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ABSTRACT

THE IDENTIFICATION OF CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING
GRADUATE PROGRAMS IN HIGHER EDUCATION
AT BIG TEN INSTITUTIONS

By
Albert Lynd

The Purpose

A desire for highest quality seemingly needs no
defense, regardless of the product or craft involved.
Yet the consideration of quality in any setting seems to
provoke controversy. Perhaps a part of the controversy
regarding quality traces to the concept itself. Today,
assessment of quality is among the most complex issues
facing institutions of higher education and Higher Edu-
cation as an integral part of American higher education
faces the same current critical questions put to all
graduate study. The identification of criteria for
evaluating graduate programs in Higher Education at Big
Ten institutions was the centrality of this study. This
was accomplished by determining the extent of agreement
among department chairmen at those Big Ten institutions

which offer the graduate degree in Higher Education and

seven recognized experts in the field of Higher Education.
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Methodology

Utilizing a modified Delphi Method, the study was
executed through a three-stage mail survey to the chairmen
of the departments of Higher Education at the eight insti-
tutions of the Big Ten which offer graduate programs in
Higher Education, and to seven recognized authorities
in the field of Higher Education.

Program characteristics developed by the author
through a review of the literature were listed under five
major headings: Students, Personnel, Program, Finance,
and Facilities. The first stage of the survey asked the
participants to rank the characteristics in order of
importance for judging quality in doctoral programs.

The second opinionnaire, based on the first, contained
all the characteristics in the order of their rated
importance. In addition, the first responses were
included for each panelist. Participants again ranked
the criteria and indicated reasons why their second rank-
ings differed from the first modal rankings. The third
and final stage of the survey contained the top five cri-
teria from the second stage and the minority opinions
provided by the panelists. These opinions were listed
under two headings, one for those contending an item
should be "more important" and the other for those con-
tending an item should be "less important" than the modal

ranking. Participants again ranked the criteria in order



Albert Lynd

of importance. Frequency tabulations were compiled on the
importance of each characteristic. In addition, mean
rankings were compiled and the criteria arranged in order

of rated importance.

Major Conclusions

The following briefly relates some major conclu-
sions of the study as derived from the literature and

findings:

1. Higher Education as a field of study is
feasible and defensible.

2. A clarity of program purpose and plan is the
major concern in evaluating doctoral programs in Higher
Education.

3. Student satisfaction with degree programs is
continuing to be important as a measure of quality.

4. The success in placement of graduates and
their rise to positions of leadership has become an
important measure of quality.

5. Scholarly and research competency of faculty
members should be of the highest quality.

6. All departments should insure that disser-
tations are of the highest quality.

7. The adequacy of library holdings is a good
indication of program quality.

8. Adequate financial support is essential to

achieving and maintaining program quality.
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Recommendations

1. An intensive study of the history of Higher
Education is needed.

2. Specific objectives, related courses, and
learning experiences should be developed.

3. Higher Education departments should undertake
their own evaluation. Consensus of opinions concerning
quality should be obtained from the faculty, students,
and the department chairmen.

4., Other groups, such as faculty members, stu-
dents, and professional organizations might have similar
or different opinions concerning quality. Consensus
across groups as well as among groups should be determined.

5. Discussion of the results of studies about
quality should be initiated at professional or associ-
ation meetings.

6. Summaries of criteria should be used as a
framework for a model to assess quality which could be
tested empirically.

7. Implementation of a system of evaluating
guality should always consider the interdependency of
the evaluative criteria.

8. A clearing house should be established for
research being conducted into Higher Education by Big
Ten institutions.

9. A study focusing on enrollment trends using

selected measures of student quality should be undertaken.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The University in America is in deep trouble.
Ironically, the major source of that trouble lies in its
past success: as it succeeded in advancing cultural
values, contributing new knowledge, and providing ser-
vices to society, the universitv became a major contrib-
utor to the new and drastically different social dynamic
which is currently evolving in this country. The char-
acter of that dynamic threatens the nature of all insti-
tutions, and especially those concerned with higher
education.

During the postwar years, opportunity for edu-
cation beyond the high school was extended. During the
decade of the 1960s, education was racked by controversy,
frustrations, and sometimes violence. And now, during
the Seventies, education is experiencing changes. The
changes grow out of a re-examination of purposes, out
of a realization that segments of the population have
been bypassed as we have worked for eauality of oppor-

tunity, out of a surge of experiments and innovations



in programs, and a result of a trend toward systems of
institutions. If we need a fresh sense of direction to
guide colleges and universities in the midst of change,
this direction, in part, will be found by observing some
trends of the past.

For two centuries after the founding of Harvard
University in 1636, American education followed tradi-
tional patterns. It then began to develop a character
of its own. Church-founded colleges established by the
several denominations to preserve and advance particular
elements of culture, dotted the landscape. As the fron-
tier of civilization moved westward, each of the states
initiated a public university as the capstone of its
public school system. The federally encouraged colleges
of agriculture and mechanic arts, beginning a little over
a century ago, gave impetus to research, to occupational
training, and to types of extension education that had
been frowned on by universities of Europe.

The beginning of this profound change in character
occurred as the wave of democracy, spirited by Jefferson
and brought to a head during the Jacksonian period,
swept over the new nation. Alarmed by the extension
of the ballot to illiterate persons, the educators
advocated universal literacy as the solution. And so,
for the first time anywhere in the world, the compulsory

study of reading, writing, and arithmetic by all children



was advocated. This necessitated the establishment of

public normal schools for the training of teachers. It
also led to a recognition of the responsibility of the

public and the use of tax revenues so that educational

needs may be adequately met.

During the nineteenth century, a basic pattern
for higher education became clear. Private colleges
multiplied in numbers and flourished in an atmosphere
of relative freedom from state supervision or inter-
ference. Parallel with them, however, each state founded
a state university and state normal schools and colleges.
Shortly thereafter, the Morrill Act became the first
significant move by the federal government to stimulate
higher education.

Therefore, the structure of higher education has
been changinag. Universities as organized centers of
learning date back a thousand years. Seen in this per-
spective, these changes in education in the United States
during the past century and a half are all the more
remarkable. The innovative spirit has permeated American
higher education; and the ability to change in the future
is supported by these many and varied innovations of the
past (Henderson, 1970). Tradition has been accepted
when it has proved its merit; but changes have been made

as the need for change has been evident.



In addition to looking at the past for guidance,
it is essential to discover new direction by examining
contemporary needs. The ability and thrust for change
raises questions about the nature and quality to be {}¢2c>

offered. Weinberg (1968) §u99§§§§~29§§u3h§“m§j9;,w5>T”““'

problem in assessing universities quality has its origin
in the essential differences between the university's
view of excellence and society's view of it. He notes
that universities are, by nature, discipline-oriented,
and their idea of excellence is whatever deepens under-
standing of or insight into the problems generated or
resolved within the various disciplines.

A desire for highest quality seemingly needs no
defense, regardless of the product or craft involved.
Yet, the consideration of quality in any setting seems
to provoke controversy. Whenever evaluative judgments
are made and a rank order is established, someone is
offended.

Perhaps a part of the controversy regarding
quality traces to ambiguities within the concept itself.
As Cartter (1966) notes: "In an operational sense,
quality is someone's subjective assessment, for there
is no way of objectively measuring what is in essence
an attribute of value." Blackburn and Lingenfelter
(1973) suggest that although quality may be more than

the sum of its parts, communication is facilitated and



controversy is mitigated when quality is defined in terms
of its component parts. If the objectives of an insti-
tution or program are defined, an assessment of its
quality principally considers the degree to which those
objectives are attained--"the degree to which excellence
obtains along specific dimensions."

Additionally there is agreement that while quality
and excellence exist, some institutions and programs
have more of it than do others. And quality and excel-
lence do matter. Further, they matter in important ways.

Research shows unequivocally that faculty
behavior is associated with institutional quality
(Wilson, 1942; Parsons & Platt, 1968), that institutions
differ on scales of excellence (Berelson, 1960), and on
other characteristics, as this study will attempt to show.

Also, despite the controversy which sometimes
accompanies assessment, systematic evaluation of all
graduate programs is becoming increasingly important and
useful. Widely accepted projections of Ph.D. supply and
demand (Brode, 1971; Cartter, 1971; National Science
Foundation, 1971; Wolfe & Kidd, 1971) predict surplus
doctorates in almost every field. Although these pre-
dictions have drawn criticism (Letters, Science, 1971;
Moses, 1972), the magnitude of the predicted surplus is
too great to be dismissed lightly. Financial and market

pressures are likely to force cutbacks and reallocations



of resources in graduate education. Careful regular
assessment of excellence is necessary to insure that
whatever actions are taken relative to graduate programs
be guided by a clear perception of their strengths,
weaknesses, and social contributions. Limited resources
should be invested where they can produce the greatest
return.

Of course, assessment is necessary for positive
reasons as well. The expansion of knowledge continues
unabated, and the rates of change in society and in the
modes of transmitting and utilizing knowledge are
accelerating without pause. Sound research and teaching
at the graduate level is critical both to develop needed
technological and social innovations and to cultivate
deeper understanding of the human situation. Given the
rate of change in the environment, regular re-evaluation
of the effectiveness of graduate education is necessary
to forestall obsolescence and irrelevance.

Finally, quality assessment possesses an internal
virtue of no small consequence, one which by itself
justifies the incorporation of program as an operational
procedure as regular as the annual audit. The assessment
process qua process has salutary consequences. New ideas
emerge; better practices are introduced, concerned self-

analysis questions long standing assumptions, protects



against dysfunctionalism, and vitally important, generates
a climate for healthy growth and development.

In these and other concerns of government and
industry and education, excellence in graduate education

is a sine qua non. Regular assessment, no matter how

agonizing at times, is fundamental, especially in
graduate education. Now to assess cquality, then, is
no idle concern.

Doctoral education in this decade has clearly
entered a period of major reassessment and readjustment.
One major reason for the review of priorities is the
serious financial stress experienced by the higher edu-
cation community generally and doctoral institutions
particularly. This stress has been exacerbated by the
curtailment of government support at all levels. In
addition, the demand for doctorates characteristic
through the 1960s has been largely satisfied. According
to many prognosticators, the nation may be forcing a
glut of doctorates in the next decade and beyond in many
fields, unless the present rate of doctorate production
is moderated. Finally, there has been growing a general
concern and dissatisfaction over how the universities
actually have been serving individuals and the nation.

Without delving too deeply into its historical
development, it at least should be recalled that the

modern American graduate school is the result of the



grafting of the German concept of postgraduate study upon
collegiate institutions which evolved from the English
model and whose course of study traditionally ended with
the A.B. degree. To the extent that the A.M. degree was
awarded prior to its rehabilitation during the period
1853-1881, it represented the recoagnition only of
"bachelors of arts who are engaged in literary or pro-
fessional pursuits and who pay to their college a fee
prescribed by its regulations" (Eells, 1963). The Ph.D.
was first granted as an earned degree on the completion
of a formal thesis at Yale in 1861. It was, however,

the opening of Johns Hopkins in 1876, of Clark University
in 1888, and of the University of Chicago in 1890 that
focused attention on the potential of post-baccalaureate
study to meet the needs of an increasingly complex culture
for specialized education. During the last part of the
nineteenth century, the College of Arts and Sciences at
the major American universities typically organized
graduate councils to supervise post-baccalaureate degree
programs within the college.

As the Ph.D. degree began to attain prestige
approaching that of the professional degrees in medicine,
law, and theology, it became recognized as a desirable
goal of post-baccalaureate studies in subjects other than
those supervised by the faculties of Arts and Sciences.

Gradually, over the years, the privilege of granting



this degree has been extended to other faculties through
the devise of splitting off the graduate council from
the faculty of Arts and Sciences to form a university-
wide graduate school representative of all faculties,
but dominated by the traditional arbiters of the post-
baccalaureate liberal arts degrees.

In 1900, about 250 legitimately earned doctorates
were conferred by American universities (Berelson, 1960).
In contrast, some 18,000 doctorates were awarded in 1966,
and 29,872 in 1970. Less than fifty institutions granted
the philosophical doctorate in the nineteenth century.
The comparable number was 213 for 1960-66, and had grown
to 286 by 1969-70 (National Board on Graduate Education,
1972).

In 1900, fourteen institutions organized the
Association of American Universities with a principal
objective of cooperating on the standardization of
graduate programs. At that time, this group of insti-
tutions was granting 88 percent of all Ph.D.'s in the
United States. For the period of 1960-66, the same
fourteen institutional organizations granted only
31 percent of the doctorates, and the Association itself,
now grown to forty-six U.S. institutions, awarded 67 per-
cent of all philosophical doctorates given in the country.

Their graduate deans are currently represented by the
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Association of Graduate Schools of the Association
of American Universities.

The enormous broadening of the number of insti-
tutions offering post-baccalaureate liberal arts programs
has led to the formation of the Council of Graduate
Schools, the basic requirement for membership in which
is the granting of thirty A.M.'s and M.S.'s or Ph.D.'s
in at least three fields of study over a period of three
years. Nearly three hundred institutions have qualified
for membership in Council of Graduate Schools.

Thus, there has been considerable concern
nationally that this proliferation of new doctoral pro-
grams and the greater growth of enrollment in those
programs which are not of the highest quality may have
created an overall dilution in quality of doctoral edu-
cation.

Yet continuing interest has been shown in ways
to analyze graduate programs in American colleges and
universities. This interest has taken several directions:
First, the publication of a list of graduate schools
which have been found competent to conduct programs
for the doctorate degree; and secondly, self-appraisal.
Yet there seems to be little systematic and organized
effort to develop criteria for evaluating quality in a
variety of settings and providing reliable information

about the diverse aspects of graduate education. As a
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result, there has, in all probability, developed a
varied surge of graduate programs and a more varied
quality of work offered at institutions.

It seems logical to expect to find that any
specialized field of study must have developed over a
period of time rather than to have emerged suddenly from
a corn field as an active volcano. If there has been
such development, one should expect increasing status
and recognition.

Although the study of Higher Education has not
yet reached maturity, it possesses many of the aqualities
of a scholarly field. Programs designed to prepare
persons to enter into professional work in Higher Edu-
cation exist in great numbers. Departments of Higher
Education and Centers and Institutes with hundreds of
faculty members sponsor research into higher education
as well as provide degrees and public service programs.
An expanding literature encompasses all aspects of the
higher education enterprise. Dressel and Mayhew (1974)
cite the growing bureaucracy associated with Higher
Education as a discipline and the problem of trying to
view it without the multitude of individuals and organi-
zations and reports and studies which relate to its
understanding. Higher Education permits individuals
to begin work or scholarship from a variety of formal

academic disciplines and the contributing disciplines
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and authors are so numerous and varied as to preclude

any dominant theory. Thus, Higher Education as a disci-
pline lacks those critical unifying attributes associated
with other professional and scholarly fields.

Professional training for college teaching has
historically counted of little or nothing more than sub-
ject matter mastery and training in research. Neither
was much attention given to the problems of the higher
education institutions themselves: their governance,
organization, and financing, their responsibilities to
the society and the culture, their role in national and
international affairs.

But gradually a new dimension in education emerged
and has begun to show definite form. First by way of
isolated courses, then in programs of courses, sometimes
in separate departments, and in semi-independent insti-
tutes and centers for the study of higher education, this
new dimension has proceeded to widen its scope and
strengthen its claim to attention and respect. This
development has been relatively rapid and especially
accelerated in the early 60s and 70s (Ewing, 1963).

Here and there across the country in colleges and uni-
versities sensitive and responsive to educational needs,
the study of Higher Education has been instituted,
either in modest, rudimentary form or in more sophisti-

cated and elaborate structure.
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The earliest of such efforts (to be treated in
Chapter II) have been traced back to the 1890s, when a
few isolated individual teachers instituted courses
dealing with the general subject of higher education.
These, however, proved to be false starts, premature and
identified in almost every instance with the interest
and effort of a single individual. These pioneer courses
vanished with their originators and appear to have borne
little or no fruit. It was not until after the First
World War that courses of permanence and continuity were
established which are the true antecedents of the present-
day courses in Higher Education (Young, 1952).

Between 1920 and 1945, progress was steady and
colleges and universities initiated instruction in Higher
Education at the rate of about one additional institution
each year. Following the Second World War, interest in
higher education was unprecedented. And this pressure
stimulated the efforts of colleges and universities to
study and research into all facets of Higher Education
that the institutions might be prepared for the future.

These forces made possible the expansion of
Higher Education as a field of study because of the
underlying widespread belief in the value of higher
education and of research on higher education. The
period of the late 1950s and early 1960s appears in

retrospect to have been almost euphoric in this
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regard: people expected higher education to be able to
solve the most vexing social problem and research on it
to produce the answers needed to do so.

If American higher education is in its decade of
decision, prominent among the reasons is the growing
problem of an overabundance of faculty and administrative
personnel to meet the present and projected enrollments.
Higher Education, as an integral part of American higher
education cannot be exempt from this national concern.

Clark (1974) suggests that identifiable charac-
teristics and indicators be developed which can be used
for program self-study and improvement, for the benefit
of prospective students and for program evaluation by
appropriate outside groups. In the matrix of serious
considerations and questions concerning the status of
graduate education and Higher Education in particular,

the basis for this study was found.

Statement of the Problem

Two problems confront the assessment of excellence
in graduate education. First, ascertaining the appropriate
criteria for excellence; and second, quantifying the cri-
teria so as to permit comparisons among programs.

The selection of criteria for excellence is by
no means an easy task. It is plagued both by political
and conceptual difficulties. For obvious reasons, indi-

viduals and organizations favor criteria which focus on
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their own strengths. Since institutions compete for
students, faculty, and funds, a commonly accepted defi-
nition of excellence has political complexities aside

from conceptual ones. Not withstanding the political
problems, even a dispassionate, disinterested observer

has serious difficulty selecting a set of noncontradictory
criteria.

In order to establish criteria for excellence,
program evaluators first must decide what they value.
From their values they then fashion objectives, which
in turn, establish the criteria for excellence. Criteria
vary with the objectives sought. For example, evaluators
whose primary objective is the production of new knowledge
establish programs in terms of faculty and student
scholarly output. They will rate a program with a
distinguished faculty which produces much valuable
research and a few outstanding, research-oriented
scholars much higher than evaluators who hold the train-
ing of college teachers as the primary objective of
graduate programs. Appropriate criteria for the second
evaluator might emphasize the numbers of qualified col-
lege teachers produced by a program rather than the
quality of faculty and student research.

The objectives of a program, of course, are
rarely unidimensional. Furthermore, different objectives

usually are neither mutually exclusive.
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For example, it may not be possible to maximize
both the generation of outstanding scholarly work and
the production of competent college teachers. However,
it may be possible and desirable to maintain an optimal
mix by balancing competing values in single institutions
or by seeking different objectives in different programs
(Warren, 1967). Ideally the criteria established for
evaluation of graduate programs will be formed by a
conscious review of all relevant objectives and a con-
scious weighting of those objectives on the basis of an
hierarchy of values. The established value hierarchy,
and consequently the criteria for evaluating graduate
programs, will vary with the perceived needs of the
institution, state, or nation. Certainly it is possible
for graduate programs emphasizing somewhat different
objectives to attain excellence and to receive due
rewards.

After the basic task of selecting explicit cri-
teria has been completed, the second critical problem
in evaluation is encountered. What is a valid measure
of relative degrees of excellence on a stated criteria?
For example, what is a valid measure of a faculty's
scholarly abilities? 1Is it peer evaluation, or research

grants, or number of publications?
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What is a valid measure of departmental effec-
tiveness? Is it alumni salaries? Placement of graduates?
Ph.D.'s per faculty?

While most of the techniques necessary for evalu-
ating graduate programs have already been developed or
can be developed relatively easily, problems of measure-
ment cannot be dismissed lightly. However, where measure-
ment difficulties exist, the weakness of one technique
may be offset by the strengths of another. Hence, by
utilizing several measures of effectiveness, a relatively
comprehensive and valid evaluation may occur.

Each of the three elements of the evaluative
process--objectives, criteria, and assessment indices--
have unique problems. But the most critical prerequisites
of successful evaluation are that each element of the
process be clearly defined and the relationships between
objectives, criteria, and indices be logical and explicit.
If these conditions are not met, the evaluative process
creates unnecessary confusion and controversy.

While the study of Higher Education has not yet
reached maturity, it possesses many of the characteristics
of a scholarly field. Programs have been designed to
prepare persons for entry into professional work in
higher education; faculty are engaged in service,
instruction, and research; and departments or centers

have been formed to sponsor research and offer degrees.
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There is an ever-growing quantity of literature about all
parts of the Higher Education domain, and numerous
organizations have arisen that produce publications and
new knowledge about Higher Education.

With Higher Education clearly a field of study
in this sense, it is desirable to identify the charac-
teristics of a graduate program in Higher Education with
those disciplines which have evolved in reasonably dis-
tinctive fields of study and scholarly activity. Yet
there has been little systematic effort to develop pro-
cedures to evaluate quality and to provide reliable
information about various aspects of Higher Education
as a graduate study. If the standards of the colleges
and universities are maintained at present levels, it
is apparent that graduate schools must plan programs
which are reputable and at the same time designed to
attract and train quality students.

Although academic communities are quick to
establish guidelines and offer suggestions for improving
conditions outside their walls, there is great reluctance
for self-evaluation. Yet such evaluation is necessary,
perhaps not to eliminate weak programs, but to offer
specific suggestions for improvement. Evaluative cri-
teria can be viewed as a basis for a taxonomy of estab-
lished and emerging Higher Education departments, but

such a use would be peripheral to the major purpose in
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developing them, for one could certainly never justify
spending much time discussing them if their only function
were to serve as categories.

The primary purpose would be to serve as standards
against which departments assess themselves. The mention
of evaluation all too often engenders some negative
reactions such as fear that guidelines will lead to
unjust ranking of departments against some arbitrary
hierarchy. Such reactions, while understandable, emphasize
only the abuses of guidelines and overlooks an important
positive use of them--that of aiding a department to
grow, develop, and attain its objectives, through an on-
going self-evaluation. The primary goal of criteria
should be formative, by providing information with which
departments themselves can select their objectives,
analyze strengths and weaknesses, devise and develop
strategies, and assess progress toward the objectives

chosen.

Purpose of the Study

As part of this study, a review is made of the
history of the development of Higher Education as an
area of scholarly study and research in American colleges
and universities. In addition, those institutions in
the Big Ten which currently offer instructional courses
and graduate degree programs in the area of Higher Edu-

cation are identified. Since the identification of



20

characteristics related to quality in graduate programs
in Higher Education is the centrality of this study,
those Big Ten institutions offering such a graduate
program are surveyed to develop criteria for evaluation
of quality. Acknowledged experts in the field of Higher
Education are also included in the survey to provide an
extra-institutional viewpoint. The study is designed

to provide information, based on the extent of agreement
among department chairmen and recognized authorities,
about doctoral programs characteristics most important

- to judgments about quality.

Definition of Terms

Certain terms are defined in order to clarify
the concepts represented by the terms as they will be

used in this study.

higher education.--This term refers to the broad

area of education beyond high school; and any and all
kinds of collegiate level post-secondary school training.
As used here it is not specific, referring simply to

level and not to kind.

Higher Education.--This is a particular segment

of higher education; that particular field of study and/or
research where interests center on and are restricted
to the affairs, activities, and problems associated

exclusively with community colleges, senior colleges,
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and universities. The term is used to designate the

study of these higher education institutions as edu-
cational enterprises, as teaching, learning and research
organizations, and as social institutions, which leads

to a master's degree, educational specialist, or other
two-year certificate or degree, or doctorate whether
oriented toward teaching, service, institutional research,

or scholarship.

Big Ten Institutions.--This term refers to the

following institutions: University of Illinois (Urbana-
Champaign) ; Indiana University (Bloomington); University
of Iowa (Iowa City); Michigan State University (East
Lansing); The University of Michigan (Ann Arbor); Uni-
versity of Minnesota (Minneapolis); Northwestern Uni-
versity (Evanston, Illinois); Purdue University (West
Lafayette, Indiana); The Ohio State University (Columbus) ;

and University of Wisconsin-Madison (Madison).

Center or Institute for the study of Higher

Education.--This term refers to a special organizational
entity or agency somewhat separate from or semi-indepen-
dent of the School or College of Education or the uni-
versity to which it is attached. It is generally not

as exclusively involved with the teaching aspect as is
the department, nor is its organizational structure

parallel to that of a department. Centers or Institutes



22

generally intend to serve both the parent university
and educational agencies outside the university. Research
is an integral goal; instruction may or may not be a

prominent activity.

Instructional course.--This refers to a formally

organized and structured course, as listed in a college
or university bulletin or time schedule, and for which
hours or units of credit are recorded for those who
register for and satisfactorily complete the required
work. Generally, in an instructional course as used
here, it is thought that students shall meet regularly
at scheduled times in classes or groups for instruction
or discussion, rather than for purely instructional
direction. However, directed individual study courses,
or independent study courses, are included. Theses and
dissertations are excluded from the category of instruc-

tional courses.

General course.--This term refers to groupings

or sequences of courses where it is presumed that a
single course does not offer adequate coverage of a
total subject area for anyone presuming seriously to
study the subject. A number of more or less related,
but generally discrete, nonduplicating courses, each

of which treats some facet of a total subject, and when
all courses comprising the program are considered, a

reasonably complete coverage of a subject is intended.
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Graduate Program(s).--As defined for the pur-

poses of this study, refers to programs leading to

degrees beyond the master's degree level.

Limitations of the Study

The author realizes that there exists within the
country many quality graduate programs in Higher Education
with wide and diverse offerings. Many have achieved
national and international recognition. Yet they cannot
be considered since this particular study considers only
those graduate programs in Higher Education offered at
institutions who are members of the Big Ten.

A further limitation is that the study will not
be evaluative. No attempt is made to evaluate the pro-
grams at the participating institutions, only the criteria

for evaluation is determined.

Design

The study, employing a modified Delphi Method,
was designed as a three-stage mail survey to the eight
institutions of the Big Ten who offer graduate programs
in Higher Education; and to seven recognized authorities
in the field. The first opinionnaire asked each par-
ticipant to rank the various characteristics in order
of importance. The second opinionnaire contained all
the characteristics of the first and a modal ranking

for each. The participants again ranked the
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characteristics and provided reasons why their rankings
differed from the modal rankings. The third and final
stage of the survey contained only the top five char-
acteristics and the opinions given. The participants
were again asked to rank the characteristics in order
of importance. Frequency tabulations were compiled on
the importance of characteristics. In addition, mean
ratings were computed so that program characteristics
could be arranged in order of their rated importance.

As a background for the study, literature in
the field of graduate study and Higher Education specifi-
cally was reviewed to determine the history of graduate
education and Higher Education, its scope, present status,
and projected future.

Program characteristics listed under each heading
were identified through this review. Helpful materials
include: Barak (1973); Berelson (1960); Blackburn and
Lingenfelter (1972); Brown (1970); Cartter (1966); Clark
(1974) ; Dressel and Mayhew (1974); Eweing (1963); Har-
cleroad (1972); Heiss (1970), and Higgins (1968). The
characteristics were then grouped under five major head-
ings: Students, Personnel, Program, Finance, and
Facilities.

Participants in this study are those institutions
in the Big Ten which offer graduate programs in Higher

Education. In addition to representatives from these
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institutions, a selected cross-section of recognized
authorities in the field of Higher Education agreed to
participate.

In order to gather data to be used to determine
criteria for an effective evaluation of graduate Higher
Education programs, an opinionnaire was designed and sent
to the chairmen of Higher Education departments at the
following institutions: (1) University of Illinois
(Urbana-Champaign) ; (2) Indiana University (Bloomington) ;
(3) University of Iowa (Iowa City); (4) Michigan State
University (East Lansing); (5) The University of Michigan
(Ann Arbor); (6) University of Minnesota (Minneapolis) ;
(7) The Ohio State University (Columbus); and (8) Uni-
versity of Wisconsin-Madison (Madison). The same
opinionnaire was sent to recognized authorities in the
field of Higher Education, soliciting their participation
in this study. Those experts who participated were:
Patricia Cross, Paul Dressel, Lyman Glenny, Fred Harcle-
road, Algo Henderson, Lewis Mayhew, and Dyckman Vermilye.

Essentially, the polling method consisted of
repeated sampling of the opinions of the administrators
and authorities regarding their perceptions of what cri-
teria should be used in evaluating graduate Higher Edu-
cation programs. The participants did not, in the con-
text of this study, meet face-to-face. 1Instead they

completed opinionnaires and submitted them to the author
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by mail. The avoidance of face-to-face discussion was
purposeful. In addition to the economic burdens and
limitations, face-to-face communications create serious
problems in attempting to achieve convergence of opinion,
as previous research has revealed. Among the problems

are the following:

1. Dominant individuals tend to control the dis-
cussion and have greater influence on group
opinion than their knowledge might necessarily

warrant.

2. Too much discussion time often is devoted to

irrelevant or biased views of individuals.

3. 1Individual judgment can be distorted by the
presence of others, lessening the reliability

and usefulness of the response.

Still, it is considered necessary to provide some
controlled interaction among the participants. Each of
them needs to know the opinions of others and to consider
them independently in order to derive an informed
opinion. A modified form of the Delphi technique,
developed by the RAND Corporation as a means of obtain-
ing greater consensus among experts dealing with problems
of national defense, was selected as the basic procedure

for this study.
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The Delphi technique consists of having each
participant complete a series of questionnaires inter-
spersed with controlled feedback on the responses of
the other participants. In addition to the advantages
already mentioned vis-a-vis face-to-face meetings, this
method provides anonymity to the participants, thus
minimizing the influence of personal and political
interests on their decisions.

As originally developed, the Delphi technique

consists of four steps:

1. Each participant is asked to write his opinion

on a specific topic.

2. Each participant is asked to evaluate all the

opinions in terms of a given criteria.

3. Each participant receives the list and a summary
of the responses, and if his views differ from
the most frequent responses, he is asked to revise
his opinion or to indicate his reason for not

doing so.

4. Each participant receives the list with an up-
dated summary including minority opinions and

is asked to repeat or revise his own opinion.

A prime value of the Delphi technique is that it
preserves the virtue of independent thought but simul-

taneously permits the participant to draw on the kncwledge
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of others. 1In other words, the technique assures that
opinions arrived at independently will nevertheless be
informed opinions.

Polling of the participants began when the
instrument was mailed to each of them. The first opinion-
naire contained instructions to complete and return it
within fourteen days. The criteria indicated were
separated, categorized, and analyzed to determine the
modal ratings, or those most frequently stated. Thirteen
forms were returned for a total response rate of 87 per-
cent. After the initial analysis was completed, a second
opinionnaire was mailed. This contained all responses
given on the first and the modal responses. Instructions
to the participants indicated explicitly that they were
not to be concerned with their own previous responses.
They were asked to note the modal responses and, if their
responses differed from the modal responses, they were to
indicate, if possible, one or two reasons for their
choices. After these opinionnaires were returned, the
modal responses were calculated again for each of the
criteria. Additionally, minority reasons for differing
from the modal responses were summarized. These reasons
were listed under two headings, one for those contending
a criteria should be more important than the modal rating

indicated; the other for those contending a goal should
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be less important than the modal rating indicated. Four-
teen completed forms were returned for a total response
rate of 93 percent.

A third and final opinionnaire was sent to the
participants. Modal responses were again indicated.
Participants were asked to place the opinionnaires side
by side so they could see both the modal responses and
the reasons some participants did not agree. Then each
participant was asked to indicate for the last time his
criteria for evaluation and return the opinionnaire.

A final summary was made. Fourteen were returned for

a total response rate of 93 percent.

Overview of the Study

Chapter I contains the introduction to the study,
the statement of the problem, a discussion of the objec-
tives of the study, limitations of the study, definitions
of terms, and organization of the study.

Chapter II presents a review of the literature
and history of graduate education in the United States
and the emergence of Higher Education as a field of
study. This chapter will discuss the early and later
history of Higher Education, the problems and issues
facing graduate education, and some prospects and needs

for self-study and improvement.
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Chapter III is concerned with the design of the
study, the population of the survey, and the instrument
used.

Chapter IV contains an analysis of the information
supplied by the participants surveyed.

Chapter V contains a summary of the findings,
some conclusions, recommendations, and suggestions for

further research.

Summary

Universities are remarkably flexible and resilient
organizations. But conflicting demands on their resources
and financial stringency have produced serious new
stresses within them. In the past, these institutions
were capable of growing in many directions without having
to assess mission or scope and without being specifically
accountable to funding agencies, the public, faculty, or
students. That period has ended, and universities
increasingly are being asked to justify themselves.
The problems of identifying and measuring the components
of such complex organizations or of analyzing and evaluat-
ing their performances are enormous. These problems are
complicated by uncertainties about how to identify and
demonstrate the quality and quantity of education,

research, and public service.
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The accomplishments of a university=--in the
large, and in the long run--are the distinctive con-
tributions of its graduates and its faculty to the world
of ideas, expression, and action. A university that is
doing what it should in new scholarship is a stimulus,
shelter, and testing ground for innumerable individual
and collective creative efforts in science, intellectual
invention, critical insights, and the arts. Such an
institution will be well represented in the networks
throughout the world for sharing new findings and new
approaches in the scholarly disciplines and the pro-
fessions.

Although institutions need to keep these long-
term issues very much in mind, they must concentrate
attention on institutional and scholarly processes,
resources, and short-term indicators of a university's
position and prospects. Because ultimate results are
so long-range and so difficult to assess, an operational
approach can examine the view currently held about the
university and its academic quality by those whose
decisions affect it. From these indicators, a university
can and must know where it stands with respect to academic
quality as well as gquantity.

Finally, a qualitative study based on a single
department or discipline rather than a university-wide

reputation serves many practical purposes. It little
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helps deans or department chairmen to be told that they
rank third, eleventh, or sixty-seventh; it may help them
a great deal to have a rough indication against which

to view their relative strengths. The present study
does not pretend to reflect all possible aspects of
eminence or its absence, but it provides an approximate
view by judges who are intimately involved with programs
both as teachers and as administrators. The first step
in the improvement of an institution or a department is
self-knowledge; such knowledge can be extremely useful
even though it may not be flattering. It is hoped that
the information from this survey will be useful in

strengthening graduate programs in Higher Education.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The purpose of this study is to identify cri-
teria for evaluating graduate programs in Higher Edu-
cation at Big Ten institutions. This was accomplished
by determining the extent of agreement among department
chairmen at those Big Ten institutions which offer the
graduate degree in Higher Education as well as the
opinions of seven recognized experts in the field of
Higher Education. In addition, a history of the growth
and development of Higher Education as a field of study
is included.

Given these two purposes, the review of literature
has been divided into two general sections: (1) the
materials concerning evaluation of graduate education
in general and Higher Education specifically; and (2) the
growth and development of Higher Education as a disci-

pline in colleges and universities in America.

33
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Criteria and Assessment Techniques
for Graduate Education

The desire for high quality as the goal of every
Ph.D. program needs no defense. Yet different tasks for
different disciplines suggests different dimensions for

consideration in developing procedures to assess quality.

Reputational Studies

The most widely known, heralded, and criticized
evaluation of graduate programs has been the reputational
studies. Hughes (1925) conducted the first of these in
the 20s. He replicated his study ten years later for the
American Council on Education. In that study he clas-
sified graduate departments on the basis of their adequacy
and their distinctiveness.

In a study in 1957, Keniston asked department
chairmen to rate the relative positions of twenty-five
major universities with respect to the quality of their
graduate programs. More recently, Cartter (1966) repli-
cated and expanded the Hughes and Keniston surveys in
a study initiated by the American Council on Education
and supported conjointly by the National Science Foun-
dation, the National Institute of Health, and the U.S.
Office of Education. Cartter's survey included the
assessment of twenty-nine departments in 106 graduate
institutions by nine hundred department chairmen and

approximately three thousand faculty.
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In a 1959 study, McGrath expressed much skepticism
over the contributions of the graduate school. He felt
that graduate education had become more important than
undergraduate study with the eventual specialization
creeping into the liberal learning normally associated
with the undergraduate years. In addition, graduate
education with its emphasis on research would weaken the
significance of and respect for teaching.

Berelson's study of graduate education published
in 1960 covers the history of graduate study, offers an
analysis of the present, and projects future trends. He
recommends several major changes in the degree program.
Also, he contends that quality in graduate education
must be maintained and that it is in danger with the
increasing number of institutions embarking on graduate
study. He concludes that the major responsibility for
graduate study should stay in the presently established
institution of the top and middle prestige rankings.

His examination covered much of the literature about
graduate education; employed some independent studies
by himself; and, on the whole, determined that graduate
education was in good health.

Carmichael (1961) offers many criticisms of
graduate education and some recommendations for its
improvement. The Carmichael study does need to be

considered with one caution: it was made in 1961 when
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there was a shortage of college teachers; therefore,
many of the recommendations deal with ways to relieve
the shortage. He feels that the goals and purposes of
graduate education have not been clearly defined and
the students suffer from this lack of definition.

Respondents in the Cartter study were asked to
indicate which among six given terms in their judgment
best described the quality of the graduate faculty in
their field in each of the institutions in the sample.
They were also asked to rate the effectiveness of the
doctoral program in their field in each of the insti-
tutions by indicating which of the terms best described
the competence and accessibility of the faculty, the
curricula, the educational and research resources, and
the quality of their graduate students. Using numerical
ratings for each of the descriptive terms, Cartter drew
up tables of the leading departments by rated quality
of the graduate faculty, and of leading departments by
rated effectiveness of their graduate programs.

Higgins (1968) effectively summarizes the history
of graduate school assessment in his unpublished rating
of doctoral programs in education.

Heiss (1970) in her book, Challenges to Graduate

Schools, sought to study the components of excellence in
graduate education. Information was obtained from

graduate deans, academic deans, department chairmen,
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faculty and graduate students. They were asked to com-
ment on issues in the areas which most affected them.
Roose and Andersen, sponsored by the American
Council on Education in 1971, developed one of the most
methodologically sophisticated and widely published
studies of graduate education. This study is a repli-
cation of the Cartter survey in methodology, but includes
more disciplines, institutions, and rates the changes
taking place during a five-year span. Included were
thirty-six fields of study in 150 institutions granting
the doctor's degree. The ratings compared faculties of
the top 50 graduate institutions with the 80 institutions
surveyed. It also presented the distribution of ratings
by disciplines as well. The survey also categorized 50
institutions along geographic distributions to determine
if any section of the country was deficient in quality
graduate programs. It recommended that greater care be
taken in accepting students into doctoral programs and
a watchful eye be kept on the ever-increasing number of
doctoral programs established and degrees offered.
Millman and Toombs (1972) collected and organized
the basic data of their study so as to give comparisons
that had special significance for the state of Pennsyl-
vania. The same data from Pennsylvania are compared
with five other states and also with the top-ranked

schools in the study. It is concerned with the
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relationship between enrollment and ranking, the number
of fields and ranking, and resident student enrollment
and ranking.

In 1972 the Board of Regents of New York State
appointed a Commission on Doctoral Education which was
charged to make recommendations for developing policy
to meet present needs and to guide the future development
of doctoral education in the state of New York. The
Commission recommended the following objectives guide
graduate education: (a) maximum quality on an insti-
tutional and statewide basis; (b) maximum economy,
efficiency, and effectiveness in the use of the resources
for doctoral education on an institutional and statewide
basis; and (c¢) equity in access to doctoral education
for all doctoral students.

Blackburn and Lingenfelter (1972) in a report
prepared for the Regents of the State University of New
York addressed what they felt were the critical problems
in the assessment of excellence in doctoral programs:
the determination of what criteria to measure excellence;
and the difficulty of dealing with the information in
order to make comparisons among the various programs.

In a 1974 report, funded jointly by the Graduate
Record Examinations Board and Educational Testing Ser-
vice, Clark asked sixty-three graduate deans to rate

the importance of many program characteristics to
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judgments about quality, and then to rate the adequacy

of several possible measures of the most important char-
acteristics. The survey gave special attention to several
different program purposes, such as the training of
scholarly researchers, teachers, or practitioners of
other kinds, and the differences between academic disci-
plines. Focus of the survey was on identifying the kinds
of information expert graduate educators thought would

be most helpful in assessing program quality.

It seems that peer evaluation characterizes all
the reputational studies. A panel of scholars rates the
guality of an institution's faculty and/or graduate pro-
gram in a given discipline. By combining individual
panelists' responses, an aggregated rating of the
graduate program is calculated.

Although the criterion of excellence which domi-
nates reputational studies is the scholarly ability of
a faculty, the technique of peer rating can be used to
obtain measures of other criteria. For example, in
addition to scholarly ability, studies use "program
effectiveness" as a criterion. Other criteria, such as

"supportiveness of graduate students," "effectiveness of
teaching," or "student quality" could be used. However,
since widely scattered outside evaluators are less likely
to be aware of conditions pertinent to such criteria

than they are of a faculty's scholarly output,
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reputational assessments or other criteria cannot be
defined as easily as can assessments of scholarly
ability.

Some Objective Indicators
of Excellence

Several observers of graduate education have
selected one or more objective characteristics as bench-
marks of excellence. Some objective characteristics,
labeled "correlates of quality," have been established
by examining various programs rated in the American
Council on Education studies and distilling a cluster
of objective traits associated with high quality ratings.

Other evaluators have selected indicators on an
a priori basis, defining quality in terms of certain
characteristics and proceeding to develop an index of
those characteristics.

Calvert, et al., (1971) combines several objec-

tive indicators to construct a general index of quality.

Scholarly productivity. Stallings and Singhall

(1971) use scholarly output as an important criterion
of excellence. Their index assigns weights to books,
articles, reports, patents, etc.; and a productivity
score is calculated by aggregating the quantity of
credits in each category.

Several researchers have found a relationship

between the most prolific departments and those receiving
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top rankings in reputational studies (Berelson, 1960;
Cartter, 1966; Crane, 1965). Blackburn (1972), however,
contends that productivity changes with time. He con-
tends that since a number of variables, such as age,
rank and tenure, affect performance, the development

of a productive faculty mix must take into account the
relevant factors.

Clark (1957) used scholarly productivity as a
measure of program quality, by requiring that other
scholars utilize a piece of work, and calculates the
number of citations in subsequent scholarly publications.
Citations of work that is more than ten or fifteen years
old are given extra weight on the assumption that dura-
bility is an indicator of unusual quality.

Margolis (1967) discusses the strengths and

weaknesses of the citation index in great detail.

Degrees, awards, and other faculty traits. Some

observers have used other faculty characteristics as
indicators of excellence. Bowker, in 1965, examined
the percentage of faculty with the Ph.D., years of
experience, the percentage of instructors teaching
graduate students, the percentage of faculty publishing
in the past five years, the percentage publishing on
subjects other than their Ph.D. dissertation topic, and
the percentage of foreign specialists who have traveled

abroad.
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Student quality. Another technique of evaluating

doctoral programs has been to measure the quality of
students enrolled in a program. In one sense this is
a reputational measure, because faculties tend to select
the best possible students and good students are attracted
to programs with a reputation for quality. In another
sense, however, well-qualified students are an essential
element of an excellent program. Thus student quality
can stand in its own right as a criterion of excellence.
Perkins and Snell (1962) compared history graduate
students to students in other disciplines on the basis of
undergraduate grade point averages, I.Q. scores, and
Graduate Record Examination scores. These indices can
easily be used to compare students in different doctoral
programs in the same discipline.
The distribution of Woodrow Wilson fellows among
graduate programs was utilized by Bowker (1965) as an

index of quality.

Physical facilities. An obvious facility

required for doctoral programs is the library. Several
researchers--Perkins and Snell (1962), Jordan (1963),
and Cartter (1965)--found that highly rated institutions
have larger libraries and spend more per student on
librarian salaries.

No systematic studies of other physical facilities

for doctoral education (laboratories, office space,
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computer capabilities, seminar rooms, etc.) exist,
possibly because these are rarely designed solely for
graduate instruction. However, evaluation of such
facilities is appropriate in the assessment of new or
existing programs. Since the facilities required differ
among disciplines, specialists must be utilized for the
evaluation of physical facilities.

Attention should be given to four evaluations
that were conducted by outstanding institutions. Uni-
versity of California-Berkeley by Heiss in 1964; Harvard
University by Elder in 1958; Columbia University by
Barzum in 1968; and University of Minnesota by Alciatore-
Eckert in 1968. In these studies the institutions con-
front themselves publicly on the effectiveness of their
graduate programs.

In an effort to discover the standards upon which
institutions of higher education were judged, Hatch (1964)
examined the literature on file in the Clearing House of
Studies in Higher Education and found the following
factors listed as indices of outstanding institutional
quality: the institution is disposed to make a dis-
tinction hetween the acquisition and the examination
of knowledge; it provides adequate learning resources,
jealously guards academic freedom, rewards good teaching,
administers its counseling program for institution-wide

impact, and performs its institutional research on
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important matters. The program is characterized by its
flexibility, permissiveness, openness to experimentation,
uniqueness, provision for independent study, and high
but attainable goals. The course work challenges the
students to develop their own initiative, develops their
critical faculties, recommends extensive reading,
requires a large block of out-of-class study time and
offers little instruction labeled as remedial.

Bissel (1968) cites four characteristics which
he considers to be earmarks of quality in a university.
The institution is a stronghold of scholarship in the
pure theoretical subjects that lie at the basis of any
expansion of knowledge. The great university has graduate
and undergraduate divisions that are both strong. The
great university maintains a balance between its long-
range goals and its short-range obligations, or between
its obligation to pure scholarship and its obligation

to the society of which it is a part.

Client Satisfaction Ratings

An obvious means of evaluating an enterprise of
any kind is to ask those it serves for their opinions.
The consumers of doctoral education are students and the
employers of graduates. Both of these gro:ps have been
utilized in evaluative studies.

Alciatore and Eckert asked a group of Ph.D.

recipients to evaluate their training at the University
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of Minnesota. Their opinion of their preparation for
tasks such as teaching, research, etc. was solicited as
well as their general satisfaction with their career and
the doctoral program that launched it.

A similar study was conducted at Florida State
University in 1957. Such surveys of student opinion are
most valuable when they include both current and past,
successful and unsuccessful students so that a wide range
of opinions is included in the study.

Student opinion surveys have been a part of
several major studies of graduate education that have
been previously cited. Berelson (1960) surveyed 3,843
recent doctoral recipients in order to gain information
about their experiences and opinions about possible
reforms.

Heiss conducted her extensive surveys of student
opinion at ten major graduate schools and devoted much
of her study to the analysis of their suggestions and
complaints.

Tucker's 1964 study of attrition and Gotlieb's
1961 study of graduate student socialization have used
graduate student or alumni opinions as explicit evalua-
tive instruments.

Graduate and professional education reform is
discussed by Mayhew and Ford (1974). The authors, con-

cerned with changes and innovations in both professional
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and graduate education, examine attempts to change or
reform both schools. Problems that have plagued graduate
study for years are mentioned to serve as springboards
for consideration of issues never before faced until now.
Yet, in providing guidelines for change, the authors
suggest that systematic evaluation and self-appraisal

are necessary for continued growth.

The preceding review indicates that assessment
of quality in graduate education has been the source of
much concern. There has been, however, and continues
to be, great ambiguities and subtleties of concept
surrounding quality, and the proper procedure for its
assessment. Yet quality does exist, thus its assessment,
however difficult, is of central importance to graduate
education.

Higher Education as a Field
of Study

Higher Education as field of study has had a
short history but a long past. A number of studies
have been done in the area of the development of the
study of Higher Education. None furnishes the historical
perspective that is accomplished by Burns Byron Young
in his dissertation at Stanford. Young (1952) traced
the historical development of the first courses in
Higher Education up to and including the development

of departments of Higher Education. Young had no
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previous studies on which to build and found most of
his data in original documents, letters, reports,
minutes, and college and university bulletins. The
Young study clearly illustrates the difficulty of
piecing a puzzle without all the pieces. The develop-
ment of the study of Higher Education is not well docu-
mented.

The pioneers in the field were concerned about
training for college and university teachers and not
training to prepare academic administrators. A second
concern, and a significant factor in the development of
the study of Higher Education, was to study and research
institutions of higher education as social, political,
and economic organizations. The Young study is related
to the present study in that it outlines the historical
origin of instructional courses in Higher Education and
the development of Higher Education as a field of study.

Young pointed out that the first course in
Higher Education was offered by G. Stanley Hall at
Clark University in 1893. Later, another course entitled
"Organization of Higher Education" was offered by Dean
James, College of Education, University of Minnesota,
1908-1909. Following these sporadic offerings, regular
course work to provide professional preparation for

careers in college administration was started in 1920
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at the University of Chicago, Ohio State University, and
Teachers College, Columbia University.

No doubt in these early beginnings, daring to
offer courses in something called "Higher Education"
must have taken some courage and a pioneer spirit.

Ewing (1963) investigated the proliferation of
graduate courses in Higher Education at an increasingly
large number of institutions. Included in Ewing's study
were the institutes and centers for the study of Higher
Education. His research was the first historical review
of the development of Higher Education as an area of
scholarly study and research since Young. When Ewing
conducted his study in the academic year 1962-63,
eighty-seven institutions were offering 560 courses
in the field of Higher Education as compared to thirty-
one institutions offering 110 courses at the time of
Young's study. Ewing classified the content of the
courses that were being offered for graduate study as
well as those courses in interdisciplinary programs.

Ewing in his study stressed the weakness of
using catalogs as a source of obtaining data. Some
differences do exist between Young's and Ewing's dating
on the establishment of Higher Education programs at
specific institutions. Among Ewing's conclusions were
that Higher Education was reaching an equal status with

elementary and secondary education; and that organization
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and administration was one of the important subject
matter areas within the field.

McGrath (1969) commented, "Until very recently
the guild of practitioners in higher education could
hardly satisfy the criteria used to determine whether
a particular vocation could properly be classified as
a profession" (p. 2). He suggested that formerly those
who wanted to develop expertise in teaching, administration,
or research had to acquire these skills through an appren-
tice system in much the same way that one became a phy-
sician before medical schools were established.

Sagan (1969) in reviewing the literature concerning
the history and development of Higher Education observed:

It is surprising that higher education has waited
so long to talk about itself. Perhaps it wished
to wait until its impact was truly profound.
Perhaps it wished to wait until its influence
could be traced to almost every major advancement
and to every portion of the national structure.
(pp. 1-2)

Ewing and Stickler (1964) stated:

Interest and activity in the discipline has
increased at an accelerated pace as the need for
better trained college teachers and administrators
intensified in response to political, economic

and social forces. From about 1956 on, the
appearance of institutes and centers for the study
of higher education has added what may--at least

in some instances--prove to be an important new
agency for study and research in the field. (p. 401)

Higher education has gained stature and is now taking
its place alongside other recognized fields of edu-
cation. National attention to higher education as
a field of study is constantly increasing. (p. 402)
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Currie (1969) reviewed graduate school catalogs
for 1966-67 and found that at least 106 universities
were offering courses related to one or more of the sub-
areas of Higher Education.

By 1968, there were approximately 335 faculty
members teaching one or more courses in Higher Education,
according to a list provided by the American Association
for Higher Education (1968). The "List of Faculty
Members Teaching Courses in Higher Education," which
was distributed by the American Association for Higher
Education, included a total of 698 names, representing
166 colleges and universities. An analysis of this
listing showed that each of six institutions--Columbia
University, Pennsylvania State University, Southern
Illinois University, University of California at Berkeley,
University of Minnesota, and University of Wisconsin
listed sixteen or more faculty teaching in Higher Edu-
cation. The range was from one to twenty-four.

Dibden (1965) established a rationale for formal
programs in Higher Education: intellectual curiosity
and educational maturity, the inherent and practical
importance of higher learning, and the commitment of
academic man. He also identified five problems which
are characteristic of departments in this area. He
indicated further some possible ways in which such a

department could render important service to the university.
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Overholt (1967) surveyed 151 institutions to
determine how many had a department, center, or insti-
tute studying Higher Education. Of the 121 replies,

31 had such a department, 3 were establishing one, 81
taught courses in this area, and 64 indicated a research
center for the study of their own institution or Higher
Education in general.

In an attempt to document the incidence and scope
of offerings in Higher Education, James F. Rogers (1969)
sent a questionnaire to 180 institutions; 137 responses
were included in his study. Of the 86 programs reported,
including 53 that offered areas of major concentration
at the doctoral level, 84 of them employed 468 faculty
and offered 889 courses; 49 major programs had an
enrollment of 2,174 graduate students; 44 minor programs
enrolled 842 students at the doctoral level; 37 major
programs awarded 316 doctorates; and 27 minor programs
had 354 doctoral recipients in 1967-68.

Higgins (1971) provided some unique data to
support the growing status and recognition of Higher
Education as a field of study. He compared two studies
undertaken by himself in 1968 and 1970. With the data
received, he was able to compare for the first time
ratings of five doctoral areas in education, including
Higher Education, at the fifteen top ranked graduate

schools in the United States. Higher Education had 114
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faculty names submitted with a total of fifty-seven
doctoral programs, which was the smallest number in
both categories for the five areas.

On a geographical basis, Higgins found that
Higher Education programs were evenly distributed among
the East (14), South (15), Midwest (15), and the West (13).

In comparing the results of the 1968 study in
Higher Education with that of 1970, Higgins found that
the highest ratings in the former were the University
of California at Berkeley, The University of Michigan,
Columbia University, and Stanford University; this order
for 1970 was The University of Michigan, University of
California at Berkeley, Stanford University, University
of California at Los Angeles, and Columbia University.
One of the values of this study is that it isolated and
identified administration in Higher Education as a spe-
cific field in professional education.

Orr (1971) commented that recently at the Uni-
versity of Alabama the decision was reached that one
option for meeting the foreign language requirement for
the doctoral program was that of scheduling fifteen
semester hours in Higher Education. Fletcher (1972)
added that in terms of a recent decision at the University
of Nevada at Reno seventeen semester hours in Higher Edu-
cation may be used as one option for meeting the foreign

lanqguage requirement.
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The Program of Study

If Higher Education is a specialized field of
study with a documented history, there should be specific
objectives and goals, related courses, and the graduates
of these programs should occupy college and university
positions doing what they were trained to do.

There is general confusion or lack of agreement
about the goals and objectives for Higher Education pro-
grams just as there is confusion about admissions. How-

ever, this is not surprising. The Chronicle of Higher

Education (1972) pointed out that a meeting of the Modern
Language Association gave strong indication that English
as a discipline is in a process of marked change and that
departments vary in objectives, goals, and programs.

Williams and Richman (1971) reported on a survey
of graduate preparation in psychology. The department
chairmen indicated that teaching ability and research
ability were important competencies, yet only approxi-
mately one-fifth to one-sixth of the graduate students
were provided training in these competencies.

Burnett (1972) observed from reading graduate
bulletins and in conversation with colleagues, that
three general career objectives emerge in graduate
training programs: administration, teaching, and
research. Some programs in Higher Education indicate

a principal function, while mentioning related ones.
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Institutions have developed specialized programs probably
in response to needs within their respective states; such
as the preparation of Junior or Community College adminis-
trators or faculty in states where these institutions
occupy an importént place in the statewide system of
higher education.

Overholt (1967), from a total of 121 institutions,

found the following seven areas of course offerings:
(1) Junior or community college
(2) College and university administration

(3) History, philosophy, and issues in higher

education
(4) Preparation of teachers and curricula

(5) Preparation of student personnel workers in

higher education
(6) Research in higher education
(7) Miscellaneous

Rogers (1969) established somewhat different
program areas on the basis of sixty-nine institutions
reporting major and minor programs and eighty-four
institutions that reported courses in subspecialties.

He reported the following:
(1) Student personnel work (including administration)

(2) Academic administration
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(3) Administration of business affairs

(4) General administration

(5) Higher Education (general)

(6) College teaching

(7) Junior college (including administration)
(8) Teacher education

(9) Other (primarily adult education)

Waldron studied doctoral programs in Higher Edu-
cation at forty different institutions. His inquiry
centered around programs, admission requirements, courses
offered, and financial assistance for graduate students.
He found that these programs ranged in size from two to
twenty-four courses with 12.9 courses as the average.

The most common areas were General Higher Education and
Student Personnel; Teacher Education and Business Affairs
in Higher Education were least common. Unique in this
study was Waldron's attempt to obtain follow-up infor-
mation on graduates and the qualifications of faculty
members offering courses in Higher Education. Ten of

the institutions studied had comprehensive information
about their graduates; all, however, indicated that
graduates were being placed in the area of specialization

for which they were prepared.



56

One of the most comprehensive studies of graduate

programs in Higher Education was completed in 1970 by

Palichak, et al. One hundred and forty-one responses to

275 questionnaires provided the following:

1.

Approximately 86 percent of the respondents
indicated that they included administration,
student personnel work, research, and college
teaching in the field of Higher Education.
Even a higher percentage (97) included the
study of both two-year and four-year insti-
tutions.

Seventy-nine percent agreed there was a spe-
cific body of knowledge in the field of
Higher Education.

Most of the respondents preferred courses be
taught at the doctoral level; fewer than one
percent preferred the master's level.

The Ph.D. degree was preferred over the Ed.D.
degree.

The following careers for graduates were rated
from high to low: administrators, student
personnel workers, researchers, faculty for
Higher Education programs, and college teachers.
The greatest preference of program elements
was shown for research problems, curriculum
planning, internships, and student personnel
laboratory/internships.

In an attempt to gain information about members

of the Association of Professors of Higher Education,

Ross (1974) polled 200 members, of which 164 replied.

While not specifically addressing the question of content

for Higher Education programs, she did receive infor-

mation about the specialties of each respondent. They

are, in order of frequency:

(1) Governance, administration

(2) Community college

(3) Curriculum
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(4) History, sociology, philosophy
(5) Student personnel

(6) Research and evaluation

(7) College teaching

While these categories only reflect individual
specialties, it is possible to conclude that these
specialties have great impact on the overall content of
programs of Higher Education.

A similar conclusion can be drawn from research
done by Carr (1974). This study was conducted to identify
and analyze the educational and employment characteristics
of doctoral graduates in Higher Education as a specialized
area of study. The population included the 1963, 1966,
1969, and 1972 doctoral graduates in Higher Education
from nine universities. Of specific interest are the
subfields of study identified. They are, in order of

frequency:
(1) Academic administration
(2) Student personnel
(3) Community college
(4) Curriculum and Instruction
(5) Business

(6) Institutional Research
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Although reflecting only subfields of specific
graduates at specific institutions, an inference to
program content can be drawn.

Travelstead in his 1975 survey of programs in
Higher Education concluded that a diversity of program
purposes exists, with research into higher education,
and the training of administrators ranking first and
second respectively. Other program purposes included:
faculty preparation for departments of Higher Education;
consulting; staffing for state, regional, national, and
private agencies; and teacher education at the college
level. 1In addition, he concluded that, although pro-
lific, the study of Higher Education is theoretically
not well defined nor are its programs.

Assessment of Individual Institution
Programs

An investigation of the pertinent related litera-
ture and research uncovered numerous follow-up studies;
however, only a few studies have been conducted which
seek to evaluate graduate programs in Higher Education
at various American institutions.

Lokers (1958) evaluated the doctoral program in
Education at the University of Michigan, from the
institution's viewpoint as well as that of the graduate.
His conclusions supported evaluation as a continual

process, especially for the institution if it is to
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meet the various needs of its students as well as
render a positive service to them.

The doctoral program in Higher Education at
Indiana University was reviewed by Broertjes in 1968.
This study, based on a follow-up survey of graduates
attempted to evaluate the quality and effectiveness of
the graduate program and make recommendations for
improvement.

Brice (1970) surveyed the doctoral program in
Higher Education at North Texas State University, Denton.
The emphasis of the program of study is on college teach-
ing and administration. He determined that the compe-
tencies gained in educational research and statistics
and the residency requirements are valuable.

In 1972, Carl Blackwell conducted an evaluation
of the doctoral programs of Florida State University.

His study was a follow-up of previous study by the same
institution and surveyed all doctoral students of the
years 1952 to 1970.

Armstrong (1974) at the University of Utah
investigated doctoral training for college and university
administrators in general; and with specific attention
to the Ph.D. degree program at the University of Utah.
His conclusions were based on a survey of the literature;
catalogs and printed materials from other institutions;

and a survey of 1973-74 students and all graduates of the
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University of Utah. From these findings an evaluation of
the program at the University of Utah was made, with
recommendations for improving the areas of program,
admissions, and financial assistance to graduate students.

Graduates of the Higher Education degree program
were surveyed by Randolph Manning in 1974 to document
the establishment and development of the graduate degree
program at George Washington University.

Vandermeulen (1975) surveyed 135 graduates of
thirty-five doctoral programs in Higher Education across
the nation. His conclusions were mainly sociologically
and psychologically oriented. He did, however, conclude
there exists a definite lack of empirical research con-
cerning doctoral preparation in Higher Education.

Dressel and Mayhew (1974) combined their intuitive
insights for the examination of Higher Education as a
field of study. Every aspect of Higher Education was
examined; the history and literature; a complete picture
of various programs being offered; the components of
programs; and problems, issues, and recommendations for
Higher Education as it develops as a field of study.

As of this date, this study represents the most encom-
passing and comprehensive attempt to define the parameters
of Higher Education as a discipline; and has proven an

invaluable guide to this dissertation.
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Summary

The explorations and writings into the assessment
of quality in graduate education has revealed concern
that the quality of graduate study may not be advancing
as rapidly as desired; some would say it is deteriorating.
The focus and intensity of evaluation of graduate edu-
cation has varied according to the concerns of the
assessor. Two important reasons for concern about quality
in graduate education run throughout the literature.

First, the previous rapid growth in numbers of
students and the present competition for students has
exacted a heavy toll in impaired quality. The lecture,
textbook, frequent examinations, grades, and all the
paraphernalia of the undergraduate class has crept into
graduate study.

The second reason for concern is the recent pro-
liferation of graduate study into hundreds of institutions
which are often indifferently qualified in terms of
faculty, equipment, library holdings, or scholarly
tradition to offer graduate programs.

In addition to the two problems confronting all
graduate education, Higher Education faces the long and
sometimes painful problem of establishing itself as an
important field of academic study.

Research has detailed that Higher Education has

achieved significant proportions in current enrollments,
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in awarded degrees, program offerings, in concentrations
afforded students, and in numbers of faculty. Yet wide
variations in program content and purpose exist on both

the national and local perspective.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The identification of characteristics related to
quality in graduate programs in Higher Education at Big
Ten institutions is the centrality of this study. There-
fore, the study is designed to provide information, based
on the extent of agreement among department chairmen and
recognized authorities, about doctoral program character-
istics most important to judgments about quality.

The study, employing a modified Delphi Method,
is designed as a three-stage mail survey to the eight
institutions of the Big Ten who offer graduate programs
in Higher Education; and to seven recognized authorities
in the field. The first opinionnaire asked each partici-
pant to rank various characteristics about quality in
order of importance. The second opinionnaire contained
all the characteristics of the first and a modal ranking
for each. The participants again ranked the character-
istics and provided reasons why their rankings differed

from the modal rankings. The third and final stage of the

63



64

survey contained only the top five characteristics and

the opinions given. The participants were again asked

to rank the characteristics in order of importance.
Frequency tabulations were compiled on the importance

of each characteristic. In addition, mean rankings were
computed so that program characteristics could be arranged
in order of their rated importance.

In this chapter, the four steps by which this
study progressed are delineated. These four steps include
identifying and selecting the sample of this study, and
the instruments used to gather information, as well as

the methods of information collection and analyses.

Procedure

Step One

Before proceeding with the investigation, a
thorough search was made of the literature to determine
that this research was not a duplication of the efforts
of others. Also, the literature in the field of graduate
study, and Higher Education specifically, was reviewed
to determine the history of graduate education and
Higher Education, its scope, present status, and

possible future.

Step Two
A search of catalogs of Big Ten institutions

revealed that all the institutions with the exception
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of two offer the doctoral degree in Higher Education and
therefore were included in this study. Institutions in
the sample are listed in Appendix A (N=8).

It was assumed that the department chairmen at
these eight institutions would reflect, at least in part,
the different philosophies and opinions about quality
that might be associated with them. Also, the search
of the literature revealed that in almost no instance
of survey research about a specific discipline were the
department chairmen the exclusive source of information
at a given institution. Thus the names of these indi-
viduals were gathered from the catalogs or from persons
who have an active association with the various depart-
ments.

The authorities were selected by the author from
people currently active in the American Association for
Higher Education, Association of Professors of Higher
Education, or who have achieved national recognition for
their investigation of and writings about Higher Education.
The names of these experts participating can be found in
Appendix B (N=7).

Though the total sample was drawn to indicate as
much diversity as possible in a panel of fifteen persons,
the results may not accurately reflect the opinions of
other department chairmen in other types of Higher Edu-

cation programs, nor the opinions of all the acknowledged
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experts in the field. Also, the advantages of a rela-
tively small group for an intensive study inevitably

are balanced by the disadvantages of small numbers for
interpretation and generalization of the results. These
limitations of the study should be kept in mind throughout

the remainder of this report.

Step Three

As a third step, an opinionnaire was devised to
gather the necessary information of the first stage of
the survey. Program characteristics developed by the
author through a review of the literature were listed
under five major headings. The headings are: Students,
Personnel, Program, Finance, and Facilities.

Program characteristics listed under each heading

on the first opinionnaire are as follows:

A. Students--these characteristics include those
concerned with the academic ability of entering students,
the congruence of student career interest with program
purpose, the level of dissertations, the sense of com-
munity among students, the positions occupied by graduates,

and the placement of recent graduates.

B. Personnel--included in this section are char-
acteristics concerned with the academic preparation of
the faculty, the research and publication activity of

each faculty member, faculty experience in their area of
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expertise, involvement of the faculty in departmental
affairs, evaluation of teaching effectiveness, the utili-
zation of interested faculty outside the department,

and teaching loads.

C. Program--these characteristics included those
concerned with the types of degrees offered, program pur-
pose and plan, flexibility of requirements, core require-
ments, admissions policies, competencies expected of
graduates, courses related to specialty of the faculty,
enrollment size, leadership quality of the chairmen, and

cognate area relationships.

D. Finances--this section contained character-
istics concerned with institutional support, external
support, financial assistance to students, and ratios

of budget allocations.

E. Facilities--characteristics included in this
section are concerned with library holdings, essential
equipment, support services, computer facilities,

instructional space, and faculty office space.

The initial form of the instrument was reviewed
by the Chairman of the author's Guidance Committee. A
pilot run was conducted with the Chairman of the Depart-
ment of Administration and Higher Education at Michigan
State University. The revised form of the opinionnaire
(Appendix C) evolved from suggestions of these two

reviewers.
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Panel members were asked to rank the various
characteristics in order of importance for judging
quality in doctoral programs in Higher Education. Ratings
were made with number one being most important. Respon-
dents were also invited to comment on individual items,
and to add items if they felt important characteristics
had been omitted.

The second opinionnaire (Appendix D), built on
the results of the first one, contained all the charac-
teristics under the five headings in the order of their
rated importance to quality judgment. In addition, the
first responses were included for each individual
panelist. Participants were instructed to note the
modal rankings and then rank the characteristics again
in order of importance. If their responses differed from
the modal responses, they were to indicate, if possible,
one or two reasons for their choices.

The third and final opinionnaire (Appendix E) was
constructed based on the second. Modal responses were
again indicated. This stage also contained the minority
opinions provided by some of the participants. These
minority opinions were listed under two headings, one
for those participants contending a goal should be "more
important" than the first modal rating, and the other
for those participants contending a goal should be "less

important” than the first modal rating. 1In addition, the
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second responses were included for each individual
panelist. Participants were instructed to observe
their second rankings, the modal responses, and any
minority opinions provided. Then each panelist was
asked to indicate for the last time his ranking of cri-

teria for evaluation and return the opinionnaire.

Steg Four

The fourth step was concerned with the information
gathering by means of opinionnaires. The first stage
opinionnaires were mailed January 16, 1976, to the
selected samples, together with cover letters (Appendix C)
and a self-addressed, stamped return envelope. The
opinionnaire was also accompanied by a personally
addressed and typed cover letter signed by the Chairman
of the Department of Administration and Higher Education
at Michigan State University. Thirteen completed responses
were received by the cut-off date of January 26, 1976,
for a total response rate of 87 percent.

Table 6 (Appendix F) summarizes the responses
to the first opinionnaire. All seven authorities
responded, while institution participation was limited
to six of the possible eight.

The tabulated results of the first opinionnaire
may be found in Table 1.

The second opinionnaire and cover letter (Appen-

dix D) was mailed on February 4, 1976, with a cut-off
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date of February 16, 1976, for tabulation. Fourteen
completed opinionnaires were received for a total
response rate of 93 percent.

Table 6 (Appendix F) summarizes the responses to
the second opinionnaire. All seven authorities responded
again, while institutional response rose to seven of
the possible eight.

The tabulated results of the second opinionnaire
may be found in Table 2.

The third and final opinionnaire and cover letter
(Appendix E) were mailed March 12, 1976, with a cut-off
date of March 22, 1976, for tabulation. Twelve completed
opinionnaires had been returned by that date and two
more opinionnaires came in after that date for a total
response rate of 93 percent.

Table 6 (Appendix F) summarizes the responses to
the final opinionnaire. Six of the seven authorities
participated, while all eight institutions responded.

The tabulated results of the third opinionnaire
may be found in Table 3.

Because of the relatively small number of total
participants, all three stages of the opinionnaires were
tabulated by hand for frequency distribution and mean
and modal ratings on the importance of various program
characteristics in evaluating quality. This procedure

served two purposes: (1) it provided summary tabulations
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for use in construction of the second and third stages
of the opinionnaires immediately after the cut-off dates;
and (2) it provided detailed tabulations for use in the

analysis and presentation of the collected information.

Summary

The methodology of this survey was simple, yet
as the response rates indicate, it was highly successful.
The first step, to determine if similar research had been
conducted in this particular area, proved most rewarding.
The selection of the sample of participants was the
second step. The third step was devoted to construction,
testing, and refining of the first stage of the information
gathering instrument. This first stage instrument pro-
vided the basis for both the second and third stage
opinionnaires. The final step was the actual execution
of the survey.

By means of the techniques outlined above,
detailed information was gathered, organized, and
developed to reveal the nature and dynamic of charac-
teristics for assessing quality in graduate Higher Edu-

cation programs.



CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF INFORMATION

Introduction

This study is designed to provide information,
based on the extent of agreement among department chair-
men and recognized authorities, about characteristics
most important to judgments of quality in doctoral pro-
grams in Higher Education at Big Ten institutions.

Utilizing a modified Delphi Method, the study is
executed through a three-stage mail survey to the eight
institutions of the Big Ten who offer graduate programs
in Higher Education, and to seven recognized authorities
in the field. The first stage of this survey asked the
participants to rank various characteristics about
quality in order of importance. The second stage pro-
vided the participants with a modal response to each
item; asked that they rank the items again; and also
provide reasons why their second ranking differed from
the modal response. The final stage provided modal

rankings based on the second opinionnaire, and minority

72
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opinions when given. The participants again ranked the
characteristics in order of importance to judgment about
quality.

This chapter reports the information obtained
from each of the three surveys. Detailed tabulations
of each questionnaire are presented. Table 2 summarizes
the results of stage two; and the stage-three opinion-
naire results are presented in Table 3. 1In addition,
the effectiveness of the Delphi Method in bringing about
convergence of opinion is discussed. Finally, Table 5
summarizes the characteristics selected as the best cri-
teria for evaluating graduate programs in Higher Education
in the order of their endorsement by the participants in
this study.

The remainder of this chapter discusses the
results of each questionnaire, the success of the Delphi
Method, and the summary listing of characteristics that
could be used in assessing quality in doctoral programs

in Higher Education.

Analysis

First Opinionnaire

Introduction. From detailed results of the first

opinionnaire (Table 1), it is apparent that both groups
of participants--department chairmen and experts--agreed

about the importance of some kinds of characteristics for
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the assessment of quality and disagreed about the impor-
tance of other characteristics. 1In addition, there
appears to be more agreement among the pérticipants
within groups than agreement between the two groups.

Though the main purpose of this first opinion-
naire was to eliminate some characteristics, the results
warrant further attention along two lines: the distri-
bution of preferred or first-choice characteristics, and
the spread in scores from the highest ranked to the lowest
ranked characteristic. Though the "score" or mean ratings
provide a convenient index for the identification of the
most important characteristics, the frequency tabulation
of ratings give a better indication of the degree of con-
sensus among the participants about the importance of
each characteristic.

The remainder of this section briefly discusses
each category of the opinionnaire and the ratings of the

characteristics.

Students. Examples or apparent consensus of
difference of opinion can be found in the section dealing
with students. The mean ratings or scores for each
characteristic do not reflect agreement on which item
should be first or second; the two items that receive
the highest frequency tabulations from both groups are
the same. For example, the characteristic concerning

the high congruence of student career interest with
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program purpose and emphasis received a mean score of
1.6 from chairmen and 2.6 from the authorities, yet this
item was preferred as the number one characteristic by
six of the thirteen participants (Table 1). The par-
ticipants did not, however, agree to the same extent

on any of the remaining items in this category.

Personnel. The category where the greatest dif-
ference of opinions occur contains characteristics about
faculty or personnel (Table 1). The difference is evi-
denced by the lack of agreement both among members of
each group of participants as well as between the two
groups. The characteristic which was rated first by
chairmen received a score of only 2.5 and was preferred
as number one just twice. The item rated first by the
authorities scored 3.0 and was selected as number one by
just two judges. The item ranked third by the authorities
was first on the chairmen's list, whereas the item ranked
least important by chairmen was the second choice of the
authorities. This disagreement over personnel character-
istics to be used in judging quality of graduate programs
persisted throughout the second and third stages of this

survey.

Program. Different program measures, practices,
and policies at the institutions of the participants did

not appear to influence very greatly the importance
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ratings of scores assigned characteristics in this cate-
gory. Table 1 indicates an agreement on clarity of
program and plan as the most important criteria in doc-
toral program evaluation. This item received the best
score from both groups of panelists, yet was selected
only twice as first choice of chairmen, while six of the

seven authorities preferred it as first choice.

Finances. Table 1 reveals agreement by all par-
ticipants both in scores and preference that institu-
tional support and the ratio of budget allocation to
total institutional allocations for doctoral study to
be the most important financial characteristics used in

evaluating graduate programs.

Facilities. Similar examples of agreement both

in score and preferences are found in the tables on

Facilities (Table 1).

Summarz

In general, characteristics with a score of 3.0
or below were considered to have been endorsed by the
panel. However, the author decided to include all
characteristics on the second opinionnaire. In addition,
a few characteristics were restructured based on comments
from the respondents and observed over-lap. Each par-
ticipant was encouraged to include any criteria that were

felt to have been omitted. When additional items were
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suggested, these were reviewed by the author for possible
overlap or similarity with others and added when appro-

priate.

Second Opinionnaire

Introduction. The second stage opinionnaire for

this survey was based on the first stage and contained
all the characteristics listed under the five headings.
The characteristics were arranged in order of their
rated importance to quality judgment. In addition,
characteristics that were suggested by the panelists
were included after the review by the author. The first
response for each item was included for each individual
panelist.

Frequency tabulation and mean rankings of the
second stage opinionnaire are reported in Table 2.

As with stage one, the mean ratings are useful as an
index for the identification of the most important char-
acteristics, but the frequency distribution of ratings
give a better indication about the degree of consensus
among participants.

In addition to the frequency tabulations and mean
ratings, the analysis of stage two reports the minority
reasons provided by respondents when their second ranking
differed from the modal ranking. These reasons are

listed under two headings--one for those participants
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contending a characteristic should be "more important"
that the first modal ranking, the other for those par-
ticipants contending a characteristic should be "less
important" than the first modal ranking.

This section will discuss the results of each
category, the summary listing of characteristics, and

the minority responses provided by the participants.

Students. As in the analysis of stage one,
examples of apparent consensus or difference of opinions
can be found in this section (Table 2). Both groups of
participants agree on the same characteristic being pre-
ferred as number one. Congruence of student career
interest with program purpose and emphasis was chosen
number one by five participants from each group, for a
consensus preference of ten out of fourteen panelists.
Chairmen and authorities were in agreement on the first
three items in this category. The scores of the fourth,
fifth, and sixth items were 3.3, 4.2, and 5.5 respec-
tively. The spread between the scores for the fifth
and sixth items was sufficient to justify the elimination
of the sixth item from the third stage opinionnaire.

This item was concerned with the general academic ability
of entering students as determined by a standardized test
or previous grade point average. While this item received
a total score of 4.5 on the first survey, it dropped to

a score of 5.5 for the second stage.
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Items 2, 3, and 4 drew minority opinions from
the respondents. Item 2 suggests that one measure of
quality can be in terms of graduates occupying positions
of leadership in the field. While this characteristic
received an average rating of second, minority opinions
of those who felt it should be "less important" can be
summarized as:

more often a result of selection rather than
quality of educational preparation.

Item 3, dealing with the importance of involvement
of students in worthwhile activities to develop a feeling
of departmental community, drew minority opinions in
support of both higher and lower ratings. Those par-
ticipants who suggest this item to be "less important"
than third contend:

students are expected to work together, but this
is not necessary in order to have a quality
program,

The viewpoint in support of higher rating sug-

gests this to be:

a more contemporary measure (of program quality)
than the number of graduates in leadership positions.

High quality of dissertation by graduate stu-
dents, Item 4, drew diverse opinions as to importance as
a measure of program quality. This item was rated number
one by one participant consistently, who felt it to be
the single best clue to program quality. The opposite

opinion was shared by several panelists who rated the
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item low and felt the dissertation to be only a learning
experience, and does not necessarily indicate the

potential for attaining a leadership position.

Personnel. This section containing criteria
about personnel again proved to be the area of least
agreement among participants (Table 2). Yet some con-
vergence of opinions can be observed. Item 1, high
teaching effectiveness as determined by student and
graduate evaluation, was chosen first by six of the
participants. Reasons given by those participants who
felt this item should be "less important" are summarized
as:

used by almost everyone, but with little confidence
in its accuracy.

Perhaps the fact that institutions use this method of
evaluating faculty was the chief reason the item was
ranked first.

Teaching loads and concern for adequate time for
teaching, advising, and research was ranked second by
the participants. This characteristic was considered
essential, but incidental to program quality by those
panelists who ranked it lower than second.

There was strong support for a high degree of
involvement by the faculty in departmental program

affairs as a good measure of quality. Although this
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item was rated number three, several participants indi-
cated it to be first order of business in creating an
excellent program,

The item, "all faculty are engaged in research
activity" was ranked fourth by both groups of panelists.
The minority opinions which supported a "less important"
rating are summarized as:

some faculty are synthesizers, not researchers;
and research has little relation to teaching
effectiveness.

The utilization of faculty elsewhere in the insti-
tution who are interested in Higher Education as a cri-
teria for quality assessment received the most diverse
ratings of any item in this category. Chairmen scored
it 6.9 for a ranking of eighth, while the authorities
scored it 3.1 for a second place ranking. One authority
rated the item as number one, and those who felt it
"more important" contend that "outsiders" help avoid
thinking of Higher Education as a closed discipline,
and rather as one that is inclusive of the total role
of the institution and participation should express this
fact and nourish the program.

The results of this stage indicated that four
of the ten original characteristics should be eliminated

from the third opinionnaire.
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Program. Table 2 summarizes the results of the
rankings in the category on Program. Clarity of program
purpose and plan as an assessment of quality in graduate
education was selected as number one by twelve of the
fourteen participants in this stage of the study. One
chairman ranked offering both Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees
as number one in assessing quality, while one authority
felt that a flexibility of program requirements would
best reflect quality. It should be noted that the latter
of these two criteria, program flexibility, averaged a
ranking of second by all the respondents, while the dual
degree (Ph.D. and Ed.D.) offering averaged ninth and was
not included on the final opinionnaire.

There was general agreement on the rank order
for the characteristics of: program flexibility;
courses being appropriate to the program and to the
expertise of the faculty; the existence of clarity of
competencies and qualities expected of graduates; and
the maintenance of regular contacts with cognate programs.
These were ranked second, third, fourth, and fifth,
respectively, as criteria which should be included in
assessing quality in graduate programs in Higher Edu-
cation.

The remaining five characteristics in this cate-
gory received very low ratings and were excluded from

the final stage opinionnaire.
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Finances. There was agreement on the ranking of
the characteristics in this category. Thirteen of the
fourteen participants ranked "institutional support is
deemed adequate to program purpose,”" as number one
(Table 2); and "the existence of a positive ratio of
budget allocation to the total university allocation
for doctoral study" as the second most important criteria.

A minority opinion suggested the second charac-
teristic might be "less important" because it is not
necessary for programs in Higher Education to be as
expensive as those of other areas.

Financial assistance to a majority of students
was considered to be "more important" than fourth place

because it is essential to recruiting strong students.

Facilities. In Table 2 are listed the rankings

and scores of criteria in this category. The importance
of adequate library holdings to program quality was
expressed by ten of the participants.

Adequate support services and having essential
facilities and equipment ranked a close second and third,
respectively. The panel tended to give slightly larger
scores to the remaining two items. However, the dif-
ferences between scores of items in this category did
not warrant elimination of any from the third and final

opinionnaire.
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Summarz

The second opinionnaire was built on the results
of the first. It contained all the characteristics of
the first one and ranked them in order of their importance
to quality judgment. In addition, the first responses
were included for each individual. The purposes of the
second stage opinionnaire were: (1) to have the par-
ticipants note the modal rankings and then rank the char-
acteristics in order of importance; and (2) to elicit,
if possible, reasons why the panel members' second rank-
ings differed from the modal rankings.

A second modal ranking for each item was computed
from the mean score and frequency tabulation of this
stage of the survey. These criteria eliminated one of
the six characteristics originally listed under "Students,"”
four of the ten characteristics listed under "Personnel,"
five of the ten characteristics under "Program," three
of the eight characteristics listed under "Finances" and
one of the six characteristics listed under "Facilities."
In general, characteristics omitted from the third
opinionnaire are the ones toward the end of each table
in Table 2.

The minority opinions were summarized and listed
under two headings--one for those participants contending

a criteria should be "more important" than the first
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modal ranking and the other for those participants con-
tending a criteria should be "less important" than the
first modal ranking.

This distribution along modal rankings and the
minority opinions served as the basis for the third and

final opinionnaire.

Third Opinionnaire

Introduction. The third and final opinionnaire

(Appendix E) was constructed from the information obtained
from the second opinionnaire. Modal responses were indi-
cated. This stage also contained the minority opinions
provided by some of the participants. 1In addition, the
second stage responses were included for individual
panelists. Participants were instructed to observe
their second rankings, the modal responses, and any
minority opinions provided. Then each panelist was
asked to indicate for the last time his rating of cri-
teria important in assessing graduate programs in Higher
Education.

Table 3 contains the results of this third and
final stage of the survey. The mean ratings serve
as a convenient index for the identification and
ranking of the most important characteristics; but
the frequency distribution of first choice ratings
provide a better indication of the degree of con-

sensus among participants about the importance of



101

each characteristic. These indices serve as the basis
for the list of criteria for evaluating quality in Ph.D.
programs in Higher Education. The listings in Table 3
should be viewed with this factor in mind. There are

a few more general comments about the ratings in this
stage that do seem appropriate at this time.

First, there is generally good agreement between
mean ratings. Preferences sometimes scatter over several
items, particularly if a number of characteristics were
suggested for a given category, but generally 70 to 80 per-
cent of the first and second preferences also received a
mean rating of 2.5 or lower. Occasionally a character-
istic was preferred by a number of participants even
though it was not considered a particularly good index,
such as the characteristic in the Personnel category in
Table 3 (concern for teaching loads). This item was
preferred by four respondents but had a mean score of
3.1. This incongruence of mean score and preference is
unusual. In general, the concurrence of mean scores
and preference choices is an encouraging indication
that these criteria are acceptable to both chairmen and
authorities and therefore are likely to be useful in
the assessment of program quality.

Second, for most categories there were one or two
or three characteristics that were definitely rated

higher and preferred more often by all the respondents,
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while there are some characteristics that were considered
less adequate by an equal number. Consensus was great
enough so that in most categories a clear line can be
drawn between the criteria that are endorsed by the
panelists and those that could be inadequate or contro-
versial.

Third, the importance of including the minority
responses is difficult to assess. For example, a par-
ticipant who ranked an item low on the second opinionnaire
reads the summary of opinions included in the third
opinionnaire and notes that some participants thought
the item should be more important than the modal response.
This could contradict his own reason for rating it of
less importance on the second stage and cause him to
rank it higher on the third stage. Whether or not this
occurred is almost impossible to determine. Yet, obtain-
ing the minority responses from the participants proved
of considerable value to the author in providing infor-
mation upon which to construct the final list of criteria,
as well as affording some insights into the field of
Higher Education provided by this wide range of par-

ticipants.

Convergence: The Oracle Speaks

As for the effectiveness of the Delphi Method
in bringing about convergence of opinion, the results

reveal considerable success among- participants.
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While only one category achieved convergence, convergence
was occurring in each of the five categories.

Convergence began to occur with the second stage
opinionnaire, which reported the modal rankings of the
first opinionnaire, and continued through the third
stage. Table 4 shows that, with a few exceptions, the
most significant convergence occurred on the third and
final opinionnaire. This stage reported the modal rank-
ings for the second stage and individual minority

opinions provided by the participants.

TABLE 4
CONVERGENCE OF OPINION ON CHARACTERISTICS CHOSEN
"NUMBER 1"
Stage One Stage Two Stage Three
Category Total Total Total Total Total Total

Number Chosen Number Chosen Number Chosen
of Number of Number of Number

Items 1 Items 1 Items 1
Students 6 4 6 3 5 3
Personnel 10 6 10 5 6 4
Program 10 7 10 3 5 2
Finances 4 2 5 2 5 1
Facilities 6 4 6 3 5 3

The difference in stages where convergence became
significant apparently resulted from the type of judgment
involved. To rate characteristics not directly involving

People becomes essentially a matter of factual judgment,
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but to rate characteristics in terms of people is a

value judgment. The results indicate that the reasons

for divergence, as summarized on the third opinionnaire,
were perhaps more influential in regard to value judgments
than in regard to factual matters.

It should be noted that movement toward consensus
does not necessarily mean that the process changed atti-
tudes among the participants. This may or may not be so.
It is possible that opinions changed as a result of feed-
back which added dimensions not previously considered by
some participants. That is, increased understanding of
a particular statement may have caused some participants
to change their ratings even though their basic attitudes
remained constant. Why the changes occurred cannot be
stated with any degree of certainty. That they did occur,
however, is indisputable. The different groups came much
closer to agreement on what characteristic in each cate-
gory should be considered number one as the survey pro-
gressed.

Summary List of Criteria for Evaluating
Graduate Programs 1in Higher Education

The thrust of this survey was to identify cri-
teria for evaluating graduate programs in Higher Education
at Big Ten institutions. Table 5 lists those criteria
determined necessary for the assessment of Ph.D. programs

in order of their rated importance. Criteria have been
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TABLE 5

SUMMARY LIST OF CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING GRADUATE

PROGRAMS IN HIGHER EDUCATION

Category

Criteria

Students

There is a high congruence of student
career interest with program purposes
and emphasis

Graduates now occupy positions of leader-
ship and influence in the field

A high level of excellence and uniqueness
of dissertations is characteristic of
student achievement

Personnel

Teaching effectiveness is high as deter-
mined by student and graduate evaluation

Teaching loads reflect concern for ade-
quate time for teaching, advising and
research

Program

There is a clarity of program purpose
and plan

There is a flexibility of program
requirements sufficient to meet indi-
vidual needs

Course and related experiences are
appropriate to the purposes of the pro-
gram and specialty training of the
faculty

Finances

Institutional support is deemed adequate
to program purpose

There is a positive ratio of program
budget allocation for doctoral study

Facilities

There is an adequacy of relevant library
holdings

Support for services adequately meets the
needs of the program

Facilities and equipment considered
essential or important are present
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drawn from the summary of stage three of the survey and
are limited to those items with a rating of 3.1 or lower.
Criteria are grouped under the same five headings used
on the survey instruments: Students, Personnel, Program,
Finances, and Facilities.

Though probably somewhat too long and detailed,
this summary list of criteria provides an important first
step in efforts to establish a systematic procedure for

evaluating graduate programs of study in Higher Education.

Summary

The purpose of this study was to identify criteria
for evaluating graduate programs in Higher Education at
Big Ten institutions. Information from which the criteria
would be identified was gathered by a three-stage mail
survey. The results of each of the three opinionnaires
used in the survey have been summarized, reported in
appropriate tables, and interpreted. 1In addition, the
effectiveness of the Delphi Method, as used in this sur-
vey, to bring about convergence of opinion was reviewed.
Finally, a summary listing of criteria for assessing
graduate programs in Higher Education was compiled from
the information obtained in this survey.

The listing of criteria for use in evaluation is
not proposed as a definitive view of quality in graduate

programs in Higher Education, but rather as a first
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winnowing of the multitude of criteria and measures that
might be considered in the assessment of such a complex
and varied educational effort.

The list as it stands now would profit from
further review by experts in the field of Higher Edu-
cation, and probably could be simplified somewhat. How-
ever, even in its present form it represents a better
picture of graduate program assessment criteria that
would be acceptable to a cross-sectior of department
chairmen and experts than has been available so far.

As such, it could be useful to the Higher Education

Departments in the Big Ten institutions, as well as to
others who are interested in furthering the systematic
development of procedures to assess quality in graduate

programs in Higher Education.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

Introduction

A desire for highest quality seemingly needs no
defense, regardless of the product or craft involved.
Yet, the consideration of quality in any setting seems
to provoke controversy. Perhaps a part of the contro-
versy regarding quality traces to the ambiguities within
the concept itself. Little is known about how to assess
quality, or even what to assess.

Yet today, assessment of quality is among the
most complex issues facing institutions of higher edu-
cation. Despite the controversy which sometimes accom-
panies assessment, systematic evaluation of all graduate
programs is becoming increasingly important and useful.
Doctoral education appears to have entered a period of
readjustment and reassessment. One major reason for
this review of priorities is the serious financial stress
experienced by the higher education community. In
addition, the demand for doctorates in the job market

has largely been satisfied. And finally, a general

113
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concern has been growing over how well universities
have actually been serving individuals and the nation.

Of course, assessment is necessary for positive
reasons as well. The expansion of knowledge continues
unabated and the modes of transmitting and utilizing
knowledge are accelerating without pause. Given the rate
of change in the environment, regular assessment of the
effectiveness of research and teaching at the graduate
level are necessary to forestall obsolescence and
irrelevance.

Lastly, quality assessment possesses an internal
virtue of no small consequence. The assessment process
has salutory results. As new ideas emerge and better
procedures are introduced, concerned assessment questions
long-standing assumptions and generates a climate for -
healthy growth and development.

For these and perhaps other concerns, regular
assessment, no matter how agonizing at times, should be
fundamental, especially in graduate education. Higher
Education as an integral part of American higher education
faces the current critical questions put to all graduate
study. It is out of these considerations and questions
concerning the status and quality of graduate education
and Higher Education in particular that this study

developed.
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The remainder of this chapter is divided into
three sections. The first will be devoted to a review
of the organization and procedures of the study.
Secondly, the author will present observations and con-
clusions. And finally, recommendations will be offered

for consideration.

Overview of Study

The objective of this investigation was to
identify criteria for evaluating graduate programs in
Higher Education at Big Ten institutions. To achieve
this objective, information was gathered from two sources:
(1) chairmen of departments of Higher Education at Big
Ten institutions; and (2) recognized authorities in the
field of Higher Education.

The first chapter develops the basic assumptions
and operating principles for the remainder of this study.
Basic assumptions need to be clear before proceeding,
although the process of identification may be time-
consuming. To skip over or ignore this task may lead
to compounded problems later, since everything that
eventually becomes operational should relate to basic
assumptions.

That assessment of quality in graduate education
is necessary and possible and that Higher Education can
be considered a field of study, therefore subject to

assessment, are the underlying assumptions upon which
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the investigation was based. To substantiate such
assumptions, a literature review was completed and was
reported in Chapter II. Recapitulating some of the
information derived from the review, graduate education,
in spite of criticisms (some deserved), has lived through
a number of phases in responding to educational and
societal pressures, and should continue to evolve in

the next decade in a socially desirable fashion.

Information gathered from writers and researchers
revealed that the focus and intensity of evaluation of
graduate education has varied according to the concerns
of the assessor. The analysis exhibited two distinct
concerns: (1) the rapid growth in enrollment and the
resulting impairing of quality, and (2) the proliferation
of graduate study into institutions often indifferently
qualified to offer graduate programs.

Examination of the literature also left little
doubt about the proportions Higher Education study has
reached. As a means of examining all facets of the
higher education enterprise, Higher Education serves an
integral function in the research process. Unfortunately,
variations in program content and purpose continue to
cloud both the national and local perspective, the
analysis of the literature revealed that a single pat-
tern for program does not exist. Rather, there are vari-

ations by region, within regions, and among the sub-fields.
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Chapter III details the methods and procedures
followed during this study. The focus of the investiga-
tion was the chairmen of the eight departments of Higher
Education in the Big Ten, and the seven recognized author-
ities in the field of Higher Education. The research
design included the chairmen and authorities in order
to determine the extent of agreement between and among
the participants about criteria for evaluating Higher
Education doctoral study.

The heart of the study, however, is the fourth
chapter. Information from the participants is tabulated,
examined, and analyzed. Movement toward consensus of
agreement on criteria for assessing quality is observed.
As the survey progressed, the two groups of participants--
chairmen and authorities--came much closer to agreement
on which characteristics should be considered most impor-
tant in assessing quality. A final summary listing of
criteria for assessing doctoral programs in Higher Edu-
cation was compiled from the information in Chapter 1IV.
The fifth and final chapter summarizes the study, offers
some conclusions, and suggests recommendations for con-

sideration.

Conclusions

It is somewhat difficult to separate those sub-
jective conclusions which one has gathered as a result

of such a study from those objective conclusions which
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are supported by the information. Objectivity becomes

a large problem as one sorts the subtle feelings gained
through reading the literature, through impressions of
knowing some of the participants, and from being part

of one of the doctoral programs being examined. In hopes
of preserving some separation of fact from feeling, con-
clusions offered should be viewed from three perspectives:
those conclusions supported by the information of the
survey, those conclusions gathered through research of
the literature, and those conclusions arrived at by the

author as a result of conducting the study.

Methodology

The published research on doctoral education is

useful. The first step in any investigation is to under-
take a review of the related literature. The research
available on graduate education can be divided into three
broad categories: general findings covering many areas
of graduate education; requirements for doctoral degrees;
and the status of graduate students. In reviewing the
literature, it is important to distinguish between those
studies which substantiate their findings with data from
degree recipients; those which report on data obtained
from individuals who are still in the degree process;
those which deal with manpower needs; and those which

report anecdotal criticism of graduate education.



119

The Delphi Method is helpful as part of a depart-

ment's continuing process of evaluation. Areas of greatest

agreement or disagreement are identified, and analysis of
the group-by-group ratings reveal which constituencies
are most dissatisfied. Furthermore, analysis of the
ratings of each statement, within broad categories, pro-
vides greater insight into the nature of the agreement or
disagreement. Clearly, knowledge of this kind is invalu-
able to those responsible for planning a department's
future as well as providing day-to-day direction.

An opinion survey, such as this study, provides

more up-to-date criteria for assessing quality than do

the traditional objective measures. Departments can live

on their reputations much more easily and for longer
periods of time than can most business firms. A depart-
ment may continue to attract students, to retain an
expert or two, and to raise faculty salaries, and yet

be declining in quality either relatively or absolutely.
The reverse is true--a department which is making rapid
strides may find its reputation lagging by a decade or

two.

Graduate Education

There is widespread concern for systematic evalu-

ation of all graduate education. A characteristic mode

of graduate education evolved early and has persisted;

yet this same mode has been continually subjected to
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evaluation and assessment. As early as 1925, professors
were asked to rate the quality of graduate departments,
and similar ratings have been collected periodically ever
since. Three major studies of quality in graduate edu-
cation have been made during the last forty years. More
recently, many agencies and organizations have been making
their own evaluations.

Graduate educators and researchers should rethink

the relationships between disciplines, program purposes,

and program assessment. Research data indicates that

it is no longer true, if it ever was, that all doctoral
programs are designed to train research scholars or even
teacher-scholars. The old model of research eminence is
insufficient for judgments about academic excellence.

The nine hundred year history of the university

and the roughly century old history of American graduate

programs have both been marked by surges and retreats.

They have both been marked by complex readjustments,
usually long after the need for readjustment had become
clear. The several years ahead are going to require
many such adjustments, many new arrangements, many new
alignments, and much change, but the complexity of
graduate education in general has gotten so great that
we are in no position to sit back and let them proceed

at their historically slow pace.
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Higher Education

Higher education as a field of graduate study is

feasible and defensible. One of the assumptions of this

investigation is that Higher Education is considered a
field of study and therefore subject to assessment.
Higher Education as a degree-granting program has reached
significant dimensions in offerings, in specialties pro-
vided, in degrees available, in faculty, in degrees
already awarded, and in enrollment. Regardless of the
skepticism expressed in many quarters, doctoral programs
in Higher Education are defensible and feasible, albeit
requiring hard work and adequate expenditure of funds.

A clarity of program purpose and plan is the

major concern in evaluating doctoral programs in Higher

Education. This concern for the nature of the study of
Higher Education is reflected by the numerous investi-
gations into program content and course offerings. As
the information from this study suggests, chairmen and
authorities agree that clarity in purpose, goals, and
objectives is one of the most prevalent concerns in
Higher Education today. One reason for the concern

over program clarity is the manner in which the program
requirements are perceived. For instance, the partici-
pants agreed that there must be a flexibility of program
requirements sufficient to meet the needs of each student.

On the other hand, courses should be appropriate to the
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specialty training of the faculty. This sample of experts
agreed that opportunities for specialization need to exist
within the parameters of clearly thought-out objectives

to be achieved by degree candidates. A philosophy which
says programs should be different for each student but
keep within certain patterns has ramifications extending
into the many facets of communicating program results.

Student satisfaction with degree programs is

continuing to be important as a measure of quality. An

evergrowing quantity of research into Higher Education

has utilized data from students and degree recipients.
Many such studies have focused on satisfaction with the
degree program and on occupation status. Most of the par-
ticipants in this study thought a high congruence of
student career interest with program purpose and emphasis
was of first importance in assessing in terms of students.

The success in placement of graduates and their

rise to positions of leadership has become an important

measure of quality. The study of Higher Education appears

to be increasingly popular, and institutions appear to
experience no great difficulty in attracting applicants.
Yet the employment market is less stable. How each
department responds to these criteria will be indigenous
to that department, but the criteria should be considered

carefully.
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The scholarly and research competency of faculty

members should be of the highest quality. Clearly the

participants agree that if doctoral programs in Higher
Education are not to be considered inferior intellec-
tually, an adequate number of faculty members who have
demonstrated both research and scholarly competence should
be present. A graduate program in Higher Education must
have faculty members who have demonstrated competency and
competence in directing doctoral level research.

It would be in the interest of all departments,

and of Higher Education in general, to insure that disser-

tations produced under their auspices are of the highest

quality. While some departments appear to have established
a policy and/or tradition of placing high value upon dis-
sertations, others show little interest and consider the
dissertation only a learning experience. Implications of
these diverse opinions regarding dissertation quality
have a wide-ranging impact for Higher Education within
the graduate education community. For a rapidly expand-
ing field, the value of the dissertation content may be
quite transitory and may not be amenable to further
exploitation. However, for many segments of the academic
community, the quality of dissertation work is an
unquestionable criterion and offers the best clue to
whether a program has attained status as a scholarly

field.
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The adequacy of relevant library holdings is a

good indicator of program quality. A majority of both

chairmen and authorities agree that the library holdings
and facilities meeting the needs of program participants
is critical to quality assessment. This "library resource
index" has consistently been used in evaluating the
quality of graduate education, and is considered one

of the best nonhuman factors closely related to assessing
quality.

Adequate financial support is essential to achiev-

ing and maintaining quality in a Higher Education program.

Participants unanimously agree that the institution should
support with institutional funds a core faculty which can
personify and give cohesion to a program. In addition,
they endorsed the notion that while external funding is
considered important in certain areas of research and
service, reliance on it is deemed unwise. A decision

to support a quality program in Higher Education would
appear to be expensive, but without sound funding the

program would likely remain ephemeral.

Summagx

For many investigators, the examination of quality
has a variety of aspects and ramifications. It is clear
that assessment of quality in graduate education should be
sensitive to the diversity of professional and social

roles for which doctoral students are preparing. Within
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this framework, specific criteria for evaluating graduate
programs in Higher Education are difficult to determine.
Some information derived from this investigation suggests
that the criteria for assessment must be responsive to
the mix of objectives of a program being evaluated. As
the objectives of programs vary in relative importance,
so too must the criteria used in judging success in meet-
ing the defined objectives.

The catalogue of criteria developed here is useful
to indicate the parameters for evaluating graduate pro-
grams in Higher Education. Beyond this, any greater
specificity that is developed should reflect a particular
program in a given department.

The present study does not pretend to reflect all
aspects of evaluating quality or its absence, but it
provides an approximate view by fifteen people repre-

senting a cross-section of the field.

Recommendations

Having developed and executed a survey, a final
task remains. A social scientist who concentrates on a
subject night and day for several months incurs an
obligation, if he believes the topic worthwhile, to
develop recommendations for improvement of the system
studied and the method of study utilized.

What contributions have been made to the history

of Higher Education? By whom and for what purposes has
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this history been made? These questions suggest an
intensive study into the history of Higher Education
is needed.

Related to this matter of history and image is
the problem which all students and departments of Higher
Education face: the definition of the study of Higher
Education. Once the parameters of that domain have been
established, a department will better be able to inter-
pret to its institution and to the larger public the
nature of the professional study of Higher Education and
the particular role accepted by the department.

What are the objectives and learning experiences
of doctoral programs in Higher Education? If Higher
Education is a specialized field of study, specific
objectives, related courses, and learning experiences
should be developed.

Every Higher Education department or program
should undertake its own evaluation. Such a study should
not limit itself just to surveys of graduates or current
students. Consensus of opinions concerning quality should
be obtained from the faculty members and the department
chairmen.

Other groups, such as faculty members, students,
and professional organizations might have similar or dif-
ferent opinions about the criteria for judging quality.
Consensus across groups as well as among groups should be

determined.
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Discussion of the results of such a study of
graduate Higher Education quality by a group of experts
in the field would be useful. A special group might be
gathered to discuss the results, or such discussions
might be initiated at scheduled professional or associ-
ation meetings.

The summary of criteria could be used as a frame-
work for a model to assess quality in graduate Higher
Education programs which could be tested empirically.

Two recommendations that go beyond the scope or
intent of this study are offered for consideration.

A clearing house should be established for the
dissemination of information about dissertations, mono-
graphs, and other research being conducted by faculty
and students at Big Ten institutions. Such a service
would prove a valuable resource to faculty and students
and would not be too overburdensome a task to be carried
out by institutions on a regular or rotational basis.

The quality of students enrolling in graduate
programs in Higher Education in the 1970s by comparison
with the 1960s is another subject in need of research.
Most studies have changes in numbers and distribution of
graduate students, but do not assess any shifts in stu-
dent quality that may be occurring. While one might
hope that the process of contraction experienced in

recent years has not reduced the enrollment of the most
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able students, we cannot assume this to be the case.
A study focused on enrollment trends by selected measures
of student quality would be most valuable.

Once the criteria for evaluation have been deter-
mined, the process of implementation requires certain
considerations. In implementing such an evaluative pro-
cess, the department or evaluator should ask participants

to respond in three ways to each possible measure:

1. Rate its adequacy or appropriateness as an indi-
cator of the quality of the listed program char-
acteristic, using a weighted scale from "very

good" to "inadequate";

2. Indicate one measure for each characteristic

preferred by the respondent;

3. Indicate whether the information is currently
available, not available, or whether availability

varies from area to area.

In addition, respondents should be asked to
determine the interdependency of criteria. For example,
is institutional support being deemed adequate to program
purpose dependent upon there being a clarity of program
purpose and plan articulated by the department? Also,
participants should assess the relationship between

program clarity and the congruence of student interest



129

with that program purpose. This example illustrates the
necessity for evaluators to consider the criteria as a

whole rather than five separate categories.



EPILOGUE

Often the results of a study such as this one tend
to be "writ in stone." The author is not so presumptuous
as to assume these pages will be so honored, yet cri-
teria for assessing quality can become a locked system
and fail in the purpose for which they are intended.

The following essay attributed to Francis Bacon
is offered to those who would develop and use criteria in
the assessment of quality in graduate education:

In the year of our Lord 1432, there arose a grievous
quarrel among the brethren over the number of teeth
in the mouth of a horse. For thirteen days the dis-
putation raged without ceasing. All the ancient
books and chronicles were fetched out, and wonderful
and ponderous erudition, such as was never before
heard of in this region, was made manifest. At the
beginning of the fourteenth day, a youthful friar

of goodly bearing asked his learned superiors for
permission to add a word, and straightaway, to the
wonderment of the disputants, whose deep wisdom he
sore vexed, he beseeched them to unbend in a manner
coarse and unheard-of, and to look in the open
mouth of a horse and find the answer to their
questionings. At this, their dignity being
grievously hurt, they waxed exceedingly wroth; and,
joining in a mighty uproar, they flew upon him and
smote him hip and thigh, and cast him out forthwith.
For, said they, surely Satan hath tempted this bold
neophyte to declare unholy and unheard-of ways of
finding truth contrary to the teachings of the
fathers. After many days of grievous strife, the
dove of peace sat on the assembly, and they as one
man, declaring the problem to be an everlasting
mystery because of a grievous dearth of historical
and theological evidence thereof, so ordered the
same writ down.
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PARTICIPATING INSTITUTIONS

University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign
Indiana University Bloomington
University of Iowa Iowa City
Michigan State University East Lansing

The University of Michigan Ann Arbor
University of Minnesota Minneapolis

The Ohio State University Columbus
University of Wisconsin-Madison Madison
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PARTICIPATING AUTHORITIES

Dr. K. Patricia Cross

Visiting University Professor

Office of Vice-President for Academic Affairs
University of Nebraska

Dr. Paul L. Dressel
Assistant Provost
Michigan State University

Dr. Lyman A. Glenny
Center for Research and Development in Higher Education
University of California-Berkeley

Dr. Fred F. Harcleroad
Committee on Higher Education
University of Arizona

Dr. Algo Henderson
Center for Research and Development in Higher Education
University of California-Berkeley

Dr. Lewis B. Mayhew
School of Education
Stanford University

Dr. Dyckman Vermilye

Executive Director
American Association for Higher Education
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MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION FAST FANSING * MICHIGAN * 18R24
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND HIGHER FDUCATION
ERICKSON MHALL

APPENDIX C

COVER LETTERS AND FIRST OPINIONNAIRE
January 16, 1976

Dr. Fred F. Harcleroad

American College Testing Program
P.0. Box 168

Iowa City, Iowa 52240

Dear Dr. Harcleroad:

High quality 1is the goal of every Ph.D. program. Yet, little is known
about how to assess quality or even what to assess. In this study, an attempt
will be made to narrow this knowledge gap by identifying characteristics
related to Ph.D. program quality. Surely this information will be of interest
to members of the Higher Education community, given current pressures for
program evaluation at the graduate level. 1 encourage your participation.

Yours truly,

Van C. Johnson, Chairman
Department of Administration
and Higher Education

VCJ/am
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COLLEGE OF FDUCATION FAST EANSING © MICHIGAN ¢ 18824
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION AND HIGHER ) DUCATION
FRICKSON HALI

January 16, 1976

Dr. Fred F. larcleroad

American College Testing Program
P.0. Box 168

Iowa City, Iowa 52240

Dear Dr. Harcleroad:

Would you believe just 20 minutes ?!?! That 1is all; just 20 minutes of your
time to participate in a graduate degree program study in the field of Higher
Education. It will take 2 minutes to read this cover letter and approximately
15 minutes to complete the questionnaire,

This study, as part of a dissertation, is an attempt to identify characteristics
related to quality in doctoral programs in the field of Higher Education at

Big Ten Institutions. The study is designed to provide information, based on

the extent of agreement among department chairmen and recognized authorities,
about doctoral program characteristics most important to judgments about quality.

The study, employing a modified Delphi Method, is designed as a three-stage
mail survey. The mailing list consists of Higher Education Department Chairmen
at Big Ten Institutions offering the program and seven recognized authorities
in the field.

The first questionnaire, enclosed, groups characteristics of Higher Education
programs under five major headings: Students, Personnel, Program, Finance and
Facilities. Each participant is asked to rank each characteristic in order of
importance. Respondents are invited to add items they feel important which
have been omitted.

Program characteristics listed under each heading were identified through a
review of Higher Education, graduate education and evaluation literature, and
discussion with others knowledgeable about graduate education. Helpful
materials include: Barak, 1973; Berelson, 1960; Blackburn & Lingenfelter, 1972;
Brown, 1970; Cartter, 1966; Clark, 1974; Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Ewing, 1963;
Harcleroad, 1972; Heiss, 1970; and Higgins, 1968.
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Dr. Fred F. Harcleroad
January 16, 1976
Page 2

The second questionnaire will be built on the results of the first one,
arranging characteristics under each of the five headings in the order of
their rated importance to quality and eliminating some of the lower-rated
characteristics. The third and final questionnaire will be a further
refinement of the second using the same procedures.

The success of this project depends upon your participation since only a
total of 15 participants are involved. Take the final minute to return
the first questionnaire in the enclosed stamped, self-addressed envelope.
Please return by January 26, 1976.

Thank you for your time and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Albert Lynd



136

THE IDENTIFICATION OF CRITERTA FOR
EVALUATING GRADUATE PROGRAMS [N
HIGHER EDUCATION AT BIG TEN INSTITUTIONS

PURPOSE

This study will attempt to identify characteristics related to
quality in doctoral programs in Higher LEducation. The study is
designed to provide information, based on the extent of agree-
ment among department chairmen and acknowledged authorities,
about doctoral program characteristics most important to
judgments about quality.

Within each of the
characteristics in
important. Please
you feel should be

INSTRUCTIONS

five catagories presented, plcase rank the

order of importance, with #1 becing most

add any additional statements or characteristics
considered.

RETURN

By: January 26, 1976

To: Albert Lynd
401-4D Erickson [lall
Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan 48824

Stamped, self-addressed envelope enclosed

PLEASE COMPLETE FOR 2nd AND 3rd STAGE FOLLOW-UP

Name:

Institution:

Address:
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THE IDENTIFICATION OF CRITERTA FOR
EVALUATING GRADUATLE PROGRAMS IN
HIGHER EDUCATION AT BIG TEN INSTITUTIONS

In your opinion, how adequate or appropriate is cach character-
istic as an indicator of a program's quality? Plcase make your
ratings by writing a number in the blank to the left of cach
item, with #1 as most important.

A. STUDENTS

The gencral academic ability of students cntering the
program is determined by scores of GRLE, MAT, etc.

There is a high congruence of <tudcnt carcer interest
with program purpose and emphasis.

A high level of excellence and uniquencss of dissertations
is characteristic of student achievement.

A sense of community and involvement in worthwhile
activities is shared by students.

Graduates now occupy positions of lecadership and
influence in the field.

Degree recipients in the last three years were placed
in positions directly relevant to their graduate
education.

Other:

Other:
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PERSONNLL

All members of the academic staff hold the Ph.D. or
Ed.D. degree.

A1l faculty are engaged in research activity.

All faculty have been represented by publication in
the past three years.

All faculty members are cxperienced in tcaching at the
college or university level in appropriate areas of
speciality.

There is a high degree of involvement by the academic
staff in departmental program affairs.

The faculty exhibits satisfaction with program leader-
ship, enthusiasm for and loyalty to the program.

Tcaching effectiveness is high as determined by
student and graduate evaluation.

There exists a strong committment among the faculty to
service: institutional, state, regional and national.

Faculty elsewhere in the institution who are interested
in Higher Lducation are utilized.

Teaching loads reflect concern for adequate time for
teaching, advising and research.

Other:

Other:
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PROGRAM
Both the Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees are offered.
There is a clarity of program purpose and plan.

There is a flexibility of program recquirements sufficient
to mect individual student neceds.

There is a clarity of specified competencies and
qualities expected of graduates preparing to be
rescarchers, teachers or administrators.

There is a core requirement for all students.

Coursc and rclated experiences arc appropriate to the
purposes of the program and speciality training of the
faculty.

Admission policies are clear as to procedures and
standards.

The program enrolls a large number of students.

Therc is a high quality of leadership and decision
provided by the department chairman.

Relationships and interchanges with cognate programs
are maintained on a regular basis.

Other:

Other:
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FINANCES

Institutional support is deemed adequate to program
purpose.

IIxternal support for the program exists in the form of
rcsearch project grants and contracts.

A majority of students are receiving some form of
financial assistance.

There is a positive ratio of program budget allocation
to the total university allocation for doctoral study.

Other:

Other:

FACILITILS

There is an adequacy of relevant library holdings.

Facilities and equipment considered essential or
important are present.

Support services adequately meet the needs of the program.

Computer facilities are adequatc for the needs of the
program.

There is adecquate instructional space per FTE student
for the program.

There is adequate office and research space per FTE
faculty for the other.

Other:

Other:
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SECOND OPINIONNAIRE

THE TIDENTIFICATION OF CRITERTA IOR
EVALUATING GRADUATE PROGRAMS IN
HIGHER EDUCATION AT BIG TEN INSTITUTIONS

PURPOSE

This study will attempt to identify characteristics related to
quality in doctoral programs in Higher Education. The study 1is
designed to provide information, based on the extent of agree-
ment among department chairmen and acknowledged authorities,
about doctoral program characteristics most important to
judgements about quality.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR STAGE TWO

Please do not be concerned with your first rankings. Note the
modal ranking for the characteristics within each of the five
categories. Plcase rank the characteristics again, in order of
importance, with #1 being most important. If your seccond
ranking differs from the modal ranking, please indicate, if
possible, one or two reasons for your choice.

RETURN

By: February 16, 1976
TO: Albert Lynd
401-4D Erickson Hall
Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan 48824

Stamped, self-addressed envelope enclosed

Name:

Institution:

Address:
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THE IDENTIFICATION OF CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING GRADUATE
PROGRAMS IN HIGHER EDUCATION AT BIG TEN INSTITUTIONS

Please do not be concerned with your first rankings. Note the
modal ranking for the characteristics within each of the five

categories.

A.

STUDENTS

Please rank the characteristics again, in order of
importance, with #1 being most important. 1f your second
ranking differs from the modal ranking, please indicate, if
possible, one or two reasons for your choice.

"DpO0X

There is a high congruence of student career
interest with program purpose and emphasis.

Graduates now occupy positions of leadership and
influence in the field.

A sense of community and involvement in worthwhile
activities is shared by students.

A high level of excellence and uniqueness of
dissertations is characteristic of student
achievement.

Degree recipients in the last three years were
placed in positions directly relevant to their
graduate education.

The general academic ability of students entering
the program is determined by scores of GRE, MAT,
GPA, etc.

Other:

Other:
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B.  PERSONNEL
Teaching effectiveness is high as determined by

student and graduate evaluation.

Teaching loads reflect concern for adequate time

for teaching, advising and research.

There is a high degree of involvement by the

academic staff in departmental program affairs.

All faculty are engaged in research activity.

The faculty exhibits satisfaction with program

lcadership, enthusiasm for and loyalty to the
program.

Faculty elsewhere in the institution who arc

interested in Higher Education arec utilized.

There exists a strong committment among the

faculty to service: institutional, state,
regional and national.

All faculty members are expericnced in teaching

or administration at the college or university
level in appropriate areas of specialty.

All faculty have been represented by publication

in the past three years.

A1l members of the academic staff hold the Ph.D.

or Ed.D. degree.

Other:

Other:
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C. PROGRAM

There is a clarity of program purpose and plan.

There is a flexibility of program requirements

sufficient to meet individual student needs.

Course and related experiences are appropriate to

the purposes of the program and speciality
training of the faculty.

There is a clarity of specified competencies and

qualities expected of graduates preparing to be
researchers, teachers or administrators.

Relationships and interchanges with cognate

programs are maintained on a regular basis.

Admission policies are clear as to procedures and

standards.

There is a high quality of lcadership and decision

provided by the department chairman.

There is a core requirement for all students.

Both the Ph.D. and Ed.D. degrees are offered.

The program enrolls a large number of students.

Other:

Other:
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D. FINANCES

Institutional support is deemcd adequatc to

program purpose.

There is a positive ratio of program budget

allocation to the total university allocation
for doctoral study.

External support for the program exists in the

form of research project grants and contracts.

A majority of students are receiving some form

of financial assistance.

Rescarch and teaching assistantships available

from institution funds.

A high proportion of the budget is from hard,

not soft, money.

Students work with faculty research projects

financed by soft money.

Funds are available for visiting scholars.

Other:

Other:
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E. FACILITIES

There is an adequacy of relevant library holdings.

FFacilities and equipment considered essential or

important are present.

Support for services adequately mcet the neecds

of the program.

There is adequate instructional space per FTE

student for the progran.

There is adequate office and resecarch space

per FIE faculty for the program.

Computer facilities are adequate for the necds

of the program.

Other:

Other:
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THE IDENTIFICATION OF CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING GRADUATE
PROGRAMS IN HIGHER EDUCATION AT BIG TEN INSTITUTIONS

PURPOSE

This study will attempt to identify characteristics related to
quality in doctoral programs in Higher Education. The study is
designed to provide information, based on the extent of agree-
ment among department chairmen and acknowledged authorities,
about doctoral program characteristics most important to
juagements about quality.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR STAGE THREE

This third and final stage includes your second stage rankings
and a new modal ranking for the characteristics within each of
the five categories. Reasons for differing from the first
modal responses are summarized. These reasons are listed under
two headings, one for those contending a goal should be '"more
important" than the first modal rating, the other for those
contending a goal should be '"less important' than the first
modal rating. Please glance at your second rating, the modal
ranking and the reasons some participants did not agree, then
rank for the last time the characteristics in order of
importance, with #1 being most important.

RETURN

By: March 22, 1976
To: Albert Lynd
401-4D Erickson Hall
Michigan State University
East Lansing, Michigan 48824
Stamped, self-addressed envelope enclosed

Name:

Institution:

Address:
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THE IDENTIFICATION OF CRITERIA FOR
EVALUATING GRADUATE PROGRAMS IN
HIGHER EDUCATION AT BIG TEN INSTITUTIONS

This third and final stage includes your second stage rankings
and a new modal ranking for the characteristics within each of
the five categories. Reasons for differing from the first
modal responses are summarized. These reasons are listed under
two headings, one for those contending a goal should be '"more
important" than the first modal rating, the other for those
contending a goal should be '"less important'" than the first
modal rating. Please glance at your second rating, the modal
ranking and the reasons some participants did not agree, then
rank for the last time the characteristics in order of
importance, with #1 being most important.

A. STUDENTS

2nd 3rd

= OO

There is a high congruence of student career
interest with program purposes and emphasis.

2 Graduates now occupy positions of leadership
and influence in the field.

Less Important: more often a result of selection
than educational quality.

3 A sense of community and involvement in worthwhile

activities is shared by students.

More Important: a more contemporary measure than
the number of graduates in leadership positions.

Less Important: students are expected to work
together but not necessary to program quality.

4 A high level of excellence and uniqueness of

dissertations is characteristic of student achievement.

More Important: single best clue to program quality
and atfects future hirings and promotions.

Less Important: development of outstanding research
skills 1s not necessary to attain a leadership
position.

5 Degree recipients in the last three years were placed
in positions directly relevant to their graduate
education.
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PERSONNEL

= oo

3rd

Teaching effectiveness is high as determined by
student and graduate evaluation.

Less Important: wused by almost everyone but with
Iittle confidence in its accuracy.

Teaching loads reflect concern for adequate time
for teaching, advising and research.

Less Important: essential but incidental.

There is a high degree of involvement by the
academic staff in departmental program affairs.

More Important: the first order of business is
creating an excellent program.

All faculty are engaged in research activity.

Less Important: some faculty are synthesizers
not researchers; has little relation to teaching
effectiveness.

The faculty exhibits satisfaction with program
leadership, enthusiasm for and loyalty to the
program.

Faculty elsewhere in the institution who are
interested in Higher Education are utilized.

More Important: should utilize '"outsiders' to
avoild thinking of Higher Education as a closed
discipline.




C.

2nd

PROGRAM

> COX

—

3rd
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There is a clarity of program purpose and plan.

There is a flexibility of program requirements
sufficient to meet individual student needs.

Course and related experiences are appropriate to
the purposes of the program and speciality
training of the faculty.

There is a clarity of specified competencies and
qualities expected of graduates preparing to be
researchers, teachers or administrators.

Less Important: difficult to know what the
competencies are.

Relationships and interchanges with cognate
programs are maintained on a regular basis.

More Important: important to prevent Higher
Education from becoming provincial.
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pnd

FINANCES
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- CPOOX

3rd

E.

2nd

—

Institutional support is deemed adcquate to
program purpose.

There is a positive ratio of program budget
allocation to the total university allocation
for doctoral study.

Less Important: not necessary for Higher
Education doctoral programs to be as expensive
as those in other areas.

External support for the program exists in the
form of research project grants and contracts.

A majority of students are receiving some form
of financial assistance.

More Important: essential to recruit strong
students.

Research and teaching assistantships available
from institution funds.

FACILITIES

M

>0

[

3rd

There is an adequacy of relevant library holdings.

Less Important: good "off-campus'" students can
be resourceful in locating materials.

Support for services adequately meet the needs
of the program.

Facilities and equipment considered essential or
important are present.

Computer facilities are adequate for the needs
of the program.

There is adequate instructional space per FTE
student for the program.
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RESPONSE BY PARTICIPANTS

TABLE 6

RESPONSE BY PARTICIPANTS

Participants First Stage Second Stage Third Stage

Institutions 6 7 8

Authorities 7 7 6
Total 13 14 14
Percentage 87 93 93
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COMMENTS

As part of the second stage of this study, par-
ticipants were called to rank characteristics in order
of importance. If their responses differed from the
consensus responses, they were asked to indicate, if
possible, their reasons. These minority opinions were
listed under two headings--one for those participants
contending a characteristic should be "more important"
than the modal rating, and the other for those participants
contending a characteristic should be "less important”
than the modal rating.

In addition to these requested responses, the
participants added their comments about characteristics
and, in some instances, commented on each other's minority
opinions.

Providing supporting evidence that the Delphi
Method can bring forth honest comments about the topic,

the following are direct quotes from the participants:

153



A.

B.

Students

Characteristic:

Characteristic:

Personnel

Characteristic:
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Graduates now occupy positions of

leadership and influence in the field.

Comment:

The time frame makes this a question-
able criterion. People out ten years
may be in strong positions but the
quality of the program may have
changed markedly.

A sense of community and involvement

in worthwhile activities is shared

by students.

Comment:

This statement is ambiguous. If it
means campus activities, the criterion
is not so important at the graduate
level. If it relates to overall pur-
pose in life and commitments to
society, then it is of high importance.

Faculty elsewhere in the institution

who are interested in Higher Education

are utilized.

Comment:

Should utilize outsiders to avoid
thinking of Higher Education as a
closed discipline.

Comment on comment:

Higher Education is inclusive of the
total role of the college or uni-
versity, and the participation
should express this fact and nourish
the program.



C.

D.

Program

Characteristic:

Characteristic:

Finances

Characteristic:
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There is flexibility of program

requirements sufficient to meet

individual student needs.

Comment:

Sounds well, but can lead to omission
or avoidance of essential elements

in preparation for educational
leadership; apt to lead toward
emphasis on occupational training,
not appropriate at the doctoral
level.

There is a clarity of specified

competencies and qualities expected

of graduates preparing to be

researchers, teachers or adminis-

trators.
Opinion: Less important.

Difficult to know what the compe-
tencies are.

Comment on the opinion:

1. However they must be described
in part. 2. We had better find out!

A majority of students are receiving

some form of financial assistance.

Opinion: More important.

Essential to recruit strong students.
Comment on the opinion:

Probably a realistic statement but

why it becomes more important is hard
for me to see.
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E. Facilities

Comments concerning all characteristics:

1. I still do not feel these can be ranked.
They are all important.

2. I can't believe I ranked these in this
manner.
One participant expressed his appreciation for
the opportunity to participate in this study: "This was

an interesting project. Thanks for the opportunity to

participate."
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