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ABSTRACT

PERCEPTIONS OF DOCTORAL STUDENTS CURRENTLY IN RESIDENCE IN
THE AREAS OF CURRICULUM ANRD SECONDARY EDUCATION 1IN THE
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AT MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY

Purpose

REGARDING CERTAIN ASPECTS OF THEIR
DOCTORAL PROGRAMS

By
William James Nelson

The purpose of this study was to examine perceptions

doctoral students in residence Winter Term, 1973, in the areas of

Curriculum and Secondary Education in the College of Education at

Michigan State University have regarding certain aspects of their

doctoral programs.

An attempt was made to solicit answers to the following

questions:

1.

What do we know about the doctoral students' educational
and professional background?

llow do doctoral students view the purposes and goals

of their programs?

What personal information do we have for each of the
doctoral students? |

What are the greatest obatacles facing doctoral students
as they attempt to complete requirements for a &egree?
Has the university been helpful in providing financial

assistance?
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6. How much flexibility do doctoral students perceive as
important, and how much flext{bility do they actually
have in the make-up of their own decisions within the
program?

7. How much invoivement do doctoral students perceive to
be important, and how involved actually are they in
certain aspects of thelr programs?

8. What is the degree of overall satisfaction doctoral

students have with certain aspects of their programs?

Procedures

After sending an Introductory letter, questionnaires were
mailed to one hundred and six doctoral students. A total of

eighty-eight were returned for a 83.0 percent return.

Conclusions

1. The doctoral students who were in residence Winter Term,
1973 in the areas of Secondary Education and Curriculum
in the College of Education at Michigan State University
represent a diversity of educational experiences and
backgrounds.

2. The students listed a variety of purposes for pursuing
a doctoral degree, but gaining personal growth and
obtaining a better job were the primary reasons.

3. A univeraity teaching position was the most popular choice
of doctoral students regarding the position they would be

willing to accept upon completion of theilr doctoral

programs.
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Doctoral students indicated personal and financial
obstacles were the greateat hurdies to be overcome
as they tried to complete requirements for the doctorate,
For those doctoral students who requested financial
assistance, the university has hteen proven helpful in
providing 1it,
Doctoral students do not believe they have as much
flexibility in regard to requiréments for the
dissertation as they have in otler areas of their
programs,
An alternative to the dissertation would be selected by
a substantial majority of doctoral students if such an
alternative was available.
Doctoral students feel they are not involved with staff
selection, staff evaluation, department policy, and
doctoral program appraisal as tﬁey should be.
A reflexion of questionnaire responses showed that while
doctoral students have a general satisfaction with the
broader aspects of their programs, they do, however, show
a concern about specific areas ¢f their programs. These
areas are more personalized programs and more student
involvement. Two other major ateas of concerm are
giving thought to altermnatives to the dissertation and
providing opportunity for student involvement outside

the university,
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Recommendations

The following recommendations are offered with the hope that

they will be acted on in an attempt to modify and strengthen doctdral

programs in the areas of Curriculum and Secondary Education in the

College of Education at Michigan State University.

1.

Consideration should be given to making doctoral programs
more personalized by providing more opportunities for
dialogue between students and faculty members, and by
providing more opportunities for spouses to become
involved in the program.

Consideration should be given for taking the necessary
steps to involve doctoral students more directly in
certain aspects of their doctoral programs. These
aspects include selection of staff members within the
department, evaluation of staff members, determination
of policy within the department and an appraisal of
doctoral programs.

Consideration should be given to investigating the
feasibility of providing an alternative to the
dissertation. Poasible alternatives might include

film making or intermships within the public schools.
Consideration should be given to providing more
opportunities for students to become involved in
educational experiences outside the university setting.
Provisions should also bhe made for the proper processing

of those experiences.



This Dissertation is Dedicated to Marcia Who 1 Love
More Than Yesterday, Less Than Tomorrow
and

To David and Ann Wiio Have Taught Me So Much These Past Two Years

ii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

To the members of my committee, Charles Blaciman, Howard
Hickey and John Opis. Thank you for your support and continual

{nterest in me as a persom.

To my major professor, Dale Alam, a friend vho cares. Thank
you for being Dale and allowing me to be Bill.

To my parents and Marcia's parents. Thank you for alwaya
being there--we love you.

To Mike, Gary, Bob, Bill, Jaan and Keith--what can I say

to special friende? 1I'll thank you! Remember . . . .

114



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF TABLES . &« ©o 4 ¢ o o « o o o o 2 o o o o s s s «
Chapter

1. INTRODUCTION . . . - v ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ = o 5 » o

NEED FOR THE STUDY . . . ¢« o o 4 « = o o o &

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY . . &« &« « o = s o« s s &

MAJOR ASSUMPTIONS . . & & o o ¢ o o o o s o &

LIMITATIONS . . ¢ . « v ¢ o o o o & o & 2 = o«

OVERVIEW . . & o v ¢ ¢« o ¢ o s o o 5 o o o

2., RESEARCH METRODOLOGY . « «. « &+ o s o 5 o s s o &

INTENT OF THE INSTRUMENT . . . « « & « o o &

DESIGN OF THE INSTRUMENT . . . . ¢ o o » o &

SELECTION AND DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS . .

ADMINYSTRATION OF THE QUESTIONMAIRE ., , . . .

3. PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS . . . + « « « & + o«

NUMBER OF DOCTORAL STUDENTS RESPONDING TO THE
QUESTIONNAIRE L] - L ] L] . L L - - . - - - -

OBSTACLES TO OVERCOME ., . . . &+ + « ¢ s o o o«
AVAILABILITY OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE . , , .
FLEXIFILITY IN DOCTORAL PROGRAMS . , . . . .
INVOLVEMENT IN DOCTORAL PROGRAMS , . ., . . .
PERCEIVED SATISFACTION WITH DOCTORAL PROGRAMS
SUPPLEMENTAL FINDINGS . . ¢ & « + « o o s o &
4, SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS . . .
SUMMAFY OF THE STUDY AND MAJOR FINDINGS . . .
iv

vi

Page

- N - Y - W X )

10
12
13
14
21
30
32

33
3
34
36
42
49
67
75
75



Chapter Page
CONCLUSIONS . & &+ & & o ¢ o = o o o 2 2 o o « o o & 80
RECOMMENDATIONS . . & & + 4 & &« o o o o o « = o & & 82
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY . . . . . + & « « + o 84
PERSONAL REFLEXIONS . . . & &+ &« 4 « ¢ o o o » o o « 85.

BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . . & ¢ 4 4 ¢ o o s 2 s s o 5 o o o ¢ o o o 89

APPENDICES - L ] - - L - L] L] L d - L] » - L] L L] - * b4 » L] » L] - . & 91



Table

1.

10.

11.

12.

13,

14-

15.

16,

LIST OF TABLES

Responses of Doctoral Students to the Introductory
Le t ter - * - - - . -» L ] - * * - - [ ] - - L - L ] - »

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Degree Held
and Granting Institution . . . . . ¢ « & o & o &

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Age and Sex .

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Residency
(State) - » L [ ] L] L L] [ ] L [ ] - - L] - L] » - L] . -

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Major Area .

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Marital Status

and Ch i.ld I.'eﬂ - - - - » L] L] L] L] L L » ] L4 L] - - -

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Place of
Residence . . . & v 4 ¢ o o + &+ o o 5 e s 8 o

Page

18

25

26

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Terms and Parts

of Program Completed . . . . . ¢« « + . ¢« + « « &

Characteristics of Doctoral Studenta: Professional
BlegrO‘md L ] [ ) - - . L ] L ] L L ] - - - L] - [ ] [ ] » - -

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Choice of
Professional Position . . . & &+ ¢ ¢+ « ¢« ¢ o o o

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Purposes of
Degree L] - - » - L] - L] L] - L] L] L} » L] - 1] . - - -

Number of Doctoral Students Responding to Question-
mlre - - - L] » [ ] L - L L ] - [ ] - [ ] - ] . - - -

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Concerning Obstacles
That Need to be Overcome in Completing the
Requirements for the Doctorate . . . . . . . . .

Doctoral Students' Judgments Concerning Helpfulness
of the University Regarding Financial Assistance

Doctoral Students' Responses Regarding the Financing

of Their Graduate Studies . . . «. . + + ¢« « « &«

Curriculum Doctoral Students' Judgments Regarding the

Importance of Flexibility in Certain Areas of
'l.he i r Progrm - - L] - L] - L] - L] L] L] L L] L ] L 3 L ] -

26

27

29

30

33

35

36

36

38

vi



vii
Table Page

17. Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Judgments
Regarding the Importance of Flexibility in
Certain Areas of Their Program . . . . . . . . . . 39

18. Curriculum Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding
the Flexibility They Have in Certain Areas of Their
Prosram L LJ . L] - » L] L[] - - [ ] L » E ] L ] Ll » L - - L] &0

19. Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Perceptions
Regarding the Flexibility They Have in Certain
Areas of Their Programs . . . . « 4+ « « « « s « « &1

20, Curriculum Doctoral Students' Judgments Regarding
the Extent That Doctoral Students Should be
Involved in Certain Aspects of Their Programs . . 44

21. Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Judgments
Regarding the Extent That Doctoral Students Should
be Involved in Certain Aspects of Their Programs . 45

22. Curriculum Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding
the Extent That They Have Been Involved in
Certain Aspects of Their Program . . . . . . . . . 46

23. Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Perceptions
Regarding the Extent That They Have Been Involved
in Certain Aspects of Their Programs . . . , . . . 4B

24. Curriculum Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding
the Level of Dialogue with Certain People in the
College of Education " ¥ B = & & & & & 3 T & & v u SD

25. Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Perceptions
Regarding the Level of Dialogue with Certain
People in the College of Education . . . . . , . . 51

26. Curriculum Doctoral Students' Perceptions of Their
Degree of Satisfaction with Certain Components of
Their Doctoral Programs . . . « « « = « &« o « o« o« 54

27. Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Perceptions
of Their Degree of Satisfaction with Certain
Components of Their Doctoral Programs . . . . . . 5%

28. Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Value
of Course Work in Their Major Area . . . . . . . . 57

29. Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Value
of Course Work in Their Cognate Areas . . . . . . 58

30. Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Value of
Course Work OQutslide the College of Bducavion , . . 99



Table

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Value
of Time and Effort Spent on the Dissertatfon .

Doctoral Students' Responses Regarding Alternatives
to the Dissertation . . . . <« ¢ + & ¢ o s « o &

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Extent
That They Feel Their Program Should Involve
Activities Outside the University Setting . . .

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Extent
That Their Programs Actually Involved Activities
Outside the University Setting . . + « « ¢« « «

Doctoral Students' Judgments Regarding the Contri-
bution of Certain Aspects of Their Doctoral
Programs to Their Professional Development . , .

viii

Page

60

61

62

63

65



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Reform is needed in institutions of higher education 1if they
are going to continue serving our ever-changing asociety. They must
not become victims of mindlessness; that is, '"the failure to think
seriously about the purpose or consequence--the failure of people at
every level to ask why they are doing what they are doing or to
inquire into the consequences."1

As one step toward reform, more effort and commitment could
be made to analyze the effects that institutions of higher education
have on the people they are designed to serve. I1f one believes
education is a self-renewing process which is never complete, it
seems that continual feedback from people within educational insti-
tutions would be crucial to the process To date, procedures for
program evaluation and appraisal have, for the most part, been limited
to the work of committees appointed by representatives of an inati-
tution or limited to studies designed to solicit opinions from people
who have already left the institution. While these vehicles of
evaluation serve a worthwhile purpose, there scems to be an additional
need to query people presently within institutions of higher education.

Examples of studies of this nature are Baird's analyses of graduate attitudes

lcharles A. Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom, (New York:
Random House, 1970), p. 36.




and Heiss' survey of graduate student perceptions of the Ph., D.
process. Speaking of the lack of thought a particular institution
gives to educating {ites particular student body, Silberman mentions
that in all cases wvhere pressures exist to become unfiform, "energy
and thought are directed to changing the institution's character,
or at least its prestige and status, rather than to figuring out

n2 The

how best to educate the students who are already there.
needs, perceptions and feelings of people presently being served

by educational institutions must be considered and valued before
any attempt can be made to improve existing programs and procedures.
Further, if institutions of higher education are to produce people
who can function effectively in our rapidly changing society,

continuous evaluation of all aspects of the preparation program is

mandatory.

Need for the Study

Most people in higher education often are critical of public
schoel education. The criticism may be justified, but it is this
author's contention that more time should be devoted to looking at
ourselves, both as a college that challenges the public achools and
as individuals within that college. The processes of self-reform
and self-renewal can be difficult and sometimes painful, but they
can also be stimulating and growth producing.

Recently graduate education has been beset by vast numbers

of growing problems. While no immediate solutions exist to

21bid., p. 106.



these problems, some explanations may be helpful to the reader.
Creater demands of society, schools, and universities for high
quality personnel have caused many problems for graduate education.
Also, the increased cry for relevance by students in graduate
programs has contributed to the expansion of problems. Another
contributing factor is the change taking place in the undergraduate
curriculum of many colleges and universities, f£.e., open enrollments,
nlimination of general education courses as well as traditional

ma jors and specific course requirements, "experimental education",
Field study, independent study, and various forms of affective
learning. Wwhen students with this background enroll in traditional
graduate programs, a significant fraction find the programs to be
rigid, overly specialized, and irrelevant to their needs. The
pressures created by this mismatch have caused many problems for
graduate education.

Since the end of World War II, higher education in general
and graduate programs in particular have been overwhelmed by numbers
of students. The rapidity of expansion is indicated by the tripling
of annual Ph. D. degrees awarded during the period 1960 - 1970; the
number rose from 9,829 in 1960 to 29,872 in 1970.7 7This invasion
of people combined with the many problems arising In graduate
education has resulted in undue stress upon doctoral programs and

upon the people responsible for their continual development.

3u. s. Office of Education, "Earned Degress Conferred, 1959-
1960, Batchelor's and Higher Degrees', (Washington, D, C.: U. S.
Government Printing Office, 1962), p. 35; U. S. Office of Education,
"Earned Degrees Conferred, 1969-1970", (Washington, D.C.: U, S.
Government Printing Office, 1970), p. 5..



A specific problem facing graduate education is that some
business and industrial employers have expressed a dissatisfaction
with what they perceive to be narrowness and inflexibility of many
new doctoral recipients. Similarly, many Ph. D.'s have found non-
academic employment to be limiting and parochial. This problem calls
for an exploration of the articulation between curriculum content
and employment opportunities.

The question of how graduate programs can be reconstructed
to meet the needs of the two year colleges has posed another problem.
They are an expanding sector of higher education and might be
expected to absorb growing numbers of Ph. D.'s in faculty positions.
There is evidence, however, that many community colleges are
reluctant to employ traditionally educated Ph. D.'s because of an
alleged mismatch between the teaching oriented nature of the job
requirements and the research orientation and aspirations of most
Ph. D.'s.?

Attempts have been made, particularly since 1960, to deal
with the problems alluded to in this section. As a result of
Berelson's study of graduate education in th; United states, new
scholarly dialogue about purposes of graduate education has emerged.s
Berelson queried university presidents, deans, and department

chairmen about what they viewed as purposes of graduate education,

4 Further evidence of Ph.D.'s in Community Colleges cited in
John W. Hutter, "'Small Market for Ph.D.'s: The Public Two-Year
College", AAUP Bulletin, Vol. 58, No. 1, (Spring, 1972), pp. 17-20.

SBernard Berelson, Graduate Education in the United States,
(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1960), p. 16.




Results of his study reflected wide divergence about graduate
education. Berelson was successful in opening a decade of
scholarly dialogue about graduate education. This dfalogue has
been increasing in intensity as the years go by. Following in
the wake of Berelson's landmark study were numercus studies that
reflected a continuing concern about graduate education. The
Council of Graduate Schools of the United States, in a two
volume report on graduate education, and the pioneer effort of
Ann Heigs of the University of California have underscored the
need for a new evaluation of graduate education in the United
States.

More specifically related to this study, and following the
recommendations made by Berelson, the Council of Graduate
Schools along with Ann Heiss stressed the need to conduct
evaluative studies of individual departments and programs within

6,7 This study is an

apecifié colleges and interest areas.
ef fort in that direction. These two areas have recently been

merged; therefore, a study may lend timely and useful information.
One way of evaluating these programs is to listen actively to the

people presently being served hy the areas of Secondary Education and

Oamerican Association of Colleges for Teacher ltducation,
"“The Doctorate in Education, Volume I, The Graduates', (Washington,
D. C., The Association, 1960-1961), p. 110,

7Ann M. Heiss, Challenges to Graduate Schools, (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1970), p. 6.




Curriculum. Opportunities need to exist for more students to speak,
and hopefully, to be heard., Once these opportunities exist, provisions
need to be made for gathering information and for submitting it to
those in the educational community who not only are interested but
also are in positions to strengthen and improve doctoral programs.
Hopefully, theae changes will be based largely on the perceptions
students have of certain aspects of their doctoral programs. The
author aims to examine perceptions of the doctoral students currently
in residence in the areas of Secondary Educatfion and Curriculum in
the College of Education at Michigan State University. Tt is

hoped that a result will be strengthened and improved doctoral

programs.

Purpose of the Study

A message from Thoreau can be helpful in keeping this, or
any study,in its proper perspective,

What everybody echoes or in silence passes by as

true today may turn out to be falsehood tomorrow,

mere smoke of opinion, which some had trusted for

a cloud that Hould sprinkle fertilizing rain on

their fields.

This study is a quest for new information and insights; it
is not an attempt to prove anything or to find the only right answer(s).
The main purpose of this study is to examine the perceptions of

doctoral students currently in residence in the areas of Secondary

Education and Curriculum in the College of Education at Michigan

Bchry David Thoreau, Walden as reprinted in The Wind that
Blows is All that Anybody Knows, (New York, 1970),




State Universaity regarding their degree of satisfaction with certain
aspects of their doctoral programs as preparation for careers as
professional educators. Beyond the degree of satisfaction, responses
will be solicited from doctoral cnndidateé regarding specific
suggestions they have for strengthening existing doctoral programs.

In this study, the author will investigate experiences and purposes
doctoral students bring with them to a doctoral program. He will also
study the nature of their experiences in the program as a basis for
determining future doctoral programs.

As a result of this study taking place, it is hoped that the
following results:; (1) discussfon will be stimulated on the issues
raised by the study, and (2) action will be taken to strengthen and
improve the program in those areas identified as critical by the
students. Results of this study may be combined with results of a
follow-up study in the same areas to determine how people currently
in the program agree or differ in their perceptions from recent
recipients of the doctoral degree. Information gathered, along with
conclusions, recommendations and further questions, will be shared in
a constructive manner with the ecducational community.,

While this study does not assert hypotheses, it does, however,
seck to solicit answers to certain questions. ‘Thosce questions that
are asked in this study are these:

1. What do we know about the doctoral candidates' educational

and professional background?

2., How do doctoral students view the purposes and goals of

their programs?
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What personal informatfon do we have for each of the
doctoral candidates?

What are the greatest obstacles facing doctoral candidates
as they attempt to complete requirements for a degrae?
Has the university been helpful in providing financial
assistance?

How much flexibility exists for the doctoral candidates
within their programs?

How involved are doctoral students in deci{sions made
within their programs?

What is the degreec of overall satisfaction doctoral

candidates have with certain aspects of their programs?

Major Asgsumptions

1.

A questionnaire, despite its limitations, is an acceptable
way in which to gather information. For the purpose of
this dissertation, a mailed questionnaire can be defined
as a list of questions for information or opinion which ia
mailed to potential respondents who have been chosen in a
designated manner. The respondents arec asked to complete
the quedtionnaire and return it by mail.

Doctoral students in the areas of Secondary Education

and Curriculum in the College of Education at Michigan
State University are cspable and qualified to evaluate
their own experience.

The areas, department, and college will welcome an
opportunity to take an in-depth look at the doctoral

program and give consideration to possible modifications



Limitations

1,

3.

which this study and additional examinations might
suggest;

Demographic information gathered in this study about
each of the doctoral students will be helpful in
interpreting their responses to other parts of the
questionnaire.

Considerations of this study should be applicable to

other doctoral programs in colleges of education.

The population selected for this study includes those
students who are presently classified as doctoral students
within the areas of Secondary Education and Curriculum

in the College of Education in residence Winter Term, 1973,
at Michigan State University.

Conclusions drawn in this study cannot be generalized
beyond those students who responded to the questionnaire.
The study is limited to perceptions of doctoral students
and not to those of faculty and administration within

the department.

Those aspects of the doctoral program that are examined

in the study were mainly selected by the doctoral students
themselves.

The study does not examine alternative doctoral progranms
existant in American colleges and universities. 1Its

focus is limited to established programs within the

areas of Secondary Education and Curriculum in the College

of Education at Michigan State University.
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This study is designed to gather information and .
opinions which will lead to tentative conclusions, some
recommendations and further questions; but it is not
designed to offer conclusive proof of something.
Although the participants in this study were informed
that their specific contributions would be treated in a
confidential manner, some may be hesitant to speak
candidly of a program in which they are presently involved
and to which their future may be linked.
Because of the direct nature of this study and the fact
that it i{s unique to this group of participants, a
presentation of a review of related literature is not
included in this study,
The format of the questiomaire may have some limitations:
(a) validity depends on the ability and willingness of
the respondents to provide information, (b) there exists
the possibility of a misinterpretation of questions,
(¢) there is no follow-through on misunderstood questions
or evasive answers, and (d) there is no observation of
apparent reluctance or evasiveness on the part of the

respondents.

Chapter I contained an introduction to the study, a discussion

of the need for the study, the purpose of the study, major assumptions

of the study, and limitations of the study.

A discussion of the research methodology used in the study,

including a description of the population, an examination and
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explanation of the instruments used, and the procedures to collect
data are contained in Chapter 1I.

Included in Chapter III is a presentation and analysis of the
the data collected during the course of the investigation.

Chapter IV is devoted to a summary of the study and major findings,
conclusions, recommendations, and suggestions for further study.

In the final chapter the author of this study will provide a

section entitled ''Personal Reflexions" in which the more vivid aspects

and reactions to his doctoral experiences will be discussed.



CHAPTER 11
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions
of doctoral student in residence, Winter Term, 1973, in the areas
of Secondary Education and Curriculum in the College of Education at
Michigan State University regarding their degree of satisfaction
with certain aspects of doctoral programs,

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the intent of
the instrument, describe the population and its selection, tell
how concerns were identified, and explain the development and
administration of instruments used to identify the concerns.

In discussing the potential of surveys, Walter Borg has
commented, "Although the major function of descriptive studies in
education will probably always be directed to ‘what is', many
surveys do go further . . . Surveys . . . can obtain fnformation not
only about strengths and wealmesses of the current curriculum, but can
also elicit recommendations for change. Many of the more recent
surveys give us both a description of current status and a source
of ideas for change and improvement."l

An intent of this particular study is to tell somesthing

about the current status of gselected doctoral programs within

lyalter Borg, Educational Research, (New York: David McKay
Company, Inc., 1963), p. 203.

12
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Michigan State's College of Education and to serve as a source of
recommendation for modification and improvement. It has often been
said within the College of Education that a study of this nature should
be conducted. No one of late has undertaken such a study; thus,

the author decided to try to provide opportunities for feedback and to
try to create a case for potential change and improvement of doctoral

programs.

Intent of the Instrument

Responses to an introductory letter sent to selected doctoral
candidates and interviews with doctoral candidates and university
staff played a major role in determining the intent of the instrument.
The instrument developed to gather information for this study is
designed:

1. To gather demographic and deacriptive information about

the respondents.

2. To explore cobstacles facing doctﬁral students as they seek to

complete the requirements for the doctorata,

3. To explore the helpfulness of the university in

providing financial assistance when requested by
doctoral students.

4., To examine opinions of doctoral candidates regarding

the importance of and thelr actual involvement in
professional activities outside the university setting.

5. To examine the degree of flexibility doctoral students

perceive to be important in various aspects of their

programs, and also to examine the degree of flexibility
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they perceive themselves actually having in various
aspects of their program.

6. To examine the degree of involvement doctoral students
perceive to be important regarding decisions within
various aspects of the program; and also,to examine the
degree of involvement in decisions that doctoral
students perceive themselves as actually having.

7. To examine the degree of aatiafaction doctoral students
have with certain aspects of their doctoral programs,

8. To seek and share suggestions for modifying and improving

doctoral programs.

Design of the Instrument

Information for this study was gathered by means of a peven
page questionnaire. The instrument contained a structured, limited
response portion and another portion containing discussion questions.
One of the critical questions that had to be axplored in the
instrument design was how to cover a broad range of concerns without
"cueing' the respondent. How to ask the "right" kinds of questions
is a problem that has always concerned the author. It could be
concluded that a discussion, "essay-type'" questionnaire would be the
most feasible. It is possible with this approach that responses
could be quite limited. The researcher would also have a very
difficult, if not impossible, task of trying to codify or standardize
responses to permit an analysis. The time involved in writing a
lengthy response could be a limitation. It was decided to provide
a structured portion in the questionnaire in which a respondent

could react to a pre-determined series of items which would constitute
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a major focus of the study. A section for comments would be provided
with each item allowing the respondent room for clarification or
expansion. Some discussion questions would be included in the
questionnaire to provide latitude and to allow for individual
differences among the respondents. This would provide uniform coverage
of a number of important issues, permit syatematic analysis of the
data, yet still allow latitude for the respondents,

Once it was decided what type of questionnaire to use, the
topics to be included in the structured portions of the questionnaire
were identified, along with the discussion questions. Building the
content and format of the questionnaire became a geven Btep process.

1. Discussions were held with nelectyd doctoral candidates,
professors, the area coordinator of Secondary Education
and Curriculum, and the Department Chairman of Secondary
Education and Curriculum, These discussions were helpful
in providing useful input for the.concant and format of
the questionnaire. A professor of research was helpful
in making suggestions to insure that the questionnaire
would be clear and that the structured items would be
easy to score. Students, professors, and the area
coordinator raised meaningful questions which aided the
author to construct a more viable questionnaire.

2, An introductory letter (see Appendix A) was sent to all
doctoral students in residence during Winter Term, 1973,
in the areas of Secondary Education and Curriculum in
the College of Education at Michigan State University.
Responses to the introductory letter were a very necessary

part of the questionnaire process. Because of the nature
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of this study, the author found it essential to inform
the recipients ahead of time about the purpose of the
study. They were told that their suggestions and input
would form a major part of the content of the question-
naire. The purpose of the introductory letter was
threefold: (1) to inform the recipient of the purpose
of the questiomnaire, (2) to ask for his participation,
and (3) to determine the aspects that he would want
the queastionnaire to cover. Introductory letters were
sent to one hundred and eleven doctoral students. Eighty-
8ix letters were returned by mail; eighty-one recipients
indicated they would be willing to participate in the
study. The remainder, who elected not to participate in
the study, did so for a variety of reasons: no longer in
the program, would not have the time to complete a
questionnaire, and more important things existing for
them than this survey. The fact that these people took
time to return the letter, even though they elected not
to be in the study, was appreciated by the author. In
the introductory letter, doctoral students were asked to
add to the list of suggested components of doctoral
programs; then they were asked to rank order the first
five components which they wanted to respond to on the
questionnaire. Some patterns emerged from their
responses (see Table 1).

The component selected most often was the degree of

flexibility within doctoral programs. In addition, this



Table 1

Responses of Doctoral Students to the Introductory Letter

Components of Program Times Times Times Times Times Times
Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected

1st Znd Jrd 4rh 5th

Degree of Satisfaction 29 9 1 2 5 12
Dissertation Requirements 35 3 7 5 10 10
Flexibility Within Doctoral Program 47 13 13 9 7 5
Obstacles in Getting Doctorate Degree 21 & 2 6 7 5
Planmning a Program 29 5 10 7 5 2
Procedures for Determining Financial Aid 12 | 2 3 1 3 3
Process for Selecting Doctoral Students 17 3 3 3 3 5
Reasons for Selecting Michigan State University 6 0 0 1 1 4
Requirements for Course Work 25 0 6 3 6 8
Selection of a Committee and Advisor 23 6 4 3 7 3

L1



Components of Program

Table 1 (continued)

Times Times Times Times Times Times
Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected Selected

1st 2nd 3xd 4th 5th
Systems of Evaluation 29 b 7 5 7 5
Value of the Year of Residency 19 6 3 3 3 4

81
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component was selected first by more doctoral students

than any other component. A group of seven components

received high priority from the respondents. Following

is the list of seven components:

1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.

Degree of satisfaction with doctoral program,
Dissertation requirements,

Procedures for determining financial aid,
Requirements for course work,

Selection of a committee and advisor,
Student involvement in decision-making, and

Syastems of evaluation.

In addition to components which the author suggested,

several components were suggested by the recipients. These

were listed below with the number of times they were

suggested in parentheses,

1.
2.
3.

4.

Comprehensive Examinations (6)
Competency-Based Programs (4)
Effects of Extra Curricular Activities (2)

Value of Statistics Requirements (1)

The author found it very difficult to design a

questionnaire that contained a reasonable number of

questions and yet was comprehensive enocugh to meet the

many and varied requests of the students. In some areas,

it was possible to combine and ask questions accordingly;

thus, a decision was made to delete some of the suggested

components and to combine the remaining components under

three major thrusts: flexibility within the doctoral



20
programs, student involvement in decisions within the
programs, and degrees of satisfaction students have
regarding certain aspects of their programs., It was
decided that one of the discussion questions would be
designed to give the respondents an opportunity to
discuss a component of the doctoral program which may
have baen requested but was not included.

The third step in the érocesa of building the question-
naire was writiaAg the rough draft tq_the instrument.

The rough draét was presented to selected doctoral
students and professors of education. Suggestions were
made for improving the relevance of the questionnaire
and for phrasing questions so as not to '"cue" responses,
but instead allowing for a variety of rasponses.
Suggestions were also made to improve the clarity of

the questions and to msake them easier to answer. It was
also suggested that more space be provided for answers,
The fifth step was to revise the rough draft of the
questionnaire,

The revision was then presented to the following people
for their reactions: (a) Doctoral seminar of curriculum
students, (b) selected doctoral students in secondary
education, and (c) selected university professors.

After receiving feedback and suggestions from these
people, some changes were made in the questionnaire.

The last step was to develop the final copy of the

questionnaire and to send it to the selected respondents.
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Selection and Description of Respondents

Doctoral candidates in residence Winter Term, 1973, in the
areas of Secondary Education and Curriculum in the College of
Education at Michigan State University were the subjects in this
study. These two areas were selected because they are represent-
tative areas and have recently been amalgamated; thus, a study of the
perceptions of students might provide useful feedback concerning
the merge. Finally, & follow-up study of recant graduates in the
areas of Secondary Education and Curriculum fis being conducted
simultaneously with this study. Some conclusions may be drawn by
combining the results of the two studies.

A list of doctoral students in residence Winter Term, 1973,
was obtained-from the Office of the Registrar. The student directory
was used to provide addreases and telephone numbers for all the
listed candidates. An introductory letter was sent to one hundred
and eleven doctoral students. Eighty-six students returned the
letter for a percent return of 77.6. A total of five students
stated that they would not participate in the study. One hundred
and six questionnaires were mailed; eighty-eight responded for a

return rate of 83.0 percent.

An examination of the demographic data about the respondents
indicated a substantial majority hold a Master's degree, eight had
Specialist degreas, and one holds a B.S5., degree. Fifty-six, or
63.6 percent of the doctoral students received their last degree
from colleges of universities in Hichigan.- Seventy or 79.5 percent

received their highest degree within the last six years (see Table 2).
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Exactly one half of the doctoral students in the study were
thirty-five years of age or younger. There were almost twice as
many males as females in the study (see Table 3).

A majority of the doctoral students were residing in
Michigan immediately before entering the doctoral program (see
Table 4).

Thirty-three of the doctoral students declared Curriculum
as their major area of study and fifty-five declared Secondary
Education as their major area of study. (see Table 5),.

Nearly twice as many doctoral students in this gtudy are
married than not, and more than twice as many have children (see
Table 6).

As for place of residency, the doctoral students are
about equally divided among university housing, off-campus
apartments, and their own homas (see Table 7).

Most of the doctoral astudents have completed three or more
terms of doctoral gstudy. Thirty-seven, or almost one-half, of
the doctoral students have completed their committee selection,
comprehensive examination, and dissertation proposal (see Table 8).

The responding students were asked to indicate major
positions held prior to entering the doctoral program. Eighty-four
of the eighty-eight students held positions in education immediately
prior to entering the program, One half of the students were with
public schools either as teachers, administrators or resource
persons. Almost one fourth of the students were teaching in some
capacity at the university prior to entering the doctoral program

(see Table 9).



Table 2

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Degree Held and Granting Institution

Highest Degree 1969-72 1965-68 1961-64 1960-Before Type of Granting

Year Highest Degree Was Awarded Institutions
achelor's Degree 1
ter's Degree 79
pecialist Degree 8
« D. Degree 0
Total 88
Year Most Recent Degree was
Earned 52 .18 8 10 Total 88
%unhigan College or University 56
but of State College or University 32
Total 88

| XA
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Table 3

Characteristics of boctoral Students: Age and Sex

Doctoral Students Age Sex
30 25-30
14 31-35
22 36-40
16 41-45
4 46-50
1 51-55
1 - 55-60
Total 88
Female 30
Male 58
Total 88
Table &

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Residency (State)

Doctoral Students

Residing in Michigan Prior to Entering Program 56
Residing Outside Michigan Prior to Entering Program 32

Total ' 88
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Table 5

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Major Area

Doctoral Students

Curriculum 33

Secondary Education 55

Total 88
Table 6

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Marital Status and Children

Doctoral Students

Married 58
Not Married 30
Total 88
Children 60
No Children 28

Total a8
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Table 7

Characteristics of Doctoral Studenta: Place of Residence

Doctoral Students

University Housing 25

Off-Campus Apartments 31

Own Home 32

Total 88
Table 8

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Terms and
Parts of Program Completed

A. Terms Completed

Doctoral Students

1 through 3 32
4 through 6 16
7 through 9 26
10 or more 14
Total 88

B. Parts of Program Completed

Committee Selected 37
Comprehensive Examination 8
Dissertation Proposal 37

Oral Defense of Dissertation 0
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Table 8 B, (continued)

Doctoral Students

None of the Above 6

Total 88

Table 9

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Professional Background

Doctoral Students

Positions in Education Prior to Entering Doctoral

Program 84
Positions Outside Education Prior to Entering

Doctoral Program 4
Total 88
Teachers, University 18
Teachers, Public Schools 23
Administrators, Public Schools 6
Resource Person, Public Schools 15
Coordinator, Title III Program 4
Other 22

Total as
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Some held unique positions before entering the program.
These included a consultant for schools in Guam, an account
executive, a chief investigator for the Michigan Attorney General's
Office, and a planetarium director.

The doctoral students were asked what kind of position
they would be willing to accept upon completion of requirements
for the doctorate. Most of the students selected university teaching
as their first choice. An administrative position in public schools
was the next most popular choice (see Table 10).

Some interesting kinds of positions were mentioned by
the doctoral students. Among these were a children's advocate,
an administrative developer in medical education, and a curriculum
developer for church related cross-cultural activities.

The doctoral students were asked to list their purposes for
pursuing a doctorate degree. Most of the students indicated
personal growth as their chief desire. Several students indicated
getting a better job as the main reason for pursuing a degree (see
Table 11).

Some unique reasons were given for pursuing a degree. Some
felt the degree was a ''union card" or an authorization for change,
Another listed freedom to think in an uninhibited way as his reason
for being in the doctoral program. 7To better serve humanity and to
ald others were purposes given as well. One very specific purpose
mentioned by a candidate was revamping police curricula when he

completed his degree requirements.



29
Table 10

Characteristics of Doctoral Students:; Chofice of
Professional Positfon

Poiitiona Doctoral Students
Administration, Alternative School 4
Administrator, Public School 9
Curriculum Development in Goverment Supported

Projects 5
Teacher, Alternative School 1
Teacher, Public School 1
Teacher, University 35
State Department of Education 5
Supervision in Public Schools &4
Other 24

Total 88
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Table 11

Characteristics of Doctoral Students: Purposes of Degree

Purposes Doctoral Students
Better Job 12
Contribute to Change in Education 2
Entry to Power in Education 4
Flexibility 6
Gain Tenure 2
Increase Knowledge 8
Teach at University 7
Personal Growth 27
Professional 10
Octher 10
Total 88

Administration of the Questionnaire

The administration of the questionnaire became a series of
tactical decisions. Below are the decisions that were included;:
1. Deciding on the most effective time for administering
the study.
2. Deciding how to insure that the respondents would not
be identified with their responses.
3. Deciding how to get the questionnaire to the

respondents and provide for its return.



31

The decision was made to administer the questiomnaire during
the latter part of the Winter Term, 1973. It was assumed that
nearly all the students would he in at least their second term
of doctoral work. In the cover letter attached to the questionnaire,
the respondents were assured that they would not be identified with
their responses. Names of the respondents were placed in the
upper left-hand corner of the questionnaire in a section marked
"will be removed when returned'. This gave the author the
opportunity to know who had responded while removal of the
name upon receipt of the questiomnaire assured anonymity for the
respondents. Most of the questionnaires were mailed to the respondents.
A stamped, addressed envelope was provided for the return. Students
in the Curriculum Doctoral Seminar at Michigan State University

received their questionnaires directly from the author.



CHAPIER III

PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS

The research findings reported in this chapter fall into

several major areas:®

1.

3.
4,

3.

The number of doctoral studentas reapondlng to the
quastionnaire,

Obatacles to overcome in completing the requirements for
the doctorate as percefived by the rsspondents.

Financial asesistance avnilabl; to doctoral students.
Flexibility that doctoral students perceive as important;
and flexibility doctoral students perceive they have, in
regard to making their own decisions within the program,
The degree of involvement doctoral students perceive

to be important, and the degree of involvement they
actually have in their programs.

The degree of satisfaction doctoral students have with

cartain aspects of their doctoral programi.

Also included is a discussion of written responses to quastions

which appear at the end of the inatrument. These questions relate

to the major findings of the study and have implications. for further

study and program modification.

32
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Number of Doctoral Students Responding to the Questionnaire

A total of one hundred and six questionnaires were either
mailed of parsonaliy delivered to doctoral students in residénce
Winter Term, 1973, in the areas of Secondary Education and Currfculum
in the College of Education at Michigan State University. Thirty-
seven doctoral students in Curriculum received a questionnaire;
thirty=-three completed and raturned one for a 89.l1 percent raturn.
Sixty-nine doctoral students in Secondary Education received a
questionnaire; fifty-five completed and returned one for a 79,7
percent return (see Table 12),

A total of one hundred and six questionnaires were diptributaed;
eighty-aight were returned for a 83.0 percent return.

In the reporting of the research findings in this chapter,

a distinction will be made between curriculum and secondary éducation

astudants.

Table 12

Number of Doctoral Studenta Rasponding to Quastionnaire

Interast Area Numbar Sent Number Returned Parcent

Curriculum 37 | 33 89.1
Secondary Education 69 .55 79.7
Total 106 88 83.0

Obstacles to Overcome

In the questionnaire, doctoral students were asked to rank in

order of importance the greatest obstacles for them to overcume as
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they completed the requirements for the doctorate. They were asked
to salect from four categories including academic, financial,
pefsonal and others. If they selected 'other', they were agked to
specify wvhat they meant., Personal obstacleﬁ were selected most often
by Curriculum students while financial obstacles were selected most
oftan by Secondary Education students (see Table 13),

Many studants selected the catsgory labeled 'other', Some of
the obstaclea they mantioned in this category are found in the
following list: the on;cnmpua year of residency, the press of
business duties, the structure of the conditional doctorate, the
lack of options available to students, living in married housing, the
administrative papsrwork involved and selecting a dissertatcion |

topic M

Availabilicy of Financial Assistance

The doctoral students were asked to judge how helpful the
university had beean in providing financial assistance if it had
been requrested by the student, A majority of Curriculum students
and a majority of Secondary Education students who roipondod to
this question indicated that the university had besn very helpful in
providing financial assiatance (see Tabla 1l4).

‘tha doctoral studonts were asked to indicate how thoy wora
financing thefr graduate studies by 1nd1&nt1ng a pﬁrcontngo of all
ways that applfed, University teaching or assistantshipes were listed
most often by both Curriculum and Secondary Education students as
providing most of the finances for theair graduate studies. Almost

ons fourth of the gsecondary Education students indicaced chat



Table 13

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Concerning Obstacles That Need to be Overcome
in Completing the Requirements for the Doctorate

L)Octoral Students Academic Personal Financial Other No Response Total
Obstacles Obstacles Obstacles
No, % No, % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Curriculum 1 3.0 14 42,4 6 18.1 10 30.3 2 6.0 33 100.0
Secondary Education 8 1.4.5 9 16.3 18 32.7 17 30.9 3 5.4 55 100.0

Gt



Table 14

Doctoral Students' Judgements Concerning Helpfulness of
the University Regarding Financial Assistance

o ]
Doctoral Students vVary Little No No
Helpful Helpful Help Help Responge Total

No. % No., % No. e No. % No. 7. No. 7%

Curriculum 10 30.3 5 15.1 2 6.0 2 6.014 42,4 33 100
Secondary
Education 15 27.2 10 18,1 1 1.8 1 1,8 28 50.9 55 100

scholarships or fellowships wera providing most of their financial

assistance (see Table 15).

Table 15

Doctoral Students' Responses Ragarding the Financing
of Thair Graduate Studies

Ways of Financing Number Indicated as Number Indicated as
Raceiving Highest Per- Raceiving Highest Per-
cent by Curriculum cent by Sscondary
-Studants Education Students

Job Outside Education 2 2

Personal Loans 2 0

Personal Savings 4 6

Sabbatical Leave 2 2

Scholarship 2 15 .

Spouse Works 6 3

University ‘leaching . _

. or Assistantehip 15 27

Vaternn's Bonefits 0 ‘ 0

Tatal 33 Y

Ploxibillty in Doctural Programs
lozatoral students were usked how important they Lhought

floxihilicy wns in four areans of the doctoral program, "Floxihilicy"

36
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was defined as the degrea of latitude students have in making their
own decisions. The four areas were program planning, selection of
a committee, selection of a major advisor, and dissertation require-
ments. Nearly all the Curriculum students fndicated that flexibility
was very important in each of the four areas of the doctoral program
(see Table 16).

A gubatantfal majority of Secondary Education students
indicated that flexibility was very important in each of the four
areas of the doctoral program (see Table 17).

The doctoral students also were asked how much flexibilicy
they perceived themselves as actually having in the same four
areas of the doctoral program. Nearly all the Curriculum students
indicated that they had a great deal of flexibility in program
planning, setection of a committee and selection of a major advisor,
Lesas than one half of the Curriculum students indicated they had a
great deal of flexibility in the dissertation requirements. One
third indicated some flexibility regarding dissertation raquiremants
(see Table 18).

A majority of Secondary Education gtudents indicated they
had a great deal of flexibility regarding program planning. A
substantial majority of gecondary Education itudents indleated thay
had a great deal of flexibility regarding selection Jf committee
and selection of a major advisor. Of those responding, less than
one half indicated they had a great deal of flexibility regarding
dissertation requirements (see Table 19).

The stﬁdents wera asked for suggestions in terms of too much

or too litcle flexibilicy in each of the four areas. Twenty-three



Table 16

Doctoral Students' Judgments Regarding the Importance of Plexibility
in Certain Areas of Their Program

Areas of Doctoral Programs Very Of Little No
Important Important Importance TImportance No Response Total
No. % No . % No. % _No. % No. % No. %
Program Planning 30 90.9 3 9.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 100
Selection of a Committee 28 B4.8B 5 15.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 100
Selection of a Major Advisor 29 87.8 & 12.1 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 100
Dissertation Requirements 31 93.9 2 6.0 0 0 0 Q 0O 0 33 100

8¢t



Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Judgments Regarding the Importance
of Flexibility in Certain Areas of Their Programs

Table 17

Areas of Doctoral Programs Very Of Lictle
Important Important Importance Importance No Response Total
No, % No. % No. T No. % No. % No, %
Program Planning 41 74.5 14 25.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 100
Selection of a3 Committee 41 74.5 13 23.6 1 1.8 0 0 0 0 55 100
Selectfon of a Major Advisor 42 76.3 12 21,8 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 100
Dissertation Requirements 38 69.0 13 23.6 4 7.2 0 0 0 0 55 100

6t



Curriculum Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Flexibility They Have fn Certain

Table 18

Areas of Their Programs

Areasg of Doctoral Programs Great No .
Deal Some Lictle None Response Total
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Program Planning 29 87.8 2 6.0 1 3.0 1 3.0 0 0 33 100.0
Selection of a Committee 31 93.9 1 3.0 1 3.0 0 0 0 0 33 100.0
Selection of a Major Advisor 29 87.8 2 6.0 0 0 2 6.0 0 0 33 100.0
Dissertation Requirements 13 39.3 11 33.3 4 12.1 4 12,1 1 3.0 33 100,0

oY



Table 19

Secondary 2ducatfon Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Plexibility
They Have in Certain Areas of Their Programs

Areas of Doctoral Programs Great No
: Deal Some Little None Response Total
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Program Planning 29 40.0 19 34.5 4 7.2 1 1.8 2 3.6 55 100.0
Selection of a Committee 46 83.6 7 127 1 1.8 ¢ o0 1 1.8 55 100,0
Selection of a Major Advisor 38 69.0 10 18.1 46 7.2 3 5.4 0 0 55 100.0
Dissertation Requirements 18 32.7 14 25.4 4 7.2 6 10,9 13 23.6 55 100.0

1%
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of thirty-three Curriculum students and twenty-nine of fifty-five
Secondary Education students choge to comment on flexibility in
thair doctoral programs, Most of the doctoral students who commented
indicated that there neaded to be even more flexibility in each of
the areas., They also stressed the need for better communication
within the departmant in terms of finding necessary information to
facilicate tha selection of a major advisor and a committee,

Many of the students indicated that nlfernncivuu to the
dissertation should be nnliablo. Balow is a liat of sample comments:

“Much more flexibility is nesded, sspacially for those students
who enter the program with a wealth of experience in education.”

| ""We naad to know who {s available for advising and committees.

Their biographies should be on f£ile."

"Mathods and philosophies of professora should be labeled
and advertised," |

“Credit should bs given for on-the-job sexpariancas.,"

“Professors should be concerned with individuals and not with
themselvas,"

“All non-department requiremsntas should be oltminnt.d."

""There is a great need for altsrnatives to the disssrtation,.”

“Each person and situation must bs considerad as uniqua, and

aach must have his own 'blueprint' for growing."

Involvement in Doctoral Program
Doctoral students wers asked to what uxtant thuy thought rtudent s
should be involved in certain aspects of the dogtoral program, ‘Tha

aspocts included galection of staff mambers, determination of

policy within the dopirtmon:.-lolocclon of doctoral studants,
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appraisal of the doctoral program and the evaluation of the
student,

Nearly all the doctoral students Iin Curriculum thought that
students should be very involved Or 'i.nvolved in the evaluation of staff,
datermination of policy within the department, and appraisal of
doctoral programs. A substantial majority thought students should
be very involvad or involved in selection of ataff members within
the departmant, sslection of doctoral students, and avaluation of
salf (see Tabla 20).

Nearly all the doctoral students in Secondary Education thought
students should be very involved or involved in an appraisal of the
doctoral program and an evaluation of the ataff, A substantial
ma jority thought studenta should be very involved or involved in
selaection of staff members within tha department, deéermining,policy
within the department and evaluating themselvas . A mnjority'
of tha students thought that students should have little or no
involvement in the salection of doctoral students (ses Table 21).

It was the porcoption of nesarly all the doctoral students {in
Curriculum that they had little or no involvement in the selection
of ataff mombors within the department, in the evaluation of staff,
in the dotarminiation of policy within the department, £tn tho
selection of dactoral students, and in an apprailsal ol doctorsl
programs, A majority of thae students thought they ﬂud buen very
involvad or involved in the evaluation oflthamsalvns'(see Table 22),

It was the perception of nearly all the doctoral atudenti in
Secondary Education that they had little or no involvemant in the

sclection of ataff membars within the department, an evaluation of



Curriculum Doctoral Students' Judgments Regarding the Extent That Doctoral

Table 20

 Students Should be Involved in Certain Aspects of Their Programs

Aspects of Doctoral Programs Very Little No No
Involved Involved Involvement Involvement Response Total
No. % __ No. % No, % No. % No. % No. %
Selection of Staff Members
Within the Department 14 42,4 13 39.3 1 3.0 5 15,1 0 033 100
Evaluation of Staff 21 63.6 10 30,3 0 0 2 6.0 0 033 100
Determination of Policy Within :
the Department 12 36.3 17 51.5 1 3.0 3 9.0 0 033 100
Selection of Doctoral Students 13 39,3 11 33.3 4 12.1 5 15,1 0 033 100
Appraisal of Doctoral Programs 26 78.7 6 18,1 1 3.0 0 0 0 033 100
Evaluation of Student 18 54,5 8 24.2 1 3.0 6 18.1 0 0 33 100




Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Judgments Regarding the Extent Thar Doctoral
Students Should be Involved in Certain Aspects of Their Programs

Table 21

Aspects of Doctoral Programs Very Lictle No
Involved Involved Involvement Involvement Response Total
No. % No. % No. % % % No. %
Selection of Staff Members
Within the Deparctment 2 3,6 36 65.5 8 14.5 14.5 1.8 55 100,0
Evaluation of Staff 19 34.5 31 56.4 3 5.4 1.8 1.8 55 100.0
Determination of Policy
Within the Department 14 25.4 32 58.2 5 9.0 5.4 1.8 55 100.0
Selection of Doctoral Students 2 3.6 14 25.4 26 40,0 16.3 7.2 55 100,0
Appraisal of Doctoral Program 38 69.0 15 27.2 2 3.6 0 0 55 100.0
Evaluation of Student 16 29.0 24 43.6 11 20.0 3.6 3.6 55 100.0

s%



Table 22

Curricalum Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Extent That They Have

Been Involved in Certain Aspects of Their Programs

e —
Aspects of Doctoral Programs Very Little No No
Involved Involved Involvement Involvement Response Total
Mo, % BNo, % No. % No, % No. % No. %
Selectioa of Staff Members
Within the Department 0 0 0 0 2 6.0 31 93.9 0 ¢ 33 100,0
Evzluation of Staff o 0 3 9.0 10 30.3 20 60.6 0 0 33 100.0
Determination of Policy Within )
the Department 0 0 3 9.0 2 6.0 28 84.8 0 0 33 100.0
Selection of Doctoral Students O 0 2 6.0 1 3.0 30 90.9 0 0 33 100.0
Appraisal of Doctoral Program O 0 2 6,0 11 33.3 20 60.6 0 0 33 100.0
Evaluations of Studeat 12 36.3 6 18.1 6 18,1 8 24,2 1 3.0 33 100.0

9%
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the staff, and the selection of doctoral students. A substantial
majority thought they had little or no involvement in determination
of policy within the department. A majority thought they had little
or no involvement in an appraisal of the doctoral program and in an
svaluation of themsslves (ses Table 23).

Eleven of thirty-thres Curriculum students and sixteen of
fifty-five Secondary Education students chose to comment regarding
student involvement in certain aspects of doctoral programs. Those
students commented that soma of the initiative must come from the
students themselves. Below is a list of sample comments:

"There are no formal of informal channels of commnication
batwesn students and staff.”

"I believe student activities in these areas should be directly
with the Dean and no lesser administratoxs.'

'Collage machinery should provide for involvement; although
one complicating factor is the transiency of students."

"This is the only questiommaire that I have received dealing
with the doctoral program at M.8.U."

"I think managemsnt p.rTOBItIV.IlIII involved in staff
selection."

YAt times I feel railroaded.”

"Only two staff members have helped me look at me."

"Student involvement was good until the curftculun area vas

absorbed by secondary education."



Table 23

Secondary Education Doctoral Studencs' Perceptions Regarding the Extent That. They Have
Been Involved in Certain Aspects of Their Programs

Aspects of Doctoral Programs | Very Liccle No ~ No
Inwlved Inwvolved Involvemant Involvemant Response Total
No. % No, % No, % No. % No. % No, %
s.incdon of Staff Members
Within the Department 0 0 0 0 8 14.5 47 85.5% 0 0 55 100.0
Evaluation of Staff 1 1.8 & 7,2 25 45.4 25 45.5 0 0 55 100.0
Determination of Policy Within
the Departmsnt 3 5.4 7 12.7 17 30,9 28 50.9 0 0 55 100,0
s-lgetion of Doctoral Students 0O o 1 1.8 6 10.9 68 87.3 0 0 55 100,0
Appraisal of Doctoral Program 11 20,0 13 23,6 15 27,2 16 29.1 0 0 55 100,0
Bvaluation of Student 8 14,5 14 25.4 14 25.4 15 27.2 4 7.2 55 100,0
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Perceived Satisfactfon with Doctoral Program

A oumber of questions were asked the doctoral students
regarding their satisfaction with certain componants of their
doctoral programs. For the purpose of tha quastionnaire, satisfaction
was defined as the degres that the students felt the purposas and
axpariences brought to the program by them were being served by the
program. The students were asked, in terms of factilitating
relatfonships, how they would describe the level of dialogue with
graduate students in their area, graduate students in other areas,
committes members, their major advisor, and other faculty memberas.

All cha Curriculum students described the level of dialogue
with their major advisor as very helpful or helpful. Nearly all
the students describesd the lewval of dialogue with graduats studente
in theirown area as very hslpful or halpful, A substantial
ma jority described the level of dlnl&;uo with committes mambers and
other faculty members as very helpful or helpful., A majority
described as very halpful or heslpful the level of dialogue with
graduate students in other areas (sss Table 24).

Nearly all the doctoral students in Secondary Education
described the level of dialogue with graduate students in thsir own
area and with their major advisor as very helpful or helpful, A
substantial majority described the level of dialogus with committes
members and othar faculty members as very helpful or helpful, A
majority described tha level of dialogue with graduate students in
othar areas as very halpful or healpful (ses Tabla 25).

Seventesn of thirty-three Curriculum students and twenty-one

of fifcy-five .Secondary Education students chose to comment on thes



Table 24

Curriculum Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Level of Dialogue
with Cartain People in the College of Education

People Very Little No No
Helpful Belpful Help Help Response Total
mo 1 bo 1 mo ; m. 'l mo 'L No- 1
* Graduate Students in Same
Area . 26 78.7 5 15.1 1 3.0 1 3.0 0 0 33 100.0
Graduate Students in Othar
.Areas & 12.1 146 42.4 13 39.3 1 3,0 1 3.0 33 100.0
Committes Msmbers 11 333 16 48.4 & 12,1 0 0 2 6.0 33 100.0
Major Advisor 22 66,6 11 3.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 100,0
Other Faculty Members $ .15.1 23 69.6 4 12.1 1 3,0 2 6.0 33 100,0
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Table 25

Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Level of Dialogue
with Certain People in the College of Rducation

People Very Little No No
Helpful Helpful Help Help Rasponge Total
No. % No. % No. % No. % No, % No, %

Graduate Students in Same

Area 33 60.0 18 32.7 1 1.8 1 1.8 2 3.6 55 100.0
Graduate Students in Other |

Areas 11 20,0 19 34,5 18 32,7 5 9,0 2 3.6 55 100.0
Committee Members 24 43,6 21 38.1 5 9.0 0 0 5 9.0 55 100.0
Major Advisor &0 72,7 11 20.0 2 36 1 1.8 1 1.8 55 100.0
Other Paculty Members -~ 21 38.1 26 43.6 7 12.7 0 ) 3 5.4 55 100,0

15
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The doctoral students were asked to indicate their degree of
satisfaction with several components of the doctoral program, These
componants were the accessibility of thair major advisor, the quality
of advising, the helpfulness of the committee, the quality of
course work, the comprshensive examinatfion and the requirements for
the dil;ertncton.

Nearly all the doctoral students in Curriculum indicated
they were very satisfied or na:taficd with the accessibility of their
ma jor advisors and the quality of advising. A substantial majority
indfcated they wers very satisfied or satisfied with the helpfulhell
of their committee and with the qualicy of their course work, Of
those vho responded, mearly all indicated thay were vary satisffied
or satisfied with the comprehensive examination; and a majority
indicated satisfaction with the dissertation requirements (see Table 26).

A substantial majority of the doctoral students in Secondary
Education indicated they wers very satisfied or satisfied with the
acceanibility of chair major advisors and the quality of advising.
A majority indicated they were very satisfied or satisfied with the
helpfulness of their committes and the quality of courses work. Of
those Sacondary Education studentes responding, a majority indicated
little or no sacisfaction with tha comprahensive examination; and a
majority indicated they weré very satisfied or satisfied with the
dissertation requiremsnts (sse Table 27).

Doctoral students were asked tﬁ terms of their professional
development how valuable their courss work had been in their major

areas, cognate areas, and course work outside ths College of Education.



Table 26

Curriculum Doctoral Students' Perceptiong of Their Degree of Satisfaction
with Certain Components of Their Doctoral Programs

Components of Doctoral Programs Very

Lictle

No

Satisfiad Satigfied Satisfaction Satisfaction "Rasponse Total

No, %__ No. % No. % No. % No. % No, %
Accessibility of Major Advisor 19 51.5 13 39.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 100.0
Quality of Advising 19 51.5 13 39.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 33 100,0
Helpfulness of Committee 13 39.3 14 42.4 3 9.0 0 o 3 8.0 33 100.0
Quality of Course Work 8 26,2 19 39.3 4 12,1 1 3.0 1 3.0 33 100.0
Comprehensive Examinations 6 18,1 11 33.3 0 0 1 0 15 45.4 33 100,0
Disgsertation Requirements 5 15.1 7 21.2 9 27.2 1 3.0 11 33.3 33 100.0




Table 27

Secondary Education Doctoral Students' Perceptions of Their Degree of Satisfaction
with Certain Components of Their Doctoral Programs

Components of Doctoral Programs Very Lictle No No
Satisfied Satisfied Satisfaction Satisfaction Response Total
No, % No, %2 No. % No, % No, % No. %

Accessibiliry of Major Advisor 27 49.0 21 38.1 6 10.9 1 1.8 0 0 55 100.0
Qualicy of Advising 20 36.3 28 50.9 5 9.0 2 3.6 0 0 55 100.0
Helpfulness of Committee 19 3,5 23 41.8 8 14.5 1 1.8 4 7.2 55 100.0
Quality of Course Work 1 1.8 33 60.0 20 36.3 1 1.8 0 0 55 100.0
Comprehensive Examinations 3 5.4 7 12,7 8 I14.5 8 14.5 29 40,0 55 100.0
Dissertation Requirements 1 1.8 22 40.0 9 16.3 3 5.4 20 36,3 55 100.0

111
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Almost one half of Curriculum students perceived course work
in their major areas to be of ''great" value. A majority of Secondary
Education students perceived course work in their major areas to be
of "some'" value (see Table 28).

A majority of Curriculum students perceived course work in
their cognate areas to be of '"some" value. A majority of Secondary
Education students perceived course work in their cognate areas to
be of ''great' value (see Table 29),

0f those Curriculum students responding, a majority perceived
course work outside the university setting to be of ''‘great' value.

Of those Secondary Education students responding, a majority perceived
course work outside the university setting to be of ''‘great' value
(see Table 30).

Doctoral students were asked about their professional
development regarding their views of the dissertation in relation
to the time and effort it required.

One half of the Curriculum students who responded thought
that time and effort spent on the dissertation was of '"some' value.
A majority of Secondary Education students who responded thought
time and effort spent on the disseration was of "some' value
(see Table 31).

Regarding the dissertation, doctoral students were asked to
indicate whether or not they would select an altermative (film
making, internship, etc.) to the dissertation if such an alternative
was available.

Twenty-five Curriculum students and forty-nine Secondary

Education students indicated they would select an alternative to



Table 28

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Value of Course Work
in Their Major Area

Doctoral Students of of of of No .
Great Value Some Value Litcle Value No Value Response Total
No. % No. 1 No. % No. % No. % No. %
Curriculum 15 45.4 13 39.3 4 12,1 1 3.0 0 0 33 100.0
_ Secondary Educatfon 21 38.1 30 S4.5 2 3.6 2 3.6 0 0 33 100.0

LS



Table 29

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Value of Course Work
in Their Cognate Areas

Doctoral Students of of of Of No
Great Value Some Value Little Value No Value Response Total
No. % No. % No. 4 No. % No. % No. %
Curriculum 8 24.2 21 63,6 4 12,1 0 0 0 0 ‘33 100.0
Secondary Education 28 50,9 20 36,3 2 3.6 0 0 5 9.0 55 100,0

8s



Table 30

‘Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Value of Course Work
Outside the College of Education

Doctoral Students of of of of No
Great Value Soma Value Little Value No Value Regponse Total
No, % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
Curriculum 14 42,4 7 21,2 6 18.1 0 0 6 18.1 33 100.0

Secondary BEducatfon 24 43.6 16 29.0 3 5.4 0 0 12 21.8 55 100.0
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Table 31

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Ragarding the Value of Time and Effort

Spent on the Dissertation

Doctoral Students of Of of of

No
Great Value Some Value Little Value No Value Response Total
NO. 7. Noo z ' }‘0. 'L NO. 'L NO. I NO. z
Curriculum 3 9.0 13 39.3 8 24.2 3 9.0 6 18.1 33 100.0
Secondary Education 6 10,9 23 41.8 9 16.3 4 7,2 13 23.6 55 100.0
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the dissertation 1f that option existed wirhin the program (see

Table 32).

Table 32

Doctoral Students' Reasponses Regarding
Alternatives to the Dissertation

Doctoral Students Number & Percent Number & Percent No
Indicating Yes Indicating No to Rasponse Total

to Alternative Alternative
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Curriculum 25 75,7 7 21.2 1 3.0 33. 100
Secondary
Education 49 89.0 6 10.9 0 055 100

Doctoral students were asked their feeling about their
programs involving activities outside the university setting. A
substancial majority of Curriculumdoctoral students and a majority
of Secondary Education doctoral students felt a '‘great deal' of thefir
programs should involve activities outside ths university setting
(see Table 33),

The doctoral students also were asked the extent that their
programs actually involved activities outside the univerasity setting.
One third of the Curriculumdoctoral atudents indicated that a ‘‘great
deal" of their programs involved activities outside the university
setting. One fourth of the .Secondary Educationdoctoral students
indicated that a ‘'‘great deal" of their programs involved activities
outside the universicy setting (see Table 34),

Fourteen of thirty-thres Curriculum astudents and fifteen of
fifcy-five Secondary Education students chose to comment on activities

outside the universicy setting as a part of their programs. All



Table 33

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Extent That They Feel Their
Program Should Involve Activities Qutside the University Setting

Doctoral Students Great No
Deal Some Little None Responge Total
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. A
Curriculum 26 78,7 4 12,1 1 3.0 1 3,0 1 3.0 33 100.0
Secondary Education 38 69.0 17 30,9 0 0 0 0 0 0 55 100.0

9



Table 34

Doctoral Students' Perceptions Regarding the Extent That Their Program Actually Involved
Activities Qutside the University Setting

e

Doctoral Students Great No
Deal Some Little None Rasponse Total
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
" Curriculum 11 33.3 13 39.3 7 21.2 0 0 2 6.0 33 100,0
Secondary Education 14 25.4 21 38,1 11 20,0 9 16.3 0 0 55 100.0

t9



those students commenting stressed the importance of being involved
in activities outside the university satting. These are sample
comments !

"Practicums were of great value to me.,"

"Some of my best experiences were outside the university."

“"Real world experience has been more valuable than course work.,"

"We need an exposure to a variaty of programs,"

"It depends on the student,'

"Thia i3 where learning takes place,"

"I like the arrangements of self-salection of off-campus
activities."

""Such experiences should be availablae within the department."

""The College of Education has its own goals which have little
to do with learning,"

In a summary kind of question, doctoral students were asked
to indicate the aspects of thelr programs which are contributing
most to thair professional development., Tabulacing and combining
the number of responses "1", "2, and 3", (first, second, and
third amount of contribution) showed interaction with faculty members
and interaction with other graduate students to be contributing most
to the professional development of Curriculumdoctoral students.
Interaction with other graduate students and independent studies
were found to be contributing most to the professional development

of Secondary Education doctoral students (see Table 35).



Table 35

Doctoral Students' Judgments Regarding the Contribution of Certain Aspects of Their
Doctoral Programs to Their Professgional Development

Aspects of Doctoral Programs Times Selected by Doctoral Students Times Selected First by
' Curriculum Secondary Education Doctoral Students
Curriculum Secondary Education

Course Wrk 12 30 6 9
Dissertation 2 5 0 0
Graduate Teaching Assistantship 6 17 1 7
Independant Studies 19 33 6 10
Interaction with Faculty Msmbers 29 31 4 8
Interaction with Other Graduate

Students ' 26 46 13 21
Preparation and Completion of Compre-

hensive Examination 2 _ 3 1 0
Other 3 2 2 0

<9



Table 35 (continued)

Aspects of Doctoral Programs Times Selected Second by Doctoral Times Selected Third by Doctoral
Students Students
Curriculum Secondary Education Curriculum Secondary Education

Course Work : 0 6 6 15
Dissertation 1 3 1 2
Graduate Teaching Assistantship 2 6 3 4
Independent Studies 5 11 8 12
Interaction with Faculcy Members 22 10 3 13
Interaction with Other Graduate

Students -3 17 10 8
Preparation and Completion of

Comprehengive Examination 0 1 1 2
Othef 0 1 1 0

99
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Supplemental Findings

Data gathered from a few of the questions will not be reported
in this study. One question concerning valus of the comprehensive
examination was not included because not enough students answered
the question. Other questions were not included because the author
felt findings were repstitious to findings already reported,

To supplemsnt findings reported thus far in the study, a
brief report of soma of the major imsues found in the discussion
saction of the quastionnaire are included to help clarify some of
the research findings.

In the discussion portion of the questionnaire, three quastions
were posed. This is question ona with a report of tha gathered
responses:

1. Based on your experiences, what sssentfal componahcl do
you feel are missing from your program?

Responses to this question wers sorted by component. Forty-
four Secondary Education students provided -;vnnty-unv-n piecap of
fnformation. Twenty-seven Curriculum students provided fifty-three
pleces of information. The information provided covered a variety of
components that the studants regarded as missing from their programs,
Fifteen comments from Curriculum students and ten comments from Secondary
Education studenta dealt directly with ths courss work component.
Sample commants were:

“Ws need more relevant course work:' (This was mentioned by
ten students,) |

“There should bs more emphasis on slementary curricula,"

‘‘More books on African Education are nseadad."



“"Course work should be in modules for more flexibilicy."

"The department and faculty should recognize and accept
non-coursge experiences as alternatives to courae work."

"Mora flexibility in course work is needed.’

"1 should have freedom to select courses that arae relevant for
self-growth."

Lack of interaction between doctoral students and faculty and
among doctoral students was mentioned by thirtaen Curriculum students
and nineteen Secondary Education students. Sample comments wersa:

"More professors should be interested in students as persons.”

“"Professors should be more accessible to students.”

A formal structure should be set up to bring students and
staff togather,"

“"More time is needad with profesaors to process experiences
I have had."

"More interaction i{s needed with othar graduate studenta."

"I need people who care enough to help me test my ideaa,"

"I would like to see greater concern and interest on the part
of the doctoral committee members for the wishes and deasires of the
student, rather than a perpetuation of their (committee members) 'pec
desires',"

"I need interaction with people who can stimulate my thinking
in realistic, rather than theoretical views." |

The need for more involvement outside the university setting
and the need for internships were components missing from doctoral
programs according to nineteen Curriculuym gtudents and twenty-thres

Secondary Education students, Sample commenta included:
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"I could havi used mora exposure outside the university."

"Intarnships should be available."

"More involvement in the field is needed.”

"“"There is a need for realfism as to what 1s happening in the
outside world."

“"Tha feasibility of an internship should be investigated."”

"Wa need more faculty who have had recant concentrated teaching
expcrieﬂcel in the public schools (get them out of thair Ivory Towers)."

More job related experfience with credit is needed.”

"An internship would have besn more valuable for me than
writing a digsertation."

The remaining comments were scattersd among several other
componants of the doctoral program. These are sample coomants:

“There should be university support services for disseraction
developmant."

“"Programs should be changed because many are outdated."

""More assistantships should be available.,"

"Lassons on the process of change should ba provided."

"“More specific help should be provided for writing the
dissertation."

"Involvemant' by students is.nbdeded for .policy making within
the department," ' |

"There needs to be a decision hlktn; process within tha
department."

"Cognitive preparation {s neseded in soms special areas.”

"An institution is nesded that is ready and able to help me

learn."
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"There should be more support from the total educational
faculty."

"There should be a guarantee of employment upon receipt of
the degree,"

“There should be competency -based program evaluation,"

"I have not had respect for me as a person,"

"A program baged on competencies to be achieved is needed
rather than a seriaes of course numbers and credits to get the degreea,"

"I would 1ike to see a desire on the part of the advisor to
help me and to want me to succeed."

Queation two stated: From your current perspective, vhat
changes in your program would you recommend?

Many students stated that their recommendations would follow
what thay had written in response to the first question, Therefore,
it was difficult to report accurately responses to the second question.
Recommendations were made mostly in threeareas of the doctoral program,

1. Improvement of course work,

2. Increased interaction betwsen faculty and students.

3. Increased opportunities for involvement outside the

university setting.

Twenty-five Curriculum students and forty-three Sacondary
Education students chose to comment on the second question. Most of
the guggestions were similar to responses made to the firsc question.
Following are sample comments regarding suggestions which were made
in response to question two and which were not found in response to

the first question:
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""More combined departmental courses should be offered.”

"I would allow students to choose a full course of studies
with constant dialogue with persons of more wisdom than some peers and
soms professora.”

"I could recommend much more work in real-life situations away
from Brickson Hall,"

"Rliminate the ridiculous residency requiremants for graduate
students who ars on assistantships and instructorships.

“"There should be iosl pressure on deadlines.”

"Thare should be an advisor seminar,"

""The department should offar an exploratory type program on
a one term basis."

“"There should be mores emphasis on slementary curricula,"

"There should be more sncouragement of a gemralist point of
view,"

"There should bs a better undor-tanding.of alternatives
before beginning a program,'

“There should be mors emphasis on student problema rather
than administrative concerns."

"Let graduate students evaluats courses and professors on
succeas in accomplishing stated objectives."

| "More instructors are nesded who know about the 'real world'."

Do away with the comprehensive sxsaination,"

“Strengthen ths Ed, D, degres to maks it a real option from
the Ph. D."

The concluding portion of the questionnaire was a blank space

for the respondent's additional comments about the questionnaire. They
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could discuss aspects of the program which were not covered and
mention other relevant items related to the doctoral program,., The
doctoral students could use this portion for a response to a component
of the program that they may have requested in the introductory letter,
but was not included in the questionnaire, Thera was a wide variety
of responsesa, so no attempt will be made to categoriza, Pifteen
curriculum students and twenty Secondary Education gtudents chose
to use the concluding portion for commants, Thesc are sample comments:

"I would wish to see more evening coursesavailable for students
interested in interdisciplinary studiea. Catalog descriptions of
courges need more gpecificity."

"The support given to us has been fantastic, I was in the
College of Social Sciences bafore coming to this department. I came
alfve when I came to the latter,"

'*I have had a very positive expsrience in my: program as long
as I expose myself to a few select professors. Outsida thess select
few, I find I'm continually paying money and time to mest their needs
as people, learning little or nothing, getting angry at thea insticution,
and hoping to gat out of the whole experience as soon as possible."”

"I am extremely happy to have been here these three years,
They have been great growing years, Baest of all, almost everything
was my choice, and I proficted from that,'

“"Numerous professors from the College of Education ghould spend
an evening or class period with doctoral students sharing their
expertise, This would give us a chance to broaden our experiences and

give us a chance to challenge those who believe differently than we do,"



73

"The universicty is basically a monolith with little respect
for 1its cliantele., Do it or get out 1is ths message from most
professors."

I was hoping you would ask about the thres consecutive term
residency requiremant."

"The university classroom should be a more active axpesriencs
than passive as it 1s now, It should be n. place for axploration, failure,
and success."

"Graduate students are requived to do ressarch, but we are
not made aware of ths ressarch emphasie of professors within the
College of Education,"

"“Graduate school is much like slavery. The practicing of
theory ahould start in the college classroom., This is the only way
that it will filter down or up. Soma professors get their kicks out
of being the "tough" people. This 1is ridiculous. 'rho_tr goals and
objectives need to be rs-avaluated P,.§. Thank you for giving me an
opportunity to express myself.,"

"A rather confusing assortment of quastions., It is difficule,
without inference, to realize what you want and how, mesaning the
formation of the questions seem to be “wide-open'."

“I still have to write a dissertation even though & l:uﬁn
just designed a program which has received acclaim over much of the
country."

"This questionnaire really requires too much thought. Most
of this could more satisfactorily ba dealt with by the parsonal

interview technique of uqil:ln;."
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"Ag I finish this, I find some of the changes could have been
made by me had I been open to making them or asking for more help.

I find myself being inconsistent in answering different questions."

"It has been a good year! Things may change when the
dissertation efforts begin."

As a rule, those students who took the time to offer written
comments, were very constructive with their criticisms. They raised
questions which should be éxplored, and the author has benefited
from the suggestions that were made. |

A summary of the study and major findings, conclusions,
recommendations and suggestions for further study will comprise
Chapter IV. Finally, a brief section will be used by the author

to note personal reflexions regarding his doctoral experiences.



CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, SUGGESTIONS

FOR FURTHER STUDY AND PERSONAL REFLEXIONS

This last chapter is compiled with the following four purposes
in mind;: (1) to summarize the study and major findings, (2) to draw
conclusions, (3) to make recommendations, and (4) to make suggestions
for further study. Finally, a brief section will be used by the

author to note personal reflexions regarding his doctoral experiences.

Summary of the Study and Major Findings

The purpose of this study was to examine perceptions doctoral
students in residence Winter Term, 1973, in the areas of Curriculum
and Secondary Education in the College of Education at Michigan State
University have regarding certain aspects of their doctoral programs.

To initiate this study, an introductory letter was mailed to
one hundred and eleven doctoral students in the areas of Curriculum
and Secondary Education in the College of Education at Michigan State
University. All the students were in residence at the univeraity
during Winter Term, 1973. ‘The purposcs of the introductory letter
were to ask the doctoral students if they wanted to participate in
the study, to explain its purpose, and to find out what aspects of the
doctoral program they wanted an opportunity to give response. Eighty-
six doctoral students returned the introductory letter with all but

five students agreeing to participate in the atudy.
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Responses to the introductory letter were a very necessary
part of the questionnaire process. Building the content and format
of the questionnaire became a seven stepp process.

1. Discussions were held with selected doctoral students,

professors, the area coordinator of Curriculum and Secondary
Education, and the department chairman,

2. The introductory letter was sent.

3. A rough draft of the queationnaire was written.

4. The rough draft was presented to selected doctoral
students and professors of education.

5. The rough draft of the questionnaire was revised.

6. The revision was presented to the following people for
their reactions; (a) doctoral seminar of Curriculum
students, (b) selected doctoral students in Secondary
Education, (¢) selected university professors.

7. A final copy of the questiomnaire was developed and sent
to the selected respondents.

The questionnaires were mailed or personally delivered to one
hundred and six doctoral students. Thirty-three of thirty-seven
Curriculum students completed and returned the questionnaire for a
89.1 percent return., Fifty-five of sixty-nine Secondary Education
students completed and returned the questionnaire for a 79.7 percent
return. A total of eighty-eight of one hundred and six doctoral
students completed and returned questionnaires for a 83.0 percent
raeturn,

The questionnaire was used in an attempt to solicit answers

to the follawing questions:
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1. What do we know about the doctoral students' educational
and professional backgrounds?

2. How do doctoral students view the purposes and goals of
their programs?

3. What personal information do we have for each of the
doctoral students?

4. What are the greatest obstacles facing doctoral students
as they attempt to complete requirements for a degree?

5. Has the university been helpful in providing financial
assistanca?

6. How much flexibility do doctoral students perceive as
important, and how much flexibjility do they actually have
in the make-up of their own decisions within the program?

7. How much involvement do doctoral students perceive to be
important, and how involved actually are they in certain
aspects of their programs?

8. What is the degree of overall satisfaction doctoral students
have with certain aspects of their programs?

In this portion of the chapter, major findings resulting from
asking the above questions will be summarirzed. While these findings
do not provide "right or wrong' answers, they do provide useful
information upon which conclusions and recommendations will be based.

Findings of this study showed fifty-six or 63.6 percent of the
students had received their highest degree from a college or university
in Michigan. Seventy or 79.5 percent of the students had received
thelr highest degree within the last six years. Sixty-three point six

percent of the doctoral students were residing in Michigan immediately
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prior to entering the doctoral program. Eighty-four of eighty-eight
doctoral students held positions in education prior to entering the
doctoral program.

Doctoral students were asked how they viewed the purposes
and goals of their doctoral programs. Most of the students indicated
their main purpose for pursuing a doctoral degree was to gain more
personal growth. Obtaining a better job was listed by many students.
Thirty-five or 39.8 percent of the students indicated they wanted a
position at a university upon receiving a doctorate.

In order to obtain some personal information for each of the
doctoral students, a number of questions were asked. Findings showed
exactly one half of the students to be thirty-five of age or younger.
Almost twice as many men as women participated in the study. Sixty-
five percent of the participants are married and sixty-eight percent
have children. Most of the students have completed three or more
terms of study as doctoral candidates. Almost one half of the students
have selected a committee, taken the comprehensive examination and have
a dissertation proposal accepted.

The doctoral students were asked to select the greatest
obstacles they had to overcome as they attempted to complete the
requirements for the doctorate. Fourteen, or 42.4 percent of the
Curriculum students indicated personal obstacles as being the greatest
obstacles.

A substantial majority of doctoral students who requested
financial assistance Iindicated the university was either very helpful

or helpful in providing the assistance,
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A number of questions were asked concerning the flexibility
of doctoral programs. ''Flexibility" was defined as the degree of
latitude students have in making their own decisions. Students were
asked how important they thought flexibility was and how much
flexibility they actually had in four major areas of doctoral programs.
Nearly all the students indicated flexibility to either be very
important or important in program planning, selection of a committee,
selaction of a major advisor, and dissertation requirements. Nearly
all the students indicated they did have flexibility in all the areas
except requirements for the dissertation.

A number of questions were asked concerning the involvement
of doctoral students in certain aspects of their doctoral programs.

A substantial majority of the respondents indicated doctoral students
should be either involved or very involved in the selection of staff
members within the department, the evaluation of staff members, the
determination of policy within the department, and an appraisal of
doctoral programs. The respondents also indicated that, in reality,
they either were not involved or they had little involvement in the
aforementioned aspects.

The doctoral students were asked a number of questions regarding
their degree of satisfaction with certain components of their doctoral
programs. A substantial majority of the students indicated they were
either satisfied or very satisfied with the accessibility of their
major advisor, with the quality of advising and with the helpfulness
of the committee. The students indicated they were not as satisfied
with the quality of course work, the comprehensive examinations and

the requirements of the dissertation. When asked whether or not they
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would select an alternative to the dissertation if such an alternative
were available, twenty-five of thirty-three Curriculum students and
forty-nine of fifty-five Secondary Education students indicated they
would select an alternative to the dissertation. A substantial
majority of doctoral students indicated a '"great deal" of their
programs should involve activities outside the university setting,
but less than one third of the students indicated their programs
actually involved activities outside the university setting.

The doctoral students were asked to appraise the contributions
made by certain aspects of their doctoral programs to their profes-
sional growth, Curriculum students indicated that interaction with
faculty members and interaction with other graduate students were the
two aspects contributing the most to thelr professional development.
Secondary Education studentsindicated interaction with faculty members
and independent studies were the two aspects contributing the most to

their professional development.

Conclusions

As a result of this study, some conclusions can be drawn which
may be used as a basis for modifying and strengthening doctoral
programs in the areas of Curriculum and Secondary Education in the
College of Education at Michigan State University.

1. The doctoral students who were in residence Winter Term,

1973, in the Department of Secondary Education and
Curriculum in the College of Education at Michigan State
University represent a diversity of educational experiences

and backgrounds.
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The students listed a variety of purposes for pursuing
a doctoral degree, but gaining personal growth and
obtaining a better job were the primary reasons.
A university teaching position was the most popular choice
of doctoral students regarding the position they would be
willing to accept upon completion of their doctoral
programs.
Doctoral students indicated personal and financial
obstacles were the greatest hurdles to be overcome as
they tried to complete requirements for the doctorate.
For those doctoral students who requested financial
assistance, the university has been proven helpful in
providing {t.
Doctoral students do not believe they have as much
flexibility in regard to requirements for the disser-~
tation as they have in other areas of their programs.
An altermative to the dissertation would be selected by
a substantial majority of doctoral students if such an
alternative was available.
Doctoral students feel they are not involved with staff
gselection, staff evaluation, department policy, and
doctoral program appraisal as they should be.
A reflection of questionnaire responses showed that while
doctoral students have a general satisfaction with the
broader aspects of their programs, they do, however, show
a concernabout specific areas of their programs, Thesxe

arcas are more personalized programs and more student

involvement. ‘I'wo other major areas of concern arce giving
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thought to alternatives to the dissertation and providing

opportunity for student involvement outside the university.

These areas should be examined by the Department of Secondary

Education and Curriculum with a view toward modifying and strengthening

doctoral programs, It is with this thrust in mind that recommendations

will be made in the next section of this chapter.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are offered with the hope that

they will be acted on in an attempt to modify and strengthen doctoral

programs in the areas of Curriculum and Secondary Education in the

College of Education at Michigan State University.

1.

Consideration should be given to making doctoral programs
more personalized by providing more opportunities for
dialogue between ptudents and faculty members, and by
providing more opportunities for spouses to become

{nvolved in the program.

Consideration should be given for taking the necessary
steps to involve doctoral students more directly in

certain aspects of their doctoral programs. These aspects
include selection of staff members within the department,
evaluation of staff members, determination of policy

within the department and an appraisal of doctoral programs.
Consideration should be given to investigating the
feasibility of providing an alternative to the dissertation,
Possible alternatives might include {ilm making or

internships within the public schools,
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Consideration should be given to providing more
opportunities for students to become involved in
educational experiences outside the university setting.
Provisions should also be made for the proper processing

of those experiences.

The following recommendations are offered for other univer-

sities to consider prior to initiating modification of doctoral

programs.

1.

Consideration should be given to investigating the
potential for flexibility that exists at Michigan State
University prior to taking steps to strengthen doctoral
programs. This flexibility exists in the selection of
doctoral students, selection of a committee, completion
of a program of study, completion of a comprehensive
examination, and the completion of requirements in the
cognate area of study.

Consideration should be given to the following questions
which are raised as key issues to be examined prior to
initiating modification of doctoral programs.

a. To what extent should doctoral programs reflect
the unique backgrounds of persons entering the
programs?

b. To what extent should doctoral programs reflect
the variety of purposes and goals of phe doctoral
students?

¢. To what extent should doctoral programs provide

for student differences resulting from a wide
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range in age, nature and quality of

experiences?

To what extent should doctoral programs provide
a balance between the need for competence in a
program and the unique competencies held by people
within the program?

To what extent should doctoral programs provide
flexibility as a means of meeting the diverse
needs of students?

To what extent should doctoral programs provide
means for students to become involved in the
decisions which vitally affect their interests?
Are appropriate provisions made for field work
experiences and for the processing of those
experiences?

Are appropriate provisions made for the continual

examination and evaluation of doctoral programs?

Suggestions for Further Study

In this section of the chapter, suggestions are made for

further atudies.

1.

2‘

Studies similar to this one should be conducted

periodically in order to keep the faculty in the areas

of Curriculum and Secondary Education attuned to the

doctoral candidates' perceptions of the quality of

their programs?

A study involving the reapondents of this study shouald

be undertaken in future years to determine L[ their
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perceptions of the quality of their programs have under-
gone a change in light of their career experiences.

4., A study should be undertaken which involves faculty
members' perceptions of doctoral programs.

5. Studies similar to this one should be conducted within
colleges of education at other leading universities to
determine if doctoral students at other universities have
similar concarns.

6. A study should be undertaken to investigate what accounted
for the disparity of satisfaction doctoral students felt

with certain aspects of their programs.

Personal Reflexions

During the past two yearsa, it has been my good fortune to be a
part of the Curriculum area in the College of Education at Michigan
State University. I believe people in Curriculum have found many
ways of continually allowing a student to find what 1is best suited
for his interests, needs and talents. Differences are appreciated;
cooperation is practiced; and warm, authentic people are always there
for support,

when the data from this study is collapsed, it becomes
apparent that my poasitive reactions are not shared by everyone who
participated in the study. It might be worthwhile to investigate
what accounted for the disparity of satisfaction doctoral students
had with certain aspects of their programs. The department may have
been at fault by failing to acknowledge the different educational

backgrounds, educational purposes and professional experiences
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students had when they began the program. A limftation of this
study was that it offered a profile of the department, and not a
profile of people within the department. I believe student
reactions to the study were based primarily on their associations
with the people who comériae the Department of Secondary Ed&kation
and Curriculum.

I1f positive change is to occur, it must begin with the
people who comprise the interest areas within colleges of education.
Hopefully, when people examine this study they will not attempt to
hide within it; but rather, they will look within themselves and
ask how they can change, and what they can contribute to the
improvement of doctoral programs. If the latter occurs, more people
can come together, share their differences, then strive to create
healthier enviromments which will better serve the needs of students
and society.

I believe doctoral students should have the right to take
an active part in the selection of administrators and faculty
members when those positions vitally affect their interests. This
study showed doctoral students have not had an active role in
decision making within Secondary Education and Curriculum.
Consideration should be given to the decision making process within
the recently amalgamated areas of Secondary Education and Curriculum.
The questions of how decisions are going to be made and who is going
to make them are cruclal to the future success of the department.

I want to re-emphasize that my experiences as a doctoral
student have been extremely worthwhile. T have never regretted

leaving a secondary priuncipalship and returning to school with no
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employment guarantees beyond graduation. My main concern is that
the integrity of the Secondary Education and Curriculum be
maintained so that future doctoral aspiranta may have similar

opportunities for beautiful learning experiences,
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APPENDIX A

4378 Okemos Road
Okemos, Michigan 48864
February 5, 1973

Dear

Please allow me to introduce myself and to explain the purpose of
this letter. My name is Bill Nelson, and I am in the second year of
the doctoral program in the area of curriculum. Yes, I am doing a
dissertation that involves a questionnaire, and I would like your
assistance. Most of us entered the doctoral program with some definite
purposes in mind. By this time, we probably are aware of how well
the program is serving those purposes,

This study is an effort to gather reactions of doctoral students
in residence to some componants of their program. Providing useful
feadback to those who are concerned with the evolution of doctoral
programs is one way of examining and strangenthing them. Aa a
preliminary to my atudy, I have indicated in this letter some com-
ponents of doctoral programs that might be useful to investigate.
Please add to the list other components that you would like an
opportunity to respond to on the coming questionnaire. Your response
to this letter and later to the questionnaire will be of great help
to me. The questionnaire will contain some open-ended questions; it
will serve also as an indicator of your presparations of certain aspects
of the doctoral program.

Since time is an important factor, please complete this form as
soon as possible, Thank you for your cooperation in the midst of what
I am sure is a very crowdaed scheduls.

Sincerely,
Bill Nelson
Would you be willing to participate in this
(Name) study?

(Participation would amount to returning this form and later complating
a briul quustlonnaire with some open-cnded questions.)

91



92
Appendix A (continued)

Following are some components of doctoral programs that would be
studied. Please add to this list and rank order the items with your
first preference being number one.

Process for selecting doctoral students
Flexibility within doctoral programs
Student involvement in decision making
Selection of a comnittee and an advisor
Obstacles in getting a doctoral degree
Procedures for determining financial aid
Reasons for selecting Michigan State
Digssertation Requirements

Systems of evaluation

Planning a Program

Requirements for course work

Value of the year of residency

Degree of satisfaction with doctoral program




APPENDIX B

4378 Okemos Road 207D
Okemos, Michigan 48864
March 12, 1973

Dear

The areas of Secondary Education and Curriculum in the College of
Education at Michigan State University are interested in the evaluation
of graduate programs. This questionnaire fs part of a dissertation
that aims to examine the perceptions of doctoral students in residency,
regarding their degree of satisfaction with certain aspects of their
doctoral programs. Information and opinions gathered in this study
will be available upon your request,

In an introductory letter, you were asked to indicate aspects of
the doctoral program to which you would like an opportunity to respond.
The suggestions were very helpful in constructing this questionnaire.
It can not include all your suggestions; therefore, please take
advantage of the space(s) provided for comments.

You will not be identified with your answers, and no member of
the faculty will have access to the returned questionnaire, Your
name in the upper left hand corner will be removed from the question-
naire upon its receipt,

As time is still an important factor, the return of this
questionnaire within ten days will be appreciated. A stamped,
self-addressed envelope is provided for your convenience. Thank you
for your assistance.

Cordially,
/ ‘; ’ ' .’ I.. .

Bill Nelson

BN/1p

93



t
Will Yo removed_sln peturned !

.

APPENDIX C

QUEETIONNAILE 10 TOCTORAL S*IDINLS

INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your response with an "I or a written corment
in the spacc(a) provided. 1 gufficient apare {8 not provided,
pleasc use the back portion of the individual pages,

EDUCATIONAL BACKGROULD
1. What is the highest degree you have recelved?
1. B.A./B.S. 2. M.A,/H.F, 3. Spec.

&, Ph.D./CA.D. 5.__ Other (Please apecify)

Year rcceived

MHajor field

Minor {ield

Institution

2. What is your major area of doctoral study?
1. Curriculums 2. Secondary Education

L N Other (Please specify)__

What {s your cognate area of study®

PROFLSSTORAL BACKGROUND

In what state vera you residing immediately
beforc entering the doctorsl progranm?

Please lise major positicnk you held prior
to entering the doctoral program. Begin
with your most tecent puoaition.

Employer

9%

FURPOSLS AND GOALS

Plecase lint as conciscly ax possible,
and {n ordcr of importance, your thice
purpoascs for pursuing a doctoral degree.

1.

2.

3.

3, Please indicate three posicieons (1=
fitnt chofcet 2wpocond chafco: 3=
third choice) you would bLe willing
to accept upon completion of your
doctoral program.

1. Teacher, public school

2. Teacher, altarnative school

). Administrator, public school

&, Administrator, alternative scliool

5.__ Teacher, university

6. Statea depariment of educ-tlon‘

7. Superviaion in public schools

8. Curriculum development in government
supported project

9.__ Other (FPlease apecify)

Title of position




IISCHAL 1HTORMATION

&,

What {s your age? 25=30 10.

31-35 hl-45

et .

36-40

46-50 51-35 56-60
Waat 18 your marfital stutus?
___married not marricd

Do you have sny children?

__yen no 11.

Where are you residing during your
yrar{s) of residence?

1, University housing
2. Off campus apartment
3. Your owm home

4. Othey (Please specily)

12,

. e—

llow many terms have
doctoral student at

you been s
H.5.U.7

=3 46 ___7-9 10-more

Which of the following parts of your
ducteral progran have you cempleoted?

1, Comnitter selection
2. Comprchensive exarfination

). Disservation propocal

4.____Oral defense of dissertation

95

DOCTORAL PPOGRN

What are the preatest ohstacles for you
to vvercome in completing the reculrs-

ments for the doctorate?! (Please virk
all in order of irportance; 1l~firsc fn

importance; 2=second in impcrtance)

1. ___Acadeoic 2, Peraonal

3. Financial 4. Other (Please

specify)

If you have requested financial assfs-
tance, how helpful has the univeraitcy
been in providing 1t?

l. Very helpful 2. Helpful
3. Little help 4. ¥o help

Comment

llow are you financing your graduate
studics? (Ilense indicate the percentage

for all that apply.)

1.___ Personal loans

2. Peraonal savings

3. _University tcaching or assistantship
4. Job outside education

5. Spouse ‘iorks

6. Sabbatical leava with pay

7.__ _VNcteran's benallts

8.__ _ Schaolurship

7. Other (Pluase specify)




96

pane
In terms of faciittating relatfonships, Lhow would you describe the levwrel of dialorue vith:
Very Nelpful Helpful Litele liclp Ko lielp

13. Graduate students in your area -

14, Graduate students in other arcos

1%. Your cuomsittee

14, Your adviser

17. Other laculty members

Corment

To what extent Jdo vou think fleoxtbility 15 important in cach of the following arcas:
(1or the purpose of this questionaaire flexibiliLy means degree of latftude ostudents
have tn makinpg thelr own decisions.)
Very lopt. lmportant Of Little lmpt. No Importance

18. Tropram planning

19. Selcction of a comittee

20, Selection of a major adviscer

21. Dikgertation requlrenents

To what extent have vou had flexibility in caeh of the fallowinp arcau?
Great Deal Some Littlc None

22, Propram planning

23, Selection of a4 commitice

24. Sclection of a major adviser

25. Mauscrtation requirenenta

in toins of too much or too little flexibility, what specifilc wuppeitions wonldd you mabe
tn any vf the follewing arcas?

Fropran planning

Selevtiva of o major adviser

selection of a corsitiec

A RUEIES B T AL SRR TSR ST LY &)
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.

10 what eztent do vou think doctoral student. fould e fao .y 0 s the fokboc i .
of the doctoeral program?
Titel
Vory Iavelved Involved Invelvenent Lo Involeor . e
26. Sclection of rtaif menhery
within the department .

27. Evalvation of staff

2B. Determtnation of policy
wi hin the department

29. Sclectlion of dJoctoral mtudents

30. Appraisal of doctoral program

31. fjwvaluation of you

To what extent have you been involved in cach of the folloving aspects’
Little No
Very Involved Involyed Invalvement Involvenent
32, Sclection of staff members
wilhin the department.

—— pu—, o — b

33. Lvaluation of staff

34, Determination of policy
within the departuent

35. Selection of doctoral atudents

I, Mppralsal of doctoral propram

37, bkvaluation of you

- -— ——— e st g —— — — e S —

Comments

Plesre dndicate your depree of satiafaction wvith cach of the componentw rl your ductoral
progeaa. For the purpose of this questiounatire, satfufaction will mean the degree Lo whitch
you feel the purposes and expericances you brought to the program are bheing served by the
program, .
Little
Very ~»itiaffcd Satiaficd Satisfsction  Ho Satiufaction
Y3, Accusnibility of major adviser

¥, thality of advising

40, Helpfulness of conzittee

e e ————— ———— =

Wl,e Muadity of coutee wDrw

=00 weepreleasive coaniuatien

B30 Marereatien peeuitenents

. e e — e o — i —



45.

46,

L7.

44,

In your professional developront, has
course work within your noajor arca Leen:

1. 0f preat value 2, Ol reoe value

3. of little value 4. __QOf nc value

In your prfessional devclersont, has
corutse work within your copnat. area been:
1. Of proat value 7. 0f some value
3. _Of ltttle value L. DI no value

In youy professtonal ' velopment, has your
coutse work outalde v cellege of
vducation been:

1. _Of preat value 2.__ O some value

3. _of lttle value &, 0f no value

Corments on coutse wotrk _

1n your profcesional Jevelnpuoent, has the
cipeticnce of the corprchicnsive exam bren:

YoM preal value 2. _Of some value
3. Of little value 4, 0f no value
Whiat clhanper would you make in the compre-

heosive examination? (tine piven within
program, format, ctc.)

In sour professional developrmoent, as you
view the disscertation, 14 time and effort
tpetsit on the disscrtation:

Voo o0 preat bhelp 1, 0f sore help

oo _vf Mttle hedp 4o Of ro help

what 1 octers Influerced vour chiodee of
T 00 I SR TN SRRRY TR ST

- ks e m—— e ——————

1 on 2lternative te the
(Fi)n v Wi, nrranhin
avallatle, ool gou ehaon
place uf Lhe wissertation

1. yes 2. 0o Pleas
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.

o explain_

liow was your advisot chosen, aud how o jou
think the adviser shoyld be «h

1.

2.

iy
how

Wan
Student cholce

asen?
Sthould I'e

Adviser assigned without
consulting stuedont

Adviser arsipncd after
consulting student

Giher (Mlease spueclfy)

warn vour dovteral committe
do you think {t should be

Student cholce

Compitier wrmbers assipned
without consulting student

AJvirer supgposts
comrittee merhery

Othur (I'lcase specify)

¢ choren, at )
chosen?
wan  Should e




How was your doctoral program planned, and
how do you think It should be planned?

1.
Z.
1.

“

liow
how

1.
2.

Jl

sll

2.

Var Should Be
Student planned

Advizer planned

Adviser and student
planned

Other (Please wpecify)

was yocur dissertation topic chosen, and
dv you think 1t should be choaen?

Was Should Be
Student selected

Adviser selected

Adviser and student
selected

Othar (Please specify)

To vhat oxtent have the requirements and
expectstions of your propram been
communicated to you?

1. Well-communicated 2.__ _Communicated
3. Little Communication

&4, No Communication Comment

.
To what extent do you think your program
should invelved activitics ouside the
university sctting? (workshops, in-
service trailning, consulting, obmerving
innovative progracs in schools)

1. Creat deal 2. Sope

3. Little 4. hona

—

vomnment

33,

54,
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How much of vour program has involved
activitice vutaide the university .
setting?

1. Great deal 2.___Some

J.__ Little 4. None

Cotmeent

Which of the following statements
describe the aspects of your doctoral
program that are contributing most

to your professional development.
{Rapk o1l that apuly in order of
ipportance, le=first {n importance;
2=gecond in importance)

1. Course vork

2. Independent studies

3. Dissertation

4. Graduate teaching sssistantship

5. Preparation for and complotion
o! comprehensive sxscination

.6, Interaction with faculty

wmenbers

7. Interaction with other graduate
studenta

8. Other (Please npacify)
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B‘sed on your experiencas, what esiential components do you feel are missing froo
your pregram?

1. .

Prom your current perspective, what changes in your progran would you recommend?

1.

2.

J.

Pleasas use this space for additional comments
about this questionnsire, aspects of your program
which were not covered, and other relevant items,

SHALR Yoo



