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This quantitative study of one doctoral department at a regional, state-supported university
located in the Southeastern United States used descriptive, parametric, and non-parametric
methods to determine the relationships between gender and each of the academic or graduation
factors. Graduation rates were analyzed for doctoral students admitted from 2004 to 2019.
Alumni data from 2004 to 2013 were analyzed for the other variables in the study to examine the
transition from face-to-face to online instruction. Five hundred thirty educational leadership
Ed.D. alumni were included in the study. Chi-square analyses, using crosstabs and independent
samples t tests, were used to determine relationships between the test variables and gender.
There were no significant differences between graduation rates, GRE scores, type of dissertation
completed, area of concentration, GPAs, number of dissertation hours, or dissertation semesters
to completion between female and male doctoral students for any of the variables. Female and
male doctoral graduates displayed remarkably similar values on all the variables in the study.
Implications for this study include graduate programs providing online options for students to
increase students’ access and program flexibility, actively recruiting male students to increase
diversity in the programs that have low male enrollment, considering alternative admission
criteria such as work and leadership experience, and striving for parity in exposure to male and
female professors.
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Gender stereotypes consist of social roles encompassing various behaviors and attitudes
generally considered acceptable, appropriate, or desirable for a person based on that person's
biological or perceived sex. Issues arise due to gender being a limiting factor because of how
particular genders are viewed and the expected responsibilities based on societal norms. Though
this stereotyping can be observed in many facets of life, it is especially prominent in academic
settings. These stereotypes can include strengths in a subject, expected education levels, or a
general level of achievement or intelligence, for example. These views are limiting to individuals
due to their implications of what one’s strengths should be compared to what they actually are.
The purpose of this non-experimental, quantitative study was to examine the relationships
between gender and graduation rates, dissertation methodologies, GPAs, and GRE scores of
Ed.D. graduates at a Southeastern University.

There are gender differences in graduation rates at all points along the high school to
college to graduate school pipeline (National Center for Education Statistics, 2021). According to
the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) report on the adjusted cohort graduation
rate (ACGR), tracking on-time graduation, states’ graduation rate for the 2018-2019 year ranged
from 69 to 92%, with a national mean of approximately 86% (Irving et al., 2022). In 2020, the
estimated dropout rate was higher for male students (6.2%) than for female students (4.4%).

Among recent high school graduates ages 16 to 24, nearly 15% more females than males
matriculate into post-secondary institutions (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2022). According to
estimates, women received approximately 57.5% of the bachelor’s degrees awarded in the U.S.
Graduate schools exhibited the same trend (American Council on Education, 2016). The most
recent national data reports that females received approximately 61.4% of the master’s degrees
and over half of the doctoral degrees (55.2%). Table 1 displays the four degree areas as of the
2019-20 school year (NCES, 2021).

Table 1
U.S. Graduates of Associate’s, Bachelor’s, Master’s, and Doctoral Programs in 2019-20
Females % of Total Males % of Total Total
Associate’s 625,154 61.4 393,079 38.6 1,018,233
Degree
Bachelor’s 1,177,168 57.7 861,263 42.3 2,038,431
Degree
Master’s 517,785 61.4 325,664 38.6 843,449
Degree
Doctoral 104,953 55.2 85,225 44.8 190,178
Degree

Note. Source: NCES, 2021

Over the past 40 years, females have matched or outpaced males at every postsecondary
level. Nationally, females have earned at least half of all associate’s, bachelor’s, and master’s
degrees since the 1981-82 school year (NCES, 2021). As of 2005, females have also earned at
least half of all doctoral degrees. As of the first quarter of 2019, 29.5 million women in the labor
force had at least a bachelor’s degree, effectively matching the number of college-educated men
(29.3 million) in the workforce (Pew Research, 2019). Doctorates earned in selected fields of



study for the 2018-19 school year and the percent of females and males in each field are
presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Survey of Earned Doctorates in the U.S.: Percent of Females in 2018

%

Subfield of study Total Male Female Female

All Fields 55,195 29,798 25,368 46.0

Life Sciences 12,780 5,659 7,114 55.7

Physical Sciences and Earth 6,335 4,214 2,118 334

Sciences

Mathematics and Computer 4,030 3,043 983 24.4

Sciences

Psychology and Social Sciences 8,899 3,641 5,256 59.1

Engineering 10,183 7,726 2,453 24.1

Education 4,834 1,496 3,337 69.0

Humanities and Arts 5,145 2,567 2,575 50.0

Business Management and

.. . 1,481 869 609 41.1
Administration

Note. Source: National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, Survey of Earned
Doctorates

Literature Review

Likely the most studied construct in graduate admissions (Woo et al., 2023), the GRE’s
predictive validity on doctoral students’ performance and degree completion has yielded studies
that present varying results. In a meta-analysis of 100 studies, including 10,000 students, on the
GRE’s use to predict graduate students’ academic performance, Kuncel et al. (2010) Few studies
have focused on the predictive validity of GRE scores in doctoral programs across disciplines. For
example, Lightfoot and Doerner (2008) studied 70 doctoral criminology and criminal justice
students from 1991 to 2000, finding that the students with lower GRE scores tended to take
longer to graduate. Interestingly, students in this program with lower GRE scores were likelier to
complete the program than those with higher scores. Despite low scores, these students are still
motivated to accomplish their goals. Stock et al. (2011) found that economics doctoral students’
guantitative GRE scores were related to degree completion. Like Lightfoot and Doerner (2008),
Stock et al. found that GRE scores better predict whether a degree would be completed rather
than accurately gauging the time to completion. This finding further suggests that graduate
students often possess the appropriate motivation to earn degrees, although their times to
completion vary. Malone et al. (2004) studied 168 education doctoral students, finding that the
GRE predicted student success. Their analysis demonstrated that students who completed the
program had higher program GPAs and overall GRE scores. However, those who did not persist



in the program had higher undergraduate GPAs and quantitative GRE scores than those who did
persist and complete the program. Rockinson-Szapkiw et al.’s (2014) study of an online education
doctoral program found that students’ methodology choice and GRE writing scores were the
strongest predictors of time to completion. These factors illustrated the students’ ability to
develop a dissertation project, which requires significant writing ability and persistence. Further,
the research on the GRE’s predictive validity suggests that graduate student applicants are a self-
selected group of individuals who tend to perform well academically.

However, not all studies suggest a correlation between GRE success and subsequent
success in graduate programs. In the communication field, GRE scores were not related to success
factors. Feeley et al. (2005) studied 48 communication doctoral students between 1990 to 2000,
finding that their verbal GRE scores were not significantly related to GPA, and overall GRE scores
did not relate to degree completion. Katz et al. (2009) examined a doctoral nursing program,
finding no significant correlation between GRE scores and students’ GPAs. Due to the GRE being
a standardized test covering multiple topics, it differs significantly from students’ success in their
area of study reflected by their GPAs.

Researchers have also studied gender’s role in graduate students’ success, persistence,
and completion. Researchers found a gap between men’s and women’s performances on the
guantitative section of the GRE (Bleske-Rechek & Browne, 2014; Herzog, 2011). According to
Educational Testing Service (2022) data from GRE test takers from July 2020 to June 2021, men’s
mean Verbal Reasoning and Quantitative Reasoning scores were higher than women’s, and
women’s mean Analytical Writing score was slightly higher than men’s mean score. Tock and
Anders Ericsson (2019) hypothesized that the gender differences in quantitative and verbal GRE
scores are partly due to curricular choices related to gender bias. In other words, men tend to
have curricular emphases in mathematics, and women tend to have curricular emphases in
verbal disciplines.

The reasons for these curricular emphases could be related to stereotype threat rather
than any inherent preference for one discipline over the other. Steele and Aronson (1995)
developed the theory of stereotype threat—that the threat of a stereotype would have effects,
sometimes adverse, on the individual. Steele and Aronson found that

making African American participants vulnerable to judgment by negative stereotypes

about their group’s intellectual ability depressed their standardized test performance

relative to White participants, while conditions designed to alleviate this threat, improved
their performance, equating the two groups once their differences in SATs were

controlled. (p. 808)

Spencer et al. (1999) were the first to study gender stereotype threats’ effects on women’s
mathematics performance. They conducted studies at elite American colleges and universities,
selected participants who were good at mathematics, and consistently found that women scored
lower when they were told that there were gender differences on the tests. When researchers
told women study participants that the tests did not produce gender differences, the women’s
performances improved. Stereotype threat theory is an accepted theory and demonstrates that
unsupported assumptions of individuals can hinder or aid their academic performance.
Researchers have tested the effects of stereotypes on women’s performance on standardized
tests, finding that stereotypes particularly impaired women’s performance on mathematics tests
(Picho et al., 2013; Pronin et al., 2004; Shapiro & Williams, 2012; Tsui et al., 2016). Mathematics



is a common subject in which gender stereotypes are prominent. Often this is enforced through
peers’ and instructors’ comments or the male-dominated student and faculty populations in
many mathematics courses.

Although stereotype threat has been established as influencing women in their academic
pursuits, the impact of gender on doctoral program completion is negligible (Seagram et al.,
1998; Spronken-Smith et al., 2018). Nevertheless, other studies suggest that gender influences
outcomes for female graduate students. For example, studies have shown significantly higher
publication output among male graduate students (Feldon et al., 2017; Pezzoni et al., 2016).
Similarly, Seagram et al. (1998) found higher satisfaction and more collaborative research with
faculty among men than women. Women tend to perform better in graduate programs with
significant numbers of female professors. For example, Main (2018) explained that female
doctoral students are more likely to complete degrees at institutions with higher proportions of
female faculty. This phenomenon, explained by Kanter’s theory of proportions, suggests that
having a gender balance in faculty composition could address disparities in doctoral program
completion (Main, 2018).

There is evidence for higher engagement in qualitative research for women than men.
After assessing several journals, Plowman and Smith (2011) found an over-representation of
women and an under-representation of men as authors of qualitative studies. Information
processing theory has been used to explain this trend, implying that females possess inherent
informational processing skills or are socialized to have such skills, making them better qualitative
researchers. This is not meant to imply a lack of ability in quantitative research in a population;
instead, there was limited exposure to this approach as they progressed through their education.
The social identity perspective also supposes that women are likely to engage in quantitative
research because they have mentors who guide them to engage in qualitative methods. The third
explanation of this phenomenon lies in the “separate versus connected knowing,” supposing that
women are more likely to lean towards connected knowing. Connected knowing focuses on
sensitivity to other people and emotions, while separate knowing focuses on objectivity without
including one’s emotions (Plowman & Smith, 2011).

With the online component now being an integral part of higher education and online
programs being in more demand now than they have been before (Black et al., 2019; Fuller et
al., 2014; Morris et al., 2020; Xu & Xu, 2019), researchers have begun to research the role of
gender in graduate student success and persistence. For example, Cross (2014) found that
women who were online graduate students tended to be more “gritty,” defined as “passion and
persistence for long-term goals” (p. 1), and the higher levels of grit in women correlated with
higher GPAs in their graduate programs (Aswini & Deb, 2017; Cross, 2014). Researchers have
studied motherhood’s effect on women’s attrition and time-to-completion rates, finding that
childrearing duties often influence women’s decisions to remain in graduate programs and
abilities to complete their programs in a timely fashion (Kulp, 2016; Lynch, 2008; Palermo-Kielb,
2020; Theisen et al., 2018). However, the research on gender and persistence is not consistent.
Studies have found that there are no statistically significant differences in persistence between
men and women in online graduate programs (Muljana & Luo, 2019; Rotar, 2022; Yukselturk &
Top, 2013), while other researchers found higher attrition rates for women than men in online
graduate programs (Waugh & Searle, 2014; Yasmin, 2013).



The overall estimated dropout rate for doctoral students is 50% or greater (Bowen &
Rudenstine, 1992; Castelld et al., 2017; Litalien & Guay, 2015; Wollast et al., 2018). While there
is no nationwide data on attrition in online doctoral programs specifically, some researchers have
estimated that attrition is much higher, up to 20% higher, for these programs than the typically
cited 50% attrition rate for doctoral programs overall (Angelino et al., 2007; Bawa, 2016; lvankova
& Stick, 2007). Doctoral students reported that relationships and interactions with faculty
members presented the most significant challenges, often leading to attrition (Cusworth, 2001;
Columbaro, 2009; Hoskins & Goldberg, 2005; Roumell & Bollinger, 2017). Online doctoral
education presents additional challenges such as isolation (Ames, 2018; Yuan & Kim, 2014), lack
of support (Devos et al., 2017; Erichsen et al., 2014; Kennedy & Gray, 2016), and difficulty with
technology (Angelino et al., 2007; Lee et al., 2022; Lim et al., 2019; Patterson & McFadden, 2009).

Research Questions

This study was guided by the following research questions: (1) Is there a significant
relationship between Ed.D. leadership students’ graduation rates and gender? (2) Is there a
significant relationship between Ed.D. leadership students’ dissertation methodology and
gender? (3) Is there a significant relationship between Ed.D. leadership students’ program
concentration and gender? (4) Is there a significant relationship between Ed.D. leadership
students’ GRE scores and gender? (5) Is there a significant relationship between Ed.D. leadership
students’ GPA and gender? (6) Is there a significant relationship between Ed.D. leadership
students’ number of dissertation hours and gender? (7) Is there a significant relationship
between Ed.D. leadership students’ number of semesters in dissertation hours to completion and
gender? (8) How did the transition to an online program affect students’ completion?

Methodology

The purpose of this quantitative case study of one doctoral educational leadership
department at a regional, state-supported university was to use descriptive, parametric, and non-
parametric methods to determine the relationship of several academic and graduation factors to
gender. Graduation rates were analyzed for doctoral students admitted from 2004 to 20109.
Alumni data from 2004 to 2013 were analyzed for the other variables in the study to examine the
transition from face-to-face to online instruction. Five hundred thirty educational leadership
Ed.D. alumni were included in the study. Chi-square analyses, using crosstabs, and t tests, were
used to determine relationships between the test variables and gender. We used IBM SPSS
Version 28 to conduct our analyses of a de-identified dataset from the university’s alumni
database.

The target department has been awarding Ed.D. degrees since 1972. During the
program’s first two years, the graduates were 100% male. The first female doctoral student
graduated from the department in 1974. Male graduates continued to outnumber female
graduates throughout the 1970s. By the close of the 1970s, females were approaching equality
in the number of graduates (1979 graduates = 42% female). However, in 1980 female graduates
out-numbered male graduates for the first time. In the following 39 years (1980-2019), female
graduates have outnumbered male graduates each year. From 2004 to 2019, females comprised



65.7% of the Ed.D. graduates, and for the most recent 3-year period (2017-2019), the percentage
of female graduates has been 55%, 63%, and 67%, respectively (see Table 3).

We recognize that this study has limitations and delimitations. First, we categorize gender
into only two constructs—male or female. Participants in this study self-identified as either male
or female on applications. Participant self-identification and social constructions of the gender
binary are the reasons for the binary indications of gender in this study. We recognize that future
studies may include people of diverse genders. Second, participants were selected from previous
date ranges to include students who had completed, dropped out, or were currently enrolled.
The date range of 2004-2013 was used to examine the period during which the program
transitioned to a completely online program. Last, this study represents a case study of one
doctoral educational leadership program in the Southeastern United States and may not be
generalizable to other institution’s programs.

Table 3
Ed.D. Degrees Awarded (2004-2019): Percent of Total by Gender
Ed.D. Graduates N Percent of Total
Female Graduates 348 65.7%
Male Graduates 182 34.3%
Total 530 100.0%
Findings

The first three analyses were conducted using a two-way contingency table analysis using
crosstabs. We evaluated whether a statistical relationship existed between two nominal-level
variables in each case.

For Research Question 1, a two-way contingency table analysis was conducted to evaluate
the relationship between gender and graduation for Ed.D. alumni. The two variables were
graduation with two levels (yes or no) and gender with two levels (male or female). Graduation
and gender were found not to be significantly related, Pearson x2(1, N = 486) = .33, p = .567.
Cramer’s V = .03. The analysis indicated no relationship between graduation and gender.
However, female doctoral students graduated at a slightly higher rate than their male
counterparts (see Table 4).

Table 4
Female-Male Representation in the Ed.D. Program (2004-2013)
Admitted Females Males Graduated Females Males Withdrew Female Males

Total @ (%) (%) Total (%) (%) Total (%) (%)
323 164 221 108 102 56
487 663) (33.7) 2O 67.2) (328) % (6a6) (35.4)

@10 Students that are still active were included in the total



The overall graduation rate for the Ed.D. program in Educational Leadership at the
participating university was 67.6% during this period (2004-13). The graduation rate for females
was 68.4%, and the graduation rate for males was 65.9%. The national graduation rate is about
50.0% for all doctoral programs (NCES, 2019).

For Research Question 2, a two-way contingency table analysis was conducted to evaluate
the relationship between gender and type of dissertation for Ed.D. alumni. The two variables
were gender with two levels (male and female) and type of dissertation with two levels
(quantitative or qualitative). Gender and type of dissertation were found not to be significantly
related, Pearson x2 (1, N =94) = .04, p = .847. Cramer’s V = .07. The analysis indicated that there
was not a significant relationship between gender and type of dissertation. The number and types
of dissertation by gender are displayed in Table 5.

Table 5
Dissertation Type by Gender (2017-2019)
Female Male All Graduates
Type of N N N
Dissertation (%) (%) (%)
Quantitative 43 28 71
(75.4) (73.7) (67.2)
Qualitative 14 10 24
(24.6) (26.3) (26.4)
Totals 57 38 95
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

For Research Question 3, a two-way contingency table analysis was conducted to evaluate
the relationship between gender and areas of concentration for Ed.D. alumni. The two variables
were gender with two levels (male and female) and areas of concentration with three levels
(Higher Education Leadership, School Leadership, or Administrative Endorsement). Gender and
areas of concentration were not found to be significantly related, Pearson x2 (2, N = 137) = 6.63,
p = .085. Cramer’s V = .22. The analysis indicated no relationship between gender and areas of
concentration. Because the overall analysis was not significant (p = .085) no follow up was
conducted. The totals are presented in Table 6.

Table 6
Ed.D. Concentration by Gender (Current Students)
Female Male Total
N N N
(% within (% within

Concentration) Concentration)




Higher Education Leadership 73 37

(66.4) (33.6) 110
School Leadership 38 18 56
(67.9) (32.1)
Administrative Endorsement 27 8 35
(77.1) (22.9)
Overall 138 63
(68.7) (31.3) 201

We analyzed the data using independent samples t tests for Research Questions 4 - 7. For
Research Question 4, we compared GRE scores (verbal, quantitative, and analytical writing)
between current female and male and recently graduated female and male doctoral students,
and there were no significant differences in verbal scores (p = .587), quantitative scores (p =.729)
or analytical writing scores (p = .056) for students that graduated in the previous three years and
similar results, no statistical differences, for currents students in verbal scores (p = .249),
guantitative scores (p = .241), and analytical writing (p = .181) scores. Female and male Ed.D.
students, both current and recently graduated, had very similar scores on all three sections of
the GRE.

For Research Question 5, we compared final doctoral program GPA to gender. The
analysis revealed no significant difference in final GPA between male and female doctoral
students (p = (.051). However, females did have a slightly higher GPA (3.92) than males (3.87).
For Research Question 6 and 7, the analyses displayed no significant difference in number of
hours in dissertation (p =.666), and number of semesters in dissertation hours (p =.925). Females
registered for 17.1 hours of dissertation work and males for 17.8 and females registered for 4.1
semesters of dissertation work and males 4.2 semesters.

Table 7
GPAs, Dissertation Hours, and Dissertation Semesters by Gender
Variable Gender N M SD

GPA Male 35 3.868 14

Female 52 3.921 .16

Dissertation Male 35 17.80 7.37

Hours Female 52 17.10 7.48

Dissertation Male 35 4.17 2.33

Semesters Female 52 4.12 2.94

For Research Question 8, we evaluated graduation rates by gender for three-year periods,
during the years that the department transitioned from 100% face-to-face (F2F) to 100% online.
From 2001 to 2003 all Ed.D. classes were taught F2F and the graduation rate was about 67% for
females and 59% for males. In 2007 to 2009 the program was taught with a mixture of online and



F2F classes. The graduation rates for females and males was 68% and 70% respectively. For the
period from 2011 to 2013 the graduation rate was over 70% for females and over 71% for males.
Online instruction seems to have benefited female Ed.D. students substantially but remarkably
so for male students (59% to 71%). See Table 8 for a complete list.

Table 8
Graduation Rates by Gender During Program Transition
2001-03 2007-09 2011-13
F2F Delivery Mixed Delivery Online Delivery
All Students All Students All Students
73/114 116/169 107/150
64.0% 68.7% 71.3%
Females Females Females
50/75 77/113 69/98
66.7% 68.1% 70.4%
Males Males Males
23/39 39/56 38/52
59.0% 69.6% 73.1%
Discussion

As a result of this study, the following conclusions were drawn. From 2004 to 2019, the
ratio of females to males admitted to the program was 323/164 (66.3% female). During the same
period, the ratio of female to male graduates from the program was 221/108 (67.2% female).
The percentage of applicants admitted to the Ed.D. program was identical for males and females
(93.0%). Therefore, the large difference in the proportion of females to males graduating from
the Ed.D. program was because fewer males were applying for admission.

There was no significant difference (p = .567) in the study's graduation rate between male
and female Ed.D. graduates, which aligns with some literature on gender and its influences on
doctoral program graduation (Seagram et al., 1998; Spronken-Smith et al., 2018). Additionally,
no significant relationship (p = .085) was found when areas of concentration (Higher Education
Leadership, School Leadership, and Administrative Endorsement) were compared to gender.
Doctoral students were graduating from the different concentrations at similar rates for females
and males.

In addition, there was no significant relationship (p = .847) between dissertation
methodology (quantitative or qualitative) and the gender of Ed.D. graduates. Females (75%) were
slightly more likely than males (74%) to complete quantitative dissertations. However, males
(26%) were slightly more likely than females to complete qualitative dissertations (25%). This
finding does not align with previous research that suggested that women tend to engage in
qualitative research, and men tend to engage in quantitative research (Plowman & Smith, 2011).
However, it does align with Rockinson-Szapkiw’s (2014) findings that there was no significant
difference between GRE scores and dissertation methodology choice.

The independent sample t tests revealed that there were no significant differences in
verbal scores (p = .587), quantitative scores (p = .729), or analytical writing scores (p = .056)
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between students who graduated in the previous three years and current students. Similarly,
there were no statistically significant differences in verbal scores (p = .249), quantitative scores
(p =.241), or analytical writing scores (p = .181) between the two groups. Females displayed only
slightly higher mean scores for verbal (+.78 point), quantitative (+.34 point), and analytical writing
(+.34 point) than males. This finding does not align with recent Educational Testing Service (2022)
data, finding that males have slightly higher mean scores on quantitative and qualitative sections
of the GRE. This study’s male and female students had nearly equivalent mean GRE scores. This
program does not have GRE cut-off scores for acceptance, so this phenomenon cannot
simplistically be attributed to a cut-off score.

Three academic variables (GPA, dissertation hours, and dissertation semesters) were
analyzed to determine if there were differences between female and male doctoral graduates.
No significant difference (p = .857) was found between females and males for any of the analyses.
In fact, female (3.843) and male (3.873) graduates displayed very similar GPAs, similar numbers
of dissertation hours (females = 20.65 semester hours and male graduates = 20.00 semester
hours), and slightly variable numbers of dissertation semesters (females = 5.06 semesters and
males = 4.15 semesters).

During the transition from a F2F to online delivery in the Ed.D. program, it was interesting
to note that female students' graduation rate increased slightly from 67% in 2001-2003 to 68%
in 2007-2009 and to 70% in 2011-2013. At the same time, the graduation rate for males increased
remarkably from 59% (2001-2003) to 70% (2007-2009) and 71% (2011-2013). For the doctoral
students admitted from 2004 to 2013, 67.6% of all students graduated within a seven-year
enrollment window. However, there was a slight difference between the graduation rate of
females (68.4%) and males (65.1%). These results suggest a successful migration from F2F
instruction to online instruction, with faculty providing appropriate online instruction, enabling
students to complete dissertation projects effectively and efficiently.

Implications for Further Research and Practice

This study provides an example of gender parity related to several student success
variables. These results contrast previous research that suggested that women tend to choose
gualitative methods and men tend to choose quantitative methods, as well as research that
suggested that men have higher GRE scores than women. Further research could seek to
understand better the reasons for this program’s gender equality in terms of persistence,
success, and completion rates, as well as for higher male graduation rates after the transition to
online delivery and reasons. Qualitative approaches, such as focus groups, could shed light on
these issues and provide implications for practice for other doctoral programs seeking gender
parity in student persistence and completion rates. Further research should explore why fewer
males are applying to the Ed.D. program. Identifying any barriers or challenges preventing male
students from pursuing doctoral education is essential. The finding that females were slightly
more likely to complete quantitative dissertations and males were slightly more likely to
complete qualitative dissertations highlights the need for further research into dissertation
methodology preferences and factors that influence these preferences.

This study’s results suggest many important implications for graduate educational
leadership programs. Success and completion rates increased when the program transitioned to
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online delivery. Although some research has indicated that online graduate program delivery is
associated with lower student success rates than face-to-face delivery (Angelino et al., 2007;
Bawa, 2016; lvankova & Stick, 2007), the opposite was true in this case. Online cohorts in this
study performed better and completed degrees at a higher rate than face-to-face cohorts did,
suggesting that online doctoral program delivery has the potential to assist graduate students
succeed and persist. Male student completion increased sharply when the program transitioned
to the online format--from 59% (2001-2003) to 71% (2011-2013). Possible reasons for this are
increased access to materials and faculty members, as well as course and assignment flexibility,
which align with adult and working students’ needs. The successful transition from face-to-face
to online instruction suggests that online delivery can be an effective way to deliver doctoral
education and can offer a supportive environment to all students. Institutions offering Ed.D.
programs may consider offering online options to attract students who may not be able to attend
on-campus programs. Additionally, institutions should provide appropriate support and
resources to ensure that students can complete their dissertation projects effectively and
efficiently in an online environment.

Further practical implications for institutions offering Ed.D. programs include actively
recruiting male students to increase diversity in the programs that have low male enrollment.
This may involve outreach efforts to undergraduate and master’s degree programs and offering
targeted support for students during the application process. Consistent and careful faculty
mentoring can also assist programs in retraining students, particularly male students (Bukko et
al., 2019).

The finding that there were no significant differences in GRE scores between male and
female graduates suggests that the GRE is an effective measure for graduate admissions.
However, admission decisions should not be based solely on GRE scores. Institutions may want
to consider alternative measures of potential success, such as past academic performance and
work and leadership experience.

Further, the finding that there was no significant difference in graduation rates between
male and female graduates suggests that gender is not a significant factor in doctoral program
completion at this site. During the last 20 years, this program’s faculty composition was
approximately 50% male and 50% female. Exposure to male and female professors may benefit
students and reduce stereotype threat, leading to gender parity regarding student methodology
selection, persistence, success, and completion.
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