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T ' HIGHLIGHTS
. < .-
The survey findings are based on the opinions: off academic officials at .
institutions with’ underdﬁaduate programs and with graduate programs in the
sciences and engineering. A separate study was conducted for the humanities.
Its results are reported in HEP Report No. 59, Student Qua11ty’ﬁn the
Humanities: Qp1n1ons of Senior Academic Off1c1a1s .

Undergradaate Students ! ‘ L @%éﬁ
0 Most offic1als (61 percent) believed that student qua11ty had not changed
. s1gn1f1;ant1y over the last five years. About one-~fourth thought that
qualafyghad improved and roughly one sixth, that significant deq11nes in
quality'had ‘taker place. '
; .
o At private’ 1nst1tut1ons, officials at: doctorate-granting 1nst ut1ons mare”
often expressed a positive view about student quality than did their co]

leagues -at ‘institutioms without doctoral programs (32 percent and 18 pe.cent,

" respectively). Such~differences in view did not occur among off1c1als at
public "institutions. .

~

-0 Officials were asked whether their most able undergraduate students were
shifting toward or away,from the-science and engineering (S/E) fields.
The majority opinion (53 percent) was that no such shifts had ofturred over
the past five years. ' Of the remainder, most believed that the shifts were
toward the S/E fields rather than away from them (40vp rcent and 7 nercent,
respect1ve1y)

o The latter opinion about the most able students shifting toward the S/E
fields was especially prevalent among the 100 insfitutions with the greatest
baccalaureate production in S/E fields, Three guarters of the offiicials at«
such instftutions believed that the, distributiomt

“had shifted. Further, all were of the opinion t

ﬁt the shifts were toward
y S/E fieldss 7 :

-

0 Changes in student views about their emp1oyment chances after rece1v1ng the
baccalaureate degree Was cons1d§red the dom1nant reason for sh1ft1ng majors
to S/E fields. : . ,

o About two-fifths of the officials also believed that ‘the distribution of
their ‘most able majors in S/E -fields had”shifted over -the past.five years,
Of these shifts, computer science was most cited as a recipient field by
32 percent of the officials, engineering by 18 percent, and the physical.
sciences by 6 percent.’ Vo

. ‘

Applicants for Graduate Study

Y ¢«
A \ - ) } - : .
o Among officials at graduate 1nssq;ytion3, three of evéry five ‘believed the

quality of applicants fdr graduat¢ study in S/E fields had, not changed sig- '
.nificantly over the previous fiVe years. Only one in e1gHt thought the

-

-

f the/ir most able,§tudents

quality of applicants had declined. Qfs the 28 percent who believed qua11ty )
had improved, siX out Of ten believed the improvements were~ conf1neq to & few-

S/E fields n}%her than to S/E applicants overall. " 2

- 4
X

%
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0 The off1c1a]s based their, Judgments of the qua11ty of graduate schoo1

applicants most often on facu]ty percept1ons, c]ose]y followed by undergradqate
grade-point averages. , . .
‘ , % " . /. &

) Almost ha]f of the off1c1a1s thought a5p11cants w1th bacca]aureates;from
foreign 1nst1tut1ons were as qualified for S/E graddﬁﬁe study- as applicants ~ ¢
with U.S. baccaldureates. - Of" the remaining officials, however, the prepon-.
derant majority {by a ratio of-dver four to one) believed that app]1cants w1th
“U.S. bacca]aureates Thad- s1gn1f1cant]y better qua11f1cat1ons «

-

Doctorate Recipients ' e

o In comparing the quality of recent Ph.D. rec1p1ents (1981:82) 1th those from~
‘the 1976-77 period, two-thirds of the officials say ' no-significa t d1fference:7
betweerr the two groups. Of the remaining .one- th1#§‘ however, four of every

- five- thought the 1981-82 group was szgn1f1cant1y better qualified.
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. BACKGROUND ‘ | : g
: : L . <
' In the fall-of f982, the National Science Foundation requested a Higher
Education-Panél study of the opinions of senior academic officials about
cnanges in tne quality of students in science and engineering fields over the
- last- five years. Tne Foundation sought tnis informat ion as part'of'its ﬁarger
_dongern about the cﬂiggnt status of sg{ence and engineering in this c0u3try.
3 ' -

At the same time, the National Endowment for the Humanities was interested

—~
.

1noobtaining information about the quality of students in the humanities. [t

was declded, therefore, Lo conducl the Lwo Sut veys Lunuur‘ﬂently.l The sclence

and el inegring gquestionnalres  one concernlng undcr‘grududte"x and one con
( 3 ' .
I3

. ¢ .
cerning Jraduale students--were sent to the Panel representative on each app 1l

cable campus with the request thit they be compieted by senior academic of -
* N
fFrcers acquainted with the anstitution's academic atmosphere over this past tive
o
years. Lt owas suqggested that the dodn of the colloge of arts and sciences or, s

av th(\\hrc]('r institutions, the dean of the scicnces division would be the

ARpropriate respondent for the under g aduate questaionnaire, and that the dean

u/t,h(‘\)m’uz\[f SChool Could be st Caothy ylet e Ue praduaate quaestionnalre Mo

15 aldways o the fanat g Vo eea s bttt U Ui kI Vua b HER e e
Latiy 9 ahe ToaY]
Copien of Hoth tr N S B I TR ’t/,.rv‘f .
. e
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AN o . ) : .
restriction. was to assure that the results would be representative of those

institutions that provide most of the nation's graduate training. Thus, the'

e, “

estimates reported“here are not unduly influenced by institutions whose pro-
[ .
grams at the graduate level are small and incidental to their primary mission
S . 4 ‘
in higher education.
v 5
4 [V
ME THOOS SUMMARY
I3
R

the Haghoo Con ata o s e Las e L by e o, esean b

, 5 oam realted T L9700 L Lhe oer de oo L uNCHT Lo bauealtlon 1l purose 1y

Lo conducl sarveyd U Lopl s o curcenl pu]‘k,ry ol estl Lo Uhie hilgher cducalion

Cuatnunmity and bt go o nment ageacles

The Panel is o disproportionate Stoat1fied sample ot /00 colleges and

universities drawn {-om the population of more than 3,000 institut@ons 1inted

b,
in the Natjonal Center for Bducation Statsstaics' tducation Directory, Colleges

[

i

and (fnlv.;mﬂth;;) ALl Tostitutlons In Lhe population are grouped according ™p

{

A .
the Pancel s Strataglecatlon Jdeslygn, which 1. based upon tastitution type {un)

viee o 1 ly fouwe yea. college Lwu e colitega), t\'/v\l‘,l\)] ([)llh]1k_. priivate ), and
chee ATl Uie eg  tealaat cNeo b Imeno) oo o, gl an survey Ll Uher Uhe

ol e Panct oo an appoope talie sabagr ue s uoe b

-

¢ The suryey operation s dependent Lpon a netwGrk L f campus represent ot e,
vEothe Pancd st sttt tens whone pres ndents haye ageeed e pnctroapat e The

sopresent b aves rece e Phe Pane eyt ronnaiees aid direct them to Phe most

“~.

approprate campu. ot ticral for response.
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un‘dergradu_ate p’régrams and 298 of the 383.institutions with graduate.progranms,
for\ response’ r;te.s 'gf 80 and {8 percent, respective]y". Data fforﬂ_fhese insuti-
tutions wereistﬁtistichy adjusted by computing institutional weights based
upon the ratio%f respondents to the number Qf instituti)ons i the popu1ation,;
Sepki”dtel‘/ fpr' each stratum. The data in this report show estimates for 1,362
nstitutions with underyr aduale baccalaureale programs 1n the sciences and
cnglneer Iny and o 44] lu>L1LuL}0ﬂ> wlilh graduale programs 1%73¢16ﬂCE and
ciiglocer Ing {(Fhalled Lo those Lhal awar ded more Lhan 50 mastler's degrtees and,u
are Phob g anllog TastloatUiogn )
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private institutions, with significant improvemeﬁ?s in student quality-cited

. - .o
35 percent vs. 19 percent. :
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mstitutions  ho.ever, opinlons var lod widely between the two groups

Ciﬁl% at the doctorate-level

(VAR

K]

by

AL pedvate

institutions were far more positive aboul improve-

ment n ntluh3n,‘uu\kity than their colleagues at colleges without doctoral pro-

grams--32 percent of the former

to declines.

notad improvement and only 5

7 s

percent attested

AL nondoctorate-grant ing institutions, about s many of ficials

caw dec Tines as saw dmprovements (17 percent and 18 peveent, respectively).

The vespondent, were asked Lo rank

the b opaintons were bae
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the three principal
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indicator:,

The andicators were weighted anversely, 1000, the

which
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- \ ) -
indicator ranked first in importance was multiplied by 3, the second-ranked was

p

~multiplied by 2, and the third-ranked, by 1. Thus,yall indicators rebresgnt
g
8 - .
weighted values: By this ﬂ?bcedure, the indicators were ranked as follows: .
. .
Percentage of
Weighted Score.

Faculty perceptions 33
chievement test scoures 29
High school grades 21
Remedial reguiremerits ot
entering students 1]
uther b
N ! [ B B O N Y N VU I U | B T N R1 T C P P O R ooou
v on Liend oo achile emenl Loores (49 e centl, and Tacully per cplion,
3 pe venly oan Lholr we tactpal odtcaty 50 (o Tyure <) Mool offl 1als why

tha .yhl student qualtey had Jdeoilocd Lased Lhelr op lntons elther un facult,

J ‘.
perceptians (41 percent) or un trend. n r\‘_nlt:dlal Lourses In mathemat ics
% .

(32 percent). 2

HGURE 2
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Shift Between Fields. When asked to considen

whether the‘most able stu-

dents had been shifting toward or away from S/E f1ngs over the_paéf five

years, the majority of the officials, again, felt no -such “thanges had occurredv

(53 percent). Of those who did Leport aAsthﬁ,nhoWever, the overwhelping view

(by a ratio of almost 6 to 1) was that the sMift was toward thé S/E fields

_ . N
(frgure 3). . :
y
HGUKE 3
’ Shirtt ot che oAbl odcrgraduate s Bt con St and
Onher bielas Over thes Last Frve Years
¢ n .
Pyaba
AN
Privat
Doctorare
granting
Nondoaiooate '
wranting
Lo oSt
bac JL\\IH'M.
v
Al
rhese views diftered substantially according to the type and contrnol of
/
institution. Those officials at private institutions were alimost twice as
likely as officials at public institution, to report that no shitts had taken
place (63 percent ve. 34 percent). AU doctorate-granting, institutions n hoth
coectors most ofticials judged that such shitts had taken place.  Favther, the
vast share claimed the shifts were toward the S/t frelds.
O 3.
Q : ,4?)
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These’Oﬂ\p1ons wére espec1a11y preva]ent among "the top "100 . 1nst1tut1on5 ds

measured by- S/g\§acca1aureate product1on 1nst1tut1on5 thét awarded 43 percent

Threg-f0urths of these h1gh producers<ﬁot only

of'iééy degree9/1n l977 78.

repd gg‘shﬁfls in focus amqng their most able students, but a1so, w1thout
/ N o .
excgétion, th€t the changes were in the direction of the S/E fields (figure 3).

( In ranking the three most important reasons for tye shifts, the officials,
. v .
by \9 wide marfyin, atti tbuted thew to Lhangcg in >Ludc4ts' per Zeptions of em

\
\

\ . 7
pluymint opportu@iles following recelpt of the baccalaureate. This casun

e
alunc JL(,V\mulglc_d 4/ percent «)f Lhe WLl\jfnLod seure values (Figu e 4. e

\

FIGUKE 4

Reasons toan the statt ot thd™ o abiae o,

|hl.l\1\‘.llt .

Toward or away from S7F Frelds over the Last Five Year:

}
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Views alron
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Views about
employment
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tovward

aclene e
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second-ranked reason concerned employment also, i.e., students' views about

getting work after graduate training. T ether, these two .employment-related
g g ﬁp

reasons -accounted’ for 60 to 79 percent of the weighted Scores, depending on the

. N L

type of institution. | )

. LS . 4 .
. A . .
Among the small minority of officials who believed their most able stu-

dents were shifting away from thg science/engineering fields, the reasons given

ror the shitt also dwelled upon chances for employment. One-third (33 percent)

clled eapTOyment after the bacdaloulcatc; one-quar ter (20 percent), aftes

\Jn.,\\JquL‘ lndluln«_,

PITRI VUL D and L:I_g‘l“ TR IS U\\_. PR w odiva ) '

ndents (97 pe cent) dd not belleve Lelr moSt able undor jraduale . Lusunts

had shifted tleids within the sciences and ehgineering (table A) . Propor- d

i
Y

tionately'fpwer officials at public institutions (39 percent) had this opinion,
compared with 6/ percent at private institutions. Similarly, only 37 percent

at doctorate-ygranting 1U>L1Lut10ns; compared with 61 percent at nondoctorate-
i

granting dTosUltullons held this stalle view A hilgh percentage of oftictals

at 1asUTtatiuns that poovide must of the >t LJLLO|QU!CGLC{pr0dUL11uH repor ted

O LIl amony Faeid, Uf Uhe Lup 1UU 30 Laccalaurcate Institytions 83 per
Al Gl dmed chal Ut s b ULle o of thea most ab e 5Ludcﬁ%: hhad shof Lo

anong the S/t tileids.  In contrast o 1y 40U percont o the oftiacials at al
a n
other institutions touk this view.

Of the fields reported to have increased their share of the most able stu-
®

dents, three were major recipients. Computer science was most frequently cited

by officials as being among the top three fields to which their most able Sstu-
dents were shifting (32 percent), followed by engincering (18 percent), and the

physical sciences (6 percent).  Detailed tables 6/ and 68 qive the brealidown of

the perceived shifts within the sciences and engineering.  The "draw” of
§)
. "
YAy
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s © Table A R
B .~ . Bl e
Science and Engineering Fields Credited with the Greatest

Increase im Share of the Most Able S/E Majors I

r ~

Most Cited Recipient Fields

T

- : Shift in  Computer . Physical ’
Iy No Change S/E Major  Sciences Engineering Sciences °
Percent of &l L
institutions 57% 43% 32% 18% &n\V’B%
Doctorate-granting 3 63 44 44 6
NGRdocTwrate-grant 1ngy 61 39 ) 29 12 6
Public 39 ol 44 30 LU
Private 67 33 25 11 _ 4
Top lOU 5L ‘
baccatlaurcaic ygianling L/ 33 58 6/ 8
Uther than top 100 60 40 30 ~ 14 6

o

J
Note: Percentages are not addéﬁi;. Institutions were permitteé-to“identify
as many as three fields that had the greatest increases in the share of
the most able students.
computer science is substantial’for all Ldtego;ies of institutions. Various
t
specialties in cngfnecrlng (especially électrical and mechanical) also showed

substanttal drawling puwer of able students, particularly at the top 10U S/t

Thalilalilon.

PR
\‘\‘ ) - 13‘




APPLICANTS SFOR GRADUATE STUDY .

.

kY
h .

applicants for graduaté study in the sciences and engineering over the past

Graduate deans were asked about cHanges they had seen in the quality of

-

s

five years. The pattern of response was similar to that for.undergraduates.

5 ; - : .
About 60 percent did not believe any significant change had taken place, but of
X .
those whu observed change, most thought 1t ‘to be 1n the direction of imprQweA
\
- . H .
Lent In student gualitly Flgure 5 shows the dists I[JuLlf)H of upinion about the
dlrecllon and Jdegrée of thesd changes across Institutional setlings. "
»
A
HGUKL S
OPItors e vpae o Lo g it
Graduate Stondy m S B Foesds onve the Last Frve Yoo
i _ i [
-, EJ_'::;"
T ya
1
Public oz N
! PN
3 Py ate :-x.‘
! " T &
Lo Lo it rantiog
P
booye 2 o o E,I ‘.
AN b r‘:‘:’.“i.. .l
- T
‘ 2]
Ty, e
SIROMICant g
SHIHCADT DOy Cen i fey i
Noagnithicant hange 4
{ Sigtrubrcant dechine overar k
Stoedrcant decline g tew efds
e terence Table S

Table B shows

the quality of graduate school applicants

o

that those graduate deans who

relied

saw np Significant change in

fainly heavily on \Wrgmd—

uate grade-point averages (33 percent) and faculty perceptions (31 percent) as

;o

.o T ) . - ,
a-basis for their opinions. Those who believed quality was declining cited a

~

10
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& : S
.drop in the number of\app1icétions from high-guality institutions (32 percent)
and faculty perceptions (30 percent) as being the'principa1 basgs for their

. ) v
views. Graduateé deans who believed quality had improved highlighted two indi-

cators to support their opinions: faculty perceptions, and a@p]icants' Grad- .

uate Record Examination scores. ~

Tagble B

[evdrcatar - Must Ront tuned Lo Su},punl apinlonsS Abl‘“t
uuiful, of Graduats Stuaent Applicants in Science and Enginceo 1o

Al fTosUitalloo,g

\
A
o Ghange Lonpr uve e Ueo tine

Favali, . P S 31% 30% 30%
Undergraduate grade ;.. ...t o -

averages 33 I 19

Vé

GRE scores 23 Z3 13
App Tleants foGue 1o g jaa L,
institutions Iy & L Se
\lllu,’ o p) G

! Lo L. i ’ o

/
gradial  staly hal Py g _:ut§, T L A= .hl:fl}éih; ot

doctorate-granting insctutions ( ee g:tailed tab.,e sA). )
At those Institullons that had received ftoreign dapplications, almostfhalt

—

the officials (h/ percent) b

v

1{eved that applicants with foreign baccalaurecates

and those with U.>  baccalaureatys had approximately equal qud]iflgd}lons (sev
trgure 6).  Of the rvemainder, the preponderant majority, by a ratio of more

than 4 to 1 overall, considered applicants from U.S. institutions significantly
7

better qualitied. [t might be noted, however, that at doctorate-granting

11

Q % 2.
ERIC ' P ;
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, FIGURE 6 . "
, . ‘ . . s .
Quality Comparison of Applicants with Foreign Baccalaureates
and Those with U.S. Bacgalaureates for S/E Graduate Study
G U e ate St '
~ )
~ s 1
“
s 0 20 40 60 80 , . 100 -
§
al y
ostiuations l,
Pubhi
Private
!
VAo tunate granting ‘
Foys 20
Al b,
wanting
{ 'S applicants better qualtfied ,
. Both groups equally qualitied B
\ Foregn apphcants better quatiticd )
? ) N ¢ Reterence  fableag <
h L 3 . e Lo el

Irstitullons, 14 percent of the respondents iaddgated that holders of foreign

Laccalauredles were slgniftecantly betler qualirted; at nundoctorate Tnstitu

Lions, unly 4 percenl were uf Lnat opinlon @

DOCTURATL KL CAV AL o

Liv Conpar Tng the, - . - .
years carlter (1976-7/,, bb p rcent of (he jriduat. aeans 5a, 10 ignifica.t
difference in the quality. The proportion with this view was somewhat higher

at private institutions and at the top 50 institutions as measured by S/E

-

doctorate productian (72 percent each).
’ 5.

Among officials who believed a change in quality had taken place, qyemjzﬁ
three-fourths indicated that the more recent doctorate recipients were better

qualified than the earlier recipients. This opinion was more pronounced at
o d

yublic than at private institutions, wit e ratio of opinions about improvine
public tt t t titut th ti t f i bout 9

12
O ! . 2‘1
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~FIGURE 7 |
Quality Comparisan of 1976-77 and .
1981-82 S/E Dogorate Recipients ' ' X ,
! -~ L& .
. . 4 . . ‘ .
- Q 20 -, 40 60
- 4 h
[ - ‘ 4 ’ -
. o N
All doctorate- * 1
granting instituttons .
£ L | L
ol ave
7
vy e
AE o
RN 197677 group wdas signthicantly be e qu ilihied \
- N() signtficant ditference in quality = ' : ] “‘%
- 1‘)81483 group s sigmficantly better qualibied ’ 8
N Reterence: Table 10
U - ‘ iy
. ¢
vercus dev Tinny Stadent gquality rangtng fhom o Lo 1 oal puDl&«_ lpstituttons Lo

only 2 to b oot potvale Taslitulliuns

STURNTES INVRTS B N IS whe Lelteeed the © a1, T R Y2 =1 1 1 GV U U VIV G
oI Tied Uthie Indt ato Lhat sh wed Lthe nlynesl welghied score was the change
In the quality of the applicants (52 percent). 1hat same indicator aggregated

a score of 24 percent among off wah who thought the 1981-82 doctorates were
(,

better qualified. Other reasons d1ted by thws ]atter group were that (1) the = ,»

r

_content of doctoral programs had improved since the mid 1970s (17 percent), (2)

-

the level of research support had ingreased (16 percent)g. (3) their gecent
doctorates were being offered postdoctoral appointments ;t quality departments'
(11 percent), and (4) morg of the recent doctorates were being offered employ--~

ment in business and industry (10 percent). (£

i

'

$
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s - cowmsou WITH THE HUMANITIES SN _ B X
. i N s . o
s . Vf,{ { .. »_ I

q§§~ment1oned earlier, a par317e+e5%$%y of student qua11ty in-the puman1, *\\‘
_ .
ties, sponsored by‘th@éﬁat1ona1 Endowment fon,the Humanities, was also . -
~ s \«g ] '
conducted. The f1ndangs of that sdrvey/prov1de a number of S?m1%%r1t1es ano'g

contrasts with the present survey. ' " T, f R

In buth surveys, about three of cvery rlve o£f1c1als\attested\t§at studémt
quality remained talvly Constant over the past five-year period. Thls Simi-
. - 1y, 3 Y
larity held tor Loth undergraduales and appllcants for graduate study. 0r the
Ch ) -
remalnde who fell signtfioant Chianges had Laken Placce propur Lignalely mure of
(n ' ’
the of Mool saw wid Lty Ty wvermienls oy S/t under goaduates *thant amony

those tn the numantties (o9 percent and 1o pocent, respectively). Opinions
about the guality of applicants for graduate study ih the two academic areas
were about the same. Just p%e? one-fourth of "the graduate deans reported

>

stgnificant unprovement (28 percent in S/t fields; 26 percent -in the human i -

f
ties) Smaller percentages reported Significant decline (12 percent in S/E

r1elds, 1o percent 1o Lhe humdnilles)

Sduu o tanllad contiustls belween the oo e, o cd g thie academte of
e valy wEce ase od thatt piNduns abio ULt L 1 Chie atsU sbulion ol Lhch
nas U abiye sU . denls I oht Surve ol Uik numatlies, /U pe cent Lthoughl that

the wost able studeats were indeed shifting, and the .ast majority believed the
'Y ‘3

-
3 s

changes were leading students away from, rather than toward, the humanities
(65 percent and 5 percent, respectively).
In the survey of S/E fields, only 47 percent of the officials perceived %
shift a their most able stud d, by a ti f seven to one, almost
mong their i able students 3 ‘y ratio of seven to [ ~

all believed the shifts were toward the/S/t fields. ‘ /<///
‘ \ & J

From anokher perspective, officials were asked to assess.the extent to

’

which their most able undergraduate students majoring in the humanities or S/E

\\ ' 14 \; .
El{lC : ) 20
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d1sc1p11nes were chang1ng f1e1ds within these areas of. study. Almost nine out

of Dén officials be11eued that no 1mportant changes were occurring among the
"

human1t1es.d1sc1p11nes. In the S/E survey, however, more than four of every

-~

ten'off?cia]a ackndwledged such shifts in student concentrations. The_fieRis

promfnentdy ment ioned “as recipients in the shifts included the’ computer
o e o -
sciencés (32 percent) and- engineering (18 percent).

;o b_ .‘_k r &’\N

/
R CONCEUSIONS

Y

L » A . \ &
Many recent, task force and commission reports have expressed both geheral--
By - ‘

iéed and specific, concerns about educationa] quatity in the U.S., pointing to

S N " ’

such 1nd1cators asldec11ne6/7n standard1zed test scores, shortéges of qualﬂf1ed
secondary schoo teachers in the sciefices and mathematics, and notable declines
in science entollments in high school. -

‘The results of this survey indicate that academic ‘6fficials at most of the
_nation's inst4t2t1ons with bacca]aureate programs in the sc1ences and/or en-
gineering felt that 1n the 9§cent past the quality of S/E students has been
either holding ibs own or improving. The compatibility of these findings with
other, more objective, data about S/E students was examined recently in a
National Scfence Foundatiorm review of the highlights of this survey. The pos-

itive views o? ‘the academic officials noted in this report find some support in

tthe trends of standard1zed test scores:
s

0 Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores among high school seniors ‘intending
to major in science or mathematics in college remained quite stable through the

s1xt1es and earTy sevsgt1es, with only a modest decline by 1980. For co]]ege-&,

bound students as a gro overall, howe!er, mean SAT scores dec]1ned-steadi1y

from the mid-sixties and throughout the sevenfﬁes.

\
/
’

15

%
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o As recently as 1982, the SAT scores (both verbal and mathematics scoresi

for students intending fo méjor in the sciences and engineering substantidllyg
~exteeded the mean scores for all college-bound students. ; .

o At the graduate level, almost nine of every ten deans in the survey
thought app]icaht quality was improving or at least had remained stable. Par-
tial confirmation of the officials' favorable opiaions about student quality is
available in Graduate Record Examination (GRE) scores. In recent years, GRE

— -
scores did not vary much for students intending to apply for graduate study in
S/E fields. Within thig overall trend, quantitative test scores increased for
all S/E major field groups, although verbal scores decreased somewhat in the

mathematical sciences and engineering, while analytical test scores have been

re]étive]y stable since 1977-78.
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DETAILED STATISTICAL TABLES

\ ;
Note: In the following tables, detail may not sum to totals
because of rounding.
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Table 2A

Principal Indicators of Change in Quality of Undergraduate S/E Students

"] over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 1982
' (In percentages) ' ) . &ZJ
A1l Institutions Public Institutions “  Priygte Institutions

Principal Indicator Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Dogtorate- Nondoctorate-

of Chandl Total granting granting Total granting granting - Total granting granting
(Total score) (7,466) (1,292) (6,174) .' (2,540) (750) (1,789) (4,926) (541) (4,385)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 " 100.0 100.0 100.0° 100.0 100.0 - 100.0
Faculty perceptions 32.5 27.0 33.6 34.0 27,6 36.7 31.7 26.1 32.4
Achievement test A ' .

scores 29.4 ~36.1 27.9 29.5 34.5 27.4 - 29.3 38.3 28.1
High school grades 20.8 21.5 20.7 18.2 21.0 17.0 22.2 22.1 22.2
Remedial work in 11.5 11.2 11.6 14.4 12.1 15.4 10.1 9.9 10.1

mathematics .
Other 5.8 4.3 6.2 4.0 4.7 ! o3 6.8 3.6 7.2

RANK ORDER

Faculty perceptions 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1
Achievement test

scores 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2
High school grades 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Remedial work in 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

mathematics
Other 5 .5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

™~
N
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Table 2B

Principal Indicators of thange in Quality of Undergraduate S/E Students
over the Last Five Years, by Baccalaureate Production and Type of Institution, 1982

{In percentages)

/ - . _ b
Top 100 A11 Other
' All Institutions S/E Baccalaureate Institutions __S/E Baccalaureate Institutions

Principal Indicator Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate-

of Change Total grant ing grant ing Total granting grant ing Total = granting granting

9

(Total score) (7,466) (1,292) (6,174) (537) (470) (67) (6,929) (821) (6,107)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Faculty perceptions 32.5 27.0 33.6 27.1 24.6° 4?.2 32.9 28.3 31.5
Achievement test : " ’

scores 29.4. 36.1 - 27.9 32.2 35.5 ,23.1 29.1 37.6 28.0
High school grades 20.8 21.5 20.7 \35:43, 27.4 11.5 20.4 h18.1 20.8
Remedial work in T11.5 11.2 11.6 8.8/ 8.5 11.5 11.8 12.7 11.6

mathemat ics /o

L
Other { 5.8 4.3 6.2 6.5 6.1 8.6 5.8 3.2 6.1
RANK ORDER 3 T

Faculty perceptions 1 2 , 1 2 3 1 1 2 1
Achievement test

scores . 2 1 2 1 1 : 2 2 1 2
High schoot grades 3 3 ’ 3 ) 3 s 2 3 3 3 3
Remedial work in 4 4 4 K 4 3 4 4 4

mathematics

N

Other R 5 5 -5 5 5 5 5 5 5

32
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Table 2C

Principal Indicators of Change in Quality of S/E Undergraduates
over the Last Five Years, by Direction of Change

(In percentages) ~

-

A1l Institutions

)
Significant Signifigant Significant

Indicator Change Improvement Decline
Faculty perceptions 39 32 41
Achievement test scores 24 44 17
High school grades 23 9 7
Remedial work in

mathematics 10 4 32
Other 4 11 23
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Table 3A

Shift .in Distribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Students Between S/E and
Other Fields over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of}lnstitution, 1982

. P
(In percentages)
v A1l Institutions Public Institutions Private Institutions
Doctorate- MNondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate~ Doctorate- Nondoctorate-
Kind of Shift Total grant ing granting Total granting granting Total granting granting
Totd1 estimate (N) (1,362) (229) (1,132) {472) (135) (337) (889) (93) (795)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ,100.0 100.0 100.0
No change 52.8 32.9 56.9 34.0 27.7 36.5 62.8 . 40.4 65.5
. T ' /
Shift toward S/E fields 40.4 63.6 35.7 59.8 69.2 56.0 Jo.1 55.6 27.1
Shift away from S/E ) ) .
fields 6.8 3.5 B 7.4 6.2 3.1 7.5 7.1 4.0 4
- %“ N
. \
Table 38
Shift in Distribikson of the Most Able Undergraduate Students Between S/E and
Other Fields over the Last :ijf Years, by Baccalaureate Production and Type of Institution,v1982‘
(In percentages) )
{
L . . Top 100 A1l Other
) A1l Institutions S/E Baccalaureate Institutions S/E Baccalaureate Institutions
) Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate-
Kind of Shifug Total grant ing granting Total granting granting Total granting granting
l -~
Total estimate (N) (1,362)  (229) 4 (1,132) (98) (85) (13) (1,263) (143) . {1,119)
. JoF
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 * 100.0 et
No change 52.8 32.9 56.9 24.9 25.7 20.0 55.0 37.2 57.3
Shift toward S/E fields 40.4 63.6 35.7 75.1 74.3 80.0 37.7 §7.2 o 35.2
A4
Shift away from S/E Y . \
fields 6.8 3.5 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 5.6 7.5
! _)
{
)



Table 4A

Reasons for Shift in Distribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Students
Toward the S/E Fields over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 1982

{(In percentages)

‘Reasons for Shift

All Institutions Public Institutions

\

Private Institutions

Doctorate- Nondoctorate-
granting granting

¢ Doctorate- Nondoctorate-
granting granting

Doctorate- Nondoctorate-
grant ing « granting

(Total score)
:

Total .

Employment after
bachelor's

Employment after’.} -
graduate,study

Change in attitude '
toward science

Change in variety of
course offerings

Opportunities for
- graduate study

Change in perception
of student aid
availability

(3,058) (817) (2,241) (1,594) (517) (1,077)

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

46.7 50.2 45.4 48.3 51.0 47.1

16.7 19.7 15.6
15.7 14.0
10.7 4.4 13.0 10.1 3.2

4.2 4.8

(1,868)  (300) ~  (1,164)

100.0 100.0 100.0

6.5

4.1
¥

Emp Toyment after
bachelor's

Employment after
graduate study

Change in attitude
toward science

Change in variety of

course offerings

Opportunities for
graduate study

Change in perception
of student aid
availability

Other
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' Table 48

Reasons for Shift in Distribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Students :
- Toward the S/E Flelds over the Last Five Years, by Baccalfureate Production and Type of Institution, 1982

(In percentages)

, Top 100 < A1l Other
! A1l Institutions S/E Baccalaureate Institutions S/E Baccalaureate Institutions
Doctorate- Rondoctorate- Doctorate- WNondoctorate- - Doctorate- Nondoctorate-
Reasons for Shift Total granting granting Total granting granting Total granting granting
(Total score) . §3,058) (817) (2,241) (406) (350) (55) "~ (2,652) (466) (2,185)
Total 100.0 100.0 »100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employment after ) ' £ .
bachelor's 46.7 50.2 45.4 52.4 © 51.9 §5.8 45.8 48.9 45.2
(4
Employment after
graduate study 16.7 19.7 15.6 19.1 18.4 23.3 16.3 20.7 15.4
. * -
Change in attitude ‘ﬁ
toward sclence 14.4 15.7 . 14.0 17.7 18.3 " 14.0 13.9 13.7 14.0 ¢
Chand%“1h variety of . i o -
course offerings 10.7 4.4 13.0 2.0 2.3 0.0 12.0 5.9 13.3
Opportunities for
graduate study 4.7 4.2 : 4.8 4.1 4.4 2.3 4.8 4.1 4.9
Change in perception .
of student aid .
avaiiability 1.6 1.4 1.7 1.0 1.1 , 0.0 1.7 1.6 . 1.7
Other 5.2 4.4 5.5 3.7 3.5 5.5 5.0 5.6
e a———aaan A m A — m— " mmmm m 2 222 2 = = 2 = 2 2 o 2 e 2 e e 2 e 2 2 2 s e
RANK ORDER
Employment after
bachelor's 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Employment after
graduate study 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Change in attitude
toward science 3 3 3 RS ‘J 3 e 3 3 3 3
Change in variety of °
course offerings 4 4 4 - 6 6 - 4 4 4
Opportunities for
- graduate study 6 6 6 4 4 5 . 6 6 6
Change in perception B
of student aid i
availability 7 7 7 7 7 - 7 7 7
Other 5 4q 5 5 5 q 5 5 5




~ .

Reasons for Shift in

Table 5A

(In percentages)

Oistribution of “the Most Able Undergraduate Students
Away from the S/E Fields over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 1982

4

All Institutions

- " public Institutions

. Private Institutions

N Doctorate- Nondoctorate- =% Doctorate- MNondoctorate- - Doctorate- Nondoctorate-
Reasons for Shift Total granting . granting Total granting granting “Total granting granting
(Total score) o (529) (47) (481) (171) (25) (146) (357) (22) (335)
Total 106.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9
Employment after ' -
bachelor's « 32.8 39.5 - 32.1 42.1 50.0 40.7 28.3 27.8 28.3
Employment after } o
graduate study 25.9 /3/4 25.3 12.0 21.5 10.3 32.6 44.4 31.8
Change in attitude
toward science " 12.6 12.4, - 12.6 2L.5 23.6 2.1 8.3 0.0 8.8
Opportunities for -
- ‘graduate study 9.8 7.9 10.0 9.4 0.0 11.0 10.0 16.7 9.6
Change in perception
of student aid
availability 5.8 7.8 5.6 8.8 4.9 9.5 4.4 11.1 3.9
Change in variety of
course offerings 0.3 0.0 0.3 0.9 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 *0.0
Other 12.9 0.0 14.2 5.4 0.0 6.3 16.5 0.0 17.6
RANK OROER
' o
Emp loyment after
bachelors's 1 1 1 1 1 1 ? 2 2
Employment after
graduate study 2 2 ! 1
Phange in attitude
s toward science 4 3 4 2 - 5
‘.Opportunities for
graduate study 5 4 5 4 - 4 3 4
Change in perception
of student aid
availability 6 5 6 5 4 5 6 4 6
Change tn variety of
course offerings 7 - 7 7 - 7 - - -
Other 73 - 3 6 - 6 3 - 2
7
A
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Table 58

Reasons for Shift in Distribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Student‘s
Away from the S/E,\Fields over the Last Five Years, by Baccalaureate Production and Type of Institution, 1982

(In percentages) ]

4

- Top 100 A1) Other
All Institutions S/E Baccalaureate Institutions S/E Baccalaureate Institutions
Doctorate- Hondoctorate- ~ Doctorate- Nondoctorate- * Doctorate- MNondoctorate-
Reasons for Shift Total granting granting Total granting granting Total . granting granting'
- A P : =
(Total score) (529) (a7) (481) (0) (0) (0) - (529) (47) . (481)
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 Not applicable; none of the 100.0 - 100.0 100.0
top 100 S/E baccalaureate .
Employment after institutions reported a v
bachelor's c 32.8 39.5 32.1 shift of its most able 32.8 39.5 o 32.1
undergraduates away from
Employment after the S/E fields in the last - : *
graduate Study 25.9 32.4 25.3 five years. 25.9 32.4 25.3
Change in attitude .
toward sGience 12.6 12.4 12.6 12.6 12.4 12.6
Opportunities for ) . ‘
graduate study 9.8 7.9 10.0 9.8 7.9 : 10.0
Change in perception - . : o
of student aid '
availabfility 5.8 7.8 5.6 5.8 7.8 : 5.6
Change in variety of '
course offerings 0.3 0.0 0.3 ' 0.3 0.0 0.3
Other ’ 12.9 0.0 14.2 12.9 0.0 14.2
RANX ORDER
Emplgyment after
bachelor's 1 1 1 Not applicable; see above. 1 1 1
J ?:
Employment after iy = v
graduate study 2 2 2 2 2 2
Change in attitude
toward science 4 3 4 L} 3 4
Opportunities for
graduate study 5 4 5 . 5 L1 5
Change in perception
of student aid
availability . "6 5 6 ) « 6 5 6
Change fn variety of ~ )
course offerings 7 - 7 . 7 . - 7
Other 3 - 3 T D 3

.3
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Table 6A'

-7
Shift in Oistribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Student Majors Within S/E Flelds

{1n percentages)

over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 1982

/

»
’, All Institutions liublic Instftutions Private Institutions

Kind of Shift Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate-

fn Distribution Total granting granting JIgta)  granting granting Total granting granting

- . A - L 3

Total estimate (N) (1,362) (229) {1,132) (472) {135 (337) (889) ) (93) (795)

Total 100.0 100.0 1(1).0' 100.0 100 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

No change 57.1 37.4 61.1 39.0 30.5 42.4 66.7 47.3 69.0

Change to: «

. P

Agricultural sciences 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Biological sciences 4.8 8.9 4.2 8.6 6.5 9.5 2.8 10‘:3 2.0

Computer “science 1.7 43.5 29.3 44.2 52.0 41.0 25.1 3.5 _ 24.4

Earth sciences 5.5 7.9 5.0 11.6 13.4 10.9. 22 0.0 25
Environmental sciences 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.7 0.3 0.0 0.3
Geology 4.9 7.3 4.4 10.5 12.4 9.7 2.0 0.6 2.2
Other earth sciences 0.3 0.6 0.3 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.0 ~—0.0 0.0

Engireering 17.6 43.8 12.3 29.8 50.8 21.3 11.2 KXy S 8.5
Aeronautical % 0.4 2.0 0.1 0.9 2.9 0.5 0.2 2.0 0.0
Chemical 2.8 14.8 0.3 4.8 13.8 1.1 1.7 16.3 0.0-
Civil 0.7 0.6 . 0.8 0.8 1.0 0.7 0.7 0.0 0.8
Electrical 9.0 132.1 4.3 14.7. 37.1 5.7~ 6.0 25.0 3.8
Environmental 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Industrial 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.3 0.0 0.4 0.7 2.0 0.5
Mechanical 4.1 14.4 2.0 6.0 17.0 1.5 3.1 10.7 2.2
Petroleum 0.9 4.0 0.3 2.6 6.8 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other engineering 8.7 14.0 7.6 14.9 16.4 14.2 ;5.4 10.7 4.8

Mathematics 5.4 2.7 6.0 5.7 2.7 7.0 5.3 2.7 5.6 s

Physical sciences 6.0 6.3 5.9 9.8 6.8 11.0 4.0 5.6 3.8 7
Astronomy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chemistry 4.3 . 3.4 4.5 6.5 2.9 8.0 3.1 4.0 3.0

" Physics r 1.7 1.7 1.7 3.5 2.8 3.8 0.7 0.0 0.8
Other physical sciences 0.3 1.8 0.0 0.6 2.0 —~- 0.0 0.2 1.6 0.0

Psychology 1.1 1.2 1L 0.6 1.0 0.5 - 1.4 1.6 1.4
- ‘\ -

Soc13) sciences- 2.9 5.7 2.3 3.2 5.0 2.5 2.7 6.7 2.2
Anthropology 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 v 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Economics 1.7 4.5 1.1 1.5 4.0 0.5 1.8 5.3 1.4

. Geography 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Linguistics 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 > 40.0 0.0
Political science 0.6 0.6 0.6 1.5 . 0.0 2.1 0.1 1.3 0.0
Sociology 5 0.5 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.8
ON.lgr so¢ial sclences 0.1 - 0.6 0.0 0.3 1.0 0.0 . 0.0 » 0.0 0.0

Other S/E fields® ¢ 5.6 3.8 5.9 11.3 2.6 14.9 PR X T 2.2

+

O
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Table 68 -

. B “ . ~
_~ Shift in Oistribution of the Most Able Undergraduate Student Majors Within S/E Flelds

O

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

¢ over the Last Five Years, by Baccalaureate Production and by Type of Institution, 1982
‘ " N . +
o (In percentages)
~.
. N
. ’} . . Top 100 e A1} Other
A1) Institutiors S/E Baccalaureate Institutions S/E Baccalaureate Inf itutions .
Xind of Shift : Doctorate~ Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate- 5 Doctorate- Nondoctorate-
- in Distribution Total grant ing granting Total granting “granting _ Total granting granting
Total estimate (N) (1.362)  (229) (1,132) (98) (85) (13) (1,263) (143) (1,119)
;Total ¥ o 100.0 190.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ~ 100.0 100.0 ’ 100.0
Mo-change 57.1 37.4 61.1 17.1 18.2 10.0 <« 60.3 49.0 61.7
Change to: ’ -
Agricultural sciences '~ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 f0.0
Biological sciences a8’ 8.0 l.g 5.6 6.4 0.0 4.8 9.0 © 4.2
Coﬁputer science 31.7 43.5 29.3 §7.6 54.2 80.0 29.6 7.1 28.7
Earth sclences 5.5 7.9 " 5.0 9.4 10.9 0.0 _- 5. 6.1 5.0
*  Environmental sclences 0.3 0.0 0%4 0.0 0.0 0.0 S 0.4 0.0 0.4
Geology o 4.9 7.3 44 8.1 9.3 0.0 4.7 6.1 4.5
Other earth sciences 0.3 0.6 [jf:J 1.3 1.6 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.3
Engineering 17.6 43.8 d23 ™ 614 685 60.0 o1 28.8 1.7
Aeronautical 0.4 2.0 0.; 4.6 5.3 0.0 0.1 50.1
.Chemical 2.8 14.8 0. 18.3 19.6 10.0 1.5 2.0 .0.2
“Civi) 0.7 0.6 0.8 0.0 © 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.9 0.8
Electrical v 9.0 J2.1 4.3 50.7 52.4 40.0 5.7 9.9 3.9
-Environmental 0.0 0.0 0:0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0.0 .0
. Industrial 0.5 0.8 0.5 3.2 .2 10.0 0.3 0.0 q
*  Mechanica) 4.1 14.4 2.0 22.6 2.5 10.0 2.6 8.3 1.9
Petroleum 0.9 4.0 L0y 5.4 6.2 0.0 0.5 2.7, 0.3
" Other engineering 8.7 14.0 7.6 v 23.6 24.1 20.0 7.5 1.9 7.4
HMathemat ics 5.4 2.7 6.0 0.0. 0.0 0.0, 5.9 4.4 6.1
Physical sciences 6.0 6.3 5.9 8.0 6.2 20.0 5.8 6.4 5.8
Astronomy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Chemistry 4.] ~3.4 4.5 4.0 3.1, 10.0 4.3 3.5 4.4
Physics ) 1.7 1.7 1.7 2.6 0.0 20.0 . 1.6 2.7 . 1.5
Other physical sciences 0.3 1.8 0.0 2.7 3. 0.0 0.1 . 1.1 0.0
* Psychalogy 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 0.0 1S T B 1)
Social sciences. 2.9 5.7 2. 10.5 A 0.0 .23 ‘8 2.3
Anthrogology 0.0 0.0 -0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Economics 1.7 4.5 1.1 9.2 0.6 0.0 1.1 0.9 1.1
Geography 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 , 0.0 0. 0.0 0.0
Linguistics 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 \ 0.0 0.0
Political science 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.9 0.6
Sociology 0.5 0.0 0.6 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.6
Other social sciences 0.1 0.6 0.0 Y 1.3 1.6 0.q . - 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other S/ fields 5.6 3.8 5.9 2.4 2.7 0.0 5.8 |v 4.4 6.0
¢ T~ > ;
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Table 7
' ’ Opinions of (hange of quality of Applicants for Gradoate Study in S0 1 e lds
\ over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 198,
(In percentaqges) o
- v - . -
B ATT Institutions Pubive Institutionsg o Priavate Institutiong
boctorate-qrant ing .

! AN Nondactorate Doctorate- Hondoot-rate . Divctorate  Hondoe tor gt e
Degree of Chanqge Total AT Tap %) Other granting Tntal  granting arant 1ng Total  granting granting
Total estimate (N) (441) (gll)) {(&0)  (180) (210) (?292) ~ {1318) (154} (149) (13) 5k
Total 1900 1400 1000 1o0.0 10600 1000 1t0.0 1000 1001 1) .0 I
No significant

change Hi 1) S8 60 R 503 [ 58 4 243 G0y (I 65 6 SR
Stgnificant ’

"improvement

overall 0.2 iy Nt oY oA 127 14 7 g 54 5 Y Noa
Significant

fmprovement in

a few flelds [ 169 1y 1a o R tn s [ ta on 1o (R
Stgnificant decliae

overall 5 ! a7 a0 a4y oo 6o/ ¢ 9 a an 7 G
Significant dec 11w

in 3 few fletds 6o K "oy 9o e oo 4 A 10 60 s 0 '

4
Vot (= nia
L B A ST T N TP T saan ey Of AP ey 1 T Lot oy LR N

avec the Last biue feara s by Govtorate-grant tng Status and Type of Insticaton, J98°

Pin peroent LU LA

. Foctorate panting lostitutigng Hond oty
[ndrcatnr, ot Al grantang
{ har,, oDy ity - Teess 1 tutdany A [op L0 e Institati o
/\ fra Pervione fank Pt foink Peviernt ok Porcent ¢ Rk Povcnt
(Totyt wpore) C0 A (1,.07%) 1)) [} : {(1,1.6)
Total 1a g [EREIRS RSN 1900 1ro o
Faculty perceptycas i 9 1 o7 1 1o N AR ’ 4
Hadergeaduate grade point avergges S : D 1 AR 1 Sh 1 [
Apprications from gradurtes of hign
qualtty under gradiate sttt fone 1 1y o v AT B L ' 1o b In n
Graduate Record o (0RE) oo arey, 4 tu 1 R i R ) 7 i |
Other o [} “ 1o Y Y N 1y 4 A
;-
g “
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Table 88

Principal Indicators of Change in Quality of Applicants for Graduate Study in S/E Fields
over the Last Five Years, by Control and Type of Institution, 1982

(In percentages)

) - - - . —

_AYD Institutions 7 Public Institutions o P[Lv’qtiqkfn},g_trqt tons
Indicators of Ooctorate-  Nondoc torate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate- L \[ycturat—({» Nondoc torate -
Change i fluality Total qrant jng granting Total grant ing granting Total grant ing grant ing
(Total acore) (72,401 /«,/215) (1,126 (1,608) (774) (831) (796) (501) (295)
Total 100.0 / 100 100 .0 %7 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Faculty perceptinns 29 1 ) o6 11 A 260 SN cl0 iy 7 293 L

Undergraduate g ade
POINt ~averages by R VoA coa N (RAN 1 el 91

Applications from

graduates of hign N
quality undergraduat.
institytions e S e I o I o e oo

Graduate Res ara ¢ o s

(GRE) scnres e . e o N4 AN . P S ]
i
Ot her voa Vo R 3\W v Vo y a4 LY [
. AN
ANY

Facn ity perce, Cro, s ! . . . N \ 1 !

e der graduste g vge

pornt Yoo ygey . ' ! i 1 '

Apphicatinng fronm
Jroaduyates af high
quality o tergrataate
st tution. i v a 1 ' 1 t ‘ 1

Griadoatse S ordd Fxam

(GRE} e cro 4 a \ . 3 , 4 4 a
0Ot hes S S 5 N ) Y 4 R e}
RIS

S WV

O
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Type of
Institution

Total estimate (N)
Total

Institutions with
foreign applicants

Institutions with no
forelgn applicants

Compar i son

Institutions with
foreign applt-
cants {N)

Total

Both groups have
approximately equal
qualifications

Foreign applicants
have significantly
better quadifica-
tions

Applicants from u S
fnstitutions have

significantly bett..

qualificattons

o
Table 9A

Percentaqes of Institutions with Foreign Applicants for Graduate Study in S/E 7ields,
by Control and Type of Institution, 1982

(In percentages)

lnst 1tut fons

()octorat {-grantIn n?

Puhlic Institutions

Pr\vate lnstitut fons

Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate- Doctorate- Nondoctorate-
Total ALl Top 50 Other grant ing Total graang grant\ng Total qrant!ng grant ing
(a41) (230) (50} (180) (210) (292) (138) (154) (149) {93) (56)
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
89 .7 96.5 100.0 955 81.2 89.1 98.2 81.0 89.4 94.0 1.4
16.8 35 0wv 4 48 8 10.9 18 19 0 10.6 6.0 18, ¢
—
&~ \
lat e 9b
Pt 0 App e v L Graduate Lo sleu, ol vdn L felehgn B L haa. ate.
.m\ Ho ders of ). . Baccalau ratis, by Co.tro, and ypr of nstituton, 1982
{in percentages)
ALl Institutions Public Institutions Private tistitutivns
Doc torate- granttn? )
. Nundog toratle Ductorate Nondoctorate Boctorate - Rondoc torate
Total ALY Top 50 Other grant ing lotal granting granting lotal qranting granting
-4 .
(391) (222)  (90) (172} (1) (260) (139) (12%) (133) (87 (96
1.0 1.0 0.9 1000 ¢} 0) 100.0 1000 100.0 100.0 100.0 Loo. o
a6 9 a6.1 a6 3 a6 0 a4’ 9 a2 1 a3 3 0.7 55 B 50 .4 66 0
Iy
F ] ] 1o 4 19 9 a 3 v U (] 6 U 11 14 4 [T
a3 R AV . 3 LR Y - Bl RS ) ., v 3 . 2 k4 3 ] IR TS
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Table 10

Compar{son of Quality of 1981-82 S/E Doctorate Recipients
with Those of 1976-77, by Type and Control of Institution

(In percentages)

Doctorate-granting Institutions

(uality Comparison Total ™ PubTTc Private Top 50 RTT Others
Total estimate (N} (192) (123) (68) (50) (142}
Total : 100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0 100.0

No significant difference
in quality 65.8 62.3  12.2 M. 63.8

1981 -82 group 1s significantly
better gualified s 3.4 18.% a7 9.1

1976 77 gruup was significantiy
better qualified o/ 5 3 9 3 5 7 71

L



Table 11

Principal Indicators that 1981-82 S/E Doctorate Recipients Were Significantly Better Qualified
than 1976-77 Doctorate Recipients, by Type and Control of Institutdion

(In. percentages)

Doctorate-qranting Institutions

Principal Indicators ' ___TYotal —— T Public Private Top 50 AT Others
of Quality Rank Percent - Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank~ Percent Rank Percent

(Total score) (311) (237) (73) (68) (243)
Total 100.0 - 100.0 - 100.0 - 100.0 1000
Change in quality of graduate

school applicants 1 IZ 1 24 8 2 19.0° 1 20.8 1 24 ¢
Change«in content of ductoral

program ¢ 17 a ¢ 109 14 19 © 3 16.7 3 170
Change 1n level of research suppost 3 15 9 3 13 9 1 27 a 7 [ ] 14 18 o

Change tn rumber of new doCltorates
beiny orfered postdoctoral
appointments at quality

departments I . . f oo o . B )
Change in number of new ou « .. o1

being offered employment in

business and 1ndustry o PRV . P - 5., . “ o o ;s

Change in number of new dm.tu.at‘?s
being offered tenure-track appol. .
ments in major universities / P , ] o 5 ¢ > 1 h 14 0.¢

Change in number of new doctorates
who held nationally competitive
awards for graduate study f I 3 I 8 1.7 8 2.1 3 2.6

Other | ) 118 0 11.1 4 131.8 ? 18.8 5 9.0

O
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Table 12 .
: :
N Principal Indicators that 1976-77 S/€ Doctorate Recipients Were Significantly Better Qualified

than 1981-82 S/E Doctorgte Recipients, by Type and Control of Institution

(In percentages)

N B ‘
: e Doctor..e-granting Institutions . .
Principal Indicators } __Total -;_:P‘ut_)lic - . Prjvate  Top go:_,ﬁ AT 0_1_'!§r'§_
of Quality Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank Percent Rank “Percent Rank ~ Percent
(Tptal score) (66} (31) 138)" (1) (53)
= ¢ e

Total~ -~ o e s 100.0 - 100.0 - 100.0 - 100.0 - 100.0
Change n quality of yraduate .

school applicants i | SV | a9 1 1 59.8 1 333 1 5101
Change in number of new ductorfates

being offered tenure-track appoint.

ments in major universities 2 s o R Cay o 3 > o o¢ ¢ 1o

)

Change in mugber of new doclosates

being offered postdoctoral '

appointments at quality

departments ] f s . S B .
Change 1n numtce o wew . o ... ‘

who held natiov.aliy ¢ metitive . .

awar ds for graduate study 1 7 o . I
Change 1 leset of vciearth o, @ 4 7 Ay 3 (o 0o 4 FEEA
Change 1n conte U of oo tu, 2

progr am : e - L o . P [T
Change 10 number ot new doo b oo .

being offered employment in b

business and 1ndustry a0 gou o ¥ Y]
Other [ 3.9 . 0.0 4 74 0.0 b a8

5
.
4
2 I
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Appendix A: Survey Instrument

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION
"~ °} .ONE DUPONT CIRCLE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20036

November 12, 1982
HIGHER EDUCATION PANEL :

(202) 833-4737

Dear Higher Education Panel Representative:

Attached are Higher Education Panel Surveys, Numbers 58 and. 58, TStudént
Quality in the Sciences and Engineering™ and "Student Quality-in the Human-
ities," respectively. The former is sponsored by the National Science
Foundation, the latter, by the Natiomal Endowment -for the Humanities. Each
seeks the opinion of know1edgeab1e academic off1C1a1s on the quality of
students--both undergraduate and graduate-—1n the academiC areas indicated.

Anecdotal information from department heads, deans, and faculty suggest
that there may be gquality changes in today's science, engineering, and human
ities students compared with those of a decade ago. In.order to be better able
to decide‘what action; if any, is appropriate, the Foundation and the Endowment
wish to learn qmore about the nature of these perceptions and how widespread
they are. :

o ~
Each‘queétﬁonnaire has tho parts--one for undergraduates, the other. for
graduate students.., The undergraduate section may be most appropriately com-
pleted by the dean of undergraduate instruction at larger institutions or by
the dean of the cellege at smaller institutions; we recommend that the graduate
sections be completed-by the graduate dean. As usual, however, we rely on your
determination of the most appropriate respondent.

Please underStand that your institution's response will be protected, tc
the maximum extent permissible by law. 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. Although you are not required to respond,
your cooperation.is needéd to make the results comprchensive, reliable, and.
timely.

‘Please ask the person whose opinions will be reflected on the question-
naires to return them-to us by November 29 enclosed in the postpaid pre-
addressed envelope.

[f you have any problems or questions, please do not hesitate to telephone
us collect at (202)833-4757. Thank you, once again, for your assistance.

S1ncer01y,
4 (620, A
Frank J. Ate
Panel Director
7
fnclosures
3/

a )/i.
Q i po




ERICAN l Higher Education Panel Survey No. 3 OBM No. 3145-0009
NCIL ON 5 el s Yy 8 Exp. 63084

ATION
STUDENT QUALITY
IN THE

SCIENCES AND ENGINEERING
.NOTE _ ' NS

This survyey is designed to elicit the opinions of senior academic officers at the undergraduate and graduate levels
concerning the quality of students in the science and engineering (S/E) fields. Please bear in mind that we seek your
Jjudgment and impressions, not “hard™ institutional data. There are two parts to this questionnaire. One (buff
Tequests opinions concerning undergraduates; the other (yellow) requests opinions concerning graduate students.
Some of you may have received only one questionnaire, others may have received both. Please foliow the appropriate
instructions, and return the completed questionnaire(s) to the American Council on Education.

Fields of Science and Engineering
1 s listing of disciplines is illustrative rather than exhaustive,

Agiitulialal woleados Engincering Mathematics Soctal soiciaae
Biological sorences Acronautical Physical scrences Anthiopolog,
Computer science Chemigal Astronomy Economics
Earth scrences Civil Chemistry Geography
Environmental scica. . Electrical Physics Linguistics
Geology Environmcnal Psvehology Pohtical science
Industrial g Sociology

Mechamical
Petroleum

%l

PART I—UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS

The following questions are designed to elicit your opinion or judgntent of the quality of undergraduate studenty
who are majoring in the sciences (including psychology and the basic social seiences) or engineering (S/F) fields. If
your institution has no undergraduale\ majoring in the sciences or engineering, please check here " . provide the
information rcqueslcd at the end of this form. and return it to fhe American Council on Education.

1 In your opinion. how has the quality ot students who major i science and engineering (k) fields at yow
institution changed over the past 5 years!

[ Lhare hao boon ae stgndticant oo

(- [here has been a signtticant « nprron e P Y 1 T BRPPR SR PPIY INTPNY
fal .

[ T'here has been a signiticant decline 1inthe Guabivy of Set. saudeats

2 What are the principal indicators upon which you base vour opinion? Please rank order the three most important
indicatory (1= most important, cte.).

2 Irends i achicvement testscores of entermg students

2 [rends in high school }ll;l\dC\ or high school class rank of enternig students
23 hrends inrequirements for remedial courses inmathematics

2 Faculty pcu‘cplmn\‘

A Other . speaity .

D Cither . spedity
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HEP Survey No. 38, Science and Engineerfng, Undergraduate,” Cont'd.

In your opinion, over the past 3 years has there been a shift in the distribution of your most able students between

3.
science and engineering fields and other fields?
31 2 No (Go to guestion S )
32 0 Yes toward S E fields .
o E held G0 to gquestion 4
13 Yes uway from S E fields
3. If you answered “yes” to question 3. whal, 1u your opinlon, are the most knpos tant reasons fur the shift tn the
distribution of your most abie studencs? Please rank order the thiee most important reasons {1 =most important,
elc.).
41 Change T perccpuon ol conploy ment oppan tuniues Tollow g receIplt of the baccalauicate >
4L Change tn parceptuon of Dpportunite . tor aoploy ment totlowing graduare o professicanal Gan,
4o Chafge 10 petveplion ol vpportunitics tor adinission U gradudte o1 prolesstonal school
44 Change 10 attitude torvard science and technology
40 Chiange 1 the vartcty of course offertngs at this 1o vaue
46 . Change tn perception of avatlability of studant hinancial ald 1o oo g sduale oad,
47 Other. specity S . . = .
48 __ Other:spectly. . _. sl — : e
5. Of those stullents with S/E majors. in your opinion, has there been a shift in the distribution of your most abie
students by field within the sciences and engineering over the past 5 years. '
Al No (Please complete the section at the end of this form and return it to A C )
A Yes (GO o question o)
O U you ansvwerdd ey Lo questlon 3 please Tndicale s thie Dlankhs Lalaw the three S B flelds that toas o had the
greatest tncrease in the share of voar most able studens  (Refer to the hst of fields on page 1))
i
3 -
Lhiank vou for your assistance Please return this Please keep a copy of this form for vour records
form by November™29, 1982 to \ Person completng the form
Higher Bducaton Panel Name .
American Counal on Educanon .
. ; litle
One Dupont Cirele
Wisthington . DO 20036 lelephone

/

.

Hovou have any questions or probicms concomge thin sarvey please call HE P statt collect at £700 X330
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ERICAN Higher Education Panel Survey No. 58 OBST No. 3145-0009
NCIL ON * Exp. 6/ 30484

ATION STUDENT QUALITY IN THE
SCIENCES AND ENGINEERING

NOTE .

This survey is designed to elicit the opinions of sénior academic officers at the undergraduate and graduate levels
concerning the quality of students in the science and engineering (S/E) fields. Please bear in mind that we seek your
Jjudgment and impressions, not “hard” institutional data. There are two parts to this questionnaire. One (bufl)
‘requests opinions concerning undergraduates; the other (yellow) requests opinions concerning graduate students.
Some of you may have received only one questionnaire, others may have received both. Please follow the appropriate
instructions, and return the completed questionnaire(s) to the American Council on Education.

Fields of Science and Engineering
1h1s listing of disciplines is illustrative rdther than exhaustive.

AN I TE VPR B TR T Engineenng Mathematics Soctal sctences
Biolpgical scieaces Aeronaulical Physical sciences Anthropolog,
Computer science Chemical Astronomy Economics
Earth scicnces Civil Chemistry » Geography
Environmentat .o Electitcal Physics Linguistics
Geology Environmciia tsychology Political science
Industnal Sociology
Mechanical
Petrolgum

PART I1-GRADUATE STUDENTS

The following questions are designed to elicit your opinion or judgment concerning aspects of the quality of
incoming graduate students and recipients of doctoral degrees in science and engineering (S/E) fields. If your
institution has no graduate students working toward advanced degrees in the sciences or engineering, please check here
(] and return the questionnaire to the American Council on Education. &

1 In your opinion, how has the quality of applicants for graduate study in science and engineering (5/E) at your
institution changed over the past 5 years? Please select the single most appropriate response below.

bl Therc has beert no signiticant change

12 ; Ihere has been a signiticant vnprovermc i o the quality of 3E applicants overall

13 Ihcre has been a pignificant improvement 1n the quality of S/k applicants in a few jieia,
I 4 __ There has been a significant decline in the qualny of S/E applicants overall. .

1.5 ___ There has been a significant decline in the quality of S/E applicants i a few fields.

'

2. What are the principal indicators upon which you base your judgment? Please rank order the three most important
indicators (1 =most important, ctc.). v

2.1 ___ Trends in Graduate Record Examination (GRE) scures.
2.2 ____ Trends in undergraduate grade point averages.
2.3 Treads i the number of applications received from graduates of high quality undergraduate instuitu-
tons.

24 Faculty perceptions.
25 ~Other: specity ] : -
26 Other: speaity

40 .

4.
AN
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HEP Survey No. 58, Science and Engineering. Graduate Students, Cont'd.

3.

(

compare in
. check here "

How do the applicants for graduate S/E study in Fall 1982 with baccalaureates from foreign instituti
quality to applicants with baccalaureates from U.S. institutions? If you had no foreign applica
and go to question 4.

3.1 ____ Both groups have approximately equal qualifications.
32 .. The foreign applicants have significantly better qualifications
33 ___ The apphcants with baccalaureates from U S institutions have significantiskbetter qualtficatons

Did your institution award any doctorates in the S/k fields 1n 1981-827
40 Yes (Qo to question )
42 No. (Please pl’O\/ldC the Infurmatton requested at the end of thie toom and tetuin 10 To the A e an

Counctl on Education )

1 jou checked Tyes” In question 4, iu your oplifue hew do the 1781 84 3 b ductoate vadptonts ©. Fuese
institudon compare with those of 5 years earlicr? If you, insuitudon nad no ductor ate recipieats in 1976 77 IR Iease
check here [ ] and return the forin to the American Council on Education.

S No sigrificant difference in quality
52 I'he 1981 .82 group Is significantly better qualiticd

S3 .. The 1976-77 group was sigmficantly better qualified

If you checked either 5.2 or 5.3, what were the principa) indicators upan which you base your judgment? Please
rank order the three“most important indicators (1 =most |mpoﬁtanw ).

6.1 ___ Change in the quahty of graduate school applicants.

6.2 ____ Change in the number of new dogtorates from this institution who held nationally Lompemlvc awards
for graduate study.

63 Change in content ot the doctoral programs at this institution

64 Change in the number of new dociorates trom this mstitution botig offcicd post doctoral appoiin

meats at the quality dcpdr(mcntx

6o Change tn the number of new Jdudiorates Lo das el Letag offci8d teiuee Gack appoint
ments hit ntajor universities

G Change 10 the namber of v o toraten Lo G b ciianion Lo g ofter o wiiploy aient i Gt
and indasury

o/ Change in the level of research suppourt at this Instituton
68 ___ Other: specify. e e
69 _ _ Other;speafy. o
Thank you for your assistance. Please return this Please keep a copy of this tform for your records
form by Movember 29, 1982 to: Person completing the form:
Higher Education Panel Name _ % .
Amencan Council on Education Fitle
One Dupont Cirele R T o T
Washingtan, DC 20036 Telephone _

It you have any questions or problems concerning this survey. please call HEP staft gollect at (202 8334757

41

Yy



APPENDIX B: TECHNICAL NOTES. ‘

Weighging
Forethis survey two questionnaires were developed. One for institutions

with undergraduate students majoring in the sciences or engineering; the other,

for institutions with graduate students working toward degrees in those fields.
Excluded were |independent law, medical, f”d business schools; theo]ogiéa]
\

seminarles; schools of perforining arts and uvther professional institutions.

The undergraduale questlounnalizs were sent Lo four year collegyes and
aotsersltles Lthal awdr Jed Lhe baccalaureale and wer e members f%0f the Panel
lable B 1 shows Lhe Institulional pupulation, the number of respundents Lo the
under yradudle questionNnaire for cach stiatum, and Lthose thal reported Science

or engineersiy majors. The 387 respondents represented 80 percent of the

institutions to which the questiohnaires were sent. Twenty-four of the =

lavle B 1 »

stralliftcalion U€siyn
(uodergraduate Questionnan. o)

Kespundents
with S/t
. P TR AR b oeatatbon lotal  Programs
tutal 1,744 387 363
R o«
0l Public universities ‘ 112 87 86
02 Private universities 74 55 53
04 Public black four-year colleges FTE 3,000+ 13 6 5
05 Public nonblack four-year colleges FTE 8,750+ 106 74 72
\\ 07 Private nonblack four—yggr colleges FTE 8,750+ 13 7 5
\\\ 09 Public four-year colledes FTE 3,700 - 8,750 76 33 33
~. 10 Public four-year colleges FTE < 3,700 186 26 25
Al Private four-vear colleges FTE 2,000 - 8,750 126 30 30
12 Private four-year colleges FTE 1,000 - 1,999 264 40 38
13 Private four-year colleges FTE . 1,000 774 29 16
o



T~

respondents indicated that they did not have underqraduatec majoring in the
sciences or engineering.

The graduate questionnaire was sent to institutions that awarded master's
degrees or docto:ates. However,in order to have the survey resu1ts‘fef1ect the
opiniog;,ﬁof those officials at institutions that account for a significant
share of the ygraduate education effort, tabulations include only data from
institutions that awarded 5U master's deygrees or morexin 1980-8]. Table B-2
shows that 298 1nstitulions relurned yraduate quesiionnairesl This represents
/8 percentl ot the raﬂtl Tn.titutlons to which thls questionnaire was malled.

» (B*f/
Fopty four vespondents weie not Included tn the tabuldtions because they e%fﬁer

J1d not ha ¢ ygraduatle pruygrams 1n the sclences or enylneer Ing, or had awarded

fewer than 0 master's degrees.

Table B-2 v N\
Stratification Design
(uraduate Questiounnaire)

Respondentls

with S/t

ol [ T G O T P U T e lation lotal Proguams“
Vo b/ 298 254
ul Publi Ll culliies l1¢ 8/ 87
02 Privat. universities 74 54 51
04 Public black four-year collegyes rlt 3,00u+ 12 7 6
05 Public nonblack four-year colleges FTE 8,750+ 98 66 60
07 Private nonblack four-year colleges FTE 8,750+ 12 8 b
09 Public four-year colleges FTE 3,700 - 8,750 70 . 34 28
10 Public four-year colleges FTE < 3,700 81 13 4
11 Private four-year colleges FTE 2,000 - 8,750 84 19 10
12 Private four-year colleges FTE 1,000 - 1,999 H6 4 Vs
13 Private four-yegr colleges FTE < 1,000 58 6 0

a . . , ) . . .
“lncluded in this column are responses from doctorate-granting institutions
I3 . r " I3 L4

and institutions that awarded 50 or more master's degrees in 1980-81.

S~
43
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Thg‘weighting technique used was the standard one employed for Panel .
surveys,‘ Data regceived frqm Panel members were adjusted for item and
institutional nonresponse within each cell. Then institutional weights wére
‘applied to bring Panel data up to estimates represenfative of the national

population.

Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespgndents

Table B-3 compares the undergraduate survey respondents and nonrespondents_

aﬁdlnst several varitables. Higher-than-average response rates were recorded
ror polvale, nundoclurale granting colleges and by Institutions in the South.

Luwer Uhan a-crag€ 18SPonse rates were shuwn Dy Tnolitulions In the West.

Table B-3 s

Cumipat 1son vt Kespondents and fonrespondents:
Undergraduate Student Questionnaire

{In percentages)

H

Institutional Respondents Nonrespondents Response J
Characteristics (N=387) (N=99) - Rate
o R
Total lou v 100 .0 /9.6
Lol o
Pub 1i ST I U /8 ¢
Privat.. 41 6 36 4 81.7
1 Lpe and oo . N
Pubdic doctura. . Lot | 2/ .4 28. 3 79.1
Private doctorate-grantin, 16.0 18.2 77.5
Public nondoctorate-granti.y 31.0 35.3 77.4
Private nondoctorate-granting 25.6 18.2 84.6
Region v ‘
East - 27.1 28.3 78.9 .
Midwest 31.3 28.3 81.2
South ' ’ 27.9 17.2 86.4
West 13.7 26.2 67.1
Total undergraduate full-time-
equivalent enrollment (1976)
Less than 1,000 12.4 : 11.1 31.4
) 1,000 - 4,999 . 37.0 32.3 81.7
5,000 and above 50.6 56.6 17.8

& . 44
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Table B-4 compares the graduate survey respondents aﬁ&\nonrespondents K
against the same variables. Higher-than-avérage response rates were recorded
for medium-sized institutions (FTE enrollments between 1,000 and 5,00Q

spudents) and for institutions in the South and Midwest. Lower-than-average

response rates occurred §mdn§ small institutions and those in the West.
. ‘ % .

O : Table B-4

Comparison of Respondents and Nonrespondents:
«& Graduate Student Questionnaire

{10 percentages)

Institutional . Respondents Nonrespondents  Response.

Characteristics (N=385) (N=101) " Rate
Total 100.0 100.0 77.8
ygontrol g
Public : 69.5 67.1 78.4
Private- - 30.5 32.9 76.5
Type and contro]l
Public doctorate-gragting 35.5 32.9 79.1
Private doctorate-granting 20.5 22.4 76.3 .
Public nondoctorate-granting 33.9 34.1 77.7
Private nondoctorate-granting 10.1 10.6 76.9
Region '
Last 25.8 28.2 76.2
Midwest 27.2 16.5 85.3
Sauth 32.9 24.7 82.4
West 14.1 30.6 61.8
Total undergraduate full-time- : . &
equivalent enrolliment (1976)
Less than 1,000 : 3.0 4.7 69.2
1,000 - 4,999 30.9 27.1 80.0
5,000 and ahove 66.1 . 68.2 77.3
- S
¥
.w-‘f
}
15 @ \

04



E

A

il ' 4

(.umb('ru Irvm- .. and /\telsvk I mnkJ Major Field E nrollmont ofJunlor Yeur SLudents. 1973 and 1974, Higher Fducation’
Panel Rvpnrt No. 26. /\pnl 1976.

Atelsok, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Student Assistunéc: Participants and Programs, 1974-75. Hiwher I‘]’dumti(m P:mel

Report No, 27, July, 1975. e g
Atelsék, Frank J. and Gombery, Irene 1. Health Research Faeilities: A Survey of Doctorate-Granting Institutions. Higher
Idu'cation Panel Report, No. 28, February, 1976.

* Atelsek, Frank J. and Gombery, trene 1. Faculty Research: Level of Activity and Choice of Area. Higher P]ducution Panel

l{t-port No. 29, January. 1976.

Atelsek, I' rank J. and Gombery, Irene 1. Young Doctorate qulty in Selected Science und Engineering DDpurtments lJ75
to 1980 Hhigher Education Panel Rvp()rt No. 30, August, 1976,

/\tulsvok Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. Energy Costs and Energy Conservation Programs in Colleges and Universities:
1972-73 and 1974-75. Higher E dut ation Panel Report No. 31, April, 1977.

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene L. l'()relgn Area Research Support Within Organized Roseur(‘h’ Centers at Seleeted
Universities, FY 1972 and 1976. Higher Education Panel Report,”No. 32, December, 1976,

Atelsck, Frank J. and Gomberg/Irene 1. College and University Services for Older Adults. Higher Education Panel Report,
No. 333, February, 1977, . : -

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene 1. Production of Doctorates in the Biosciences, 1975-1980: An Experimental Fore-
cast. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 34, November, 1977,

Gomberg, Irene L. and Atelsek. Frank J. Composition of College and University Governing Bodrds. Higher Education Panel
Report, No. 30, August, 1977, )

Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene 1. Estimated Number of Student Aid Recipients, 197§-77. Higher Fducation Panel

Report, No. 36, September, 1977 -
—
Gomberg, Irene . and Atelsek, Frank f lntornutionul Scigntific Activities at Selected Institufions, 1975-76 and 1976-77.
Higher Education Panel Report, No. 37, January, 1978, .

CAtelsek, Frank J. and Gombery, lrvm- l‘. New Full-Time FFaculty 1976-77: lelnu l’uttorn by Field and Educational

Attainment. Higher Education Panel Report, No. 38, March, 1978

Gomberg, Irene 1.and Atelsek, Frank J. Nontenure-T ru(,?k Science Personnel: Opportunitifs for Independent Research.
Higher Education Panel Report, No. 39, September, 1978 ¢ .

Atelsek, Frank J-and Gomberg, [rene L. Scientific and Technical ( ooperation with Developing Countries, 1977-78. thgher
Fducation Panel. Report No. 40, Aupust, 1975

Atelsek, Frank J and Gombery, Irene 1. Special Programs for Female and Minority Graduate Students. Hhgher Education
Panel Report, No 41, November, 197K

(}()mh(-ru Irene I.. and Atelsek. Frank J. The Institutional Share of U nd(-rgruduute Financial Assistance, 1976-77. Higher

Fducation Panel Report, No 42, May, 1979
Atelsek, Frank J. and Gomberg, Irene .. Young Doctoral Pu( ulty in Seience and P ngineering: ‘Trends in Composition and

Research Activity. Higher E dumtmn Panel Report, No 43, February 19749
Atelsek, Frank J and Gomberg, Irene 1, Shared Use of Sue\nnfl( hquu)m(-nt at Colleges and Universities, Fall 1978, Fhgher
Fducation Panel Report, No. 44, November, 1979 '\1’3
Gomberg. Irene L. and Atelsek, Frank J Newly Qualified Elementary and Secondary School Teachers, 1977-78 and 1978-
’
79. Higher K duumnn Panel Report, No 45, February, 1950 . -

Atelsek, Frank.J and Gombe re. [rene [ Refund Policies and Prac tices of ¢ olleges and Universities. Higher Fducation Panel
Report, No. 46, February, 1950 -

Gomberg, Irene 1. and Atelsek, Frank J kxpenditures for Seientifie Research P(&ulpment at Ph.D.-Granting lnstltutl()ns
FY 1978. IHhigher Education Panel Report. No 47, March, 1930,

Atelsek, Frank J and Gomberg, Irene 1. Tenure Practices at Four-Year Colleges and Universities. Higher Edacation Panel
Report, No x5, July, 1980

Gombery, Irene [ and Atelsek, Frank J ‘Trends in Financial Indicatord of Colleges and Universities. Higher Education Panel
Report, No 49, April. 1981 <

Atelsek, Frank J and Gomberg, Irene 1. An Analysis of Travel by Academic Scientists and Engineers to International
Scientific Meetings in 1979-80, Higher Education Panel Report, No 50, February, 1981 )

Atelsek. FrankJ and Gomberg, Irene L. Selected Characteristics of Full-Time Humanities Faculty, Fall 1979. Higher Edu-
cation Panel Report. No 51, August, 1951 7

Atelsek. Frank J and Gomberg, brene I, Reeruitment and Retention of Fuil-Time Engincering Faculty, Fall 1980, Higher
F.ducation Panel Report, No. 52, October, 1981

Andersen. Charles J and Atelsek, Frank .J Sabbatical and Research Leaves in Colleges and Universities. Higher Education
Panel Report. No. 53, February, 1952 ’

Atelsek, Frank J and Andersen, CRarles |, Undergraduate Student Credit Hours in Science, Engineering, and the Human-
ities, Fall 1980. Hhigher Education Panel Report, No. 54, June, 19l

Andersen. Charles J and Atelsek, Frank J An Assessment of College Student Housing and Physical Plant. Hiygher Educa
tion Panel Rvpnr[, No 55, Octoher, 1982 .

Gombery, Irene L. and Atelsek, Frank J Financial Support for the Humanities: A Special M(-th()d()l()gi(‘ul Report. Higher
Fducation Panel Report, No. 56, January, 1983 .

wombery, Irene [ and Atelsek, Frank.) \(-ur()scu-n( e Personnel and Training. Higher Education anel Report, No 57 June, 1983
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