

0157) 0023)

Kt/sures

percent

preferred

TOtil Top 30 Total

(NW) (023) (1057)

Percent

444mig46

3.30 3.35 23

3.12 3.35 14

19

3.42 3.52 35

3.33 3.43 42

3,23 3.39 12

3.30 3.52 49

3,21 3.30 19

11

9

22 74

39 70

35 67

7 19

43 72

13 75

19 22 61

84,



libudtergativit o (P.3)

opto,ftB00:7

12. Ifficidog o *too production (2.92)

Mont of those who. enroll who earn the Ph,D,

ttd total evg, tits required to cosploto the dogrel

ktio of doctorates atirdwl to no of 'gradate faculty end

to of:trolled students

I

:Kul

adequacy

TOW Top 50

(p57) (23) .

knit

p 50 iota
P23) ,(142)

3.49 3.62 46 43 72.

3.16 3.24 9i 13 10

3.15 3,14 23 16 71

1

383



Faculty questionnaire

Keen
Percent

adavi4y available

octal Top 59 30. Zotil

(N57) 0023) ) (1051)

Imlay mooch (or other 'scholarly or creative) Ell.g (3.41)

iveraga ausber invited preeentitions'of reeeerch mete in

11,1

the put per (visiting lecture'', coloquial work hops,

protoseloqd meeting', etc.) per faculty

Pt of faculty actively involved in the publication of

, rasearch result'' (journal editor, editorial board siere, 3.18 3.1) 16 17 47

Weis for submitted all ',cleat etc.)

WE ea Unfv,/pept. records, #2)

1. Faculty bohemia in program affairs (2.94)

Faculty *ref of agreement with and commitment to the

purposes and goals of the, program

3.37 3148 18 22 40

1 1

Faculty oatisfaction with influence on important decisions

concerning the proms

roup morale or esprit (2,78)

Aigi facultykported satisfaction with program leadership,

taming for the program, loyalty, involvement, etc.

4i *lit- of the library (3.60)

Adequacy of relevant holdings as judged by faculty i era 3.48 3.57 32 48

3.30 42 39

.3.28 3.16 39 39

t

3.39 3,09 53 48

Quality of laboratory equipment and facilities (including ,

facilities for the creative arta) (3.47)

Adequacy of laboratory equipment and facilities aerated by

faculty umbers

3 311

lt44 3.48 28



Wittig

0 cosputer facilities (3.07)

Adillacy of compute: facilities for needs of the'pro ram

rated by faculty :Wars

in of the props (3.49),

Clarity of.progrem purposes and plans, as' judged by faculty

Wire
41110 III Alai. questionnaire, 15)

1110/11111 for the vain of faculty er3 (3.42)

'salty satisfaction with froedm to plan courses and

c , act research without internal or external interference

Provision for assistance to new and young faculty, as

julied by faculty limbers

Alio sea Univ./Dept. records #11)

frogram leadership r,nd decision-making 3.37)

Quality of leadership provided by the progrin chairmen

as :Judged by faculty members

10. Militionehips with cognate programs (2.94)

Relationships and interchanges with cognate program as

rated by faculty members

(kles lie Student questionnaire. #10)

acid: Quality ratings of programs and faculties for other

volume in the same field it this study

336

Manure

Mesa Percent

adequacy available

Total Top 50 50 Tote

(1057) 0023) ) (1057)

3.4 25 43 ,35

3.20 3. s 23 35 18

317 3.32 23 12

,1.98 3.05 12

339 3.41, 37 43 li

3.08 31 16

397



Student Questionnaire

1. jolty WWI for student development and welfare (3*

Mean

adequacy

Nal Top 50

(9157) (1.23)\

Avetegketudent (or forner student) rating 011 a acalemessuring

ficarioncorn for student developoett and/welfare, limed- 3.25

With 'hieing skill, teething effectiveness, etc,

(Also see Om, questionnaire, 11)

Student eatiaf ction with various mute ,:of the degree program (1,89

Pout of stud to vho would recommend the program to others

with skit/riga ts and abilities

Avg, student-rued satWaction with specified academic and

monleadolic aspects of ito,Pror

Dn rane. of student career interests with program purposes

and emphases, as judged by enrolled students

31 Group molt or esprit (2,81)

Student sense of calamity, feeling of shared Worms and

involvesent in wurthibile activities, as reed by studeats

Avg. student satisfaction with rate of academic progress \

'\.4 Provision for the evaluation of student propels (3.41) A

timrity'of requirements and pumierds'ior progression from

&M CI to candidacy with stated tibia for review and

evaluation, as judged hyletudenta

(Also SOS Alum, quemtionneire, #6)

I

Munroe

3.04 58

'3.37 3113 49 48

3;01 --,3404 30

.13 3,05 44 30

3,30/ 25 30

2.8 1.83 14 13

3,2 132 : 5

riPe tout

Total

;ON)

14



Stedent Questionnaire (p.2)

dareoterietio

Job lacsst of graduetes (3.31)

ktithetime vith progres efforts to plus graduates, as

jogged by etodeate

141 hive/Dept records, #5 and #6)

Provisioner the advisleont of students, 3.30)

aU of the advising system, as rated by students

Alto. queetionsire, 17)

71 Ilbsisatifinsityintaaction (3;29)

Itaistorsportal satisfaction with opportunity to rk

doily with at lust one Wu of the faculty

(Al.. sq. Ala. queetiormeire, #8)

8. Internships or other opportunities for relevant 'Wont

esperieeces (3;17)

Value of, the internship or asslatantehip as rated by

students mho have completed the experience

ss.MLa. questionnaire, 19)

Dips requirements (3.16)

flexibility of program requirement' sufficient to %let

individmel student needs, as judged b7 students

(Also see Alum. questionnaire, #10)

10. lalationahips vithicognate programs (2,94)

Islationahips and Interchanges with cognate programs

AS rated by students

(Alec us acuity questionnaire, #10)

340

Measures

Mean Percent percent

adequacy available

Total 4 Top 50 Total

(W)(N.57) (N'23)

3.32- 3.36

3.45 3.50

3.38 3.14

3,22 3.05

3.11 3.25

3.06 3.10

18 13 : 11

32 19 11.

45 52 4

e

40 39 11

14 17 , 7

9 11

341



Nas.res

f-_cent Percent

7c.L p:cerrec available

(hat mistic

Thtai Top 50 Total

o--)1I

Top 50

fv=W
0-L4

Total

,-d,)

1. Concern for student development 4:1': weL:e. (3.11)

Average student )r fcrner r.lident) ratii n a scale rfiscing

faculty concern for studP-t develop lt

With advising :All, teachi-ig effe'tivene'ls, etc.

(Also see Student :ilestionnaire, 11)

. Achiev _ents, knowlet4e, and/or skint f students at time of

completion of degree (3.61)

PercentA graduates in the Lt three 7oars who ,Jntained

employment directly relat& tr their fielo of spe(:.ializaion

Percent of graduates in the last three years who pubJised

something prior to the degree

(Also see Univ./Dept. records, 1!))

'.)2)
PrO e ei-ional acop

,.-

,

Avg, no, publications by tho5, who grauated in the

five years

Percent of graduates currently employed by doctorate-awarding

universities

(Also see Univ./Jept. records, 06)

4. Student perdeptions of pro, quality (2.q1)

Avg. alumni (1-5 years) rating of experiences in the program

5. Purposes of the program 3.49)

Clarity of program purposes and plans; as judged by recent

graduates

(Also see Faculty question, re., /7)

3.28

)

3.30

1:1?

3.60

3.19

3,04

3.17

3.26

3.35

3:39

3.61

3.33

28

21

23

74

68

11

6]

30

.22

30

9

65,

9

4

28

11

4

0

3



Jestionnairr

Characteristic

Provision for the evaluation of student progress (3 41)

Clarity of requirements and standards for progression from

entrance to candidacy with stated times for review and

evaluation, as judged by recent alumni

(Also see Student questionnaire, #4)

7, Provision for the adviset,nt of student (3,30'

Quality of the advising system, as reated by recent graduates

4, (Also see Student queW maire, #6)
%.4

Student-faculty interaction (3.29)

Student-reported satisfaction with opportunity to work

closely with at least one member of the faculty

(Also see Student questionnaire, #7)

9. Internships or other opportunities for relevant student

experiences (3.17)

Value of the internship or assistantship aF rated by students

who have completed the experience

(Also see Student questionnaire, #8)

10. Degree requirements (3.16)

Flexibility of program requirements sufficient to meet

individual student needs, ac judged by recent graduates

(Also see Studlt questionnaire, #9)

3ii

lean

adequacy

Total

(N,57)

Top 50

(I023)

3.32

3.46 3,45

3,38 3.14

3.22 3.03

3,11 3.25

Measures

Ferc Ili

preferred

Total Top 50

(N'57) (NA23)

25 43

39 30

49 52

40 39

14 17

!seen'

available

Total

(Ne57)

14

4

4

11

7
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Questionnaires Used in the Study

Page

Student Questionnaire A51

Faculty Questionnaire A59

Alumni Questionnaire

Departmental Profile
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A49

All

A79
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One bora (: i-rc

Dear Doctoral Student:

GRADUATE SCHOOLS

IN THE UNITED STATES

t) C Ph,,e, dt 2 22i-371) J. BOYD PAGE
Prerhien:

April, 1975

We need your help in a major'flational research effort to develop better
ways of describing university programs of doctoral s;'.uiy. Sponsored by The
Council of Graduate Schools with funds from the National Science Foul,dation,
the project is collecting information from faculty members and doctoral
students in three departments at randomly selected universities across
the country. Your department is one of those chosen for participation in
the field study.

The questionnaire on following pages wild. take about a half-hour of

your time to complete. An envelope is provided insure the confidentiality
of your responses; your completed questionroAte will be giver+ only by the

research staff, and summaries of the information will not identify univer-
sities by name in nny repori- of the project. Tiowever', your department will

receive a summary of responses made by its doctoral Jt! denta and graduate
faculty members that can be used for self-study and program improvement.

The purpose of this project Is to identify and measure a variety of
characteristics of doctoral programs 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 project is
available from your departure.'- chairman.

4.411
U41±4.14ft 4

your comments on the items as well as on your experiences

answer and invite

n this program.

The accuracy of the research findings, and of the summary report that
will be returned to your departmee., is dependent on your candid response to
the following questions. We believe the importance of the study will justify
the time you give it. Plaase complete the questionnaire and return it while
you have it at hand.

On behalf of The Council of Graduate Schools, I tlink you fur your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

A51

Boyd Fagg
President'
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To what extent do you agree with the 'glowing statements about your d

and its doctoral programs of study? ( ircle one number on each line.)

Agree stron
Agree with reservatio

ft

ni,:aqree reservations
Disagree strongly(1

a. The academic demands upon students in this department are

very heavy.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . " . . . . . .

A single "school of thought" or scholarly viewpoint
dominates this department . . . .

c. This department makes a cc7:sistent effort to help students

become effective-teachers 2 3 4

d. If I had a chance to go to another school witllout losing
much in the transfer, 1 would go." . . . . . . . . . . . .

e. This department is providing me with a very good preparation

for my later trofessional work.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . , 1 2 'd 4

f. Students in this department have opportunities to influence
decisions in area such as admissions tliicy, curriculum, etc.

feeling that they are being used or ex lofted b1
g. It is fairly common for students in this department to get the

members of

thefaculty. . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2

h. This graduate program i one or ttic best iu the field

i. This department has a humane environment characterizad.by
.mutual respect and concern between students end profess° 1 2 3 4

j.

,---- _

Depar mental practices create a lot of tension in students., . 1 2 3 4

Ly (4
(3)

4

4

k. I would advi e .a friend with similar interests to come to

this department. . . . . . .. . . v-. .

1. There are many opportunities to take courses in other
programs and fields. . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

m. Feeelty members here emphasize ways in !!-1°h kr.tvlc.dgr. en,1

skills in this field can be used to solve social problems

and improve society. . . . . . . . . . . 4

n Students here are highly competent.. . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

'o. I have learned a great deal as a student in this department. . 1 2 3 4

p. Competition among students is entf-ourased in this department. . 1 2 3 4

q. Students here tend to support and help each other meet the
academic demands of the program. . . . . . . . . . 1 2

r. The department does a good job of plating its graduates in

appropriate positions. . .. . . . . . . . 4

s. Many facul_y members do not prepare adequately for their

\graduate courses.. . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4.

t. This department is a stimulating and exciting place to study.. . 1 2 3 4

1

A52
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How would you rate your department's faculty, fu-xlitt es, and proams? if an

item listed below doesn't r p1 to Your field, or if oc feel you cannot respond,

skip the item. (Circle one num.,er on each line.)

Excellent (4)

Fair
Poor

2. Characteristics of Gradua
(1)

(2)

a.

b.

Accessibility to students . .

Helpfulness to students in identifying sources of financial

1 2

; assistance . . . . . . . . 2

c. Useful criticism of your work 1 2

d. Concern for your professional development . 1 2

f.

Guidance in the selection of courses

Willingness to go out oC their way to help you l.f you ask
iL

2

g. Helpfulness in dealing with classwork 1 2

h. Knowledge of the field . .. . 1 2

i. Scholarship or research excellence . 1 2

Excitement for new ideas in the field 1 2

k. Overall quality of teaching 1 2

1. Interest in graduate students' welfare, including their

m.

personal problems . . . . . . . . . . .

Helpfulness to students in finding appropriate jobs after

2

n.

graduation . , , . . . ..

Appropriateness of teazhing meth-As (e.g., seminars,
lectures, tutorials, autovisual aids, etc.) .

1 2

ities

a Library boidings

1

4

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 -4

3 4

3

3 4

4

Excellent (4)
Good (3)

Fair (2)
Poor (1)

,

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

. 1 2 3 4

4

b. Laboratory 1 ties . . . . .

c. Computer facilities .. , .. .

d. aac o insitueLioual space
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Good (3) 1

FPoor-T1)()
`4. Degree Requirements and Curriculum

a. Clarity of stated requirements fr

b. Relevance of admissions requirements to degree requirements

c. Agreement beteen degree requirements and the stated

objectives of the detartmeri:

d. Relevance of courses in related fields to meet degree
requiisments

1

1

2

2

3

3

e. Appropriateness of language requirements 2 3

f. Opportunities for independent study 1 2 3

g. Flexibility of pro-'ram requirements to mee ndividual needs 1 2 3

h. Logical st,,ucture or sequonce of courses

i. Fairness with whirh cualiting examinations (or equi

are administe,ed . .

1

1

2

2

3

3

'-eadth of cour..so and program -F,.rimgs 1 2 3

Dep,h of course and program offerings .
1 2 3

1. Relevance of requirements to anticipated work in the field 1 2 3

. W. Rt-21aLit,F1.7,

5. Assistantships (teaching or research. NOTE: skip these

items if you have not held an assistantship in this
department.)

a, Number of assistantships available in the department

b. Stipend or payment cr assistantships

r.4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4'

:xcelle,_ (4)
Good

Fair (2)
Poor (1)

/ W
1 2 3 4

2 3 4

Absence of unnecessary "dirty work" in duties assigned
to assistants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

. Extent to which duties contribute to student academic
development 1 2 3 4

2 3, 4e. Chance for the assistant to act in a protessional role

f. Relevance of work to ultimate professional duties _ _ 1 2 3 4

g. Degree to which staff members treat assistants as colleagues 1 2 3 4

h. Fair and equitable administration of assistantships 1 2 3- 4

i. Sulervision of persons on assistantships 1 2 3

j. Office space and equipment for student assistant 1 2 3 .4
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Abou how many of the 3octoral students in Ce,,-,artmen are cnaracLe.74e

eac:. of the follow'.h statements? Base your judcmer .3 cm the doctol

you have known o-r observed in the last thre ':ears (or sine you entered this

epartment). flinqe one n-dmbor on earh l'Je.)

an 75 tierce

50 to 75 percent (3)
25 to 50 percent (2)

less than 25 percent (1) I

a. They work 1-- rd to meet lectual demands

department

b. They demonstrate original ways of handling research or
scholarly problems 1 2 3 4

c. They share ideas and support one another in acedem work..

1. They pursue subjects by doing a --tc-d deal 0. unass_gned

reading.. . . . . . . .. . .. . . I
2 3 4

e. There is a strong sense of co,-?et it'nn among them.. . . . . . 1 2 3 4

f. They handle assignments with care and respo. bility 1 2 3 4

g. They are friendly and supportive or cne anot±ier iii

their personal lives

h. They become distracted from their studies non-

academic or non-professiosal interests 1 2 3 4

i. They demonstrate enthusiastic involvement with the field
during informal discussions with faculty and students.. 2 3 4

j. They sresent their ideas in clas=ses, seminars, and papers
in a poorly organized and disjointed fashion 1 2 3 4

k. They are commited to the pursuit of scholarship. 1 2 3 4

1. Their classroom comments and discussions are interesting
and thought provoking.. .

m. They show imagination and originality in presenting
te0Liiiss, 0 LL0ditics,alls ds.11 tcpic

n. They continue to work on projects until they are
successfully completed, despite one or more setbacks

o. they otter well-rounded and constructive .tit

of other students' presentations l 2 3 4

4

3 4

1 3 4

2 3 4

p. They are heavily dependent on direction from the faculty.

q. They fail to complete major assignments on time.

s. They maintain a high level of intellectual honesty
in their wo k.. . . . . . .; . . 1 2
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Some programs give primary attention to the preparation of schol2- and

researchers, others lean more toward the preparation of eolleg4 teachers, and

stilt others give emphasis to preparing practicing professionals for applied

and service positions (e.g., secondary school teachers, museum curL'_ors,

clinical psychologists, industrial chenists). How much importance L you

think your department ,±es? purposes or functions?

(Circle one number on each line.)

-e

a. Preparing scholars/reseL:-

b. Preparing college teachers

c. Preparing other practitioners

1-=:-ree of lm ortance

derable

4

4

4

Some Little Nine

3 1

2 1

1

S. Now, please answer the same ql.estion rins ref your personal goals, How

much importance do you assign to these three different purposes or functions?

(Circle one number on each line.) Degree of Im ortance

a. Preparini:, sehol;irs -chers

b. Preparing rehe
Preparing other practitioners

r---
1 To he able to analyze our results as meaningfully as

Tease one response ci

I

a few things about you.
the following items.

Extreme Considerable Some Little None

5 4

4

4

2 1

3 2

2

9. In what year did you receive your
undergraduate degree?

10. In what year did you first enroll
In this graduate program? 19

11% TT1 1 ar year do vou expect to

receive your doctorate? 19

12. What is your present degree goal?

( ) Ph.D. Ed.D.

( ) D.A. Other (what?

13. Have 'you done graduate study at

some other university?

) Yes, in the 'same field
) Yes, in a different, field

No
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sibie, we would like to know]
11 in the bank for v4ch of

14. Are you currently enrolled full
or part time?

( ) Full time Fart time

15. Approximately what overall grade
average did you receive in under-
graduate school, and what grades
have. you received so far in
graduate study? (Important: If

your college did not use letter
zradea--A, B, C, etc.--please mark
che letter grade that is the
closest equivalent to your grade
average. Circle one number im
each column.)

Graduate grades
Undergraduate grades

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 3.99)

Ail A's (4.00)
No grades

2

3

4

5 5

6 6

7 7



job do you have? l 'ou have more

than one job, tirk ttc one that
takes he most time.

I am not emp
Research as.! 4c7,ntshin

-equivaleut
) Teaching assistantsh,, or

ecrivalent
) 0-her university employment
) Employment outside the univer-

sity in a job relevant to my
studies

Employment outside the univer-
sity in a jcb not relevant
to my studies

17. If you are employed, about
many hours each wee do you

nn thf- Joh')

( ) I am not employed
( ) 10 or less ( ) '1

( ) 11 - 20 ( ) 31 or more

18. What kind of position do you h"
to hold on compietion gtdduai7

school? If you are considering
more than one, mark one first
preference.

( ) Postdoctoral fellowship
( ) Teaching or administration in

elementary or secondary
school,

) Teaching in junior college
) Teaching to a 4-year college

or n4yercIty
( ) University research and teaching
( ) College or university

administration
( ) Research in industry o with

nonprofit organization or
institute

) Self-employed professional
practice

( ) Professional practice with a
clinic, hospital, or agency

( ) I:xecntive position (adminis-
trator, curator, etc.) in a
nonacademic organization
including goverment

( ) Other (Specify:

AS7

21.

age':

u a United States citizen?

( ) No

42. How do you describe yourself?

( ) American Indian or Native
Am -ican

) Black, Afro-American or Negro
( ) Mexican-American or Chicano
( ) Oriental or Asian-American
( ) Puerto Rican or Spanish-

speaking American
) 04 4AULdie114
) Other

In what university are you
currently enrolled?

24. Indicate (a) your field of
graduate study and (b) the zula
sub-specialization with which
you identify most clos.-ely.

(a) F '1

Sitci,Lization (b)

( HEMISTRY
) Analytical ) Organic

) Biochemical ) Physical

) inorganic

( )' HISTORY

nther

( ) Ancient American

( ) MedieVal ) Third-world

) Modern ( ) Other

) PSYCHOLOGY
( ) Educational ( ) Clinical

( ) Measurement ( ) Social
( ) Personality ( ) Other

( ) Developmental

( ) Experimental
( ) Organizational



25. We invit! your acditional cc _marts abo7, you= -'.epartmnt , f for

doctoral stud: Yor rearticns to this pAestinnaire as a means
s,Tatemati:7ally 'olleeting tho oviii7, c'r uate students abo,At their

programs are a,;o -felcome. ihan ,:ompleting the col --ion- ire.

Please seal your completed questionnaire in the accompanying envelope, put your
name on the outside of the envelope, and return it to your department office
(or follow other-instructions that may accompany the questionnaire when it is
distributed). There is no name on the questioanaire; we ask for your namq 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.1ave
been returned to the researchers.

ASS



One Dupont Circle, ,T

Dear Professor:

THE COUNCIL OF

GRADUATE S( HOOLS

IN THE UNITED STATES

April, 1975

We need your help in a major national research effort to develop better
ways of describing university programs of doctoral study. Sponsored by the
Council of Graduate `schools with funds from the National Science Foundation,
Lhe project is coil ct. information from faculty members and doctoral
students in three departmlts at 20 randomly selected universities across
the country. Your department is one of those cbos.n for participatin in
the field study.

The questionnaire on the .'l'owing page= will take about a half -how of
your time to complete. An envelope is provided to insure the confidentiality
of your responses: T:,.2r :111 zcen only the
research staff, and summaries of the information will not identify univer-
sities by name in any report of the project. However, your department will
receive a summary of responses made by its doctoral students .1id graduate
faculty members that can be used for self-study and program improvement.

The purpose of this project is to identify and measure ayPriety of
characteristics of doctoral programs that are relared to the achievement of
educational excellence. I addition to the usefulness of .such measures for
program review, they would improve information available for 6he guidance of
prospective graduate students. A detailed description of the project is
available,ftom youl:

We think you will find the questionnaire interesting to answer and invite
your cQiments on the items as well as on 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 he1ievo the inporrq ,ce of the study will justify
the time you give it. Please complete the questionnaire and return it while
you have it at'hand.

on behalf of the C -11 c r aLe J,hoo.n,
cooperation.

Sit erely,

NI
President

e')

yL,



CGS FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE

To What extent do you agree with the following statements about your department

and it'll doctoral programs of squdy? (Circle one number on each line.)

strongly (4)
(3)

(2)

(l)` 1

It

IP
Agree

Agree with reservations
Disagree with` reservations

Disagree 'strongly

a.. The academic demands upon students in this department are

very heavy

b. Faculty members in this department sclm to be genuinely

interested in the welfare and personal development of

graduate students.

c. Different personalities and scholarly points of-view are

welcome in this department

d. The conflicting demands of my job are a source of considerable

personal strain.

e. There is wide faculty involvement in important departmental

decisions. . . .. . . .. . . . . .

f. Some professors in this department unduly exploit their

students to advance their own research. . . . .. . . .

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

3 4

3 4

3

I hardly ever get the time to give a piece of work the

atttAttion ft deserves. 1 2 3 4

My personal views about graduate education in my field are

T.L1c objccives and procedures of

this department.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2

If T had a reasonable offerA I would move to another
rsity. . . . . .. ... . , . 1 2 3 4

Faculty in this department feel very secure in their academic
freedom to conduct courses and research without undue'
,:epartmental or universi'Ly restrictions

nnr1 pftpr arrange courses and projects with

persons in other departments 1

2

2 3 4

1. Faculty here often try to apply their knowledge and skills

in solving social problems and improving society 4

'Inc department has a humane environment characterized by

mutual respect and concern between students and fa ty..

n. This department is really a collectioil of indiv a -; very

little in the way of truly team or joint effort takes
place, in this department

o. This department tends; to put more emphasis on training
technically competent craftsmen than on training idea-
oriented scholars.

p. In general,- I am satisfied with my opportunities to influence

departmental policies and decisions. . . , . . . . 1

2

2

2

3

4

4
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How would you rate each of the following aspects of your department or

university? (Circle one number on each line.

Exllent (4)
G.rod (3)

Fair (2)
Poor () I

a. The intellectual environi.ent at your university :

b. The intellectual environment in your department 0 it , 1 2 3 4

c. Personal relations among the faculty in your department . . 1 2 3

d. Faculty/student relattons in yoar department 6 0 2 3

e. Clarity of doctoral degree requirements in your department 2 3

f. Agreement between degree requirements and the stated objectives

of your department 1 2 3

i

4

4

4

4

4

R Fairnesstwith which degree requirements are adoinistere(: 1 2 3 4

h. University library holdings relevant to your field

i. Laboratory or other equipment needed for t2 tug And

research in your field

1

,1

2

2

3 4

3 4

J. Computer facilitie' to meet the needs in your field .

k. The relationships between your department and cognate

departments in the university . .

1

1

2 3 4

1. Clarity of your department's objectives and p ans for the

next few years 2

The scholarship'and resech ability of the department

faculty

n. Overall quality of teaching at the graduate level in your

department . - . . . - 1

4

4

Department procedures for evaluating graduate student progress, 1 2 3

Department procedures for evaluating student comprehensive

examinations . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

q. Department proVeres for dissertation supervision and defense.

r. The scholarship and research ability of'students in your

department

s. The "fit' between your program goals 'and standards and tt the

needs or interests of current students . . . . . .

1

1

1

2

2

2

3 4

3 4

3 4

t. Cohesiveness of the doctoral curriculum

u. Departmental helpfulness to students in finding appropriate

jobs after graduation . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1

1 2

2 3 4

3 4

v. The administrative management of your department .

w. Departmental effort ,toward the career development or

junior faculty . . , . . . . . . . . . I 6

Overall adequacy of physical and financial resources_or
a doctoral program in your field . . .

1

1

4

2

3

3

4

4
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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
department). (Circle one number on Leh line.)

this

percent (4)
(3)

(2)

(1)

More than 75
50 to 75 percent

25 to- 50 percent
Less than 25 percent

a. They work hard to meet the intellectual demands of the I

department

b. They demonstrate:original ways of handling research or
scholarly problems

l

l

2

2 3

3 4

4

c. They share ideas and support one another in academic work..

d. They pursue subjects by doing a good deal of unassigned
reading.

1 2

3

4

There is a strong sense of competition among them. 1 2 3 4

f. They handle assignments with care and responsibility- 1. 2 3 4

The are friendly and supportive of one another in
their personal liVes

h. They become distracted from their studies by non-
academic or non-professional interests_

i. They demonstrateenthusiastic involvement with the field
during informal discussio.- with faculty and student's..

j. They present their ideas in classes, seminars, and papers
in a-poorly organized and disjointed fashion

1

1 2

1 2

4

They are commited to the pursuit of schola.rship. 1 2

1. Their classroom comments and discussions are interesting
and thought provoking.

m. They show imagination and originality in presenting or
teaching P traditionally dull topic.

n. They continue to work on projects untJ1 they are
successfully completed, despite one or more setbacks.

o. They offer well-founded and constructive criticisms
of other'students' presentations

1 2

1 2 3 4

p. They.are heavily dependent on direction from the faculty. . 1 .2 3 4

q. I3ey fail to complete major assignments on time:

r. They maintain a hiL,h level of intellectual honesty
in their work.

1 2

1 2

3

3

4

4
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4. Three general areas of emphasis describe most doctoral-level graduate

programa. Some programs give primary attention tattle preparation of
scholars and researchers, others lean more toward the preparation of

collage teachers and still others give emphasis to preparing practicing

professionals for applied and service positions (e.g., secondary school

teachers, Mee= curators, clinical psychologists, industrial ch+ mists).

Now much importance do you think your department now assigns these three

different purposes or functions? (Ciftle one number on each line.)

a. Preparing scholars/researchers

b. Preparing college teachers

c. Preparing other practitioners
I

Degree of importance

Extreme Considerable Some Little None

5 4 3 2 l-

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

Now much importance do you think the department ought to assign to .each

of these purposes? (Circle one number on each line.)

PtlalaL1222Etanct
Extreme Considerable- Some Little None

d. Preparing scholars/researchers 5 4 3 2 1

b. Preparing collee teachers 5 f 4 3 2 1

c. preparing other practitioners 5 4 .3 2 1

6. In A typical week during the academic year, about ho many hours du-you

spend-in each of the following activities? (Please account for all of

your professional time.)

a. Teaching, preparing for classes; evaluating student
tests or papers,

b. Advising students and directing students' research

c. Research and scholarly, writing

PtogrEula or university administration. (including

e. Private practice

f. Other professional activities including consUlting

Number
of hours

7. How much of your time in (a
research) is spent with or

( ) more than 75%

1()

( ) 50 - 75%

Total:

and (b) above (teaching, advising, supervising
or doctoral students?

( ) 25 - 49%

( ) less than 25%
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8. Please circle the appropriate response to indicate your experience in
the following areas:

NO (2)
Yes (1)

a. Have you served on government or foundation review committees,
site Visit teama or national advisory councils in the last
three years?

b. Have you held a postdoctoral fellowship? .

c. Prom you received a serious job inquiry from another

1

1

2

2

employe in the last two years' 1 2

d. Have ye6 received an award for outstanding teaching?

e. Have you received an award for outstanding research or

scholarly writing? . . . . . . . .. . . . . .

f. Have you received an award for outstanding professional
practice? .

g. Have you held office or served on boards of a national

1 2

2

2

Professional association or organization? . . . . .

h. Have you held office or served on committees of state or
regional professional organiz-tions?. -

1 2

2

I. -Have you been the editor of a Journal in your field or served
as a member of a professional journal editorial board? .

j. Have you refereed contributed articles for a professicaal
jou'lal in your field in the last two years? . . . . 2

k. Do you have an institutional or department grant to support
your research th:,.s year?

1. Do you have a grant or contract with an agency outside the
university to 'support your research this year?. . 4
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Please the number of your publications in each of the following
areas (a) your entire professional career and (b) the last three.
yeari. Include items written alone or in collaboration with others.

(a) (b)

Entire Last three
career years

Professional articles and single chapters in books -

Scholarly book reviews

Authored books

Edited books or Anthologies

Monographs and manuals

10. About how many IlLy.IE in the past 13. What is your highest earned

12 months were you away from degree?

campus for prc;fessional activi-
( ) Ph.D.

ties (e.g.,'professional meetings,
speeches, consulting)? ( ) Other doctorate (Ed.D.,

D.A., M.D., etc.)

) Masters or equivalent

( ) Othei

How many times in the past
12 monthe have you presented
some of your research results l4. In what year,did you receive

or other scholarly material as your highest earned degree?

a colloquium speaker, visiting
lecturer on another campus,
speaker at a professional
meeting, etc.?

12. What is your prebent acadethic
rank?

( ) Do not hold rank designation

) Professor

( ) Associate professor

( ) Assistant professor

( ) Lecturer-or Instructor

) Other
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15. From what university did you
receive your highest earned
degree?

Name:-

State:



t is your present university
qappointient?

) Full time

( ) Part time

) Adjunct

no you have tenure at this
university?

() Yes

) No

Iiow many years have you been

associated this department?

19. Do you hold a joint appointment
wit) another department?

( ) Yes

) No

20. Do you hold a joint appointment
.with a center or institute?

( )'Yes

) No

21. HQV many years of university
teaching experience have you
hac?

-7-

22. What 4_ y;ur sex?

ale

( ) Fema

23. In what university are you
currently teaching?

24. Indicate (a) yourdiscipline
and (b) the one sub-specializa-
tion with which you identify
most closely.

(a) Discipline

1 4

(b) Specialization (b)

CHEMISTRY

) Analytical ( Organic
( Physical
( Other
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HISMY
) Ancient
) Medieval

( ) Modern

) PSYCHOLOGY

( ) Educational
( ) Measurement
( ) Personality
( Developmental
( experimental
( Organizational

American
) Third-world

Clinical
Social
Other



g-

25, each university listed below, rate the doctoral programs in your field (discipline)

or the following questions. Your ratings will be used only in research associated with

this project; summary ratings will not be made public.

Question At Quallaat_GraduateFaeulty. Circle the number below the term that cor-

responds most closely to your judgment of the quality of the graduate faculty-.n your

field at 'each institution listed. Consider only the scholarly competence and achieve-

ments of the present faculty.

Rszeltim15! Attractiveness of the Doctoral Program. Circle the number below the term

that corresponds most closely to the way you would rate the institutions listed if you

were selecting a graduate school at which to work for a doctorate today. Take into

ccount 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.

INSTITUTIONS

(A sample of universities
awarding doctorates in
your field, arranged
alphabetically)

QUESTION A

ATTRACTIVENESS OF
DOCTORAL PROGRAM

Boston College
Cal. at Berkeley, U.

Cal. at Davis, U. of
Cs1. at Los Angeles, IL of

Colorado, U. of
Emory U.

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

4 5

Florida State U. (Tallahassee)
Indiana U. (Bloomington)

a, U. of (Iowa City)
Kansas, 0. of

Louisiana State U. (Baton Rouge)

MA land U. of

Michigan, U. of
Minnesota, U. of

4

1 2 -. 3 4

1

Missouri, U. of (Columbia)
New York U.

North stern U.
Okla_oma State U. (Stil wat

Pennsylvania, 0'. of

liiinceton U.

Stanford U.
/pleat, U- 0

Utah, U. of
West Virginia U.

1

1

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6

Wisconsin, U. of (Madison)
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2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5
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IN
is page, rate each university's doctoral program in the arsavoi specialization that

you'indicated in item 24 (b).

Question -A2 Quality of Graduate Faculty. Circle the number below the term that cor-
responds most closely to your judgment.bf the quality of the graduate faculty in your
specialisation at each institution listed. Consider only the scholarly competence and
achievements

Question B:
that correspoi
mere selecting
account the acc_
the instructional
factors that cont
Lion.

INSTITUTIONS

QUESTION A QUESTION B

QUALITY OF
RADUATE FACULTY

ATTRACTIVENESS OF
DOCTORAL PROGRAM

(A sample of universities
awarding doctorates in
your field, arranged
alphabetically)

,Boston College
Cal. at Berkeley, U.

Cal. at Davis, U. of
at Loa Angeles, U.

Cdiorado, U. of
!Mary U.

2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5

Florida State U. (Tallahassee)
Indiana U. (Bloomington)

U. of (Iowa Cit.,
U. of

4 5
4 5

4 5

4 5

Louisiana State U. (Baton
U. of

Northwestern U.
Oklahoma State U.

ennsylvan
water

Stanford. U.

Toledo. U. of

Utah,' U. of

he r Virginia U _

Wisconsin, U. of (Madison)

4 5
3 4

5
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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 with the assessment of quality in doctoral education. Your

reactions to this questionnaire as a Means of systematically collecting

the opinions of faculty members a_ ut their programs are also welcome.

Thank you for.coipleting the quea ionnaire.

Please seal your completed, questionnaire in the accompanying envelope, put your

name on the outside of the envelope, and return it to your department office

(or follow other instructions that may accompany the questionnaire when it is

distributed). There is no name on the questionnaire; we ask for your name 'n

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.

A70



Oft ri

THE COUNCIL OF

GRADUATE SCHOOLS

IN THE UNITED STATE

von, 0. C. 2 0 6 Phone: Area Code 202: 223.379-1-- I-NOM-PAGE
_ Prosami

uate School Alurinu-,

We need your help,;in a major national research effort to develop better
ways of describing university programs of doctoral study. Sponsored by the
Council of Graduate Schools with funds from the National Science Foundation,
the project is collecting information from faculty membersil doctoral students,

department alai it three departments at 20-randomly elected universities
the county. Your former department is one of thos chosen for.p_artici-

etion in the field study.

June, 1975

The questionnaire on the following pages will take about a half-hour Of
y ur time. -to complete. An envelope is provided to insure the confidentiality

jwirresponses; your completed questionnaire will be seen only by the
march staff, and summaries of the information will not identify univer-
es by name in any report of the project. However, yolur former department

11 receive a summary of responses made by its doctoral students, graduate
itacuity members, and alumni that can be used for self-at dy and program
improvement.

The purpose of this project is to identify and'measiure a variety of
characteristics of doctoral programs that are related to the achievement of
educational excellence. Ir addition to the usefulness 9f such measures for
program review, they would improve information available for Cle guidance of
prospective graduate students.

We think you will find the questionnaire interest ng toanswer and invite
your comments on the itema 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 will, justify
the time you give it. Please complete the questionnaire and return it while
you have it at hand.

On behalf of the Council of Graduate Schools, I thank you for your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

Boyd P
President

All



awarded you your doctorafe
Field

CGS GRADUATE AL VI t UESTIONNAiRE

1. To what extent do you agree with thole following statements about the departme

in whiCh you did your doctoralstudy and its doctoral rograms of study?

Please give your opinion based on your best recollection of your graduate

school experienceb. . (Circle one numbeon each line.) ,

Agree strongly (4)
Agree with reservations (3)

Disagree with reservations (2)
Disagree strongly (1)

1
a. A single "school of !.bought" or scnolarly viewpoint

dominated the department.. . ... . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

b. It was fairly common fog students in the department to get

.
the feeling that they were being used or exploited by

members of the faculty.
1 2' 3 4

c. I consider the graduate program one of the beat in the field.. . 1 2 3 4

d. The depattmek had humane environment characterized by

mutual respat and concern between students and professors 3 4

O. DePartmMntal practices created a lot of tension in students.

f. I would advise a friend with similar interests to

study in this department,
1 2 3 4

S. There were many opportunities to take courses.in other

programs and fields
1 2 3 4

h. I learned a great deal as a student in this department._ 1 2 3 4

i. Faculty members emphasized ways in which knowledge and skills

in the field could be used,,to solve social problems and

improve society
1 2 3 4

1. Competition among students was encouraged in the department. 1 2 4

k. Students supported and helped each other meet the academic

demands of the program.. . . . .. ; . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

1. The department was a stimulating and exciting place to study.. . 1 2 3 4

2 3 4

How would you rate your fo_ r department's faculty and programs?, 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 eae. line )

1

2. CharactwAstics of the Graduate Faeult

a. Accessibility to students . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

b. Useful criticism of your work . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

c. Concern for your pr,iessional development . . . . . . 1 2 3 4

d . Guidance in the selection of courses . ; . .. . . . . 1 2 3 4

Excellent (4)
Good (3)

Fair (2)
Poor (1)

Cppyrisla et 1975 by Iducati Testing Service. All rights regarmi.
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--3-
Excelle (4)

Co
Fair

Poor (1)

characteristics of_the Graduate- Faculty inued)

a. Helpfulness in dealing with classwork .Al

f. Knowledge of the field 1

g. Scholarship or eesea7zh excellence 1

h. Enthusiasm for the field . .. . . . .. .. . 1

i. Overall quality of teaching . . . ...... 1

j. Interest in graduate students' welfare, including their
pars( al problems 1

De ee Requirements and curriculum

a. Clarity of stated requirements for the degree .

b. Agreement between degree requirements and the stated
objectives of the department

c. Relevance of courses in related fields to meet degree
requirements 0 *

d. Appropriateness of language requirements

e. Opportunities for independent study

f. Flexibility of program requirements to meet individual needs

g. Logical structure or sequence of courses

h. Fairness with which qualifying examinations (or equivalent)
were conductectan& evaluated . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .

i. Breadth of cou=se and program offerings

j . Depth of'course and program offerings . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .

k. Relations with related departments in the university

2 3 4.

4

2 3 4

2 3 4

Excellent (4)
Good (3 )

Fair _(2)

Poor (1)

. 1 2 3 4

2 4

0 . 1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 ,

2 3 4

2 3 4

1. 1 4

1 2 4,

. . . 1. . 1 2. 3 4

1 2 3 4

Overall, how well do you think your dgpartment prepared you for work in each of
the following areas? (Circle one number on each line.)

Extremely
Not very well Fairly well _well

a. Sch,,larly research

b. College teaching

1

1

2

2

3

3

c. Other profefAsional practice
clinician, curator, product
manager, etc.)
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-4-
4.

Please evaluate the following components of the dissertation phase of the

doctoral program in your department according to the scale at the right..
$

(Circle one number on each line.) ;

Satisfactory as is (3'
Could be improved (2)

Needs substantial revision (1) I

t

a. Integration of dissertation research and course work . . . . . . . 1 2 .3

b. Procedures for selecting the chairman and committee members . . 1 2 1

c. Freedom of student to select own topic . . , . . . . 1 2 3

d. Generally expected scope of research problem = 1 2

e. Formal and informal srrangementi for student /Faculty interaction . 1 2

f. The nature of the supervisory relationship between chairman,
e

committee and candidate 1 2

. 1 2g. The nature and timing of the final oral examination.

h. Quality of writing expected in theZfinal docuMent . . 1 2

i. Opportunity for the_student's creative thinking and individual
express ion ... . . ; , . . , . . . ... 2 3

j. Relevanc of dissertation research td other professi6a1 skills . 1 2 3

k. Relevanc -f disser ion research to student's career plans . . . 1 2

6. As you look back tic your graduat school years, and considering your present
position, how valuable or useful ere the following aspects df your graduate'
experience as p _varation for your present work? If a particular experience
is not applicable to you, circle the number in colun 5. (Circle one number

on each line.)

a. Required courses in department . . .

b. Elective ccurses in department . . 1 4 5

c. Course work in other depamaents . . , . . . 1 2 3 4 5

Not applicable (5)
Very great value (4)

considerable value (3)
Some value (2)

Very little value (1) I

A . 1 2 3 4 5

d. Association with your major professor . 1 2 3 4 5

e. Association with other professors 1 2 3 4 5

f. Association with fer, '1 graduate students . . 1 2 3 '4 5

g. Experience of working pn your disserlatioa . . . 1 2 3 4 5

h. The department's stancards of excellence for work in the field 1 2 3 4 5

2 '3 4 5

2 3 4 54

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

i. The cultural 'and social life of the university . . 1

.j. Technic#1 skills learned course or research work . 1

k. Knowledge gained in course orreseaTch work, . . 1

1. Experience as a research assistant . ............ 1

m. Experience as a teaching assiv,ant . . . 0 . 1
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o De able to anal our resu
a few thing= about You. Please Thec

following items_

at is your s--?

( ) ( ) ter-.e

What is your age?

Are you a Unted ci

( ) Yes

How do you de,:xi__LD,

( ) Amerian Indiau tiv-

American
Black, Atz--Zmerical

Oriental _siau 'vi,:,er-i_can

Puerto Rican or Sol!,
speaking American

"bite or Caucasian
Other

11. Approximately what overall grade
average did you receiv, in Ander-
graduate school, and 1t gra,_;os

did you receive in g -7,duate study?
(Important: If your colleg did
not use letter grades--A, B, C,
etc.--please mark the letter grade
that is the closest equivalent to
your grade average. Circle one
number in each xl.umn.)

Graduate grades
Undergraduate g r,des

C or lower (2.44 or 1-1

C-1- (2.50 - 2.99) 2 2

C (3.00 - 3.24) 3 3

BA- (3.25 - 3.49) 4 4

A to A+ (3.50 - 3. 9Q) 5 3

All A's (4.1)0) 6 6

No grades 7 7

12. In what yc,ar did you re_eive
your doctorate?

A75

:r:lif-ato (a) field f_ f' graduate
(b) e or: cub- Decial-17;7,-. _ _

tion i v-u identift most

Fit Id

(b) Specialization ( )

CHEMISTRY

Biochemical
Inorganic

YC1-1()LOGY

Educatio al
Measuremef.':

Ferson.-lity

Developmental
) Experimental
) Organizational

) Crganic

°the,:

-me,,gao
Third-world
nther

) Clinical
Soci 1

Otni

14. flow helpful were eac of the follow-
ing in finding a job for you when
you completed doctoral study
(Circle one number
on each line.) Vern hpinful

Of some help (2)
Not at all helpful (1,

mr d.p..rtmon

informal efforts

The assistance of
Individual picEessorn

The university piacement
office 1 2

1 2

Openings listed with
professional association 1

Letters sent directly to
prospectiv emp,oyers .



Now WOU. 1 you cez-.crIne :Q

position you held after completir-
all requir rents for -,our docLorat
and how would you describe your cur-
rent position? If more than one state-
m2nt descrflaLs the positi A, mark the

.me that was most time consuming.

First pcsItion
Current position

1

( ( ) Postdoctoral fellot;ship

RegulaL academic ,epointment
at a PhD-grantin, university

) Regular academic appointment
at a four-year rn17 -0,e or non-

PhD-granting LaiLver _y

) Lecterer or adjunct a,ulty

aor,o.Lntmen ,it a four-venr

college or university

Adminisratie 7 ,' inn at

-four-year ,.ollege ,r ersl ty

k ) :_:ommuniry eol,ege position

( ) PrimAry or secondary school
position

( ) Research position wit academic

or other nonprofiL agency

Research position in business,
industry, or government

) ( ) Administrative position in
business, industry;' o- govern-

ment

( )

-Professional nractice in a

clinic,, agency or hospi 11

Self-employed or private

practice

Continuing graduate or
professional education

) Not employed f.-r pa7

) 08yer position (sped

4

1 Which statement best describes how you
regarded your first jot after leaving
graduate school, at the time you
accepted it? -(Mark one.)

( ) Job to earn money while I looked
for something clsc

at,,,77.nts tor the accuracy with

which they ilcscribe your current

(3)

--'rion. (Circle one number on

(2)

INot (1)

4

eaL, line Very descriptive

1-)escrintve, with reservations
descriptive

a. It provides a very com-
fortable salary .

b. It provides many oppor-
tunities, for research
and crc4tive )rk

c. It does not use all my
=duration and kills . . 1

2

2 3

It is a ver: secure job .

n. It nrovides good oppor-
tunities cor advancemerEt .

f. It allows me to increase
my visibility within the
profession . . .. . . .

1

1

1

2

2

2

It interferes witt the

preparation of articles
end /or books . . 1

My colleagues are first-rate
scholars or .esearchers

i. It leaves me relative. free

of superviFion by othrs .

1

1

2

2

It gives me a chance to
exercise leadership . . .

k. It provi4s many opportuni-
ties to be helpf to

.,,%ers 4 4 "

1

i

2

1. Most days I enjoy it . .

m. I gives me a fee1.ng of
thwhile accomplielimee.

1

1

2

2

3

18 What is your prima :v actisrity in your

`present job? (C.Lack one,)

() Job with p -ible carter potential

( ) Job.with:definite career potential. A76

Research

Research and teaching

Teaching

) Administration

( ) Otkler professional practice in
the field

her



) tuli time prr,,e-sional ac,` (e-!.g-1

Part time norarL_.: rovalti
salary befcre deduction6. but wi

ir paid m-ge e'ne =' !: ',,

20. If you hold an academe position
frin b

what iI your present:academic rank-
(check one.

( ) Do not hold rank:designat on

) Professor

) Associate professor

) Assistant professor

( ) Lecturer or Instructor

( ) Other

21; If you li Id an academic position,
how would you describe your
prospects for tenure?

-
k )

( ) Good

) Unsure

( ) Poor

) Very poor

22. Since completing your dissertation,
have you done subsequent research
in the same area as that of your

dissertation? ) Yes ( ) No

) Less in $10,(:00

$_,_;,070 514,999

S15,000 - S19,999

520,000 =';24,999

) $25,000 - $29,999

$30,000 - or above

Please 1st_ the number of your publi-
cation ci presentations in each of
toe tiliowing areas. Include items

re.1 alone or in collaor!.ti:,
with others.

Publictior4

Professional articles and
single chapters in books

Auchored rooks

Edied books or mthc ogies

Monographs and manuals

Presentations

23. Have you published any part of your At regional vr national

dissertation? ( Yes ) No professional meetings

24. To what extant is your job related
to your graduate Reid of study?

) Not at all rel?tod

) Somewhat related

).Highly :elated

"4.5. Do you consider yourself under-
employed in your present position
because it is not in'your field
or not consis ent with your le\il
of training and experience?

) Yes

( ) No

A77

At scholarly colloquia at
own or other institution

28. ou ever take the Graduate
record Examinations?

( ) Yes ( ) No

Number

29 If yes, would you he willing to
release your scores for research
purvpses?

) Yes ( ) No

If y.?s, .ghat is your best recoi-

l. tion of the month and year when
you last took the test?

Month Year



L

doc.orai st.11:7a 1ca

Pleic;, seal your complete giesLio-inair. in the accomp:nving envelope and drop

it in the mail. Thank you for corn ng the questionnaire.
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Note: Circ' d we.e evalun_
program indicators for use in this r( ort. Univ.:

-ion co leing this report:

The f- ing questions are Oesiled to .)rovi_oe an ovetvi., of your d'uctorel programs.

Unless specified otherwise, the questions refer only to doctoral-level training and

research, riot undergraduate or master's degree programs. Please write in the appropriat

numbers for each question in the spaces provl ed, and add comments at the end the form

to eAplein unique or unusidal aspects of your program that suould be taken into considera-

tion when interpt_tinvele data.

FACULTY ST

the total number of faculty members (instructor through professor) in

your department in Fall 1974, to :each graduate and undergraduate students?

Full time Part time rTE*

What is the 1974-75 average full-time liary fur each faculty rank, not including

ringe benefits, for a 9- -_)r 10-month appointment?

Professor

Associate professor

Assistant processor

Instructor

All faculty

c. How many full -time fac-lty have left Jr department since July, 19

d. How mauy new full-time faculty appointments have been made wince July, 197

many of your - faculty members reported in (a), above, teach or supervise

atudeats?

Part timeFull time

dr.

Howmany of the /faculty members who teach or sup

(e, aboveLarr tenured?

Full timc

nctora

Part time

FTE-t

g. How many of the faculty members who teach or supervise doctoral at d n

above) are chairman of oVv.Or more dissertation committees?

Till time P4, ti

*In this ep_ort, FTg is defined as the sum of full time plus

equival faculty membeik, cis 6:u.lents.
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01 Lau La.L.u.

(e, above) have earned doctor

Full time

New many of the fecult7 hers who -h or sunery se doctoral students have
earned doctorates from departments ;_kl your field at leading institutions
according to "Quality of Graduate Faculty" ratings in the ACE Roose-Andersen
report? (See liats at the end of thie, form.)

Full time Part time

FACULTY RESEARCH A _VITY

How many faculty members who teach or supervise doctoral students are currently
fun2ed_ae least in part by a researzh, project , or training grant or contract
from some agency ,,utsde the .iniers'W

he

CI ty

Full time Part time

numbei! prolessiJnal t ooks and journal ar'eJ_es by members of
one or il collahor73ti(n) publist-:ed in the last three years (since

Books

cl tt asc cnree years, rot many research proposI_N by faculty oember&

601v eLf. have been submi e_ and have been funded: (1) interm.ly

AAT'qe.l. or university; and (2) exterrally (government., foundation, or other

01.1C91(±1 source`.' (Count proposals submitted to more than one agency or source

only

a. Number of pro f= gals

submitted

Total dollars of proposals
'ubmitted (direct costs)

Number of prorosals funded

dolly , projects
ended (direct casts)

1972-73 1973-74 1974-75
Source of Funds Source of Funds Source of Fund&

Internal External Internal. External Internal External-= - - External ---- -----

ctual lollars available to
the department each year fni-
reseqrch (include university

moaey," continuinc,
pt.jjecis 7unded i earlier
years, and endowml-tnt funds
for rc....!,;rch)
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FTE* r-IF,ructors

FTE* instructio al support staff
trattve, office, technical, etc.)

c. FTE* rtdergraduate departmental

d. FrE* teminal aster's students

7E* student

Baccalaureate d rc,c s; iwarde'

Master's degrees war

Doctor's degraes sw,,rded

t1,2partm 1 .1-"1 !pr-1 r:41

expense budget for ea,-T ) v4f

and otl- r funds from cuts de toe IITLverity
Aot IrtriTiz student f'.1.oncil assistant-

ships, or research fund; **

The approximate dollar --c-nt (i; that was

used to s-ipport the der.ArtmenYs doctoral
program(si, incluning stC fir,aucial

aid, as!7Latortships, cr resew L fund7.

k. )ollaLs rn (j) from soAL,es outs_' d Lc
university (e,g., ,71%alt support

for etc., but not financial aid for
students re'-ear` zr,Ints)

Fall 1972 1974

July 1972- July 1973- July 1974-
June 1973 June 1974 June 1975

**Please `lee- the tter'is in the folio- ng list that are included In your

education and genzr4! expense budget figure.

Instruct nal salaries--
Support staff salaries
Frirge benefits
Supplies
Equipment, furnishings, and shop expenses
Trawl
Stua' -"tment__
Consultants
Library acqui.. tions
Computer time
Jaratoria'. aervies
Summer school
Other (please specify

*Total of full tt e plus full -time ecrivalent of part
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otglanIng
docpral study (or entering your 'regram) by nose to whom yL avxdod doctoral degrees in the last
three year.,

CHEMISTRY

Analytical

Biochemical

Inorganic

Organic

P ical

Oche

Total

HISTORY

Ancient

Medieval

Modern

Awricao

Third-world

Other

'Total

PSYCHOLOGY

Clinical

Educational

Experimental

Developmental

Measoreont

Organizational

Personality

Social

Other

Total

1

Fall 197

to tad d)ctoral Fall 1974 doctor octoral degrees Average number of

ili
...-11-

IIWtCV 6 awarded years students take
Full tir;,). Part time :111. time Parttl e July 1973-June 1974 11 obtain destee

zr,-ym.x.oz-cs

em=

=_IMMINWIEW =IPMICTIMINA

AgOOmm== MNUMMWMW UMmoNMMEIM

wmw.T=6p6smE r==.=A ff

tilftimatamiww.

6mmer...Aksimmw

=1=BP3111515i

UNIMMIMMIR
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time Part tine

How many persons who _ A a 1,-),rc degree Fro: 0__ ,, ent in 19:J=I974

had published a professional rti 'e, monograph, book prior to receiving the

degree?

used on your experience in the 1st few yenrs., what perc,?nt,ige of entering
students eventually complete gree?

10. ADMISSIONS DATA (Inree

How many students app led for admission to ye
(

doctoral program( s'? in each of the last three
years?

How many of these app_ _ants were off d

admission?

CE)How many of Clese admi c 'dents actually

enrc l ed (registered).

d. What was the average undergraduate grace
point average of the newly enrolled
doctoral 6todeni r.

ket

What were the averega test scorus of the
newly enrolled doctoral students? (Include
number of indiv._dual Scores included in each
average in parentheses following the score.)

GRE Vert - el

GRE Quantitative

GRE advanced test in your field

Miller Analogies Test

1.. Row m _f your newly enrolled doctoral
students had already Completed a master's
degree?

j. How many of your ncwly enrolled doctoral
students were U. S. citizens from outside
yon r state?

11. FINANCIAL SUPPORT FOR STUDENTS

Fall 1972 Fall 1973 'Fall 1974

a. How many doctoral students held an istantship in the dk-partment it, each _ the
following categories duriT, fall semester 1974?

Teaching Research Other



1:..1.1uue stuuents wf.o rece ived tea t,..: or raineest m von-univer-
sity sources, but do not include It ins unle, they wc7e part of a inivf=rsity

aiu package.

Full-time S. -nts Fart- Studlt'

the total Qoliar amount of u:Ii-rsity your department for
assistantships or -ther work-related doctoral student support 1/74-75?

(2:)What is the amount of uni- roit funds to .our department for non-
work-related doctoral student support in 197f -, (fellowships, grants, tuition
remission, etc..)?

What is the total dollar amount of non-un ve-lity fellowships, grants, and
traineeships to doctoral students in von- dcirtment during 1974 -75'

12. EKPLOYMENT

what have been the ti-st jobs of doctoral degree, recipients from our department
the last two years? Count primary appointments if more than one job. The total
number veported for i-aci at should equal nvmber of clout 's degrees awarded
as reported in 5(h).

Postdoctoral fellowship

Regular academic ap ,intment a Ph.. grant 4 university
academic appointment at a four-year college or

non-PhD-granting university

Lecturer or adjunct faculty appointment at a four-year
college or univesity

Administrative position ,t: a four-year nolage or univc-qi_-

Reqpqrr.bov- witl% -vr.orlestni!'

Community college position

Primr,ry or secondary school position

Research or aLministration in business, industry, or government

Professional practice in a clinic, agency, or hospital

Self - employer or priv1,-. rracsice

.Other positior.

,.,ontinuing graduate or p--,,fessi nal educat'on

Seeking employment at last contact

Unknc n

Total

How many of these first jobs were directly s Plated to
the graduate's field of specialization?
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of data provided on the previous paces. " -1 i e s of recent d -a_ ntai self -
studies, reports on issues such as admissions c) Cn ia,, o' -radLaes,
and statements procJurf- used tc arrive at depa_tmental si, wcuirl
also be appreziaced.

Please.return this form to your graduate dean or campus dinator for the
CGS Dimensions of y project, who will forward it to the project researchers.
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CHEMISTRY Physical Sri& Ices

!. t'? Pa Ted Qua'.-' nraCkea'a Fa:V,11'-

111147 1004 11O .41res4144

2
15

1 1

2'
3' 3'
3
4

3
10

4
7'

7 11'
1 7'

11
13
14.

1$' 15'
17

' 17
a-
20 20'
19 20'
14' 20'

1 23
23' 74.

t 24.
23' 24'
23' 24'
20 241'

3ce
30'
34,
10.

t 30'
75 35'

7 35'
35°
35'

Harasid
Cat Taah.
Caldwell* Atedwaae
Stonterti

elea,01-1

Caelfwaaa. Les Angels-
Chicago
Columki.
Cornell
w1. .i1,

Prineuten
Pierthvo*.tem
lEnn,4 51414 I48ige1
P urrEsni
CoOiSof Fr* Srn Moos
Ohio Soto
Tau,.
Indian*
Aktheatad
1416***014
Rackeyhdaw
alefe,Ida UV*

54Wh.clan 514la t
Perm 5114

Wffisnirstrton 1544E114
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HISTOR Socim Sciences

Leading ins ',Alerts. by Rate Quality A Graduate ulry

laantiege
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1
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8
2 4'

15 7' 5*
5 4' 6
7 7' Et'
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9 11 11
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1 13 13'
13' 13'
19 16

17'
17.
.7*
17'

20 17',e 22
22'

25

HarvJrd
Yale
California. 5
Princeton
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Stank
WIscon-43n
Chicago
Michigan
Cornell
Johns Hopkins
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Irv:Bata
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Brown t
Duke
:111nois
Vv..shington t Searle)
Mihrltle!O
1.4)(44 t
Virginia t
Roctrieter t

clay
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Leading institutions. by Rated duality of Graduate Faculty

1114,411n141

1117

S
2
4

7

7'

3'
11.
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2 MlitAtion

emlfonide Bertulig,
4 rtarvero

miaow
a renneyrvenle

minnows
7 Wiocanaln
7. Yiht
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11 Toms t
12 !ream
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14' John, Norklho
143 Northwestern
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2C'

20'
24'
24
24'

7'
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30'
30'
30'

Iowa Bow. City)
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Rochester
Duke
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Oregon t
Columbia
Princeton
ow-In/son
earnew'r-,Meimort
N.Y.U. t
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ens

Dear . a ma:

Four kinds of
Reports ef current departmental pr-.c

2. Reports of recent change5
about their effect on the pro

four atings of do ore

ti the de 4umric an
dcatirinal quality

N-our

saran ol J. lvertes,

Report and evaluation of departm,utal data collec.tion for this study.

n

When yoU have completed the forr.., ple:Ise mail it 'irecrly to Dr. Mary Jo Clark.
Protect Research Director, Educational Testin- .3ervice, Princeton, New Jerey,
08540.

Your n:

Univesitv

Current departmer-11 Pi, se ind:_r-ere whether

pra tires are ch ract(tl c of iepartmc,nt9 uy ciroilc_A Inc number on
each line.

No (1)Yes (21)

The re is a uep- Umentai tacui ty commttle to monitor and
review the doctoral program curriculum 1 2

following

The department offers joint doctoral !agree programs with
related departmc t.

c. The department offers interinstitutional or consortia
programr at the doctorrl.i.Ewel. .

. .

d. There is a course or otrier systemettc training program on
"smilaga pfg fnv inl.nopor -4,Tn nr

assistants . .. . . .

The department provides specific training for careers
othc- than teaching v sear . . .ch.. .....

There are regul x departmental procedures for the .o.ralua
of courses and inst. .ors by doctoral students.. . .

g. The department main.ins placement files (recommendation;,
vitae, etc.) for its graduates. , . . .

h. There is a departmental faculty committee to work on job
placement of . .graduates. .... .

A

1 2

1

2



Haw frequently do the following practices occur

your department?

i. Faculty or experienced student "mentors" are

assigned to work with new teaching assistants
. -

Faculty regularly visit classea'being taught

by teaching asaistants.. . . . .

Always (4)
OfteA (3)

Sometimes (2)

Never (1)

6*.
k. Supervised field placements are arranged for

students who want to prepare for careers ,other

than teaching or research as part of the

doctoral program.. .
0 0 0 .

6
1. Individual professors obtain course evaluations

from their doctoral students.

Students carry out independent research projects

prior to reaching the dissertation s.L.ce;.

n. A-faculty member outside the Opartment is

appointed to_d dissertation committee.

o. The dissertation,committe!plays an Active role

in the supervision of a student's graduate.)

p r o g r a m . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..

Dissertation Chairmen actively help their

students locate' appropriate positions upon

completion of the degree.:.

@

0 e

The department encourages students and

graduates to register With the university
placement s e r v i c e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Most doctoral students attend colloquia

by departmental faculty members or visiting

s c h o l a r s . . . . .
.

. . . . . . . . . **

.Most faculty attend colloquia by departmental

faculty members. Or visiting scholars.. . 0 0

A88,,
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Recent Chan es. The left hand column'below lists a number of changing conditions that, have been
experiended .by Some graduate departments in the past few years. First, indicate whether each
condition has or has not occurred in your doctoral program in the last thred years. Next, if it
has occurred, ivn yonr.judgment.of its- effect on the aeadamic acellence o the program.

Occuried in this If yes, effect so far on
doctoral program program'a academic .

in last 3 vOora excellence-

Yes (2)

No (1) I

,

a. Decline in number of applicants for admission 1 2

b. Decline in number of new students admitte'd each year . 1 2

c. Increase in number of dropouts and ABD's l 2 .

d. Decline in university funds for student support

e. Dedline in external fellowship and traineeship funds. . . 1

Decline:in sponsored search funds

2

. . . 1 2'.

g. Declind in tunds,for support services And personnel . 1

h. Decline iwfunds for supplies an equipment 1 2

i. Reduted numf3er of faculty positions for the program

j. More' difficulty placing new doctorates in appropriate

academic positions . . . . . . . . , . . .

6

k. More difficulty placing new doctorates in appropriate.
,nonacademic positions'. =, . . . .. . . . . 1 2

1. Pressure 'to develop more programs designed specifically'
Co train students for nonacademic careers . 1 2 =

2

1 2

Pressure to hire minorities to meet affirmative -action

requirements . . . . . . ; .. : 1 2

n. Pressure to hire women to meet affirmative action

requirements '1 2

o. Pressure to admit minorities to meet equal educational

opportunity requirements 1 2

P. Pressure to admit women to
opportunity requirements

equal educational

Inflation of undergraduate grade point averages among
applicants for admission

r. Increase in the vocational orientation of students.

A89

1

2

, Improvement (4)

Noeffect (3)

Some damage (2)
erious damage (1)

1- 2 3 4

1 21 3 4

1 2 3 '4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

lg 2 3 4

2 3 4

34 2 3 4

1 2 3. 4

N.-

2 3 4

1 2 3 -4

1 2 3 4

= 1 2 3 4

1 2 3 :4

1 2 3 4

6. .

2
,

1

1

2

2

3 4

3 4

1 2 3 4



For each university' listed below, rate the doctoral programs in your field (discipline)

.on the folloKing questions. Your rains wilt be used'only in research associated with

this project; summary ratings will not be made public.

qiirLnjLO).it, ofCrnduate Faculty, Circle the number below the term that cor-

responds mist closely to your judgment of the quality of the graduat% faculty in your

field at each institution listed. Consiaer onlythe scholarly competence and achieve-

Ments of the preaerh faculty: , .
'

,

,.
.

kg,tior-essofth)octorak P.ogrr61. &rcle the number below tlie term:

that corresponds most closely to the way you would rate the-Institutions listed if you

were selecting a graduateschool at which to work for aloctorate today.: Take into

N4ccount'theccessibility of the faculty and its scholarly, coMbetence, the curricula,

Ottinstructional and research facilities, the. quality of graduate students, and other

factors that contribute to the effectiveness of the Nioctoral program.

INST TUTIONS

(A sample of univers_
awarding doctorates in
your field, arranged .%
alphabetically)

Boston College
Cal. at Berkeley, U. c_

Cal. at Davis, U. of
Cal. at Los. Angeles, U. of

QUESTION A QUESTION B

ATTRACTIVENESSOF
DOCTORAL PROGRAM

Colorado, U. o
Emory- U. -

Florida State U. (Tal4lahassee
Indiana U. (Bloomington)

Iowa, U.'of City)

Louisiaua State U. (Baton

nI,V2E0JJ-Lg,_7-
Michigan U. of
Minnesdta, U.-of

Rouge)

Missouri', U. of (Columbia)
New York U.

Northwestern U.
Oklahoma State U.

Pennsylvania, U. of
Princeton U

Stanford U.
Toledo U.

Utah, U. of
West Virginia U.

Still a

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 - 4 5

1 2 3 5

Witiconsin,. U. of" (Madison)
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<7

4'. Report and _evaluation of de artmntal aatacollectionforthidy.

We would like to know how departments handled the on- campus distribution of
faculty and student questronnairea,,- and your-evaluation of this procedure.

f.

Who
and
one

managed the distribution and collection of faculty
student-questionnaires in your department? (Circle

letter in each column.)

ADow were the
many letters

Faculty So/dent
Quest. Quest.

Department chairman S

Faculty member F S.

Departmental assistant . , F S

Secretary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4. . F S

Student . . . . . . . . . -.-. . . . . . . 1' S

Dean's office )
F' S

Other (specify)
,

. . . F s

questionnaires distributed? (Circle as

as.apply.

Did you o a fo

Campus mail . -

U.S..mail . -

Through classes . ,

At .a faculty meeting
At a. meeting of students
Available to be picked dp
Other (specify -)

V
low-up on non-respondents ?-

,Yes . . . . ,

No _

a

if you did a follow -up, what proEedurds did you use?
(Circle as many letters as apply.)

Verbal reminder in claSses and/Or meetings
Memorandum reminder
Distribution of a second quest1onnaire
Personal contact
,Other (specify)

In general, how effective do you
and collection procedures were?

ilink the distribution

Very effective, everything went smoothly .

Fairly effective, although we encountered a
few problems

Not effective; there were a lot of problems
Not effective because we had a,limited staff

and/or-limited time

In general, what was the response of faculty members
and students toward the research and the questionnaire?
(Circle one letter in each coluin:)

Enthusiastic
Willing
Neutral . .

Reluctant .

. @ . . .. @ 0 *

Resistant
f

HOW many faculty questionnaites did

h. flow manyistudent questionnaires did

you distribute?

you distribute?

A91

F
F
F

F
F

F

F

F.

F

F

F
F

F
F
F
F

S

-a

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S

S
S

-S

S

S

S

S

S



-6-

Qne purpose of this 'pro ct is to assess the feasibility, of collecting a wide

variety of data relevant to.program quality. We would appreciate your comments

''and,sUggestions Concerning thp procedures and material used in this.study'as well

as any problems that have come to your.attention.

Please cement on the unique, innovative, or outstanding aspects. of your doctoral

program (e.g.., interinstitutional or consortia arrangements, curriculum design,

preparing graduates for non-traditional.employment opportunities, etc.).

A92 388



Please comment on-the articular 4nogds or weaknesses of your doctoral program

'00

Thank you for completin this form-and or your general

this research, 'y

A93
89
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APPENDIX E

Characteristics of Pr grams and'Questidnnaire Respondellts

Pilge

Characteristics of Programs inthe Study 197

Background of Faculty Respondents 198

Bac round Student Respondents 19

Background of Alumni Respondents A100.

195



Table

Characteristics of Programs
(Average of program reports

ffr I

, .

r. Number of FTE'graduate faculty

2:,Percentage Of graduate faculty who
are tenured

3. 'Percentage of graduatajadulty who
chair dissertation committees

4:Number bi FTE doctoral students

5. Number of doctor's degrees Awarded
' in a recent year',

Chemistry
(N=21)

History
(1423)

Psychology
(N=21)

25 28 29/

85 87 . 74

.

84= 73 75
4

:98 , 102*' 119

18'. 14 19-

6. Ratio of doctors to baccalaureate
degrees .62, .11 .11

7. Mean iialary'pro essors 24.5 23,1 23.4

8 .Meam-salary--all faduity. 19.5 18.4

-9.-Percentage of graduate faculty wit#
outside research grant 68 10i 37

10. Outside dollars for research
(in-thousands)

11. Research dollars per faculty
(-inrthousapds)

12. Percentage of studentsjWith financial
assistance

15.'Total,finandial aid dollars per
.:student (in thousands)

l4 Percentige'of fadultST with degrees
from "leading institutions"

841 '48 _468

54

14.2

.84

4 2.6

84 ":91

*Note: Averages for items 10 and 11 are based on returns from
16 chemistry departments, 1.. history departmentes.and 13 psychOlogy,
departments. It9m 13 is based oh 18 19, and 18 responses respectively.
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Chemistry History Psychology

1.

Table

Background of Faculty Respondents
(Average of program percents)

-1. Rank': Professor
Associate professor,'

2. Ph.D. as highest earned degree

3 544
-

30,

43
28.

199'. 96 99

51 50

99 98

78 71

3. Degree earned more than 10 years ago 65

4. Present appointment full time 99

5. Tenured appointment 81

6. Associated with this department more
than 10 years 48

7.' More than 10 yeaps of university'
teaching experience,:

8. Joint appointment with another
6- department

9. More than 50%
students

time with-doctoral

10. More than,10 dsyssway from campus
for-professional activities,in the
past year

11. Three or more professiona presenta-
tions in the past year

12. Outside research grant this year,
6

13. Highest degrees from "leading'inst u-

tione (peer rating 3.0.or above

14. Sex: male

15. Average hours per week in
al teaching', class preparation,

, student evaluation _

b. advising students and-directing
student research

c.. research and seholarly writing
progftm and university admi

tratibn
e. prvte'practice
f. other professional activities
,g. total':prOfessional activities

33 3,2

57, 56 45

01 OS- 11

46 51

49 .29

57 35 z 54

67 19 43

87 86 -73.

98 92 86

1.

17 -21
.37

13 r 7 10

16 16 16

44'

7 7

2 3

56 0,56

7

1
2

55

-A98



Table E.3

Background of Student Respondents
(Average of program percents)

Chdmistry History Psychology

One year or less between under-
graduate degree and graduate
enrollment 68 46 72

First enrolled in the program 1971
or earlier (4 years or. more) 58' 63 53

3. Degree expected in 1975 or 1976 81 ,60 75

4. Degree goal of Ph.p. -98 98 99

5. Graduate stiffly only at this

university 75 r 50 72

6. Currently enrolled full time 92 69 88

,7! Undergraduate grades: '3.50 or above 31 3232 47
0 3.00 3.49 48 45 44

8. Graduate grades 3.50 or above 55 82 80

9. Currently research assistant
.47

08 21

10. Currentlyjteaching assistant 37 33 28.

li% Sex: male k P 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 02

A99
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Table I.4

Background of Alumni Respondents
(Average of program percents)

Chemistry History Psychology
(1420) (N..13) (i414)

1. Sex: male

Age: 30-34

U.S. citizen

al

Race: Caucasian

66

92

89

88

49

96

92

)-'Undergraduate grades: 3.50 or above 26 33

3.00 -- 3.49 49 52

6. Graduate grades 3.50 or above 57 76

7. Doctorate awarded: 1970
1971
1972

8. Employed full time

Income $20,000 or over

A100

74,

59

97

96

35

50

76

26 27 *24

33. 31 29

32, 33 40

98

36

94

11

93,

40



APPENDIX F

Scales Formed -om Individual Questionnaire Items

Student Scales

Faculty Scales

Alumni Scales

Page

A103

Alli

A117

Note: Estimates of scale reliability are
intraclass correlations; coefficient
alphas were computed to estimate
scale homogeneity (Wine, 1971).

A101



Student Scale No. 1.

Environment for,Learning

F from Anova
.

of program

differences

4 16*

Reliability of

*gram sale
scc)'4s

.76

Index of'.

scale

homogeneity.

73

Item-Jrtem corraation4.of prOgiam mean scores

if Commcin for students to feel exploited (reversed)

(S-11)

Department has humane environment i)

62

Departmeptal practices create student tensions

(reversed) ( -1- j)

Competition7amongitudents OCOgragecHreverse0

Students support and help each othe meet academic:,

demands (S-11 bi

6 Students friendly and supportive in personal

lives (S-61

Item-scale score correlations of pro,ram mean scores'

61

45 68,

16

06 24

2' 25 05

66 82' 67

--

41,

18

62 61 5

001 72/2025



F from Aova

of rograia

daferences,

8.60*

Student Scale No '2

Scholarly Excellente of the Program.

program scale

scores'.

index of

scale

homogeneity.

.90

Item-item correlations of program mean scores

:L. Program Poe of boajn field. (5-1-h

2. Students 'lig* competent (5-1t)

liepdttmellt Stimulating place to itua- (S-1-0

.4. Faculty scholarship or research excellence (5-2-1

ltudente*monstratt original ways<Ofhandling

research $44 t

6 5t0ents committed to pursilit of scholarship 5-6-

.

;temr-scale score correlations of progr m mean scores

60

50 54



Student Scale No. 3

Satisfaction with Program

froi*ova
program

differences
'3,47*

item-item correlationi of program mean scores

If had chalice would. transfer (reversed) (S-1-d)

Reliability of
}program scale

scores
.71-

Good preparation: -for my liter work S-1=e)

Would advise friend to attend here (S-1-I

have learned a great _deal.

Item-scale score corre%ations

= 72/2632

ogrard mean Scores

t
2

74 67.

6 7 67

89 d 90

=

Index of
scale

homogeneity
.87



F from Anove

of program

differencei

2.82*

Student Scale Ida, 4

Faculty Concern for 470idents

Item-item correlations of program mean scores

1, AcceSsibility, to students (S-2A

HepfUlfiese-in-identifying financial aid S

Concern for professional development (S 2 -d)

4. Guidance in selectiOn of courses

Willinkne6s to go out of way to help S-2-f)

ji. Interest in students' welfare -2-1

Reliability of

.program scale

scores

065,

15

54 35 .--

'-48 0 H5:t -=

74 y 09 65 53

Index of

scale

homogeneity

/.8(3

53 15 68 47 64 =.=

7. _Helpfulness iii finding lobs after degree\CS-2- 18 ,57, 56 17 22 31

Item- _ale a6re correlations of program mean scores .70 ,64 74' 76 65

4 001 df =. 72/2615



Student Scale

Rating Curriculum_.

F. from Anova

of program'

differences

4.89*

Reliability of

program scale

scores

.80

Index of

rule

om geneit

80

Item-item correlations of program mean scores 1

1. Opportunities for courses in other fields 1-
4

2 Opportunities for independent study (S_4- ). 32 .

3 Fle lbi1i'ty td meet individual nee 04-g) 56 12

4. Sequence of courses 8-4-h) -04 00 10

5. Breadth of course and prog. offerings S-4-j 17 28 41

ti

6, Depth of course and prog. offerings (S-4-k)
\

7. Relations with- related depts. in'univ.

Itemuale. 'Score correlations of program mean scores,,

23 31" 43 42'. 85

42 23 46 32 0 58

58 63 81 42 75 79 74

.001 df = 72/2640

400'.

F



Student Scale No. 6

Rating of. RAevance of Degree remei

from Anova.,

of program

,differences

4.01

B

Roliability 9f .'gIndex of

program scale
scale

scores 'homogeneity

.75 .72

ern-item corcelations f. irogrami mean scores

1. Clarity.of degree requirements ( -4 -a)

Relevance Of admissions reqUirements 4-11)-

. Agreement of degree reqts. and dept. obiectives (S -4 -c
Y

Relevance of requiied our s in related f (S-4-0 31

69

.4 46

Appropriateness of 46 uage requirements (S-4-e 04 04

Fairness of qualifying exam administration (S -4 -i) 31 3 62 4 . 2

Relevance of requirements to work in held (S74-1) 43 60 67

Item scale score correlations ,of program mean scores

< .001 df 72/2614

401



Student Scale No. 7

Quality of Teaching

P from Anava

of,program

differences

3.80*

.eligibility of

prograt scale

scores

,74

Index of

scale

homogeneity

83

Itemitam correlation -ofof program mean scores

1116? faculty do not prepare _for courses {reversE

S-1-

Useful faculty criticism of my work. (Si-

Helpfulness in dealiilg'w4h eiasswork (S-270

4, Knowledge of the4f1.4d-, S-2-0

,5 'Excitement for tetiideas (S-21

uality of teaching S- 2-k)

7 Awn:Tr/ate teaching methods 5-

rtem7scale score correlation of pro ram mean scores

.001 m 724618

402

34'

35 53 1M1

32 '38 . -1O

11 16 44 73 .11

7 2 53 35 34

51 61 43 '45 49 71

8 4-50 65 64 86 83-



Stuaent Scale No. 8

utility of Students' Assistantship Experience

F. from.inova

of program..

differences

442*

Pellability of

progratscale. 4110

scores.

.76 ,

Index of

scale

homogeneity

.77

Ito-item correlations of program mean scores

11 Number available 5 -5-8

2. Stipend (S-5-b)

Lack of "dirty work" (S -5 -d

Er

w,

4. tontlbution,to Student academi6,development -01 15 72

5, Chance to act as professional (S-5

6. Relevanc of to, profeSsional daties,=.4-5

7, Staff treatment ofissistantslas Coliesgag Ui.5thg)
14,-

rairnttt oUadministering assistut6hip$ (S -5-n)

9. Supervision of Assistantship holders ( 5)

10. Officelpace and equipment (S-5-j)

Item-scale score correlations of program KA scores

-20 12' 58 87

21 -07 61, 87 '88

-03 07- '50 65 67 63

71 43 10 16 09 07 .30

,30 34 49. 40 31. 61

-12 5, 28



rjrom Anova

of program

Faculty Scale Inc. 1

Scholarly Excellence of the Program

_tem-item correlations of program mean scores-

Reliability of Jndei of

program seal e scale.
,

score8 homogeneity

.90 .9

1 Intellectual environment in deparement1(F2 -4)

2. Scholarship of faculty (F-2 -m) 87

Scholarship and research ability of students F-2-r) 68 77

4. Students demoLstrate originality (F-34) 66 69 85

'Student committed to pursuit ofA-cholarship (F -3 -k) 6]. .66 79 85

P

Ttem-scalescogg correlations of program' mean scores 87 '91 i 0 87

.001 df 72/1674

r.



Faculty Scale No. 2

Compatibility of Work Environment

F fromlnova

of Program..

differences

Reliability. of

program,.sale

sea*

Index of

scale
homogeneiti

177

( ,

correlatiols of program mean scores.

Confilioting demands dause personal strain (reversedr

(F-1-d

Seldom' get time to giye jobs sufficient attent on

reversed) (F =l-

Personal views compatible with depatment s (F -i -h)

If had reasonable offer would; move (teverst (F -i-i

5. Satisfied with opportunities to influence

department's decisions (F-1-p)

6 Personal relations° among acuity in department

Item- scale score correlations of program mean sa Os

.001 df = 72/1678



Faculty Scale do. 3

Rese'rch Activity

F from Anova

61 program.

differences

5:85*

ItemLitem correlations of program mean scores

1 Research/wrting award (F 8 -e)

Journal editot (F-8-i)

3. Article referee (Ft8-j

4 Institutional/departmental grant F-8-k)

Outsidtdant/contract (F- -1)

Reliability of

program scale

iscores

.83

IteM-scale score correlations of program mean scores

4

Index of

icale,

homogeneity

.68

17

25i

16

32

52

32

13

22

51

36

70-

82

28

59 _82

*p < .001 clf m 72/1679

Note: 5Scale. for. this item is aver'age number ,o

"yes" responsds by faculty members in

each program.

407



"-;

Facility Scale No 4

Rating of Student Commitment/Motivation

7 froM Apova

of'program

differen:es

5.0

Reliability; of

program scag

scores,

.80

Index o

scale

homogeneity.

'.89

Item-item correlations of program mean scores 4 6

. 06 good deal of unassigned reading (F= d

2. :Handle assignients with care -f

140.4 distracted from studies (reversed) ( 3-h)

Show enthusiasuffor field to discussions (F -3 -i)

5. Work on projects to completion despite setbacks (F -3 -n) 70 78 62 65

6, Are dependent or faculty for direction' (reversed)

Fail to complete major assignments on time (revues

(F-3-0 ,

Itei-scale score correlations of program mean scores
5

.001 df 72/1647

4

09 26 03 33

88 91 77 86 80 .36



F from Anova

of,prokram'

differences

4.42*

Faculty Scale No. 5

Rating of Student Communication Skills

Ttem-item brrelaticina ofprogram men scores

Reliability of

rogramocale

scorqs

.77

1; Present Ideas in poorly organized way reversed.

F-3-1j)

. 2, Have thought vrovoting classroom comments (F -3-i 71

3 ShoW imagination in presenting dull tbpicJF-3-m) 52

4. Offer-well-founded criticisms ,of others Fork F-3 71 79 66 --

Index of

scale

homogeneity

.91

Item-s ale score correlations

.001 df 72/1647

ft

program mean ,stores

4 09

83 94 84 90

,to



Faculty Scale Noo 6

Adequacy of Evaluating Students

F from Anova

of program

differences

3.48*

Reliability of

programscalef

'scores.

.71

In* of
scale

hoiogeneity'

87

Item-item *relations of prOgram mean scores

1. Fairness with which degree requirements are

administered F-2-g)

paftment procedures for evaluating student

progress (F-:2-o

3 Department procedures for evaluating comprehensive

exams (1-2-p

4. Department Iffocedures for dissertation supervision

and defense (Fr2-q) 66 5 56,

1 2 3 4

67

5 69 --

It scale cote correlations of program mean scores 87 88 81 .81

.001 df 72(169



F from Anov,a

of program

differences

1 85*

Alumni Stale NO. 1

Satisfactip with Dissertation Experiences

IteM-item correlations pf program mean scores

Reliability of

program scale

scores

.46

Index of

scale

homogeneity

.85

1, Dissertation research/course work integration (A-5-
am

2. Selection of chairman and committee members (A-5-b) 26 -=

.3. PreedOm of student to selettown topic A-5-'0 ,20' 48 1MM

4. Generally, expected scope of research problem '(A-5-d) 28 48. ;9

> 5. Arrangements for
student/faculty interaction (A-5 =e) 45 47 25

.1=1

6. Relationship Intween chairman, committee and candidate

38 59 43

7. Nature and timing final oral examination:(A -5-g) 41 31 13

8. 'Quality of tiriting expected ln final document (A-5-h) 35 18 17

9. Opportunity for student's individual expression (A-5- 47 27, 53

,

10.' Relevance to other professional skills (A-5-j) 19 38 48

11. Relevance,to student's career plans .(A -5 -k) 35 41 52

Item7scale score correlations of program mean score§
a

*p c_.01 df 65/1165

411

64 69 66

49

37 48

09 23

33 38: 35

62 34. 20 13 32

41 32 32 03 11 44,-

45 25 54 14 09 46.

70 66 70 40 '44 67

76

67 75

412



rem Anova

f program

differences

7.03*

Alumni Scale No. 2

6

Scholarly Excellence of Program

Item-item correlations of program mean scores

PrOgraM,one of, best in field (A -1 -c

Reliability of

program scale

scores

2. pepartment.was stimulating place la study (A-1-1) 42

Scholarship research excellence of faculty (A-2-g), 6 77

ftem-atale score correlations

.001 if = 65/1169

n

gram mean scores 96 91 94

Indel( of

scale

homogeneity

.92



APPENDIX C

.Examples of Feedback RepOrts to Individual Prr rams

Contents of 'Feedback Reports

Page.

- A121

ample Pages of Feedback Reports A123

Interpretive Guide for Questionnaire Feedback A125

Larger-smaller departmental groupings. and
number of'respondents.fpr chemistry, history,
-and psychology ,A129

A119

4 1 4



'CGS/ETS Graduate Department Study

Contents of Feedback Reports

tudent 9Uestionnaire

A. Student-perceptions of doctoral program academic environment

--B.. Student perceptions of interpersonal environment and
overall satisfaction

C;. Ratings of faculty teaching and scholarship

D.: Ratings offacUlty Concern Tor_etudents

E. Ratinge of departmental facilities,

F. Ratings bfprogram offerings and curriculbm

G. --Ratings of degree requirements and-program,procedures

H. Ratings ofedepartmental teaching and research assistantships
(based lly :on responses of assistantship holders)

Characterization of doctoral students in the department

J. 'Jmportance of three program purposes

K. Background ofjespondents

Faculty)__ uestionnaire

A. Faculty pe options of doctoral program-academic environment

B. Faculty perceptions of interpersonal environment

C. Faculty teaching and schola-kship

D. Ratings of-departmental facilities.

E. Ratings of-degree requirements and program procedures,

F. .Faculty morale and status

G. Faculty professional involvement

H. 'Characterization of doctoral students in the department

I.- Importance of three program purposes

T. 'Characteristics of respondents

Professional time commitments (see also "Ni', Belo

L. Publidfitions'

14: Average number of journal publications

N. Average time per week in ,profedsional activities

0. (1) Colleague ratingspf.doctoral program (tabulation
individual respondents)

(2) Colleague ratings of prograM fields of specialization
(tqUlation of respondents by specialization)

4

6

9

12

14

11',

20

. 23

27

30

4
5

9

-10

11'

14'

16

18

19

22

22

Al2I
415

24
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Alumni Questionnaire

A. Alumni perceptiond of doctoral program acadeMic environment

B. Alumni perceptions of 'interpersonal environment

tinge of faculty. teaching and scholarship

D. 'Ratings of fapultyconcern for student

E. Ratings of.prOgram offerings and curriculum

E. Ratingp of degree requirements and program procedures

G. Evaluation pfdissertation components

H. Sources of. job, placement help

T Employment

J -. Characteristics of current position

K. Value of graduate experiences for present work

L. Research, 'publications, and presentations

M. Background of respondents

A122

4

Page

--1

3

6

7

8

9

11

12,

14

16

19

-21



45SES§MENT OF QUALITY'IN 4 TOPAL EDUCATION -- FACULTY QUESTIONN, TRE FEEDBACK

DNIVERSITY OF DEPARTMENT OF CHEMISTRY

4, FACULTY PERCEPTIONS OF DOCTORAL PROGRAM ACADEMIC NilRONmENT

'NUMBER OF OBSERvATIONS

HERS, AND

ALTERNATIVES

.1-4. ACADEMIC DEMANDS VERY HEAVY

1 DISAGREE STRONGLY

2 `DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

3 AGAR KITH RESERVATIONS

4 AGREE STRONGLY

3 1 I ,...DIFFERENT pERSoNALITIES AND POINTS OF VIEW ARE wELCOHE

10:45:30 14!16115 PAGE

YOUR LARGER SMALLER

DEPT. DEPTS. , DEFT5.

36 12 12 ,

FREQ PERCENT AVG. FERCENT AVG. PERCENT

0

. 2

18

14

2

0.0

5.56

50.00

3089 ,

5.56

3.51

33.(8

4944
12.64

,

09

42.12

43.72

5.35

0.0 3.19 4.01

2 5.56 8.86 13.76

15 41.67 .39.55 40.40

18 , 50.00 46.76 40.15

1 2,4 .,

11.11 24.54 36.28

16 44.44 39.38 , 2807

10 21.78 .23.23 19.08

5 13.89 11.66 14.86

1 2.18

1 2:78 3.38. 3.22

0
.,

0.0 7.38 5.58

10 27.10 -25:27 33.40

24 66.67 63.00 a 56.31

2.78.

8 22.22 26.69-
J -

27.09

6.11 43.31., 45.63

4 11.11 24.21 20.19

1 ., 2.78 3;86 4.60

1 2.78

4 11.11 27.0? 18.65

22

8

61.11-

22.22 25.41
'

35.93'

34.50

1 278 . 3.13 8.93

2.18

i DISAGRE STRONGLY 0

DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

AGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

AGREE STRONGLY.

OTHER

6. 1-F. COMMON FOR STUDENTS 13 BE EXPLOITED

Lil 1 fi GISAL4i, 'STRONGLY

2 'DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

AGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

AGREE STRONGLY

OTHER

1-J. FACULTY FEEL SECURE IN ACADEMIC FREEDOM

CISAGREE STRONGLY

DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS.

3'. AGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

AGREE STRONGLY

uTHER

12 1-L.' FAGULTy AP-PLY KNOwLEDGE TO SOLVE

DISAGREE STRONGLY

, DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

3 AGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

4 AGREE mutiny
OTHER

OCTAL PROBLEMS

±,

15 NI. EmPHAss ON TRAINING TECHNICALLY COMPETENT CRAFTSMEN

DISAGREE STRONGLY

DISAGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

AGREE WITH RESERVATIONS

N.GREE STRONGLY

OTHER



ASSESSMENT OF OJALITY IN DOCTORAL. EDUCATION -- FAULTY QUESTIONNAIRE FEEDBACK

UNIVERSITY oF DEPAPIENT OF' CHEMISTRY

7.

C. FACUldT1 PROFESSIONAL INVOLVEMENT

NUMBER JF b8SERVATIW
t

ITEMS AND

ALTERNATIVES,

69 8-A. SITE VISIT TEAS OR NATIOAL ADVISORY COUNCILS\

1 YES, 4

NU

OTHER

10 B-B: POSTDOCTORAL FELLOwSHIP

1 YES

NU

OTMEk

YOUR'

Dig.

36 *

FREQ PERCENT

10 27.8

25 69.44

1 2.78.

f

F

LARGER

DEPTS.

10:45:30 10/16/75 PAGE 10

SMALLER

DEPTS.

121

PERCENT AVG. PERCEPT

37.70, 23;03

61.69 '74;54

25 69.44. 68.19 ' 61.51'

10 27.78 30.98 38.15

1 2.18

TS. -G. NATIONAL PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION pPFICE HOLDER

,:._....
YES ,

15 41.11 37,18 27.42
2 NO'' 20 55.56 64.27 .12.30

.,. OTHER
1 2,78

''''48 8 -H. REGIONAL PRUFESSIUNALb ASSOC IAT ICN OFF ICE HOLDER

YES 10 27.18 ,

' 'NO 25 69.44. 44;
ETHER

1 2.78

77 8-1; JOURNAL EDITOR EOITORIAL BOARD. HEilBER

', 1 ,YES II 30;56 9.93
2 NO 24 46.67 t6OT

.OTHER a '1 2.78

45.9,2

53.81

78 8 -i. ARTICLE REFE

YES

NO

OTHER

E IN LAST TWO YEARS

9 8-K. CURRENT INSTITUTIONAL OR DEPARTMENT RESEARCH GRANT

YES
8' 77.78, 53.56 53.52

NO
7 19.44 46.20 46.20

OTHER
1 2.78

32 88.89

3 8.33

2.18,

79.80

.92.82 89.59

6.95 10.13

80 -L. CURRENT EATERNA. RESEARCH GRANT OR CONTRACT

1 YES

2 NO

OTHER

29 80.56
z.

80,.25

6 16.67. 19.52

1 2.78

54.70

45.02

420



CGS/ETS Graduate Department Study

Interpretive Guide,for Questionnaire 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 feedtdck
repOrt for their alumni. If your department has not received one of
these,- it is, because not enough responses had been received from alumni
of your department in time to process them.) A two-page table of contents,
for these summaries (with a page index) is provided for your eonvenience..

The fifat important thing to bring to your attention about, the
computer reports,is that the item summaries are not in the.same order
in which the items appeak on the questionhaire. Instead; the items are
grouped'according to general content similarity so that responses that
deal With similar aspects of the department are together. On L-11411 student

summary, for example, the first group of items that are reported are
00Se:that have to do with "Student Perceptions of DoCtoral Program
Academic Environment" (which includes a summary'ofstudent responses to
questionnaire'items 1-a, 1-b, 1-e, 1-g, etc.); the second group of items
(beginning on page 4) have to do vith "Student Perceptions of Inter°
.personal Environment and Overall Satisfaction" (which consists of'ques-
tionnairo items 1-d, 1-i, 1-1, and 1-k); aria so on There are 11 such
content categories for the student report (item :roupings A through K),
15 for faculty, and 13 for. the alumni. The'actual questionnaire item
nuMber precedes each item stem on thereport.',=,,

Note that the wording of the item -t ms, have been abridged pn the

computer report. Because of this, it Mig 'be well to go over the report'
with the original questionnaire in,hand, so that you'have the complete
and accurate wording of the- uestions. (An extra copy of the questionnaire
is included with each repOlt).

Moat of the summaries have three columns of numbers. (Exceptions
are_the reports for alumni in history and psychology departments. See

Comments under Alumni section below.) The first column consists of data
for your own department, with these data based on the number_ of individuals
rioted at the top of the column'(underthe words "your dept."). The number
and'pereent'of individnals.in your department who chose each response -

'ption are listech The second and third columns are provided so that you
can,compare the responses of-persons in your own dePartment:withthose at
other larger and smaller departments in the study in your partictilar
discipline. The number of departments comprising each group,ls indicate
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, rank7ordering,the departments on the basis of those
figures, and dividing at the Medial or middle. point. The names of the
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specific deptrtments. making up the larger and smaller comparison groups,
10 discipline, are:provided on the accompanying sheet.) Only percent
figures are reported 'far 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).

In comparing,your department's data with those of other departments,
it is important to remember that the percentage figures refer to percent,
of those (studente,'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 general
rule. The number of useable responses from each department are included
with the list of departments in'ee!ch comparison group.

.A final Comment is that the perdent -ignated "other" on the summary
sheets is simply the percent of respondents who omitted that particular
item.

Besides these general interpretive guidelinesethere arevariations
-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. A---/With the other reports, most percents in the
student summaries refer o..percent of students completing the questionnaire
(that is, the number, libted 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
assistantship (teaching or research) atone time during, their graduate
student experience were asked to complete this section, percentages are
based on the numbef,of persons, who answered each item rather than the
total number of questionnaire respondents.

Faulty summary, As with the other summaries, most responses to the
faculty questionnaire are reported in percents based the total number
of respondents in each program. Two exceptions on the faculty summary,
however,--pertain to Sections M and N page 22. For these items, the
mean (arithmetic average) number of publications (in M) and mean number
of hours per-week spent on various activities (in N) are reported.
(Numbers 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 of observations - -in -this case, Rublications and

time spent-Land 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
undai. Section M) was - obtained by'taking each respondents' entire career
articles, book chapters, and reviews (as,Daported in items 9-A-1 and
9 -A -2) and diViding bythe number of,years since that individual obtained
his or her highest deglee (which in the greet majority of:cases, of course,
was the doctorate),

122
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One other section of the faculty summary that is somewhat different
than the Other sections is Section 0, 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 257B) 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 onlyfor faculty from the other institutions in the study. The
second way, in which the data in,this section, differ from the rest df the
faculty summary, is that the percents in Section 0 are based on individual
faculty members rather than being the average of the percents across-the
dozen ox 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 being the
one en the line labeled "total in specialization'.who responded."

Alumni summary. Two important, points need to be made about this
summary, both having to do with the fact that many fewer questionnaires
Were'returned from alumni than was the case for faculty or current stu-
dents. first, yotemay not have received a summary for.yOur .dePartment's
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. (Ingases'where late returns have -very recently
boosted the number respondingto more than 10, we will send aldmni sum-
maries at a later date.) Second, the comparison data for the alumni
summaries is different in two respects. One is that oniy departments
with more than 10 alumni respondents were included in comparison grodpa
(see comparison group sheets). Therefore, a smaller number of departments
are 1.ricluded 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..

Genqyal Information and Next Steps,

We hope that you will find these departmental summaries interesting
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 we
search for a better understanding of the complex relationship between the''
reputation of an-academic department as perceived by those outside of the
department on the basis'of the Visibility of the faculty,' level Ofrdsearch,
productivity, and the-like, and the inner life of the department (faculty
morale, level and frequency of atudent-faculty interactions, and go on).
The final report should be completed by early 1976, at which time we shall
send a summaryto:you.
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Uppermost in our minds during this process will be.the joint questions
of feasibility and utility. That is, no matter what the results of our
data-analysis' phase of the project, we must ultimatcly ask how useful such
information will be to those involved in graduate education--particularly
at the department level- -and how feasible is it to consider the collection
and dnalysis of such information on a recurring basis-. In order to answer
these queations woimill.be imposing-on some of you just one more'time
during_the next few weeks.- Either by phone,or direct personal visit, we
would like to ask some of you to give us'your reactions to the questions
posed aboi.re regarding the feasibility of the proCedure your department
has taken part in, and the utility of the resulting information.

In the meantime, ifyOu should have any questions that Cannot be .

answered by yoqr institutional coordingiorAn the graduate dean's office,
or if you. have any couuuents or criticisms about the project in general,
di 'not hesitate to contact'us by'phone or man.

Drs. Mary Jo Clark (Project Director ), Rodney T. Hartgptt or

Leonard L. Baird
Developmental Research Division
Educational Testing Service
'Princeton, New Jersey 08540

1609) 921-9000
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CGS/ETS Graduate'Department Study

Comparison Groups for CHEMISTRY

Number of Respondents

Student AlumniLarger Departmenta Faculty

Univ. of Calif. at Berkeley

Univ. of Calif. at Los Angeles

Univ. of Colorado

38

26

24

Florida Sta Un 26

Indiana Univ. 21

Univ. of Maryland 24

__Univ. of Michigan' 18

Univ. of Minnesota 22

Northwestern Univ. 26

Princeton Univ. 20

,Stanford. Univ,.
a

16

Univ. ofigisconsin 36

Smaller Departments

Boston College .
12

'UniV. of Calif. at Davis 21

Bmory Univ. 11

Univ. of Iowa 18

Univ.'of--Kansas 20

Louisiana State Univ. 30

'UniV. of Missouri 16

-14w York Univ. 17

Oklahoma State Univ. 17

Univ. of Toledo 8

Univ. of. Utah 24

West Virginia Univ. .20

`A129 61 2-0

90.

46

35

31

.52

35

22:

23

44

104/

.6

171

1 21

27

15

23

11

26

27

8.

34

147

23

23

17

11

20

10

32.

23

25

66'

20

23

19

24

10

15

12

11

October 1975



CGS/ETS: -aduate Department Study :

Comparison Groups f6r HISTORY

Number of Respondents

Larger Departments Faculty , Student Alumni

Univ. of Calif.-at Berkeley

NUniv. of.Calif. at Los Angeles

30

38

52

'172 27

Univ. of Colorado. 23 l4

Indian Univ- 28 53 30

Univ. of Michigan 29' 65 26

Univ. of Minnesota 36 38 12

Univ. of Missouri 18, 31- 18

New York Univ. 16 8 30

Northwestern Univ. 18 36 -19

Princeton Univ. 37 25

Stanford Univ,, 24 45 25

Univ. of Wisconsin 33 124 40

Smaller Departments

Boston Coliege 10 9

Univ, of Calif at Davis- 27 29
4

Emory Univ. 16 16

Florida State Univ. '25 23

Univ. of Iowa 22 34,

Univ. of Kansas 30 22'

Louisiana'State Univ. 19 23

,Univ. of Maryland 29 37

Oklahoma State Univ. 14 21

1UA1v. of Pennsylvania 15 19

.Univ. ,of Tdledo 10 .11

Univ. of tftah 19 27

Wept Virginia Univ. 18

11
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CGS/ETS Graduate-Department Study

Comparison Groups for PSYCHOLOGY

Larger Departments.

Number of Respondents

Faculty Student Alumni

Univ. of Calif.. at'BerkeleY 16

Univ. of Calif. at Los Angeles 41

Univ o.Colorado 34

Florida State Univ. 39

Univ. of Iowa 26

Univ. of Kansas 32

Univ. of Michigan 61

Univ. of Minnesota 59

Univ. of Mis-souri 17

New York Univ. 18

Stanford Univ. 22

Univ.,of Wisconsin

mailer Departments

22'-

Boston College 15

Univ. of Calif. at Davis 17

Emory Univ. 18

-Indiana Univ 20

Louisiana State Univ. 18

Univ. of Maryland 32

Northwestern Univ. 15

Oklahoma. State Univ.

Univ. of Pennsylvania 16

Univ.-of Toledo 11

Univ. of Utah 21

West Virginia iiv 19
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19,

3p

82

74 :

43

47

11

30

33

'25

33 35

202. -al

19 ..

93 ' 22

54. 33

48 17

12

11

22

23 --

24 17

37
17

15 15

17

23

6

28

18.

'13

October 1975
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