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Highlights -

©

o In fall 1981, there were 188 Ph D. -grant1ng 1nst1tut1ons of higher educat1on
w1th neuroscxence tra1n1ng programs. Nearly three-f1fths offer nedrosc1ence
tra1n1ng within trad1t1ona1 departments, where the Ph. D 's awarded are in ) o
traditional fields with a spec1a11zat1on in ‘neuroscience. Almost one-third
offer training through interdepartmenta]‘programs. 0n1y“3‘percent_have . E :‘( ﬂ
departmenté of neuroscience. ' ‘ | | »’ |
o Just oyer 3,400 full-time neurosc1ence facu]ty were at these colleges and
un1vers1t1es in fa11 1981. S1xty -five percent were at pub11c institutions,
and of these, 74 percent‘were tenured. At private 1nst1tut1ons, 57 percent ‘ .
were tenured. | | . , |
p The number of neuroscience facu1ty grew 8 percent between fall 1980 and fall
- 1981, but was expected to 1ncrease by on1y 1 percent between 1981 and 1982.
Dec]jnes !n_facu]ty growth rates for all typc&%gf 1n511tut1ons were ex-
pected, except tor medical schools and the top 50 institutions in terms of .
research and deve]opment expenditures. '
0 Facu]ty vacancies in the neurosc1ences amounted to 4 percent of full t1me
& ‘neurosc1ence facu1ty in fall 1981. Fewer than 1 percent of the faculty were
expected to retire in 1982 83.
o Postdoctorate tra1nees 1ncreased by 5 percent from 1980 to 1981 but a
" decline of 2 percent was projected from 1981 to 1982.
0 The number of graduate students grew 4 percent from 1980 to 1981 but. a very
slight decrease was expected between 1981 and 1982, '

o In fall 1981 9 percent of graduate students and 20 percent of postdoctorate

tra1nees in neuroscience programs were fore1gn citizens.




0 The principal areas-of neuroscience training and research weae.bhysio1ogy
. _anatomy, and psycho1ogy/behaviora1'sciences. ‘
o The numbe: of docterates awarded-«in neuroscience programs was 516 in 1980-81e
and 490 i 1981-82. In 1982-83, neaﬁi& 600 doctorates were expected to be
. awarded. - .
0 The duration of graduate study in the neurosc1ences averaged about f1ve
years at the majority of inst1tutions.' Postdoctorate tra1n1ng périods tygg»
“cally lasted two. yearsf | :
o Over 40 percent of 1nstitut%ons reported'a market'ba]anee between post-
‘doctarate trainees and avai1ab1e'bositions. In contrast 75 percent’ of
1nst1tut1ons were of the opinion that there Was an oVersupp]y of neuro-

scientists for ava11ab1e.fu11-t1me emp loyment. .
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Background

Research and training in neuroscience has burgeoned over the past decade;

involving scientists from disciplines as diverse as physiology, psycho]ogy,

]

biochemistry, and genetics. Because of the 1nterd1sc1p11nary nature of the

neuroscience field, it has been nearly impossible to assess accurate]y the
growth of its capabilities and needs. |

“It 1is w1de1y recognized that the number of scientists workingc1n the field

. has 1ncreased, as has tke number of formal training programs. However, a quan-

titative assessment of the current status “of the neuroscience field 1s critical

if federal po11cy is to stay abreast of 1ts growth and needs for further

.-

development. ' i ' N 5

.

A first step in th1s direction was the formation in Ju]y, 1981 of the

~federa1 Interagency Working &roup in Neurosc1ence “to exchange perspect1ves on

federa1 support of neuroscience research and training. Because Of the dearth
of available 1nformat1on about the personne1 and” training in the neurosc1ences,
the National Science Foundation proposed the present survey. Its objectives
were: (1) to clarify the nature of the adm1nistrat1ve structures that provide
graduate neurosc1ence tra1n1ng at doctorate- granting 1nst1tutions, (2) to .

determ1ne the number of faculty, research doctorates, graduate students, and

postdoctorate trainees in.neuroscience. programs for a recent three-year period,

and, (3) to obtain the -opinions of neurosciehce experts regard1ng changes in
manpower and training, the areas of concentration in training and research, and

the market for postdoctorate training and emp]oyment in neuroscience.
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Hgthods Summary I~

The Higher Education Panel foyms the basis of a continuing survey resezarch .

program created in 1971 by the American Council on Education. Its purpose is
to.conduct’ surveys An topics of current.po1icy interest to the higher educafion
community and to government égencigs. < e ‘

The Panel is a disprdportionate,stratiff%dfsaMple'of 760 colleges and
universities drawn from the pOpulat{on of'moke than 3,600 institutions listed

in the National Center for Education Sta;istits' Education Directory. All

1nst1tut1ons in the populat1on are grouped according to the Panel's strati-
fication des1gn, which is based upon institution type (uniJers1ty, four-year
college, two-year coiIegef, control (public, pr1vate), and size (fu11-t1me~
equivalent enro]lment) For anr g?ven survey, either the entire Panel or an
appropria}e subgroup is used.

The suryey opeFation 1§”de endent upon @,network of campus representatives

at the Panel institutions that througﬁ their-presidents) have agreed to parti-

" cipate. Thé raepresentatives receive the ‘Panel questxonnavres and direct them

-

to the'mosttagfropriﬁte~campus officials for response.

A field gst of the survey instrument was conducted in mid-March 1982.

Panel representai;Qes on selected campuses were aqked %o provide their: comments
and suggestions, and prospect1ve respondents were asked to’ccmplete the survey
fully and note any prob1emuareas. The questionﬁairepwas revised accordingly.
The fiéal,survey instrument (see Appendix A) was mailed on June 21, 1982,
to the'Ph.D.-grantin? institutions in the Panel which .were thought to offer
neuroscience programé. Through information from the National Science Found-

ation, and £hrough institutional self-reporting, a total of 181 e]igib]e Panel

institutions ultimately were identified as offer1ng doctorate»]eve] programs 1n

the neurosciences. Further, though not members of the Panal, seven other

-




institutieﬁé in the population were identified as having neu}@saﬁeqce activity
. dnd were incinded %ﬁ'the study at the requast of the sponsor. Thué, thfs was é
S pdpulati@n; rather than a sample, survey,' o
Along with the survey 1ﬁst?uct1©nsg m@st panel rapresantatvvz were given
the namas of fpecxfmc n@urcscwence “a@ordanators“ recommended by the spensor to
d1rect the * survey effort on their campuses. where ne paftacular coordinator
( was recommended, the Panel representatiye seleabed the n@st appropriate res-~

E

4 pondent. Tha\inveivemant of Sjyéone in addition to the campus represeﬁtat%ve

*is unusisad for & Panel survey} lovever, it was considered particularly valuable

= in view of the snterdwscmp@vnaryﬂ interdepdrtmental nature of ﬂ¢H?@561eﬁG@ e e

o q J——

[ .

activity. - | - T

, By the October 25 close - of the fv@id phase, after mail and telephone

| fa?]nw-up/?ffar~ﬁ$~aaab?“;uata had been received from 174 ﬁnst%tutvgnsacf@r a’
\ B f/Sponse’rate of 93 percent., Data fron responding %n«tafutwens wore statise
tica11v adjusted to. vepresent the national popu?a&aan @f 188 c@ﬁ}eg@g-awﬁ
auniversities with doctorate-level programs in the nearosc1&nc®s. Ewstltutvgna%

‘ we1ghts were conpuﬁed separately for each stratun, based Up@ﬁ th@ ratio %f the .
number of institutions in the Qcpulatzon to the aumber of institutions that .0
responded. ' ; ’ |
App@ndix B presents the sﬁratification design used to ﬁr@duce.khe national
estimates, aﬁdxapcampariéan of respondents and nonrespendents according té

-

various institutional characteristics.
i :

Findings : $
g _ j .
- Survey respondents were asked to pr@vvde basie anf@rn&}:@ﬂ about their
instutubions' neuroscaence'@v@g?am§: thé type of @rjanvzatw@ 6? structuye, the

nuibers of students and faculty inveived in training and research, major arcas

of caoncentration, and opinions of the market for meuroscientists.

T . \
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Adainistrative Structure -

e

departmantal program.

Training programs in the neurescisnces presently exist in 188 Ph.D.-

i 14

grafting ins&ﬁtutﬁ@ns. The administrative structures of these programs @ffer

some insight %ﬂt@ the complexity of ﬁ@ur@scﬁence as a @15@4@%%%@._ AS‘QhUWﬂ 1n

— o~

figure 1, only five institutions ‘have as their ?fiﬂgﬁy/ﬂ@ﬁﬁ@§©ﬁ@ﬂ@@ train%ﬁg

£ . ,,ﬂ;ﬂ"«"' : . ra
= I . .
e Orgamzaﬁs@n of Prichary E\ew@{mme Trammg ?r@fzmms
* in All Institutions, 163182 .
. ! Y.'
. , o)
3 ) Rorrant
: el
' flheions
P EE— U
; v
vy.«n ' .
¥
20 lpmecne e s
No 15
b L)
Nosrkignze  Inters Traditional Qrar
R Bepatment-—~Deginmentyl  Depanment  Cambinanans
Pragrami =
Faimsryw&x% fea NCW'K@ Ty . ’ : R
) Nemamn'ze_ﬁa@ . s
- {i\, h £ 1 Teeditionat Freld, Spenabaaton Fi&zﬁmﬁafﬁfe
.: s . Cther Combinatons q
' D .
A Y

>

Six of every 10 institutions offer neuroscience trajning through a trad-

itional department, and 3 @f'@vpry l@b@ff@P such training through an inter-

It 1s ﬂtcrastumg to note that 1R5F@eﬁ cases {77

parcent), the doctorate is awarded in a +rad‘t%@naﬁ dvssw@ﬂnﬂg with a

specialization in neurosciemee. The Ph.D. s awarded s@@@ﬂfﬁ@a%%y‘ﬁn neura-

scienet enly within the freestanding dapartments of nderescience and within one

. . . °

of every. three interdepartmeontal pregrams.

. &
o
g
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More'then“ooe-fourth of a11"institut16ns reported offering'addit%onal

'neuroscienCe training programs d1stinct from the ones they regarded as: primary
] _ , . 7 -
(see deta11ed tab1es 4 and 5). . e L e

The ties to traditiona] departments {n neuroscfence tra1n1ng overai] are
;,-_qui te strong.' They are strongest 1n inst1tutions ‘that have on1y graduate ’
'f sC oo1 programs (with 63 percent of prlmary'tra1n1ng occurr1ng in trad1t1ona1'

departments), and less strong “in. comprehens1ve 1nst1tut1ons--those that .offer

\

~both medical schoo1 and graduate schoo] tra1n1ng (48 percent figure 2). C

" et

"Also, freestandang neuroscience departments occur onTy in comprehenS1ve

B e

‘1tutions. B . =

Among the top 20 institut1ons ranked accord1ng to. federa11y funded R & D R

expend1tures in the blo1og1ca1 sciences (1980), an 1nterest1ng sh1ft occurs"

PR .

1nterdepartmenta1 programs prov1de the greatest share of primary neurosc1ence : _gf~
- train1ng 1§5 percent), W1th trad1t10na1 departments accountang for on1y 25
) } . . . ® ‘ ¥ X .

’ :percent. ) R
-.The Faculty and Staff , '

-The’ survey obta1ned 1nformatTon_about the character1st1cs of the fu]l-time

\
facu1ty particzpating in neuroscience programs, 1nc4ud%ng their number, tenure’
N o :

] ~ Stk

_‘status, position vacancies, and expected retirements.

Overail, as of fa11 1981 the full time faculty numbered more than 3,400

~

- persons, WTth almost two of every three aff111ated w1th neurosc1ence programs S g

at public 1nstitut1ons (f1gure 3) Tenure status had been achieved by 68 per-
cent of a11 facuity, with the proportion tenured much higher at pub]ic 1nst1-
'tutions (74 percent) than at: pr1vate institut1ons (57 percent)

CETN . A : - PR I
\\\ . .-’.

. '\_' -

N
sflThree different types of 1nstitutions are véfer ed to throughout this report |
+1) "graduate school only;" institutions that offé aduate but not medical
school training; (2) *medical school only," institutions~that offer medical but
not’ graduate school” training; and (3) *comprehen 1v¢,! insti tu - that offer
both graduate and . medical school training - . A
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AIGURE 2 f

Organization oé anary Neuroscnence Trammg Programs'
by Type of Institution, 1981-82 | -

£

Graduate School Only

N=57
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FIGURE 3 ' ) - :
Neuroscnence Faculty, ‘Fall 1981 - R '

e 3500

O Tt e

All - Public - - Private_

Instilutions - Institutions - Institutions. -
. . -

Te/ ured -
Nomenured

- - 4 %» : :
Vacancies among fd?i-time neurosc1ence facu]ty tota1ed on]y 4 percent in

fa11 1981 (141 facu]ty pos1t1onsfx\,The vacancy rate did not d1ffer great]y by
contro1 or type of 1nst1tut1on, or by extent of research and deve1opment fund-
ing. (tab]e A) Facu1ty turnover due to ret1rement was. expected a1so to be

-

'm1n1ma1 Th1rty-two ret1rements were expected in academic year 1982-83, or

aboht 1 percent of . the faculty poo]. As proJected by the survey respondents,
'ret1rements from med1ca1 school neurosc1ence programs were to be espec1a11y few

/ =4

(on1y 3 of the 762 facu]ty members)
g In fa11 1981, a1most 400 nonfacu1ty research doctorates were’ work1ng 1n
the neurosc1ence programs, exclusive of postdoctorate tra1nees./ They were . :.hwa
0 outnumbered by fu11 t1me facu1ty members by about 9 to 1. Tab1e B summar1zes _ A N .
the d1str1but1on of the research doctorate staff re1ative to the facu]ty in '

: neuroSc1ence programs.’

L e - - : )’ '
At
'




Tab1e AL ”f\m

= " * | ’ N , /.
’ Neurosc1ence Faculty Vacancies and Expected Ret1rement5‘/ ,

(:%" e

~

o _ 'Expectedtv'
- Vacancies Retirements
] (Fal1.1981)  (AY 1982-83)

- Total number - » /- o /,‘ L '141.u o

As a percent of total facu1ty I f,{- 4, ‘irl -
. A. . N ) ) Q

: CoE By control o " ' : T
> _ e . -Public T o 4 -7 | »
' _ : Private - o -5 1
:—L—e-wijgf»f?" ' By type S a
T -+ f@raduate schoo? on]y -5 1 B}
1 p : ‘ - Medical scheel only 5 * \
: Comprehensive. 4 1 o
" By R & D funding | _ o -
" “Top 50 : . B 3 1
- A11 others - ' ' .5 1
o o —— — = -
™ *Less than .5 percent.
3 ‘ . Tab1e B'.”" T f_ .-'“r';.
E Qg%?f | .‘» N Facu]ty per Nonfaculty Research Doctorate, . o
o X S . Fa]] 1981 , o T D e
| ,  Ratio ”
| SC Total . . 9
| Control -~ T N
Public L o _ 9
Private-f - 3 7 -
Type ' s . o
Graduate schoo] on]y . : . - 8
Medical school only - oo 12
Comprehensive . o _ -8
"R & D funding . I
Top0 . . - . S
- A1l others- . . - - 10 /
\ Coe T 16
i B endle
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~ *Less than .5 percent.

'Changes in Staff Size and Enrollments o %A«m~\;»£n¢

Data were gathered abouf“the numbers of neurosc1ence facu]ty,cpost-.

‘doctorate tra1nees, and graduate students for falh 1980 and faT] 1981 and

:‘est1mates were asked for,fa]T 1982. The resuTts for the 188" 1nst1tut1ons are,

l
o - i

summar1zed in tabTe C. 1

‘Faculty. The data suggest that the growth 1n1facu1ty:obscrved dur1ng the
/ -
the 1970sxmay be. sTow1ng. In the cTass1f1cat1ons shown in table C the changes

. n facuTty TeveTs expected for AY1981-82 were. - 10wer than for the prev1ous

hacademic year in a11 but the med1ca1 schoo] programs, The top 50" 1nst1tutions

e

'ma1nta1ned on1y a2 percent growth rate, wh11e the medical schoo]s ma1nta1ned

‘,the1r facu]ty growth at 4 percent. - o o,

‘L 3 R 0 . . ,‘ "‘c. L . . ) . . LS

T T N
. Table C - N

Rate of Change in Neurosc1ence Facu]ty and Postdoctorate.
Tra1nee Staff1ng and Graduate Enrollment, 1980 82
(in percentages)

o "Postdoctorate Graduate _ * -
FacuTt ~Trainees . Students ~ o
I§§EI§I‘I§%I:§? T550-81 ToBL-82 "§§GZ§I‘I§§I?§?’ e
AT inst ititions T —e~-~~»—1~~ems_e_ R R /L
. Contral . S - S S o
Public .. 8 3 6 25 -1
Private e ' 8, - -2 4 2. 1 |
Type L S S
Graduate school onTy - 8 - 3 - 8 . =% -9 2
Medical school only -4 4 3 -4 ., 6 - -6
Comprehens1ve : ©100 . -1 5. - -4 =2
R & D funding’ B ' . o 3
Top 50 . 2 2 1 el * _
A1l others C 131 /(/14,-' 37 -1 |
C, . - - - B ‘4 . : . \ .




Postdoctorate Trainees. The changes in the number of postdoctorate

-~

* trainees expected by the respondents more con51stent1y pointed toward actua]

: dec11nes. Dec11nes were expected 1n both the pub11c and pr1vate sectors, - among»»'

~ the top 50 in R & D fund1ng, and among neur0§c1ence programs in both graduate

schools and comprehens1ve 1nst1tut1ons. The single exceptton was among med1ca1

'schqo] programs,,whlsh 1ncreased its growth from 3 percent between 1980 and .

1981 to 4 percent between 1981 and -1982.

.

\\\\ Graduate Students. S]ower growth rates and an OVera11 dec11ne in tota]

R —

numbers were~expected a]%o for graduate students in fhe neurosc1ences.» In all
éa egor1es of 1nst1tut1ons, as shown 1n¥tab1e C, the numbers of graduate stu-
dent were expEcted e1ther to dec11ne in 1982 or. to 1ncrease at a rate be]ow
" the 198@781 1nterva1,,,- o ’”_ ' o R m

e

Facultyéto-TraineeFhatios.~' The ratios of faculty 'to> postdoctprate"

. trdinees and graduate students as of fall 1981 are shown in table D The ratio

overaT]iwasjllo trainees and stﬂdents'per 100 facu]ty,'evidence of a very

e ._facu1ty-intensive program.. There were some d1fferences among k1nds of 1nst1- '

o tut10ns. “Graduate schoo]s had the h1ghest rat1os--160 postdoctorate tra1nees
v R

7_frws; —and graduate students per 100 facu]ty members--and med1ca1 schoo]s had the -

1owest--80 tra1nees and graduate-students per 100 facu]ty members. In add1-

t1on, the rat1os ‘are h1gher (more tra1nees and graduate. students per 100

: facu]ty members) in programs at pub11c chan at pr1vate 1nstitut1ons, and among-'

1nst1tut1ons in the top 20 and ‘top 50 by federa] R & D fund1ng fér b1o1og1ca1

research. , Tl R o Ty

o . ’ . Lol

"

While these rat1os are more comp]ex than they m1ght appear 1n1t1a11y, they:V

»

do reflect the nature of neurosc1ence, the 1nf1uence of medical schoo]

traTn1ng, and ‘the need for-cons1derab1e student-facu]ty 4nteract1on.‘

- . . ‘.. . ‘. _. /\
o 10

S %




"-‘. ¥ ] ‘ - P : _vJ:‘F
- . -. ‘ ,. —- :
‘fable D . .
’ g a ' o Y
S IR Postdoctorate Tra1nees and Graduate Students ‘
e - p?r 100 Faculty Members, Fall 1981 ' :
v"— " \‘l . R ) ‘
L Trainees and Studénts
_ L Per 100 Faculty
st Total .10 L S
Controli - o o : L—
. Public 120 . L i A
' Private - S0 - N e
Type . ; " _ , - SR o \\'
. Graduate school? only C e 160 - o .,'-\Q ‘ i
“Medical school only — - . 80 S h h o A
. Comprehens1ve L : B - \\g\ ' DT
o R & D funding . .. - S
o Top 20 A - o 130
‘-s Top 50 e , 130 R o
r- A1l ‘others e - 100 - e
. .‘ /\\‘ /;,
e Net Chang;ﬁAmong Inst1tut1ons
f L
. The 1nst1tut1oqé themselves of fer another perspect1ve of the changes ?J#
occurr1ng in. neuros¢1ence trafning. As shown in f1gure 4 more 1nst1tut1ons
reported net changes in graduate student enro]]ment than for facu]ty or
ﬁ““”postdoctorate tra1nees between 1980 and 1982 Rough]y a th1rd of the insti- g ;"9i.;
"'.tut1ons reported net 1ncreases for graduate students, a th1rd,‘net decreases,
and a third, no- change._ In contrast, about three of every five 1nst1tut1ons
reported no net change in numbers of’postdo torate tra1nees or fu11 time ‘! t;f';f
L faculty durlng the same per1od. Among 1nst1tu 1ons that d1d report changes in
.. I
"facu1ty counts, the net 1ncreases outstr1pped net decreases by- mor? than three e

R ) one.' ,f‘

. ‘ ; S : !
Pr1mary Factors Assotwated w1th Net Chariges. Table £ 1tsts/the factors

N ? a

*most frequent]y ;1ted by the respondents to exp1a1n net changes 1h the number '
X . , S R o IR i
L R S w L N
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period.

. FIGURE Iy

Between Fall 1980 Fall 1982

Changes in Neutoscience Students, Tramees and Faculty

0o 2. ‘.‘6'0‘> 80 .

100%

Net Decrease
No Change
Net Increase

e

v -

of graduate students, postdoctorate.trainees;‘andtfacu]ty_over the 1980-82.

=

: The‘impact of'recent changes in federa1.SUpport levels‘is‘especia11y

apparent.

Insuff1c1ent federa] support for tra1n1ng or research was ment1oned_

as one of the primary factors respons1b1e for decreasing numbens of graduate

students and postdoctorate trainees, as we]] as facu]ty.

~

Fore1g;,Graduate Students and Postdoctorate Tra1nees

, students or postdoctorate trainees.

Another area of 1nqu1ry concerned the extent tg wh1ch fore1gn c1t12ens on '

made up 9 percent of the graduate students and 20 percent

ra1nees in the neurosc1ence programs in. fa11 1981

\

'tution types (see deta11ed tab]e 19)

Sv e 20

Federa1 support of

both tra1n1ng and research were also predom1nant factors c1ted by the insti-

'tut1ons tnat reported 1ncreases in postdoctorate trainees.

: temporary or student visas partic1pate in the neurosc1ence programs as- graduate

' Among all 1nst1tut1ons fore1gn citizens

Zf the postdoctorate

For 1gn students and

o

tna1nees were fa1r1y even]y d1str1buted among the’d1fferent program and insti- .




Table.E -
o

{Most Frequent]y Cited Pr1mary Factors
to Exp1a1n Net Changes, 1980~ 1982 '

- Net increase in:

-/ - ' ' .
Faculty , /

Graduate-students'

Postdoctorate trainees: . /

- a

Net decrease in: . /

Graduate student;

/

’,/
. ) ' // -
Postdoctorate’ trainees

Faculty

_ Pr1mary Factor

Percentage of
Institutions

Number of app11cants
Professional interest .

Federal training grants

and fellowships
Federal research grants
and. contracts

. Profess1ona1 1nterest i

Inst1tut10na1/state
support

Number of applicants

" Federal training grants

and fe1lowshrps

" Federal tra1n1ng grants

and fellowships -

_ Federal research grants

~and contracts’

Federal research grants -

and cortracts..- -

Citing Factor

25
23

25

22

29
29

26

23

C e

‘Principa1 Areas of Concentrat1on S1nce 1977

-Louise Marsha]] of the Brain Research Inst1tute, Univer51ty of Ca11forn1a

' neurosc1ences dur1ng the mid- seventwes.

a

o~

the act1v1ty 1n the neurosciences (Marshall, 1979 “see table F)

13-

at Los Ange]es, analyzed data on new doctorates and research conducted in the
She noted a concentrat1on then in the
behavioral sciences, phys1o]ogy, and b1o]ogy, w1tn anatomy, biophys1cs, pharma- .

co]ogy. and b1ochem1stry each accounting for somewhat smaller proport1ons of

/v
<




o Vo1. 64, 1- 32 (New York City: Academy Press, Inc., 1979) L o [

\ ) ‘. ) ‘
Table F I IS |

PEFCENtage D1str1but1ons of New Doctorates and: Research ) 3
Spec1a11zat1on in. Neurosc1ence, by Discipline

DU : 2

' " New Doctoratés : ‘ .
' 1974 1976 *.  Kesearch

- Discipline. _ | _ : (N 396) j_;520) Ig74¢ 1976 e s

- . o, = A S .
»Behavioral sciences _ : . 27 21 o119 23 ..
Physiology =~ S . 21 .18 19 29 T
Biology o : ‘ -7 20 11 .10 S
Anatomy : R o 39 10 6 T
Pharmacology - S 11 9 1 - 8 o
B1ophys1cs/eng1neer1ng ’ _ 7 "9 ‘o % 4 ' \\ ,
Biochemistry . o 71 5 18, 9 2N
Other health sciences N 4 -9 7 BESTIRE
Communicative sciences ‘ ' ‘1 .. 5 4 5 jﬁ
Source: Louise H. Marshall, "Maturation and Current Status of Neuroscience Xy

Data from the 1976 Inventory of U:S. Neurologists," Experimental Neuro]ogy,

B [
z . e o]

W

'A]thdugh not strict1y conparab1e with.data“from MarShal]‘s”ana]ysis, : ﬁv
| responses to the present survey show a very similar prpf11e of neurosc1enceldﬁ
'act1v1ty. A Weighted aggregat1on2 of the prlnc1pa1 areas. of concentrat1on 1s
shown in figure 5. These data show that the re1at1ve emphases are quite /{
s1m11ar for graduate student training and postdoctorate tra1n1ng and research
as well as for faculty research--w1th the except1en of ijChO]Ogy/b?naV1G”a1
. science, which is less well represented Jn postdoctorate training anJ rese&rch.
“In a11 three sets of . activity, phy51ology was the - 1ead1ng f1e1d, c1ose4y

'fo11owed by anatomy and psychoiogy/behav1ora1 science. . a .'_7
P A

- . -/

. . /

, 2Respondents were asked to rank order the three top. areas of concentrat1on in :
~training and research separate]y for graduate students, postdoctorateé. trainees, . .
. and faculty. . For each group the first ranked area was assigned a weight of 3, o .
the second ranked akwe1ght of 2, and the third ranked a weight of 1. The

weights then were summed for each are& of concentration. The percentage

d1str1but1ons of the we1ghted*resu1ts are deta11ed in tables 20; 23.

14 .';» .: | ':22? y
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FIGURF 5 _
Areas of Concentratlon m N?éurosaence
Trammg and Research-Since 1977 -

?svthblbsy/
° Behavioral Science

s

) ,
Weighted Index: Percent of lnslituijon_s'Reponing Area
. _Gr_aduate Stuident Triining

Pogtdoctom’e Training

Faculty Research

Pharméto1bgy and Chemigtry7biochemfstry>ﬁefe ﬁh'theihextiposjtithin‘bothh
tra1n1ng and research act1v1ty.. None of the other ten areas 1isted in the
syrvey accounted for more than 4 percent of the neurosc1ence act1v1ty. ,The

Ddetaﬁ]ed'tab1es at.the‘end of this report'shOW how the areas of concentrat1on

d1ffer among the various 1nst1tutiona1 sett1ngs and types of progrdms (see

detai]ed tab]esJEO 23)

-
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o Other Recent Changes 1n Neuroscience Training \\

' *vdoctorate training periods. : Co .

Survey respondents also provided -data about current and near-term Ph.D.

' “production and changes in the typwcal duration of graduate study and’post- 1

doctorates declined.

latter - figure

'graduate stud1es in four, or five year (figure 7

. to one year or less.. ; ‘ w

f H .

Numbers of Ph. Du Recipieﬁts. Changes in -Ph.D. degree produotion betwaen

AY 1980-81 and AY,IQAZ- 83 are depicted in figure 6. Overall, the number of HEW‘
(from 5l§ to 490) between 1981 and -1982,. but the

,h'respondents projec ed a substantia] gain in Ph.D. production for 1982-83 (to

‘ almost 600)--a 22 percent»increase overa]Tt One probab1y shou]d be wary of the{ww

an accuraté projection. To produfe 'these estimates,

respondents we fe likely to. consider/%11 the bh. D. candidates who cou1d {or

Jshou]d) compl'te their doctoral work uring the upcoming year. However, in
" ph.D. proor s, students' plans o ten go awry, and thus near-term projections '

: 2
genera!ly end to be on the highfrather than.the Tow s1de. Moreover, since the

number p institution is.- sma11, an 1ncrease from 2 to 3 degree recipients isa -
. ‘# 4 ] ]
50 percént. increase+”»ev__,.w»»“v;WTewneuwm;wvﬂ;-.e.u,WWHMfmd,m o
: Duratgon of Study and Training = o /

//{ Typica11y, fu11-t1me 'students 1n the neurosciences completed their

. Most 1nst1tut1ons (03
percent) reported f1ve years-was the orm, and 2 percent reported four years

as typical. 0n1y a few 1nstitutions (7.percent) Tisted six or more years, and

-fewer sti]! reported that tﬁe typi l'length“of"tudy was three'ye&rs or iess.

Postdoctorate tra1n1ng tende to be of con iderably’ shorter duration than

graduate study--two years “at two-thirds of the 1nst1tutions and three years at

- most of the rest (26 percent)/ In a few 1nsténces--9 of the 124”inst1tut1ons
’ that had postdoctorate appo%ntments since 197 --the training programs were held

- : a

A L e v — £

LY




. s FIGURE6 ~ (h/ L
L New Doctorates irrthe Neurosciences in AY 1980-81.
L . 1981-82, and Esnmates for AY ’1982-83
{" L | . t Qmudcnmmmhn , L - -
(_; \ . ' &0 1 B "’,o' Total ‘ o
S ‘500 + "-~fgf,;"
‘ ) o~ : Public
: ™ . . 200 - .“".r ¥
1 - _—-——-—n—-—-—‘"‘ ’ “+
" 300
. % ) ‘ 20— 4 -M‘;’:”_”a\i’tiva!e
! | - 10 ’ — '
4 ) .
BN , ] b
h 7 wbnmedummm&a o0 e
. ' o 1 . o Gradute Schgo! Only.
s . ' oo e ",_.M-’a"'" Compmhmswe
o  Number 0 =i .
o ’ : of. . :
o , ' Doctorates 100 o : : .
' L : . . , e = 2% Medical Schopl Only
! . . t
) . . amlmédﬁ&nwmﬁm —
. g ‘ - g Al Other- ’
v..,,'. n " Lot ) m o o ’a
: w*’:“_ asen® Top 50
- e ;" -
S 100
. /
\
G .. e ° 82051 %182 199203 '
. ‘ g {Estimate)
’ *‘; o ' . x
. Yoo o Typica? study periods have not changed at must 1nstitutians during the .
& /
= five years since 1977 (tab1e 26). Where changes have occurred, study/; aining
.y o - " ;
. periods were shortened at_only a few 1nstitutions (graduate study at
‘ postdoctorate training at 5 percent) In contrasﬁ, 11 percent ugfﬁhe instiwiig:zj
o tutions indicated 1ncreases in the typical lepgth of graduate ?ﬁhdy and 26

percemt reported such {ncreases for postdcctorate training‘ The most fre~‘
fqmgﬂtly cited factor asshciated with Tengthenﬁng the'graduate study period was

.-
v
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: ’ Typical Length, of Graduate Study and ’Poatdoctorate - ' : N
Training in the=Neuroscxences -~ ; r e
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- the lack of postdoctorate trainﬂng oppgrtunities £33 percent), the lack g?
ful?-time jebs in the field was cited as ﬁhe maj@r fac&ur %n extendiﬂg the

Y

postdoctorate training period (69 percent)  " o ’.“' .

tv

, Assessment of Postﬂhctorate Training - and Emg?@ym ent Uggﬁ*tunit?es
F' . ' Based gn ﬁheir recent p1acemeﬁt experiences,gresp@ndents were askad‘to

u"

w"" - sharacterize the marxet during 1981-82 for postd@ctarate training and’ full-time »

emp1oyment in neuroscience (figure 8), The assessments of p@std@ctorate train-

ing opportun?ties were normalily d%$trﬁbuted, with 2 p1ura?ity of r@spondents

referring to a we1l~ba1anced market (41 percent). Twenty~s%x parcent cited

. .

” ,’ personnel ehurtages and 33 perc@nt, persnnnel surpluses, o s

. Opinions about evpiayﬁent oppgrtunities were less balanced. Seventyufive

»

percent be!ieved there were more people ‘than Jubs in‘igeur@sci@ﬁcea inc%ud%ng

. . one~fﬁfth wh@ thought the surplus was of a eritical dﬁmension. Only 18 §§?cent

. - 4 BRNES 1B

i,
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FIGURES - B R r
‘Assessments of Training and Employment o 4 3 T
Markets in Neuroscience , .
AvoeTE2 S

Critical = Moderate Market  Moderate  Critical

Shorlage Shoriage  * Balance ~ Surplus " Surplus
R ‘ ) A .
. - . . o Candidates for F‘dstdoctor'_ateTraining . ) ‘ 1. T
N i ' ‘Neuroscientists Seeking Full-Time Employment * R , ‘
‘J\ » y - :

of the 1nst1tut1ons constdered the -market in ba]ance, and just 7 percent saw a

i

moderate shortage pf neurosc1ent1sts ready for fu]] time emp]oyment. . ‘ v }

r . . . - .
.. . . ’ .

- Summar
9"‘

Eartier.studies document the rapid growth of tneﬂneuroscdences dver the’

- past decade, Data from the present syrvey suggest a gradua1 s]ow~down of an _

L

'apparently maturing field of study that 1s not subject to the setting of str1ct
boundar1es that character1ze many other estab11shed d1sc1p11nes. Thewneurof |
.sciences seem likely to ma1ntain a strong1y 1nterd1sc1p11nary character. -Judg-
1ng from the many different areas of concentration c1ted by the 'respondents to
th1s survey, the neurosc1ences are not much dr1ven by theé need tc consc11date.
AThe organizat1on of training and research shows that the~neurcsc1encesicont1nue\H
" 1o draw from a‘brcad range of,fields and are likedy to’remain,clpse1y associr’

.,s' . . R a
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‘ated'with them. . Six of every 10 pr1mary tra1n1ng programs are offered "through
' trad1t1ona1 departments, and 3 of every 10 are 1nterdepartmenta1.
EV1dence of . a potent1a1 slowed oroth“Tn the field comes from track1ng the

" people 1nvolved.» There were: 3,400 facu1ty teach1ng in the neurosc1ences as of

‘ fa11 1981 Their numbers had grewn moderately from the preV1ous year but were -

;expected to 1ncrease only 511ght1y by the next’ year.

Moreover, postdoctorate tra1nees and’ graduate students- exper1enced low to
Amoderate growth between 1980 and 1981 but were ant1c1pat1ng dec11nes between
J'f981 and 1982. 0dd1y enough a1though the number of doctorate rec\p1ents
.d1pped s]1ght1y between 1981 and 1982, respondents expected a sizable 1ncrease
“to 600 Ph.D.s in 1983..

Accord1ng to two-fdfths of the survey 1nst1tut1ons, the market for

- postdoctorate tra1nees and positions 1s in ba’ance. The rema1n1ng 1nst1tut1ons o

~_were fairly even]y sp]1t between the v1ew that there was a ‘personnel surplus :‘

P
- and the view that there was -a personne1 shortage. - w1th respect to fu11 t1me

o emp]oyment of neurosc1ent1sts, however, three-quarters of the 1nst1tut1ons felt .

‘there already was a personne1 surplus.{




Detailed Statistical Tables

?ab1e 1

0rgan1zat1on of- Pr1mary Neuroscience Tra1n1ng Programs at Ph. D.-Grant1ng :

‘Institutions, AY 1981-82,
by Control o% Inst1tut1on :

(in7percentages)

Primary T;aining Progfam o N '_ Total ‘Public Private

Department of neukoscience, Ph.D.

in neuroscience 3 . ‘,'fzy 5 .
Interdepartmenta] program, Ph D e o A
in neuroscience - - ‘ 1 13 8

Interdepartmenta1 program, Ph.D.
in traditional discipline with L o A
specialization in neurosciience 20 .- 22 .1
~ Traditional department, Ph.D. in.": o : S
‘traditional d1sc1p11ne’w1th '

S spec1a]1zat1on in neuroscierice | 57 s 88 = -
Other S ' ' 7 11
Total~ percent ' - 100 ' 100 - 100 \.

‘ (Total. number) o ' _ (N= 188) ~ (N=125) (N 63)

;é;::r‘-' e

'7ﬁ8£é On this and following tab]es, numbers may not add exact]y to
tota]s because of weighting and rounding.

A g

-




Tab]e 2 S f" ‘

- - 0rgan1zat1on of Pr1mary Neurosc1ence Tra1%§ng Programs“

at Ph.D.-Granting Institutions, AY 81-82
by Type of Institution

SR e (in percentages) |

Graduate  Medical -
R S School - = School - u
" Primary Trajning Program. . -~ "Only Only Lomprehensive

T— . . . -

-~ . Department of neuroscience, Ph.D.. - . . . :
o ~in.neuroscience - .- - 0 0 - .8 7
.Interdepartmental program, Ph. D. : .
in neuroscience : 2. 24 - 16.
.Interdepartmenta1 program, Ph. D. ' ST : o
in traditional’ d1sc1p11ne ‘Wwith o P
- specialization-in nelroscience ‘ 27 1 . -16.
T Tradwtiona1 department, Ph.D. in - -
- traditional d1sc1p11ne with - . o
~ specialization in neurosc1ence : - 63 59 . 48

- Other - . 8~ 5 11
T - Total percent . 160 . 100 100

(Total number) - ' :(N=90):.' S AN=37) (= 61)

A

o ' ‘, Tab]es 2o
», L 0rgan1zat1on of Pr1mary Neuro%cxence Tra1n1ng gr/;rams
- . at Ph. D.-Granting Institutions, Ay 1981-82, - .
by . Federa11y F1nanced R & D Expend1tures in the B1o1og1ca] Sc1ences 1n 1980 _

(in percentages)

!

N
A

Primary Training Program ' Top 20 “Next 30 bTop;SD Other

o

' Department of neurOsc1ence, Ph. D

in neuroscience - ' . "»10 ‘L 3 .. 6 1
v Interdepartmenta1 program, Ph D. : S .

- 4 in neuroscience . B85 . 7 ° 26 )
' Interdepartmenta] program, Ph D. . _ ' .

- in traditional d1sc1p11ne with .~ o :

* . specialization ip neuroscience 0 27 .16
Traditional department, Ph.D. in , . '
traditional discipline with. o : - .
spec1a11zat10n in neuroscience - 25 53 42 . - 63 .

i

)
N3
~nN

3+ . _ :
Other . 10 10 10 .- 8
“-Total percent , - 100 100 - 100 100

(Total number) - o o (N=20) (N=30)  "(N=50) (N=138)

~




Tab]e 4 , R o = S

Percentage Distr1bution of AddItional Neuroscience Training Programs at Fh. D.-Gran*ing Instftutions, AY 1981\2'/
© - by Control of Institution ‘

. - ~ _' - - 5 - - - - ' ‘ . ;
o - ' x E : , " Total -~ No Additional One. Additional More-Than One
: Organ_ization of Primary Training Program . Number . Percenlt, .Programs: -. Program Additional Program -
| " ‘ T T totatt '
T Department of neuroscience - E SE— T 100 40 a0 T T o
R B Interdepartmental program, neuroscience Ph. D. r3 R 100 . - .48 . - . 48 . - T =
-7 Interdepartmental program, traditional Ph D. 38 o 100 I § | o9 0
Trad1t10na1 ‘program: _ ' 108 . .- 100 - - . 7%- - . 23 : 2
E Other ' . ST e 16 C 100 S 94 6 0
N 2 2 mEemeese == - - - - m e @ .m w o= - e e . - - - ‘2’;;‘: e m om m m mm e - - - -.‘ -------------- , ===
o ‘ PubHc v
Department of neuroscience - -2 100 . 100 ‘ 0 | o . 7
Intérdepartmental program, neuroscience Ph.D. 16 - 100 44- - © . 56 _ 0. , o
- Interdepartmental program, tradihonal Ph D. - 27 - - 100 o 700 -, 30 0o . N
Traditional program . , 71 - .100. .75 S 2 S /
I,Other C : s .. - 1loo - -89 B § S S 0 :
, / ) _ ' - o v ~ Private L ‘
“77 -/ Department of neuroscience 3 - 100 - o -6 .~ 33
‘ Interdepartmental program, neuroscience Ph D. 5 100 ‘ - 60 .20 | o1 20
o S Interdepartmental program, tr‘aditional _Ph.D. 1o 100 .73 : 27 P 0
+/ . Traditional program V37 . 100 < . 76 . 22 . .3

~ Other : | | ' 7. 100 o100 S TR




ve

Other :

. - Table 5 _ . . : |
Percentage Distribution of Additional Neuroscience Training Programs ut #h. D.-Granting Institutions, AY 1981 82 - N “
- _ . by Type of Institution - ) R }‘ : -
oL - Total . Mo Additional One Additional  ° More than.QOne ' N
Organization of Primary Training Program Number Percent_'-a Pro.grams L Program " Additional ‘Program ‘ N OJ
) . Sy . . ) . e T . . § ST e ",:‘” ,;
“ | ” - - Graduate School’ Only , | S
) Department of neuroscience o ' 0 - - o 0 0 | 0 ' s
. Interdepartmental program,- neuroscience Ph. D. 2 100 . 50 50 . 0 S
Interdepartmental", program, traditional Ph.D. 24 100 71 29 _. 0
‘Traditional program 57 100 - 82 18 0
Other R 100 100 0 .0
YL | Medical School only o |
Department of neuroscience 0 - 0 . 0 ' .0 '
Interdepartmental program, neuroscience Ph.D. 9 - 100 44 56 -0
- Interdepartmental- program, traditional Ph D. 24 100 . 75 25 =0 o
- Traditional program y . 22 100 - 64 36 0
Other -2 100. 100. 0 0
_ N : ‘ COmprehensive : O v
Department of neuroscience ’ o 5 . -100 40 40 20 - -
Interdepartmental program, neurescience Ph.D. 10 100 50 40 10
Interdepartmental program, traditional Ph D. 10 100 - 70 30 -, -0 x
Traditional program . 23‘ 100 gg _ ﬁ : 7 =~ " *




o Table 6
P S . Full-Time Faculty and Nonfaculty Research Doctorates_‘ '

5 ~in Neuroscience -Programs, Fall 1981,
! - . . by Control of Institution.

Y
.

: . Total - . ___ Public.
Characteristic = - S R SR N

»

Total faculty e I 3,420 - 100 - 2,212 . 100
(Tenured) o oo 2,340 68 .- - 1,648 ° 74
* (Nontenured) - ' . ‘1,081 3 _ 565 26 - -
Nonfaculty research doctorates 3% o - 1233 se.

‘Faculty vacancies .o1a - 85 g
As a percent of total faculty s ¢ - 4 . - 4
'Faculty retirements expected . o L
in 1982-83 - . .32 - w0 -
As.a percent of total faculty C = I -1




. T f -
. . P l‘v‘. ) bt‘
- Table 7 o ;
. . /'-‘ .
i ' FuH-Tlme Faculty and Nonfaculty Research Doctorates ' o
in Neuroscience Programs, Fall 1981, '
. N - by Type of Instltutio/n :
e . . . . ‘. ‘e /’f . ! . - ’ . o
: : N - Graduate Scheol Only v -_/Med¥: 4% Schoel On%y - __Comprehensive
Characteristic . - N R 1 SO N T " // N e !
o . . . : T = ] . : c | . Cy
Total faculty .. e 98 - 100 [ 762 100 . . 1,752 ¢, 100
Tenured) o . 654 72 ) a5 4 . 62 o1 S 89
(Nontenured) T : 254 ' 28 g e8r. . . 38 . 540 i |
Nonfacu]ty research doctorates . 120 - // - 61 - - , . 215 N
Faculty vacancies; = T a4 o - /‘;’( N 2 R, 61 e
As a percent of total faculty e - I TR 40 - S 5 R 4 -
Faculty retirements expected L 4 . . o L . S T
in 1982-83 ] 11 - 3 - 18 -
~ As a percent of total faculty L= 1 - ¢ * L me Ay
. Y ) ) - . : - v L ‘ ///: - . R o é—a
*Less than .5 percent. . o L T ‘ . Y
. P /}'", .
// | ') |
e . , .3b 1 .
. 3 ) . . e
. ) ° ;
z ;) . M
’ L4
!
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Table 8 ) | m
~.Full Tgme Faculty and Nonfaculty Research Doctorates . l
J in Neuroscience Programs, Fall 1981, :
- by Federally Funded R & D Expenditures in the Biological Sciences in 1980
_ , . JopsO © A1 Other

Characteristic : - . TN % o LN ;

Total faculty - a 1,570 00 . 1,873 100
(Tenured) - S : . . L1114 . 71 .. 1280 . - 66
(Nontenured), . ' .. .456 29 - . - 632 34

Nonfaculty research doctorates T s -~ - 190 o = L

" Faculty vacancies . - T . 52 D . - 90 . -
As a percent “of -total faculty ) L= >3 i - 5
- ._Faculty retirements expected e ? o . - |
in 1982-83 v _ 15. = =-- : 17 .-
-As a percent of total facu]ty , . «-f . 1 - 3,%— o 1 -,

A the Data’ from the top 50 and all other 1nst1tutic . were weighted separately and mherefore
i - may not add exactly to the total for all institutions.‘* ,




i Full-Time FacuIty and Nonfaciflty Research Doctorates
: in Neuroscience Programs, Fall 1981,
by Organization of Primary Neuroscience Training Program

_ Table 9

-

’ , T " Type A “Type B Type € . Typed
Characteristic ~ - : ™ N b4 N N % - N %
. - ) o, : : i - .S . ' 1
'Tota] faculty - - : 99 100 - 757 100 713 00 1, 612 100 241 . 100
Tenured) o : 'f 46 46 ~ 540 ° 71 488 68 1 12 - 70 145 . 60
Nontenured) . °. 4 53 54, 217 29 225 32 491. .3 . 9 40. .
Nonfacu]ty research_ doctorates 16 e .81 - 85 ~- igl - 33 - .
-------------- fm e e P T T T T T . L
~Faculty vacancies : 3 - 33 . - 33 65 em ¢ T e
" As-a percent of total fadulty - 3 - 4 - 5 - 4 - e 3
Facu]ty retirements expec ed ) - :
in 1982-83 1 - - 4 - 4 - 2l - 1 .-
acu]ty - 1 -- -1 - 1. - - *

+- As’a percent of‘total

Type E: Other

'~‘?Le55'thanl.5 percent.

Type A: ‘Depar@ment “of neﬁroscience, Ph.D in neuroscience

/
~ Type B: - Interdepartmentd]”program, Ph.D in neuroscience ‘ ’\\\“\XJ
Type C: Interdepartmental program, Ph,D in traditional discipline witn specialization in neuroscienfe

Type D:- Traditional department Ph D in traditional discip]ine with specialization in neuroscience

3o

4

1

L9




Tabie 10

Graduaté Students, Postdoctorate Trainees, and Faculty in Heuroscience Programs, .e
by CGntrol of Instituticn , o

]

.

‘ " . percent Change | - -
552 ToEeT - 1812 TOEE

Q.uqqnnngnu-nnnnnnnﬂ-uu

: . S . Total ‘
~ Graduate students ' - 2,463 2,574 2,566 4
" Postdoctorate trainees 1, 1,292 1,269 4
o Faculty . . £ 3,421 - 3:469 ‘8
‘ " - A B B
. Graduate student5~4 1, 855 1, 837
‘Postdoctorate trainees - "834 " "g21
Faculty . , 2,212 2, 285
Graduate students - 695 719 729 R 1 5
Postdoctorate trainees 441 . 457 - 448 - 40 -2 - 2 - »
Faculty ” . L1116 1,200 . 1,184 -8/ -2 S .
*Less than .5 percent. - R 5 ' \{f

" - , \

. ) -




Table-11 Co

sraduate Studénts, P@stdccto.rate Tratnees, and Faculity in Lenmsc-ﬁence Fmgmns.
. by Type of mstitution oo

ltem

. [ 5
- e . 'Y
P 1 :

Y 9 g -
o e o M o E G W oo o AV W @ W W W e e

' graduate students . R 8 |
. Postdectorate trainees ° _ 221
Faculty s T 843

M e A W me e W e A e s ew W R N W D W e @
. .

@ s W W A

. . . >
M W M W W W W e T M W W WA A e W W o MY e W o oW

1,219
239
, 908

- o W e e

‘U M W M IR D WD M WD T W T R M M sk

umun-uc-q-—u-ﬂ-nwda-;u-ify

' Graduate School me 1

ua-----n---'a\u---..ug--a
1,244 w * 8 i,

238 8 - S

833 - 8 - .78

b ad

«  Medical School Galy - *

- A e W e e e om we w we ex a o e h o e o

Graduate students - - 299 313 7395 s ls
"Pastdoctorate trainees . - 289 283 309 3 s,
: Faculty ' 736 762 e 795 . 4 4
- ' ’ _ * Cozprehensive, A
L . T T T T T R -suru-unuv‘----—n—'-on-'ﬂjn“--—_dt?
" Graduate students T 1,047 1,043 1,027 i
_ Postdoctorate trainees - 716 754 722 -5, -4 !
" Faﬂﬂty e + 1,593 1“752 1,741 ' IG * . “1. :
’” toes . ' . \’
" *Less than .5 percent. ’ 6 ‘ ) . . e
' . -4y
* & . . o “”
' : i s T : .
v - . ?/h \ - ° ‘o
L
- | - D“ ’
» . !
o
1 N T = ’t ‘




e e S ,  Table 12

L Gtaduate Students, Postdoctorate Trainees, and Facu]ty in Neuroscience Proqrams, A

by Federa]Iy Financed R & D Expend1tures in the B1o]ogica1 Sciences in 1980 . -/
: T o o Number T o . Percent Change B
- Htem” X . Fa]] 1980 Fail 1981 Fall 1982 L 980-8 981-82 - 1980-82
‘ 4 Top~20 V
Graduate students - 541 526 S R S Y
Postdoctorate trainees . . 551 / 554 - 550 ' 1 -1 ~%
“Faculty o 806 - 818 832 , 2 2 3
v . Next 30 . ) “
Graduate students - 7582 - 610 - 617 _ 5 1 6
“Postdoctorate trairees L 291 - 295, 289 - _ 1 - -2 o =1
hmﬂty I ‘ o 730 753 - - 774 ' 3 © .3 6
) i ‘ Top 50 :
" Graduate students T T T 1w 1,138 1 T R
Postdoctorate tra1nees , 842 849 839 1 Y | N
Facu]ty ~ . .1,535 1,570 1,605 2 2 5
| “ 77 TAT other
————————— [ e . L T I T I R N I I B 2 B B B B o B et et
Graduate students 1,370 , ‘1,470 - 1,462 : 7 -1 : 7
Postdoctorate trainees - ¥ 394 o~ 451 437 S 14 -3, . 11
Faculty , 1,661 - 1,873 . - 1,887 - 13 1 14

Note: Data from the top 50 and al) other institutions were weighted separate]y and therefpre meyfnot add
exactly to the tota] for all inst1tutions. : _ . . o v

-

*Less than .5 percent . » o




Table 13
. >

~ Braduate Students Postdoctorate Trainees, and Faculty in Neuroscience Programs,
by Organization of Primary Neuroscience Training Program .

. R C . - s Number . o 2 Percent Change ' -
7 Item E C . -Fal11. 1980 Fall 1981 Fall 1982 - I§§UQEI 1981-82. 1980-87 -

‘ Type A .
Graduate students T Tes a3 s - s 1
" Postdoctorate trainees ) . 28. - 38 B - 36 -8 25
Faculty 86 . 99 -~ 100 .. - 15 2 17
T _ o , ' Type B f
' Graduate students i 427- 42i T 4i9 ST -1 i -1_*_‘_ o :3, 2T 5
Postdoctorate trainees =~ 468 - 169 473 : * 1 i, 1 ot
Faculty _ S )} 757 - 785 2. . 4. 6 ,
; ] V | . Type € , ' -
. Graduate students ) ‘555 641 642 16 . ke q.; , 16l
,.Postdoctorate trainees | .- 139 145 . - 150 F 4 3 . ..-8
~Facuity v 602 = 713 725 ' .18 2 vZO,_ i
‘ ) : \. o Type D a
Graduate students . 1,240 1,280 -~ 1,272 .y 3 -l 3
.Postdoctorate trainees : 514 - 568 © - 541 R L 5
Faculty y 1,534 1,612 © 1,615 . 5 % - §
- o I S TypeE
Graduate students o . 155 . 146 v -2 ‘ -6
Postdoctorate trainees ° - .76 71 71 - .=l 0 - -7
Fagulty- L : 210 - 28 243 T 15 -1 : 16

Type A: Department of neuroscience, Ph. D. in neuroscience .

Type B: Interdepartmental program, Ph.D. in neuroscience .

Type C:* Interdepartmental program, Ph.D. in traditional discipline with specialization in neuroscience
Type D: Trgditiona] department, Ph D. in traditional discipline with specialization int neurosciénce
Type E: . Other ' o

*Less than .5 percent I .

O ‘ ' ' N ‘ . , ... ) . 42




Table 14

" Percentage D1str1but1on of Inst1tut1ons Reporting Changes in Numbers
. of Graduate Students, Postdoctorate Trainees, and Faculty

Between Fall 1980 and Fall 1982 _

by Control of Institution = -

Y.

Total -~ No et li'Net~,g
Percent N phange ‘ ;ncrease . Deqreasev

1 Graduate students
. Postdoctorate trainees
-Facu]ty

.Graduate students i
Postdoctorate trainees -
Faculty :

Graduate students
Postdoctorate trainees
Faculty




" Table 15 ' ) '/

of Graduate Students, Postdoctorate Trainees, and FacuTtyy

Between Fall 1980 and .Fall 1982
y Type of Institution

 Item: o . vPefcent

) I¢ta1 ‘ No é//f ~ Net
; . Chaqg Increase

N
Dec

ét

ease

----<----------m----—--u‘----—qp--

Graduate Scbpél Only (N=90) _

T

Graduate students f : / 32" 38

Postdoctorate tra.nees. B
Facuity : .

- o m W o m e o ow

-'.----n--.-----

‘ “Graduate students'

Postdoctorate trainees 100/'f ' - 43 ' 32

- Faculty - 10 54 35
. R Comprehensive (N-Sl) 3
'Graduate students : ;' - 100 - 3. 31.

Postdoctorate trajnees - - 100 .57 . .20

- 100 : 59 33

Faculty

e we W @ W @i @ m s = -
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-Table 16

Percentage D1str1but1on of Inst1tut1ons Report1ng Changes in ‘Numbers
- of. Graduate Students, Postdoctorate Trainees, and Facu]ty

‘ Between Fall 1980 and Fall 1982-
by Federal]y Funded R&D Expendﬁtures in the B1o1og1ca1 Sc1ences 1n 1980

Total . "No Nt . Net

Item . s ‘, Percent - ~ Change Increase Decrease
| . Tp20 T
' Graduate studeits 100 - - 30 25 45
Postdoctorate_trainees 100 ' 45 - 25 ¢ © 30
-Facu]ty S 100 . . 60 - 25 S -
o I Next 30 - . —
- - . e - -e e == - , m W = = e - - - - . = - - - - o - - - - - e w w == - \
' Graduate students - 100 - .~ 50 23 .27
. Postdoctorate train¢es - 100! - 57 23 . 20
Faculty _100 ‘ 60 37 3
| ' Top 50 , . -
~ Graduate students 7 42 2 34 | L
. Postdoctorate. tra1nees 52 24 248 7 '
'Facu1ty 60 ,32’ 8
| L | A]I Other (1138 B
. : ‘GFaduate students g 30 3% 33 R
e . -Postdoctorate tra1nees 65 ~20 15 ..
.59 ~ . 32 i 9

_ Facu]ty )




Tab]e 17

Percentage D1str1butqon of Inst1tut1ons Report1ng Changes in NumbeYs - _
of ‘Graduate Students, Postdoctorate Tra1nees, and Facu]ty . - : <
Between ‘Fall 1980 and Fall 1982 ' o S

by Organizat1on of Pr1mary Neuroscience Train1ng Program

SR .  Total No . Net . ',Nét» S .
/. Ttem = B Percent : Change - Increase  Decrease o
_ Type A (N 5) N\
Graduate students 100 N\ 20 20 60
, ~Postdoctorate tra1nees] 100 .20 . . 40 40
ﬂFacu]ty 100 - - . 60, . 4 .- -0
) ~ Type B (N= 21)
Graduate students <. 100~ T ig o 43f.r R 35
" Postdoctorate trainees- 100 . . _ 48 29 - 24
Faculty - ‘ : 00 . - 43 .7 48 : - 10 -
| Type C. (N= 38) | "
~Graduate students T ~-'100 . i -‘37 _ 39T BT f.f : .
Postdoctorate trainees - . 100 - 58 . - 24 .- 18 =
Facu]ty , . 100: : 50 ﬂ39. - 11 -
| v e Tye D (M= 108) N |
| Graduate stude;ts e 100 ,- 51; e 34 5 34
Postdoctorate tra1nees ~ - 100 .. 66, © 18 - 15
Faculty . - © 100 - o _61 L 29 .10
. - | Type £ (N-16)
Graduate students 100 - 80 12 38
Postdoctorate trainees 100 , 75 R 12
. Facu1ty B - 100 88 12 -0 .
'Type A: -Department of neurosc1ence, Ph D. in neuroscience .
Type B: = Interdepartmental program, Ph.D. in neuroscience . :
Type C: .Interdepartmental program, Ph.D. in- trad1t1ona1 d1sc1p1ine with ; R
. specialization in neuroscience . S
Type D:  Traditional department, Ph.D. in traditiona] d1sc1p]ine with
. specialization in neurosc1ence
' Type E: ¢0ther
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Table 18.

Pr1mary Faotor for Net Change in Number of Graduate Students,

Postdoctorate Trainees, and Faculty
Between Fall 1980.and Fall.1982
ATl Inst1tutlons

R e L.,?v,_w;(ﬂin,,,percentagesr) S _, o

=1

Inst1tut1ons Report1ng Net Chang; -

T‘Erease y

Decrease

--‘---:—_-----»--‘---h--n---u---------'- ------

'Federa1 training grant support
Federal research grant support

- Institutional/state- support

Number of. applicants

Quatity of applicants

Professional interest
Demand for graduates.

Other

.Total percent

(Total number)

------—------------‘_q-----,-—-n-----

" Federal training grant support 25 - 33
Federal research grant support 22 33
Institutional/state support -8 0 -
Number of applicants 15 15
Quality of-applicants. 5. -3
Professional interest 10 3
Demand for graduates . : 0 0.
Other . / 15 12
Total percent: ' 100- 100 .
(Tota1 number) (40) o (33)

Facu1ty
~ "Federal tra1n1ng grant support 2 0
Federal research grant support - 3 12 .
"~ Institutional/state support 29 _— 6
_Number of applicants , 0 . 0 /'
Quality of applicants J 3 ' 6 ya
Professional interest ‘ 29 . e 6
Demand for graduates 2 . 0
Other A - 3 71
Total percent 100 : 100 .
(Total number) (58) - ! (17)
- ( X . / K3
/
/ 87 S
"’.’ /-.. 47 )

< e

T/
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v ~ Table 19 Q\Fa{
Foreign Fu]]-Timg}Graduate Students and . Postdoctorate Trainees 11

.Other N e 6 - T 12 o

Selected Institutional Characteristics/ : ».\se;h“
_Foreign Graduate Students o Foreign Po octorate Trainees ' ; f*:
As a- X of Total - , - As a % of Total ) R
o o S :  Graduate . - . "7 . Postdoctorate Vol
Characteristics L : : . Number N Students -~ Number ‘Trainees : S
“Total institUtions -
""" S
Public P
Private ' SRR
.............. c o
Graduate schoo] ‘only L
Medical school only’ ' D - - » 02 . S A o 'g*
: Comprehensive : , —_— 80 ' 8 . _ 139 ~ 18 " R
. - S _— e Federa]]y Funded R & D Expenditures in the Biological Scientes in 1980 B
~ Top 50 ‘ a T e g T T e P T T
" A1l other » ' 134 I - 88 _ i 19
‘ . A Organizatton of Pramary Neuroscience Training Program »

- m m e e e EeeEmE e Em® e = e = = = == '." - - -\-- - - - - - - ee=- - - - = -\- - = = - .- 1.- - - - e @ . e o o = - - . - ;j: o
Department of neuroscience T o 4 . 5 o o 7 - . 18. e \\\.w,
- Interdepartmental program, neuroscience Ph.D. 2 ‘ B N 103 ' 2 N
~.._.Interdeparimental program, trad1tiona1 Ph.D. . 61 . 10 _ 28 - 20 . - LN

" Traditional program 114 : 9 .. 103 L 18 .
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PAruntext provided oy enic [

g~

o Princ1pa1 Areaéeof Concentration \{n Training and Reksxez‘nrch"of Graduate Students: 2

Postdoctorate Trainses, and Facylty in Neuroscience Programs Since 1977, .
’ & - by Contryl of Institution =
(in pehcentages) -, o - oo
. “ . . ) . ‘L
Graduate Postdoc’tora%e . .
. . . : Student .. Training/ ..  Faculty
“Area ‘ . Training Research : Research
. ¢
Anatomy : . ~18 . 18 \
Biology 4 3 ¢ \
Biostatistics/mathematics * * -
Biophysics - PEE -2 ‘2 N
Bioengineering. 2 ' 1.
-Cel1 piology/micrabiology - 2 2 v
Clinjcal/medical sciences 1 2 . *
Chémistry/biochemistry 6 -7 -
Epidemiology/public health 0 V]
Genetics . . 1 1
- Pathology/toxicology 1 1
Pharmacology 12 14
Physiology “24 24
Psychology/behaviorai sciences 21 18
Zoology - . ' 2 U %
Other - 2 2 .
_ Combination of above 4 5 .
Total percent 2 . 100 - 0 100 ) .
T 7 pubtic (Ne125) K
Anatomy . - 18 18 - 17 ot
Biology 3 3 -3
‘Biostatistics/mathematics * 0 *
8iophysics’ 1 3 2 - .
B8ioengineering 1 * 1. . *
Cell biology/microbiology .2 1 1 a
"Clinical/medical sciences 1 1 2 !
Chemistry/biochemistry 6 9 7 °
Epidemiology/public health 0 e 0 .
-Genetics -\ . ‘ * 1 b 4 ’ J
Pathg‘logy/toxmg'logy / 1 0 1
Pharmacology -% " 12 17 14
Physiology v 25 28 27 e
Psyctiology/behavioral sciences 24 12 -, 20
Zoology Vo 2 1. 1 4 “
- Other ; 2 « 1
Combination of atlove 3 . 4 3 R
Total percent 100 =100 100 ) °
- m - .- T T R I et e ey . -r
/.- «-Priyate (N=63)
Anatomy : 19 \5 19
Biology . ] 3 ~ 4
Biostatistics/mathematics 1 : 0. o*
Biophysics - : 3 L N 3 :
Bioengineering -~ . v 2~ 3 ¥ 2 - ‘
Cell biology/microbiology -2 C2 3
Clinical/medical sciences 1 3 - 1°
Chemistry/bfochemistry w5 10 ’ 6
Epidemiology/public health .0 .0 ® 0 <
Genetics . ) 1 1, 1 B
Pathology/toxicology - 1 . *
Pharmacology 1 . L) 12 .
Physiolegy . 20 ooo22 18
_Psychology/behavioral sciences 16 11 i5
Zoology = a 1 1:. 1
- Other . 4 c 4 4 o
- Combination of above . 7 ) “ 7 9 -
" Total percent ‘ 100 100 : . 100 TR
¢ . A

o

Kote: Institutions reported three "ni‘,a:l'br areas o? concen_traﬂon.” F1rst-ranked&iregs were
weighted by a factor of 3, second-ranked by a factor of 2, and third-ranked by a
- factor of 1. The above distribufions reflect the weighted aggregation. . i

*_ ess than .5 percent. - ’ S




: o / Table 21 N . -t
Principl‘l Areas of Concentrltion in Training and Research' of Graduate Students, . ’

o S - . Postdoctorate Trafinees, and Facuéty in Neyroscience Prognms Since 197 .

ST . : ‘ ) y Type jof Institut1on . .

(1n per_'centlges)

-

o . : Graduate °  Postdoctorate o
- Ta. . . Student ~ Training/ . Faculty

L " Area . Training . g Reselrch ' .Reselrch
_: ------------ ‘ - M W ® W m e W mm B AW momm W W m omeem e = - - m -
R , 3 Eradunte School Only (N=90)
» Anatomy 13 ‘( 15 - 11 -
Bfology 5 ' 4 3
L Biostntistics/mthemtics * .~ 0, o X :
+ w. = Biophysics 2. 3 2 :
“Bioengineering 2 c 2 A B
-Cell biology/nicrobioIogy 3 L -3 - . 2
“GYinical/medical sciences 2 -0 v2
Chemistry/ofochemistry 4 5 © a5
.- .. -Epidemiology/public health 0 - 0 0 . .
- Genetics : 1. 2 A PO
. . Pathelogy/toxicology 1 0 w k7
7. Pharmacology . 8 - 12 S 12¢
- . Physiology - -~ 23 - 27 R~ 25
. L Psychology/behlviorﬂ sciences K |1 J 17 : - 28
. — -Zoolegy . 2 0 _, . B
PO ., Other A 1 2 y *
’ Combination® of above 4 - . 8 4
. Tota) -percent ¢ * 100 © 100 100
. ' ° Medical School Only (N-37)
. Anat 30 ~ 19 28" "
o 310logy -3 1 1
© . Blostatistics/mathematics 0 - 0 0
Biophysics 1. - 3 2 .
“Bioengineering = . .1 0 0
Cell bfology/microbiology -2 * -2 3. o
Clinjcal/medical sciences 1 4 1
o Chemistry/biochemistry . 6 10, .8, °
-~ : . Epidemiology/public hellth 0 0 0°:
: ' Genetics : 0 0 . ]
PlthMogy/toxicology 1 0 : 1
: . , : . Pharmacology ° 19 21 18 °
b : ‘ . Physiology 24 26 20 -
. . Psychology/behlviorn sciences ‘8 .- 6 N R -
Zoology o 0 - .0
- . .  Other -3 -3 4
s ° . Combination of above ; 4 5 7
e e Total percent ' 100, 100 100.. )
’ N Comprehensive (N-Gl) T
+Anatomy ) 17 - a g
Biology ~ 4 2 5 .~
: 81ostntist1cs/mathemt1cs 1 " e- .0 *
- ' © Blophysics ... o2 / 2 : 2
e . Bioengineering 1, 2 # *
o . - Cel1 btology/microbiology 0. R | . G
Clinfcal/medical sciences 1 2., 2
) Chemistry/bfochemistry 8, 13 - 10
; : . Epidemiology/public heal! 0 0" ) 0 .
' Genetics i 0o 1 : 0
: PathoIogy/toxicoIogy * 0 .0
. i Pharmacology ' 12 16 > .14
* B o Physiology 824 . 25 . - 25
: Psychology/(hehavioral sciences 17 .10 12
- Zoology , 1 2 2
Qther N 3 ) 3 3
. Combination of above 5 - 3 . .6 .
: Tota) percent : 100) . 100 ) 100

7

T
- Note:~ Institutions reported three mjor areas o? concentration, Firstsranked |re|s
) were weighted by a factor of 3, secund-ranked by a factor of 2, and

third-ranked by 3 factor of 1. The above distributions reflect the waighted ‘ e .7
aggregation. . ’ t ‘ .
*Lesé than .5 percent. - -
o . v *
40,
R \ 5 -i. ‘

EMC - _ | . " . - . (‘\;‘\ , R ; ’

' : . : . y B o ’
. o Y // . q«

)
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Principal Areas of Concentr

Postdoctorate Trainees, 2n
by Federally §1nanced R

e

Table 22 #

ation In Training and Research of Graduate Students,

d Faculty in Neuroscience-Programs Since 1977,
D Expenditures in the Biological Sciences in 1980

. 0 " {in percentages) .
= i Graduate Postdoctorate i .
o R . - .- Student . - _ .. Training/ = _ Faculty
Area < Training Research Research
o , Top 50 o
- Anatomy ©19 18", . 20 - !
== 3. 81ology 5 L 4 5
e Biostatistics/mathematics 0 0 0 -
o~ —=  Bisphysics . 2 2 2
Bioengineering . -2 1 1
Cel1 biology/microbiology i 1 - 2
- Clinical/medical sciences 0 -1 1.
" Chemistry/biochémistry - 5 9 6
Epidemiology/public health -0 0 0
e Genetics . -0 0 s 0.
Pathology/toxicolagy .0 0 / : ]
Pharmaco\ogy : 12 17 - 13
.Physiology 25 24 24 -
Psychology/behavioral sciences 17 11 15
. © Zoology } R S 0 1,
. " Other ) 4. 5 4
Combination of above .8 6 's ~
.Total percent I - 100 100 . 100 -
PRI A A e R P L A T I P R R - e - -
~ a ] ATT Gther "¥=138) E
. T . T R I T G-
Anatomy 18 16 17 .
Biology ’ 4 .2 2
Biostatistics/mathematics - 1 -0 *
Biophysics - 1 3 2 - a
Bioengineering 2 1 1 ‘
Cel1 biology/microbiology -2 2 2
- Clinical/medical sciences 2 2 g 2
Chemistry/biochemistry 6 9 o 7.
Epidemiology/public health 0 0 8 0
" . Genetics | 1 1 1
Pathology/toxicology 1 -0 1
"~ Pharmacology . . 127 15 . 14 .
. Physialogy S 23 .27 24
Psychology/behavicral sciences - 23 12 20
Zoology 2 2 1
Other 1 2 1 1
Combination of -above 3 -5 4 5.
Total percent 100 00 1000
Note: —Institutions vepurted three major areas of concentration. _First-ranked .areas
were weighted by a factor of .3, second-ranked by a factor of 2, and
third-ranked by  a factor of 1. The above distributions reflect the
weighted aggregation. . -
- *Less than .5 parcent. .
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- . Table 23 o "
- RN Pr‘?hcipal Arc¢as of Concentrat{on n Trgj,uing’ and Research of Sraduate Students, ’ L A .
, . te Postdoctorate Trainees, and Faculty in Heuroscience Prograxs Sinca 1977, ) . — e
c by Organization of Primary Heuroscience Training Pragram ) |
. - v . 1 - . -
N : . (in percentages)’ ) : 3
. . N K . B . . @ i
: .\ - ) .
. o sraduate © _ Postdactorate” ) ‘
. _ Student Training/ Faculty |
Area .. - Training Research Research - ; S
ke - T =T . ur
--v--.--------7—,-----~-~-----~-—-‘-------~~-~- o, .
TR > e Type A (X=5) a
’ ’ . S * AR RN j—f~'~ ------ e -n - '-1;_-----»---1-7-‘-'- . .
. Anatomy 12 : T
. Biology 0 0 . 0 : .- :
N Biostatistics/mthematics -0 -0 0 . . 1
o Biophysics- 0 8 4 : .
: Bioenginedring - 0 0. 0 N e
’ Cell bio1og§v/u|1crob'!o1ogy 0 0 0 s ‘
¢iinical/medical sciencas 0 0 0 -
Chemistry/blochemistry 29 29 25 ] ‘
- - Epidemiology/public hea1'ch 0 0. 0 : :
. ‘Genetics 0 0 ] K
Pathﬂogy/toxicology - 0 1] « 0 o il
Pharmacology. 0 ) 0 0 :
Physiology 33 20 28 .
Psycho1ogylbehaviora1 sciences -0 ! 0 0 ‘ e
. Zoology - . 0 0 OO
’ Other s 26 25 26 ) .
o Combination-of above 0 .0 0 ~ .
. : Total percent 100 100 100 '
. Type B (N=21)
. Anatony 22 22 —— 2%
Biology - 7 5§ . b ]
Biostatistics/mthematics 0 . 0 ) 0
Biophysics C 2 4 -4, c
8ioenginearing . 0 0 0 .
- CeTl bio ogy/microbiology 2 - -1 -2
Clinical/medical sciences 0 © 3 0
Chemist ﬁlbiochewls y - 8 9 11
Epidemio ogy/public health 0 0 0 -
et taxicol ; 0 0
athology/toxicelogy
, Phamacolo 10 10 6
. Physiology . 28" T 28 28
‘\\ : Psychology/behavioral sciences 10 b 13
A Zoology . 0 0 0
Gther | 4 . 4 , 4
Combination of above E 7 y °§
Total percent . " . 100 - 100 100
L A R - o m e mEe. - - wew®weww - I N A A R
' . Type C (N=38)
‘ «  Anatomy 18 ’ 19 15 . ‘
. Biology 3 4 2 3
Biostatistics/mathematics 0 0 0 e
) Biophysics . N § 0 ] 1 -7 |
. ' Bioenginsering . - 3 3 . 2 .
Cell biology/microbiology 3 6 2 . *\ :
Clinical/medical sciences -2 0 =2 N
.Chemistry/biochemistry 6 8 7
Epidemio]ogy/publ‘lc health 0 0 0. . ?
Genetics 3 4 3 -
. Patholog{/toxicology 1 .. *0 0 '
. o Pharma 10 ’ . 14 14
- . . Physio1o 23 - . 24 L 26
: Psycho'logy/behav1ora1 sciences 24 4}: 14 23 B -
Zoology 1 a 0 —1 . -
Other 2 - . 4 o2
Combination of above 1 ¢ 2 1
Total percent . 1600 100 100
Continued "
(4 . . -
- 42
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2 Tablo 23 (Centinued) , .
. Prineipal Arass of Concentratfon in Training and Rescarch af Craduate Students,
- . Postdoctorate Trainces, and Fazulty in Hourascionse Prograzy Sfecd 3977,
, . by Grgantzstien of Prinary Heuroscience Tra.mfgg Progrezm - -
. - {1 percontages) N ' .,
s 5ra;iuésta Postdoctarate . 0
: Studeat Training/ Faculty
Arga - Teaining . Rasoasch Reﬁam:ch
) . < Type D thel08) . :
Anatony , e pi:] ' 16 18
. 8{oleogy : . - 4 2 3.
Biostatisgics/mathenatics 1 N *
Blophysics: > . 2 .4 d 2
Bioanainzering . 1 -1 1
Ca1Y bloicgy/aterchiclogy 2 1 2
CYinfcal/oedical sciencis 1 ey -2 2
Chemistry/blechenistry 4 § . 6
Epideniclogy/public hoalth . 1] .0 0
Ganatics s * ' 0 v ®
pathology/toxicelogy 1 9. 1
- Pharemasology 13 20 16.
Physioleay ‘ X 23 28 23
: Pythdlogy/behavioral selences 22 1., - 18
Zoology 2 4 1 1
Gthar . 1 ’ 1 . 1
Cozbination of above s 5 5 - §
Total percent -, 100 0 . . ‘100
dn----q-,(no.--ou-n--.---.-ua-'ﬂn-—Qtn.uu-ﬁn-
. . ' Type E (lis16)
N Anatoy . 8 13 ' 12
Biology : 3 4 ! 3
. 8lostatistics/ontheatics 1 -0 i
Bicphysics ~ 1 i 0-
, 8loengineering 4. 0 - 4
oy Cell blology/aicrebiotogy 9° R .2
; Clinfcal/medical sciences g« 4 4
: Cheaistry/biochenistry , 3 10 5
! Epideniology/public hoalth 0~ ¢ . . 0
Genatics 9 0 e [1]
Pathology/toxicolegy  .& 0 ] 0
. Pharnscology 8 4~ v . 13
W Fhy-10logy . 19 20 . 17
: — ;sy?.dcgylbehavioral selantas 3§ lg - 22’
o3y \ : . .
" Otber ' ‘i .2 g
Cozbinaticn of abave 9 N 10 g
Total percont 160 0 100 -
” ] \ ‘
- e .
. Type Ar Departmant of nourpscience, Ph.Q, in reuvoselence .
"~ Type B: Interdeparimental progrady, PheD." in nourgsclanca o
«  Type §: Intardepartoental progrss, Ph.D, in Eraditional disciplina with
' v ~ & specialization in paurosclenco
o Type D: Traditicnal department,.Ph.D. i1 teaaiticnal discipline with spectalizaticn
. S in _neuroscience * . , »
Type Et Othef : G
tote: Institutions reported gh;ee Sajor areas of chacentratien. Firstrarnked aroas
ware weignted by a factor of 3, sccond-ranked by a facter of 2, and
thicd-ranked by a fastor of 1. The zbove distributions reflect tha
waighted aggragatign. . _ o S
« . i ) ¢
! *Loss than .5 porcent. | ’ - F U
; . .
i -
- -
N rd ” 14
& ’ L - * a
-« .
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Table 24

' Number of Ph.D. Recipients in Neuroscience Programs, by Selected Institutional Characteristics

-

| . - :  Academic Year . i k-
Characteristic - o . 1980-81  1981-82 . 1982-83 ~
Total 516 490 599

'——-—-—----——-—----—-—-----u------------—---‘1—------'--

_...__..,'______,__.._______.._________....________..__.._______

Public ~ . © 340 335 . 410
Private SR ‘ : 176 155 - 189

: , | ‘ Type of Inst1tut1on .
Graduate school only R " 216 . 204 264 - |
Medical school only o e 69 . .19 88 — s
Comprehensive - . T . 231 207 - 247 . :

——--—--—-—-..-—--------.----..----—-------—------------

w e uiw e e e s @ a m wm e w e e W@ @ . ea W Em es e @ e @ e e .om @ m m wm W @ m e m % ® m S = e e = @ @ E| S R

---—-—-----_———------—_-—_---—--_-—---—------------—-

---—-—-..--...---u‘-_--—-—---.—------q------—-----—-—--—_--.

Department of neuroscience 20 12 16
Interdepartmental program, neuroscience Ph.D. - 84 .85 98
Interdepartmental program,. traditional Ph.D : 116 102 : 118

Traditional program ' 265 267 329
Other S h SR IS R | S 25. - 38

_Data from the top 50 and all other 1nst1tut1ons were weighted sépangte]y and therefore ‘may not- add
'exact]y to the total fon all. 1nst1tutions. ,

[
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. Table 25 ‘
Typical Length of Full-Time Study and Training_
. “for ‘Graduate Students and S
Postdoctorate Trainees Who-Completed
Neuroscience Programs During AY 1980-81,
' A1l Institutions. v

(in percentages) -

Length of Time S | Total

Graduate students-

Three years or less : 2
Four years : ' . 28 ‘
Five years ' . 63 . R S
Six years ‘ ' ““ -5 : :
Seven years <2
Eight years or more =~ - ~ ' 0
Total percent ‘ - 100
(Total number). . (N=175)*
Postdoctorate trainees -
One year or less =~ . ' -7
‘Two years ‘ . 65
."Three years : 26
Four years or more ' S 2
- Total percent _ 100

(Total number) - : . (N=124)*.

*The number of institutions represented on this table
.is lower than the population because some neuroscience
: programs began too recently for graduate students or
a0 ' ' postdoctorate trainees to have completed their study
- E _ * or training periods. Further, not all institutions
provided postdoctorate training. )




= , _ Table 26 .

Change Since 1977 in the: Typical Lehgth of Full-Time Study and Training for

Graduate Students and Postdoctorate Trainees in Neuroscience Programs,
All Instxtut1ons v

“*%-K\." (in percentages) .

o ' o Graduate Poetdoctorate '
Change Reported S . " Study Period  Training Period
No change . R . 85 o 72
"Decrease’ ' : 3 v 5
Increase of less than one year : 5 N1
Increase of one year oOr more ' 6 : 14
Total percent o 100 . 100
{Total number) S (N=175)* - {N=124)%

----------n-----‘-----------u--‘-gpq---»‘-.—

- Primary factor for increase in
study or training period: -

Lack 'of postdoctorate training s
_opportunities/full-time jabs S , -t
in the field - o - 33 V . 69
Expansion of curricula or training S
program requirements ‘ 28 3
Professional need/interest for - . !
additional training and , : .
: specialization - _— 29 - 21 -
e ‘ Availability of st1pend/sa1ary ) - : L
. support : . 5 -3
Other , , o .5 ' 3
" Total percent S ' - 100 - 100
(Total number) g - (N=21) (N=29)

*The number .of 1nst1tut1ons‘re$> sented on this table is lower than the
population because some neurosc?&nce programs_began too recently for -
graduate students or postdoctorate trainees to have completed their
study or training periods. _Furthery not all- 1nst1tut1ons prov1ded
postdoctorate training.:
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koo Tabler |
0p1n10ns About Market for Postdoc orate Tra1n1ng and Ful]-T1me umplayment 1nf
‘ ‘Neuroscience, AY 1981-82 -
by Control of -Institution

“(in percentages)

: _ Postdoctorate . Full-Time o ?fﬁ
Market - o Training - 'Emp1oyment ST
~ : Total
Critical shortage of personne]- ' 5 ')
,Moderate shortage of personne] . 21 _ ) -7
Market balance~  ~ . ' v - 41 . . - 18 .
" Moderate surp1us of personnel 29 ¢ ‘ . 56
Critical surplus of personnel . 4 ‘ 19
Total percent - 100 100 .
(Tota1 number)* . : © - (180) o - (181)
| T Public -
Cr1tica1 shprtage of personnel - //?§\ 4 o o ,
Moderate shortage of personnel - .22 T 6 ) :
Market balance 39 . 20, ' R
Moderaté surplus of personnel , 32 - b6 :
Critjcal surplus of personnel - 4 - - - 18
Total percent - 100, . - - Too
(Total number)* . . (121) -~ : (121)
) y ‘ Pr1vate ’ , ‘
Cr1t1ca1 shortage of personnel | , 8 - - 0 -f
- Moderate shortage of personnel‘“ . - 17 . . 8 : o
Market balance 46 - - . 13 ‘ -
‘Moderite surplus of personne1 4 57
Critical surplus of personnel - . 5 v 22
- Total percent L g v 100 . 100
(Tota] numbenﬁ* /o e (59) - '_‘(60)
*The numbers of 1nstitutions ‘represented here are 10wer than the population ~
numbers because not all 1nst1tut10ns answered the questions. c B
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"Table 28

%

. Opinians About Market for Postdoctorate Training and Fu11 Time Emp]oyment in
. Neuroscience, AY 1981-82

by Type of Institution-

(4n percentagé35

‘Postdoctorate
Training .

Full-Time -
Emp]oyment .

------------

Crit1ca1 shortage of personnel
- Moderate shortage of personnel
. Market balance
Moderate surplus of personnei
Critical surplus of personne!
Total percent
(Tota} number)*

o wmd w w a e = = o- - m e m m om o m omom om m om omom owm o

--------- - o e e e

Critica] shortage of personnel
Moderate shortage of personnel
Market balance

. Moderate surplus of personne1
Critical surplus of personnel
Total percent -~ »

(Total number)}*

--------------------------

----;----An-w------------~-----,-----------

n---ma-n-------e—--‘-------m------u--- ------

Critical shortage of personnel
Moderate ' shortage of personne1
Market balance
Moderate surplus of personnel
Critical surplus of persdnnel
Total percent
(Total number)

4 -,' , - 0
22 4
3 " 25
30 - . 51
.5 : . 20 .
100 o 100
(84) (84)
Medica] Sch001 0n1y

11 0
23 12
- 37 12
23 61

6~ 15
100 100
(35) - (36)

‘Comprehensive -

-16 . 8
48 . 13
33 T . 59.

2 - - 21
100 , . 100

(61)

(61)-- .,

*The numbers of institutions represented here are lower than the population
numbers because not all institutions answered the questjons..

48




Tab]e 29

Opinions About Market for Postdoctorate Training and Fu11~Time Emp]oyment in
Neuroscience, AY. 1981-82
. by Federa]ly Financed‘R & D Expenditures in the Biological Sciences 1n 1980 v

- {in percentages) S . S
NN o Postdoctorate - Full-Time . . = .
- Market . - Training ~ Employment Wl
e N e e W P - - - - - - - -2
. Top 50
s Critica] shortage of personnei : 5 - o ,,J‘
: Moderate shortage of personne] .18 - . 4 b
- Market balance . - 42 20 DE
B " . Moderate surplus of personnél 35 ) - _7 Voo
| S . Critical surp]ughof personnel , .0 : ; ; 14 R SR
: Total percent o o 100 - . . 100 : .
(Total number)* . ~ - (49) - (49) .
. e ATl Other -
Critica1 shortage’ of personne] \j' f 5 Y - 0" , .
Moderate shortage of personnel =~ 2 7.8 L .
Market balance’ ' : S 40 18 ' - ,
Moderate surplus of personnel - . s 27 o - 54, Lo !
. Critical surplus -of personne] ‘ a6 v 21 R
’ Total percent v 100 T . 10 L
(Total number)* o , < (131) ! (132) . o s
'« 7 *The numbers of institutions represented here are lower than the population

‘humbers because not all institutions answered the questions. . _

Ty




e : AT ‘ Table 30
/ . o 0p1n1ons About Market for Postdoctorate Tra1n1ng and Fun-T1me Emp]oyment in
e o : Neurosd’Nﬁ, AY 1981-82
. ; ‘7 by 0rgan1zat1on ot Primary euroscience Tra1ning Program ‘ ‘ . ) }
/ . : 4 N '. : (in percentages) . L a o .
// . . R - : i : : . — hd SR .
/_ L . - Postdoctorate Full-Time °
/o . o Market : . Training Emp loyment .
} - Type A :
P N GG M B B N B S I P L B ad ~
Critical shortage of personnel - 0
} Moderate shortage of personnel 25 Coy 1}
- . Market balance . 25 .. 28
: : R “Moderate surplus of personne] <. B0 o 50.
: Critical surplus of personnel - .0 25 ' e
- Total percent - 100 SU100 s T v
(Total number)* . ] . (4)’ o (%) . :
. ' - ' Type B .
Critical shortage of personnel ’ 5 o - : . !
PP ‘Moderate shortage of per‘sonnel . 33 - 10 <
LT ) : Market balance - . - 38 . 10
e . - ' Moderate surplus of personnel - 24 70
: Critical surplus of personnel’ . 0 L 10.
Total percent o ‘ 100 | . U loor
(Total number)* L (1) = . (20)
. . ‘ ‘E ’ ¥ Type €. oo ‘
c"}“cal shortage of personnel : 6 . -0 _ . ’
Moderate shortage of personnel BT : 0 - ¢«
Market balance . 42 S22 . .
Moderate surplus of personnel 22 v - 61 : e
’ Critical surpius of personnel . 6 . _ 17 -
. Totai percent . - 100 100
\ (Total number) . ' |‘ . (36) . (36)
s o ' Type D -
......... hemmccccecemamen e m. .. -—-.-- o
“Critfcal shortage of personnel . : 5 - 0
Moderate shertage of personnel : 16 8
. Market balance 43 19 4
N Moderate surplus ot pergonnel ’ 30 - b2 -
» Critical surplus of personnel .- 5 2l oL L
* Total percent. _ . - 100 100 . . . . &
. (Total numher)* . : (103) . - (104) ' <
. N e € < .
T e eeiiien T weE - ..
Critical shortage of personnel : 0 .0
Moderate shortage of personnel 5 - 19 ) 18 . ’ i
Market halance - a1 o 6 T . IRt ) .
. . Moderate surplus of .personnel 50 83 .1 )
« . Critical surplus of perscinel - - 0 S 24 N
- Total percent R . .. loo 100 - 2, o
(Total number ) * : S ¢ 1) A - (17) - e .
Type &: Department of neurosc1en€e. Pr; D. 1n neuroscience : : - -
Type 8: Interdepartmental program, Ph.D. in neuroscience . ) !
Type C: Interdepartmental program, Ph.D. in traditional discipline with : i , .
specialization in neyro cience . . - T
Type D: Traditional departme .D. in traditional discipline with : - e
. spec1a11z,at1on in osc nc\e : . R
‘Type E’; Other ¥ : - ’ . . to- . :
. " *The numbers of instit ns represented here are. Ioner than the popuTation L A ‘ R
-t ] : .numbers because not 211 t1tut1ons answered the questions. . ' , ER
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Appendix A: -Survey.Instrument

| AMERICAN COUNEIL ON EDUCATION
/ . A , + ONE DUPONT CIRCLE
’ ’ WASHINGTON. D. C, 20038

. |
o June 21, 1982

HIGHER EDUCATION PANEL ‘ . - .
. {202) 833-4757 ’ i '

'Dear Higher Education Panel Representative, v
Attached is Higher Educatien Panel Survey #37, 'Neuroscience Personnel -‘and
A -7 Training." Sponsored by the National Science Foundation, its purpose is:to ‘
"~ clarify some ‘aspects of current neuroscience training and manpower. ' . -
. Research on the nervous 'S}:"s'zﬁem has grown very rapidly over ghe past decade—
with large increases in the number of scientists working in this ‘area.. Formai )
+  and informal training programs_in neuroscience have proliferated in colleges and
~ universities, and nearly 200 neuroscience training programs have been identified. . ..
" Unfortupately, this explosive growth has not beén accompanied by specific infor- ;
mation regarding neuroscientists and their training, or the manpower needs and " ™~
capabilities in the neurosciences. Most neuroscientists, because of the inter=
disciplinary nature of their research, are based in departments of- anatomy,
pharmacology, physiology, biochemistry, biology, -and psychology; there are only
one dozen formal departments of neuroscience. Thus, ‘the status of manpower and
training in neuroscience cannot be assessed by simply studying conventional
-départments. S . T - ‘ -
.« -+ You will note that this is a sgmewhat 'complex questionnaire and will r,eo&ire e
. verly specific, substantive jnowledge of the discipline to complete. Cdnsequently, o
instéad of asking the HEP repregentative to determine the most appropriate Tespon-. w
~dent, the F_ptmda_tio:‘lwﬁted that a specific individual act as neuroscience -~ -
coordinator on your campus. At your institutdion, the Foundation recommends' that
the survey be forwarded to:- - - ' . ' N
\\

’

If this pérson is no longer on }'rour:campus‘or is otherwise unavailable to
act as coordinator, please désignate an appropriate substitute and let us know
whom-you select. We have included a preaddtressed postcard for this purpose.’ -

Pléase understand that your institution's response will be protected to the
maximum extent permissible by l##: As with all our surveys, the data you provide
-will be reported in summary fashion only and will not be identifiable with your

- institution. This survey is authorized by the National Science Foundation Act of ~-
1950, as amended. though you are not required:to ‘respond, ycur cooperation is
-needed to make “the relults c rehensive, reliable, and timely. - .




»

Page 2 . ST
. Higher Education Panel Representative

-

Please have.the completed aueétionnaire returned to us by July 12, 1982.

A preaddressed envelope is enclosed for your.gconvenience. Ifi{you have any -
questions or problems,‘please.do'got‘hesitate to telephone us collect at .

(202)833-4757. S ‘ D
T - | S L .
, o o - Sincgrely
. v ) 4 . \\‘ ( v
- T S Frank J) Atelse
"’ \ Panel Director
e ~ Enclosures "
L . 3
' . . N .
. R ., LY
a 4 o . ,
— B .
’ ' . R \
-
. ot
N N BA; . N —
L 2 .




. . NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION -
" WASHINGTON.DC. 20550 .-

Y l'“ - .' N ] ’ L
N
~

‘ ¢ . . .
. . [ Yy e . . [ .
- Dear Neuroscience Cootdinator: . . : ; e

o } . ' | © . June 21, 1982

- We are writing to ask your cooperation with the attached survey which we are sponsoring to
‘ claflfy some “aspects of current neuroscience training and manpower. We at the Natiohal -
Science Foundation have asked ‘thé Higher Education Panel, a survey research program oper-
ated by the American. Council on'Education, to conduct this survey for us.’ : '

Research onr the nervous-system has grown rapjdly in the past decade; yet thére has besn no
concomiitant growth in information about neuroscientists. There-are only about twelve formal
departments of neuroscience around the country, and many‘neuroscientists_'a’nd much train-
ing are based in traditional departments of.anatomy, biochemistry, biology, ‘pharmacology,
physiology, and psychology. Since most of the data relative to training and manpower is com-
piled on the department-level, information relevant to neuroscience training—which cuts

across traditional department lines—is not available. " o :
- . . q b ' ) N . . o )

’ Accurate and specific information on neuroscience is needed by the National Science Foun- .
dation both to help determine policy and-to evaluate the impact of clranges in.research and

training support. These data will be seful, in addition, to other federal agencies, the Society

for Neuroscience, and the federal Interagency Working Group in Neuroscience.

We realize that this is a very difficuit questionnaire and severgl of the items will require a ‘sub-
<+ stantial effort. However, we hope you will agree_thdt the goal is worth the effort.

It is especially important that you think carefully about the first question in the survey because
it defines.the neuroscience program at your institution.. The rest of -the survey relates to the )
neuroscience program you define, and we encourage you to be-ds comprehensive as possible.
For example, even if your institution has a department of neuroscience or an interdepart-
mental program with a doctorate in neuroscience, neuroscience graduate students, postdoc- -
torate trainees, .and faculty may be housed in several departments. It is important for the
survey to include 4/ appropriate persons, not just those associated with a formial neurdscience
department of program. If there is a medical school on your campus, be sure to consider its
students, faculty, and staff. We ask that you be inctusive rather than exclusive in your responses.

Please feel free to call the Higher Education Panel staff collect at (202) 833-4757 if there are
any questions or. problems. This survey should be returned by July 12, 1982 to the Higher
Education Panel, One Dupont Circle, Suite 829, Washington, D.C. 20036. ' .

Your be§t‘efforts will be sincerely appreciated.

.y

v

a- ‘. 2) BN\M . . . Qd ' @‘K‘(ﬁ\
James H. Brown Joe Dan Coufter
Division of Behavioral and . - Education Committee =

Neural Sciences - * . Society for Neuroscience
__, National Science Feundation ‘ : -

) .
B . o 53 . |
ERIC. e | ’6"*-‘- -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ERICAN ST . OMB #3145-0009
: NCIL'ON o N -~ enp. ,6/33/84. )
yEDUCATION 1 Higher Education, Panel Survey No. 57 S ' '

NEUROSCIENCE PERSONNEL AND TRAINING -~~~

v -

Definitions - e N

" Neurosclence: Those sub;ect areas disciplines and research strategles which have, as a pri-
mary goal, the understanding of the structure and lunctlo  of nervous systems and the
role of the nervous system m determining behavior.

R ' ° Graduate student (full-time): An individual enrolled fuli-time in a program of sﬁldy/tramln'g
) leading to a Ph.D. or equivalent. Exclude students enrolledl solely in a medical program,
but include students in dual degree programs (e.g., M.D.-Ph.D.)

Postdoctorlto trainee: An individual with a doctorate (Ph.D., Sc.p., etc.) orwith a professional
degree (M.D., D.D:S., D.V.M,, etc.) who, under temporary a po/ntment devotes full-tlme
to research actwntues or study, usually for a specified time period.

Nonfaculty research doctorate: A person employed full-time by the department in a profes-
sional. capacity specitically for research actwntles who holds a doctorate, who does not
have a faculty appointment and /s not a postdoctorate trainee. .

Flculty individuals with ragular, full-time faculty apponntments (both tenured and non-
tenured) Exclude postdoctorate trainees and nonlaculty research doctorates. '

-

L)

1. indicate the. primary adm|mstratlve/orgamzatlonal structure that in academic’ year 1981-82 prolndes graduate neuroscience
training at your institution: If such training is provnded by more t'tan one admlmstratlve/organlzatlonal structure enter the appro- .
prlate codes in the spaces_provided. : L .

STRUCTURE CODES

. . A Department of Neurosclence Ph.D. in neuroscience
(Enter codes.from list opp o_srte.) B Interdepartmental program, Ph.D. in neuroscience
" Primary neuroscience - - C Interdepartmental program, Ph.D. in traditional dlsclplme with
' tralnylng program o . » specialization in: neuroscience
- - T D Traditional department, Ph.D. in traditional dlsclplme wuth
Additional neuroscience L . specialization in neroscience o
trammg programs (if any) — . E - Other (specify)

Please complete the rest of this quesfionnaire with reference to ali graduate neurosolence per-
sonnel and training at your institutian—i.e., the primary neuréscience program and all addi- .
tlonal neuroscience training. - b ,

~ . - ¢ v ! A
.

, o :\i\ . ,
t“ 2, As of fall 1981, how many fuil-time faculty and full- time nonfaculty research doctorates were in: your neuroscience program(s)7
s Do not include postdoctorate trai ﬁ;}osmons ' .
NU

ER | S o e
, SN “ - .
- o -'—__AII faculty .
(—__) Tenured laculty | .~
“{_—_ ") Nontenured faculty |

&7
Nonfaculty research doctorates

54
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e - o g

. 3. Hpw many fu!l-titﬁe graduate students, postdoctorate trainees, and faculty were in your neuroscience program(s) in fall 1980 and
’ _ 1981, and what are your estimates for fall 19827 {Please provide your best e‘sti_mates if actual counts are not available) -

\ ~ GRADUATE POSTDOCTORATE . :
, v o 'STUDENTS - . TRAINEES : FACULTY - ' )
Fall 1980 - — ‘ - This figure should be the same -
Fén 1681 . ' . . : , ) é as that reported for all faculty
e 7 : - in item 2 above. : :

. Fali 1982 (estimate)

- 4, If any net changes leither increases or decréases) occurred between fall 1980 and fall 1982 in the numb‘er' of graduate students,

. postdoctorate trainees, or faculty in your neuroscience program(s) (as indicated above in question 3), please indicate for each the -
primary factor that con'tribt_lted“t.o that change. - . CODE ,
PRIMARY. FACTOR " Changeinm; : | ' . )
~F0R~CH“GE ' * A Federal training grant/fellowship support - ©
~ (Enter codes from list opposite) B Federal research grant/contract support
. P C Institutional/state support ’
_ Graduate students D Number of applicants -
o R E  Quality of applicants- * .
Postdoctorale lrainees F  Professional interest in the field : .
» Faculty' + G Demand for graduates/ava'ilability of jobs in the field
o ) , H Other (specify) — - : L
v -1 No net change : :
5. How many Ph.D.s were awarded in your neurgscience pro- 6. In fall 1981, liow many full-time gfaduéte students and post-
gram(s) in academic years 1980-81 and 1981-82, and what doctorate trainees in your neuroscience program(s) were

is your estimate for academic year 1982:837 (Please pro- foreign (non-U.S.) citizens on temporary or student visas?
vide your best estimates if actual counts are not available.) . A NU‘;BER _

’ PH.D. RECIPIENTS Foreign graduate students

Foreign postdocterate trainees

Academic Year 1980-81
“Academic Year 1981-82
~Academic Year 1982-83 (estimate)

- 7. Indicate the ihfee majér subject areas/disciplines that best characterize the areas of concentration in training. and research of
graduate students, postdoctorate trainees, and faculty in your neuroscience program(s) within the past five years {since 1977).
Rank order the top three areas for each group, with (1) _being the area of greatest concentration. .

MAJOR AREAS OF CONCENTRATION .
(Enter codes from list below.)

. Graduate student training M) —— 2 (3) —_— '
" Postdocforate training/research - {1} ——— (2) (3) ——
o Faculty research ) — @ @) - :
' " ' CODE ' '
g Q?oalzogryny o J Genetic'sv . -
.C Biostatistics/mathematics K Pathology/toxicology
SIS ) L Pharmacology
g -§!°°“V."¢S‘. | M Physiology
o joengineering - D . .
_FCell biology/microbiology lg ;ggfohology/behavmral sciences
— ' G Clinical/medical sciences P Otherg‘(’specify) E
H Chemistry/biochemistry . o . ‘ - :
N i Epidemioloﬁgy/public health ' - i
55
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_ 8. What was the average or typacal numher of years of fult Aime study and training for graduate students and postdoctorate trainees
who completed your neuroscience program(s) during academic year 1980-817

GRADUATE STUDENTS . T POSTDDCTORATE TRAINEES
(Check One) _ . (Check One)
L ~— ) Three years or Iese - { ) Sixyears . fg ; %25 ;ggrsm s
) e { ) Fpur years - { ) Seven years : “{ ) Three years
. { ) Frve years ( ) Eight years or more ( ) Four years of more

9. in the past t" ive years (since 1977), has there been a change in the average or typical numbes of years of fuII time study and training
for graduate students and postdoctorate trainees in your neuroscience program(s)?

GRADUATE S’IUDY PERIOD . POSTDOCTORATE TRAINING PERIOQ
| (Check One) : . (Check One) ST
{ ) Decreased " ) Decreased
{ ) No change (" 4 Nochange -
{ ' ) Increased less than one year- - { ) Increased less than one year
{ ) Increased one year or more A ) Increased one year or more

10. If an‘increass has occurred in the average amount of trme either your graduate stuuents of postdoctorate frainees remain in your

neuroscience program (as indicated above in question 9), to which primary factor do you attribute the increase(s)?

PRIMARY FACTOR FOR INCREASE S S CODE:
(Enter codes from list opposite.)

. . A' Lack of postdoctorate tramrng opportunltres/full time jobs in
) Graduate student N the field
faduate students e - B Expansion of curricula or trarnmg program requrrements
: ' : - C Professional need/interest for addrtlonal training and
Postdoctorate trainees specialization C Y ) :
osidoctora’e . fainee « D Availability of stipend/salary support e
E  Other (specrfy) : . .

v

B T fau, 1981, how many~flrlt-time faculty vacancies .(bud- " 12, Of the faculty employed'futl-t‘rme in fall 1981 in your neuro-"
‘ geted positions) existed in"yaur neuroscience program(s)? science program(s), how many-do you expect will retire after

spring term 1982 and before fail term 1983 (a one-year
span)?

Faculty vacancies fall 1981 . Expected refirements 1982:83

V13 From your recent placement experience, how would you characterize the market during academic year 1981 82 for postdoctorare
training in neuroscience and full-time employment in neurosciénce follawing completion of postdoctorate training?

MARKET * _ ) . - CODE

. (Enter codes from hst opposite, ) .- A Critical shortage of personnel o .
8 Moderate shortage of personnel .
- Postdoctorate training. C  Market balance between personnel and positions
. : : D . Moderate surplus of personnel . . o
Full-time employment .. - ~—— E  Critical surplus of personnel

Thank you for your assistance. Piease return this form ) Please keep a copj‘of this survey -for ydur records.

by July 12, 1982 to: A Person completing form:

Higher Education Panel ‘ Name.

« American Council on Education ) '
- One Dupont Circle, Suite 829 Dept. - —
‘ ‘Washington, D.C. 20036 - : Phone - . =

If you have any questions or prob!ems, ptease call the HEP staff collect at (202) 83_3-4757
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The survéy instrument was sent to all colleges and universities that “

offered doctorate»ievel programs 1n the neurosciences' le&vPanel institutiuné
and 7 nonpanel 1nstitutians. Thus, uniske most Panel surveys, standard errors
are not reporied since the data vere drawn from the,entire gopu?ation of

»

institutions identiffeqoasvofferfng neuroscience training.

, weightang ' o | S i
Data from the 174 responding institutions wese statistica11y Jusied to'  ‘
represent the popuiation of ?nstitutﬂbns with graduate neuroscience activity.
First -data were 1mputed’fbr unreported items using ce%i averages.’ Thén
‘we1ghts were calcu1ated For each ce11 by dividing the number of 1nstitutdens in
the population by the number of institutions that responded (sqe tab1ehB-1}
The resulting weights then were. app]ied to the data provided by each 1nst1tu-
~ tion, thus raising the respondent data to nationa1 éstimates,

a

.

4

o

- 12

hd

oS

Stratification Design for Neighting ‘

IS

_ Table 8-1:

Cell Description ° - Population Respondents Keight
0l. Public universit%ese.. 85 79 1.08
.02/ Private universities - | . 47 40 1.18 -

) Public medical schools 25 . 24 - - L04

05 Public nonblack four-year col]eges (larde) 14 14 1.00

' 06 Private medical schools 13 13 100

07 Private four-year colleges (1arge) 1 1 1.00
10. Public four-year colleges (small) - 1 1 1.00

11 Private four-year colleges Emedium) -1 1 1.00

Private four«year co]1eges small) =~ 1 1 1.00

.
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AN
‘Response Ana]ysis

Tab]e B-2" compares the 174 respondents W1th the 14 nonrespondents aga1nst
severai 1nst1tut1ona1 characteristics. The_overall response rate—was qu1te -

- h1gh--93 percent--and the rates for d1fferent k1nds of 1nst1tut1£ns never fell

more than 4 percentage po1nts below that norm. :
H1gher-than-average response rates were recordedvfor medicafwéEhoo1$“(97;'"v~ ».»wih,w%
. ?' o percent), four-year colleges (98 percent), and 1nst1tut1ons enroll1ng 1,200- |
.2,500' graduate and first profess1ona1 students (98 percent) -
Lower-than-average response,rates were recorded for the largest graduate
, o , R ) g
- schools (88 percent) and for private institytions (89 percent). ST
. = ’v !V‘.. s - . - . ‘\
’ s ,‘,Table B-2: Compar1son of Respondents and Nonrespondents® :
_ e . ' o Respondents ~ Nonrespondents . Response - g
Characteristic =~ - (N=174) _(N=14) Rate L
CTotal <. ' 100.0 1000 92.6
P B Control ™ - . S . ' . - S
. - ‘Public’ - SR 67.8 50.0 - 9.4 -
e e “Private - 32.2 50.0 . 88.9
. University o 68.4 92.9 90.2 -
Four-year ‘college ) 31.6- . Y A © 98.2
- Carnegie Class ~ o .
. .. Research university . 4.8 - 57.2 90.7
C Doctoral-granting - 25.3 - 28.6 91.7
Comprehensive o 7.5 7.1 92.9
Medical -school 20.7 ‘ 7.1 973
A1l other = - . 1.7 0.0 - 100.0
N ‘Census Region - ) o - _ ”
. Eadt - . 26.4 . 214 . 93,6,
" Midwest - 22.4 ¢+ . 28.6 © 90,7 o
-South ‘ o, 3349 28.6 93.7
Nest s 47,2 v . 2l.4 90.9
. Graduate & First PrdfesS1ona1 B . '_ - ! )
Enroliment ) ) ' -
" Less than 1,200 2 = 2407 14.3 95.6
1,200-2,500 23.0 . 11 97.6
- 2,501-4;500 “L 25.9 35.7 "90.0
4,501 or more - 26.4 42.9 88.5 h
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