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ABSTRACT

AN APPRAISAL OF THE DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN THE
DEPARTMENT OF SECONDARY EDUCATION AND
CURRICULUM AT MICHIGAN STATE
UNIVERSITY BASED ON A FOLLOW-
UP STUDY OF ITS GRADUATES

By
Michael J. Kenney

Purpose

This study had two major purposes: (1) to appraise
the quality and effectiveness of programs leading to a
Doctor of Education or a Doctor of Philosophy degree in the
Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum in the
College of Education at Michigan State University, and (2)
to make recommendations based on the findings of that study
which will enable the Department of Secondary Education and
Curriculum to strengthen those programs.

The study sought (1) information on the educational
and professional backgrounds of the graduates, and their
present professional status and responsibilities; (2)
judgment of graduates concerning selected aspects and
phases of their programs; (3) judgments concerning the
graduates' personal-professional growth as a direct result

of their doctoral programs; (4) judgments of graduates
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concerning the development of professional competencies;

and (5) judgments concerning the value of the dissertation.

Procedures

Data were gathered by gquestionnaires from graduates
who had received their degrees during the years 1967 to
1972, inclusive. Of 348 graduates in the group to be
studied, 274, or 78.7 per cent participated in the study by

returning completed questionnaires.

Conclusions

l. Graduates have a broad and varied educational and
professional background prior to their doctoral study, much
of which is in secondary education and secondary and

elementary administration.

2. Graduates tend to go on to college or university
positions upon completion of their programs. In those
positions, they often combine teaching and administrative

responsibilities with other professional activities.

3. Graduates are actively involved in providing for

curriculum and instructional change,

4. Graduates hold positions of trust and responsibility

in educational institutiona throughout the United States.

5. Most of the graduates are satisfied with the major
aspects of their doctoral study experience in the College

of Education at Michigan State University.
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6. Significant numbers of graduates have indicated
enough concern about several aspects of their programs to
warrant scrutiny by the faculty of the Department of
Secondary Education and Curriculum. These nine aspects are

considered under the recommendations.

Recommendations

l. Selection and admission procedures should be kept
under scrutiny to insure the continued matching of students

to programs,

2. Consideration should be given to the development
of enough latitude within students' programs to enable them
to select courses in several widely separated fields.
Encouragement of this sort will facilitate dialogue between

the varying areas of the College of Education.

3. Consideration should be given to reviewing the
research course requirements, particularly statistics, in
order to determine their relavance to the students' pro-

fessional gcals and objectives.

4. Consideration should be given to better disemination
of information about comprehensive and oral defense exami-
nations. The procedures for these examinations, and the
criteria of evaluation should be provided well in advance

of the examination.

5. Consideration should be given to the creation of

more informal opportunities for graduate students and
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professors to meet and initiate dialogic relationships

within the College of Education,

6. Consideration should be given to increasing the
opportunities for doctoral candidates to teach while in

residence.

7. Consideration should be given to creating oppor-
tunities for doctoral students to meet and to get to know
all the professors in the major area before the major area

advisor is selected,.

8. Consideration should be given to permitting
doctoral students a greater voice in planning their
programs. The students' competence to appraise his own
areas of weakness should be a factor considered in program

planning.

9. Consideration should be given to finding ways to
lighten the loads of faculty who are working with doctorial

students.

Personal Reflections

The author concludes this study with a brief
description of what universal qualities distinguish the
doctoral degree. He concludes that it is much more than
the mastery of any particular discipline, that it signals
the achievement of a degree of self-reliance and self-
actualization that enables the recipient to grapple with

individual and collective phenomena of human bshavior.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The twentieth century has borne witness to the
phenomenal expansion of graduate education in the United
States. This unparalleled growth has reflected the
development of colleges and universities as a whole and has
been accentuated especially in the years following World
War II. The demands of society on institutions of higher
learning, coupled with the numbers of returning war
vaterans have prompted colleges and universities to expand
their programs in graduate education. An illustration of
this growth is that from 1900 to 1966 enrollment in higher

1 Evean more

education increased from 237,000 to 5,947,000,
spectacular was the growth of graduate education. From

1900 to 1966, the number of graduate students increased

1Char1es J. Anderson, ed., A Fact Book on Higher
Education (Washington, D.C.: American Council on Edu
cation, 1967), p. 53.



from 5,800 to 630,000, revealing the fact that graduate
education has almost doubled each decade.2

Doctoral programs in colleges and universities have
been particularly affected by this growth. 1In 1900, three
hundred and eighty-two doctoral degrees were awarded in the
United States. By 1968, the number of doctoral degrees
awarded had risen to 23,091, reflecting the growth of
higher education as a whole, Doctoral programs have
doubled their graduates each dncado.3"

The growth of doctoral programs throughout the
United States has not taken place without an accompanying
scholarly dialogue about the purposes and objectives of
graduate education. Doctoral programs, like a great many
facets of the university experience, have been subjected,
in recent years, to increasing scrutiny by the students
and faculties of our nation's universities, The students'
demands for "relevancy" in their programs, coupled with the
faculty's concern for the adequate preparation of their

doctoral candidates, have brought all phases of doctoral

programs under question. Surveys, in recent years, have

2Charles J. Anderson, ed., A Fact Book on RHigher
Education (Washington, D.C.: American Council on Edu
cation, 1968), p. 800S5.

30tis A. Singltary, ed., American Colleges and
Universities, 10th edition (Washington, D.C.: erlican
Council on Education, 1968), pp. 1692-1693,

‘Publications Division, A Fact Book on Higher
Education, Issue No. 4 (Washington, D.C.: American Council
on Education, 1969), p. 9189.




pointed to the problems of prolonged duration, attrition,
and the numbers of ABD's (All But Dissertation) within the

5,6 Certain scholars,

context of the doctoral experience.
reacting to the findings of these studies, have proposed
and initiated new approaches to doctoral training. The
most noteworthy of these efforts are the Doctor of Arts
degree programs, the revitalization of the Doctor of Edu-
cation degree, and efforts to modify the traditionally
required dissertation. While it is not the purpose of this
study to highlight the development of these innovative
practices, it is important to take note of their impact on
institutions of higher education in the United States.
Along with these recent departures in doctoral education a
growing body of literature continues to speak to the
adequacy of doctoral programs.

While a review of this literature may underscore
the need for on-going evaluations of doctoral programs,

the challenge of conducting appraisals of specific insti-

tutions and/or program areas continues.

SBernard Berelson, Graduate Education in the United
States (New York: McGraw-H oY) ompany, lnc., .

GNatalie Sproull, "Prolonged Duration, Attrition,
Research Communication, and Research Preparation of
Doctoral Candidates in Education at Michigan State Uni-
versity" (Occasional paper No. 17, Office of Research
Communication, School for Advanced Studies, College of
Education, Michigan State University, January, 1972).



Purpose of This Study

The purposes of this study are: (1) to appraise
the quality and effectiveness of the programs leading to a
Doctor of Education or a Doctor of Philosophy degree in the
Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum in the
College of Education at Michigan State University, and (2)
to make recommendations based on the findings of that study
which will enable the Department of Secondary Education and

Curriculum to strengthen those programs.

Major Aspects of the Problem

In order to gain the comprehensive information
upon which sound judgments and recommendations can be made

the following aspects of the problem will be investigated:

1. What do we know about the recent doctoral recipi-
ent?: his educational and professional background;
his professional experience since graduation; his

reasons for selecting Michigan State?

2. How do recent recipients appraise their own
programs? What aspects and phases of their
programs do they feel need improvement, were

adequate, or were outstanding?

3. How do recent recipients appraise their personal-
professional growth as a direct result of the

experience of their programs? How well do they



think their programs developed professional

competencies?

4. How do recent recipients view the educational value
of their doctoral dissertation experience?: their
satisfaction with topic selection procedures; their
working-relationships with doctoral committee while
writing a dissertation; their satisfaction with the
oral defense of dissertation; their satisfaction

with the total experience?

Need for the Study

The phenomenal growth of doctoral programs through-
out the United States and, specifically, in the College of
Education at Michigan State University has taken place in a
nation and s ite that are undergoing severe social and
economic changes. The pressures on the university to not
only supply an adequate number of doctoral graduates but to
prepare them to grapple with the dynamic nature of today's
world is, indeed, great. Because of this, it is imperative
that departments within the College of Education seek to
determine how effective their programs have been for their
doctoral graduates. The information gained in this study,
along with its recommendations, should be of great value
to the Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum
and to the College of Education at Michigan State Uni-

versity.



As a major degree granting institution, Michigan
State University and the College of Education are preparing
doctoral candidates who will face a rapidly changing
society. Perhaps, as never before, doctoral preparation
has an important place in society. 1t has now been clearly
enunciated that “"graduate education has now received clear-

cut recognition of its importance as a national reaource."7

Growth of Michigan State University

The growth of Michigan State University is charac-
teristic of the growth of higher education in the United
States. Nowhere has this growth been more dramatic than in
the area of graduate education. Granting its first four
masters degrees in 1883 and its first doctorate forty-two
years later in 1925, Michigan State University has gone on
to Lecome a major graduate university.B Since 1925,
Michigan State University has awarded 6,656 doctoral
degrees in fifty-two major departments.9

Milton E. Muelder, the Dean of Michigan State Uni-

versity's Graduate School, reported in September, 1972

7Everett Walters, "Editor's Introduction,"” in

Graduate Education Today, edited by Everett Walters
[Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1965),
p. 4.

sThis is Michigan State University: 1973 Fact Book,

Compiled by the Department of information Services, W.
Lowell Treaster, Director, p. 31l.

91bid., p. 32.



7

that figures from the Office of Education in Washington

" . . . show that for the decade 1960-1970 the aggregate
number of doctoral degrees placed Michigan State University
eleventh in the nation; two years ago, i.e., 1969-70 (the
latest national data available), Michigan State University
produced the sixth largest number of doctoral degrees of

any U.S. univeraity."lo

The College of Education

The College of Education has played a leading role
in the growth of the university. Beginning in 1947-1948

with the awarding of three doctorates, the number by 1972

11

had grown to 269. In the past five academic years, those

years isolated for this study, the College of Education has

2
granted 969 Ed,D/Ph.D. degrees.l

The Department of Secondary Education
and curriculum

The Department of Secondary Education and Cur-
riculum is composed of the following interest areas: (1)
Agricultural Education, (2) Business and Distribution

Education, (3) Comparative and International Education,

10Milton E. Muelder, "Graduate Education: Orien-
tation for New Faculty, The Graduate School" (Unpublished
report, Michigan State University, September 13, 1972),
p. 3.

llFinal Degree Lists, Graduate Affairs Office, 252
Erickson Hall, Walter 5cott, Coordinator.

12,pia.




sool-
750|-
700}~
650}
600
550 |-
500 |~
450|~
a00}-

350

of Doctoral Graduates

300~

2501

No.

200

T

150

100

7

50)-

e —

ol I 1 | I I |

1946-47 1951-52 1956-57 1961-62 1966-67 1971-72

Figure 1. Doctoral Degrees Awarded at Michigan State University
1947-1972.



oo r—
275 1
250 T
2251
200 1T
175 1

150

125

100

75

S0

|

25

0 | L 1 | I

1946-47 1951-52 1956-57 1961-62 1966-67 1971-72

Figure 2. Doctoral Degrees Awarded in the College of Education at
Michigan State University 1947-1972,
(4) Curriculum, (5) History, Philcsophy, and Sociology of
Education, (6) Industrial Education, (7) Instructional
Development and Technology, (8) Secondary Education, (9)
Vocational and Technical Education, and {(10) Driver-Traffic
Safety. This department is unigque in its scope and in the
numbers of faculty members and graduate students, Since
the conclusion of the fall term of 1967 this department has

13

awarded 348 EA4.D./Ph.D. degreas. A table illustrating the

growth of doctoral education by interest area follows.

131hid.
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TABLE l.--Doctoral Degrees Awarded by Interest Area Within
the Department of Secondary Education and Cur-~
riculum Fall Term, 1967 to Summer Term, 1972,

Interest Area Doctoral Recipients
Agriculture Education 20
Business and Distribution Education 28
Comparative and International
Education 9
Curriculum 115

History, Philosophy, Sociology

of Education 43
Industrial Education 10
Inatructional Development

and Technology 26
Secondary Education 65
Vocational and Technical Education 5
Driver-Traffic Safety 27

Total 348
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Definition of Selected Terms

In an effort to diminish misunderstandings and to
avoid repetition, definitions of certain key terms and

abbreviations follow.

Doctoral committee.--Those instructors, agssistant

professors, associate professors, full professors and/or
administrators in the College of Education and throughout
the University who have been officially constituted into

an advisory committee for a doctoral student.

Racent recipient.--Any holder of an E4d.D. or Ph.D,

degree from the College of Education at Michigan State
University who has earned that degree from the fall term of

1967 through the summer term of 1972,

Doctoral process.--All phases and aspects involved

in the completion of the requirements for a Ph.D./Ed.D.
degree in the College of Education at Michigan State Uni-
versity. Those phases include: (1) the selection process,
(2) formulation of an official doctoral committee, (3)
academic course work, (4) comprehensive examination, (5)
selection of a dissertation topic, (6) submitting a disser-
tation proposal for approval, (7) writing a dissertation,

(8) oral defense of a dissertation.

Dissertation process.--All phases and aspects of

completing a doctoral dissertation. These phases and
aspects include: (1) research preparation, (2) selection

of dissertation topic, (3) preparing and submitting
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dissertation proposal, (4) writing dissertation, and (5)

oral defense of dissertation.

Abbreviations

The following abbreviations will appear throughout

this study:

Ag. EA4. Agricultural Education

Bus, Dist. EQ4. Business and Distributive
Education

Int. EQ4. Comparative and International
Education

Curr. Curriculum

Hist., Phil., Ed. History, Philosophy, and
Sociology of Education

Ind. EAd. Industrial Education

Inet. Dev. Instructional Development and
Technology

Sec. Ed, Secondary Education

Voc,. EAd. Vocational and Technical
Education

Driver EAd. Driver-Traffic Safety

Major Assumptions

In order to understand the basis for this study

the following basic assumptions are made:

l. Recent recipients of doctoral degrees are capable
of appraising the value of their own experiences.

In the light of their experiences as professicnal

practitioners, university instructors and/or
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university administrators they, in retrospect, can

evaluate their doctoral training and experiences.

2. A gquestionnaire administrated as a follow-up study
of recent recipients is a useful and practical way
to gather information which will be helpful in

strengthening doctoral programs.

3. A guestionnaire, in spite of its limitations, will
serve to provide useful data which will be
reasonably valid for the purposes of this study.
Gilbert Sax notes the major advantages of the
questionnaire:

The major advantage of the questionnaire is one
of economy. Because many questionnaires are sent
through the mail, the expense and time in training
interviewers and sending them personally to inter-
view each respondent are diminished.

The use of the mails in sending out gquestion-
naires means that more persons can be contacted.

Another advantage of the gquestionnaire is that
each respondent receives the same set of questions
phrased in exactly the same way.

Limitations of This Stugz

Unfortunately this study will not delve into many
of the controversies surrounding graduate education and
doctoral programs. Those controversies include the debate
over the proliferation of doctoral degree programs, the

dialogue surrounding "career" oriented programs, and the

14Gilbert Sax, Empirical Foundations of Education
Research (Englewood Cli¥fs, N.J.: Prentlce-Hall, Inc.,

: PP. 214-15.
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conflicting purposes of the doctoral dissertation. While
those aspects of the controversy certainly merit exami-
nation, the topics of this study concern perceptions of
recent recipients toward the value of the major aspects and
phases of their experience. This investigation will not,
for instance, examine alternative doctoral programs nor
will it question recipients of doctoral degrees who
graduated prior to Fall Term, 1967. This study is limited
to doctoral graduates from the Department of Secondary
Education and Curriculum from Fall Term, 1967 through
Summer Term, 1972, inclusive. This study is also limited

to selected experiences within doctoral programs.

Overview
The format of this study will consist of five

chapters. A brief description of the contents of each
chapter follows: The significance of this study along with
general gquestions to be answered is given in Chapter I. 1In
Chapter II, a review of relevant and related literature
will be presented. Chapter III includes a presentation of
the research design, instrumentation, and techniques used in
this study. A presentation of the findings is included in
Chapter IV, Chapter V consists of implications, recom-

mendations, and conclusions.



CHAPTER I1

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

As the twentieth century began, the university and
the concept of graduate education were firmly established
in the United States. After a slow development throughout
the nineteenth century, universities patterned after both
English and German models met the new century with
established programs leading to Bachelors, Masters, and
Doctoral degrees. The foundation for the phenomenal growth
of the twentieth century was set. The seeds of problems,
later to be faced in American graduate education, were,
howaver, already sown. The major source of the problems,
dealt with by scholars throughout this century, lay in the
very origins of American universities. The concepts that
governed the dimensions and directions of universities
patterned after European models were at odds with one
another from the start and, at first, these Adifferences
seemed irreconcilable. The beginnings of the controversy
pitted the German concept of graduate education, which

emphasized original research, against the English model

15
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whose graduate programs emphasized educational programs
aimed almost exclusively at public service.1
This controversy overx the basic purposes of
graduate education has continued to the present day and in
the past two decades has been accompanied by a growing
number of scholars who have become interested in the
standardization of the requirements for the Ph.D. degree.2
In spite of the differences between scholars over
the purposes of doctoral education, the Ph.D. degree,
perhaps more than any other factor, represents a unifying
force in graduate schools. This tenuous unity is partly
explained by the fact that it has become a symbol of
prestige for the graduate schools as well as for the
recipient.
The graduate school has achieved a unique place among
the schools of the universities. 1Its graduates, the
Ph.D. holders, occupy a position of prestigs that can-
not be matched by those in other divisions.

The prestige of the Ph.D. degree, however, goes far

beyond the university that grants them.

1D. C. Spriestersbach, "The Place of the Disser-
tation in the Training of Graduate Students" (speech before
the Council of Graduate Schools of the United States,
Proceedings of the Tenth Annual Meeting, Miami Beach,
Florida, December 2, 1970).

2B.roll0n, op. cit., p. 16.

3Oliver Carmichael, Graduate Education: A Critique
and a Program (New York: Harper and Brothers, Fubllishers,

v Po .
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The Doctor of Philosophy degree in the United States

has a unique status. . . . Government, business, and

industry . . . hold it in high esteem and employ almost

one-half of those produced by the universities each

year. 4

In several ways, the controversies surrounding the

Ph.D. degree have gone beyond the original dichotomy of
the English and German models. A review of the literature
discloses a growing concern of many educators about the
trends, as they perceive them, in the thrusts of doctoral
programs. Many of these scholars have discerned threatening
trends in Ph.D. programs, in particular, which, they fear,
will have detrimental effects on program standards and
consequently on the presige of that degree in the nation
and the world.

The graduate schools have clung to the concept that the

degree should be awarded as a result of training in

research, after an original contribution to knowledge.

Those concerned with undergraduate teaching, by con-

trast, believe that holders of the degree should have

a broad general education with emphasis on how to

teach. . . . Others believe that the graduate school

should furnish the Ph.D. candidate a more liberalized

experience in his training, and more freedom to engage

in research and scholarly activity, than is now

provided.>

A common threat to the prestige of the Ph.D., degree,

as seen by many scholars, is the trend to award it in an
increasing number of areas. Failing to restrict the

degree to certain historic fields may, according to these

41bid., p. 119.

5Charles M. Grigg, Graduate Education (New York:
The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 196S5),
p. 60.
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scholars, tend to devalue the degree. This point of view,
however, is not universal. Other scholars see this trend

as a definite strength. They feel the flexibility and
adaptability of the degree is a measure of its viability

in a changing world. "The strength of the Ph.D. program
rests in the fact that it is flexible and that, as knowledge
increases and the demands for specialization in research
programs develop, faculty and students are competent to

adjust to the training accordingly."6

The Doctor of Education Degree (Ed.D.)

The debate over the purposes of the Ph,D. degree;
whether it should be restricted to certain traditional
areas; whether it should be in pursuit of an original
contribution to knowledge; whether, under its umbrella,
preparation for a career in teaching could be adequately
undertaken; whether its main thrusts are to be directed
toward research preparation; had a dramatic effect on
graduate education in the early twenties. In 1921, the
Harvard Graduate School of Education granted its first
Ed.D. degree. This degree was established as a professional

degree designed solely for those candidates who sought a

GHenry E. Bent, "The Meaning of the Ph.D. Degree,"
Journal of Higher Education, XXXIII, No. 1 {(January, 1962),
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career in education as professional practitioners.7 In the
beginning, the distinction between the Ph.D. and the EA4.D.
degrees was explicit. Those candidates who elected to
undertake research into the many facets of education would
continue to pursue a Ph.D. program. Those doctoral candi-
dates preparing for careers as school administrators and
supervisors, by pursuing a doctor of education degree
program, would become involved in "projects” that would
bring them face to face with educational practices and
programs in the field.a

Harvard's Ed.D. degree concept was emulated by
collages and universities throughout the United States.
Despite its popularity as a degree, the original purposes
of the Ed.D. degree became obscured as it was broadly
acceptad. As time passed, there were fewer and fewer
distinctions that could be drawn between these two degrees.
"Even the ‘doctoral projects' associated with the EA.D.
degree which were developed initially as alternatives have
taken on the 'aura' of respectability in most insti-

tutions."9

7Wa1ter Crosby Eells, Degrees in Higher Educatiocn
(New York: The Center for Applied Research iIn Education,

Inc., 1963), p. 28.

8John W. Ashton, "Other Doctorates,” Graduate Edu-

cation Today, edited by Everett Walters (WashIngton, D.C.:
American Council on Education, 1965), p. 66.

9Dnvid Williams, "Stop the Dissertation," Edu-
cational Leadership, XXVIII, No. 7 (April, 1971), 783,
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In 1960, it was reported that twice as many E4.D.
degrees were awarded in graduate schools of education as

10,11 It was alsc reported that colleges

were Ph.D. degrees.
of education tended to stress one degree over the other and
that institutions were demonstrating trends to offer one
degree in exclusion of the other.12

In comparing the Ph.D. programs in existence in
1965, Strauss made the following observation: "The
evidence indicates that, among subjects studied, those who
had earned the Ph.D. in education were probably very

nl3 Strauss and Williams have both concluded that

similar.
little difference presently exists to differentiate Ed.D.
programs from Ph.D. programs.

A definite trend on the part of graduate schools
of education to the Ph.D, degree in preference to the Ed.D.
was later observed by Stephan Spurr. He called attention
to the fact that the "low status” in which the degree is

held in the academic world is caused by the very advantages

of the Ed.D. degree. He summarized these advantages:

lohmerican Assoclation of Colleges for Teacher
Education, The Doctorate in Education, I (Washington, D.C.:
The Association, 1560-61), pP. 110.

11 12

Ibid- Ibid. ’ p. 30

13Samua1 Strauss, "On the Doctorate in Education,”
The Journal of Teacher Education, XVI, No., 1 (March, 1965),
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1. It allows the admission of students considered
competent and promising by the faculty in education
but whose academic qualifications are such that
they cannot be admitted by the graduate school
controlling the Ph.D. program.

2. The degree serves to circumvent the traditional
language requirement of the graduate school.

3. The degree offers a wider range of independent
projects than is possible under the traditional
Ph.D. requirements of a dissertation based on
original research.

4. The Ed.D. degree provides a doctorate in a subject
matter field for students who successfully pass the
comprehensive examination for the Ph.D., but who
submit an expository dissertation on some aspect of
teaching that subject rather than a research
dissertation on the subject itself.

5. The Ed.D. degree programs reduced the time required
to earn a doctorate.l4

Spurr concludes that, however laudatory, these
Ed.D. characteristics, they have served to give that degree
a second-class citizenship in the academic world.15
It is not the purpose of this study to dwell at
great length on the evolution of the Ed.D. degree programs,
but merely to document the concern of scholars about what
they perceive as a decline in the opportunities for viable
optional doctoral experiences., Adding to this concern was
a 1971 study by Phi Delta Kappa and the American Association
of Colleges for Teacher Education. In this study, after
an extensive survey, it was concluded that institutions

that had set-up new doctoral programs in education since

1959 were actually less adventuresome in their programs

14Stephan Spurr, Academic Degree Structures:
Innovative Approaches (New York: Hcsraw—HIII Boock Company,
r po -

15tpid., p. 135.
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than those that were operating prior to that date. This
study went on to state, "The hope that new doctoral
programs might be more innovative than old ones vanished
with the discovery that’all require dissertations for

degree fulfillment."16

The Doctor of Arts Degree

The desire for an alternative doctoral degree that
will prepare candidates for a career in college teaching
is, partially, a response to the disappointments with the
Ed.D. The renewed criticism of the lack of latitude within
the Ph.D. framework has found fruition in this new concept
of doctoral study.

In recent years, the Doctor of Arts degree has been
widely accepted. In reference to this degree concept, the
Committee on Preparation of College Teachers of the Council
of Graduate Schools in the United States has declared,
"Relevance is achieved only if the degree structure is
appropriate to the career aims and possibilities of the

students."l7

16Nev111e Robertson and Jack Sistler, The Doctorate
in Education: Vol. 1, The Institutions (BloomIngton, Ind.:
PhI Delta Kappa and the American Assoclation of Colleges
for Teacher Education, 1971), p. 10,

17"The Doctor of Arts Degree," The Council of
Graduate Schools in the United States, Committee on
Preparation of College Teachers, December 5, 19A9
(phamplet).
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Specifically, the committee reports, programs
laading to a Doctor of Arts degree are designed to develop
a mastery of subject matter, to expose the candidate to
relevant areas in higher education, to involve the student
in a teaching internship, and to give the student an
opportunity to demonstrate a capacity for scholarship.lB
By late 1971, a total of seventy-six institutions were
offering, or were planning to offer, the Doctor of Arts
Degreo.l9

Yet, in spite of the introduction of alternative
doctoral degree programs which, in their beginnings at
least, attempted to provide viable options €for doctoral

students, criticism has intensified.

Criticism of Doctoral Education
1947-1960

As stated before, the ending of wWorld War Il
brought waves of returning war veterans to American uni-
versities. The effects of this sudden invasion were felt
throughout the university, and the graduate and doctoral
programs of those universities were particularly affected.
The pressures to accommodate and to prepare doctoral candi-

dates adequately were enormous, In this expanding post-war

181pi4.

19Robert H. Koenker, "Status of the Doctor of Arts
Degree Programs for Preparing Junior College and College
Teachers" (Unpublished report, Ball State University,
November 22, 1971).
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period the debate over doctoral preparation was renewed
with increased vigor and, in effect, highlighted the
conflict that is still going on.

In 1947, the President's Commission on Higher Edu-
cation held hearings on the programs of graduate education
in the United States. As a result of these deliberations,
the Commission reported its findings to the public. As in
the case of many subseguent studies of graduate education,
much of the criticism of this Commission dealt with the
preparation of college teachers. The Commission was
critical of the requirements for advanced degrees, the
types of instruction, the lack of innovative programs to
prepare college teachers, and the absence of proper student

0 The results of this report caused

guidance personne1.2
many colleges of education to reexamine the adequacy of
their program and many doctoral candidates turned to their
own experiences within their doctoral programs in an effort
to access the quality of those experiences. It is inter-
esting to note that between 1947 and 1960, ten doctoral
candidates in colleges of education choose to evaluate the

doctoral program they were part of for their dissertation.

The conclusions of their studies, like the President's

2OPresident's Commission on Higher Education,
"Staffing Higher Education,"” Higher Education for American
Democracy (New York: Harper ang Brothers, Publishers,
’ . PP. 1-12,
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Commission, spoke to the adequacy and relevance of doctoral
programs in education.21

The conclusions of these studies called attention
to the need for constant evaluation, to the lack of guidance
in doctoral programs, to the need for more flexibility
within doctoral programs, to the need for more oppor-
tunities for dialogic relationships with professors and
other graduate students, to the need for the practical
application of theory to practice, to the need for improved
placement services, and to the need for interdisciplinary
seminars.22

During the 19508, there were a number of conferences
on graduate education. A review of the reports of these
conferences reveals that they were critical of graduate
programs for inadequately preparing doctoral candidates for
careers in college teaching.,

In 1950, Blegen and Cooper summarized the findings
of a conference on the challenges and problems of college
teaching. They looked at these problems as matters that

could be directly addressed by graduate schools.23

21Gerald H. Doty, "An Appraisal of the Program
Leading to the Doctor of Education Degree at Indiana Uni-
versity, Based on a Follow-Up Study of Its Graduates"”
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Indiana University,
1962), pp. 11-15.

22ypbid., p. 15.

23Theodore C. Blegen and Russel M. Cooper, eds.,
The Preparation of Colle Teachers (Washington, D.C.:
American Council on Educa Elon, 19%0), p. iii.
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In another study, graduate schools were taken to
task for their reluctance to devise new programs for uni-
versity instructors. "The graduate school should recognize
college teaching as an important profession and take
sariously the obligations to prepare practitioners for
ig. 24

The Research Division of the National Education
Association in 1957, reported concern over the quality of
graduate education leading to college teaching. This study
emphasized that programs must be developed that will
incorporate experiences that will genuinely develop
teaching -kills.25

In 1959, Lockers made an evaluation of the doctoral

program in the College of Education at the University of

26

Michigan, The study was based on returns from 276 or

85.6 per cent of the graduates who had received the

24Fred J. Kelly, ed., Toward Better College
Teaching (Washington, D.C.: United States OIfice of Edu-
cation, 1950), p. 13.

25Nationa1 Education Association, "Teacher Supply
and Demand in Colleges and Universities, 1955-56 and
1956-57" (Washington, D.C.: National Education Association,
1957), p. 17.

26
R. J. Lockers, "An Evaluation of the Doctoral
Program in Education at the University of Michigan in Terms
of Fulfillment of the Expectations of the Recipients and
the Expectations of the University"” (Unpublished doctor's
thesis, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1959), p. 236.
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doctorate prior to 1956. His findings which are pertinent
to this study were:

a. Of those graduates questioned, 90 per cent were in
some phase of education with 71 per cent in higher
education and 12 per cent in the public school
system.

b. Recipients were generally satisfied with their
positions.

c. Recipients viewed the skill of critical thinking as
the most important aspect of their training.

d. A majority of the graduates favored interdisci-
plinary graduate seminars and broad preparation in
cognate fields and advocated less emphasis on
statistics and research.

The decade of the fifties concluded with not only
the persistant problems of the past, but with the emergence
of a need for a comprehensive view of graduate education in
the United States. That view was provided, in 1960, by

Bernard Berelson.

Criticism Since 1960

Supported by a grant from the Carnegie Corporation
of New York, Berelson's study was the most comprehensive
examination of graduate education ever undertaken. This
important work examined the beginnings of graduate edu-
cation in European universities and traced its evolution up
to 1960. In addition to this historical narrative on
graduate education, Berelson sought to study most aspects
of graduate education in modern American universities. 1In
this study, he gathered data from graduate deans, graduate

faculties, and graduate recipients.
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Berelson's study covered the entire spectrum of
graduate education and many of his findings are, therefore,
not applicable to this study.

There remains however, a great deal of information
that does lend itself to this particular appraisal. His
recommendations concerning doctoral programs are especially
germain.

Those recommendations are:

l. The time limit to doctoral programs should be held
to four years. Most of this time should be spent
by the candidate on the college or university
campus.

2. The latitude within doctoral programs should be
narrowed. He advocated less independent work and
more concentration in a central core area.

3. The dissertation was, with alarming frequency, much
too long. He recommended that dissertations be no
longer than 100 pages as a median.

4. The final examination (oral defense) is, in most
cases, a formality and ought to be replaced by a
ceremonial of some kind., He suggested that the
candidate deliver a lecture on the findings of his
study.

5. There was a need for agreement between universities
on financial assistance through graduate or teach-
ing assistantships for doctoral candidates who
required them.

6. Berelson was concerned about the number of ABD's in
existance. He recommended that some way be found
to encourage those who had not completed their
dissertation to do so.

7. In the selection of more qualified candidates,
graduate schools should be more systematic and
energetic in their recruiting and selection
procedures. Berelson cited this as the greatest
need.

8. Berelson's interviews with graduate deans and
graduate faculties lead him to conclude that
doctoral candidates were deficient in their writing
abilities. To correct this problem, Berelson
recommended that writing workshops staffed by
capable editors, would assist doctoral candidates
who were approaching the task of the dissertation.
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9. To encourage the development of dialegic relation-
ships between graduate students from differing
areas of interest social centers should be made
available.

10. All doctoral candidates should do some teaching as
a part of their programs.

11. 1In this recommendation he suggested an intermediate
degree between the master's and the doctorate. This
"new" degree would serve two purposes. In the first
case it would encourage study beyond the master's
by those students who had no plans for a doctorate.
In the second case, it would give recognition to
those individuals who had completed all the
requirements for a doctorate with the exception of
the dissertation.?27

A year after the publication of Berelson's study
the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education

published an extensive two volume study, The Doctorate in
28

Education, This study, like Berelson's, was underwritten

by the Carnegie Corporation of New York, and sought to
plece together a comprehensive view of graduate education
in America.

Some of the findings reported in Volume I that

relate directly to this study are provided below:

l. Less than half of all doctoral candidates were
employed as teachers directly before their involve-
ment in a doctoral program.

2. A perceivable trend was discovered in the careers of
doctoral candidates from teaching to non-teaching

activities,

3. The most important reasons students gave for the
choice of the college or university in which to do
their doctoral work were (l) reputation of staff
members, (2) proximity.

27Berelaon, op. cit., p. 346,

28American Association of Colleges for Teacher Edu-
cation, The Doctorate in Education, Vol. I, The Graduate
(Washington, D.C.: The Association, 1 - r P. .
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4. While there were differences in the responses of
individual graduvate students from different insti-
tutions theg generally responded favorably to their
experience. 49

L study having a close relationship to this one was
undertaken by Gerald Doty in 1962 in which he sought to
determine the quality and effectiveness of the program
leading to the Doctor of Education Degree at Indiana Uni-

0

versity.3 The population under study were the 445 gradu-

ates of the College of Education at Indiana University who
had earned their Doctor of Education Degrees between 1950
and 1960. A total of 408, or 91.7 per cent, of these
recipients participated in the study. Doty reported his
findings according to major fields. His findings and
racommendations are pertinent to this study. They are:
a. Recent recipients of doctoral programs have broad
and varied backgrounds of professional and edu-
cational experience.
b. Most graduates combine teaching and/or adminis-
tration with other professional activities.
c. Recipients hold many important positions of trust
and responsibility.

d. Recipients seemed satisfied with their professional,
social, and financial position,

Recommendations

a. More preparation in research and statistics should
be required.

b. Consideration should be given to increasing the
amount of independent work and creating teaching
experiences in the programs of doctoral candidates.

291pid., p. 3.

3°Doty, op. cit., p. 99.
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c. Colleges of education should consider the value of
giving students a voice in the formulation of their
programs.

d. Courses such as humanities, physical sciences, and
social sciences ought to be included in the programs
of students who require a broad knowledge of them.,

e. The doctoral committee }oads of faculty members
ought to be lightened.?3

Recent Criticism

In 1965, Vernon Broertjes of Indiana University
conductad a study of the forty doctoral graduates of the
program in higher education.

He made the following recommendations for the
doctoral program in higher education at Indiana University.
Those recommendations were:

a. Course offerings in research, particularly sta-
tistics, should be more suitable to the needs of
students,

b. The number of faculty members in Higher Education
at Indiana University should be increased in order
to lighten the loads of individual faculty members.

¢c. The planning of student programs should be under-
taken with a view to insuring that voids in the
students’' professional education are filled in a
manner supporting the interdisciplinary character
of the program.

d. The requirement for teaching experience should be
considered by the graduate student and his advisor.

e. Efforts should be made to determine inadequacies in
Placement services, counseling, and guidance for
doctoral students.5

31Vernon Harry Broertjes, "An Appraisal of the
Doctoral Program in Higher Education in the School of Edu-
cation, Indiana University, Based on a Follow-Up Study of
Its Graduates"” (Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Indiana
University, 1965), p. 122.

321pid., p. 100.
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The criticism aimed at graduate education and
doctoral programs has intensified in the past decade of the
sixties. Some of this criticism has been sharply denouncing
and calls for broad revolutionary changes in doctoral
programs. In a strong attack upon what Arrowsmith calls
"the shame of the graduate school,” he charges that "The
Humane fields are being dehumanized because they have
designed their programs to emulate the scientific methods

n33

and narrow specialization of the sciences. He goes on

to call for the creation of graduate programs that lend
themselves to the diverse needs of the graduate student
body.

In a less vehement but egually critical statement,
Ann Heiss calls attention to institutional paralysis in the
face of a changing society in regard to Ph.D. programs.

Although graduate departments have periodically
tinkered with reform in their advanced programs, the
Ph.D. process as a whole has remained practically
impervious to substantial change since its inception
in the early 1900's. Course offerings have expanded,
but few systematic attempts have been made to revise
the requirements or to examine the extent to which
doctoral programs need adjustment in order to prepare
today's scholars for the challenge of new technologies,
or to give them an understanding of the new ethos
stirring in America. Tradition sits securely in the
chairs of most graduate departments.34

33“. Arrowsmith, The Shame of the Graduate Schools
(New York: Harpers, 1966), p. S1.

3‘Ann M. Heiss, Challenges to Graduate Schools
(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., Publlishers, 1970), p. 6.
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She goes on, in an effort to ferrett out the
"root" causes of this institutional reluctance to change.
One of the important forces in this general reluctance,
according to Heiss, lies in the origins of American uni-
versities.

Efforts to bring about fundamental changes in the Ph.D.
program have usually been aborted by the spector of
"lowering standards"; graduate schools continue to find
sacurity and comfort in models imported nearly a
century ago from Europe--the birthplace of formal uni-
versity education. The fact that the model is no
longer viable--aven for Europe--makes some academicians
uneasy, but few have been uneasy encugh to mount a full
scale campaign for basic change.

Ann Heiss envisages a "solidarity"” among graduate
schools in their reluctance to change. This "solidarity"”
is reflected in " . . . the monotonous rhetoric of their
graduate catalogs, in the unimaginative rituals that have
lost their symbolic meaning, and in organizational
structures that narrowly educate and artifically separate
acholars."36

The literature of doctoral education in the United
States reflects many of the above criticisms. This liter-
ature focuses attention on imbalance between research
preparation and preparation for teaching, on a preoccu-
pation with highly specialized techniques at the expense
of educational experiences that relate to everyday problems
of the professional practitioner and college instructor,

and on the effort to emphasize skills to the detriment of

35 36

Ibid., p. 7. Ibid., p. 8.
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imaginative thinking. Building on this imbalance, T. R.
McConnell states that doctoral programs " . . . that accept
systematic cognition as the only legitimate instrument of
knowledge fail to understand that reason is capable of
reducing human experience and human values to juiceless
formality, lifeless logic, and unfeeling abstraction."37
Other scholars have discovered a similar resistance
to change in doctoral programs in American universities.
Efforts to alter the basic character of doctoral degrees
to better meet student's needs, as perceived by these
scholars, have, in their opinion, regularly failed to
secure the approval of those who designed their programs.
Those changes that have occurred within the past decade;
{1) relaxation of the language requirement, (2) abandonment
of the publication requirement of the dissertation, and (3)
relaxation and elimination of certain examination require-
ments, (e.g., the General College Examination at Michigan
State University) have, in the opinion of these scholars,
been superficial changes at best and have failed to alter

the basic experiences of the doctoral students.3a

37T. R. McConnell, "The Individual and the Organized
University" (paper read at the Seminar on Organization and
Administration, University of Toledo, October 30, 1969).

38Moody Prior, "The Doctor of Philosophy Degree,"
Graduate Education Today, edited by Everett Walters
{(Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1965),
p. 3l.
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Many scholars have called attention to specific
aspects of the doctoral process and question their validity
in the adequate preparations of doctoral candidates. One
of the aspects often pointed to is the doctoral disser-
tation. David williams, a critic of the dissertation, asks
"How can we project a more adegquate program of graduate
studies on the post master's level without calling into

n33 It

attention the question of requiring a dissertation?
is his contention that "unbelievable shams and hypocrisies”
surround the dissertation process. He goes on to answer
his own guery, "I1f doctoral students are to confront
problems logically and express themselves intelligently,

a modicum of human contact and personal reflection is
likely to prove more nourishing than the dissertation or

doctoral project."‘o

Williams envisages the death of the
dissertation which, in his opinion, will emancipate
doctoral students and allow them to become involved in
experiences directly related to their individual needs and

a1 The Council of Graduate Schools, however,

career aims.
does not share this belief. 1In a report cited by
Spriesterbach, the Council viewed the dissertation as "the
mark of highest achievement in preparation for creative

scholarship and research, often in association with a

career in teaching at a university or a college." The

39Williams, op. cit., p. 753.

40 41

Ibid., p. 754. Ibid., p. 755.
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report further stated that "the Doctor of Philosophy Degree
shall be open as a research degree in all fields of

learning, pure and applied."42

Yet the pressures for the
accommodations of alternative doctoral experiences within
the Ph.D. degree structure persists, often in lieu of new
doctoral degree programs. Charles Grigg asks,
What is the future of the Ph.D. degree? Will in-
creasing pressure for college teachers with an advanced
degree result in making the Ph.D. degree both a
research degree as well as a preparation for teaching?
He states that these are the troublesome questions that
scholars of graduate education must address themselves to
in the years immediately ahead.43
In looking at what he sees as a need for alternative
experiences within doctoral programs, Louis Mayhew calls
attention to the curriculum students follow. He calls on
graduate schools to examine the applicability of that
curriculum to the careers of doctoral recipients. He warns
that while the American Ph.D. is highly regarded, that this
regard is gquite possible in spite of the " . . . casual way
in which instruction is offered rather than because of

ig, 44

42Spriestersbach, op. cit.

436rigg, op. ¢cit., p. 103,

44Lewin B. Mayhew, Arrogance on Campus (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., gﬁSIIsEers, 5570), p. 105.
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In the wake of student disturbances at Berkeley
that were accompanied by students' cries for relevancy in
their programs, the University of California decided to
survey its recent doctoral graduates in an attempt to gain
a clearer understanding of their Ph.D. programs and the
extent to which a gap existed between faculty and student,.
The guestionnaires covered the major aspects of the
doctoral program and a pummary of its findings follows:

l. WwWhile most doctoral candidates enter a field
because they enjoy intellectual work and aseek
employment in higher education, all cited the need
to have their prior motivations enforced through
careful orientation and advising once at the
university.

2. Students cited the foreign language, core course
and comprehensive examinations as exercises which
did more to retard than stimulate intellectual
creativity.

3. The "best" (and most costly type) education was
listed as tutorial work and seminars; the most
stressful experience, the doctoral oral.

4. Teaching assistantships were often classed as slave
labor.

5. The dissertation, thanks to the student's own
dogged efforts, was heralded as the high water mark
in the Ph.D. program.

6. The kay to satisfaction seems to be the advisor and
the extent to which he was a constructive critic
and counselor.

As a result of this survey the following suggestions
were made:
1. That students be better orientated and accepted
more quickly into the mainstream of academic life

and that they choose an advisor much sooner in
their program:;

‘SAnn Heiss, "Berkeley Doctoral Students Appraise
Their Academic Programs,” Education Record, XLVIII, No. 1
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2. that the foreign language reguirement be abolished;

3. that better information concerning Ph.D. exams--
both written and oral be disseminated:;

4. that the Ph.D. committee have a more clearly
defined advisory role, not limited to the final
stages of the program;

5. that there be closer interaction between students
and faculty, espeacially at the thesis stage;

6. that more attention be paid to developing teaching
skills by providing teaching experiences;

7. that there be an informal area where students and
faculty could meet casually and socially:;

8. that there be better financial aid arrangements and
that tuition be waived for graduate assistants.46

Utilizing the extensive 1956-1958 AACTE nationwide
survey of doctoral recipients, Sistler has drawn the
following conclusions which are related to this study:

l, There will be an increase in the total number of
doctorates conferred in education. The annual
growth rate, however, will remain unchanged.

2. There will be no major program changes at insti-
tutions that participated in the AACTE study. The
changas that have been made have been minor and the
net effect of these minor changes has been to make
doctoral programs in education acrosas the nation
more nearly similar. However, modifications to
improve doctoral programs and to improve the
quantity and quality of doctoral degree holders in
education have been made.

3. Doctoral programs in education established by new
institutions will generally be patterned after
existing ones. However, in those institutions
established since 1958, some innovations were
discernable. Characteristic of those innovative
programs were sources of funding of facilities that
lent themselves to the innovations.

4. The Ph.D. degree programs in education showed an
increase. The percentage of Ph.D, programs
increased from 45.5 to 50.3, while the percentage
of E4.D. programs decreased from 54.4 to 49.7 per
cent, 47

461pid., p. 44.

47Jack Kent Sistler, "A Study of Certain Aspects
of Doctoral Degree Production in the Field of Education
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In January, 1968, a questionnaire was sent to
doctoral candidates in the College of Education at
Michigan State University by the Office of Graduate Student
Affairs. This questionnaire sought to determine the
reaction of these doctoral students to various proposed
changes in doctoral programs. While most of the proposed
changes dealt with procedures of doctoral programs and are,
therefore, not applicable to this study, some of the areas
explored are directly related. Two of those areas cited

here merit attention. They are: Objectives and Rationale

for Doctoral Study, and The Administration of Comprehensive

and Final Doctoral Examinations. After collapsing those

responses which registered "Strongly Agree,"” "Agree" into
one category the priorities of docteoral students on these
two topics were establiehed.48

Of the 104 doctoral students who returned question-
naires to the GSAO, 86.5 per cent agreed that, " . . . the
skills, knowledges, and competencies expected of doctorates
in each interest area should be clearly stated, together

with statements as to the means and measurement of

attainment thereof." Over B0 per cent of all doctoral

in United States Universities Since 1958" (Unpublished
doctoral thesis, Southern Illinois University, 1964),
392,

48"Report of Responses to the Questionnaire About
Proposed Changes in Doctoral Procedures" (Unpublished
report by the Office of Graduate Student Affairs, College
of Education, Michigan State University, January, 1968,

35 pp.
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students guieried agreed that college-wide and departmental
procedures should be established for the administration of
all comprehensive and final doctoral examinations. Over
90 per cent of all those returning questionnaires reported
that they agreed that continuing studies should be under-

way to determine the efficiency of our testing program and
to suggest modifications which may need to be made. Over
86 per cent of those responding agreed that the College of
Education needed to undertake studies leading to more
effective admission criteria.49
In a report by the National Board on Graduate Edu-
cation some of the problems confronting doctoral programs
in American universities were discussed. This report
outlined major changes in undergraduate education (e.g.,
open enrollment, elimination of general education courses
and traditional majors, an increase in the use of field
studies and independent studies, and the inclusion of
programs aimed at effective education), and contrasted
these changes with traditional doctoral programs. The
National Board on Graduate Education went on to state,
"When students with this background enroll in traditional

graduate programs, a significant fraction find the

programs to be rigid, overly specialized, and not relevant
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to their needs."50

The Board, in this report, went on to
urge colleges and universities to provide "sensitive study”
about this problem in order to guide the adjustment of both
graduate school and college to the graduate programs.51
The National Board on Graduate Education went on to
identify another problem facing doctoral programs. The
authors of this study pointed to the expansion of community
colleges and to their potential as a job market for
doctoral graduates. It was indicated, however, that many
community colleges are demonstrating a reluctance to employ
traditionally educated Ph.D.'s. This reluctance is based
on the alleged mismatch between the teaching-oriented job
requirement of the community college and the research

orientation of most doctoral programs.52

Summa;z

This review of literature has focused on several
aspects and characteristics of doctoral programs in American
colleges and universities. Attention has been given to the
growth of graduate education in the United States as well
as to the controversies that have surrounded that growth,
This chapter has also briefly dealt with some alternatives

to the traditional research-oriented doctoral program by

SOGraduate Education: Purposes, Problems, and
Potential {Washington, D.C.: A Report of the National
Board on Graduate Education, November, 1972), p. 6.

5lipig., p. 7. °21bid., p. 8.
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describing some innovative and revitalized approaches to
doctoral preparation. While many of the studies cited in
this chapter agree in their reaction to existing doctoral
programs there remains considerable disagreement between
scholars in their recommendations regarding the future
course graduate education should follow in America. It is
interesting, for instance, to note that consistent in most
of these studies was the doctoral students' satisfaction
with the colleqe or university in which they chose to do
their doctoral work. The agreement between scholars
about the nature of that work and what a quality program
consists of is far more difficult to discern. Berelson,
for instance, recommended that the latitude within
doctoral programs be narrowed. He advocated less
independent selection of course work by the student and
more concentration in a central core area. Doty, on the
other hand, concluded that consideration should be given
to increasing the amount of independent work. In another
case, Doty concluded that teaching experiences within
the context of a doctoral program were very worthwhile
and ought to be given increased consideration. Ig Ann
Heiss' study, teaching assistantships were considered
slave labor.

As shown above, an examination of the literature
exposes glaring areas of conflicting data., Needless to
say, scholars of higher education and the major surveys

of doctoral students and recipients have yielded differing
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conclusions. Much of the conflicting data bears directly
on this study. Since this study will determine the degree
of satisfaction doctoral recipients in one department
within a college of education have with the major aspects
and phases of their programs, it is expected that the
findings of this study will be cast in the perspective of

the national controversy surrounding graduate education.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the
methods, the instrument, and the procedures used in this
study. The first part of this chapter is devoted to the
questionnaire, the sources of information that assisted the
investigator in defining the parameters of the study, and
the rationale for the selection of the instrument design.
The second part describes the pilot study and related
efforts to strengthen the validity of the instrument. The
third part deals with the survey, the selection of the
population, and the methods and procedures used in actuating
the study. The final section describes the techniques

employed in utilizing the data.

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in this study was developed
over a period of several months during the 1971-1972 and
1972-1973 academic years. The aspects selected for investi-
gation were developed as a result of the investigator's

review of the literature pertaining to doctoral programs

44
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and from interviews conducted with doctoral students and
members of the faculty in the College of Education at
Michigan State University. Especially helpful in the
development of this questionnaire were certain major studies

of doctoral programs. These works include: The American

Association of Colleges of Teacher Education, Vol. I., The

Graduates and Vol. 11, The Institutions; Bernard Berelson's

Graduate Education in the United States; and Ann Heiss's
1

Challenges to Graduate Schools.

Valuable input regarding the content of the
questionnaire was also gained from doctoral candidates in
the College of Education. Of the doctoral candidates
interviewed, the candidates enrolled in ED 982--Doctoral
Seminar in Curriculum--provided many thought provoking
suggestions. Suggestions which altered the scope and
content of the questionnaire were also given by the interest
area chairmen of the Department of Secondary Education and
Curriculum. Their comments, along with those of the
Associate Dean and Director of the School for Advanced
Studies, the major area chairmen, and the investigator's
own interests provided the needed information that would
help develop a questionnaire that would provide valuable

and useful data on the department’'s doctoral programs.,

lanmerican Association of Colle es, Op. cit.;
The Graduates, op. clt.; The Institutions, op. cit.;

Berelson, op. cit.; and Helss, op. cit.
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A survey of follow-up studies and of literature
pertaining to follow-up studies revealed two basic types of
questionnaires. These types are most often referred to as
“open-type" and "closed-type” questionnaires. Each has
distinct advantages and disadvantages. The "open-type"”
guestionnaire has the advantage of providing greater depth
of response than the "closed-type." Using this form, the
investigator solicits answers from his population which
require a written and subjective response. The respondent
can write at length and provide his unigque answers and
insights to questions. The disadvantage of this type of
questioning lies in the difficulty of interpretation,
tabulation, and summarization of the data. Another
disadvantage is that it requires an inordinate amount of
time to complete. On the other hand, the "closed-type"
questionnaire asks for "yes" or "no" responses, and/or very
short responses. This type of guestionnaire is easy to
complete, takes little time, keeps the respondent on the
subject, is objective, and the results lend themselves to
tabulations.2 The major disadvantage of this type of
guestionnaire is that the responses it solicits lack depth,
After reviewing the advantages and disadvantages of each of
these forms, the investigator preferred the "closed-type"

questionnaire with certain modifications. These

2

Deocbold B, Van Dalen, Understanding Educational
Research: An Introduction (New York: McGraw-Hill BooXk

Company, 1Inc., 1962}, pPp. 255-256.
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modifications took the form of supplementary open-form
guestions throughout the body of the questionnaire. These
open-form questions, coupled with spaces inviting comment
after each question, would provide some of the depth of

rasponse that characterizes an "open-type"” questionnaire,

Organization of the Questionnaire

The questionnaire in its final form was organized
into four separate parts. A brief description of each of

those parts follows:

Part A

The first part of the questionnaire seeks to gain
information about the educational and professional back-
ground and activities of the doctoral recipients from the
Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum at
Michigan State University. The recipients are asked to
indicate their present positions, their major doctoral
area, their undergraduate and master's majors, as well as
their undergraduate and master's colleges and universities,.
They are also asked to indictate their professional experi-
ence before and after they received the doctorate and to
indicate some of their present professional responsibi-
lities. Their reasons for selecting Michigan State
University, and the length of time spent on their programs

are also asked.
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Part B

The second part of the questionnaire focuses on the
recipient's degree of satisfaction with selected aspects of
doctoral programs. They are asked to respond to the
guality of classroom instruction, working relations with
committees, the opportunities for dialogue, the procedure
for program planning, committee selection, comprehensive
and oral defense examinations, as well as to their satis-
faction with the availability of committee members for

consultation.

Part C

The third part of the guestionnaire seeks to
determine the recipient's perceptions of his program as an
opportunity for personal and professional growth., Here
the recipient is asked to indicate his degree of satis-
faction with his program as an opportunity to develop an
understanding of the major issues in education; to develop
strategies for curriculum and instructional change; to
develop an enlarged philosophy of education and of life;
to develop a thorough knowledge of his subject area; to be
exposed to innovative school practices; and to develop a
sense of professional ethics. In this section recipients
are also asked to rank their programs as an opportunity to
develop skills in critical thinking; to develop an under-
standing of interpersonal and group behavior; to do

original and creative thinking; and to be prepared for a
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professional career. Recipients are also asked to compare
their preparation at Michigan State University with that
of thelir present colleagues from other colleges and uni-

versities.

Part D

The fourth and final part of the questionnaire
deals with the dissertation experience. 1In this section
recipients are asked to respond to several aspects of the
dissertation process. Included in this section are
gquestions on the selection and approval of dissertation
topics; the applicability of research preparation to the
requirements of the dissertation; the oral defense of the
dissertation; and the relevance of the dissertation to
professional goals. Recipients are also asked what
benefits they derived from writing a dissertation and in
what frame of mind they approached the task of the
dissertation. The recipients are asked if they would have
chosen an alternative to the dissertation if one had been
available. Their perceptions about how their committees

viewed the purposes of the dissertation are also asked.

The Pilot Study

To validate this instrument, a pilot study was
undertaken with doctoral students in the Department of
Secondary Education and Curriculum. The questionnaire was
administered to a group of twenty-five doctoral candidates

in the Doctoral Seminar in Curriculum who were asked to
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make judgments concerning the clarity, ambiguity, length

of completion time, and relevance of the questions. In
addition, the gquestijionnaire was shown to the interest area
chairmen of the Department of Secondary Education and
Curriculum with the same objectives in mind. The instrument
was also shown to the Associate Dean and Director of the
School for Advanced Studies. As a result of their

judgments, certain changes were made,

Reliability

Before this study was completed the gquestionnaire
was checked for "reliability.”

In order to determine this, a test-retest method
was utilized. On December 12, 1972 the guestionnaire was
administered to ten doctoral candidates in the Department
of Secondary Education and Curriculum. The questionnaire
was administered again to the same group of doctoral
candidates on March 13, 1973, The responses each candidate
recorded the first time the questionnaire was administered
were compared with those of the second time and a check for
consistency of responses was made, item by item. Table 2
shows the median scores of respondents for the four parts

of the questionnaire.

The Survey

The population for this study included all those
doctoral recipients (Ph.D. and Ed.D.) from the Department

of Secondary Education and Curriculum in the College of
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Table 2.--Consistency of Response to "Questionnaire to
Graduates”™ by Ten Doctoral Candidates in the
Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum.

Parts of Questionnaire Consistency of Response
Part A 96.2 per cent
Part B 80.2 per cent
Part C 81.6 per cent
Part D 80.8 per cent
Mean 84.6 per cent

Education at Michigan State University, who had been
awarded those degrees from the fall term of 1967 through
the summer term of 1972. A count of these graduates was

made from the Final Degree Lists of the 0ffice of Graduate

Affairs in the College of Education. This count revealed
that in the past five years, 348 individuals had graduated
with a doctoral degree in the Department of Secondary
Education and Curriculum,

The Michigan State University Alumni Office
provided the investigator with the most current addresses
of these 348 reciplents. The gquestionnaire was sent with
an explanatory cover letter to these recipients. This
letter and its accompanying questionnaire are found in
the Appendix A and B.

Each individual was regquested to return the

completed questionnaire in the enclosed, self-addressed
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stamped envelope within ten days. Every recipient was
informed in the cover letter that the contents of the
gquestionnaire would be held in the greatast confidence and
no faculty member would have access to it.

Approximately three weeks after the initial mailing,
a follow-up letter and identical guestionnaire was sent to
each individual who did not respond to the initial mailing.
The follow-up letter (see Appendix C) appealed to these
individuals to recognize the importance of the study and
to cooperate by returning the guestionnaire,

Following these procedures, a total of 274 completed
questionnaires were returned by the cut-off date of
March 12, 1973. This number represented 78.7 per cent of
the 348 questionnaires originally mailed. Twelve question-
naires were returned by the post office, indicating that

those recipients had left no forwarding address.

Treatment of the Data

After careful consideration of a number of sta-
tistical approaches to the treatment of the data contained
in the returned questionnaires, it was decided that a
normative-~survey method would be best for this study. This
method makes it possible to obtain readily useful infor-
mation.

The returned questionnaires were arranged by
doctoral major interest area and encoded for manual

analysis. In this way the data can be treated in tabular
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and descriptive form using sums, percentages, means,
medians, and frequencies. Where it was important, for
descriptive purposes, data were ranked. In most cases
however, simple comparisons were sufficient. The question-
naire was designed to solict open responses from the
graduates on each of the aspects of their doctoral experi-
ence. These written responses were ranked by frequency and
tabulated by major doctoral area and are provided in

Appendix C.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Introduction

As stated in Chapter III, questionnaires were
mailed to 348 doctoral recipients of the Department of
Secondary Education and Curriculum who had received their
degrees from the fall term of 1967 through the summer term
of 1972. After a second mailing which included a duplicate
qguestionnaire and self-addressed and stamped envelope, a
cut-off date for all returning questionnaires was
established. That data was March 12, 1973, and no gquestion-
naires received after that date are included in this
study. A total of 274 questionnaires were returned which
represented 78.7 per cent of all those mailed.

For the purpose of analysis, the data from the 274
returned questionnaires were grouped according to their
major doctoral areas of study with the exception of
fourteen which were grouped into a miscellaneocus category.
This miscellaneous category includes 3 Industrial Education,
S Vocational Education, and 3 Comparative and International

Education majors. The small number of respondents in each

54
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of these major areas necessitated this treatment. Failure
to group them in this way might destroy the promised
anonymity of the respondents and because responses from
very small groups would have little, if any, statistical

significance.

The Respondents
Table 3 shows the number and per cent of question-

naires returned according to major area. Thirteen, or
60.5 per cent, of the doctoral recipients from the area of
Agriculture Education and 21, or 70.0 per cent, of the
recipients from Business and Distributive Education
returned questionnaires. Twenty-two, or 78.7 per cent, of
the recipients from Driver-Traffic Safety, and 3, or 33.3
per cent, of the reciplients from Comparative and Inter-
national Education returned questionnaires. Ninety-three,
or Bl.5 per cent, of the Curriculum recipients, and 35, or
83.3 per cent, of the History, Philosophy, and Sociology
recipients returned gquestionnaires. Six, or 60.0 per cent,
of the Industrial Education recipients, and 23, or 85.2
per cent, of the Instructional Development and Technclogy
group returned completed questionnaires. Fifty-three, or
84.1 per cent, of the Secondary Education group, and all
of the Vocational Education group returned completed
questionnaires.

Table 4 shows the number and per cent of gquestion-

naires which were returned. The complete questionnaires
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Table 3.--Number and Per Cent of Questionnaires Returned,
Based on Major Area.

Number Per Cent

Major Area Number Sent Returned Returned
Agriculture Education 20 13 60.5
Business & Distributive
Education 30 21 70.0
Driver-Traffic Safety 28 22 78.7
Comparative & Inter-
national Education 9 3 33.3
Curriculum 115 93 81.5
History, Philosophy, &

Sociology of Education 42 35 83.3
Industrial Education 10 6 60.0
Instructional Development

& Technology 27 23 85,2
Secondary Education 63 53 84.1
Vocational Education 5 5 100.0

Total 348 274 78.7
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Table 4.--Number and Per Cent of Questionnaires Returned,
Based on the Academic Years of Graduation.

Academic Year Number Per Cent
of Graduation Number Sent Returned Returned
1967-1968 51 34 66.7
1968-1969 57 56 98.2
1969-1970 73 60 82,2
1970-1971 89 65 73.0
1971-1972 78 59 75.6
Total 348 274 78.7

represent 78.7 per cent of the total that were mailed. As
seen in Table 4, 66.1 per cent of those graduating with
doctoral degrees from the Department of Secondary Education
and Curriculum in 1967-1968 returned completed gquestion-
naires. Those who graduated during the 1968-1969 academic
year represented the largest percentage of return, 98.2
per cent. Sixty or 82.2 per cent of those gquestionnaires
mailed to the 1969-1970 graduates were returned as were
65, or 73.0 per cent, of the gquestionnaires mailed to the
1970-1971 graduates. Graduates from the 1971-1972 academic
year returned 59, or 75.6 per cent.

For the purpose of analysis, the data from the 274
respondents were grouped according to their doctoral major
fialdas of study. The number of the respondents by academic

year of graduation and by doctoral major field is seen in
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Table 5. The number reporting for each academic year along
with the percentage of the total respondents is included.
The largest group, 93, or 34,0 per cent, was in Curriculum;
the second largest, 53, or 19.3 per cent, was in Secondary
Education; and 35, or 13.0 per cent, were in History,
Philosophy, and Sociology of Education. A total of 23, or
8.4 per cent, were in Instructional Development and
Technology and 22, or 8.0 per cent, were in Driver-Traffic
Safety; and 21, or 7.7 per cent, were in Business and
Distributive Education., Other major areas accounted for
27, or 7.4 per cent of the questionnaires returned.

Table 5 shows the numbers and percentages of
raspondents by academic year and the data are arranged by
major area. Of the 274 graduates responding, 34, or 12.4
per cent, graduated in 1967-1968; 56, or 20.4 per cent,
graduated in 1968-1969; 60, or 21.9 per cent, graduated in
1969~-1970; and 65, or 23.7 per cent, graduated in 1970-
1971; 59 or 21.6 per cent, graduated in 1971-1972, The
1968-1969 group had the largest per cent of their members
responding to the questionnaire and the highest number of
respondents came from the 1970-1971 group.

The distribution of the respondents into five
vocational groups is shown in Table 6. The largest group,
160 or 58.4 per cent, was in college or university teaching;
the second largest, 38 or 13.9 per cent, was in college or
university administration. The third largest group, 37 or

14.0 per cent, was in a category designated as other. The



Table 5.--Distribution of Respondents by Major Field, Grouped by Years of Graduation.

N——
Respondents by Year of Graduation
Major Field 1967-1968  1968-1969  1969-1970  1970-1971  1971-1972 Total
No. L No. L | No. L ] No. L ) No. L] No. \
Agriculture Education 4 1.5 3 1.1 3 1.1 2 .7 1 .4 13 4.7
Business & Distributive
Education 4 1.5 4 1.5 8 2.9 2 .7 3 1.1 21 7.7
Driver-Traffic Safety 1 .4 5 1.8 6 2.2 4 1.5 6 2.2 22 8.0
Comparative & Inter-
national Education 0 0.0 1 .4 0 0.0 1 .4 1 4 3 1.1
Curriculum 11 4.0 20 7.3 24 8.8 26 9.5 12 4.4 93 34.0
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 7 2.6 5 1.8 5 1.8 8 2.9 10 3.6 35 13.0
Industrial Education 1 .4 2 .79 0 0.0 0 0.0 314 6 2.2
Instructional Development
& Technology o 0.0 3 1.1 5 1.8 6 2.2 9 3.3 23 8.4
Secondary Education 5 1.8 11 4.0 9 3.3 15 5.5 13 4,7 53 19.3
Vocational Education 1 .4 2 .7 0 0.0 1 .4 1 .4 5 1.6
Total 34 12,4 56 20.4 60 21.9 65 23.7 59 21.6 274 100.00

6S



Table 6.--Distribution of Respondents From Each Major Pield, by Type of Present Employment,

Type of Employment

Total
College Public School Number
Adm. Teach. Adm, Teach. Other
No. L No. L ] No. ] No. ) No. L 1
AMriculture Education 1 .4 2 o7 0 .0 0 .0 10 3.6 13
Business & Distributive
Education 4 1.5 15 5.5 0 1) 0 .0 2 .7 21
Curriculum 7 2.6 51 18.6 20 7.3 4 1.4 11 4.0 91
History, Philosophy, &
Scciology of Education 5 1.8 28 10.2 1 .4 0 .0 1 .4 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 5 1.8 15 5.5 1 .4 0 0 2 .7 23
Secondary Education 7 2.6 28 10.2 7 2.6 3 4.0 8 2.9 53
Driver-Traffic Safety 4 1.5 14 5.1 0 .0 1 4 3 4.0 22
Miscellaneous 5 1.8 7 2.6 1 .4 1 .4 0 .0 14
Total 3B 13.9 160 58.4 30 11.0 9 3.3 137 14.0 274 .

Note: Miscellaneous, includes 3 Industrial Education majors, S Vocational Education majors,
and 3 Comparative and International Education majors.

09
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vocations of public school administration and teaching

accounted for 39, or 14.3 per cent, of the respondents.

Present Positions of Respondents

Table 7 shows the position, titles or ranks
reported by the 274 respondents, arranged by major fields.
In colleges and universities, 84, or 30.7 per cent, of the
respondents reported the rank of associate professor; 9, or
3.3 per cent, of the respondents reported the title of
department chairman; 8, or 2.9 per cent, held the title of
director of student teachers; 7, or 2.6 per cent, reported
the title of professor; 4, or 1.5 per cent, were assistant
deans; 3, or l.1 per cent, were assistants to university
presidents; 2, or .7 per cent, were assistants to deans;
and 2, or .7 per cent, were college deans; and 2, or .7 per
cent, were college assistants to department chairmen.
Smaller numbers held other posts shown in greater detail in
Table 7.

In public school work, 9, or 3.3 per cent, reported
the title of high school teacher; 7, or 2.6 per cent,
reported the title of high school principal; and 6, or 2.2
per cent, were elementary school principals. Three
respondents, or 1.1 per cent, were superintendents, and
2, or .7 per cent, were public school curriculum directors.
Positions having one each included an elementary school

teacher, high school assistant principal, supervisor of



Table 7.—Present Positions Meported by J74 Mespondants by Major Field.

Paspondents by Major Fisld Total
Present Position
Ag. Z4. Bus. & Dist.Id. Driver Traf. Carr. Nist.,Phll..S50c. Inst.Dev. Sec.E. o, .

Assistant Profsssor 2 & 7 13 16 17 84 30,7
Assocists Professor 13 10 9 8} 1.0
Stata/Fedaral Prog. Director 1 2 & 10 3.6
College Dmpt. Che. 2 3 k) 1 9 1.)
High Schoal Teacher i 4 3 ? 1.3
Dir. of Student Tchg. 3 4 1 B 2.9
Eigh School Prin. 1 & 7 1.6
Profassor 1 1 P 1 7 1.6
Assistant Supt. 6 '3 2,1
Elsm. School Prin. [ 6 1.1
Messarch Analysist 1 1 1 5 1.%
Unemployed 1 1 1 s 1.8
Assistant Dean 1 2 1l 4 1.5
Proj. Superviscr-—-State Govt. 4 4 1.5
Aa., Asst. to Univ, Pressidant 1 1 1 3 1.1
Supt. of Schools 1 1 ) 1.1
Ass’t. to Dean 1 1 .7
College Duan 1 1 1 .7
Coord. of Driver—Safety Program 1 1 2 .7
Colisge Asst. Dept. Chalrman 1 1 i )
Dir. of Driver Edoc. Certification Prog. 2 F o7
Dir. of Lrng. s, 2 1 .7
R4, Cons. State Govt. 1 1 2 .7
Pub. Bch. Cur. Dir. 1 1 1 -
State Dir.-=4-8 Club 1 1 7

1 -4

Mnu. of Tes. & Dev.

Z9



Table 7.—Continosd,

Presant Position fespondants by Major Pleld Total

Ag. Z4. Bus. & Dist.X4. DOriver Traf. Curr. Nist,.,PMil,.,.50c. Inst.Dev, Sec.E. N Eo. L ]
Asst. Dir. B4, T.V. 1 1 4
Assoc. Dir. Blo-Med. Commanicstion 1 1 .4
Coll. Dir. of Docu, B4, 1 b -4
Coord. Sys. Planning H 1 -4
Duputy Supt. Intar. District 1 1 -4
Dir. of 24, Inatitote H 1 N )
Dir. of Fleet Safety 1 1 ]
Diz. of Grad. Prog. 1 1 o4
Dir. of Inst. Mat. 1 1 .4
Olxr. of Pam, Inst, 1 N )
B4, Cone. Pri. Flmm 1 .4
Klem. Sch. Teacher 1 1 .4
High Sch. Asst. Prin. 1 .4
Inst. Dev. Comsultant 1 1 -4
Junior Bigh Principel 1 1 -4
Lrng. Sys. Coord. Private Fimm 1 1 4
fec. E4. Supervisor 1 H 4
State Supervisor [river Rducation 1 1 -4
Suparvisor Elam. ¥4, 1 1 .4
Voc. B4. Consultant 1 1 -4

Total 13 1 22 L 3] 15 1] 5) 14 174 100.0

€9
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elementary education, deputy superintendent, junior high
school principal, and a secondary education supervisor.

Pourteen per cent of the respondents reported
positions other than college/university teaching or
administration or as public school teachers or adminis-
trators. This percentage includes 10, or 3.6 per cent, who
were state/federal directors; 5, or 1.8 per cent, who were
research analyists; and 4, or 1.4 per cent, who were state
project directors. Eighteen others reported a wide variety
of other activities.

Table 8 shows the present positions of respondents
arranged by years of graduation. The 1967-1968 group had
11, or 4.0 per cent, report positions as associate
professors; 4 or 1.5 per cent were assistant professors.

The 1968-1969 group had the greatest number of
state/federal program directors, 6, and the highest per
cent in that job category, 2.2 per cent. Sixteen, or 5.8
per cent, were associate professors and 13, or 4.7 per
cent, were assistant professors. The 1968-1969 group also
produced the largest group of directors of student teaching,
4 or 1.5 per cent,

The 1969-1970 group had the largest number of
associate professors 17, or 6.2 per cent, and the highest
per cent at that rank. Eighteen, or 6.0 per cent, were
assistant professors. The 1969-1970 group produced the
largest number of public school assistant superintendents,

3, or 1.1 per cent,



Table #.--Prusent Positions Maported by 174 Respondenis According to Years of Graduation.

Respondents by Year of Graduation

Present Position 1967-1968  1968-1949 1969-1970 1970-1%71 1971-1972 Total
No. ] No, L) o, ] No. ] %o. | No. L)

Assistant Professor 4 1.5 13 4.7 1% 6.0 22 8.0 27 9. L1} 10.7
Associate Professor 11 4.0 16 5.8 17 6.2 10 3.6 9 3. 63 23.0
State/Tederal Program Director 6 2.2 2 .7 2 . 10 1.6
College Department Chairman 3 1.1 3 1.1 2 .7 i .4 3 31,1
High School Teacher 1 .4 5 1.8 k| 1.1 9 1.1
Director of Student Teaching 4 1.5 2 . 1 .4 1 .4 8 2,9
High School Principal 3 1.1 | § .4 H . F) .7 7 1.6
Professor l 1.1 1 .4 2 . 1 o | 7 1.8
Assistant Supsrintendent 1 .4 2 .7 3 1.1 6 1.2
Zlamerntary School Principal 1 .4 1 . h 1.1 1 .4 [ 2.2
Research Analyist ) § N 3 1.1 1 .4 5 1.8
Unesployed 2 . 1 o4 2 .7 5 1.8
Assistant Dean 1 -4 1 . 1 .4 1 .4 4 1.5
Adninistrative Assistant to University President b . 1 -4 k] i.1
Superirtendent of Schools 1 .4 2 . ;| 1.1
Assistant to Dean 2 .7 2 .7
College Dean 1 N 1 -4 2 .7
Coordinstor of Driver Safety Program P 7 2 .7
College Assistant Departmant Chairman 1 -4 H | 2 .7
Director of Driwer Education

Certification Program 1 N 1 " ) 2 .7
Director of Learning Ras. 1 .4 1 N 2 .7
24, Cons. State Government 2 . 2 .7
EZd. Cons., Private Pirm H 1.0 1 1.0 1 7

S9



Table 8.--Continued.

Respondents by Yaar of Gracduation

1967-1968

1960-1969

1969-1970 1370-1%71  1971-1972

Total

Present Position

Ko.

% Ro.

| ] Na.

] No. ] Ro. ]

No.

State Dirsctor, 4-H Club

Awm. of Res. & Desv.

Col. Dir. Occ. Educ. 1
Coord. Sys. Planning

Deputy Superintendent Int. Dist.

High School Assistant Principal

inst, Dev, Cons.

Junior High Principal

Learning System Cocordinator Private Pirm

Sec. Educ. Supervisor

State Superviscr Driver Education

Supervisor Elementary Education

Vocational Education Consultant 1

No Response 3

Total i1

N ]
1.1 4
11.} 52

-4

1.5 4
18,9 S§&

-4
-4

1.5 F) T 3 1.1
20,4 63 22,9 56 20.4

o b e e e e e e e e W

-
L]

274

?
4
4
4
4
4
ot
L
4
4
4
.4
A4
5.8
100.0

99
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The 1970-1971 group reported 22, or 8.0 per cent,
assistant professor; 10, or 3,6 per cent, assoclate
professors; and 5, or 1.8 per cent, high school teachers.

The 1971-1972 group had the largest number of
assistant professors, 27, and the highest per cent at that
rank, 9.9 per cent. Nine, or 3.3 per cent, were associate
professors, and 3, or 1.1l per cent, were high school
teachers.

Table 8 illustrates that for those recipients who
have entered colleges and universities promotion policies
are at work. This is demonstrated by the increase in the
number of associate professors (9 who graduated in 1971-72,
and 16, who graduated in 1968-69), and by the decrease in
the number of assistant professors (27 who graduated in

1971-72, and 4 who graduated in 1967-68).

Academic Background of Respondents

Table 9 shows the undergraduate major fields of
the respondents ranked by frequency of mention. Thirty-
three, or 12.0 per cent, reported history as their under-
graduate major; 22, or 8.0 per cent, majored in English;
20, or 7.2 per cent, were in agriculture education; 20, or
7.2 per cent, were in mathematics; and 19, or 6.9 per cent,
were in social science. Smaller numbers reported other
majors. There were 3, or 1.0 per cent, who did not

answer.



Tabls 9.—Unfargraduats Majors of Aespondants, Ranked by Pragquency and Tabulatsd According to Doctoral Rajor Pleld.

‘e omber in Lach Major Doctorsl Field Total
Major Plsld Ag. 4. Sus. & Dist.Bd. Oriver Traf. Curr. Bist.,.Phil.,5oc. Inat.Dwv, Sec.kK. Ro. )

Bistory ] 11 9 6 3 12,0
English 1 15 ) 1 P P b 8.0
Agricultars Bducstion 1) i 1 0 7.2
Mathamgtice 1 [ ] 1 1 9 pivl T.3
social Sclance 2 6 4 ? 19 8.9
Industrisl Arts s H F 1 16 5.8
Fhysical Zéoucation 6 L3 1 1 1 18 5.8
Elesmantary Educetion 7 1 & 1 13 5.4
Blology 1 3 1 2 3 12 4.3
Secondary Lducatlon 1 3 b 3 10 1.6
Business Cducation 1 1 9 1.2
Jusiness Adxinistration 2 2 ] 2.3
Chamistry 4 1 2 7 1.5
Sclimnoe 4 & 1.1
sSociology 1 1 3 1 1 1.5
Boms Foomcmics 1 3 5 1.8
Philosophy s 3 1.9
Political Science 4 4 1.4
Moaie 1 H 1 k| 1.0
Scisnce Educetion 1 1 1 3} 1.0
Zoology 1 2 3 1.0
Art 2 2 .7
Humanities 1 2 .7
Wursing 1 1 2 .7
Marketing 2 .7

1 1 4 .7

89



Table 9.—Continusd.

tmber in Each Major Doctoral riasld Total
Undergraduate
Major rield M. Z4. Pus. & Dist.rd4. Orivar Traf. Curr. Hist.,Phil., Soc. Inst.Dwv. Sec.lk. N Pa.

Radio~T.V 2 o7
Spanish 1 3 e
Speech 2 1 .7
Azcount ing 1 ]
Dairy Production 1 1 .3
Dietstice 1 1 .3
Rconamice 1 .3
Enginearing 1 .3
French 1 .3
Geography b 1 -3
Geclogy 1 .3
Liberal Arts 1 1 .
Numen Malations 1 1 <]
Outdoor Education 1 1 P |
Phyeics 1 1 3
Police Mdainistration 1 1 -3
B Mespoose 3 .J

Total 174 100.0

69
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Table 10 shows the master's degree major fields of
the respondents, tabulated by the doctoral major fields and
ranked according to frequency. Educational administration
was the major field of 43, or 15.6 per cent; 37, or 13.5
per cent, named secondary education; 32, or 11.6 per cent,
named social philosophic foundations; 27, or 9.8 per cent,
named business education; 15, or 5.4 per cent, named
agriculture education; and 15, or 5.4 per cent, named
industrial education. 1In all, 152 or 55.0 per cent,
majored in various areas of education.

Table 11 shows the fifteen most frequently reported
master's colleges and universities reported by the
respondents. The data in Table 11 are reported by doctoral
najor area and tabulated according to frequency. Michigan
State University was the leading master's university with
111, or 40.5 per cent; University of Michigan ranked second
with 19, or 6.9 per cent; Western Michigan University was
third with 11, or 4.0 per cent, reporting; The University
of Wisconsin was fourth with 7, or 2.5 per cent; Colorado
State University and Wayne State University were both
reported 6 times, or 2.1 per cent each. Various other
universities and colleges were reported by other respondents.
While Michigan State University was the most frequent
magter's university of the recipients it appears that no
particular major area is responsible for the influx of
these students. The Michigan State University master's

graduates are well distributed among the eight groups.



Table l0.--Master's Degres Major Pields of Raspondents, Manked by Prequency armd Tabulated According to Doctoral Major.

mumbar of Each Major Doctoral Pield Total
Raster’'s Degres
Major Piald A, E4, Bus. & Dist.Ed. Oriver Traf. Curr. Hist.,Phil.,Soc. Ingt.Dav, 50¢.K. Ro. L]

Bducation Mainistration 1 i ] 17 5 1 2 4] 1%.8
Secondary Education 1 ] 17 i 19 7 13.5
social Philosophic Poundations 1 16 12 2 32 11.6
Business Edocatiom 12 1 11 7 2.8
Mricultural Rducstion 9 i 1 15 5.4
Industrial Education 3 b 1 ] 15 1.4
Curriculum 2 ? 3 2 14 5.1
Scisnce 2 5 3 10 1.6
Mathamatice k) 5 ] 1.9
Physical Education 1 ] 1 1 2 -] 7.9
Bology 5 2 7 .5
uistory 1 5 1 ? 2.5
Zlessntary Education 4 1 ] 1.8
English 2 2 1 5 1.8
Guidance & Cowmnsaling 2 1 2 3 1.9
MT (Science) 1 3 ] 1.8
Inst. Dwv. & Tech. 1 1 H H 4 1.4
Art H 2 ] 1.0
Homs Economics i 1 3 1.0
Traffic Safety 1 1 1 3 1.0
social Science 2 1 3 1.0
Ganaral Classroom Technology 2 2 .7
Chamistry 2 2 .7
EZducational Psyc. ] 2 -7
Pood Science 1 1 2 .

Marketing . 1 1 F .7

LA



Table 10.~~Continoed.

Rumber of Each Major Doctaral Pield Total
Master‘s Degres
Mejor Fiald Ag. 34, Bus. & Dist.84. Oriver Traf. Curr. Hist.,Phll..,50c. Inst.Dwv, Sec.K. M No.
Rathematics Edocetion 1 b | .7
Physice 1 1 ] .1
Sociclogy 1 1 .7
Teachar ESucation 1 1 1 T
Anthropology 1 1 .3
Adult Edocation 1 1 .3
dio—Chamistry 1 1 .3
Clasaroos Nansyesent 1 1 .3
Comsronication H 1 .3
Comparative Education 1 1 .3
Criminal Justice 1 1 .3
Entomology 1 1 .3
MmI (English) 1 1 .3
Medical~Surgical Wur. 1 1l .3
wursing 1 1 |
ading 1 1 .3
Vocaticnal Educetion 1 1 .3
No Mastars 1 1 3
Bo Iasponss ¢ Q

ZL
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Professional Educational Experience of
Respondents Belfore and
After Doctorate

Table 12 shows the number of respondents reporting

various kinds of educational experience prior to their
doctorates. The data are reported by doctoral major and
tabulated according to frequency of mention. Parts of
years are reported as whole years. There are duplications
in that some respondents reported more than one kind of
experience in a single year. The percentage figures dc not
total 100 per cent, since a large number of respondents
reported more than one type of experience.

Two hundred and eight of the respondents reported
experience as a secondary teacher; 138 reported experience
in college or university teaching:; 55 reported experience
as elementary teachers; 26 reported experience as elementary
principals; 26 reported experience as secondary principals;
24 had been secondary supervisors. Fifteen had been
elementary supervisors. Smaller numbers reported other
educational experience prior to the doctorate.

The mean number of years in various types of edu-
cational experiences reported by three or more respondents,
prior to the doctorate, ranged from 6.2 years for the 208
who had been secondary teachers, to the 2,2 years reported
by the five who had been assistant superintendents.

Table 13 shows the number of respondents reporting
various types of educational experience following the

doctorate and the mean number of years in each field.



Table 12.—FWumber of Mespandents Meporting Varicas Types of Profesaional Experisnce Prior to the Doctorate and the Mean of Years of Ixperisnce In Tach

Piald, Rankad by Frequency.

Mean Aversge Yesars of Experisnce

Trpe of Professional e - - 5 2 .

Expertance is .3 3 3 18 ; Avarage Tears
A T |

S I T R - : i 35 83 g

32 = 2° - ¢a

3"3 aQ 5 o] 6 = e -§ L] !
Wo. Awve, Ko,  Ave. No, Ave. Bo. Ave. No. Ave. Wo. Awe, No, Awe. No. Ave. Ko, Ave .,
Secondary Teachar 1) 14.53 17 5.3 20 7.4 N1 6.1 3.2 11 4.1 41 5.9 12 6.3 208 6.3
College/Uciversity Instructor 3 1.6 1» 6.2 11 5.0 &0 4.4 1. 11 4.0 24 4.7 7 .1 138 4.4
Elamgrtary Tescher 1 B0 & 16 26 4.9 7 312 7 &% T 4l 1 2.0 55 4.6
Elementary Principel 1 80 18 43 1 1.3 4 5 1 2.0 26 L6
Secondary Principal 2 4% e %2 1 &0 3 &5 10 48§ 3 3.0 4.9
Secondary Supervisor 1 1.0 2 1.0 12 1.1 i 2.0 1 1.0 3 1.4 2 5.0 4 2.6
College/University Adm. 1 1.0 3 2.3 i 3.0 1 5.0 H 4.0 24 4.7 7 2.1 1 1.9
Xlemantary Supervisor 10 3.4 310 3 0 1 1.0 15 2.9
curriculus Coordinator 36 1 3.8 2 7.8 1 9.0 10 4.9
Assistant Suparistendest 4 1.5 1 %0 H 2.2
State/Tederal Program Director 1 60 1 5.0 1 e 1 10 1 4 ] 5.2
Superintendent 1 10.00 2 5.0
Scheol Counsalor 1 e 1 1.0
Youth Director 1 s 1 8.0

SL



Tabls ll.—Rumber of Respondents Meporting Various Types of Professional Experiance Following the Doctorate and the Mean of Years of Exparience in Each
rield, Ranked by Frequancy and Tabulated According to Doctoral Major Arsa.

Avarage of Mean Years of Experience

Type of Frofessionsl ; . - 1 5 ) —

Experisnce i D - &3 25 &5 Avarage Years
EE Eu "';.t" E td :E ig . of Experience

13 i I3 : 83 33 g3 :

& iz EE g Ze ig L 3 F]
Ave, Ave. Ave, Ave. Fo. Ave. Ava, Ava. Ave. No. Ave
College/niversity Instructors 3.2 3.0 2,2 2.8 7 3.0 1.9 2.5 1.6 1mn2 2.9
College/niversity Ads. 2.3 4.0 2.5 ] .6 ) 3.0 1.7 7 .0 1.% 17 1.4
Secondary Teachar 1.0 2.1 L 1.1 1.0 13 2.1
Sacondary Principal 1 1.0 B 2.5 11 2.0
Stata/Fedaral FPrograa Director 1.0 1.0 1 1.9 1. 1 3.0 -] 1.3
Carriculus Coordinator 1.0 4 1.% 1. [ 1.3
Asgistant Superistandent 5 3.2 5 3.2
téorstions]l Consultant 5.0 b 1.9 1 3.0 5 2.7
Elsmantary Principal 5 1.6 5 1.6
Llemantary Teachar 4 1.2 [ 1.2
Masearch Analyist 1.0 1.0 4 1.0
Stats Departssnt of Rducstion 1.0 1.5 4 1.9
Suparintendsnt 2.7 4 3.7
Elementary Supervisor 1.0 2.0 k] .7
Secondary Supervisor 5.0 1.0 1.0 b} 1.0

9L



77

One hundred and seventy-two had been college or university
instructors, with a mean of 2.9 years reported in this
field; 37 had been college or university administrators,
with a mean of 2.4 years reported. The third most common
experience was that of secondary teacher with 13, reporting
a mean of 2.1 years experience. Eleven had been secondary
principals, with a mean of 2.0 years after the doctorate;
and eight had been state or federal program directors, with
a mean of 1.3 years experience. Smaller numbers reported
other experiences with a mean number of years reported

between 1.2 and 3.3 years.

Professional Activities of Respondents
Table 14 shows the number and percentage of

respondents reporting activities directly related to
changing educational programs and processes. The numbers
and percentages are not totaled since respondents were
directed to indicate as many areas as they thought applied
to them. The percentages in Table 14 reflect the number of
respondents for each particular interest area.

Twelve, or 92.3 per cent, of the respondents with
doctoral majors in Agricultural Education indicated that
they were involved in initating and implementing curriculum
and instructional systems. Twenty-two, or 95.6 per cent,
of the respondents from the area of Instructional Develop-
ment and Technology reported being involved in developing

instructional systems. Most active in the area of preparing



Tabla 14.-=-Number and Parcantasge of Respondents Reporting Activities Directly Related %o Changing Educational Processes,. and Progrmms, Reported by Major
Area,

Number aml Percentage by Major Arwa

8L

-
Type of Professional 4 - - E3 ~
Exparience 2§ - ! e 28 S

e Hi " a r. it o

o E - .- - ovu LR [ -

- 0 - B o ™ 9 u w 4]

- 3 . - " anm g g L.)g - Total

2: g a 5 i: :3 - - n N ;

Bo. Ave. No. Ave. ¥No. Ave. WNo. Ave. RO, Ave. BRo, Ava. No. Ave. Ko, Ave. No. Ave.

Initisting and Implemanting
Curriculum and Instructional Systeme i2 92.3 1% 71.4 1B BlL.B 72 TX4& 1B S1.4 19 B82.6 36 &7.9 11 V8.3 200 T11,)
Developing lostructional Systams 8 €1.5 10 47.6 B 3.3 47 50.5 12 4.2 22 95.6 3¢ 56.5 7 %0.0 144  52.%
Preparing and Developing Educational
Parsonnal 10 76.9 12 %7.1 16 72.7 T4 79.5 20 S5T.1 1& 69.5 237 69.8 9 64.2 134 0.9
Planning Edoc. Tac. 6 46.1 14 &5.6 14 61.6 2. 30.1 4 11.4 8 3.7 16 Ja.1 4 29.% 34 M.]
Tvaluating Educstiooal Programs 10 7.9 15 71.4 11 54,5 52 55.9 15 42.8 1& €3.5 3% 67.9 11 78.5 187 80.%
Providing Information on
Curriculum and Iastructional Change 7 %3.B 14 6.6 1B Bl.8 58 62.3 13 37.1 18 7.2 16 67.9 8 571 172 82.7
writing Journal Ar .icles 1 7.6 1 1.0 1 1.8 k| 1.0
Edurational Consulting 1 4.7 2 2,1 2 8.6 1 1.8 6 2.1

fassarch 1 7.6 1 1.0 1 5.7 1 1.7 6 2.1
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and developing educational personnel were the graduates of
the area of Curriculum with 74, or 79.5 per cent. The
respondents of the Driver-Traffic Safety interest area were
most actively involved in planning educational facilities,
with 14, or 63.6 per cent, reporting. Ten, or 76.9 per
cent, of the respondents of the Agricultural Education
areas reported involvement in the evaluation of educational
programs and eighteen, or 8l.8 per cent, of the respondents
from the area of Driver-Traffic Safety indicated that they
provide information on curriculum and instructional change.
A total of 201, or 73.3 per cent, of all respondents
reported initiating and implementing instructional change.
One hundred and ninety-four, or 70.8 per cent, reported
preparing and developing educational personnel and 144, or
52.5 per cent, indicated that they were developing
instructional systems.

Reasons for Selecting Michigan
State University

Table 15 shows the first, second, and third
responses given by respondents for their choice of
Michigan State University for their doctoral study, ranked
by frequency of the first, or most important reason.

Eighty-eight, or 32.1 per cent, named reputation
or knowledge of key faculty personnel; 53, or 19.4 per
cent, named the type of program available. Other first
reasons, with number and per cent naming each, were as

follows: reputation of Michigan State University, 36, or
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Table 15.--Reasons Given by Respondents for Their Choice of Michigan
State University for Doctoral Work, Ranked by the Frequency
of the First or Most Important Reason.

Grouped
Responses

Number and Per Cent of Times Listed

First
Reason

No.

%

Second
Reason

NO'

L

Third
Reason

No.

Total

No.

Reputation of
the Department
aof Secondary
Education and
Curriculum

Reputation of
Michigan State
Universmity

Reputation of
Knowledge Kay
Faculty
Parsonnel

Advice From
Colleagues and
Friends

Proximity to
Home

Type of Program
Available

Availability of
Financial Aid

Availability of
Employment

Total

10

a6

88

26

36

53

19

274

3,6

13.2

32,1

13,2

19.4

24

54

47

28

20

8l

1lg

274

19.7

17.1

10.3

13

52

49

48

27

57

25

274

18.9

17.8

17.6

9.9

20.9

1.0

100.0

47

142

184

102

83

191

62

11

17.1

51.8

67.1

37.2

3o.2

69.7

22.6
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13.2 per cent; proximity to home, 36, or 13.2 per cent:;
availability of financial aid, 19, or 6.9 per cent;
reputation of the Department of Secondary Education and
Curriculum, 10, or 3.6 per cent; availability of employment,
6, or 2.2 per cent.

Second and third reasons given produced similar,
but slightly different rankings of the list given above.
The respondents gave reasons for selecting Michigan State
University other than those listed in the gquestionnaire.
Where possible these additional reasons were grouped with
those already provided. Two that were not, availability of
financial aid and availability of employment, are listed
in Table 15.

Table 16 shows the mean number of terms spent on
and working toward the fulfillment of the requirements of
a doctoral degree. The mean number of terms spent from the
time of acceptance to a program through completion of a
program is shown in column one. The mean number of terms
spent in residence at Michigan State University is shown in
column two. Column three shows the mean number of terms in
which the doctoral candidate was enrolled as a doctoral
student. The doctoral respondents with majors in Business
and Distributive Education spent a mean number of 16.7 terms
from their time of entry through completion of their
programs, the longest period in the department. Driver-
Safety respondents spent the second longest time from entry

through completion of their programs, 16.5 terms. The
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Table 16.--Means of Terms Respondents Spent on Programs,

——— -3 - — e — 3= "y

Mean Number

of Terms
From Entry Mean Terms Mean Terms
Through in Actually
Major Area Completion Residence Enrolled
Agriculture Education 12.0 8.6 10.3
Business & Dis-
tributive Education 16.7 7.5 11.4
Curriculum 14.2 7.5 11.1
History, Philosophy,
& Sociology of
Education 14.4 9.3 12.6
Miscellaneous 14.3 8.2 12,2
Instructional
Development &
Tachnology 10.6 8.7 8.7
Secondary Education 14.2 6.7 10.5
Driver-Traffic
Safety 16.5 6.4 14.0

Mean Average 14.5 8.0 11.5
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respondents who earned doctoral degrees in the area of
History, Philosophy, and Sociology of Education were third
longest from entry to completion, spending 14.4 terms
completing their programs.

Those respondents from the area of History,
Philosophy, and Sociology of Education spent the most terms
in residence, with a mean number of terms of 9.3; and those
students in the area of Instructional Development and
Techneology spent the second longest time on campus, with
8.7 terms. Agricultural Education majors spent the third
longest time in residence, 8.6 terms. Driver-Traffic
Safety respondents were enrolled more terms than any other
group, l14.0 terms, and they were followed by students in
History, Philosophy, and Socioclogy of Education, who spent
a mean number of 12.6 terms enrolled.

Judggants Concerning the Broad
jpects of the Respondents
ctoral Programs

Respondents were asked to indicate their degree of
satisfaction with selected elements of their doctoral
programs. They were asked to respond to each of these
elements by indicating one of three responses: needs

improvement, adequate, and outstanding. The respondents

were alsoc asked to respond to each element by writing a
comment after each question in the questionnaire. While
not all.respondents wrote comments after each item, enough

did to provide useful data. The written comments are
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included in Appendix C and are arranged by frequency and
tabulated according to doctoral major area.

Table 17 shows the number and percentage, for each
interest area, of responses concerning the quality of
classroom instruction. Thirty-eight, or 13.8 per cent,
reported that it needed improvement; 123, or 44,8 per cent,
reported it was adeguate; and 106, or 38.6 per cent, said
it was ocutstanding. The respondents from the area of
History, Philosophy and Sociology reported being most
impressed with the quality of classroom instruction they
received. Twenty~two, or 62.8 per cent, indicated it was
outstanding. The largest percentage indicating that the
gquality of classroom instruction needed improvement was
26 per cent which came from the Instructional Development
and Technology respondents. The written comments regarding
the quality of classroom instruction in their major areas
are found in Appendix C.

Table 18 shows the number and percentage of
responses concerning the quality of classroom instruction
in areas other than the respondent's major field. Thirty-
eight, or 13.8 per cent, indicated that it needed improve-
ment; 174, or 63.5 per cent, of the respondents said that
it was adequate; and 49, or 17.8 per cent, indicated that
it was outstanding. The respondents from the area of
History, Philosophy, and Socioclogy of Education reported
that they were most satisfied, with 10, or 28.5 per cent,

indicating it was outstanding. The doctoral recipients



Table 17.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Quality of Classroom

Instruction in Major Area.

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. L No. ] No. L] No. ]

Agriculture Education 2 15.3 6 46,2 4 30.8 l 7.8 13
Business & Distributive Education 3 14.2 12 57.1 6 28.5 21
Curriculum 12 12.9 38 40.8 38 40.8 7 7.5 93
Driver Traffic Safety 2 9.0 7 31.8 13 59.0 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education 3 8.5 9 25.7 22 62.8 1 2.8 a5
Instructional Development &
Technology 6 26,0 13 56.5 4 17.3 23
Secondary Education 9 16.9 31 58.4 13 24.5 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 7 50.0 6 42.8 14

Total k}:] 13.8 123  44.8 106 8.6 9 3.2 274
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Table 18.--Nunber and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Quality of Classroom

Instruction in Other Than the Respondent's Major Pield.

I o]
Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. | No. 5 No. ] No. |
Agriculture Education 3 23.0 7 53.8 2 15.3 1 7.6 13
Business & Distributive Education 2 9,5 14 66.6 5 23.8 21
Curriculum 19 20.4 48 51.6 17 18.2 9 9.6 93
Driver Traffic Safety 1 4.5 18 8l.8 2 9.0 1 4.5 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education 2 5.7 22 62.8 10 2B.5 1l 2.8 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 6 26.0 14 60.8 2 B.6 1 4.3 23
Secondary Education 4 7.5 41 77.3 B 15.0 53
Miscellanecus 1 7.1 10 71.4 3 21.4 14
Total 38 13.8 174 63.5 49 17.8 13 4.7 274

98
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in the area of Instructional Development and Technology
were least satisfied. Six, or 26.0 per cent, of that group
reported that it needed improvement. The comments of the
respondents regarding the gquality of instruction in areas
other than their major fields are found in Appendix C,

Table 19 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the working relationship they had with their
committees. Seventeen, or 6.2 per cent, reported that it
needed improvement; 82, or 29.9 per cent, indicated that
it was adequate; and 166, or 60.9 per cent, appraised it
as being outstanding. Respondents, in fact, reported being
more impressed with this particular aspect of their
doctoral programs than with most of the others. This
appraisal is also supported by the respondents' written
comments which appear in Appendix C.

Table 20 shows the number and per cent of the
responses to the opportunity for dialogue with graduate
students and professors in the respondents major area,
Thirty, or 10.9 per cent, responded that it needed
improvement; 73, or 26.6 per cent, indicated that it was
adequate; and 166, or 60.2 per cent, indicated that it was
cutstanding. This aspect was one of the most outstanding
qualities of the doctoral experience for the respondents,
yet more respondents indicated it needed improvement than
any of the other broad aspects of thelr doctoral experi-
ence. Four, or 18.1 per cent, of Driver Traffic Safety

reaspondents and 11, or 20.7 per cent, of Secondary



Table 19.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning Working Relationship With

Conmittee Mambers.

L A I
Needs No
Major Pield Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. L | No. ] No. L] No. L ]

Mriculture Education 4 30.7 B8 61.5 1 7.6 13
Buginess & Distributive Education 1 4.7 11 52.3 9 42.8 21
Curriculum 3 3.2 23 24.7 6l 66.7 6 6.4 93
Driver Traffic Safety 3 13.6 4 18.1 15 68.1 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education 2 5.7 B 22.8 23 65.7 2 5.7 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 3 13.0 4 17.3 16 69.5 23
Secondary Education 4 7.5 21 39.6 29 54.7 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 7 50.0 6 42.8 14

Total 17 6.2 82 29.9 166 60.9 9 3.2 274

ge




Table 20.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning Opportunities for Dialogue

With Graduate Students and/or Professors in Major Area.

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. % No. L No. L} No. L}

Agriculture Education 3 23.0 9 69.2 1 7.6 13
Business & Distributive Education 2 9.5 10 47.6 9 42.8 21
Curriculum 9 9.6 26 27.9 55 59.6 3 3.2 93
Driver Traffic Safety 4 18.1 S 22.7 13 59.0 22
History. Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education 3 B.5 7 20.0 24 68.5 1 2.8 a5
Instructional Development &
Technology 5 21,7 18 78.2 23
Secondary Education 11 20.7 15 28.3 26 49.0 1 1.8 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 2 14,2 11 78.5 14

Total 30 10.9 73  26.6 166 60.2 S 1.8 274

68
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Education respondents indicated that this aspect needed
improvement. The written comments of the recipients
regarding the opportunities for dialogue with other
graduate students and professors in their major area are
provided in Appendix C.

Table 21 shows the number and per cent of responses
to the opportunities to meet and carry-on dialogue with
professors and/or graduate students in areas other than
the respondent's major field. A higher percentage of
respondents showed dissatisfaction with this aspect of
their experiences than with any other broad aspect,
Seventy-8ix, or 27.7 per cent, of all the respondents
indicated that it needed improvement. One hundred and
thirty-one, or 47.8 per cent, ranked it as adequate; and
56, or 20.4 per cent, indicated that it was outstanding.
Those groups most dissatisfied were: Agriculture Education,
Distributive Education, and Secondary Education, The
respondents' written comments regarding the opportunities
for dialogue ocutside their major area are found in
Appendix C.

Table 22 shows the number and per cent of responses
to the procedures for planning doctoral programs. Only
33, or 12.0 per cent, indicated it needed improvement. One
hundred and thirty-one, or 47.8 per cent, indicated it was
adequate, and 101, or 36.8 per cent, ranked this aspect as
outstanding. Agriculture Education and Curriculum

respondents were the most impressed by this aspect,



Table 21.--Number and Per Cent of Rasponses Indicating Judgments Concerning Opportunities to Meet and

Carry-On Dialogue With Professors and/or Graduate Students in Areas Other Than the

Recipients' Major Pield.

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Qutstanding Answer Total
Number
No. L No. L} No. A No. L}

Agriculture Education S 38.4 4 30.7 3 23.0 1 7.6 13
Business & Distributive Education 7 33.3 8 38.0 3 14.2 3 14.2 21
Curriculum 27 29.0 38 40.8 22 23,6 6 6.4 93
Driver Traffic safety 5 22.7 14 63.6 3 13.6 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education B 22.8 18 51.4 8 22.8 1l 2.8 35
Instructional Development &
Technology S 21.7 15 65.2 3 13.0 23
Secondary Educaticn 17 32.0 29 54.7 7 13.2 53
Miscellaneous 2 14,2 5 35.7 7 50.0 14

Total 76 27.7 131 47.8 56 20.4 11 4.0 274

16



Table 22.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning Procedures for Planning

Doctoral Program.

]
Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. ) No. % No. L] No. ]
Agriculture Education 5 38.4 6 46.1 2 15.3 13
Business & Distributive Education 4 19.0 7 33.3 8 38.0 2 9.5 21
Curriculum 5 5.3 46 49.4 39 41.9 4 4.3 93
Driver Traffic Safety 2 9.0 13 59.0 7 3l1.8 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education 7 20.0 13 37.1 14 40.0 1 2.8 a5
Instructional Development &
Technology 4 17.3 11  47.8 8 4.7 23
Secondary Education 9 16.9 31 58.4 13 24.5 53
Miscellaneous 2 14,2 5 35.7 7 50.0 14
Tot:l 33 12.0 131 47.8 101 36.8 9 3.2 274

6
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46.]1 per cent and 41.9 per cent ranking it outstanding,
respectively. Seven, or 20.0 per cent, of History,
Philosophy, and Sociology respondents indicated it needed
improvement. The written comments of the respondents
regarding the procedures for planning doctoral programs
are found in Appendix C,

Table 23 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the graduate/teaching assistantships. Ninety-
five, or 34.6 per cent, of the respondents did not respond
to this item since, while at Michigan State University,
they did not hold an assistantship. Those who did hold
asgistantships were generally satisfied with the experi-
ence. Only 19, or 6.9 per cent, indicated that graduate/
teaching assistantships needed improvement. Seventy-four,
or 27.0 per cent, thought they were adequate; and 86, or
31.3 per cent, thought they were outstanding., The written
responses concerning the graduate teaching assistantships
are provided in Appendix C.

Table 24 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the procedures for the selection of doctoral
committee members. Thirty-six, or 13,1 per cent, thought
that these procedures need improvement; 144, or 52.5 per
cent, thought they were adequate; and 92, or 33.5 per cent,
rank the procedures as outstanding. The respondents from
the area of Instructional Development and Technology and
from Curriculum ranked them the highest, 39.1 per cent and

38.7 per cent, respectively. Secondary Education and



Table 23.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning Satisfaction With the

Experience of the Graduate/Teaching Assistantship.

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Qutstanding Answer Total
Number
No. ] No. L] No. ) No. )
Agriculture Education 4 30.7 7 53.8 2 15.3 13
Business & Distributive Education 2 9.% 5 23.8 5 23.8 9 42.8 21
Curriculum 5 5.3 19 20.4 32 34.4 37 39.7 93
Driver Traffic Safety 1 4.5 9 40.9 3 13.6 9 40.9 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociolegy
of Education 2 5.7 13 37.1 14 40.0 6 17.1 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 4 17.3 1 4.3 6 26.0 12 52.1 23
Secondary Education 4 7.5 16 30.1 19 35.8 14 26.4 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 7 50.0 6 42.8 14
Total 19 6.9 74 27.0 86 31.3 g5 34.6 274
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Table 24.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning Procedures for Selection
of Doctora! Committee Members,

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. ) No. ] No. | No. L}
Agriculture Education 2 15.3 6 46.1 5 38.4 13
Business & Distributive Education 4 19.0 11  52.3 6 28.5 2l
Curriculum 4 4.3 52 55.9 36 38.7 1 1.0 93
Driver Traffic Safety 4 18.1 10 45.4 8 - 36.3 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education 6 17.1 17 48.5 12 34.2 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 2 8.6 12 52.1 9 39.1 23
Secondary Education 11 20.7 29 54.7 11 20.7 1 1.8 53
Miscellaneous 3 21.4 6 42.8 5 35.7 14
Total a6 13.1 144 52.5 92 33.5 2 .7 274

S6



96

Business and Distributive Education ranked it as needing
improvement, 20.7 per cent and 19.0 per cent, respectively.
The written comments regarding the procedures for the
selection of a doctoral committee are provided in

Appendix C.

Table 25 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the procedures for comprehensive and oral
defense examinations. Forty-eight, or 17.5 per cent, of
the respondents felt that this aspect of their doctoral
programs needed improvement. One hundred and forty-five,
or 53.2 per cent, thought it was adequate; and 77, or
28.1 per cent, thought it was outstanding. The groups most
satisfied with the comprehensive and oral defense exami-
nations were Curriculum and History, Philosophy, and
Sociology of Education, who ranked it 37.6 per cent and
37.1 per cent outstanding, respectively. Six, or 28.5 per
cent, of the Business and Distributive Education respondents
indicated that it needed improvement. The written comments
of the respondents regarding the procedures for compre-
hensive and oral defense examinations are found in
Appendix C.

Table 26 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the availability of committee members for
consultation. Forty-eight, or 17.5 per cent, indicated
that this aspect of their experience in the College of
Education needed improvement. Ninety-nine, or 36.1 per

cent, ranked it as adequate; and 126, or 45.9 per cent,



Table 25.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning Procedures for Comprehensive

and Oral Defense Examinations.

Needs No
Major Pield Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. % No. | No. L] No. L}

Agriculture Education 2 15.3 9 69.2 2 15.3 13
Business & Distributive Education 6 28.5 11 S2.3 4 19.0 21
Curriculum 15 16.1 40 43.0 s 37.6 3 3.2 93
Driver Traffic Safety 4 18.1 12 54.5 6 27.2 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education 4 11.4 18 51.4 13 37.1 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 4 17.3 16 69.5 3 13.0 23
Secondary Education 12 22.6 il 58.4 10 18.8 1l 1.8 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 9 64.2 4 28,5 14

Total 48 17.5 145 53.2 77 28.1 4 1.4 274
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Table 26.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Availability of
Committee Members for Consultation.

-
Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Nunber
No. L ] No. ) No. % No. )
Agriculture Education 1l 7.6 7 53.8 5 38.4 13
Business & Distributive Education 1 4.7 11 52.3 9 42.8 21
Curriculum 14 15.0 34 36.5 45 48.3 93
Driver Traffic Safety 9 40.9 4 18.1 9 40.9 22
History, Philosophy, & Socioclogy
of Education 4 11.4 8 22.8 23 65.7 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 5 21.7 9 139.1 9 39.1 23
Secondary Education 12 22.6 19 35.8 22 41.5 53
Miscellaneous 2 14.2 7  50.0 4 28.5 1 7.1 14
Total 48 17.5 99 36.1 126 45.9 1 .3 274

B6
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thought it was outstanding. The respondents from the

areas of History, Philosophy, and Sociology of Education
and Curriculum were most pleased with the availability of
their committee members. In the History, Philosophy and
Socliology of Education group 23, or 65.7 per cent, said
this aspect was outstanding. Forty-five, or 48.3 per cent,
of the Curriculum group ranked it as outstanding. Nine, or
40.9 per cent, of the Driver Traffic Safety group, and 12,
or 22.6 per cent, of the Secondary Education group, indi-
cated that this aspect needs improvement. The written
comments of the respondents concerning the availability of
their committee members are found in Appendix C,

Table 27 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the general working relationships the respondents
had with their doctoral committees. Generally, the
respondents were very satisfied with that relationship.

One hundred and sixty-three, or 59.4 per cent, of the
respondents thought that aspect of their experience as
doctoral candidates was outstanding. Ninety-two, or 33,5
per cent, thought it was adequate; and only 19, or 6.9

per cent, thought it needed improvement. The respondents
from the area of History, Philosophy, and Sociology of
Education were most impressed with 26, or 74.2 per cent,
indicating that the working relationship was outstanding.
The written comments of the respondents in regard to the
general working relationship they had with their committees

are found in Appendix C.



Table 27.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning General Working
Relationship With Entire Committee.

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Ansver Total
Number
No. % Ko. L | No. ] No. : ]

Agriculture Education 1 7.6 5 38.4 7 53.8 13
Business & Distributive Education 2 9.5 6 28,5 13 61.9 21
Curriculum 2 2.1 33 41.9 58 62.3 93
Driver Traffic Safety 4 18.1 4 18.1 14 63.6 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education 9 25.7 26 74.2 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 2 B.6 6 26.0 15 65.2 23
Secondary Education 7 13.2 22  41.5 24 45.2 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 7 50.0 6 42.8 14

Total 19 6.9 92 33.5 163 59.4 274

00T
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Professional Growth

The respondents were asked to react to a number of
items which dealt with their perceptions of the opportuni-
ties their doctoral programs offered them in terms of their
own personal-professional growth. Generally, the respondents
were well satisfied with this aspect of their programs and
much useful data were gained about the existing strengths
of doctoral programs in the Department of Secondary Edu-
cation and Curriculum.

Table 28 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the opportunity to develop an understanding of
the major issues in education. Thirteen, or 4.7 per cent,
of the respondents thought that little or nothing was done
to develop this awareness; 82, or 29.9 per cent, thought
some opportunity existed, and 177, or 64.5 per cent, indi-
cated a great deal. The respondents from the areas of
History, Philosophy, and Sociology of Education and
Curriculum were most impressed with this aspect, indicating
a great deal was done to develop this knowledge.

Table 29 shows the number and per cent of responses
indicating the judgments of the respondents regarding the
opportunity their programs offered them to develop
strategies for curriculum and instructional change. Thirty,
or 10.9 per cent, of the respondents thought little or
nothing was done to develop these strategies, 113, or
41.2 per cent, thought that some opportunity to develop

change strategies existed, and 129, or 47.0 per cent,



Table 268.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to

Develop an Understanding of the Major Issues in Education.

______ e
No
Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Major Field Number

No. s No. % No. L} No. s
Agriculture Education 6 46.1 7 53.8 13
Business & Distributive
Education 2 9.5 11 52.3 8 38.0 21
Curriculum 3 3.2 22 23.6 66 70.9 2 2,1 93
Driver Traffic Safety 9 40.9 13 59.1 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 1 2.8 4 11.4 30 85.7 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 2 8.6 5 21.7 16 €9.5 23
Secondary Education 5 9.4 21 39.6 27 50.9 53
Miscellaneous 4 28.5 10 71.4 14

Total 13 4.7 82 29.9 177 64.5 2 .7 274
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Table 29.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to
Develop Strategies for Curriculum and Instructional Change.

A
No
Total
Major Pield Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Nomber
Ko. L No. L No. ] No. %
Agriculture Education 7 53.8 6 46.1 13
Business & Distributive
Education 3 14.2 10 47.6 8 38.0 21
Curriculum 6 6.4 33 35.4 52 55.9 2 2.1 93
Driver Traffic Safety 1 4.5 12 54.5 9 40.9 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 9 25.7 18 51.4 8 22.8 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 1 4.3 6 26.0 16 69.5
Secondary Education 8 15.0 39.6 24 45,2 53
Miscellaneous 2 14,2 42.8 6 42.8 14
Total 30 10.9 113 41.2 129 47.0 2 .7 274
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thought there was a great deal of opportunity. The
raspondents in the area of Instructional Development and
Technology were especially impressed with this aspect of
their programs. Sixteen, or 69.5 per cent, of that group
indicated a great deal of opportunity existed in their
programs to develop strategies for curriculum and in-
structional change. Nine, or 25.7 per cent, of the
respondents from History, Philosophy, and Sociology of
Education indicated little or nothing in response to the
development of change strategies. The written responses of
the respondents in regard to the opportunities for the
development of strategies for curriculum and instructional
change are provided in Appendix C.

Table 30 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the opportunity to stimulate and facilitate
change in education. Thirty-nine, or 14.2 per cent, of
respondents indicated that their programs offered "little
or no" opportunity. One hundred and fifty, or 54.7 per
cent, indicated "some" opportunity; and 79, or 28.8 per
cent, thought "a great deal." Thirty-three, or 35.4 per
cent, of the Curriculum group indicated "a great deal."
Eight, or 22.8 per cent, of the History, Philosophy, and
Sociology groups indicated "little or no" opportunity
existed. The written responses concerning this aspect are
provided in Appendix C.

Table 30 shows the number and per cent of responses

concerning the opportunity to develop an enlarged and more



Table 30.--Number and Per Cent of Regponses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to

Stimulate and Facilitate Change in Education.

No
Major Field Little or None A Great Deal Answer Total
Number
No. % No. % No. 5 No. L |
Agriculture Education 1 7.1 9 69.2 k! 23,0 13
Business & Distributive
Education 3 14.2 12 57.1 5 23.8 1l 4.7 21
Curriculum 19 20.4 ig 231.8 33 5.4 3 3.2 9]
Driver Traffic Safety 1 4.5 14 43.8 7 1.8 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 8 22.8 20 57.1 7 20.0 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 1 4.3 12 52.1 8 34.7 2 8.6 23
Secondary Education 6 11.3 35 66.0 12 22.6 53
Miscellaneocus 10 71.4 4 28.5 14
Total 39 14.2 150 54.7 79 28.8 6 2.1 274
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comprehensive philosophy of education, and Table 31 shows
the number and per cent of responses regarding the
opportunity to develop an enlarged philosophy of life.
Seventeen, or 6.2 per cent, of the respondents thought their
programs offered them little or nothing in the development
of a philosophy of education. Thirty-eight, or 13.8 per
cent, thought that little or nothing was done to develop a
more comprehensive philosophy of life. Ninety-three, or
33.9 per cent, of the respondents thought some opportunity
existed for the development of an enlarged, more compre-
hensive philosophy of education. A similar number, 112, or
40.8 per cent, thought that some opportunity existed in the
development of an enlarged philosophy of life. One hundred
and sixty, or 58.3 per cent, thought a great deal of
opportunity existed in developing a philosophy of education
and 118, or 43.0 per cent, thought a great deal of oppor-
tunity existed to develop a philosophy of 1life. The two
areas most impressed by these aspects of their program were
History, Philosophy and Sociology of Education and Curricu-
lum. Twenty-five, or 71.4 per cent, of History, Philosophy,
and Sociology respondents indicated a great deal of oppor-
tunity existed to develop an enlarged philosophy of edu-
cation, and of life. Sixty-three, or 67.7 per cent, of
Curriculum respondents thought a great deal of opportunity
existed to develop an enlarged philosophy of education, and
48, or 51.6 per cent, of life. §Six, or 11.3 per cent, of

the Secondary Education respondents indicated that little



Table 3l.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Development of an
Enlarged More Comprehensive Philosophy of Education.

A
No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Ansver Total
Number
No. L ] No. L] No. | No. |
Agriculture Education 1 7.6 6 46.1 6 46.1 13
Business & Distributive
Education 1 4.7 11 52.3 9 42.8 21
Curriculum 4 4.3 25 26.8 63 67.7 2 2.1 93
Driver Traffic Safety 1 4.5 9 40.9 12 54.5 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 2 5.7 8 22.8 25 71.4 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 2 8.6 8 34.7 13 56.5 23
Secondary Education 6 11.3 22 41.5 23 43.3 2 3.7 53
Miscellaneocus 4 28.5 9 64.2 1 7.1 14
Total 17 6.2 93 33.9 160 58.3 5 274

LOT
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or no opportunity existed to develop an enlarged more

comprehensive philosophy of education; and 6, or 26,0 per

cent, of the respondents from Instructional Development and
Technology reported that little or no opportunity existed
to develop an enlarged philosophy of life. The written
responses of the respondents regarding these two aspects of
their programs are provided in Appendix C.

Table 33 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the respondents perceptions of how well their
programs developed a thorough knowledge of their subject
area. The respondents were well satisfied with this aspect
of their programs. Only 10, or 3.6 per cent, indicated
that little or no opportunity existed to develop this
thorough knowledge. Eighty-six, or 31.3 per cent, reported
some opportunity; and 176, or 64.2 per cent, reported a
great deal. Most impressed with this aspect, were the
respondents from Driver Traffic Safety, History, Philosophy,
and Sociology of Education, Curriculum, and Business and
Distributive Education. The written responses of the
respondents regarding the opportunity to develop a thorough
knowledge of their subject areas are found in Appendix C.

Table 34 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the opportunity to be adequately exposed to
innovative school programs. Thirty-seven, or 13.5 per
cent, of the respondents thought that little or no oppor-
tunity existed; 114, or 41.6 per cent, thought that some

opportunity existed; and 118, or 43,0 per cent, thought



Table 32.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgment Regarding an Enlarged Philosophy of

Life.
__ N e
No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Number
No. ] No. L] No. L ] No. ]
MAriculture Education 2 15.3 7 53.8 4 30.7 13
Business & Distributive
Education 4 19.0 12 57.1 5 21.8 21
Curriculum 11 11.8 13 35.4 48 51.6 1 1.0 93
Driver Traffic Safety 2 9.0 8 36.3 10 45.4 2 9.0 22
History., Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 1 2.8 B 22.8 25 71.4 1 2.8 35
Instructiconal Development
& Technology 6 26.0 10 43.4 6 26.0 1 4.3 23
Secondary Education 11 20.7 28 52.8 13 24.5 1 1.8 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 6 42.8 7 50.0 14
Total K] 13.8 112 40.8 118 43.0 e 2.1 274
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Table 33.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Development of a
Thorough Knowledge of the Respondent's Subject Area.

S

No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Number
No. ) No. ] No. ] No. L

Agriculture Education 8 61.5 5 38.4 13
Business & Distributive
Education 3 14.2 ) 23.8 13 61.9 21
Curriculum 4 4.3 27 29.0 el 65.5 1 1.0 93
Driver Traffic Safety 3 13.6 19 B6.3 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 1 2.8 7 20.0 27 77.1 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 8 34.7 15 65.2 21
Secondary Education p. 3.7 22 41.5 28 52.8 1 1.8 53
Miscellaneocus 6 42.8 8 57.1 14

Total 10 3.6 86 31.3 176 64.2 2 .7 274
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Table 34.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to be
Adequately Exposed to Innovative School Programs.

—

No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Number
No. L No. 3 No. | Na. ]
Agriculture Education 1l 7.6 6 46.1 6 46.1 13
Business & Distributive
Education 4 19.0 8 38.0 8 38.0 1 4.7 21
Curriculum 12 12.9 42 45.1 36 38.7 3 3.2 93
Driver Traffic Safety 3 13.6 6 27.2 13 59.0 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 9 25.7 17 48.5 8 22.8 1 2.8 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 1 4.3 7 30.4 15 65.2 23
Secondary Education 6 11.3 20 37.7 27 50.9 53
Miscellaneous 1l 7.1 8 57.1 5 35.7 14
Total 3 13.5 114 41.6 118 43.0 4 1.4 274
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a great deal of opportunity existed. The respondents from
the area of Secondary Education were more impressed with
this aspect of their personal-professional growth at
Michigan State University than with any other. Twenty-
seven, or 50.9 per cent, reported a great deal of oppor-
tunity existed. Respondents from the areas of Instructional
Development and Technology and Driver Traffic Safety were
also impressed by this aspect. Over 65 per cent of the
Instructional Pevelopment and Technology group, and 59 per
cent of the Driver Traffic Safety group rated this aspact
"a great deal." Three of the groups reporting "little or
no" were, History, Philosophy, Sociology of Education, 9,
or 25.7 per cent; BuBiness and Distributive Education, 4,
or 19.0 per cent; and Driver Traffic Safety, 3, or 13.6 per
cent. The written comments of the respondents concerning
the opportunities to be exposed to innovative school
programs are provided in Appendix C.

Table 35 shows the number and per cent of responses
to the opportunity to develop a sense of professional
ethics. Twenty-three, or 8.3 per cent, indicated that
little or no opportunity existed. One hundred and thirty-
five, or 49.2 per cent, reported some opportunity existed;
and 97, or 35.4 per cent, thought a great deal of oppor-
tunity existed. Three of the groups responding "a great
deal” most frequently were, Instructional Development and
Technology, 13, or 56.5 per cent; Driver Traffic Safety,

11, or 50.0 per cent; and History, Philosophy and Sociology



Table 35,--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to Develop

a Sense of Professional Ethics.

No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Number
No. % No. L No. % No. L
Agriculture Education 1 7.6 9 69.2 3 23.0 13
Business & Distributive
Education 3 14.2 12 57.1 4 19.0 2 9,5 21
Curriculum 7 7.5 49 52.6 32 34.4 5 5.3 33
Driver Traffic Safety 2 9.0 9 40.9 11 50.0 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociclogy of Education 5 14.2 13 37.1 17 48.5 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 2 8.6 8 34.7 13 56.5 23
Secondary Education 2 3.7 29 54.7 10 18.8 3 5.6 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 6 42.8 7 50.0 14
Total 23 8.3 135 49.2 97 35.4 10 3.6 274

ET1
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of Education with 17, or 48.5 per cent., The respondents
indicating little or no opportunity to develop a sense of
professional ethics were well distributed among the eight
groups represented. The written comments concerning this
aspect of the respondents doctoral program are provided in
Appendix C.

Table 36 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the opportunity to develop sBkills in critical
thinking. Twenty, or 7.2 per cent, of the respondents
thought little or no opportunity existed; 113, or 41.2 per
cent, thought some opportunity existed; and 134, or 48.9
per cent, thought a great deal. Among those groups most
impressed by this aspect of their programs were History,
Philosophy, and Sociology of Education, Agricultural Edu-
cation, and Curriculum. In the case of the Agricultural
Education group, they were more impressed with this aspect
of their doctoral programs than with any other personal-
professional growth component. The percentage of respondents
indicating "little or no opportunity"” were distributed
fairly evenly among the eight groups represented. The
written comments concerning the opportunity to develop
skills in critical thinking are provided in Appendix C.

Table 37 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the opportunity to gain skills in interpersonal
relations. Thirty, or 12.0 per cent, of the respondents
thought little or no opportunity existed in their programs

to develop these skills. One hundred and thirty-one, or



Table 36.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to
in Critical Thinking,

Develop Skills

No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Number
No. | No. L} No. L] No. L}

Agriculture Education 2 15.3 3 23.0 8 £l1.5 13
Business & Distributive
Education 2 9.5 10 47.6 8 38.0 1 4.7 21
Curriculum 3 3.2 41 44.0 44 47.3 5 5.3 9]
Driver Traffic Safety 2 9.0 11 50.0 9 40.9 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 2 5.7 8 22.8 25 71.4 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 2 8.6 10 43.4 10 43.4 1 4.7 23
Secondary Education 6 11.2 23 43.3 24 45.2 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 7 50.0 6 42.8 14

Total 20 7.2 113 41.2 134 48.9 7 2.5 274
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Table 37.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to Gain

Skills in Interpersonal Relations.

M ——
No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Number
No. L Neo. L] No. ] No. %

MAgriculture Education 1 7.6 6 46.1 6 46.1 13
Business & Distributive
Education 4 19.0 13 61.9 3 14.2 1 4.7 21
Curriculum 5 $.3 43 46.2 41 44.0 4 4.3 93
Driver Traffic Safety 1 4.5 11 50.0 10 45.4 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 5 14.2 19 54.2 11 1.4 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 5 21.7 12 52.1 6 26,0 23
Secondary Education 9 16.9 21 39.6 21 39.6 2 3.7 53
Miscellaneous 3 21.3 6 42.8 5 35.7 14

Total 33 12,0 131 47.8 103 37.5 7 2.5 274

911
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47.8 per cent, indicated "some"; and 103, or 37.5 per cent,
thought "a great deal.” Three of the groups indicating "a
great deal"” most frequently were Agricultural Education

46.1 per cent; Driver Traffic Safety, 45.4 per cent; and
Curriculum, 44.0 per cent. The three groups responding
"*little or no®™ most frequently were Instructional Develop-
ment and Technology, 21.7 per cent; Business and Dis-
tributive Education, 19.0 per cent; and Secondary Education,
16.9 per cent.

Table 38 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the opportunity to develop an understanding of
group behavior and the findings closely follow the data in
Table 37. Thirty-seven, or 13.5 per cent, of the respondents
indicated little or no opportunity to develop these skills.
One hundred and thirty, or 47.4 per cent, reported "some"
opportunity; and 101, or 36.8 per cent, reported "a great
deal.” The three groups most frequently reporting "a great
deal” were Driver Traffic Safety,_45.4 per cent; Curriculum,
41.9 per cent; and Secondary Education, 39.6 per cent,
Those groups responding most frequently to "little or none"
werae, Business and Distributive Education, 38.0 per cent;
and Instructional Development and Technology, 21,7 per
cent. The Business and Distributive Education group, in
fact, responded more frequently to "little or none" on this
item than on any other aspect of personal-professional
growth. The written comments of the respondents concerning

the opportunities to gain skills in interpersonal relations



Table 38.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to
Develop an Understanding of Group Behavior,

N

—

No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Number
No. % No. s No. . No. s

Agriculture Education 1 7.6 7 53.8 5 38.4 13
Business & Distributive
Education 8 38.0 10 47.6 2 9.5 1 4.7 21
Curriculum 6 6.4 43 46.2 39 41.9 5 5.3 93
Driver Traffic Safety 12 54.5 10 45.4 22
History, Philosophy. &
Sociology of Education 6 17.1 16 45,7 13 37.1 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 5 21.7 12 52.1 6 26.0 23
Secondary Education 9 16.9 23 43.3 21 39.6 53
Migcellaneous 2 14.2 7 50.0 5 35.7 14

Total 37 13.5 130 47.4 101 36.8 6 2.1 274
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and understanding of group behavior are provided in
Appendix C.

Table 39 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the opportunities to deo original and creative
thinking. Seventeen, or 6.2 per cent, of the respondents
reported "little or no" opportunity; 116, or 42.3 per cent,

reported "some"; and 135, or 49.2 per cent, reported "a
great deal." The two groups responding "a great deal” most
frequently were History, Philosophy, and Socioclogy of Edu-
cation, 65,7 per cent; and Curriculum, 55.9 per cent. The
two groups responding "little or no" most frequently were
Business and Distributive Education and the miscellaneous
group, both with 14.2 per cent.

Table 40 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the opportunity to be prepared for a career in
teaching. This aspect was second most frequently ranked as
"little or none." Forty-one, or 14.9 per cent, of the
respondents thought they had little or no opportunity to
be prepared for a career in teaching. One hundred and
twelve, or 40.8 per cent, thought they had some opportunity;
and 107, or 39.0 per cent, indicated they had a great deal
of opportunity. Eight, or 61.5 per cent, of the Agri-
cultural Education respondents; and 22, or 62.8 per cent,
of the History, Philosophy, and Sociology group indicated
"a great deal." Seven, or 30.4 per cent, of the In-

structional Development and Technology group; and 5, or



Table 39.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to Do

Original and Creative Thinking.

No
Little or None A Great Deal Answer Total
Major Field \ .

No. | No. L No. % No. ) ]
Agriculture Education 8 61.5 5 38.4 13
Business & Distributive
Education 3 14.2 9 42.8 8 38.0 1l 4.7 21
Curriculum 6 6.4 32 34.4 52 55.9 3 3.2 93
Driver Traffic Safety 2 9.0 12 54.5 8 36.3 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education )| 2.8 11 31.4 23 65.7 a5
Instructional Development
& Technology 10 43.4 12 52.1 1 4.3 23
Secondary Education 3 5.6 28 52.8 21 39.6 1 l.8 53
Miscellaneocus 2 14.2 6 42.8 6 42.8 14

Total 17 6.2 116 42.3 135 49.2 6 2.1 274
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Table 40.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgments Concerning the Opportunity to be

Prepared for a

Career in Teaching,

No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Nunber
No. L No. % No. % No. ]
Agriculture Education 5 8.4 8 61.5 13
Business & Distributive
Education 5 23.8 9 42.8 2] 28.5 1l 4.7 21
Curriculum 12 12.9 41 44.0 33 35.4 7 7.5 93
Driver Traffic Safety 4 18.1 6 27.2 11 50.0 1 4.5 22
History, Philosophy, &
Ssociology of Education 1 2.8 11 3l1.4 22 €2.8 1 2.8 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 7 30.4 7 30.4 7 0.4 2 8.6 23
Secondary Education 12 22.6 25 47.1 15 28.3 1 1.8 53
Miscellaneous B8 57.1 5 35.7 1 7.1 14
Total 41 14.9 112 40.8 107 39.0 14 5.1 274
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23.8 per cent, of the Business and Distributive Education
group indicated "little or no" opportunity.

Table 41 shows the number and per cent of responses
to the opportunity to prepare for a career in research.
More candidates indicated "little or no" opportunity on
this aspect of personal-professional growth than any other.
Fifty-three, or 19.1 per cent, indicated little or no; 127,
or 51.0 per cent, indicated some; and 75, or 27.1 per cent,
thought a great deal. Eight, or 61.5 per cent, of the
Agricultural Education group, and 17, or 48.5 per cent, of
the History, Philosophy, and Sociology of Education group
indicated a "great deal” of opportunity existed for the
preparation for a career in research. Twenty-five, or
26.8 per cent, of the Curriculum group; and 5, or 23.8 per
cent, of the Business and Distributive Education group
responded "little or none" to this item. A review of the
respondent's written comments regarding this aspect reveals
that many of the respondents had no interest in, and felt
no need for, the development of research skills,

Table 42 shows a total of 202 comments from the 274
respondents who chose to comment on the gquestion, "Having
now had the opportunity to work with colleagues from other
institutions, how would you generally compare your prepa-
ration with theirs?" The statements given by respondents
to this question are grouped into three categories,

positive, negative, and neutral. Most of the respondents



Table 4l.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Indicating Judgment Concerning the Opportunity to Prepare
for a Career in Research.

No
Major Field Little or None Some A Great Deal Answer Total
Number
No. L} No. L} No. No. ]
Agriculture Education S 3.4 8 61.5 13
Business & Distributive
Education 5 23.8 13 61.9 2 9.5 ) 4.7 21
Curriculum 25 26.8 44 47.3 17 18.2 7 7.5 93
Driver Traffic safety 3 13.6 12 54.5 7 31.8 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 3 B.5 13 37.1 17 48.5 2 5.7 35
Instructional Development
& Technology 5 21.7 11 47.8 4 17.3 3 13.0 23
Secondary Education 11 20,7 23 43.3 15 28.3 4 7.5 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 7 50.0 5 35.7 1 7.1 14
Total 53 19.1 127 51.0 75 27.1 18 6.5 274

A
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Table 42.--Responses to the Question, "Having Now Had ths Opportunity to Mork With Colleagues
From Other Inatitutions, How Would You Generally Compare Your Preparation at

Michigan State University With Theirs?"

Major Fislda of Respondanta

Grouped Nesponaes E . . § "H‘ "g' ; l:‘::::sq
[l E - § % o i‘s E . _§ Comments
By o Foeg £y 68 1% 4
» o ™ -

§§Ea§s.'::.=..§..§z
Fositive
Batter ‘Than Most 1 2 8 4 L b ] 2 25 2.1
Euparior 1 7 4 2 1 2 14 5.1
Vary Favorably 3 & 1 2 1 14 5.1
Excellent 1 2 1 1 2 2 2 il 4.0
Above Average 5 2 1 a 11 4.0
Good 2 1 6 1 2 1 1o 3.6
Compares Yavorably 4 1 1 2 1 9 3.2
Outstanding 4 1 5 1.8
Ganarally Superior 1 2 1 4 1.4
Immeasurably Batter b ] 1 4 .4
Head and Shoulders Abovs b ] b ) 1.0
More Than Adequate 1 1 ) 1.0
Mors Than Comparable 2 2 7
Surpassed by Nons 1 1 2 7
Negqative
Not as Good 1 1 2 .7
Neutral
Adaguate 1 3 1 6 1) 4.7
Comparable 1 1 1 4 1 10 3.6
Rather Similar b ) 4 3 io ).6
About the Sase b 1 2 2 1 7 2,5
Equal to Others 4 1 1 .6 2.1
At Least ap Good 2 1 1 1 ] 1.8
can't Bay
Don't Know 2 2 1 2.1
It's Hard to Bay 1 1 2 .




125

responded positively to this question with a very small
percentage responding negatively or responding, "I don't

know."”

The Dissgsertation

The graduates were asked a series of questions
regarding their experience with many of the aspects of
completing a dissertation. Table 43 shows the number and
per cent of the responses to the procedure for the selection
and approval of a dissertation topic. They were directed to
indicate their degree of satisfaction with this phase by
marking one of three categorical responses, "needs
improvement,"” "adequate," and "outstanding."” Forty-one,
or 14.9 per cent, indicated that this phase needs improve-
ment. One hundred and forty-six, or 53.2 per cent, thought
it was adeguate; and 76, or 27.7 per cent, thought it was
outstanding. Six, or 46.1 per cent, of the Agricultural
Education group; and 6, or 42.8 per cent, of the Miscel-
laneous group thought this phase was outstanding. Five,
or 22.7 per cent; and 5, or 21.7 per cent, of the
Instructional Development and Technology group thought
this phase needs improvement. The written responses of the
respondents regarding the various aspects of the disser-
tation are provided in Appendix C.

Table 44 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the applicability of the respondents research

preparation to the requirements of the dissertation.



Table 43.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Concerning the Procedures for Selection and Approval of

Dissertation Topic.

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Some Outstanding Answer Total
: Number
No. ] No. | No. | No. ]

Agriculture Education 1 7.6 6 46.1 6 46.1 13
Business & Distributive Education k| 14.2 12 57.1 5 23.8 1 4.7 21
Curriculum 10 10.7 53 56.9 27 29.0 3 3.2 93
Driver Traffic Safety 5 22.7 12 54.5 4 18.1 1 4.5 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociclogy
of Education 3 8.5 17 48B.5 13 37.1 2 5.7 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 5 21.7 13 56.5 4 17.3 i 4.3 23
Secondary Education 10 18.8 29 54.7 11 20.7 3 5.6 53
Miscellanecus 4 28.5 4 28.5 6 42.8 14

Total 41 14.9 146 53.2 76 27.7 11 4.0 274
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Table 44.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Concerning the Applicability of Research Preparation *o
Requirements of the Dissertation.

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. L] No. b} No. L] No. ]

Agriculture Education 8 61.5 5 38.4 13
Business & Distributive Education 4 19.0 12 57.1 4 19.0 1 4.7 21
Curriculum 15 16.1 51 54.8 25 26.8 2 2.1 23
Driver Traffic Safety 5 22.7 10 45.4 6 27.2 1 4.5 22
History, Philesophy, & Socioclogy
of Education 5 14.2 15 42.8 10 28.5 5 14.2 35
Instructional Development &
Technolegy 7 30.4 9 39.1 6 26.0 1 4.3 23
Secondary Education 9 1l6.9 30 56.6 11 20.7 3 5.6 53
Miscellaneous 2 14.2 8 57.1 4 28.5 14

Total 47 17.1 143 52.1 71 25.9 13 4.7 274
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Forty-seven, or 17.1 per cent, thought their research
preparation needed improvement; 143, or 52.1 per cent,
thought it was adequate; and 71, or 25.9 per cent, thought
it was outstanding. The respondents in Agricultural
Education, History, Philosophy, and Sociology of Education,
and Driver Traffic Safety were most impressed with the
applicability of their research preparation to their
dissertation reguirements. The Instructional Development
and Technology, and Business and Distributive Education
groups were least impressed,

Table 45 shows the number and per cent of responses
concerning the satisfaction of the respondents with the
oral defense of the dissertation. Generally, the respondents
were satisfied with this part of their programs. Twenty-
five, or 9.1 per cent, thought it needed improvement; 148,
or 54.0 per cent, thought it was adequate; and 92, or 33.5
per cent, indicated it was outstanding. Seven, or 53.8
per cent, of the Agricultural Education and 36, or 38.7
per cent, of the Curriculum groups thought it was out-
standing. The responses indicating it needed improvement
were fairly evenly distributed among the eight groups.

Table 46 shows the number and per cent of responses

concerning the respondents' satisfaction with the relevance

of the dissertation to their professional goals., Thirty-
five, or 12.7 per cent, thought that it could be more
relevant. One hundred and ten, or 40.]1 per cent, thought

it was adequate; and 119, or 43.4 per cent, thought it



Table 45.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Concerning the Oral Defense of the Dissertation,

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. | No. L | No. L No. b ]
Agriculture Education 1 7.6 5 38.4 7 53.8 13
Business & Distributive Education 2 9.5 12 57.1 6 28.5 1 4.7 21
Curriculum 7 7.5 48 51.6 36 8.7 2 2.1 33
Driver Traffic Safety 3 13.6 10 45.4 B 36.3 1 4.5 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociology
of Education 2 5.7 21 60.0 12 34.2 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 3 13.0 11 47.8 8 34.7 1 4.3 23
Secondary Education 6 11.3 33 62.2 10 18.8 4 4.3 53
Miscellaneous 1 7.1 g8 57.1 S 35.7 14
Total 25 9.1 148 54.0 92 33.5 9 3.2 274
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Table 46.--Number and Per Cent of Responses Concerning the Relevance of the Dissertation to the

Professional Goals of the Respondents,

Needs No
Major Field Improvement Adequate Outstanding Answer Total
Number
No. \ No. A No. . No. s

Agriculture Education 6 46.1 6 46.1 1 7.6 13
Business & Distributive Education 2 9.5 9 42.8 g 42.8 1 4.7 21
Curriculum 11 11.8 36 38.7 44 47.3 2 2.1 93
Driver Traffic Safety 3 13,6 8 36.3 10 45.4 1 4.5 22
History, Philosophy, & Sociclogy
of Education 4 11.4 16 45.7 14 40.0 1 2.8 35
Instructional Development &
Technology 4 17.3 9 39.1 9 39.1 1 4.3 23
Secondary Education 9 16.9 21 39.6 20 37.7 3 5.6 53
Miscellaneocus 2 14.2 5 35.7 7 50.0 14

Total 35 12.7 110 40.1 119 43.4 10 274
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wag outstanding. The Curriculum group thought their
dissertations were most relevant to their professional
goals; 44, or 47.3 per cent, of that group indicated that
it was outstanding. Ten, or 45.4 per cent, of the Driver
Traffic Safety group, and 6, or 46.1 per cent, of the
Agricultural Education group thought it was outstanding,
Four, or 17.3 per cent, of the Instructional Development
and Technology group; and 9, or 16.9 per cent, of the
Secondary Education group thoughg it needed improvement.
Table 47 shows the number and per cent of re-
spondents answering the guestion, "How did you approach the
task of the dissertation?" One hundred and twenty-four, or
45.2 per cent, answered, "with enthusiasm. Thirty-five, or
12.7 per cent, responded, "with appreciation," and 31, or
1l1.3 per cent, stated, "indifferently." The other
respondents who answered this question gave a variety of
other responses. In order to clarify these responses they

are grouped according to positive, negative, and neutral

responses,

Table 48 shows the number of responses to the
question, "What benefits, other than meeting a program
requirement, did you derive from writing a dissertation?"
The 225 responses to this gquestion are presented by
frequency and tabulated by doctoral major area. Twenty-
eight, or 10.2 per cent, of the respondents thought they
sharpened their research skills; and 26, or 9.4 per cent,

thought they developed writing skills. Twenty-three, or
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Table 47.~--Number and Par Cent of Respondents Angwering the Question,
"How Did You Approach the Task of the Dissgertation?"”

Angwer Number Per Cent

Positive
With Enthusiasm 124 45,2
With Appreciation 3s 12.7
As a Good Experience 1 .4
With Detearmination 1 .4
With Interest 1 .4

Total 162 59.1
Negative
with Loathing i8 6.5
With Fear 8 2.9
With Apprehension 5 1.8
Raluctantly 4 1.4
With Dread 2 .7
With Anxiety 2 .7
A Pain in the Posterior 1 .4
A Perpetual Struggle 1 .4
As a Meaningless Experience 1 .4

Total 42 15.2
Neutral
Indifferantly 31 11.3
Another Hurdle 8 2.9
As a Necessity 4 1.4
A Program Requirement 4 1.4
With Ambivalence 1 .4
No Spacial Feeling 1 .4

Total 49 17.8

Total 253 92.3




Table 48.--Responass to ths Quastion, "What Denefit, Other Than Mesting & Program Did You

Derive From Mriting a Dissartation?” Arranged by Frequancy ahd Tabulated

According te Doctoral Major Fiaeld.

Number of maspondents Reporting Prom
Each Bajor Fisld

Agriculture
Education
Business &
pist. Edu.
Curriculum
Driver
Traffic Edu.
History=-Phil.
& Soc. of Edu.
Instr. Dev.
& Tech.
education

Misc.

No.

Total

Bharpaned Ressarch Skills
Belf-Discipline

Nonas

Writing Skills Developed
Investigated Topic of Intersat

Practical Experisnce in Ressarch

1t Mas Ralevant to Ma

Gainad First Hand Knowledge
Satisfaction and Pride
Contacts Madse in My PFisld
Appreciation of Work Involved
Developed Competency
Discipline of Rasesarch
Learned to Appreciate Rasearch
Learnad About Myeslf
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8.3 per cent, thought they developed self-discipline; and
16, or 5.8 per cent, thought they acquired no benefits.
The other respondents answering this guestion gave a
variety of other responses.

Table 49 shows the number and per cent of answers
to the guestion, "If an alternative to the dissertation
(e.g., film making, internship, group project, etc.) had
been available to you, would you have likely chosen it over
the dissertation?" The respondents were asked to answer
this gquestion with a "yes" or "no" response. One hundred
and fifteen, or 41.9 per cent, indicated "no"; and 131, or
47.8 per cent, indicated "yes." There were 28, or 10.2
per cent, who gave no response. Fourteen, or 60.8 per cent,
of the Instructional Development and Technology group; and
12, or 54.5 per cent, of the Driver Traffic Safety group
responded "yes."” Nine, or 69.2 per cent, of the Agri-
cultural Education group; and 24, or 68.5 per cent, of the
History, Philosophy, and Sociology group responded, "no."

Table 50 shows the number and per cent of responses
to the question, "How did your committees regard the
purposes of the dissertation?" Graduates were asked to
respond to this question by indicating one of two given
responses or to specify, in their own words, what they
perceived as their committee's purpose for the disser-
tation. The two given responses were, "training exercise

in research” and "original contribution to knowledge.,"
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Table 49.--Responsas to the Question, "If an Alternative to the
Dissartation Had Been Available to You, Would You Have
Likely Chosen It Over the Dimrsertation?"”

Ho

Total
Major Fields Yes No Response Number
of Respondents No. \ No. 'Y No. .

Agricultural
Education 4 30.7 9 69.2 13
Business &
Distributive Education 9 42.8 10 47.6 2 9.5 21
Curriculum 42 45.1 41 44.0 10 10.7 93
Driver Traffic
Safeaty 12 54.5 10 45.4 22
History, Philosophy,
& Sociology of
Education g 25.7 24 68.5 2 5.7 as
Instructional
Development &
Technology 14 €0.8 6 26.0 3 13.0 23
Secondary Education 19 35.8 24 45,2 10 18.8 53
Miscellanecus 6 42.8 7 50.0 1l 7.1 14

Total 115 41.9 131 47.8 28 10.2 274




Table 50.--Responses to the Question, "How Did Your Committee Regard the Purposes
of the Dissertation?”

Training Exercise

Original Contribution

. . . Number
Major Field in Research to Knowledge
of Respondents Responding
No. L No. %
Agricultural Education 10 76.9 3 23.0 13
Business & Distributive
Education 11 52.3 10 47.6 21
Curriculum 35 37.6 48 51.6 83
Driver Traffic Safety 11 50.0 11 50.0 22
History, Philosophy, &
Sociology of Education 12 34.7 20 57.1 32
Instructional Development
& Technology 8 34.7 10 43.4 18
Secondary Education 25 47.1 25 47.1 50
Miscellaneous 7 50.0 3 21.4 10
Total 119 43.4 130 47.4 249

9¢t1
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One hundred and nineteen, or 43.4 per cent, of the
respondents indicated their committees regarded the
purpose of the dissertation as an original contribution
to knowledge. Twenty-two of the respondents indicated
other purposes and three respondents did not respond.

Table 51 shows the number of responses to "other"
in regard to the respondents' perceptions to how their
committee regarded the purposes of the dissertation.

The purpose of Chapter IV has been to present the
data gathered from the 274 doctoral recipients of the
Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum who
participated in this study. In order to make these data
readily available, the findings, in most cases, have been

grouped according to the recipients' major doctoral area.



Table 51.--Number of Responses to "Other” in Regard to the Question,
"How Did Your Committee Regard the Purposes of Diaser-
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study had two major purposes: (1) to appraise
the quality and effectiveness of the programs leading to a
Doctor of Education or a Doctor of Philosophy degree in the
Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum in the
College of Education at Michigan State University, and (2)
to make recommendations based on the findings which will
enable the Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum
to strengthen those programs.

There were four major aspects of the problem:

l. wWhat do we know about the recent doctoral recipient;
his educational and professional background; his
professional experience since graduation; his

reasons for selecting Michigan State University?

2. How do recent recipients appraise their own
programs? What aspects and phases of their
programs do they feel need improvement, were

adequate, or were outstanding?

139
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3. How do recent recipients appraise their personal-
professional growth as a direct result of the
experiences of their programs? How well do they
think their programs developed professional

competencies?

4. How do recent recipients view the educational value
of their doctoral dissertation experience? Their
satisfaction with topic selection procedures; their
working relationships with their doctoral committees
while writing the dissertation; their satisfaction
with the oral defense of the dissertation; their

satisfaction with the total experience?

5. How do the perceptions of doctoral recipients from
the Department of Secondary Education and Cur-
riculum at Michigan State University in regard to
their satisfaction with the major aspects of their
programs compare with those of doctoral recipients
involved in the other departmental and national

surveys cited in this study?

Summary of Findingg

The Reggpndents

The population of this study included the 348
doctoral recipients from the Department of Secondary Edu-
cation and Curriculum. Of these 348 doctoral recipients,

a total of 274, or 78.7 per cent, participated in the study
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by returning completed questionnaires. 1In most cases, for
the purposes of analysis, the respondents were grouped
according to their major fields of study, except for a
miscellaneous group of fourteen who were grouped for
anonymity and because the small numbers would make the
responses of little significance.

For analysis of some data, respondents were grouped
by vocational pattern. Fifty-eight per cent were in college
or university teaching; 13 per cent were in college or
university administration; 11 per cent were in public
school administration; over 3 per cent were in public
school teaching; and about 14 per cent were in other
miscellaneous activities, some of which were of an edu-
cational nature.

For one item of data, respondents were grouped by
vyears of graduation. Thirty-four completed their degrees
in 1967-1968; 56 in 1968-1969; 60 in 1969-1970; 65 in
1970-1971; and 59 in 1971-1972.

About 23 per cent reported undergraduate major
fields in the social sciences, 15 per cent were in edu-
cation, mathematics and the physical sciences accounted
for 13.8 per cent, English had 8 per cent, and business,
business education, economics and marketing claimed over
7 per cent; Agricultural Education had about 7 per cent.
Various other disciplines made up the balance of under-

graduate major fields.
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At the master's degree level, majors were reported
as follows: Educational Administration, 15.6 per cent;
Secondary and Elementary Education, over 15 per cent; Social
Philosophic Foundations, over 1l per cent; Business Edu-
cation, almost 10 per cent; Agricultural Education over
5 per cent; and Industrial Education, over 5 per cent,
Smaller numbers of respondents reported other majors,

One hundred and forty-one, or 51.4 per cent, of the
respondents completed their master's degree in Michigan
universities. The remaining 133 respondents completed the
master's degrees at universities and colleges across the
United States.

Respondents were asked to indicate the types of
professional experience they had before and after the
doctorate. Two hundred and eight had been secondary school
teachers, 138 had been college or university instructors,
and 55 had been elementary school teachers. Lesser numbers
reported experience as elementary principals, secondary
supervisors, and secondary principals. The respondents'
work experience after the doctoral showed 178 employed as
college or university instructors and 37 as college or
university administrators. The remaining respondents
reported experience as federal or state program directors,
and public school teachers and administrators., The data
show, however, that the great majority of doctoral recipi-

ents from the Department of Secondary Education and

Curriculum are employed by colleges and universities.
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The respondents were asked to indicate, within the
context of their present positions, what activities they
vwaere involved in that were directly related to changing
educational processes and programse. Over 70 per cent
indicated they were involved in implementing curriculum and
instructional change; again, over 70 per cent reported
being involved in preparing and developing educational
personnel. Over 60 per cent reported that they provided
information on curriculum and instructional change and in
evaluating educational programs. As a whole the respondents
reported being actively involved in many of the aspects of
providing for instructional change.

The most frequent reason respondents gave for
selecting Michigan State University for doctoral work was
the reputation of key faculty personnel, Other reasons
frequently given by respondents were the type of program
available and the reputation of Michigan State University.
The proximity of Michigan State University to the homes of
respondents was also selected as a reason for attending
this institution.

The respondents reported spending an average of
14.5 terms on their programs from entry through completion.
They spent an average of 1l1.5 terms enrolled, on and off

campus, in classes, and an average of 8 terms in residence.
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Regpondents' Reactions to the Broad
Aspects ol Their Programs

About 38 per cent of the respondents rated the
guality of classroom instruction in their major area as
outstanding. About 44 per cent rated it adequate, and
almost 14 per cent rated it as needing improvement, Over
17 per cent of the respondents rated classroom instruction
in areas other than their major as outstanding. Over 63
per cent rated it as adequate, and over 13 per cent rated
it as needing improvement.

The respondents reported being very satisfied with
the working relationship they had with their committees.
In fact, over 60 per cent rated it as outstanding. Almost
30 per cent indicated it was adequate, and slightly over
6 per cent said it needed improvement.

Respondents were also generally satisfied with the
opportunities for dialogue with professors and graduate
students in their major area. Over 60 per cent rated it as
outstanding. Over 26 per cent rated it as adequate, and
almost 1l per cent indicated it needed improvement. The
respondents were much less impressed with the opportunities
for dialogue with professors and graduate students in areas
outside their major field. Slightly over 20 per cent rated

this aspect as outstanding, and 47 per cent rated it as

adequate. Seventy-six, or 27.7 per cent, of the respondents

thought this aspect needed improvement.
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The respondents were asked to indicate their degree
of satisfaction with the procedures for planning their
doctoral programs. Over 36 per cent rated this aspect as
outstanding and 47 per cent rated it as adequate, Twelve
per cent stated that it needed improvement.

The respondents were asked to indicate their degree
of satisfaction with the graduate/teaching assistantship.
Ninety-five of the respondents did not hold assistantships
while in residence at Michigan State University, and
therefore, this gquestion was not applicable to them. O©f
the 179 who did hold assistantships, 86 reported that
experience as being outstanding, and 74 reported it as
adequate. Nineteen indicated that this aspect needed
improvement.

About 33 per cent of the respondents rated the
procedure for the selection of committee members as out-
standing, and over 52 per cent said they were adeguate.
Slightly over 13 per cent thought they needed improvement.

Respondents were not so impressed with the pro-
cedures for comprehensive and oral defense examinations.
While 28 per cent indicated they were outstanding, and 53
per cent thought they were adeguate, 48, or 17.5 per cent
of the respondents thought they needed improvement. The
written comments of the respondents (see Appendix C)
indicate that several of the respondents failed to see any

value in these aspects. They indicated that it was a
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ritual or just another hurdle and that, in several cases,
they waited months before they received feedback.
Respondents were asked to indicate their degree of
satisfaction with the availability of committee members for
consultation. Almost 50 per cent thought the availability
of their committees was outstanding and over 36 per cent
thought it was adequate, Forty-eight, or 17.5 per cent
thought this aspect needed improvement. Their written
comments reflect that several of the respondents thought
professors carried toc large a load and were too busy.
Almost 60 per cent of the respondents rated their
general working relationship with their entire committee to
be outstanding. Over 33 per cent thought it was adequate

and less than 7 per cent indicated it needed improvement.

Personal-Professional Growth

Respondents were impressed with the opportunities
their programs afforded them to develop an understanding of
the major issues in education. Almost 65 per cent of them
thought this aspect of their programs was outstanding and
almost 30 per cent of them thought some opportunity existed.
Less than 5 per cent thought little or no opportunity
existed.

Respondents were asked to rate their programs as
opportunities to develop strategies for curriculum and
instructional change. They were also asked to rate their

programs as opportunities to stimulate and facilitate
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change in education. Forty-seven per cent thought a great
deal of opportunity existed to develop strategies, and 28
per cent thought a great deal of opportunity existed to
stimulate and facilitate change. Forty-one per cent and

54 per cent, respectively, thought some opportunity existed.
Ten per cent, and 14 per cent, respectively, thought 1little
or no opportunity existed.

Sixty-four per cent of the respondents thought a
great deal of opportunity to develop a thorough knowledge
of their major area existed and 31 per cent thought some
opportunity existed. Less than 4 per cent thought little
or no opportunity existed.

The respondents were asked to indicate their degree
'of satisfaction with the opportunity to be exposed to
innovative school programs. Forty-three per cent rated
this aspect "a great deal" and 41 per cent rated it "some."
Thirty-seven, or 13.5 per cent, thought 1little or no
opportunity existed. Several of the respondents, through
their written comments, said that visitations to innovative
schools were provided and that existing programs within the
university provided for this. Other respondents stated that
this aspect needed a push and that what opportunities did
exist were in their major area, or because of their advisor.

Respondents were asked to rate their program as an
opportunity to develop an enlarged and more comprehensive

philosophy of education. They were also asked to rate their
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programs as an opportunity to develop an enlarged philosophy
of life. Over SB per cent, reported a great deal of
opportunity existed to gain an enlarged philosophy of
education. Forty-three per cent thought there was some
opportunity to develop an enlarged philosophy of life.
Almost 34 per cent thought a great deal of opportunity
existed to develop an enlarged philosophy of education, and
over 40 per cent thought their was scme opportunity to
develop a philosophy of life. Six per cent thought the
opportunity to develop a philosophy of education needed
improvement, and 38, or 13.8 per cent, thought little or no
opportunity existed to develop an enlarged philosophy of
life.

Thirty-seven per cent of the respondents thought
their programs gave them an outstanding opportunity to
gain skills in interpersonal relations. Over 47 per cent
thought the opportunity was adequate, and 12 per cent
thought it needed improvement. They were also asked to
assess their programs as an opportunity to develop an
awarenaess of group behavior, Over 36 per cent of the
respondents thought this aspect was outstanding, 47 per
cent thought it was adequate and 37, or 13.5 per cent,
thought it needed improvement. Several of the respondents
thought this aspect depended entirely on the student while
others thought that this area could be strengthened by

making it part of every doctoral candidate's program.
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The respondents were asked to indicate their degree
of satisfaction with the opportunity to develop skills in
critical thinking. Almost 49 per cent thought this aspect
was outstanding, and 41 per cent thought it was adeguate.
Twenty, or 7.2 per cent, of the respondents thought it
needed improvement. They were also asked to indicate their
degree of satisfaction with the opportunity to do original
and creative thinking. Over 49 per cent thought a great
deal of copportunity existed, and over 42 per cent thought
some opportunity existed. Slightly over 6 per cent thought
that little or no opportunity existed.

Over 35 per cent of the respondents thought the
opportunity to develop a sense of professional ethics was
outstanding and over 49 per cent thought some opportunity

was provided. Slightly over 8 per cent thought little or
no opportunity existed. The written responses to this

aspect suggest that the professional behavior of the

faculty of the Department of Secondary Education and Cur-
riculum provided students with exemplary ethical models.

Respondents were asked to rate their programs as
an opportunity to prepare for a career in teaching. Thirty-
nine per cent thought a great deal of opportunity existed,
and 40 per cent thought some opportunity existed. Forty-
one, or 14.9 per cent, thought little or no opportunity
existed. These data are especially important in view of
the percentage of doctoral recipilents that go into college

or university teaching. The written comments of the
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respondents suggest that for some, teaching was not a goal,
but for others, the need to develop teaching skills was
apparent.

Twenty-seven per cent of the respondents thought a
great deal of opportunity existed in their programs to
develop skills for a career in research and 51 per cent
thought some oppeortunity existed. Fifty-three, or 19 per
cant, of the respondents felt little or no opportunity
existed. Their written comments provide some insight into
the significance of these data. Twenty-six respondents
indicated that a careexr in research was not their vocatiocnal
objective. Others indicated that there was too much
emphasis on research in the College of Education,

The respondents were asked to respond to the
question, "Having now had the opportunity to work with
colleagues f£rom other institutions, how would you generally
compare your preparation at Michigan State University with
theirs?" For the sake of brevity their answers are grouped
into positive, negative, and neutral categories, Over 44
per cent responded positively, indicating their preparation
was better than their colleagues, only 1.4 per cent
responded negatively, indicating their preparation was
inferior, and 27 per cent responded neutrally, indicating
their preparation was about the same as their colleagues.
These data must be treated with caution, however, since 27

per cent of the respondents did not answer the question.
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The Dissertation

Respondents were asked to rate the procedures for
selection of a dissertation topic. Over 27 per cent thought
the procedures were outstanding, and over 53 per cent
thought they were adeguate. Forty-one, or 14.9 per cent,
thought they needed improvement. The written comments of
the respondents suggest that many were given considerable
freedom in this aspect and that they generally enjoyed
that freedom. Other recipients thought their committees
had too much control over topic selection and that it was
a difficult if not frustrating accomplishment.

The respondents were asked to rate the applicability
of their research preparation to the requirements of the
dissertation. Twenty-six per cent thought this aspect
outstanding and 52 per cent thought it was adequate.
Forty-seven, or 17.1 per cent, of the respondents thought
it needed improvement. Several of the respondents thought
their research preparation was totally inadequate, and that
they did not need the type of research preparation to which
they were exposed.

The respondents were asked to indicate their degree
of satisfaction with the oral defense of the dissertation.
Over 33 per cent thought it was ocutstanding; 54 per cent
thought it was adeqguate; and 9 per cent thought it needed
improvement. The respondents were generally impressed with

this aspect of their programs,
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The respondents were asked to indicate the degree
of their satisfaction with the relevance of the disser-
tation to their professional goals. Forty-three per cent
thought this aspect outstanding; 40 per cent thought it
adeguate; and 13 per cent thought it needed improvement.

The respondents were asked to answer the question,
"What benefits, other than meating a program requirement,
did you derive from writing a dissertation?" Two hundred
and twenty-five respondents answered this question. Of
that number, 205 reported gaining a variety of benefits,
the most common of which were, sharpened research skills,
investigated a topic of interest, and self-discipline,

Twenty respondents indicated they gained little or
no benefits from writing the dissertation.

The respondents were asked to answer the question,
"How did you approach the task of the dissertation?"
Forty-five per cent responded "with enthusiasm,” and 12 per
cent responded, "with appreciation." Over 17 per cent
approached the task of the dissertation with feelings of
loathing, fear, apprehension, anxiety, and reluctance.

The respondents were asked to answer the question,
“If an alternative to the dissertation (e.g., film making,
internship, group project, etc.) had been available to you,
would you have likely chosen it over the dissertation?"
Forty-one per cent of the respondents answered “"yes," they

would. Forty-eight per cent reported "no," they would not.
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In regard to the respondents' perceptions of how
their committees regarded the purposes of the dissertation,
over 43 per cent indicated they thought their committees
regarded it as "a training exercise in research," and over
47 per cent thought their committees regarded it as an
"original contribution to knowledge." Other respondents
cited "an opportunity to explore an area of interest to

me” as the committee's purpose for this dissertation.

Discussion of Results

The studies of Berelson,1 Doty,2 Broertjea3 and
Heiss4 are each different in several ways from the present
study, and comparison of results is often difficult if not
impossible. Some of the findings and conclusions of these
earlier studies do, however, lend themselves to comparison.
Those areas where comparisons can be made are as follows:
Berelson's conclusion that the oral defense of the disser-
tation was becoming a mere formality and should be replaced
by some kind of a ceremonial. The oral defense examination
continues to be a viable experience for the majority of
doctoral candidates. A number felt that both the compre-
hensive and oral defense examinations should be scrutinized
and improved upon. Berelson's recommendation that graduate

schools should be more energetic and systematic in their

1Berelaon, op. cit. 2DOtY. op. cit.

3Broertjel: op. ELE- ‘Heiss, op. cit.
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raecruiting and selection procedures is borne-out by this
study. The enthusiastic endorsement which most of the
candidates gave to most of the aspects of their programs
indicates that there exist good matches between people and
programs.

This study most strongly agrees with Berelson's
conclusion that dialogic relationships between graduate
students from differing areas ought to be encouraged and
made available. While recipients were generally pleased
with the level of dialogue within their major areas, they
did indicate a desire to develop dialogic relationships
with professors and graduate students in other major areas
of the college.

Berelson also recommended that all doctoral
candidates should do some teaching as part of their
programs. A significant number of the respondents in this
study thought this area could be strengthened. The fact
that 71 per cent of the respondents are presently in college
and university positions and many of the others are in
occupations that called for instructional skills, coupled
with the fact that over a third of the respondents in this
study held no graduate/teaching assistantship while in
residence, would seem to support this conclusion.

The findings of this study generally support those
of Doty. The doctoral respondents of this study did have
broad and varied backgrounds of professional and educational

experience. Many of the respondents combined teaching



155

responsibilities with administrative responsibilities and
other professional activities. The respondents hold
positions of trust and responsibility. The recommendation
of Doty, however, that consideration should be given to
increasing the amount of preparation in research and
statistics, does not agree with the findings of this study.
The majority of respondents of this study thought their
preparation in research was adequate and a number of
respondents thought what preparation they had received in
research was not applicable to the regquirements of their
dissertations and irrelevant to their professional goals.

The conclusions of this study do agree with Doty in
two other areas. Doty's study concluded that colleges of
education should consider the value of giving students a
voice in the formulation of their programs. It also agrees
that the doctoral committee load ought to be lightened.

The results of this study are in closer alignment
with those of Broertjes' 1965 study at Indiana University.
The recommendation that course offerings in research, par-
ticularly statistics, should be more suitable to the needs
of students is borne-out by the findings of this study.
The responses of the recipients of this study also support
Broertjes' recommendation that faculty loads must be
lightened.

Ann Heiss's 1967 study of Berkeley doctoral

graduates provides some areas of comparison. She concluded
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that teaching assistantships were often classified as slave
labor. The respondents of this study were well satisfied
with their graduate/teaching assistantships. Only two

of the 274 respondents classified that experience as

slave labor. The greatest concern centering around the
agssistantship was that there were not enough of them to go
around.

Heiss found that the dissertation experience was
the "high water mark" of the Ph.D, program at Berkeley.

The respondents in this study thought they derived benefits
from writing a dissertation, namely the sharpening of
research skills and the opportunity to investigate a topic
of interest, and they were satisfied with the relevance of
the dissertation to their vocational goals. Forty-seven

per cent of them, however, would have chosen to do something
other than a dissertation, if that alternative had been
available.

This study strongly supports Heiss' conclusion that
the key to satisfaction seems to be the advisor and the
extent to which he facilitated the candidate's encounter
with the various aspects of a doctoral program. This is
seen in the findings of this study in practically every
aspect that was investigated. The advisor is, indeed, the

key to satisfaction.
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Limitations of the Study

In the course of conducting this study it has

become increasingly important to underscore its limitations.

Those limitations follow:

1.

A mailed questionnaire which has as its objective
the gathering of accurate and unbiased information
has certain built-in limitations. These limi-

tations are cited in Chapter III.

This study did not include the many ABD's (All But
Dissertation) from the Department of Saccndary
Education and Curriculum many of whom may have
terminated their studies because of dissatisfaction

with certain aspects of the doctoral program,

The saventy-four doctoral graduates from the
Department of Secondary Education who did not
participate in this study by returning completed
questionnaires or by returning questionnaires after
the deadline date may have slightly altered the

rasults.

Much of the design, and certainly the length, of the
questicnnaire, was dictated by the contingencies of
time and funds. A balance had to be struck
providing a questionnaire that would be long enough
to cover the major aspects of doctoral programs
adequately and not s0 long as to discourage the

recipients from completing it.
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The Department of Secondary Education and Cur-
riculum is, perhaps, the most diverse department
within the College of Education. The kinds of
experiences doctoral students are exposed to in
each interest area differ markedly. Designing a
guestionnaire that would be broad enough to
encompass the common features of all these areas

was difficult.

Conclusions

Subject to the limitations of the study, the

findings, based on the responses of the 274 who participated

in the study from the Department of Secondary Education and

Curriculum at Michigan State University, the following

conclusions are made:

1.

They have a broad and varied educational and
professional background prior to their doctoral
study, much of which is in secondary teaching and

secondary and elementary administration.

They tend to go on to college or university
positions upon completion of their programs, In
those positions they often combine teaching and
administrative responsibilities with other pro-

fessional activities.

They are actively involved in providing for cur-

riculum and instructional change.
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4. They hold positions of trust and responsibility in
educational institutions throughout the United

States.

5. Most of the respondents are satisfied with the
major aspects of their doctoral experience in the

College of Education at Michigan State University.

6. Significant numbers of respondents have indicated
enough concern about several aspects of their
programs to warrent scrutiny by the faculty of the

Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum,

These specific areas are considered under the

recommendations which follow.

Recommendations

In view of the findings of this study, the following
suggestions are made regarding the programs leading to the
Doctor of Education and Doctor of Philosophy degrees in the
Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum at

Michigan State University:

l. Selection and admission procedures should be kept
under scrutiny to insure the continued matching of
students to programs. The respondents' favorable
reactions to the many aspects of their programs is
evidence of the successful matching of students to

programs. This study indicates no weakness in this
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area, in fact, it accounts for a great strength,

and one which ought to be perpetuated.

Consideration should be given to the development of
enough latitude within students' programs to enable
them to select courses in several widely separated
fields. Encouragement of this sort will facilitate
dialogue between the varying areas of the College

of Education.

Consideration should be given to reviewing the
research course requirements, particularly sta-
tistics, in order to determine their relevance to
the student's professional goals and objectives.
The importance placed on the development of research
technigues should be judged by the career aims and

objectives of the doctoral candidate.

Consideration should be given to better dis-
semination of information about comprehensive and
oral defense examinations. The procedures for
these examinations, and the criteria of evaluation
should be provided well in advance of the exami-

nation.

Consideration should be given to the creation of
more informal opportunities for graduate students
and professors to meet and initiate dialogic

relationships within the College of Education.
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6. Consideration should be given to increasing the
opportunities for doctoral candidates to teach

while in residence.

7. Consideration should be given to creating oppor-
tunities for doctoral candidates to meet and to get
to know all the professors in the major area

before the major area advisor is selected.

8. Consideration should be given to permitting
doctoral students a greater voice in planning their
programs. The student's competence to appraise his
own areas of weakness should be a factor considered

in program planning.

9. Consideration should be given to finding ways to
lighten the locads of faculty who are working with
graduate students. All too frequent criticism of
recipients about delays in receiving feedback and
the inability to see busy advisors point to this as

a real need.

Suggestions for Further Study

This study has had the unavoidable effect of
raising questions about several aspects of doctoral programs
that were not included in this study. Because of this the

following suggestions for further study are made:

l. A study of ABD's (All But Dissertation) from the

Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum
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should be conducted. Unfortunately, very little

is known about their reasons for not completing the
requirements of their programs. This study would
geek to determine the degree of satisfaction this
population has toward the various aspects of their
doctoral programs and their reasons for not

completing the requirements of their programs.

A study of the employers' perceptions of the
preparation of doctoral candidates ocught to be
undertaken with a view to determining their

purposes for doctoral study.

A study determining the degree of satisfaction
students presently enrclled in doctoral programs in
the Department of Secondary Education and Cur-
riculum have toward their experiences ought to be

undertaken.

A study similar to the present one ought to be made
periodically. The reactions of doctoral recipients
to the many aspects of their programs will serve to
keep the faculty of the Department of Secondary
Education aware of the effectiveness of their

doctoral programs.
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Personal Reflections

wWhat is a Doctorate?

Throughout this study the author has been troubled
by the persistence of the guestion, what is a doctorate?
The nagging reality of this question became increasingly
demanding as the study progressed through its various
stages, At the conclusion of the study I felt an un-
avoidable compulsion to face this inescapable force and to
address myself to it.

When I observed the bewildering array of doctoral
programs and experiences within the Department of Secondary
Education and Curriculum, each interest area with its own
objectives and faculty expectations, it was difficult at
the ocutset to discern any commonality or any gquality that
was universal to the doctorate. What, for instance, could
a doctorate in the area of Driver-Traffic Safety share with
a doctorate in History, Philosophy, and Sociology of
Education? Certainly these differing disciplines of this
most diverse department took their students down divergent
patha of scholarly inquiry. What then do recipients of
doctoral degrees share that is a direct result of their
programs? What essences or qualities do those who have
earned a doctorate have, or should have, in common? The
answers to these questions slowly unfolded as the data
from recent recipients were analyzed for some deeper

meaning.
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I am now convinced that there is a dimension to the
doctorate that transcends the cognitive demands of any
discipline that goes beyond mastery of the essential
elements of any major field. It is this dimension, as
important as any other, that provides a common guality and
meaning to the doctorate.

The awarding of a doctorate should signal the
achievement of a degree of self-reliance and self-
actualization that truly distinguishes the individual as
he acts and reacts to the world around him, It should mark
a level of growth and maturation that allows the recipient
to state well thought out positions on topics of general
concern as well as those on problems within his own
discipline. Here to-fore, as a graduate student, he has
been acted upon and his role, to varying degrees, has been
largely defined by the exigencies of his major field.

As a doctoral graduate he must reach beyond his
discipline in grappling with the mundane and monumental
problems of the human condition, His concern for the
growth of those around him will require an understanding
of individual and collective behavior that will often lead
him outside the province of his major field.

I feel there are some common purposes and expec-
tations for a doctoral degree. That, while acquiring a
high level of competence in any major field, the candidate

should grow in his awareness and understanding of himself
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and of others. As I reflect on my own experience within
the area of Curriculum in the College of Education at
Michigan State University I cannot help but see that I had
perhaps, the best of all possible programs. It was an
action orientated program that combined dynamic classroom
experiences with opportunities to deal with the pressing
problems of the public schools. It encouraged dialogic
realationships between students and professors that allowed
for full analysis of those field experiences, It provided
for an understanding and comprehension of the art of change

agentry that is truly unique in the College of Education,
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LETTERS

January 31, 1973

Dear

The Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum at Michigan State
University is presently conducting a survey of its' doctoral recipi-~
ents. The Department, working with the School for Advanced Studies,
asks for your assistance in this study in order to help provide the
vital information necessary to strengthen those programs,

As a doctoral recipient, you are in a crucial position to assist us in
the appraisal of doctoral programs. Bacause you are a vital source of
information, we ask that you complete the enclosed questionnaire as
completely and frankly as possiblae.

Your responses in the questionnaire will not be made known, nor will
any member of the departmental faculty have access to the returned
questionnaires.

It is very important that we receive your completed questionnaire
within ten days. For your convenience, a stamped and self-addressed
envelope is provided.

Thank you for your invaluable assistance.

Cordially,

John A. Fuzak, Associate Dean Michael J. Kenney
Director-school For Advanced Studies Graduate Assistant
JAF:all

Enclosures

170
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February 24, 1973

On January 31, 1973, a questionnaire that asked for an
appraisal of your doctoral experience was mailed to you.
As of this date, we have not received your completed
gquestionnaire.

This follow-up letter is sent to you with the assurance
that your participation in this study is still wanted and
needed. Your participation in this study is important, for
without it, an objective appraisal of our doctoral programs
in the Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum

is impossible.

Realizing that yocur crowded calendar may be one reason why
the questionnaire was not returned, we hope that now is a
more opportune moment to ask for your participation,

To facilitate the completion of this questionnaire, another
copy with a stamped self-addressed envelope is enclosed.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Cordially,

Michael J. Kenney

Enclosure
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QUESTIONMAIRE TO GRADUATES
A. The following information is sought in order to give tha Department of Secondary Education and Curriculum a wore compreshensive ondarstanding of the
professional activitias of its graduates. Fleass indicate your response with an "X" and a written commsent in the space{s) following sach question.
if sufficient space iz not provided, please we the back portion of the page.

1. Year Ph.D./R4.D. was swarded 6. Master's major

2, Presant Position 7. Raster's College or University

3. HMajor Doctoral Area (check one)

Mricultural Education 8. Type of Professicnal sxparience:
Noaber of years Nuaber of years

ZLT

Business and Distributive Education

—. Comparative and Intsrnationsl Zducation

- Curriculum

_____ History, Philosophy, and Sociology of Education
Industrial Education

Instructional Development & Technology

Secondary Edocation

VYocational & Technical Education

Other (specity)

Undergraduate major

Undergraduste College or University

elementary tsacher
elamentary principal
secandary teacher
secondary principal
slemantary supervisor
secondary supervisor

college/university
instructor

college/university
sdministrator

othar(s) please
indicate

bafore doctorats

aftar doctorate



11.

Indicats any of the categuries below vhich describe arsas in which you have worked since the campletion of your doctorats:

L4

a L 1] -4 »
h h H h H

»

9

-2
H

did you choose Michigan State University as the institution to do your doctoral work?
= mogt important, 2 = sscond in isportance, 3 = third in importance, 4 = fourth in importance, 5 = fifth in isportance.)

Initiating and implementing curriculum and instructional systess.
Developing instructional systam.

Proparing and deweloping educational personnel.

Planning sducational facilities.

Evaluating sducationsal programs.

Providing information on curriculum and instructional change.

Othar

(Rank five in order of importance:

Reputation of the Departaent of Secondary Education and Curriculum.
Meputation of Richigan State Tniversity,

Meputation or knowledge of key faculty psrsonnel.

Mvice from colleaguas and friends.

Proximity to home.

Type of program available.

Availability of financial aid.

Others (plsass indicate)

The following question is asked in ordar to detsmmine the time spent in the doctoral program:

Number of acadmmic terms (fall, winter, spring, and summer) that elapsed betwesn the tise you entared the program and the
time you completed tha program.

mber of terms spent in residance.

wumber of terms actually enrulled [on and off campus).

ELT



i2.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Indicste any three of the following activities that represents your present major responsibilities.
a, Committse Sarvice.

b. Mesearch Activities.

c. Preparing Manmecripts for Publication.

d. Public Epsaking.
@. Professiooal Organizations.

f. Other
Other

Flaase indicata the degree of your satisfaction with the fellowing broad aspects of your doctoral program at Michigan State University,
Your commants about these aspects of your doctoral preparation will be most helpful.

Needs
Isprovesant Adaquats Outstanding Comman t 8

PLT

Quality of classroom instruction
in major arsa

Quality of classroom instruction
in othar arsas

Opportunities for dialogue with
graduats students and/or
professors in ssjor area

Opportunities to mest and carry on
dialogus with professors and/or
graduate studants in other arsas
with tha college

Procsdures for planning
doctoral program




19.

21.

2.

23,

24,

25,

26.

27,

28.

Exparience of gradusta/tsaching
assistantship (if applicable)

Procedures for selection of
doctoral committes mambers

Procedures for Comprebansive
and Oral Defense Exams

Availability of camittes
mmmbers for coosultation

General working relstionship
with sntire committsse

As an opportunity to davelop
an undarstanding of the major
issues in education

As an opportunity to develop
strategies for curriculum and
instructional change

As an opportunity to develop an
snlarged more compreshensive
philoscophy of sducation

As an opportunity to develop an
enlarged philosophy cof life

As an opportunity to dewelop a

thorough knowledge of your
subject area

Magoate

The following quastions deal with tha broad purposes of degree pPrograms.
tha fulfillment of these purposes:

Qm:nandiﬂ

Flease indicate the degree to which your progras contributed to

(sgain your comments will be most helpful).

Little or None

Scme

A Great Dval

Comments

SLT



29.

i1.

a2.

3.

7.

3a.

Little or None Some A Great Dmal Commen t3

As an opportumity to be
adequataly exposed to innovative
schocl programs in your ssjor
area

A an opportumity to dsvelop a
sense of professional ethics

As an opportunity to dewelop
skills in critical thinking

As an oppertunity to qain
skills i{n intarpersonal

relations

As sn opportunity to develop
an undsrstanding of group
behavior

As an cpportunity to stimulate
and facilitats change in
education

AS an opportwmity to do original
and creative thinking

As an opportunity %o prepars for
a carear of tsaching

As an opportumity to prepare for
a carwer ir research

Having now had the opportunity to work with colleagues from other irmstitutions, how would you generally compars your preparation at Michigan
State University with theirs?

9L T
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40,

4.

42,

41,

M,

T™he following questions apply to your dissertation mperience. That axpariencs, as you can well recall, was a major part of your doctoral
progras. Becauwss of its importasce in the doctorsl grocess, we peed your responses to the following aspects of that experience. Please
indicate tha degres of your sstisfaction with the following phases of the dissertation process:

Reeds

Improvement  Adequate  Outstanding

Proosdures for selectico and
spproval of dissertstion topic

Applicability of resesarch
preparation to requirements of
dissartation

Oral dafense of dimsertation

Ralevance of dissartstion to
professional goals

What benafits, other than meeting » progras requirement, 4id you derive

from writing a dissartation?

How 4id you approach the task of the dissertation?
with snthusiasm
indifferently
with appreciation
with loathing

othar (pleass comment)

LLT



45,

1f an altarnative to the dissertation (e.g., film making, intermnship, group prvject, etc.) had been avallable to you, would you have likely

chosern it over the dissertation? IS MO Explain:

How Qid your oommittes regard the purposes of the dissertation?

as » training eaxercise in rasearch

as an original contribution te knowledge

other (plaass specify)

8LT
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Table O-1.~-Respondents' Written Comsents Concerning the Quality of Classroom Instruction
in Thair Major Areas.

Humber of Respondents Raporting
From fach Major Field

E
IR R S
. ©« . & B8
Rasponsss g ‘E': rgﬂ :::' E 'é E' Total

[T E 'g’ " g 9 No, &

P LA BN I

Fr i Elog;
Depands on instructor 1 1 1 2 F4 2 9
A great dea) of quality 1 1 1 k) 1 7
Some wsre outstanding 1 1 1 1 6
Curriculum staff outstanding 2 1 3
Quality, in most casas 1 1 1 3
Usually good 1 1 1 k]
Contacted soms fine instructors i 1 2
Could ba batter structured 1 1 2
Education classes wars worthless 1 1 2
Littles axposurs to other faculty 1 1 2
Nead more self-instruction 1 1 2
Quality going down 1 1 2
Too much lescturs 1 1 2
A varmed over M.A. program 1 1
Baat part of program 1 1
Courses in my program 1 1
Drivar-Traffic Safety, best in nation 1 1
Education courses contained littla 1 1
Few coursss offered in Sclience Education 1 1
I ressnt doc. students tsaching 1 1
Jusat excellant 1 1
Language requiresant 1 1
Lass sansjtivity groups 1 1
Major advisar had direct effect 1 1
More field sxperiencas 1 1
More contact with public schools 1 1
Neads coardinaticon 1 1
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Table C-2.,~-Rsspondants’ Written Commenta Concerning the Quality of Classroom Instruction
in Other Arsas.

Nusber of Rsspondsnts Reporting
From Each Major Flelda

X
-u u B
L] o -4 -~y
=1 L a o
e . 1
E e ! [ -l
- ] E -4
&t -
'é a E E o E Total
Rasponsss w -t : -
I a2 5 - . ‘é “ No. &
§ 3 E e &y M
it varied 2 1 2 1 6
Ranged from terrible to sxcellant 1 1 1 1 4
Could be batter structured 1 1 1 b )
Differing points of view 1 1 1 k]
Many in education wers weak 1 4 b |
Satisfied with total program 1 1 1 3
Dependad on arss 1 1 2
pidn't have time for othar courses 1 1 2
Lass than adequate 1 1 2
Mathematics Departsent atrong 2 2
Too much lecturas 1 1 2
Usually good 1 1 2
Muinistration coursss usslass 1 1
E4 Peych and Statistice strong 1 1
Resented graduate assietants teaching 1 1
I sealacted knowledgsable 1 1
Intarnational Ed, outstanding 1 1
Just excellsnt 1 1
Labor and industrial relations strong 1 1
Laxity of standards 1 1
Many classes just bull sessions 1 1
Had no opportunity 1 1
Too text-based 1 1
Philosophy and curriculum halpful 1 1

Uninspired tsaching 1 1
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Table C-3.«~-Respondents' Written Comments Concerning Their Working

Ralationship With Committee Members.

Frum Fach Major Field

Number of Respondents Reporting

Responses

Agriculture Ed

Bus & Dist Ed

Curriculum

Driver-Traffic

Hist, Phil, Soc

Instructional Dev

Secondary E4

Misc

Total

No. %

My chairman was cutstanding

Committes members very
helpful

Major reason for picking MsSU
Nothing could be finer
Friends of mine

I had the best

Major professor could have
been more helpful

Some members felt I infringed
They could have helped more
Varies with committee

Advisor was changed 8 times

I got through, that's what
counts

I hand picked my committee
I was lucky
Major professor gave a damn

My own involvement was
responsible

No community of scholars
extant

They need to treat students
as humans

They were not available

Very cooperative

W)

&

(=

-

= N

Lol . N * I G I NN SN -

e e e
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Table C=4,--Meepondants’ ¥Written Comments Concerning the Opportunities for Dialogue With

Graduate Etudents and/or Profesaors In Major Area.

Numbsr of Raspondents Reporting

From Each Major Field

o v 8 k

- T - A

. ¥ 5 0§ @

B 4 8 & 2

3l -4 ~— | & F - E 5‘

o £ y = 3 Total
Reasponses E [ -] : g 5 E u
g 5 o _: ] Y L] Ho. &
2 E 2 E s 3

Neeoded 1 1 b ]
Tremendous opportunities 1 1 1 3
As greduats aesvistant 1 had opportunities 1 1 2
Needed more relatad to ressarch 1 1 2
Two-way communication missing 1 1 2
Usually good 1 1 2
Major source of growth 1 1 2
Mith studants, not professors 1 2
A major asest 1 1
Ampls 1 1
Continuous 1 1
Emphaesis was on getting through 1 1
Everybody is too busy 1 1
Everyons in {smolation 1 1
Good seminars 1 1
I knew them for aight ysars 1 1
1 wasn't outgoing snough 1 1
Main reason for picking MSU 1 1
Need graduata assistant lounge 1 1
Cutstanding until professors loads increased b 1
They wers too busy 1 1
Time Availability 1 1
Terrible 1 1
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Table C-5.--Respondents' Written Comments Concerning the Opportunities
to Meet and Carry-On Dialogue With Professors and Graduate
Students in Other Areag Within the College.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
v &
o v 0
L e} vl 77] —
i W4 M
v . w4 - c w Total
M 4 [F ) o
ReBpOoNnsas o 7t d | VN St >
i) o4 — = L e
— (] b ' [ 3] ] No. %
o U L ¥] o o]
1] ¥ 1 © ~ <]
-4 b4 > 4 4 [} Q0
M g 1] ord w 7] 8] 111}
o = b e [ g o
« m O a n oA v
Major professor too busy 3 1 4
Ample 1 1 1l 3
Particularly poor 1 1 2
HMCD~--very helpful 1 1
Especially good with grad
students 1 1
Everyone in isolation 1 1
Fifth floor lounge, great 1 1
I didn't take advantage 1 1
I wasn't outgoing enough 1 1
L.ong term enrollment
helped 1 1
No desire or need for
this 1 1
Only at handball and
steambaths 1 1

Professors wouldn't get
off high horses 1 1

Terrible 1 1
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Table C-6.~-Reapondents' Written Comments Concerning the Procedures

for Planning a Doctoral Program.

Rasponses

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

No,

Agriculture Ed
Bus & Dist Ed
Curriculum
Driver-Traffic
Hist, Phil, Soc
Instructional Dev
Secondary Ed

Misc

Total

!

Allowed grea
Excellent ad

A major prof
help

An individua
program need

Designed aro
I planned my
Little help
Alot of mick

Appreciated
topic early

Clear-cut gu
Completed be
Consulted wi
I was never

No real prob
The rule boo

Concept of p
questionable

W
Rl

t flexibility

L8]
[
ot
L8

visor

esgor, a great

lly tailored
ed 1 1

und my needs 1 1
own 1 1

from staff 1 1

- RN NN

ay mouse 1

developing

idelines 1
fore I started 1

th a friend

sure

lems

— e e e et e

T

kX lays it out

lanned program
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Table C-7.--Respondents' Written Comments Concerning the Experience of
the Graduate/Teaching Assistantship.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
v &
B o 3 8 -
o - t - g 'tg Total
Responses H & G o2 3 o
PO R T -
— a a I [ [T " No. %
o - 3 m
O @ .~ o - v s
ord [ g & e 8 S
o 3 3 § A B8 ¢ 4
2 @ 6 a4 8 & & =
A good experience 1 1 4 2 8
Not enough pay 1 1 2
All should have experienco 1 1
Asgsistants need more
responsibilities 1 1
Could replace course work 1 1
Directly related to career 1 1
I was promised one, but
didn't get it 1 1
Little opportunity to teach 1 1
Most important aspact 1l 1
No complaints . 1 1
Gained working relationship
with faculty 1 1
Personally guided and aided 1 1
Professors should be more
involved | 1
Slave labor 1 1

Somewhat low lavel 1l l
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Table C-8.--Respondents' Written Comments Concerning the Procedures for
Selection of Doctoral Committee Members.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

9
v A
m o 58 8 4
(%] Yy o o Total
Responses 3 o % — g -
po o) 0 g M e ol "
FU — 2 £ ) No. %
-t [=] a ] e [ &) [}
e - =] us]
4] 2. ] o a - ¥ [ =4
ved M > Ie) o o] [¥]
| ] 1] M sl wn /)] 4] 7]
o a =] H rd = ] £
o m |8 (=] b+ (20 wn .
I had the most latitude 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 10
Students would welcome
any help 1 1l 1 3
No complaints 1 1 2
Too rushed 1 1 2
Ccmmittee members at odds 1 1
Difficult, but not
impossible 1 1
Extremealy pleased 1 1
I didn't know many faculty 1 1
Its done tooc late 1 1
Procedures unclear 1 1
Rules are rules 1 1
Temporary advisor sees
himself as permanent 1 1
Too much trial and error 1l 1l

Its done too soon l 1




187

Tal.le C-9,~--Respondents' Written Comments Concerning the Procedures for
Comprehensive and Oral Defense Examinations.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
o &

e 7! 0

N1 o o o ow oA s

[T o 3 et - = ¥ Total

Responses 5 @ 5 oA 3 p

Iy} A (« O e o

— n ] ) n 7 ] No. %

s 0 v g U

0 8 ol Q - |

.t [ > u o o o

13 th 1 ¥ ] vl w 1] &) w

o =4 3 be et = o -4

< m O o m ] w =
A trauma 1 1 1 3
Failed to sce value 1 1 1 k]
No complaints 1 1 1 3
Ought to be done away with 3 3
Valuable experience 1 1 2
Appreciated direct
involvement 1 1
A ritual 1 1
Just another hurdle 1 1
Comps integral to my growth 1 1
Comps were poorly done 1 1
Forced me to begin reading 1 1
Has improved 1 1
If they are roally necessary 1 1
Nobody died, took leave,
or had vacation 1 1
Pleasant and challenging 1 1
Too much weight given 1 1
Unclear, but not unfair 1 1
Waited 6 months for feedback 1 1

Waited two months for
feedback 1 1
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Table C-10.--Respondents’' Written Comments Concerning the Availability
of Committee Members for Consultation.

r—— - . A e o R -z=a -

Rumber of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

™
v A&
o) (¥ (&)
ful o 4 tn ]
[ "9 " o) Total
Responses " ow . " S5 § “
o A .51 8 2 0 & N
4 a 3 o = b = o. &
o y g 3
&) 8 el b - =
ot H > e 0 L
b 3 5 % o9 2 8 3§
2 m o (@] m - tn :H
Always available and helpful 2 1 1 1 5
Major advisor, terrific 3 1 4
Professors carrpy too large
a load 2 1 1 4
Too busy 2 1 3
I had the best committee 1 1 2
One pearson always hard
to find 1 1 2
Some very accessible 2 2
Too hard to gat them
together 2 2
Always interrupted during
conferences 1 1
Curriculum area terrific 1 b
Depends on student's
aggressiveness 1 1
Except for major professor 1 1
1 was lucky 1 1
In most cases, good 1 1
Meeting had to be arranged
months in advance 1 1
Never felt close 1 1

Sincere people, who gave
support 1l 1
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Table C-11.~--Respondents' Written Comments Concerning the General

Working Relationship With Entire Committee.

From Each Major Field

Number of Respondents Reporting

-
v &

o] 4] o]

m g 4w o

[ . Y4 - = 1] Total

Responses ¥ & 8 @« ~ ©° P

5 84 3 ¥ & ¢ 4 No. %

o) (8] 1 =) )

(8] 3 - Y ~ 1 =] =

i M > o 4 0 v

Lol w0 4 -l [T tn (4] 1)

o 3 s 34 et = Q 51

x @ O A  m - n >
Very helpful 1 1 1 1 4
No complaints 1 1 1 3
A cat and mouse game 1 1
Disagreements between
members, frustrating 1 1
Generally good 1 1
Great 1 1
Limited contact 1 1
Real people 1 1
The best 1 1
They helped and didn't hurt 1 1
This should be studied 1 1
Unavailable 1 1
Was told, "It's your baby" 1l 1
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Table C-12.--Respondents' Comments Concerning the Opportunity to
Develop an Understanding of the Major Issues in Education.

'y

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

b ]
Q
u Q
o) O (o]
Responses wn “ oY Y ow
@ Va - o 1=
5 & 5§ 8 o 3
3 it kot g o4 o o Total
— (= = ) o u b
5 @ =4 & =~ @0 B
it M > & a3 0 v No. %
> 3 ¥ 4w 5 2 8 3
< m & (o] b+ - T :'..j
Preparing for comps helped 1 1 1 3
Faculty is involved in
isgues- 2 2
Very good l 1 2
Curriculum does this 1 1
Depended on instructor 1 1
Didn't see as crucial 1 1
Depends on research skills 1 1
Doing "one's own thing"
has diminishing returns 1 1
Good instruction 1 1
I was self-motivated 1 1
I lacked the time 1 1
My program had little to
do with this 1 1
Need a better vehicle 1 1
Oonly in my interest area 1 1
Quality of staff important 1 1

Seminars were helpful 1 1
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Table C-13.~-~Raspondents’ Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
tc Develop Strategies for Curriculum and Instructional

Change.
Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field '
&
v &
s O 0
D) ] (o) i:: [12) r;’ -
Q s wd - ] (%] Total
Responses Y o g o - o
o A4 a4 & 2 Bon
- (] pa ] % 0 a No. %
e | (3} o a q
0 ur Eal @ -~ ] c
el Lol = ) 4 O [
[ 7] n L) wrd ut 0 V]
r D 2 YR 2 9 o
L9 m O 0 x - wn .
The Science-Math Teaching
Center was terrific 3 3
Certainly not enough 1 1 2
Only partially touched 1 1 2
A monumental task 1 1
pidn't see this as crucial 1 1
Dynamic demonstrations 1 1
Exposure to other educators
helped 1 1
1 came with expertise 1 1
Internship helped here 1 1
More emphasis on learning
theory needed 1 1
More process models are now
available 1 1
only in theory 1 1

Self-motivated 1 1
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Table C-14.--Respondents’ Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity

to Develop an Enlarged Mora Comprehensive Philosophy of

Education.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
v &
| u [}
w3 w Y " w
o H ) - <] (%1 Total
VEY g s~ o
Responses a u 2 a :E i E
— (n] a ) (" ﬁ L] No, %
3 9 2 0™
8] 3 - Q - 4 [
ord M > 8 U o U
> 39 5 W A4 B ° 3
- @M L&) [a] o - tn ;f
A major contribution to
my growth 1 1
Already prepared in this
area 1 1
Differing viewpoints
woare helpful 1 1
My best experience 1 1
Oonly help at coffee hours 1 l
Only through major
advisor 1 1
Seminars do this 1 1
Students need to be on
campus 1 1
The Title V and VI were
fantastic 1 1
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Table C-1l5.--Respondents' Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Develop an Enlarged Philosophy of Life,

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

8
v &

) v Q

woa I Total

5w % 4 5 i

Responses 3 7 E s - o b

LA a 3 ¥ &£ 8 4 No. %

=} (8 3] 3 s

b [F R~ o - & [~

et ¥ > ") be) 0 ")

53 5 L o2 2 % 8

o m U a b o — w §!
Because of major advisor 1 1
Depends on student 1 1
No school should try this
much 1 1
On my own 1l 1
Cne of the most meaningful
aspects 1 1
Probably the greatest plus 1 1
Student housing provided
this 1 1
This could be expanded 1 1

Through reading, faculty
contact 1 1
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Table C-16.~-Respondents’' Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Develop a Theorough Knowledge of Subjact Area.

Number of Respondents Raporting
From Each Major Field

>
o &
s §] o
i E “ ” n ™ Total
Responses " o) - — § M
=} n E h e o E-
o ol — ~ L ﬁ No, %
-4 (] s ] ) e o
e ) 4 3
U ua - Q - L ¥ [+
el | 2] =3 o & (o] 8]
o) 1] 1] rt tn 0 L tn
o o = Ho e >3 Q e
" m ) (a 2 o — u) .
Plenty of opportunity 2 2
Depends ot the student 1 1
Doctoral seminar helped 1 1
Had to compromise with
other needs 1l 1
I now realize 1 know very
little 1 1
Little quidance from faculty 1 1
More freedom for directed
study 1 1
More than I realized 1 1
On the job training is
needead 1 l
Professors lacked that
broad knowledge 1 1
The opportunity is there 1 1
Theoritical knowledge 1 1

The greatest efforts made 1 1
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Table C-17.-~Raspondents' Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to be Adequately Exposed to Innovative School Programs
in Major Area.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

Total

Rasponses
No. %

Agriculture Ed
Bus & Dist Ed
Curriculum
Driver-Traffic
Hist, Phil, Soc
Instructional Dev
Secondary Ed

Misc

L
Pt
[
-

Needed more of a push
Laid a foundation for us
Very good 1 1

=
Pt
NN N A

Visitations were provided 1 1

Advisor asaisted in this
area 1

—

Depands on student 1

-

Didn't go beyond aseigned
subject matter 1

Due to fantastic advisor 1

Ed 450 assistantship helped 1

I sought these out 1

Many professors unaware 1
My program was a forerunner 1

No opportunity here 1

None first hand 1

Not a program objective 1

OMERAD provided this 1

P e et et e e b e et e

Only in major area 1

The R&D Program was
excellent 1

[

Tough reading 1 1
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Table C-18.--Respondents' Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Davelop a Sense of Professional Ethics.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
-
b a ?
o 1 hy R g "3 Total
Responses o8 0B 8 o203
o ot ~— ? £ & E‘ No. %
-~ 0O e | [N L ]
o O H g
U (] - Q - [
e | 1] o 4 4 [0 8]
3] 1)) 3] crd n w [§) L1}
(o] 3 o] 4 - [+ Q) !
£ m O (6] a e w s
Instructors helped here 2 2
Because of high staff
ethics 1 1
Close contact with true
professionals 1 1
Depends on definitions 1 1
Depends on student 1 l
Due to advisor 1 1
I already had this 1 1
Limited 1 1
Many faculty were poor
examples 1 1
Models were given 1 1
Most gave emphasis to this 1 1
My value system was re-
enforced ] 1
Never discussed l 1
Teaching cannot be profesa-
sional 1 1

Yes, informally 1 1
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Table C-19.--Respondents' Written Commants Concerning the Opportunity
to Develop Skills in Critical Thinking.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

Total

Repponses
Ho, %

Agriculture Ed
Bus & Disgt Ed
briver-Traffic
Hist, Phil, Soc
Instructional Dev

Curriculum
Secondary E4

Mig:

Dapends on students

—
it
N

Faculty asked the right

questions 2 2
A great plus 1 1
Activities, but little

critical thinking 1 1
Could be improved 1 1
Especially from statistics 1 1
Good dialogue with staff 1 1
Had skills already 1 1
If one is ready 1 1
Only during exams 1 1
Program designed for this 1 1

Very much so 1 1
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Table C~20.--Raspondants’ Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Gain Skills in Interpersonal Relations.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

=
-
ue ) v 0
[4¥] o Nal [¥7] -
- R -
ﬁ n g o — (3] Total
Responses 3 f-nc —t e’: E 3 l':'
—~ O pn ] 1 [+ 4} L]
pa L H o o] No. %
O > aed @ - ¥ [ =4
- H > ) ) 0 U
N 0 H m 0 0 T
[+ o] 3 s b4 - ~ o -
< m U (=] e 4 w =
Depends on student 1 1 2 4
A course in this arca
would help 1 1
A most meaningful aspect 1 1
Artificial situations
inadequate 1 1
Counseling courses could
be bettar l 1
Good experience with
student teachers 1 1
I had more skills than
staff members 1 1
I learned to keep my
mouth shut 1 1
instructional development
area terrific 1 1
Mott program helped 1 1
Needs considerable
improvement 1 1
None in a formal sense 1 1
Not appropriate to program 1 1
Not enough 1 1
Perhaps, tco much 1 1
Thanks to curriculum area 1 1
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Table C-21.-~Respondents’ Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Davelop an Understanding of Group Behavior.

Rumber of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
v A
o u 0
[al ko) lal n -
“ & .« g a Total
A B 5 o 0 ota
Responses o248 E%ow
3 8 3 L =% s No. 8
L&) a sl Q ~ 1 =]
- 4 = 4 o o] O
5 3 5 % 2 & 8 3
E‘ m O a e o — tn X,
Not enough 1 1l 2
Too little time to think 1 1 2
A real limitation in program 1 1
Artificial gituations
inadequate 1 1
As much as wanted 1 1
Courses must be carefully
chosen 1 1
I already had skills 1 1
Mott program helped 1 1
No explicit training 1 1
Overemphasized in some
areas 1 1

Seminars were excellent 1 1
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Table C-22.--Respondents’ Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Stimulate and Facilitate Change in Education.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

*
o . 3 8
X g o R = Total
Responses 3 o E % - g (]
3 - — [:: E ﬁ t‘ No. §
~ 0 ' o 7 a3
H ¥ b g 0
3 A o - £
o | ) = + o O L
4 ) bt rd v v 4] 7
o 9 o b = ¢
<« @M U 0O & == w .
Needs more emphasis 1 1 2
Academic assignments helped 1 1
Applied on the job 1 1
Encouragement given 1 l
Mostly informal 1 1
No explicit training 1 1
Strong emphasis ) 1

The opportunity is there 1 1
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Table C-23,-~Respondents’ Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Do Original and Creative Thinking.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
o &
;e 3 o
W W -t
. bo B 1
5 5 5 § oo S o
Responses 5 4 'a £OE B E‘
= L a o No. %
3] B ol .1 - =
ved 2] » 4 3 [o] [¥)
1 3 n L2 -t in 1] L¥) L]
o 3 ja | 3] s = a 51
< m O 0 ox e t ;
One of the good features 1 1 2
A great deal 1 1
A rather open experience 1 1
Dissertation provided this 1 1
Except for the dissertation 1 1
In classes 1 1
My ideas were rejected 1 l
Not enough independent
study 1 1
Too busy doing dull
assignments 1 1

Wasn't as great as I
hoped 1 1
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Table C-24.--Respondents' Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Prepare for a Career in Teaching.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
v A&
o 1) (o}
[ o g w oo
[N (7] " o]
Q U - [+ [
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fa wn b4 - o E‘
o - (2 £ Is)
; [} 3 ) Y u g Total
Responses g e ¢ 8 - B R
3 ] M crd w 0 U m No. &
o = ja] o e o @ 5’
[ m O (&) b o} (=] wn ”
This was not my goal 2 1 3
Luckily, I was already
a teacher 1 1 2
Needed more skills here 1 1 2
Good experience 1 1
Had opportunity to
practice 1 1

Needed more audio-
vigsual experience 1 1
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Table C-25.--~Respondents’ Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Prepare for a Career in Research.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
o &
e 0 0
[ 53] o -t w —
[N Yt n e
o Y - g
e o 5 q 3]
o238 2 % oq
— [ B ' A c o
8 @ A @ . o B Total
Responses T ow N2 8 H 8 @8
g @ & a8 8 & § # No. %
Not my interest 10 5 3 6 2 26
A real weakness 2 2 1 5
Too much emphasis on
research by college 2 2 1 5
Statigtics should be
required 1 1
Good cogniturely-
weaks affectively 1 1
I Jlearned on my own 1 1

Second floor was great help 1 1




204

Table C-26.--Respondents’' Written Comments Concerning the Procedure

for Selection and Approval of Dissertation Topic.

Number of Respondents Reporting

From Each Major Field

S
v &
o U o
w9 ooow o S Total
Responses ﬁ o % ﬁ — g “
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o oed — (%] Lo Iy *
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3 D 9 g g
[ 4] -] -rd 1] ~ |
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M v Moo v " 0 W
th 3 o | %) . [+ o E
< m O o T !
Given great freedom 1 5 1 1 8
Liked the flexibility 4 2 2 8
The responsibility was mine 1l 3 1 1 6
Committae had too much say 1 1 1 3
Excellent guidance 1 1 1 3
Lack of direction 1 2 3
Should begin carlier 2 1 3
Frustrating 1 1 2
A hit or miss affair 1 1
A most trying time 1 1
Another hurdle 1 1
Clarification of process
neesded 1 1
Great in my area 1 1
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Table C-27,.-~Respondents’ Written Comments Concerning the Applicability
of Research Preparation to Requirements of the Disser-

tation.
Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field
>
o &
o) u 0
O] o ) w —t
s M ho! . 8 B Total
Responses Y 4 5 o E 2 o
L A E " & b o No. %
3 H g 0
T s -4 ] - =
Y N a4 b W 9 a
o 3 ; N ot 2 @ o
< o O fa) = [ n ”
Rasearch classes desirable 1l 1l 2
Research methods totally
inadequate 1 1 2
Statistics irrelevant to
goals 1 1 2
Committee's responsibility 1 1
Pidn't need research
preparation 1 1
Ed. 999 has no provision
for historical research 1 1
Research advisors only
prepared in pure research 1 1
Research for the sake of
research is senselesgs 1 1

Statistics classes too large 1 1
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Table C-28.--Respondants' Written Comments Concerning the Oral Defense
of Dissertation.

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

>
o &
s} 3] 0
¥} o - w -
t3 s a o
v w W e~ § " Total
3 0 E gl ol - t‘ aota
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ot M > Y] 4+ o U

Lol g I e w )] [ & ] n

o pa | o] - (=1 QU -t

< m & (& pa ol -4 W >l
A good expericence 1 6 2 1 10
Questions were relevant 3 2 2 7
Not needed 1 1 2
Short, sincere, but not
challenging 1 1 2
A learning experience 1 1 2
A nit-picking session 1 1
Best experience I've had 1 1l
Committee’'s responsibility 1 1
Just a formality 1 1
Kindness would help 1 1

Make it a defense or
abandon it 1l 1
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Table C-29,.--Raspondents' Written Comments Concerning the Relevance of
the Digsertation to Professional Goals,

Number of Respondents Reporting
From Each Major Field

g
Q
4 (]
[§] O
15 ] T -rd tr —t
.8 on
v " i i 5 Total
Responses 209 3 Moo o0 o
409 5 L " 8§ Q No.
() un - Q - | ¥ [ o
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1 Y] 0 1 ¥ -rd v th 8] ;]
o b o SR o Q -
< m L) O b 4 0 >t
Experience assisted me
professionally 1 1 2
Relevant to my careor 2 2
Worthless 1 1 2
A pattern for subsequent
resoarch 1 1
Absolutely zero 1 1
Chance to gatheyr first hand
information 1 1
Excellent guidance 1 1
1 was lucky 1 1
Just another hurdle | 1
Limited value 1 1
Minimal 1 1

Much of it was published 1 1




208

Table C-22.--Respondents’ Written Comments Concerning the Opportunity
to Stimulate and Facilitate Change in lducation.

Humber of Respondents Reporting
From Fach Major Field
>
o &
Mmoo A B Total
o " i g 7 e
Responses S ﬁ g E . .2 1
3 0 ot ho e e h' Ho. %
—- @] a 1 [a W] [8) L]
a Y =B o |
0 @ e Q - i =
e ol > 'S + (o} &)
12 4] L] et 0 w L 1 4]
o o =) [ I3 LTI
L m & (@) o +d = w -
Needs more emphasis 1 1 2
Academic assignments helped 1 1
Applied on the job 1 1
Encouragement given 1 1
Mostly informal 1 |
No explicit training 1 1
Strong emphasis 1 1

The opportunity is there 1 1




