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- \QSprogram development and - 1mprovement

A PROFILE OF HIGHER EDUCATION DOCTORAL PROGRAMS

-

~programs for the study of - h1gher educat1on in the UnLted tﬁﬂ
[ el

States.1 It descr1bes program goals, purposes and objectlvés,y,,"w

s

curriculum and degree offer1ngs, organ1zat1onal structure, 2

l

“faculty and student character1st1cs- and adm1ss1ons and degree

\',v,‘

requ1rements in seventy—two d ctoral gfant1ng programs: .
Although the emphasis is on d:gcfipt;on‘rather than evaluat1on

or quality assessment, th%»1nformat1on should prove usefu1 to" .

those concerned with the development of h1gher educat1on as-a.

f1eld~of study and department§cha1rs and faculty concerned wrth

v

Ba .4- J d ) . . D . | V . 'l.‘,_‘ ' .. ) . L : . 4‘;(

-

Programs for the study of h1gher educatlon are a rela—"l

tively recentvphenomenon. Many un1vers1t1es offered h1gher“

—

education courses during the f1rst half of th1s_century and

three 1nst1tut1ons (the University of Chicago, Columb1al

Teacher's College and Ohio State Un1vers1ty) 1n1t1ated formal

S

programs for the preparatlon of'college adm1n1strators"dur1ng

the l920's (Dressel and Mayhew 1974), Most doctoral programs

T

‘1n h1gher education, however, date from the l960's.? As part
PN 1,

of an in-depth exam1nat1on of h1gher educat1on as a field of

study, Dressel ind/ﬂayhew (1974) surveyed approx1mately e1ghLy
\ _

universities for programs offering doctoral degrees (el1m1na-
ting institutipns offering only cogrse work, masters level

-

",f_" ‘ g s . .. - . N ] o
. This.paper presents a'descript1ve prof1le of doctoral & |
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T fdegtees or. m1nor concentrat1ons .in h1gher educatlon) -They

. .
4 4 4

subsequently documented and descr1bed s1xty—seven h1gher - e
L educatlon programs. There -have been no subsequent comprehen- o g
‘ ’ s1ve examrnat1ons~of higher educat1on as a field of study o ' ;/

of h1gher educat1on doctoral programs,although there have been s ”Af?

‘stud1es of eremplary graduate programs (Ke1m 1983), and of o
selected aspects 1ncluding faculty (Franc1s and Hobbs 1974,‘
éobper l980 Johnson and Drewry 1982), students and graduates
(Carg 1974)a curr1culum (Cooper 1980, Crosson 1983) and books

. used 1n h1gher educat1on courses (We1dman and Nelson, 1n press).

'J177 The past decade has been -one of change 1n Schools of

Educatlon and other profess1onal f1e1ds. Schools of education
have Exper1enfed enroIlment decl1ne ‘at undergraduate and

masters levels and faced f1scal str1ngency. They have

. - B B
AR - :
/-\ 2
o -
. : VN

decreased emphas1s on the preparat1on of teachers and 1ncreased S

the comm1tment to doctoral level work. . The. number of earned
‘ doctoral degrees awarded 1n a11 fields in the United . Spates

1ncreased dramat1cally each year unt1l 1974 and then started to -

1

gh: B decllne w1th a 4, 2 percent overall decline between 1975 and

1980 (Baker and Wells 1977, Baker 1981). Doctoral ‘degrees in.

N

Educatlon 1ncreased by 16 percent between 1970 and 1974 and by-

2.2 percent between 1975 and 1980 (Baker and Wells 1977, Bakef - o
1981). Other profess1onal fields expgflenced declines 1nj
» .. -

‘»dlamat1;e(e.g. hustness-l7%, eng1neer1ng 11% and.f;? ] JJ‘[

1; ' doctoral degréegg%J%rded dur1ng the later period,:

80

Given the receént. pub14c attention to school1ng issues, it seems

l1kely that schools of education are fac1ng a per1od of more

(. "(é‘
dramat1c c ange. ETERT
/7 R

) . c . . ,“" , ‘ ‘ ’ ) Ay _ e
(ot R J . S
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e For all Qf these reasons, it see:> t1me to. take stock of

"doctoral programs in h1gher educatlonr This paper updates thxsf
= f“f; “aspect of the"ﬂork of . Dressel and Mayhew ahd prov1des a '\
o descr1pt1ve prof11e of h1gher educatlon programs. Research‘fgr :
| tth paper was undertaken as azgrOJect under the ausplces of,
g the Assoc1at10n for the Study of Higher Educatlon (ASHE) |

) Commlttee on Curr1culum, Instructlon-and Learning. The pr03ect"

- - - N -

E 1ncluded a compllablon of program descr1pt10ns and a survey of
) h1gher educatlon programs.- In October, 1982, Marvin Peterson.
'_then 37e51dent of ASHE, Jonathan F1fe, D1rector of the ERIC’
~Clear1nghouse on H1gher Educatlon, and Robert B1rnbaum, cha1r
of the ASHE Commlttee on Curr1cu1um, Instructlon and Learn1ng,'
wrote to the d;rectors of all h1gher educatlon prOgrams 11sted
in .the, ERIC D M@Wﬂwm

(1982 edition). Directors were asked to provide a brief

:puogram descr1pt10n and complete a questlonnalre.

o

T The descr1pt10ns recelved by January 1983 were complled/ ‘ B U&J
'.1nto a draft booklet*and dlstrlbuted to program directors
present at the March, 1983 ASHE meeting. In May, a follow up*'l
. \ requeg@D%as sgﬁt to program d1rectors who had not submitted
descr1pt10ns. At the same time, other program d1rectors were
.g1ven the opportunlty to revise the1r initial descrlptlons on\
the basis of the draft bookletiand,sample descriptions. The
finad compflation includes 65 program‘%escriptions (72 percent’
$. g#of those listed in‘the'dRIC Directory) and is being published - .

.~

by ASHE. . ) . ! : 3 ]
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i : The f1ve—page quest10nna1re asked for 1nformat10n on. 3 AR
vt h1gher educat1on progfams s1milar to that reported by Dressel _

_ s . s B L4 i

and Mayhew, 1nc1ud1ng 1tems on program organlzat1on and size,

faculty, students and var1ous requrrements. The’ quest1onna1re

was p1lot tested w1th three program d1rectors pr1or to the | 7, 3

October 1982 d1str1but1on to all d1rectors Follow ;b requests

-to non- respondents vere sent in’ January and May 1983.» BN
A . -
[ , Seventy-tvo programs or 80 percent of. the useable 'ERIC program ) ,
- l1st1ngs returned the questionna1r s. .. A',‘ g

!

l

s : k3
S de

Th1s paper 1s/based on thos:v;?ogram descr1pt1ons and ,‘

quest;onna1re data. SPSS.was\use

or frequency d1str1but1ons .
; :

N ' and cross tabulat1ons of quest10nna1re 1tems. Sectlons two
through six. report the study f1nd1ngs. The f1nal sect1on

f’
1ncludes personal observat1ons wh1ch reflect the v1ews ‘of the

authors rather than those of the Comm1ttee on Curr1culum,
Instruct1on and Learn1ng or- of ASHE Append1x A contains. a )
copy of the quest10nna1re, Append1x B llStS all 1nstitutiM ‘

prov1d1ng 1nformat10n for th1s project, and Appendix C lists

.y
the t1tles,of the un1ts 1n which h1gher educat1on programi.?re

: /. ‘ ] ;

' located. * . . v ’

' Dressel and Mayhew doctimented sixty—seven doctoral
L W

programs for the ‘study of h1gher educatlon 1n‘1974. The first

~

edltlon of the cht_qry_of_ﬂzgher_ﬁdusatmn_zr_ogmms_and

A

Eagul;y comp1led by the ERIC Clear1nghouse on Hrgher Education .

listed. e1ghty programs as of 1977 Johnson and Drewry (1982) .

S
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1dent1f1ed 70 1n§t1tut10ns wh;ch as of 1978 offered!a program/

v - .
wh1ch met the follow1ng def1n1t10n~ ' \ T ‘ ﬂ\ .
. . . o ‘ .

/;{ _ Edugatlgn A course'df.study/Ieading'to a.

Doctor of. Phllosophy or Doctor of Educat1on &

degree w1th a major or general empha51s in

f ngher Educatlon as a f1eld of study and which

* -
s

| i's designed to prepare leadership,persoﬁhel.for

X hrgher educatithinstitutions or*related
aéeneiee, This excludesépregrams designed‘
exgiusiyelx to-prepagexedrlege teachers. .-
(p. 9 emphasia in originais"_

. The third edition (1982) of the ERIC D1re\tory liste

n1netyftwo programs. We used e Drrectory (1982) as a
| mailing 1ist and included ‘the*ing definitional note in’
the cover letter fdr the questionnaire, |

T A note concernlng ‘the designation of- ngher
Educatlon Program. There are still a number of
different titles and conflgurat1ons used for the
d{ganization of units’concerned with higher

e ‘education. We are interested in aeademic units .
| WPICh accept studentB for degrees and offer
courges and related act1v1t1es in the f1e1d of
higher or postsecondary ‘education, whether these
be‘called a department, a program, a'center, og\
soime other designation, and whether these be a
separate unit or part of some largep‘administra—

tive configuration such as educational "admini-

e
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. - . sération or educational policy. If your’program
. SN N ; ! . v : :
- fits this broad description; please complete the. - ~/
L] i 7 / , . m’_ . o . . .
; questionnaire. ' o A
. . S
Seventyvtwooprograns provided useable responses to- ¢
- our survey and sixty-five programs provided program descrip~
TN ,
L e Eions. Two of the n1nety two 1nst1tut1ons 11sted 1n thew

-D1rectory (1982) Informed us that they no loﬁ’er have doctoral'

igher education programs. ~_It is 1mposs;ble to know whether -
: the others who'did:not complete the questionnaire do not have
. programs meet1ng our broad def1n1t10n or whether they s1mply
ot bother to fill out-the quest1onna1re. We' checked our

non—respondents aga1nst data 1n the Johnson and Drewry (1982)
study. Ten programs-—some w1th more thdL f1vé‘faculty oo

members--existed in 1978 but did not respond to .our survey. e -

are guessing, therefore, that there are.SOmewhere”between

eighty and ninety higher education doctoral ograms'in th?.

United States. B ' ' ff C 7 - | v
. All'but one of the programs in our survey were located

within a School or College or Department of Educat1on but there

continues to be cons1derable variety in organlzatlona£i>

structure and t1tle.’ In seventeen universities the higher

. ~ M ; ‘,_‘ ‘
education program is a free-standing unit within the school
although it mayhbe called a department, a program, a center, an

rnst}tute 'or a concentration. 1In fifty-three universities the f,.
program for the study of h1gher educat1on is ‘part of a larger

academic un1t.2 Although there‘;s enormous var1ab111ty of - \
des1gnat1on; h1gher eddcat1on is usually a part’ of a department‘

or division of educational administration, leadership, policy,

Q :
‘ -7




’ (j "foundations or adult educdtion or a designation- combining two.

or more of these elements. (Append1x C) The head of the
s | ‘higher educat;on.program or concentrat1on is usually called a
- program.d1rector or department cha1r on head.
| FollOW1ng the pattern of Dressel and Mayhew (1974) T e
and Johnson and Drewry (1982), our study 1ncluded only those
programs’ offer1ng doctoral degrees 1n h1gher educat1on. We,

~

asked_d1rectors. however, to spec1fy the degrees.offered by; 5
the1r program. Table 1 reports the results. It is interest}ng
to note that whlle sOme programs offer ofily the doctoral level
degree, most-offer one orcmorevmasters level degrees as‘well.
* »  While half of the programs offer both PhD and EdD-degrees, the
remainder are split almost evenly between the PhD degree and
-‘the-EdD degree. Twelve programs offersthe certiflcate of -
~adyanced”graduate study (CAGS) in addition to the_doctoral

degree(s).

o~ = INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE -

H1gher Educat1on program faculty, l1ke faculty in-other 4
departments and schools, "are engaged in teachrng, research anggﬁj,
service activlties. Eighteen universities, responding to our
survey, however, also have a.separate entity--usually

Ve ‘ designated an'Instituteuor Center:-mith responsibility for
research and/or service actlv%ties. Eleven of these institutes

. (centers) are responsible for both research*and service, four
are-exclusively research units and three are exclusively |

.serv1ce centers. In most cases, the directpr of the center or

-1nst1tute reports to the Dean of the School of Ed&cat1on.

- R : 3
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% Dressel and MLypew identifiegithrée distinct"types of .,
higher’education programs,: The_first type includes programs

-

with a national‘perspective. Such programs recruit‘students
from all over the country-rusually for *full-time sgudy;
empha81ze research and scholarly study of the Aleld° and place

graduates throughout the country in faculty and adm1nlstrat1ve

'positions. Faculty in such programs enjoy h1gh status at their.

ghome institutions. The second~type includes programs with a
local or regional petspective. Many of the students in this

type program are administrators in area colleges and

-

. un1ver51t1es who pursue the1r graduate work on a part time

basis. Such programs often have a small full- time faculty but

,

make extensive use ofxpart—tlme faculty, usually administratosgs
ar other faculty members in the home institution. Course worky

is heavily‘oriented toward practicaiAconsideratrons. The‘thﬁrd
type of program includes those which are very small, haye

little formal structure and offer only a few courses--usually

for junior college faculty, Dressel and Mayhew provided
examples or each;type of‘prggramlhut did not categorize.alt
programs by type. ! ) o
We_started.with the assumption that Dressel and Mayhew's
typology would continue to accurately describe the field and
}_attemp;ed to "fit" programs to these types on the pasis of

proggam descriptions and'questionnaire.data. it‘was

’

T
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;;p;quahs as -either national or local, as or1ented towards ' o

oLl . : : _ ‘é -
_ either "researéhers;‘ r 'practitibners .- They describe the1r i

: preparation offered students. Of the s1xty-f1ve'ppograms ' .

major purpose ‘of the1r program was to prepare leaders for

‘organizations. .

A Lo 9 ‘ . : (
- . . ‘ : - _ . ) (-
. ' P o v . T

V iﬁpossible. Most program d1rectors do not describe their™

A\ ]

programs as combinations .of these th1ngs. Program directors B T
. > ,

sax that theg’recruit students on a lo&al regional, and

-~

national bas1s and that they prepare both adm1n1strat1ve

leaders and scholars for - h1gher educatiorf. On the basis of
t( - M
P e N T
the1r, description then, programs in higher edu ation apoear £Q.— . .-f.

0

be more hom0geneous than heterogeneous. . . “

'

Most higher education program directors described program

m1ssions, goals and objectives 1n terms of the kind of -

prov1d1ng descriptions, fifty- f1ve exp11c1tly stated that the -

h1gher educatyon. It was apparent that most directors intended
o ; . v : = < ”“"3)
leaders to imply administrative leadership for colleges and S

universities, although some direotors may have also jintended
the term to- include faculty leaders and/or higher education
scholars. Thirty program directors, however, added a second .

objective——that of preparing\people for faculty or research

t

positions involving the scholarly study of h1gher education.3

~

Twelve program dErectors stated»as an ob3ect1ve the preparatlon S\

~of profes51onals for leadership in education—related agencies

o
.such ‘as government-agenc1es, foundations, or human service

s
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L N Many d1recbbrs further spec1f1ed,program obJect1ves go ,'
b # T
~§j‘1nclude the preparat1oﬁ"—f*personnel for academ1c

L adm1n1stratLon, student-affa1rs, commun1ty college teach1ng,

' f1nanc1al management and plann1ng and/or adult educat1on,br' 1."h

- "\

ment1on1ng three or more. of these elements. N;me d;rectors
.'V“ stated that the pr1mary focus of theLr programMWas the
preparat1on of commun1ty college faculty and academ1c

.adm1n1stratorsﬁ emght 1nd1cated student affa1rs as the major

0

~Fprogram emphas1s, and e1ght spec1f1ed adult or continuing

qeducat1on. All others either did not spec1fy or indicated

-

v?txcomblnat1ons of objectives .
. = ! '

Ours was not a detailed-study_of higher.éducation
curriculum but.many‘df;the'program.deSCrfptions contained
statements about the curriculum‘whichvrevealﬁorientations
towardjhigher°education‘asva'field of SEudy;: The basic premise‘
continues to be that h1gher educat1on draws much of its content

from the d1sc1pl1nes, part1cularly econom1cs, h1story,

. " N v
. ph1losophy, pol1t1cal SC1ence, psychology, soc1ology,;and/or
“from other f1elds such as management, organizational studies,
s . ‘9 )
and busInesswadm1n1strat1on. Many'programs (e g.,Stanford,

' Ch1cago, and Mlnnesota) emphas1ze that an: extens1ve amount of .

2

’

course work is. taken 1n the basic d1sc1pl1nes. Others

i

.V emphas1ze the extent to wh1ch program faculty 1ncorporate

d1ffer1ng d1sc1pl1nary perspectuves ‘in h1gherkeducat1on
courses. e

;'. o ;g Although the h1gher educat1on prpgram descr1pt1ons reveal

2

the shared conv1ct1on that thher educat1on‘1s a. der1vat1ve,,,‘

1Y
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fieid of ’study, they also show important differences among
programs’in'whet is considered the ,substance, or central
pconcerns of -the field The follow1nq statements from three
i ! d1fferent program~descr1ptlons ‘highlight some bf the

T . -

d1fferences-

P

- (the f1e1d 's central concerns) areJthe evolu-
R tion of the contemporary s1m11ar1t1es and
,differences»among'and the prospects for the
.vdrious highér'educetional‘institut}ons.in both
their social roles and their ‘internal functions
‘and structures. (University of Ch1cago——ASHE, in
press) A o
(the focus of.the‘progrem) is.upon the /
development of postsecondary educatlon in the
United States and its relat10nsh1p to the -
social, econom;c, and‘pol1t1cal growth of the.
nation; (University of Fiorida—ASHE, in' press)
(graduate‘studres in h1gher education) are
"des1gned to link knowledge developed in the
_sc1ences of human behav1or and organlzatlon
(economics, political science, psychology,
menagement science, and sociology) to funda-
mental policy issues in»the_fielduof'higher,

education.-(UniVersity of MinneSotafASHE, in

A

1 [ !

press)




'of the field comes from the questionnaire.items onrareas of

12

Since/only a few program descriptions contained stptements on.
. _ LT , - v
the nature of the field of study, it was’impossible to.

-

categorize,programs in this way and we can not detect prevailing

views or patterns. BES

n Many programs did list broad areas of knowledge such as

2

foundations or h1story of higher education in which they expect

their students to gain competence but we could discern no

.Lpattern in tHese_ statements.” _ ‘

K

More revealing information concerning the subject matter

-~

"specialization (concentration) and higher edugation core

A

. 4 . ’ v h .
- requirements. Sixty-three higher #ducation programs have *“,

established areas of specialization or concentration which
prov1de a focus for student course work Table 2 lists the
areas and the number of programs which offer them.
— INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE -
. We also asked program directors toﬂprovide'titles of core

courses in higher education. Although the response-rateofor

R

. this item was quite low——only-twenty—nine programs listed-

courses--the responses do provide'further insight into the
. oo o S £
curricular orientation of higher education programs. Table 3

lists by title the core courses grouped by general subject

area. Where the subject matter of the course is not clear from

o
-~

the title,'courses are listed as possibly similar. Twenty—

‘three additional &Zourses weere listed which did not fit

either the ten broad categories or any -other logical grouping.
It is'clean that there'is still minimum consensus among higher
( &

education programs aboutJWhat constitutes the subject matter of

the field N -

2195
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- INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE.-

3 '1 e s )
Desp1te these 1mportant d1fferences,‘the follow1ng
RS
descr1pt1on is representat1ve of a “large ;umber of h1gheT

.
4 A

education programs: -

It is expected that a student develqb a thorough
ground1ng in the major d1V1s1ons of knowledge .
! relating to h1gher educat1on as a f1eld of
study—- 1ssues, h1story, curr1culum, adm1n1—
s o strat1on, organlzatlonal theory, f1nance, |
student affa1rs—-and must apply to th1s
knowledge the analyt1cal sk1lls and Judgment
~ . that lead to effect1ve pollcy—mak1ng and

' { .

,execut1on.. The study deals with the many forms

of postsecondary educat;on;uthe.persons d1rectly?*:7 -
,involved as students, faculty\aniggdmlnistrators
in-the operations-of thoseAinstit ions,:and
agencies‘in the-larger society'directly
concerned w1th the conduct of the enterpr1se.

'The methodolog1es are drawn from many of the

-establlshed d1sc1pl1nes, but most often from
o

'educat1on, h;story, psychology, sociology,

ph1losophy and,var1ous sub—d1sc1pl1nes of
' . | businéss'adminlStration. (University of Denver-

ASHE, .in presg): ' - &,

v A

- : " ‘ N
- members 1n higher- educat1on. As Dressel Lnd Mayhew (l974)
po1ntedbout,~faculty members ff1l1ated w1th h1gher educat1on




programs are not the only faculty who teach and conduct
research in h1gher educat1on. Furthermore ;many 1nd1v1duals
‘with formal appo1ntments 1n h1gher edé;at1on programs;are
5pr1mar1ly adm1n1strators who may not d1rect graduate studedts_

1

X - or conduct research in the field. Although both problems

I3
-~ ‘”ﬁ

rem%in, we felt 1t 1mportant to obtain 1nformat1on on faculty
members with formal appo1ntments (as l1sted in catalogues) in
'doctoral h1gher educat1on programs. Our figyres can be

qompared w1th tl}ose of Dressel and Mayhew (\[:74),: Johnstn and

Drewry (1982) and the ASHE- llu_e_c_tp_zy_o_f_tug_her_clug_atm

(1982). Table 4 summarizes this .

'i—f. Lo )
;&& INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE. -

V'gg ; Dtessel and Mayhew«(l974) dld not define full-time faculty

"g
{tixﬁﬁt imp11ed,those full ~-time: personnel w1thout adm1n1strat1ve
e
\‘G

assrgnments. Johnson and Drewry (1982), collected the1r data

n 19785§ﬂd used the follow1ng definition:

- ‘k’--'
: Those persons supply1ng one- half or more of the1r
.<$

thﬂal effort to the dgctoral program in the
:"fé: of h1gher education. ‘This effort must
»%lude both teaching in the program and’
p superv1s1ng doctoral students. '(p. 9)
§§':5,* \gf\ﬁ The ASHE Directory (1982) contains’ the follow1ng
-qf?' th~staxement. ""Phis- d1rectofy is l1m1ted to part time and
*ry’ ;{qull ~time’ faculty within a h1gher educat1on program as reported
;by theLr 1nst1tutlons. (Introduct1on) No def1n1t;on of
full-timg¢ and no response rate ‘is given.4 |

Y

¢
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In'our survey we defined full-time faculty .as faculty IR

whose primary respons1b111ty is W1th the h1gher education . u. .

program and part t1me faculty as faculty whose primary

’

responsibility is outside the higher’education program}_ our:

findings are confused by the fact that the totals do not add

. up. We obtainedlone total--261--when we summed the responses
}' to the item asking for the total number of fuIlftime faculty,'

another——270——when we summed the numbers provided for the

“ . various ranks, and a third. t6tal——257——when we summed the

i '

numbers by raC1al and ethnic character1st1cs.
- Our estimate of_the current number of;full—éfme faculty is
between 315 and 330._'We'arrive'at_thi;'by'taking_our highest _
- ; total (270), adding to it 38 edtulty members in'the ten
lnstitutions wh}ch did not re‘lond to’ our survey but who
'responded to ‘the JohnsLn and Drewry survey. We;then,guessed
',that there.has been modest growth in tge ten'Johnson‘and breg ¥
- respondents since 1978, and that there are between.ten‘and
twenty faculty members in the eight "potentialiprograms" that e
'did. net respond e1ther to our survey on: Johnson and Drewry S. :
Over'a period of ten years, -then, the full ~-time faculty in
. higher education doctoral programs has grown by approximately
fifty percent. 4 ‘; T ’ R
- Table 4,presentS'a similarly confusing picture'for ) U
.'part—time fadulty. While Johnson and Drewry did not study . f’ 1i
.part t1me faculty, the 1982 Directory lists many fewer h

“part time faculty than Dressel and Mayhew found in 1974. Our

estimate of part- t1me faculty size 1s between 410 and 450 We




¢ .
.started With.our base of 375 and guessed{that each of our 18
non—respondent institutions has”between tonend foyr part—time
faculty. Our estimate represents asgrowth on’ the order of 35
percent over the decade since the Mayhew and Dressel study.
Table 5 prov1des additional data on full t1me faculty
members. There has been little change over the years in ragk
distributions. Dressel and Mayhew (1974) reported that 55% of
the full-time 'faculty in‘their suryey werevproﬁeSsors while 25
* percent were asso:iate'professors, and 16 percent were
assistant professors. Johnson and DreWry (1982) separated
their data into tenured, tenure track and no- tenure track but
‘fwhen,these are-added for each rankf they found that 56vpercent
were professors; 28.5 percent were associatevprofeSsors, and 13
percent were assistant professors; Our.dafa r‘.~- jqhtly\
'1ower p““"cntages at the full and assoc1ate level, sllghtly
higher at the level of assistant professor, It is 1nterest1ng
to note that wh11e most programs have ‘at least one faculty
member at the. rank of professor, and many have assoc1ate

professors, the assistant professors are located»ln only

twenty-six programs.

<« -

9

- INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE.

Dressel and Mayhew (1974) d1d not report sex, race-and
ethnic distributions. Uohnson and Drewry (1982) reported that
87.5 percent of higher educatlon faculty were males (as of 1978

v

when they collected their data) and 97.0 percent were

4
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cadcasian._ The* three percent in their s dy who weré not
‘caucasian were all males. Our figures show 86 percent males,
14 pércent femqﬂés; 4 percentAminoriéy (predominantly male) and’
1 pércent'fo:eig;i Feméle faculty are diétributed ac;éég" -
twentyQEight programs while'minority group members are.
distributed acrogs nine progréms. )

AdditiOnal'data on part-time -faculty membgrs»is ;egortéd
in Table 6. The Pért—time'faculty raﬁks continue to be

f' ‘dominated by csllege and university administrators, especially~
those at the home ihgtitution. This .phenomenon had also beeri
noted by Dréssel and Mayhew (l974)lwhb cémmented that'whiie
such use may bring "reépectabi’ity in the rest~of che
university, (it also tends) to give a de§artment a définitely
practitioner tbne.“. (p. 70)

Table 7 shows the results of cross-tébulatipns to
determine tﬁe use of part-time'faculty members by programs.
Close_to half of the higher edqcatioh,prog}ams.who use -

part—t%me faculty members use bbfh administrFtorsJahd'faculty. b

from other units and/or instit tions, but twenfyffiye programjfff

'have.ohiyvadministratfrs in Ehgif pétt—time ranks. .

, - INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE. - ’

2
K
.

So faf we have been examining the characteristics of
- higher eddcétion faculty as a whole. 1It'is intéresfing as well
to study faculty size variations among programs;‘ Table 8
presents size ranges among programs for total faculty, and f°5‘

full- and part-time faculty. Most programs still the'a fairly

5

ol
oy
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qaall faculty w1th a mean of 3 7 full-time faculty and of 5.5

part time faculty.A Cross tabulatlons of th{se data reveal that

hY

programs are dom1nated by part time- faculty. I% fourteen .

programs, 25 percent or l%ss of the: total faculty is

full- t1me in- 39 programs between 26 and 50 percent a}e

full—t1me;'wh1ﬂe only rn lB\programs-does the full-time faculty

representgmoﬁe than.50-percent; (This'figure includes five

programs in which there are no part—time facvlty) Assu. ing’
w

that the professors.and as5ot1ate professors rn Dressel and

Mayhew s (19 4) study were tenured, (but assistant professors,

d 1nstructors were not), the tenure percentage 5;
decade ago mas 86 Johnson and Drewry (l982) found a 75
percent tenured ‘full-time faculty. The mean response to our
request for a tenure percentage was 76 percent.‘ The,éange of

responses among programs,&however, was from zero to 100

percent. Thirty programs have a fully tenured faculty..

- INSERT TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE. -

Students

It. is extremely difficult to obtain an accurate count of
the number of current students in ‘higher education doctoral

programs. First, it is often difficult to sort out the higher'

,educ tion students in those programs wh1ch .are part of a larger

‘academic unit. Second, some 1nst1tut10ns have separate

programs for adult education, student personnel services and.

the like and would not list students in these programs as

d -
-

higher education students. Other\frogramsIWOuld’include them. >

21 T . .
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Although we recogn1zed the problems, we asked program

\

-directors for 1nformat1on on current higher education

'enroI%ments. We def1ned current students as those pursu1ng a’

)

deg ee (although they neEd not be enrolled each term) and/
w1th1n the statute of limitations (or granted an extens1on)
We 1nd1cated that reasonubly close est1mates/9f enrollments

wer e better than nothing and asked for the total number of -

.full- t1me and part-time students and the numbers by degree

candidacy, sex,race and’ ethn1c origin.

Table 9 presentS»the results. Again% and more drama-
» - . L

“tically, the totals were not corsistent. The number of total

v :
current students, prov1ded by all respondents was 5767 but the

sums of the other. categor1es ranged -from 4952 to 5728 The

best we could do was estimate the number of h1gher iﬁucat1on

.-

,students. We base our est1mates on our largest number 5767—

»

_because it represents s1xty n1ne respondents and because

d1rectors may have been more conf1dent providing totals than

breakdowns. 1If we guess that the twenty one non-responding

_programs exist, are relatlvely small 'and have between fifty

and ninety students each then the total number of current

h1gher educat1on students in doctoral—grant1ng programs would

| be somewhere between 6800 and -7600.

- INSERT TABLE 9 ABOUT HERE. -

] ’ 4

Dressel and Mayhew did not prov1de a total number or

'

‘estimate of current students so there is no firm basis for

i
»

'comparlson. We suspect, however, on the basis of the

information they provided on program size,'that overall current

enrollmentS/has grown dramatically during the past decade.

3
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it ;s 1nterest1ng to note kfrom Table 9 the emphas1s on
part time study in higher eduqatlon programs and the large '
number of PhD candidates_as-Cdnpared to EdD and Masters level
students. .We ewamined separately‘the_3ﬁ programs offering bdth
dectoral degrees and found that PhD candidates heavilyvpre—
dominated in these programs- as well. ‘Twelve program directors
diad notvprdVide -information on student race, sex and ethnic
_characteristics. Based on' the data we have, however,-~it is
interesting to note that 50 percent of higher edueation
students are‘women,:l3vperéent are minority group members and
8.5 percent are foreign. - |
There also appears,to be a growth in\prodram_siie over:the
”past-decade. ”While bressel and'Mayhew did not provide data on
-the siae of all sixty nine prbgrams in«their study,_they ’
mentioned eight programs'with mqrelthan 100 students, four. |
programs with enrollments between 76 and 100, ‘ten proérams with
between 51 and 75 students and seven between 26 and 50. . Table

'
a

10provides information on the numbers Fﬁ«programs-wlthln ’
’varidus-ranges of student body size for total and for full time
and part time.students. It is clear that most programs have a
fairly small number offfull time students and a larger number
of part time students although there was W1der Qﬁstrlbutlon of
programs across the ranges of part time student size.,: Only.onef
program indicated that it accepts only:full- -time student . The
-smallest number of full time students reported was 1 and the

largest was 150. Two programs 1nd1cated that they have only

part- t1me students and the range of the part~t1me student bedy

- INSERT TAVBLE 10 ABOUT HERE. -

. 23
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ksize was between 2 and 225. It is interesting that more than
twice as many programs as noted by Dressel and Mayhew have. pore
than lOOlstudents and that four'have more than 200 students.

»

‘Table 11 gives'program total(student body size by degree

'candidacy: While most programs have between i and SOIPhD

cand1dates and 1 and 50 EAdAD candidates, five. have more than 180

current PhB‘students and two have more than 100 EdD students.

yPrograms-falling w1th1n the upper ranges for PhD and EdD

candidates tended to be those of fering only that degree.
- INSERT TAE@E 11 ABOUT HERE -

- We tr1ed to examine’ the 1mp11cations of faculty s1ze and
~ .

"'enrollment data by calculating student to total faculty
'(full-time and part-time) and student to full-time faculty

ratios. The'range‘ofjthe student -to total faculty ratio was

from 1.4:1 to 40.5:}Eand the range of the student to full-time

- faculty ratio was from 1.7:1 to 110:1. 'Table 12 shows how

higher education programs cluster along these ranges. It is’

notable how high the ratios are for full-time faculty.

_~INSERT TABLE 12 ABOUT HERE. -

‘We asked progran directors to indicate the number of
assistantships,and/or fellowships awardedlbyjtheir program each-
year. Table 13‘provides that information and shows that most
programs offer fewer than seven assistantships. Thejlarge
number of non—respondents for this item sugéésts that many
programs do not offer any assistantships or fellowships.

- INSERT TABLE 13 ABOUT HERE. -
.Dressel and Mayhew estimated that'as of 1973, between 3500

and 3600 PhD and EdD degrees had been awarded by higher

educatiOn-programs, although they noted that many programs did

;347
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not keep accuratﬁ\records during early program years. We ask

h1gher education- program directors for the .average number of

doctoral,degrees awarded each year for the past five years.

“The mean of the averages reportéd was 8;4‘with a standard

- deviation of 6.7 and a range of 1 to 35. The sum of the

averages was 549 for the 65 institutions th respOndbd to th1s
item. If ‘this figure is mult1p11ed by 5 for ‘the flve-years for

wh1ch they werp asked to provide averages 1t yields 2745. " We-

\,kdo not know th; average degree productlon between 1973 and 1977.

e

but an arbitrar andvapprox1mate average of 5.would yield.325 .°
per year for our 65 institutions or a total .of 1625,
If Wwe guess, conservatively,.thatgthe twenty-ff%e

non—respondents each awarded 5 degrees for each of the 10 years

since the. Dressel/Mayhew study, we, wUﬁld add 1250 to the. total.

Our rough "guesstimate®, therefore, of:-the number of degrees
_ . 1

awarded during the past decade is between 5500- and 6000. This

represents a dramatic increase in degree production over that

¥

reported by Dressel and Mayhew and suggests that between 9,000

"and 9,600 higher education doctorates have been awarded.

Imissic . ,

Dressel and Mayhew argued that not much of s1gn1f1canc;\
could be .said about admissions’ requlrements because of the wide
var1ab111ty in program purposes and clientele. They noted as
an éxample "that programs catering to experienceqbfaculty .
members and adminrstrators reasonably give less attention to

test scores than to career success and'motivaticn for an

advanced degree" (pp. 45-46). Without providing details as to :7'

numbers of programs’they listed some requirements, among them a

. N o
° . . o
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Masters degree (preferably in an academ1c f1eld), Graduate ' -

Record Examlnatlon Aptltude Test,/Mlller s Analogles Test,
. o . e
‘personal knterv1ew, prlor exper1enoe in h1gher or secoqdary

«

education og\related ?ndeavor, and letters of recommendat1on.‘{"

A

They also;noted t " school of Education admLss1on requirements

~ o v oo
Reco n121ng the cont1n var1ab111ty among rogram goals
9 P

S might be operative in some cases. .
-and cllentele and 3;essel and ayhew\s 1mportant p01nt that
“flex1b111ty yn the admtfslon of individuals -to a practltloner—A

or1ented°prog§:tgﬁf

RN or prev1ous grhder.:_
. 1,&“:

e '_wanted to get s@ﬁe pft&pre of th& adm1ss1on requ1rements

n,\q

employed‘by hlghpr el catLgn programs. We therefore des1gned a

,'averages (p.’47), we nonetheless _

; v ”'l_ 'w 4
_ questlon whléh alﬂoweg program directors to check off spec1f1c
1 ' & "’ ¥ .

,,_,requlrementE“‘“ﬁ’oﬂﬁ i‘hrﬁ‘gg_ ;3, MEd and MA programs and add

- R -rv " ¥ N

requ1rements‘%o€ cQger%ﬁ by - the ch01ces offered.

Iable 14 shows that the following adm1ssion requlrements

¥
>

N _fare most common in higher educatlon doctoral programs: letter

. of recommendat1on,oGraduate Reco a Examination,” proficiency in

1

B Engllsh 1anguage for fore1gn s, udents- Masters degree, and a

sy 2

/
sta%ed m;nlmum QPE fof Maste;s level work.

"\,: ke w3 o

T L INSERT TABLE 14 ABOUT HERE. -

e There Were no marked d1fferences }n adm1ss1ons

N

LPEN oo * 4
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' sllghtly

to have S1milar adm1ss1ons requrrements for bot% degrees._'(See

ke g the adm1ss1ons regulrements we presented for

3ess than half of the hlgher educatlon programs

1)

requlred an 1nterv1ew for adm1ss1on.

- INSERT TABEE 15~ ABOUT HERE R

' ‘ " T
N

- We also asked d1rectors of programs requ1r1ng ‘a minimum
QPA for Masters and/or baccalaureate levelzyork to spec1fy the

requ1red m1n1mum. The response rate 1n both cases was qulte

[ b -

low, but 17 programs requlre a mlnlmum Masters 1evel work of‘

3 0, wh11e twenty—é%fee programs requ1re between 3.1 and 3 5.

Twenty—three prosfams 1nd1cated that they had requ1rements

other than those we. 11sted " The" 11st of.most.often.mentloned"

< L

'1nc1uded._ career goal statements (10 programs requ1red for
‘both Ph D. and Ed D.. programs), profess1onal exper1ence of 2 to
5 years duratlon (6 Ph D. prOgrams, 5 E4.D. programs)% and‘
autobxographlcal sgﬁtement (3 Ph. D.; 4 Ed D.).

' )

“In contrast to- Dressel and Mayhew, we found a g;ﬁat dEal
~of s1m11ar1ty regard1ng admfss1on requ1rements._ Th

was

‘,espeC1alf§ true regardlng the high nUmber of programs that'

re11ed ‘on letters of &ecommendatlon, the Graduate Record

Examlnatlon and Engllsh language prof1c1ency from fore1gn

'f;students;A Programs also- tended to be s1m11ar 1n the1r use of

the other requ1rements we llsted. g 5;hv47'

’ i B R W N ‘, . a v
. . ) . D
- - H & w0 .

Degnszﬁxuudzm@nfsx_" '~3 el .
: . . R . . \p o LN :ﬂ, - o e . .
Dressel and Mayhew 1nvestlgated h1gher educatlon program

A

degree requ1rements w1§h‘ah open—ended qUestlon. They found a

range of requlrements but the most- frequent were-

27 .
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"requirements in total hours or. ¢redits, a residence

‘ requlrement, and a d1ssertatlon.

that programs cont1nue to have the three requlrements llsted by

.

Dressel and Mayhew, however, many have added a core reqU1rement

1n h1gher educatlon and a r4 arch/stat1st1cs requlremenh;

Table 16 1nd1cates the numbgr and percentage of Ph.D. and Ed D.

programs requlrlng each of thélllsted formal degree A

-

requ1rements. '
© Table 16 reveals that there is little distinction between
_Ph.b. and 'Ed.D. degrees. However, a closer scrut1ny of those’
programs, wh1ch offer both degrees reveals that only,f1ve of
'them have 1dent1cal requ1rements for both. The distinctions,-;
however,vwere_often m1n1ma}. Ph.D.and Ed. D degree programs
are often m1n1ma1

g | '~ INSERT TABLE 16)ABLUT HERE. -

~ We also attempted to examine’ s1m11ar1t1es in terms of the
-'number of credit hours requ1red'for each Hegree requ1rement.

. F1rst 1t should be noted that not all 1nst1tut1ons who

1nd1cated a degree requ1rement also prov1dq§ the - requested

number of credit houts assOC1ated with that. requlrement. Also

15 percent of all doctoral programs d1d not prov1de the

1nformat1on as requested, e g. did not convert quarter hours to
)

cred1t hours. We d1d not - create a credit- hour range for the

fore1gn language, computer 11teraby, or fore1gn language or

.icomputer 11teraCy 1tems.

L . " ¢ . 5 .

For all of the other formal degree-: requ1rements we 11sted»v

“-the majorlty of both the Ph.D. and Ed D programs who had tﬁ.be

- (p. 59) Our data 1ndlcate '

-

“
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requirements provided ‘the number of credit'hours associated
=yith‘each_requirement..»ﬁe found, in most instances, little
difference between Ph.D. -and Ed D; programs. ( See Appendix D. )
fheeonly exceptions were the maximum number of transfer
_credits permitted and the ‘number’ of cred1t hours requ1red in a

research/statistics core 3equirement. ,

We found Ed.D. programs inclined to accept;more'transfer

. ;ork than lsh.Dt programs. Eighty-five percent of the E4.D. |

jprograms who indicated they'wouldvaccept mory than 9 credit
hours of transfer work. Only 68 percent of the gh.D. programs
would d/ the same. R o o .///’K\

;_ More than fifty percent of the Ph.D. programs with a

research/statistics core igq_'rement required more than eleven’ -

a

credits of course work.inlthis area compared to only.eighteen
. percent of the Ed.D. 'programs. This represented the greatest-
_var1at;on we found between Ph. D .%nd E4d.D. programs. regard1ng
" the-number of credit hours requ1red for a formal degree

[y

requ1rement. *
#
: lusi 3 ol £
It. is not easy to describe a typical higher education

A

program, but our f1nd1ngs suggesﬁ that it would look some§h1ng
like this.  Our program is concerned w1th the preparat1on of

educational leaders, located in the School. of Educat1on of a
large un1vers1ty and part of a d1v1s1on of educat1onal adm1n-“

1strat1on, however, we would define ourselves as a program

in h1gher educat1on.'

Y',
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,f: ) We have ﬁS students: 6.0 bart-time and 25 full-time.~
’““Seventy students'are5pursuing.the octorate and 15 the masters.

‘:iii . We offe//both Ph D. and Ed. D degrees, although mostgof our
students are ‘Ph. D candidatés. We know, however, ‘that about

. half of the higher education programs around the country offer _
only the Ph.D. or only the Ed.D. degree:J Balf of our students =
"are women and 11 of them are m1nor1ty, mostly black‘ 'ManyJof
our students are employed as adm1n1strators or facuhty members
at a nearby college or un1vers1ty and expect professional
iadvancement following completion of \the degree. |

To be accepted in our typical;doctoral program, studentsv

must have performed adequately at the undergraduate andvmasters
levels, scored high on the graduate record examination, and
convinced us, in writing and during an 1nte{v1ew, as’ well as ':

) through at least two letters of recommendation, that the1r

professional aspirations are in higher education or higher

v . -

education4related activities;
We allow our students to develop a curricular plan,suitedv_
‘to their individual needs and aspirationsvbut we generally make
it easiest for them to develop a specialization in administra-
tion, student affairs, community colleges, or curriculum and ST
instruction. We require some course work in higher education
. and our core.courses provide an overview ofﬁthe field: |
historicalpand current treatment of institutional patterns and
bractioes and‘relations with other:soéiétal institutions; and
.« ' specific exam1nations ofdmajor const1tuenc1es——students, |

faculty, administrators and governing board members. We

require some skill in research-methods and expect our students

¢ .

\)‘ . . . @ Y . ' . 30 N




‘to be able to.understand and use research in the field. We do

not make distinctions between our Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs in

terms of formal 'qu1rements, but know that most- h1gher

Three. of our‘part t1me faculty memb%rs are adm1n1strators in

our‘un1vers1ty and two are faculty members whose primary

.respons1billt1es are with another.program, but they teach

courses for.usvas well - Of our four full t1me faculty, two are

 full professors, one is an assoi'Pte professor and one is an:

vass1stant professor. Three of us are tenured and three of us .

are yhite males. ‘ _

It is important to- note that th1s typical program does
not match the prof1les of many programs, since there is
cons1derable var1at1on among programs. For each program
character1st1c; we found a predom1nant pattern among programs,
but also tound important vaziatlons. We noted'earl1er thdt the -
program descflptions suggestgthat programs are more~homogeneous
"than heterogeneous. Our survey flndings”suggest both

,‘ «homogeneity and heterogeneity.7 We.belieue thatfﬁressel and
Mayhew's three—part program,typology—-“national reputation and
perspective, research orientatldn“;'“regional and local
perspective,Tpractltioner orientation“;-andr“small, collection
of courses“——continues to accurately describe the field despite
the fact'that we cannot'oemonstrate thisfwith our research"'.
results.6 We would like, howeyer, to offer some observations -
onﬂeach‘type.qf program and an agenda for'future research. |

v . » .
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Part of Johnson and Drewry 5 (1982) research and that of

Keim (198 ) concerned programs w1th a national reputation and

perspectiye. Johnson and Drewry asked full- time higher

education|'faculty members to rank the "five most outstanding
- , r

doctoral 4ograms in the study of higher education. (p. 29)

‘The program with the highest rankings were (in descending

order)- : _
1. Unjversity of Michigan : y - 6.‘Dniversity of Texas.
..2."ggzLers1ty of California/ 7.4Michigan State Oniversity
- Los Angeles B | o 8. SUNY/Buffalo . ; P
3. University of California/ 9, Florida State University'v
Berkeley ' S ~10. Columbia/Teachers College

4..Pennsylyania State University

A 5; Stanford University -
‘ ) Keim (1§83) discussed the problems of graduate program rankings,
but,asked full-time faculty in higher education programs (using
‘the 1979 editioh of the ASHE Directory and eliminating all program
directors) to nominaté five “exemplary“ higher education programs.
'She did not provide~further'elahoration-or specific criteria for
“exemplary“.hAlthough she did not rank order heerindings, Keim's
ten exemplary programs were the same as Johnson and Drewry s
"top‘ten w1th one exception--Indiana Univers1ty appears instead
of SUNY/Buffalo.7 - .

Without entering the debate on graduate program rankings or*
in' anyway 1mp1y1;g that the "best": h1gher education programs have
been 1dentif1ed, we think that both studies suggest that there
coritinue to be about a dozen programsjthat fit Dressel and
Mayhew's national perspective, national reputation typology. We

L 4
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re-examined our findings to see if we could. determine what '

‘d1st1ngu1shes those programs from others and could find little in

rs

‘the numbers or basic descriptions. These "national perspective

'programs -are not always those which exist as a separate department

or program in the school- many’ of them are part of a larger

‘academic unit. They do not have dramatically different degree

offerings, admissions and- degree reguirements, or curricular

s

offerings. While many are large, in terms both of faculty and
student size, they are not the ‘largest programs. Their faculty

student ratios are not that different from others.
We suspect that "national reputation® programs are
. / \

»distinguished-by gualitative rather.than quantitative factors, and

that. they have more v1s1ble, active and "cosmopolitan® faculty and
students. We suggest tha there should be further research on
higher education programs and that Such research should attempt to
examine'gualitative factOrs; What makes a d1st1ngu1shed program?
What type of program responds gest to student aspiﬂtqgons a"
needs? What furthers the development of higher education as a
field of study? These guestions and others need to be addressed

Such research will reguire different and more costly methods but

we believe that such research is important for higher education.

We think that programs of the "regionalgand local

practitfoner-oriented' type have changed a great deal during the

past-decade. It is these programs which have experienced dramatic
growth in student body size. -Faculty size has also increased but
not as dramatically. Students come primarilygfrom the surrounding

$.- i .
area but students from further afield and from foreign countries

apply as well. These programs are still oriented'toyard

33



;,.‘-f -";"—V 31 o -_ NN

administrators and practitioners but haoe many community
_coIlegeafaculty ag-wellaiioger the decade, tﬁey‘have_awarded'large
'numbers of Ph.D. d‘grees: git is important.for further researchjto
ask qualitatiVe questions-about these programs. What does the
degree mean? ‘What program components respondlbestvto student
”aspirations and needs? How strong are the'relationships'witnjthe_
colleges and universitiesrin the region? How similar are they to
those programs with estab11shed natlonal reputatlons9
The very small hlgher education program described by Dressel
“and,Mayhew a decade ago also st111 eglsts, but we need to.examlne
theJmeaning of "small®. " There are still many programs with only
two or three full—timewfaculty members but the stodentbﬁodies are
not'so small any more, It appears that in such programs the’
faculty delivers a full- fledged program through extensive |
borrow1ng of courses and faculty from otHbr programs in edﬁpatlon
and from other departments in the u.hvers1ty. It is not at all
clear now such programs will fare if--as we shspect-—there are
major changes in’schools and'departments_of education. We think
that these programs too deserve careful examination and attention
to qualitativeldrmensions.
| We returned to‘Dressel and Mayhew's typology because we
su'pect that it continues to be accurate but also because we
suspect that any qualitative assessment of Eigher education
programs will need to take account of differences in purpose,
clientele and curricular orientation. There are also other |

questions'that we think deserve the attention of those concerned

with the field of higher education.
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. Kk 'Have'ﬁe reached the point of overproduction of doctoral

-
>

degrees? ) ) . .
5 L . L0 _
We have produced a large number of graduates and our rate of

doctoral degree production appears to be increasing. At what
point does it become too much?" The need for new administrative

and faculty peronnel for colleges and universities should diminish

during this decédé.~ ﬁigher education prdgrams‘typically have

students who are already employed,'hence we do not experience the
"new entrants® problem to the same extent as do other graduate
prégrams. We should be éaﬁterned, however, with the issue of

credibility for Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees in higher education and-

with the g ';gished opporfunities for Ieadérship positions in-

higher”edﬁéétion. -
** Do we'have too many'students?
We found in this resgngh how difficult it is to obtain an
. accurate pﬁmber of students and of faculty pembers in higher
education. ‘it appears, however, that we haQe increased the number
of students without cdmmensuraﬁe increasés in faculty éize. Thev_
studeht'togfhll—time faculty ratios worry us. More than half of
the doctoral programs in higher education have hore than twenty
students for each ﬁpll-time faculty member and most of these
students aretPh.D. éandidates. '
**  Can we preserve dynamism among our facultY?
We were pleased to discover that overall rank and tenure
distributions have. not changed substantiall& during the past ten \
years, but we are concerned that .thirty programs have fully .
tenured fadulty.' Student dat# shows that we have takén;serioﬁsly
our resp&néibilities to help prepare women ahd:minority group

A\
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students for leadership pos1tions 1p h1gher education, but our
« s faculty——like that of other academic departments and graduate
programsf-is-not nearly so representatiye. "We wonder whether
programs will haveiopportunities to address these issues and'to .
promote deserving-assistant professorsgin the‘ooming decade.r
** What is the distinction~between'Ph.D;wand Ed.D. programs and
degrees? o S -

Our study only allowed us to examine distinctions betneen the'
Ph.D. and Ed.D.’as they related to formal admissions and degree
requirements. We found few such distinctions. This does not
mean, however, that there"are-not important and substantive
distinctions. We think it time to reekamine this issue in
higher education. o
** Do higher education programs occupy a strong enough position
, within the Schools of Education? A

We were surprised to discover thatiso many programs are part
of larger aoademic units and so few progra's are distinctiy
separate academic entities. Some of -the amalgamation into
larger units may have-occurred°nithinnthe last_few years.

We worry about this phenomenon in terms of the idenEity of
higher education as a field of study. ‘

It was beyondithe scope of our research to examine higher
education as;a‘fieid of.study. Developments in the field clearly
affect the nature of programs and most especially the nature of -
the curriculum. The converse is also true.- Program curricula,m
particularly core curricula to some extent define the nature of

the field. Our review of descriptive statements and of core

requirements and courses suggest the continuing absence of a clear

36




° o 34 &

-

consensus aboutxthe nature ef the‘field and its major knowleage
* components. But compé&ea Eo a decade ago, as described by Dressel
“and Mayhew, we may at least be mov1ng in thls d1rect10n.‘ There
;seems to be a grow1ng consensus about the dlsc1p11nes-from which
%
we draw our’ research methods and the cqmplex1t1es of applying them
to the‘study'of higher educaéion.v We have defined a number of ’
, areas of knowledge and developed, areas as of SpeciaIization: We’
have begun 1mportant discussions in the journals and at 7
conferences. Let's hope that we can preserve enough distinct g
identity within Schools of Educatioq to allow these developments
in the field to continue. |
We have taken huge liberties with these obsetvations and

-

often dgone*beyond the data. We, therefore, hasten to repeat in
closing, that the observations are intended to provoke discussions
'in the field and do not implicate ASHE or its Committee on

Curriculum, Learning and Instruction.




FOOTNOTES ‘
<« . %

This project has been very much a joint effort. It has
also depended upon the'help of many people. We'wish to thank
other members of the ASHE Committee en Curriculum, Instruction
and Learning--especially Bob Birnbaun, Jack Schuster,»Charles
Adams anleohn Thelin--for their help in reviewing drafts of

the questionnaire. Robert Sweitzer and Mary Ann Sagaria -

also helped with this task. Carol Baker, Director of the Office‘

of Measurement and Evaluation at the University of Pittsburgh,
spent many hours helping us with our data. Jonathan Fife and~
Marilyn Shorr at the ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
provided continuing guidance for the project.‘_Peggy Kartanas
of the Institute for Higher Education at the University of
Pittsburgh kept us organized‘and produced draft after draft‘of
the qnestionnaire and this report. We are indepted to all |

these colleagues and to all the directors of higher education

programs without whose cooperation this project would not have

been possible. o ' ¢ - : ‘

1. The'ASHE Directory includes listings for three Canadian
univers1ties. All three responded and the data from. them
are included among our findings.

2. 'The fact that fifty three programs are part of larger units
presented a number of difficulties for our research Often

directors prov1ded data that pertained to theentire unit

as opposed to the higher education program or concentration.
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™ We did our best to interpret these;ﬂnd'select only hlgher L

- ‘;{ S .

educatlon numbers but in some cases we had to rely on -

- guesses‘ : , - : *~E~( _

3. It should be noted that these distinctions bear little
relation to éégree‘offe;ings and do not constitute a
'distinct%bn between the Ed.D. and Ph.D. degrees.

4. - It seems to us tﬁat the large discrepancy between our
numbfers' and those in the ASHE Directory is accounted for
only %n part by the largér number'of:reported programs.
We éu;pe?t that the Directory;liséings suffer fr?m the
séme difficu}ty‘ﬁe experiehced, that of "sorting out"”

higher education faculty members from others within a )

-

.moré comprehensive unit. In addition, different defini-
tions of full-time and'parqrtime.éppear to have been uséd.
5. ?rom'our responses it is clear that yhiie we usually
-obtained information fpr‘jusf the higher eduéation prbgram,v-
an ocEasiopal diréctor%provided ?nrollment data for a
larger academic,unit;"Where this was‘obvious, we made‘
adjustments, but there may havé beeq some caées that
escaped usQ There was no way to adjﬁst our data to
respond toltheiSecond péﬁblem.‘ ‘ 3
., 6. A differeht kind of examination'of higher education pro-

grams with iess'réliahce on "program- prov1ded" descrlptlon

N and survey data might well have produceld a different pro- . “

file of higher education programs.

£
e

7. Of the combined list of twelve progréms; two did not respond

to our survey.

W
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S P ‘ Number of Inst1tut1ons 0ffer1ng D1fferent
R ‘ B n' ‘ Types of Degrees in H1gher Educat1on

- Type of e o ’ S 1 'thber_of ) S
J. ~ ,Degree - o ., -7 .. . % . .7 Programs  Percentage

" Ph.D. and Ed.D. ‘ 36 " 50.
. _ Ph.D. on]y T , ' o o .7 .24 N
U _ o . . . , ) Co . L ey L

f ‘Ed.D. only - . : - . . . " 19 - 2 :
MW‘TL““ S ) d s R A..;‘ . K . L L i

4. Total offering a dogtprai;degree"w,.*' R 72 100%

~

“M.A..and M.E4. . - T8 . 28
el MAC o 18 32
o UMEd . F - R - T}

s

Total offering a dOEtorél degree and a masters']‘déﬁree? B 57 100%_gy

P
>

Yo

. s
- R . %

]Ten programs of er.an Educat1ona1 Spec1a11st Degree and sewven Offer a. -
.. Masters. of Sc1enc Degree R , /L _

Th1rteen programs offer a ‘Ph. D s Ed. D M A and M, Ed -">~ 7 ‘if "7 oo

B o




" TABLE 2'

Areas of Spec1a11zatlon Offxigd by 5
Doctora] H1gher Education Programs ﬂ

! : i
~ , / " - ) > = ¢t

Voo 4 .
‘Spec1a11zatlon/Concentrat1on‘ a : E"a .‘ Numﬁer.ofaPrqgfémST'
'.Student Personnel Adm1n1stratlon/ B S | |
o L ‘Student Affairs : a7
;Admjn1strat]bn and/qr“Manégeméntj.ﬂfl | © 46 .
Academic Administration . T; i T e
. Commun1ty Co]]ege Adm1n1stratlon/ | ) . ' o .
Community Co]lege > . S 42
\Gunrlculum and Instructlon/Teach1ng_, 7 33
‘Adult Education - - R 2 -
Fouﬁdat10ns/Hlstory/Ph11osophy of L : : |
Higher Educat1on R S 27
Inst1tut1ona1 Research A :ﬁ 26 ’
; Policy Analysis - =~ | és
;Fihancia]-Administration/Finanée o | ( ‘19
P]ann1ng - i . ’7 J. - 17
"Comparat1ve/Internat1ona] Higher Educat1on B i | 16
e L ‘
v Y /
N = 63 4 -
S

42 ;




1 CTABLE 3

Higher Education'Core Courses

.

Subject Areas and Title o A ; Number of Institutions

R

1 Admini;tration/Ménagement :

~ ;Adhinistratien'of“HighéF Educétion/» - _.Z :

Management of Higher Education  ~ - . =~ . v
: Possibly Similar . ' S .
" Principles and Pragtices of Administration , . 1
Administration & FZﬁance.ianigher and Adult Education- s 1
College Organizatibn & Administration A 4
Seminar in ‘Administration of ‘Higher Education 1
Administrative Theory . i
: _ . . 76
1I General Higher Education
Higher Education in'U.S./Higher ‘Education as
Field of Study/Overview of Higher Education 9
Possibly Similar - T :
- Seminar in Higher Education . 3
Professional Seminar 1
Higher Education and Society - 1
Nature of Higher Education 1 g
x . . 15
- IIT History T
History of Higher Education . 5
History and PhiTosophy of Higher Education R 3
Development and Scope. of Higher Education o AR : 2
Development and Structure of Higher Education, : * S i
Foundations of Higher Education - 1
. 12

IV Students - ‘

The Contemporary (American)‘'College Student 3
"'Student ‘Support Services in Higher Education 2
Minorities in Higher .and Adult Education : 1
Learners in' Higher.and Adult Education . ' o
‘Student. Development in Higher Education e 1
Student’ Personnel Work in Higher Education . le;
. - » ) . B ]

-, N . -




. Table 3 (continued)

V__ Curriculum

" Curriculum of (in) Higher: Educat1on
- Possibly Similar .
Academic Programs. o
Program- Development in H1gher & Adult Educat1on
urriculum Evaluation in Higher Education

VI Finance.

Finance/Budgeting/Financial Administration
. Possibly Similar
. Administration and Finance®
Economi ¢s of Higher Education

VII Teach1ng/1nstruct1on : - -

Improvement of Instruction/Effective Teach1ng
Possibly Similar

Programs and Instructional Processes

Instructing. Adults

Roles & Respons1b111t1es of Instruct1ona1 Personne]

Principles and Problems of Instruction.

The Learning Environment - - -

CVIIT | Cur}ent Issues

Current/Cr1t1ca1 Issues in H1gher Educat1on

Possibly Similar - - - - - ,
Recurring- Issues ‘ : :
Critical Issues and Concepts of Change

'

IX Community Co]]ege

~ Community Co]]ege/Jun1pr Co]]ege/Jun1or and
Community College -
Possibly Similar,
Community College Curriculum
Community College Administration

X' Legal Aspects - . o

Law/Legal Aspects . o ,
Possibly S1m11arn o : MR

Law and Administration - : o S

Law.dnd Governance : : ' :




. Study.and Year -

<
Dressel and Mayhew
(1974)

Johnsohvand Drewr
(1978) .

ASHE Directory
. (1982)

f—

- Crosson/Nelson .

)

LS

R .

~ TABLE 4

. Studdes Reporting Higher Education
' Doctoral Program Faculty

]No»part—time faculty reported.

) . : g sor

Number of Programs Full-Time Part-Time Total
Reporting Faculty . . Faculty" Faculty

62 213 . 321 " 534

70. . o - R

92 . 453 254 707

. ]
» 4 o
72 o 270 375 645
A
45 ’



S
~ TABLE.5 | |
o | 'Type‘of Full-Time Faculty in Higher
‘ : - Education Doctoral ProgramS‘;‘
. R jr.
'}u]]-Time bvaéﬁk-“‘ﬂ - . NumBer of FQCU1§M, Pekcenfage
. Proféséor : | o | . " , 138 ,'M‘- ,"_"‘ ~ 511
A§soéiate Proféséor "73 : - 27.0
vASsistaqt-Professor | . 44 o E 16.3
‘ Instructof i | | : 1 | - ' '3’
Lecturer RS 14 ‘ Y 5.2 ‘
Total B 270’ L . 99.9%
Fui]-Time by Sex _ - , )
and Ethnic Origin - Number of Faculty Percentage -
Caucasian men o 212 - 82,5;
Caucasian women . - 33 ' - 12.8
. quorftykmeﬁ - .9 P - 3.5
 Bfnoritj‘women o o I ., : '4;.‘
v . : o . _
. Foreignmen . 0 ' 0
Foreign w@rﬁeh_ ' . 2 | W

-;/) ‘Total 3 _ . 2572 | 100.0% L

]This total exceeds the repdrted total number of facu!ty'by~n§ne.

a . ZNot’all proghams,prbvided this information.




TABLE 6

Type of Parf-Time Faculty in Higher
Education Doctoral Programs

..
i

Part-Time by ‘ - : _. _ , L
Assighment __Location . Number of Faculty Percentage:
e : Administrator Home campus . 184 S . 493
-ﬂAdmihistrator-. Other campus . 2 ,  .8.6
 Faculty Other academic 118 | - 31.6
‘ : unit home campus - , :
* Faculty ‘Other institution .8 . Co 2.1
Other | _ .3 8.3
Total" | - 373" 99.9%
4 .
v . ™ : . "‘“Haé-ﬂ GEN
' .x“ £

+

1This’tota]’is’ two less than the reporied total of part-time faculty.

~t

. . - . . - o : . tg
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 TABLE 7 " - -

)

Program Utilization of Part-Time Faculty
by Their Primary Assignment

Primary Assignment, Number of Programs ' Percentage
Administrators and Faculty ' 33 ) o 48.5
Administrators only 25° ‘ o 36.8
Facu]ﬁg\on1y ‘ _ 7. ‘ 10.3
Other combinations o 3 - ‘ g 44

- - * v o
Total _ 68 100 %
v N
s f
[} ’ [}
'S
«6‘
t i




TABLE 8

Faculty Size and Tenure Percentage in -

" Higher Education Doctoral Programs S
Total Faculty Size T o Numbert Programs
0- 4 ., | | 13
5- 8 | - < | 24
9 -12 : 25
“13 - 16 7
16 + 3
(N=72, x = 8.6, S = 4.1)
Full-Time Faculty Size - ‘ " Number of Prog'r'ams
0- 2 24
’ 3- 4 28
: 5- 6 1
7- 8 6
9 - 10 ?
; (N=71, x = 3.7,7s = 2.0)
w Part-‘Timg Faculty _szé b ‘ Number of Proyrams
0- 4 . s P
5- 8 , 23 ;
9 - 12 ~ ‘: . 8
13 - 16 - 1,
16 + 2 |
’ (N=68, X = 5.5, S = 3.9)
“ Full-Time Faculty Tenure Pe'rcen"tagef Number ‘of  Programs
-1 - 49 2.
50 - 74 e ' 17
. 75 -99 ‘ 15

- 100 a v v 30
| (N-69, X = 75.7%, S = 30%)

N = Number of programs reporting
x = Mean | |
S =

= Standard deviation-




Students by Time Status

4

. Full Time
Part Time
Total

»
-

Students by Degrée Status

Ph.D. Candidates
Ed.D. Candidates
.Ed. Candidates -

.A. Candidates Y

CAGS or equivalent
Other '
Total

o -

Students by Sex and

« Historical Origin
Caucasian men
Caucasian women

* Minority men
Minority women
Foreign men,
Foreign women

. Total

- TABLE 9

Type of Students' in
Higher Education Programs

Number of
Students

1755 ~
3451 /

5206° .

Number of
Students._

2447
1689
706
557
82

w 247y

5720

&.‘}:

-Number-of'
Students -

1975
304
355
251

_170.,,
79527

}The repd}ted number of total-students was 5767.
-2Not'a11 programs provided this information. :

.
-~
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TABLE 10

Student Size of Higher Education Program

Total Student Size.

i 1- 25
26 - 50
r 51 - 75
76 - 100
101 - 200

201 +

. Full-Time Student Size

1- 25
26 - 50
51 - 75
76 - 100

101 = 200
20] +

v

o) m"'-'f’akt-f[ime Student Size
. _e> ' L. .

1- 25
26 - 50 |
51 - 75
76 - 100

101 - 200
201 + -

Number of programs repofting
Mean . g )
“Standard deviation

T xi=

Number of Programs

.

d
B

Number of Programs

39 | ”
14 ~
2

-

3
3
0

(N=61, x = 29.3, S = 31.4)

Yt

Number of Programs
14
17
17.
6

5
1 -

(N=60, % = 57.5 = 43.5) .
. ’D N

&



TABLE 11

Lo ‘ | -Studentlgody Size of :
Higher Education Programs by Degree

Range of Student Body Size. Nuﬁber'of Prodrams wifhin.Renge
' o N '

Ph.D. €Candidates . e
| 1- 25 - - 18 ’

26 - 50 ' ) , 21

51 - 75 9

3 76 - 100 -0
101 + = 5

(% - 46.25 = 3.5 N =53

Ed.D,. Candiddtes A
1 - 25 - 24

26 - 50 15 v
51 - 75 \ .8 ‘

b 176 2100 .1

el
=)
- ad
+
)

M.Ed. bandidafeS'

\
] > 25 " ) ! . ) 22
- 26 50 . , 4
51 - 75 L 3.
P 76 - 100~ - - 2
- 101 + 0

M.A. Candidates

1= 25 26
.26 - 50 3
51 - 75 2
) 76 - 100 . 1
101 + 0
N - (x = 17.4' S = 20.1 N = 32)
, : . ,
- e ,
N = Number of TW®
X = Mean . -
3

Standard deviation -
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TABLE 12

Student/Faculty Ratios in Highet Education Programs

Student: Total Faculty
Ratio

L6:1
6:1 - 1031
11:1 - 15:1
16:1. - 20:1

7 21!

* Total

Student: Full-Time Faculty

Ratio

46:1:

]Numbers ofiprograms responging.

-

‘_‘~.

,,v;;v

v

Number of Programs

Number of Programs =~

R a—
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Number of ASsis

7. TABLE 13

&

Yearly Number of Assistantships/Fellowships
. Awarded by Higher Education ‘Programs

>

[

1

Number of Programs

tantships/Fellowships *

f

1-3 ., ST
S f?‘ o \ N .
4'- 8, o .

7-9
10 - 15
16 +
Total '*‘},/\
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\ ¥
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 Ph. D Programs { SO

v .

Percentage C Adm1ss1on Requ1rement -

T Number and Percentage of Stated Adm1sslon- T
Requlrements by‘Type of Doctora] Prggramst13
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) “
- Ed.D. Programs

Number Percentage

44
20

B @

o" 33 ' -

[

o 44
' - 23
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Masters Degree
- 86 . Graduate Record-Examinationi,

M111ers Ana]og1es

.63 M1n1mum Baccalaureate GPA

M1n1mum Masters GPA

©85 .7 l Prof1c1ency 1n Eng]1sh Language
S : - for Fore1gn Studéhts :

44 ’»“’:“ ' Interv1ew
" 94 Do Letter of Recommendat?on

148" o Sanp]e of Writ1ng

- Lok
“(1)"N £v52'(0ne‘brogram didn't answer)
(2) N-= 53 (Two programs d1dn t answer) -
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o -
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23
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TABLE 16

. ._,,"v_ Number- and Percentage of ETed ]
Requirements According to Typ&Apf [

-Ph ﬂ Programs S o oL WY [Rd.D. Programs
Number % . . . Degree Requirements_._ . :  o R r

49 92 - - ',. M1n1mum tota] cred1t hours

’35' o 66 _ Max1mum-transfér cred1t 11m1t
' 491 92 “ Residency requirement - - a9 o 89

Core Requirements

. (A

31 8 ~ Eduéation - .. 31 ", 56

4 85 R Higher Education : v -, 44 " 80
6 49 ° - Cognate Area T v 22 a0 .
47 8 . - -  Research/Statistics # 44 80

. <
PN A

21 . 40 " Practicum or Internship -~ 28 5
' 16 30 M1nor L N EEE v 15 27

56"> 49 | »Area of spec1a11zat1on 19 3B

.f 10 .v 19 ' Fore1gn 1anguage ‘ I 2 4

CrET

.9 17 "!Computer 11teracy a ,.} | t)ﬁi': 7 13
. : . ~ .

' = 1O - 19 - Foreign 1anguage or compute? s~ 1 -2

_ ~'L1teracx ; v.'
537 100 . o D1ssertat1on

N=53. . R




A . _ APPENDIX A, - R
PROGRAM STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION . .' » o . o -

1. If the Higher Education Program is 1ocated within a School of Education,

.Please check here ‘and check the statement which best describes the

structure of-your program

School of Eduycation.

b. _The Higher Education Program is part of va 1arger ( Academic
strative) unit within the School of Education. (Pleage

‘8. The Higher Educaticm Program is a free, standing unit within the

'3

check ‘appropriate response ) kN | 2 '

" Unit Neme: ' . -

N\ . ]

2. If the Higher Education Program is located elsewhere in the University,

+ please checl;-~here and indiecate to whom the Director reports.

Reports' to: : - .. .
3. Please check all degrees offered by your Higher Education Program SR
&, MEd., ___d. PmD.. .
b.” M.A. s e. CAGS(Certificate of- Advanced Graduate Study)
: . ' ' or equivalent R G
% c. E4.D. . . f. Other; please specify:  : °
4. Please check'here - , if your institution has a s&)arate init (e.g. -

" Institute or Center for refsearch on Higher Education .
a.'UnitName . LU - C

b. Unit Director. -repo to (Please .check appropriate statement b)
Director, Higher Education Program Provost ’ University ,
Dean, School of Education C : Other, "piease.sp:ecify:‘

5. Please check here if your inatitution has a separate wit (e. g.
Institute or: Center’ for service to the higher education communityr,

" a. Unit Na.me

bv.°_ Unit. Director reports to: (Please check appropriate’ stetement )
'Director ’ Higher Education Program -~ __Provost, University ’
‘Dean; School of Education ,'»  .___Other, please specify:

STUDENTS . : - . o S
6. Please chara’cterize your ‘student body mix (local - national - foreign)
: and describe your recruitment Processes. S _

\ AP

R
A




T T P R e < IR . T e
A £ ‘Please indicate the total mnnber of current - students in Higher Education,, ”J‘%
, (Students who are pursuing ‘a degree although they need not. be enrolled each

term:. Students within the statute ‘of limitations or gra,nted an extension )’
- REASONABLY CIDSE ESTmATES ARE BETTER THAN NOTHING.

. o A. Of the total current students, how.many are: \ _‘ - ' "_
- -__PnD candidates T : ___,__M.A. candidates ' o
| ____EdD candidates - . __CAGS or equivalent candidates
. . ' " .. MEd candidates C Other, please specify ‘ '
: - | . be Of the total current students, how many are: . L e e
T _caucasian men minority men . ___forei'gn men e

caucasian women . ‘

_. minority women - . foreign women

d. , Of the total currept students, how many are°
( according to program definitionu)

* full time part time

i

8. How many assistantships/fellowships are awarded by your program each year?

-During. the pagt five years, what has been the average number of degrees
- awarded by your program each year? :

doctoral degrees - : masters degrees
. ) ‘ Tow .
FACULTY ' T - _ . .

9. Please indicate the total number of Higher Education faculty members
' (as 1listed in catalogue or similar descriptive -material)

a. Of the total faculty, how many are full time: — » SR
(Faculty whose primary responsibility is /with the Higher Education
Program ) —
b. Of i)‘ull time . faculty, how many are: (Please fill in all appropriate '

- g s. ;

__;__Professors N ____'‘Assistant Professors ‘

~___Associafe Professors’ . _  Instructors . . '
’ | ' ' __Lecturers

c. Of the full time faculty, what percentage is tenured: .
‘d. Of the full time faculty, how meany are: -
' __. _caucasian men. ' _ ¢ minority men ______foreign men
____'_cauc‘asian wcmen' ;_minority women ' __'_foreign‘ women'

e. Of the total faculty, how many are part “time’s
) ( Faculty whose primary respcmsibility is outside of the Higher Ed. Program,

f.. of the pgrt ‘time faculty, how many are:

Administrators at home Faculty members with primary app6:{nt-
institution ment in another academi¢ unit - .o
Administrators with : Faculty members with primary appoint- .
T primary obligation at - . ment at another institution
~another institution Other (Specify) = )

b 2

wn
Q'\
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" ADMISSIONS REQUIREMENTS.

10. For each degree offered by your program, please check all items which -
represent formal admissions requirements (as stated in catalogues ete.). - -
If'your program requirements cannot be accommodated by the choices, pleage -
attach a'sepgr'ate- descnptimﬁg.- 3 B L

PhD: Requirements R . - - EaD Requirements (Pléase check here 4]
T ‘ . . if sagpe’ as for PhD.  If different, pleag{

- check speeific Tequirements. below.”)
a. Master's Dégree - o R S
b. Graduate Record Examination

(\ c. . Miller's_Analog:le's ) '
' d. Minimym Baccalaureate GPA -
, Specify min. GPA: » ' :
z_ o e ’Ml.ningt/nn Magteré GPA , :
' . Specify min. GPA: ° :
— f. Proficiency in English language ’
\ for foreign students . :
g. Interview . P )
* h. Letter of Recommendation o ,
) i. Sample of writing __ -
J. Other requirements, please . A
' specify. by £i1ling in - ' .
_ appropriate blanks.
h ‘@d..Reéuirelﬂents 7—'_ T MLA. Require ~"*ll’;_s (Pléase check heTe
' : ) ~  1f same as for MEd. If different, plea
check specific requirements below. )
‘ | . a. :Graduate Record Examination

b. Miller's Analogies’
c. Minimum Baccalaureate GPA:
. Specify min. GPA:

d. Interview )
e. Proficiency in English language e
for foreign students . ' - -

f. Letter of Recommendation

‘g Semplé of writing
h. Other requirements, please

specify by filling in
appropriate blanks.

| H

AR
|

LA

6u




" DEGREE nmummms

v ]

11. For each degree offered 'by your program, please check in 1eft column all o

. : items which represent formal degree requirements .and f111 in the blanks on

- the right colum with semester credit hour infomation (or equivalent for
other cred:lt systems.) . .

h. Other. Please specify: _‘ =

Degree Credit - s - Degree . Credit
qginemmts Hour # . ] - Requirements Hour #
R . o __ a. Minimm Total Credit Hours - - ~ L
Co ¢ - b. Maximm Transfer Credit . - ERNEPU
Vo --¢. Residency Requirements - e,
- o d. Core Requirement = N
' ' A (1) Education '
WS o ) (2) Higher Education
- (Please 1ist by course title.) - -
' ] . (3) Cog:nate Area . X
: : " (4) . Research/Statistics ~ '
_ ' e. "Practicum or Intemship
— T f. Minor° . — -
— ~— g. Area of Speclalization, i
i ~h. Foreign Language ,
' . 1. Computer Iiteracy .
g J. Foreign Language or B
- \ Computer Literacy ) L4
k. Dissertation : R
: - 1. Other. Please speciﬁ S - . -
- o ,
L M.A/ - SR
T : a.: Minimum Total Credit Hours: L '
. I 'b. Maximum Transfer Credits
. c. Core Requirement
(1) .Education )
(2) Higher Education
(Please 1ist by course title.)
! ' (3) Cognate Area . ,
T ] . (4) 'Research/Statisti'es. EE
d. Practicum or Internship -
, e. Area of Specialization
.. f. Foreign Language or R
L ' Computer Literacy o T
. ) g. Thesis . . o = L




- AREAS dﬁf'sPEanmTIou/cmcmmnon | \\ o L
" 12. Whether. required or opt:lanal, many programs have established areas of
» ., speclalization which provide a focus for sttﬁient course work and are

‘described in catalogues and handbooks. Please 'check all such areas
offered :ln your Higher Education program -

a. Academic Administration '
. .Adnﬂ.niatrat:lon and/or 'Hanagement ) Co-

' b N
o e Adult Edhcat:lon ' - - B | /t[
" - a. ‘f Cotmmmity College Administration or Commun:lty Co11eges v N
s ) e. —COmparative/Intemat:lcnal Higher Education ) o
£. Curriculum and Instruction or Teaching o

g. Financial Adnﬂ.nistrat:lon or Finance
Fomdations/ﬂistory/Philosophy of Higher Education
Institutional . B&aearch

Plamming -

Policy Ana:Lvsis

Student ‘Perscnnel Adndniatration or Student Affairs

4

[y
.

WL

)

()
L]

"

m. Other, please specify

-

3. Some Higher Education programs have established formal ,j‘oint programs
with other academic units or prof‘eSSiona‘L schools. Please -describe any
joint programs. PR ES wmEees T e . .

()

»

4

. THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. If you -
would care to provide us with descriptive materials concerning your program .
we would. appreciate the opportunity to read them.
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LY Arlzona State University -
"Northern Arizona University
University of Arizona ’ :
University of Arkansas -
Claremont :‘Graduate School '
Stanford Unlver51ty
University of California at Los Angeles
University of Southern Callfornla '
University of Denver :
University of Connecticut
The American University
The George Washington Unlver51ty
Florida Atlantic University
University of Florida
The. University of Georgia
Il1linois State University
Loyola University of Chicago

* Southern Illinois Unlver51ﬁy at
3 Carbondale

i . University of Ch1cago
Ball State University
Indiana Yniversity
Iowa State University
University of Iowa C.

. University of Kansas
University of Eentucky
University of Maryland
Boston College
Northeastern University
University of Massachusetts
Michigan State University:
University of Michigan
Western Michigan University
University of Minnesota’
University of Mississippi o
University of Southern M1551581pp1
"St. Louis University

- University of Mlssou51—Columb1a
University of Missouri-Kansas City °
Montana State Unijversity
The University of Nebraska-Lincoln

"New York University :

" State University of New York—Albany
State University of New York-Buffalo
. Syracuse University

' Teachers College, Columbia Un1ver51ty
University of North Carolina

- Ohio State University

The University of Toledo = . 63

.
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Oklahoma State University

" University of Oklahoma

. University of Oregon

Temple University

The Pennsylvania State Unlver51ty

University.of Pennsylvania

. University of Pittsburgh °
-University of South Carolina
Memphis State University '

Vanderbilt University

Texas A & M University '

Texas Tech University

The University of Texas—Austln

University of Houston

The College of William and Mary

‘University of Virginia

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and

Sgat@ University

- Univérsity of Washington

Washington State University.

-West Virginia Unlvet51§y ~ :

' University of Wisconsin-Madison

The Ontario.Institute for Studies

in Education’
University of Alberta
UanétSlty of Brltlsh Columbla

,
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e R o APPENDIX C

TITLES USED FOR HIGHER EDUCATION PROGRhMSl
’ Higher Education
~* . Higher Education Ptogram/bepartment . ' o (17) .

Department of Higher and Adult Education
Center for the Study of Higher- Educatlon

I A jemi ‘E!.I'; ‘ L

o Department/Division of Educational Administration . (10)

v Department/Divjsion of Educational Leadership.. ' (4)
Education Depafrtment . . 5 (3)

S Curriculum and Instruction Department : T (2)
. Educational .Leadership and Policy Studies 7 (2)

Educational Policy and Adm1nlstrat1on, _ . - (2)
Administration and Pollcy Analy51s B -
School Services

- Department of Higher, Technical and Adult Educatlon_
Adult, Secondary and Higher Education
Department of Educational Adm1n1strat10n and -
Foundations - ‘
Department of Guidance and Counseling. -
Professional Studies in Education -
Division of Foundations, Postsecondary and
Continuing-Education
- Department of -Secondary and Higher Education
Department of Educational Policy Plann1ng and
Administration
* Department of Administration and Currlculum o
" Department of Higher and Adult Continuing Education
Department of Administration, Counseling
' Psychology and Higher Education C .
-Department of Higher, .Adult’ and Foundations N . -
Area of Admlnlstratlon, Curriculum and Instruction -
Department of Orgdnizational-and Administrative 'Studies
Department of Educational Organlzatlon, Adm1n1strat10n
and Policy - \
Admlnlstratlon and Adult Sjudies
Higher 'and Adult Education
Division of Organizational Development and
Institutional. Studies - :
Educational Administration and Higher Education
D1v1slon of Educational Pol1cy and Management
< Division of Educational Policy Studies.

" Department of Educational Leadershlp and

% Cultural Studies
Division of Educational Planning
Administration and Educational Services Division
Policy, Governance and Administrative Studies
Administrative, Adult and -Higher Education

1Exce t - where otherw1se indicated title appears only once.
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P K APPENDIX D
' g ‘ A Number of Cred1t Hour's . -Required to Meet Forma] Degree
e Requ1rements “in HIgﬁer Education Doctora] Programs ~ =
N - - - . :
""Degree Requiremenf PR - Ph.D~. ) Ed,D.
a M1mmum Total Cred1t Hoq;s - N oo N %
X Qz— . —'—,_. ) .’ —— ’
- <60 - S 895 5 13
60-9 - - 30" 732 * 27 7
© >90 - _ ’ 3 _73 6 15
Total R W 1000 38 99
* ‘Maximum Transfer Credit N 3 N 3
<5 1 3.5 " 0 0.
6-9 ; 8 28.6 4. 4.8
o : ' >9 , 19 67.9 23 85.2
T © Total . ©* 28 100.0. - 27 .100.0
Al ‘. ’ : i :
‘Residency Requifementé . N % N 2
<18 : © 8 .29.6 7 269
18-30 : 15, 8.6 15  57.7
‘ >30 > 4 148 4 154
Total © . .27 100.0 26  100.0
" ‘Core Requirement in Education N - % N 3%
e <6 g S 1 4.5 2 9.1
‘6-9 L 13 59.1 11 50.0
29 - 8 36.4 9 - .40.9
. ‘ Total | 22 100.0 22 100.0
) j/\. -
6o
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- Appendix D (continued) ., - : » , T .

s

Core Requirement in.Higher'Edué%tion N T N g
e <712 , R °S 18.8.7
- 12-18 S 14 qr.q "vTI5 468
- 19-24 .. 8 ; AT
- CSoa Lot

. Total

. -.Cognate Area Core Requfreﬁénf: - .. N o % N
<6 o .0 0
6- 8 P 2 s, 2 1.8
9= B s 4
>ar SEICE L
Total \kf~ S oNate 9 - 21 1000 7, f100w¢i'

. . T c. . . -
Résearch]StatisticsxCérﬁ[Rgguirement_ N ' Eo- ‘N >y
<6 . o 2 e ,
6- 8 . 8. 2.9, 12 353
: . 7
8

9-1 . .
Total - o 35 100.0. -- -34 100.0

Practicum or Internship . - - N % N %

. <6 | .6 .46.2 - 7. 412
. 612 ~ a | 7- 538 . 10 58.8:
0

>]2 ) . , . ‘ .o T . ' ‘\I/\v/\/% | 0“‘ EE— 0" “
Total S S 13 e0-g 17 100.0
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. Minor, - L L

Ll < e
Tl

k4

~ Total = - .

. Area ’o'f"'Spec'iaﬁzation” )
Cw <:6 R T
: . ‘_ . 6"—,12’ . ‘
S R
_ Total = 7 .

1.

Dissertation ER
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-8 2 T LT
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