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Doctoral graduates of the program in Higher Education,

Division of Higher Education, North Texas State University,

from the fall of 1969 through spring, 1973, were selected

as subjects for an evaluation of the program. To appraise

the effectiveness of the program, the evaluation attempted

to: (1) determine how the graduates viewed various aspects

of their doctoral program and experiences at North Texas

State University; (2) appraise the effectiveness of the

doctoral program in Higher Education in light of the career

goals and needs of the graduates and how the program served

those needs; (3) present conclusions and recommendations

based on the findings of the study which could aid in the

administration of the program, provide information for plan-

ning new programs and policies, or in supporting those

already in existence.

A questionnaire was developed and used as the data-

gathering instrument, after being revised according to sug-

gestions given by a jury. The questionnaire was mailed to

graduates on August 17, 1973, and a follow-up letter was

mailed on September 19, 1973, to those non-respondents who

could be identified. Of the total number of graduates who

received the questionnaire, 69 (71 per cent) responded.



Data contained in the questionnaires were numerically

coded and recorded on keypunch worksheets. With the aid

of the staff from the N.T.S.U. Computing Center, print-outs

were produced from the worksheets which contained tabulated

data. Tables were made from the data for analysis and

interpretation.

Analysis of the data led to the following conclusions.

The program is producing graduates who have a marketable

education with most of them teaching in four-year colleges

and universities. The emphases on college teaching and

administration are major strengths of the program and grad-

uates rate a strong degree of satisfaction with the major

program components, structure and curriculum. Competencies

gained in educational research and statistics and the

residency requirement are considered valuable by graduates.

When compared to other programs in Higher Education, the

program at N.T.S.U. is rated above average to outstanding

by 77 per cent of its graduates.

Most graduates were dissatisfied with the amount and

variety of financial assistance that was available and felt

that the internship experience was under-utilized.

Recommendations for further research included replica-

tion of the study after a number of years, evaluation of

other programs with similar methodology, and program

appraisal using a different sample, such as the graduate's

employer.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Institutions of higher education study just
about every subject save themselves. It is
unreasonable for the university to pride itself
on its expertise in numerous other areas and be
ready to accept its continued ignorance on many
aspects of its own prime concern--education.

Assembly on University Goals
and Governance, American
Association for Higher
Education, 1971

Many colleges and universities have gradually evolved

from a universal acceptance of a common-sense notion that

"administrators are born and not made" to a general recog-

nition of the value of advanced study in the field of

Higher Education. This recognition is made evident, at

least in part, by the growth of Higher Education programs

and literature in the field. It appears to be widely

accepted by students and practitioners alike that Higher

Education has emerged as a discipline and as a scholarly

field of study and research at the doctoral level.

There has been a steady increase in the number of

institutions involved in the study of Higher Education and

particularly in the number that offer programs leading to

the doctor's degree. Yet in view of this increased

activity in the field, the literature remains sparse

1
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concerning studies of higher education--its programs,

their location, composition, students, graduates and par-

ticularly, their effectiveness.

The program of study leading to the doctoral degree

with a major in Higher Education Administration at North

Texas State University was begun in 1969; the program pro-

viding for a major in College Teaching was begun in 1950.

To date, there have been no formal evaluative studies of

the program, its students, the various aspects of the pro-

gram, nor its effectiveness in the preparation of college

and university teachers and administrators.

Statement of the Problem

The problem in this study is to appraise the doctoral

program in Higher Education at North Texas State University

based upon the perceptions of its graduates.

Purposes of the Study

The purposes of this attitude study was: (1) to deter-

mine how the graduates view various aspects of their doctoral

program and experiences at North Texas State University;

(2) to appraise the effectiveness of the doctoral program

in Higher Education in light of the career goals and needs

of the graduates and how the program served those needs;

(3) to present conclusions and recommendations based on

the findings of the study which could aid in the administra-

tion of the doctoral program, provide information for
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planning new programs and policies, or in supporting those

already in existence.

The overall objective of the doctoral program in Higher

Education at North Texas State University is to prepare

students to become teachers and administrators in colleges

and universities. The most recent printed material describ-

ing program concept, organization, purposes, functions, and

objectives is included in this study as Appendix D, page 92.1

This material documents and elaborates upon the concept and

philosophy of the program as it has evolved and as it is

now being operated.

In view of these objectives, this study attempts to

appraise the effectiveness of the program by providing

answers to the following guideline questions.

1. What is the present career status of the grad-
uates?

2. What is the background and present personal
status of the graduates?

3. To what extent are the graduates satisfied with
their experiences in the doctoral program at
North Texas State University?

4. To what extent are the graduates satisfied that
the program prepared them for a career in higher
education?

5. What is the opinion of the graduates regarding
appropriateness of the curriculum and its value
in their program?

6. What is the opinion of the graduates regarding
structure and procedures in the program?

lPrinted material, Division of Higher Education, Col-
lege of Education, North Texas State University, 1972.
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7. What recommendations do the graduates have for
improving various aspects of the program?

8. What are the graduates' reactions to several
issues that frequently concern doctoral candi-
dates?

Definition of Terms

higher education (lower case). Refers to the broad

area of education beyond the high school level; any and

all kinds of collegiate level post-high-school training.

As used here the term is non-specific, referring simply to

level and not to kind.

Higher Education (upper case). Refers to a particular

segment of higher education, i.e., to that particular

field of study and/or research where interest centers on

and is restricted to the affairs, activities, and problems

associated exclusively with junior colleges, senior col-

leges, and universities. These institutions are specific

as to kind as well as to level.

Graduate. A graduate of North Texas State University

who received the doctor's degree through the Department of

Education, Division of Higher Education.

Program. The organized plan of study at a college or

university leading to the doctoral degree in the field of

Higher Education.

Higher Education Administration Major. Graduates of

North Texas State University who received the doctor's

degree with a major in Higher Education Administration.
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College Teaching Major. Graduates of North Texas

State University who received the doctor's degree with a

major in College Teaching.

Basic Assumptions

It is assumed that graduates of the program are

capable of evaluating their experiences at North Texas

State University and responded honestly to the instrument

used to gather data.

The assumption is made that follow-up study of grad-

uates is a valid and practical means for gathering useful

data relating to the strengths and weaknesses of a program

and suggest necessary improvements in the program. Addi-

tionally, it is assumed that the questionnaire instrument,

having been reviewed by a jury and revised as necessary,

provides sufficiently valid data on which to make recom-

mendations.

Instrument

The questionnaire instruments used in several other

evaluative studies, particularly dissertations, were con-

sidered for use in this study, but were rejected. Although

similar in purpose, these instruments would not have met

the requirements that are unique to a program appraisal

at North Texas State University. Many of these instruments

contained parts that served as suggestions for items that

were pertinent to this study. Notes were taken, and
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examples of items for this questionnaire were written on

five-by-eight-inch cards. These cards, one for each item,

were then categorized into one of the five main categories

that make up the entire instrument. Based on experience

in the program and from familiarity with problems and

issues found in the literature, other items were listed on

cards and categorized.

Using the items recorded on the five-by-eight-inch

cards, a questionnaire was constructed which was used to

gather the desired data from the subjects in this study.

The information sought from respondents was in five cate-

gories: (1) Background, present status and career plans;

(2) Experiences in the doctoral program at North Texas

State University; (3) Curriculum, structure, and procedures

in the program; (4) Recommendations for the program; and

(5) Graduates' reactions to several statements concerning

the program.

A draft of the questionnaire was submitted to a jury

to establish validity and appropriateness of items. The

jury consisted of the Chairman and faculty of the Division

of Higher Education. Revisions suggested by the jury were

incorporated into the questionnaire and the final instru-

ment was prepared for printing.

Procedures for Collection of Data

The subjects used in this study are those graduates

of North Texas State University from the fall of 1969
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through the spring of 1973 who majored in Higher Education

Administration and in College Teaching.

A mailed questionnaire was utilized to gather data

for the study. Names and addresses of the subjects were

obtained from files in the offices of the Dean of College

of Education, and the Chairmen of the Divisions of Higher

Education and Interprofessional Studies. Questionnaires

were mailed to each graduate along with a cover letter and

pre-stamped return envelope.

Procedures for Analysis of Data

Graduates' responses on the returned questionnaires

were tabulated in numerical code on keypunch worksheets

and subsequently keypunched on machine punch cards. Those

items on the instrument that could be numerically coded

and machine-tabulated were produced on machine print-out

for analysis. Items that could not be coded for machine

tabulation, such as open-end comments by the graduates,

were analyzed for appropriateness, uniqueness, and other

values that made them outstanding. These data were then

inserted into tables that reflected the numbers and per-

centages of the response of the graduates to the several

items in the instrument. The tables provided a compilation

of responses that could be analyzed in view of the stated

purposes of this study.



CHAPTER II

BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE

It has been said that "Higher education, like

psychology, has a short history but a long past."1 There

were a few isolated attempts to establish Higher Education

courses prior to 1920, but they lead to no lasting pro-

grams. In 1920, three universities initiated regular

programs in Higher Education: The University of Chicago,

The Ohio State University, and Teachers College, Columbia

University.2 In response to the various forces of expan-

sion, some 27 colleges and universities had established

course work and programs of study by 1945.3

During the academic year 1962-63, 87 institutions

offered some 560 courses in Higher Education, although it

is not known how many of these were actually programs of

study leading to a doctoral degree.4 By the fall of 1968,

there were 889 courses offered at 86 universities

1 Collins W. Burnett, "Higher Education as a Special-
ized Field of Study," Journal of Research and Development
in Education, Vol. 6, No. 2, (Winter, 1973), p. 7.

2 John C. Ewing and W. Hugh Stickler, "Progress in the
Development of Higher Education as a Field of Professional
Graduate Study and Research," The Journal of Teacher Educa-
tion, Vol. 15, (December, 1964).,p. 397.

3 Ibid., p. 398.

4 Ibid., p. 401.

8
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responding, 53 of which offered major concentration at

the doctoral level.5  By the summer of 1973, at least 63

institutions had been identified which offer a doctoral

program in Higher Education. According to Rogers, it is

unknown which institutions or how many offer a major in

the subspecialties of administration or college teaching.

There is sufficient evidence to suggest that higher

education in the United States will continue to experience

growth, particularly at the graduate level.

The system of graduate education is growing and
will continue to grow in the next years--in students,
degrees, faculty, departments, institutions, support.
The body of knowledge to be handled by the graduate
school is growing and will continue to grow, thusadding problems of complexity and specialization.6

This growth seems to be inevitable in spite of a leveling-

off of undergraduate enrollment and the ever-present

scarcity of funds.

In addition to a predicted growth in higher education

in general at the graduate level, several authors have pre-

dicted growth in Higher Education as a field of study.

(McConnell, Carmichael, Brown) More recently, the Journal

of Research and Development in Education devoted an entire

issue to this growth, "Higher Education: An Emerging

Discipline and the Need for Reform." This issue recognizes

5 James F. Rogers, Higher Education as a Field of Studyat the Doctoral Level, American Association for Higher
Education, (Washington, D. C., 1969), p. 1.

6Bernard Berleson, Graduate Education in the United
States, (New York, 1960), p. 219.
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the significance and importance of Higher Education as a

discipline and a field of study, and hails its emergence

and growth.

If Higher Education is gaining acceptance as a field

of study, the concept of educating students to be admin-

istrators in colleges and universities has only recently

gained visibility, and perhaps as with any emerging

discipline, the idea was questioned. "The idea that

individuals can be deliberately prepared for administra-

tion at the college level is relatively new and contro-

versial." 7 Others, however, recognized Higher Education

as a rising new profession and spoke to its legitimacy and

usefulness.

There appears to be a growing conviction that college
and university administrators have unique functions
to perform and that they perform them best when
especially equipped with distinctive academic capa-
bilities.8

Henry wrote that ". . . administration is an academic

specialization as demanding in scholarship and study as

any other discipline." 9

7Ronald C. Bauer, Cases in College Administration,
Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, (Columbia Univer-
sity, 1955), p. 5.

8 F. W. Bolman, Jr., "Can We Prepare Better College and
University Administrators?", Toward Better Preparation of
College and University Administrators, edited by Raymond~F.
Howes, (Washington, D.C., 1964), p. 5.

9David D. Henry, "Comments on Administration and
Leadership," Toward Better Preparation of College and Univer-
sity Administrators, edited by Raymond F. Hawes, (Washington,
D.C., 1964), p. 14.
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While recognizing a value in the study of higher

education, others announced its arrival as a discipline.

Higher education in evolving has gained stature so
that it is now approaching an importance comparable
to that of the fields of Elementary Education and
Secondary Education.10

Research efforts toward identification of Higher Education

as a field were published by the American Association for

Higher Education in 1969,

Largely as a result of the enormous expansion in col-
lege and university enrollments over the past decade,
higher education as a field of study has come to
occupy a strategic place at the doctoral level.1 1

Other authors wrote very similar opinions. (Ewing, Ewing

and Stickler, Palinchak, Waldron)

Since formal programs for the education of administra-

tors of colleges and universities have been in existence

for only a relatively short time, administrative prac-

titioners were traditionally drawn from the other academic

areas. Perhaps the growth in size, complexity, and the

numerous problems of higher education institutions made

evident the need for persons specifically trained in

administration. The reasons for the growth of such formal

programs are surely many and varied, but one reason cannot

be denied--demand. This demand, and the need for such an

1 0 John C. Ewing, "The Development and Current Status
of Higher Education as a Field of Graduate Study and
Research in American Universities," unpublished doctoral
dissertation, (Florida State University, 1963), p. 130.

1lRogers, op. cit., p. 1.
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education for administrators in higher education, is

illustrated in the literature. "University administration

is now and will increasingly become a complex art for which

some preparation and training are desirable."1 2 Another

author recommends the study of higher education admin-

istration in a doctoral program to produce college admin-

istrators and urges its acceptance as an academic field.

"A prospective administrator who studies organization and

administration of higher education is pursuing both

scholarly and professional fields." 1 3

Even with the rapid growth of programs of Higher

Education administration, there still might be a scarcity.

As recently as 1966, Anderson observed, "Formal mechanisms

for educating the general college and university admin-

istrator are today most limited." 14 Although opportunities

in today's job market may have changed somewhat, Hubert

reported in 1969:

Despite the apparent flurry of interest in higher
education administration, the rate of increase in the
number of administrative positions has far outdis-
tanced the cumulative productivity of administrative
training programs. Training programs increase in

1 2 John W. Nason, "American Higher Education in 1980:
Some Basic Issues," Higher Education in the Revolutionary
Decades, edited by Lewis B. Mayhew, (Berkeley, California,
1967), p. 414.

1 3 Algo D. Henderson, Training University Administra-
tors: A Program Guide, (Paris, 1970), p. 11.

14G. Lester Anderson, "The New Breed of Administra-
tor," Current Issues in Higher Education, edited by G.
Kerry Smith, (Washington, D.C., 1966), p. 234.
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size and number each year, and colleges and univer-
sities show a great interest in higher education
curricula and doctoral programs, but the number of
administrative vacancies remains significant and dis-
plays little evidence of diminishing.15

Perhaps the need and scarcity of programs of profes-

sional preparation for college and university teachers is

even more evident than that for administrators. Surely,

the need for better college teaching has long been recog-

nized.

Historically, the greatest and most vehement criti-
cism of graduate education is that it does not pro-
vide training for the vocational choice of many Ph.D.
recipients: college teaching.16

According to Walters, the present widespread demand for

properly trained college teachers had its beginning in the

post-World War II years.1 7 He asserts that this demand is

continuing,

Obviously, we have too long permitted college stu-
dents to be taught by persons who, to a considerable
extent, have only a minimal preparation for this most
significant task.18

There is ample evidence in the literature that sug-

gests widespread disillusionment with the "traditional"

1 5 Frank W. R. Hubert, Application of Scientific
Management Practices to Academic Administration, (Austin,
1969), p. 13.

1 6 Lewis B. Mayhew, Reform in Graduate Education,
(Atlanta, 1972), p. 117.

1 7 Everett Walters, "Trends Toward a Degree for
Teachers," Educational Record, (Spring, 1967), p. 133.

1 8 Ibid., p. 135.
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doctorate as professional preparation for a career in

higher education, particularly a career in teaching.

Noonan writes that, "Academic credentials, as everyone by

now is tired of hearing, certify professors as researchers

but only rarely as educators. "19 Historically, the belief

was widely accepted that mastery of subject matter content

was all that was needed to be a successful college teacher

and that possession of the earned doctorate was evidence

of that mastery. Silberman suggests, however, that knowl-

edge of one's specialty is hardly enough,

For if it is true that one cannot teach a subject
unless he knows it, it is equally true that one
never really knows a subject until he has tried to
communicate it to others.20

Silberman further argues for special preparation for col-

lege teachers:

One of the strangest and strongest traditions
of American higher education is the one that holds,
implicitly if not explicitly, that those who teach
students below the age of eighteen require special
preparation for teaching, whereas those who teach
students eighteen or older do not. The notion is
patently absurd.21

In recent years, and in recognition of the need for

better preparation of college teachers, several avenues

have been advanced in an attempt to meet this need. One

1 9 John F. Noonan, "Curricular Change: A Strategy
for Improving Teaching," The Expanded Campus, edited by
D. W. Vermilye, (Washington, D. C., 1972), p. 192.

2 0Charles E. Silberman, Crisis in the Classroom,
(New York, 1970), p. 517.

2Ibid., p. 509.
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example was at Yale University, which offered the degree

Master of Philosophy as the answer to a teaching degree.2 2

A variation of this teaching degree was offered at the

University of Miami, Florida, in a program for the prepa-

ration of junior college teachers which culminated in a

Diplomate in College Teaching.2 3 Perhaps the most fre-

quently suggested alternative is a substitute doctorate in

the form of the Doctor of Arts degree. Generally, this

degree program provides for some teacher training, super-

vised teaching experiences, and less emphasis on prepara-

tion for research and the dissertation. Mayhew reports

that one of the earliest attempts at the D.A. program was

at Carnegie-Mellon University.2 4

The concept of the Doctor of Arts degree to prepare

college teachers has generated wide discussion in recent

years. The Carnegie Commission has gone on record as sup-

porting the D.A. degree, particularly in the preparation

of community college teachers.2 5 However, in reply to

these recommendations of the Carnegie Commission,

Richardson says that the Doctor of Arts may be a new label

2 2Mayhew, op. cit., p. 83.

2 3 Ibid., p. 86.

2 4 Ibid., p. 85.

2 5 Ibid., p. 15.
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for the old practices that did not provide for prepara-

tion in college teaching.

Produce a Ph.D. who is truly concerned about teach-
ing and about students, . . . and you will not have
to find a new label in order to secure his ready
acceptance by colleges.2 6

Jencks and Riesman recognize the need for professional

preparation for college teachers but indicate that this

preparation should be contained in Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs

for college teachers. They maintain that a teaching degree

such as the D.A.,

. . . would have less status and attract less talented
students than one aimed at training scholars. Its
graduates would have difficulty getting jobs, even in
colleges that claim not to be concerned with whether
the faculty do research.2 7

There are others who do not see the D.A. as the answer.

Mayhew writes that,

Although the need for better preparation of college
teachers persists, careful assessment of the Doctor
of Arts degree suggests that it will not emerge as
the major facilitating device.2 8

Henle speaks strongly against any kind of "special terminal

degree" for preparing college teachers and advocates the

2 6Richard C. Richardson, "A Reaction to the Commission
Recommendations," The Expanded Campus, edited by D. W.
Vermilye, (Washington, D.C., 1972), p. 24.

2 7 Christopher Jencks and David Riesman, The Academic
Revolution, (New York, 1968), p. 535.

2 8 Mayhew, op. cit., p. 88.
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"full doctorate" for this purpose provided that it does,

indeed, prepare college teachers.2 9

If there has been growth in programs of Higher Educa-

tion, demand for the output of these programs, and a

resulting value to higher education, then there arises a

need to examine and evaluate these programs. Appraisal is

needed to determine if the programs are achieving their

purposes, i.e., effectively preparing students to become

college and university administrators and teachers. In

the foreword of Rogers' book, G. Kerry Smith, Executive

Secretary, American Association for Higher Education

observes:

Recent developments in higher education have made it
painfully clear that a lot more needs to be known
about how colleges and universities work and how
they deal more effectively with the problems they
face. The rapid expansion of programs of study in
higher education at the doctoral level represents a
major step in the direction of such knowledge. At
the same time, the new and larger demands being made
on colleges and universities underscore the need to
examine these professional programs which will pre-
pare many of the future leaders in higher educa-
tion.30

Cooper, citing the need for research in general, wrote,

"The field of college administration, like that of college

29R. J. Henle, "The Soundness of the American Ph.D.
Program," Improving College Teaching, edited by Calvin B.
Lee, (Washington, D. C., 1967), p. 73.

3 0 Rogers, op. cit., p. ii.
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teaching, needs much greater research than has been so far

produced."31

More specific to programs of Higher Education, there

is evidence of a need for evaluation of individual pro-

grams to appraise their effectiveness, and to suggest

improvement, if the need were determined. Mitchell and

Alciatore urged universities to evaluate the training they

provide doctoral candidates by assessing the placement,

productivity, and reactions of graduates, and state that,

"More hard data are needed on individual doctoral programs

for both men and women candidates."3 2

If there is value in appraisal and constructive criti-

cism, perhaps self-criticism is the most valuable of all.

Self-criticism should provide the basis for learning and

improvement. Since so many administrators and teachers

at the college level have experienced no formal prepara-

tion for their careers, it would be difficult, at best,

to evaluate their training or to constructively criticize

it. It is, of course, possible and valuable to do so with

those formal programs. Palinchak urges investigation into

the "kind of preparation that is considered essential for

3 1 Russell M. Cooper, "Improving College Teaching and
Administration," Higher Education: Some Newer Develop-
ments, edited by Samuel Baskin, (New York, 1965), p. 218.

3 2 Susan B. Mitchell and Robert T. Alciatore, "Women
Doctoral Recipients Evaluate Their Training," The Educa-
tional Forum, Vol. 34, No. 4, (May, 1970), p. 539.
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the person who chooses to enter a field of higher educa-

tion by choice rather than some secondary happenstance."3 3

He also points out the value of self-criticism and states

that the greatest influence on planning and development

of Higher Education programs comes from the field of Higher

Education itself.3 4

There are several ways to approach a program evalua-

tion. Certainly, one of the most valuable would to be tap

the experiences of the participants in that program.

Reeves and Jenson report that participants' evaluation of

educational programs can be a most effective tool for the

development and refinement of the program.3 5

As a method of evaluation, several authors in the

literature recommend a follow-up study of graduates and

participants. (Jacobson, McKinney and Oglesby, and Selden).

Beaty writes that,

An institutional follow-up study can provide an insti-
tution a valuable source of information both in
assessing the opinions of the graduates for its train-
ing program and in providing leads for program improve-
ment.36

3 3 Robert S. Palinchak and others, Survey of Require-
ments for a Doctoral Program in the Field of Higher Educa-
tion, (New York, 1970), p. 2.

34Ibid., p. 10.

3 5 Elton T. Reeves and Michael J. Jensen, "Effectiveness
of Program Evaluation," Training and Development Journal,
Vol. 26, No. 1, (January, 1972), p. 37.

3 6 Edgar Beaty, "Follow-up of Teacher Education Grad-
uates as a Basis for Institutional Improvement," Peabody
Journal of Education, Vol. 46, No. 5, p. 302.
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Waldron agrees and recommends that,

More institutions should engage in follow-studies of
their graduates and in on-going evaluation of their
progress. Such studies can be used for developing
changes to improve the quality of the program and to
better serve their students.37

An evaluative study could be of much benefit to the

Division of Higher Education and to North Texas State

University--to the faculty, the administrators, and of

course, the doctoral students. The faculty might be pro-

vided feedback and the opportunity to reflect on their

effectiveness in preparing students to be teachers and

administrators in colleges and universities. Administrators

may be provided data and information upon which to consider

the present program, its strengths and weaknesses, and pos-

sible improvements, should they appear feasible. With the

call for accountability for the efforts of higher education

more demanding than ever, data of the evaluation of program

effectiveness should prove useful. And perhaps the greatest

resultant benefit would be to the student--to his education

and preparation for a career. The student would be the con-

sumer of whatever improvement that might result from this

study.

Another value of this follow-up study and perhaps more

far-ranging, would be its use as a basis for longitudinal

3 7 Wilfred R. Waldron, "A Survey of Doctoral Programs
in Higher Education at Selected American Universities,"
unpublished doctoral dissertation, Arizona State University,
1970, p. 112.
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research. The study might be replicated periodically to

follow the career progress of graduates over the years and

assess the program in view of changing times and conditions.

Perhaps criteria could be applied such as income or degree

of responsibility to determine success of graduates in the

career for which they were prepared. Drew maintains that

the only sensible means for solving some of our most criti-

cal problems is longitudinal research, "Perhaps the most

valuable potential application of longitudinal research has

to do with evaluation and accountability."3 8

Related Literature

In citing the growth and some of the problems for

higher education, Bolman wrote,

Despite the increasing response to the need for better
administrators to meet today's problems in higher
education, several weaknesses appear endemic to our
efforts thus far. . . . Second, lack of evaluation.
Very little systematic evaluation has been made of the
extant programs. In other words, how effective the
numerous programs really are is largely unknown.3 9

Kennedy described the need and value of specialized doctoral

programs to train college administrators and the need for

evidence to determine the effectiveness of the programs.4 0

3 8 David E. Drew, "The Potential Impact of Longitudinal
Research on Decision Making in Higher Education," Journal of
Educational Data Processing, Vol. 9, No. 1-2, 1972, p. 32.

3 9 Bolman, op. cit., p. 5.

4 0 Sister M. St. Mel Kennedy, "A Doctoral Program for
College Administrators," North Central Association Quarterly,
Vol. 36, No. 4, (Spring, 1962), pp. 318-22.
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Writing about existing programs that prepare students to

become college and university teachers, Wise reports that,

A recent survey of graduate schools disclosed that
fewer than half of the respondents reported any sub-
stantial programs. Furthermore, there is no evidence
of the quality of the programs that have been initi-
ated.41

As a result of his research, Rogers observed that,

An in-depth study of the programs of the 53 institu-
tions which purport to offer major concentrations at
the doctoral level would be revealing.4 2

Concerning evaluations of Higher Education in the

literature, reports and references are quite sparse. Almost

all studies found cite this scarcity. Waldron observes that

references to doctoral programs in Higher Education in the

literature are sparse and that the "fast developing programs

in Higher Education in the American colleges and universities

have not been reported often in published form."4 3 Doty44

and Ewing4 5 echo almost identical statements. Cooper

41 W. Max Wise, "Who Teaches the Teachers?" Improving
College Teaching, edited by Calvin B. Lee, American Council
on Education, (Washington, D.C., 1967), p. 78.

4 2Rogers, op. cit., p. 72.

4 3Waldron, op. cit., p. 11.

4 4 Gerald H. Doty, "An Appraisal of the Program Leading
to the Doctor of Education Degree at Indiana University,
Based on a Follow-up Study of Its Graduates," unpublished
doctoral dissertation, (Indiana University, 1965), p. 11.

45 John C. Ewing, "The Development and Current Status of
Higher Education as a Field of Graduate Study and Research
in American Universities," unpublished doctoral disserta-
tion, (The Florida State University, 1963), p. 10.
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suggests that in the past, it was presumed that those chosen

from teaching ranks to be administrators were the best and

therefore were well qualified. He offers an explanation for

the scarcity of evaluation reports, "Perhaps this explains

why there have been so few programs and so little research

devoted to the improvement of college administration."4 6

The only doctoral program evaluations that were found

in the literature were unpublished doctoral dissertations.

Almost all of these commended the value of follow-up studies

in program appraisal and many were somewhat similar in

research methodology. The reported findings were interest-

ing and give an indication of their usefulness. Yarnell, in

1965, reported that (1) graduates of the program at Ohio

State tend to receive positions in colleges and universities,

as compared to other employers, and (2) that the value of

full-time residence was shown conclusively.4 7 Eiken stated

that the graduates of Colorado State College have produced

a considerable number of publications in the one to six years

since they graduated.4 8 Broertjes found that one of the

major strengths of the program at Indiana University is in

4 6Cooper, op. cit., p. 213.

4 7 Edward A. Yarnell, "An Appraisal of the Doctoral Pro-
gram in Educational Administration at the Ohio State Univer-
sity as Perceived by Its Graduates," Dissertation Abstracts,
Vol. XXVI, p. 6491.

4 8 Everett H. Eiken, "The Doctoral Program in Education
at Colorado State College: An Appraisal by the Graduates,"
Dissertation Abstracts, Vol. XXVI, 1965, p. 5153.
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the interdisciplinary character of the program.4 9 Orso

reported that graduates of the University of Alabama found

significant value in their course work in educational

statistics and that assistantships, fellowships, or scholar-

ships were one of the most significant material factors

which made their doctoral program possible.50 Although not

an appraisal of a specific program in Higher Education,

Garrison, as early as 1951, found a pronounced trend of

doctoral candidates in education earning the degree Doctor

of Education rather than the Doctor of Philosophy at the

University of Missouri.51 Lokers reported that 71 per cent

of the graduates he surveyed at the University of Michigan

had completed some research since receiving the degree.5 2

Program Description

As stated in Chapter I, the objective of the doctoral

program in Higher Education is the preparation of students

4 9Vernon H. Broertjes, "An Appraisal of the Doctoral
Program in Higher Education in the School of Education,
Indiana University, Based on a Follow-up Study of Its Grad-
uates," unpublished doctoral dissertation, (Indiana Univer-
sity, 1965), p. 125.

5 0 James K. Orso, "Selected Factors in the Appraisal of
the Doctoral Program in the Department of Administration,
Supervision, and Curriculum Development in the College of
Education, University of Alabama," unpublished doctoral dis-
sertation, (University of Alabama, 1967), p. 204.

5 1 Lloyd L. Garrison, "A Follow-up Study of Doctoral
Graduates in Education, University of Missouri," Disserta-
tion Abstracts, Vol. XI, 1951, p. 569.

5 2 Raymond J. Lokers, "An Evaluation of the Doctoral
Program in Education at the University of Michigan in Terms
of Fulfillment of the Expectations of the Recipients and of
the Expectations of the University," Dissertation Abstracts,
Vol. XIX, 1959, p. 3139.



25

to become teachers and administrators in colleges and

universities. To meet this objective, two majors are offered

by the Division of Higher Education: College Teaching and

Higher Education Administration. Both of these majors pro-

vide for work at the doctoral level only. The major in Col-

lege Teaching was first offered in 1950; a major in Higher

Education Administration was offered in the fall of 1969.

Both the Doctor of Education and Doctor of Philosophy are

offered through the program.

The program provides a general requirement of 90

semester hours beyond the bachelor's degree and at least 60

semester hours beyond the master's degree. A residency

requirement provides for a student to pursue full-time study

in residence for approximately one academic year. Candi-

dates for the Doctor of Philosophy degree must demonstrate

proficiency in a foreign language; this is done by one of

the options approved by the Graduate School.

There are three major steps leading to the doctor's

degree in the program: admission to the doctoral program,

the qualifying examinations, and the proposal and prepara-

tion of the dissertation. Admission to the program is based

on the presentation of acceptable scores from the Aptitude

portion of the Graduate Record Examination. Prior to com-

pleting the twelfth semester hour of approved courses, an

admission examination is required in the student's major

field and may be supplemented by interviews or other
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appraisal techniques. Upon successful completion of the

admissions examination, an advisory committee is appointed

and the student's degree plan is formulated. The student

is then admitted to the program. After approximately 30

semester hours beyond the master's degree, the student must

pass written and oral qualifying examinations. These exam-

inations cover the student's major and minor or related

fields, as well as a common core area required of all stu-

dents. Upon successful completion of the qualifying

examinations, the student is admitted to candicacy. The

dissertation requires a maximum of 12 semester hours and

includes a formal proposal seminar and final oral defense of

the completed dissertation.

All doctoral students are required to take at least six

semester hours in a common area. Additionally, 12 hours

are selected from among 24 hours in higher education and

related areas. Majors in College Teaching must take 24

hours in a teaching field other than education and six hours

selected by the student's committee. Higher Education

Administration majors must take a minor of 12 semester hours

generally outside the Department of Education, and 18 hours

recommended by the committee. Twelve hours of dissertation

is required of all candidates.

Courses in the common area, required of all students

are Methods of Educational Research and Statistics for

Educational Research. Courses in other divisions of
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education, some of which are optional to Higher Education

students are: Social and Aesthetic Foundations of Education;

Philosophy of Education; and Seminar in College Student

Personnel Work. Courses in the Division of Higher Educa-

tion are: Practicum, Field Problem, or Internship; Plan-

ning the Community College; The Improvement of College

Teaching; Current Problems and Practices in Teacher Educa-

tion; The Role of Higher Education in Democracy; General

Administration in Higher Education; Academic Administration

in Higher Education; Special Problems; and Dissertation.



CHAPTER III

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Subjects in the Study

The subjects in this study were the doctoral recip-

ients who were graduated from the Division of Higher

Education, North Texas State University, from the fall of

1969 through the spring of 1973. There are 95 graduates

who majored in College Teaching and 15 who majored in

Higher Education Administration, making a total of 110.

The major in Higher Education Administration was first

offered in the fall of 196% and that semester was selected

as the cut-off date for majors in College Teaching that

were included in this study. The major in College Teach-

ing was first offered in 1950, but during this four-year

period selected, the program has remained unchanged.

Names and addresses of graduates during this period

were obtained from the Chairman of the Division of Inter-

professional Studies, N.T.S.U., College of Education. The

addresses were checked against files in the N.T.S.U. Alumni

Office to obtain the most current information. The Alumni

Office gave confirmation that the graduates were presently

receiving mail at the respective addresses.

28
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Development of the Instrument

The questionnaires used in five dissertations similar

in purpose to this study were reviewed for possible use,

but rejected. An original questionnaire was needed to

obtain the data that were desired for a unique program

appraisal. To construct the instrument, tentative

questionnaire items were recorded on five-by-eight inch

cards in such a form as they should appear on the instru-

ment. These items were drawn from past experiences in the

program, suggestions from Higher Education faculty and

students, and the literature of higher education. The

five-by-eight cards were then grouped by the nature and

type of item into five categories: (1) Background, pre-

sent status, and career plans; (2) Experiences in the

doctoral program at North Texas State University; (3) Cur-

riculum, structure, and procedures in the program;

(4) Recommendations for the program; and (5) Graduates'

reactions to several statements concerning the program.

These five categories formed the outline for structuring

the instrument and aided in reviewing each collected item

for content, appropriateness of purpose, continuity, and

to avoid duplication. Undesirable items were revised or

rejected and a draft of the instrument was prepared

according to the outlined structure.
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Validation of the Instrument

The draft of the instrument was submitted to a jury

with the request that the instrument be evaluated for

validity and appropriateness. To guide the jury in evalu-

ation of the instrument, the statement of purposes of this

study was provided. The jury consisted of the Chairman

and the four faculty members of the Division of Higher

Education and the Chairman of the Division of Interprofes-

sional Studies, North Texas State University. Agreement

of a majority of the jury was used to determine revisions

of the instrument. Numerous suggestions were offered by

members of the jury for improving the instrument, such as

altering items, substituting more appropriate words, and

omitting items that were ambiguous or inappropriate. All

suggestions of the jury were utilized since there was no

disagreement between or among members of the jury on a

particular item. The final version of the instrument was

then prepared, utilizing suggestions of the jury.

Collection of Data

After revision and preparation of the final draft of

the instrument, those items that called for responses

that could be numerically coded were determined. This was

done with the aid of the Center for Research and Evalua-

tion, College of Education, and the North Texas State

University Computing Center personnel. The items were
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then coded and recorded in appropriate columns on key-

punch worksheets. Corresponding columnar numbers were

entered on the left margin of the questionnaire.

A final copy of the instrument was prepared and

xeroxed to provide 200 copies. A copy of the questionnaire

was mailed to each of the 110 graduates on August 17, 1973.

A cover letter to the graduate was co-signed by the Chair-

man of the Division of Higher Education and was included

with each questionnaire. The cover letter explained the

purposes of the study, urged the graduate's cooperation,

and requested return of the completed questionnaire by

September 4, 1973. The mailing envelope and the cover

letter bore the letterhead of the Center for Research and

Evaluation, North Texas State University. A stamped

return envelope was included with each questionnaire.

One week after the requested return date of September

4, 1973, 57 questionnaires had been received from those

graduates who majored in College Teaching. This repre-

sented a 69.5 per cent response from those graduates who

had received the questionnaire. At the same time, only

nine of the 15 majors in Higher Education Administration

had responded. Due to the smaller number of majors in

Higher Education Administration, a follow-up letter was

prepared to insure maximum response from these graduates.

The follow-up letter was mailed on September 19, 1973, to

the six who had not responded. These were identifiable
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because the first nine respondents had signed the returned

questionnaire. Three more questionnaires were returned

from Higher Education Administration majors for a total

of 12, or 80 per cent.

Of the 110 questionnaires mailed to subjects, 13 were

returned because the graduate had moved and left no for-

warding address. This left a total of 97 questionnaires

that were sent to and received by graduates of the program.

Of these, a total of 69 (71.1 per cent) were completed and

returned.

Tabulation of Data

Prior to return of the questionnaires and with assis-

tance from N.T.S.U. Computing Center personnel, keypunch

worksheets were purchased and prepared for tabulation.

The columns were lined in ink vertically to correspond to

columns assigned to each item on the questionnaire. To

aid in tabulation, the number of each item was written in

red ink at the top of the respective columns. Each hori-

zontal line on the worksheet was identified by a number,

cross-referenced and written on each of the returned

questionnaires. It was necessary to place the card number

on each line, since there were three punched cards for each

of the 69 respondents.

The data from the questionnaires were then recorded

by hand on the keypunch worksheets. On the appropriate
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column and line for each item, a coded response was

entered. The codes remained constant throughout tabula-

tion: one for yes, two for no, or the appropriate digit

for responses offering more choices. To ensure accuracy,

all spaces were filled in on the worksheets, questionnaires

were tabulated one page at a time for continuity, and spot

checks were made on previously-recorded data.

When all data were tabulated, there were nine pages

of worksheets ready for keypunching, three for each card

and three for each of the 69 respondents.

After obtaining a cost estimate and approved work

order from the College of Education, the worksheets con-

taining tabulated data were submitted to the N.T.S.U.

Computing Center and a programmer was assigned to the

project. A conference was held with the programmer to

determine the form in which the desired data would be

printed. The data on the worksheets were then keypunched

on cards by Computing Center personnel and verified for

accuracy. There was a pre-written program designed for

this type project; therefore the punched cards containing

the data were then processed by machine, producing print-

outs of the data in the desired form.

Upon advice of the professional staff of the Comput-

ing Center, the print-out had been designed to show numbers

and percentages of the nature of responses from the total

population that responded. Each item on the questionnaire
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was then matched with its corresponding tabulation and

identified on the print-out. From the numbers and per-

centages identified on the print-out, work tables were

constructed that reflected a summary of the responses to

each item on the questionnaire.

A small number of items on the instrument required

a response that could be easily tabulated by hand, for

example, the major on the Master's degree of each respon-

dent. In this case, a tally sheet was prepared and the

response from each questionnaire was entered. Working

tables for each of these tally sheets were prepared to aid

in interpretation of the data.

Other items of the questionnaire requiring special

tabulation were those that asked for comments and sugges-

tions. Each of the respondents' comments were carefully

read and judged for their worthiness, uniqueness, and

possible contribution to this study. The majority of the

comments appeared to have merit, and were copied on three-

by-five inch cards and categorized by the number of the

item to which the comment was directed. The three-by-

five cards were then sorted by number for summation of

their content and in some instances, quotation.



CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF DATA

Present Career Status of Graduates

In an attempt to depict approximately the present

career status of graduates, several questions were formu-

lated. The graduates were asked to indicate present employ-

ment which is summarized in Table 1.

TABLE 1

PRESENT EMPLOYMENT

No. %

Four-year College or University
Teacher 34 49
Dean 3 4
Department Head 11 16
Other 3 4

Community College:
Teacher 8 12
Dean 1 1
Department Head 2 3
Other 2 3

Elementary & Secondary School:
Administration 0 0
Teacher 1 1

Other Employment: 4 6

TOTAL: 69 99*
*Total is not 100 due to rounding

As shown in Table 1, the large majority of graduates (94

per cent) are in an educational career and all but one (93

35
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per cent) are in higher education. A majority are teachers,

with almost half (49 per cent) currently teaching in a

four-year college or university.

Graduates were asked to indicate the year they received

the doctorate; the results are presented in Table 2.

TABLE 2

YEAR DOCTORATE RECEIVED

No. %

1969 9 13
1970 8 12
1971 18 26
1972 26 38
1973 8 12

TOTAL: 69 101*

*Total is not 100 due to rounding

It would appear the number of doctoral recipients

being graduated from the program is presently growing. With

the exception of 1970, growth is shown each year through

1972. The numbers for 1973 include graduates from the

spring semester only; added graduates from summer and fall

of 1973 may continue to show this growth.

Graduates indicated their annual salary range as shown

in Table 3. A large majority would appear to be earning an

annual salary in the middle and upper levels of these

ranges. Since the one respondent under $10,000 is a

secondary school teacher, it could be assumed that graduates
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TABLE 3

ANNUAL SALARY RANGE

No. %

Under $10,000 1 1
$10,000-$14,999 37 54
$15,000-$19,999 26 38
$20,000 up 5 7

TOTAL: 69 100

employed in higher education are earning competitive

salaries in today's job market.

Graduates were asked what effect possession of the

doctorate had on their career status and were offered five

choices of answers, as shown below.

TABLE 4

EFFECT OF OBTAINING DOCTORATE

No. %

For desired employment 25 36
Promotion or advancement 38 55
For salary increase 18 26
For tenure 7 10
No effect 9 13

Most graduates (55 per cent) would appear to have been

seeking career advancement. Nine graduates indicated that

possession of the doctorate had no effect on their career.
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In a further effort to depict career status, graduates

were asked to list any publications. Twenty-five indicated

at least one publication and six indicated they expected to

publish soon. Since many omitted either the nature, title,

or medium in which the publication appeared, no statement

is concluded as to the number and quality of graduates' pub-

lications.

Background and Personal Status

Of the 69 responding graduates, 56 (81 per cent) were

male and 13 (19 per cent) were female. A total of 46 (67

per cent) were awarded the Doctor of Education degree and

23 (33 per cent), the Doctor of Philosophy. The age range

of the graduates is indicated in Table 5.

TABLE 5

AGE RANGE OF GRADUATES

No. %

20-29 5 7
30-39 41 59
40-49 16 23
50-59 6 9
60 up 1 1

TOTAL: 69 99*

Most of the graduates would appear to be in the earlier

years of their career, with two-thirds in the under 40

groups.
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Of the 69 graduates responding, 57 (83 per cent)

majored in College Teaching. There were 52 of these (91

per cent) that indicated the teaching field. No one teach-

ing field was dominant; 10 were in business, nine in

physical education, seven in industrial arts, with the other

31 representing 14 different disciplines. Twelve of the

graduates (17 per cent) majored in Higher Education Admin-

istration. Of these, four took a minor in business and

seven had a minor in seven different fields; one did not

indicate a minor.

The graduates were asked to indicate the field in

which they took the Master's degree. Of 53 responding, 22

were in education, 14 in liberal arts, five in fine arts,

eight in business, and four in the sciences. No conclusion

is reached regarding the educational background of the

graduates. Asked what institution granted the Master's

degree, 51 graduates responded. A majority (38) were in

the Southwest, with 31 from Texas and 16 from N.T.S.U. It

would appear that the educational background of graduates

of the program is varied geographically, especially in the

Southwest region of the United States.

Graduates' Experiences at N.T.S.U.

The graduates were asked to respond to the question,

"Based on your acquaintance with persons from higher educa-

tion programs at other universities, how do you rate the

program at N.T.S.U.?"
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TABLE 6

GRADUATES' RATING OF N.T.S.U. PROGRAM

No. %

Outstanding 12 17
Above average 41 59
Average 8 12
No opinion 8 12

TOTAL: 69 100

The large majority of graduates (77 per cent) rated the

program above average and outstanding. Several respondents

listed the schools with which they were comparing N.T.S.U.

and they appeared to represent most of the well-known

graduate schools across the nation. A few comments were

given, none negative, which were very complimentary to the

program and to the career preparation the graduates had

received.

In a similar question to the above, graduates were

asked if they would again choose the N.T.S.U. program if

they were starting their doctoral program over.

TABLE 7

WOULD GRADUATES AGAIN CHOOSE N.T.S.U.

No. %

Yes 61 90
No 7 10

TOTAL: 68 100
. IllMI IIM
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Of 68 responding to the question, 61 (90 per cent) replied

Yes. Of the seven negative replies, two were given because

the graduate desired to remain on the N.T.S.U. staff, but

could not, due to receiving the degree there. Several com-

ments were favorable, most due to the emphasis on prepara-

tion for college teaching.

Table 8 reflects the source from which the graduates

originally became aware of the program.

TABLE 8

SOURCE OF AWARENESS OF N.T.S.U. PROGRAM

No. %
Prior N.T.S.U. study 20 29
Colleagues 26 38
Catalog search 15 22
Recommendations from
outside N.T.S.U. 8 12

TOTAL: 69 101*

*Total is not 100 due to rounding

It would appear that the program has visibility from a

variety of sources. No category dominates and none of the

graduates responded to the option of "other".

When asked what most influenced their choice of

N.T.S.U., a plurality of the 67 graduates responding gave

location as the most influential.
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TABLE 9

MOST INFLUENCE ON CHOICE OF N.T.S.U.

No. %

Location 25 37
Low cost 3 5
Department reputation 16 24
Professor(s) reputation 8 12
Prestige of N.T.S.U. 2 3
Financial Aid 10 15
Other 3 5
TOTAL: 67 101*

*Total is not 100 due to rounding

As seen in Table 9, a variety of factors were influential.

Reputation of the department and individual professor(s),

given by 36 per cent of respondents, would appear a signi-

ficant number. Other factors given as influencing choice

emphasized the teacher preparation contained in the program.

Graduates were asked if they had changed from another

doctoral program to this one.

TABLE 10

GRADUATES WHO CHANGED PROGRAMS

No. %
Yes 8 12
No 60 88
TOTAL: 68 100
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As shown on the previous page, the large majority remained

in their original program, i.e., Higher Education. One

graduate commented that he changed because his original

program was too research oriented, another to avoid the

foreign language requirement.

In response to the question as to whether they have

duties for which they are unprepared, one graduate replied,

"Every day, but how do you teach experience!" Another felt

a need for a better background in data processing. Table

11 shows the response of 63 graduates to that question.

TABLE 11

GRADUATES THAT FEEL UNPREPARED
FOR CERTAIN DUTIES

No. %

Yes 3 5
No 61 95

TOTAL: 64 100

It would appear from Table 11 that almost all graduates

feel they are well prepared for their professional duties.

Graduates were asked to rank the importance of various

sources of income that served them during their residency.
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TABLE 12

IMPORTANCE OF SOURCES OF INCOME

No. %

Assistantship 21 30.4
GI Bill 4 5.8
Outside job 11 15.9
Savings 7 10.1
Grant or scholarship 7 10.1
Spouse's employment 17 24.6

From Table 12, it would appear that assistantships and

spouse's employment are among the more important sources

of income for doctoral students. Even though the large

majority of graduates were male, the G.I. Bill was ranked

most important by only four.

Almost half (49 per cent) of the graduates reported

the morale of fellow students to be usually high as they

pursued the program.

TABLE 13

MORALE OF FELLOW STUDENTS

No. %

High 34 49
Low 5 7
Fluctuated 28 41
No opinion 2 3

TOTAL: 69 100
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From Table 13, the graduates indicate that, as students in

the program, they had a usually high morale, or at least

morale fluctuated between high and low. Only seven per

cent indicated consistently low morale.

Graduates were asked what reasons, in their opinion,

other students fail to complete the program.

TABLE 14

REASON FOR NOT COMPLETING DEGREE

No.-%
Program too difficult 10 14.5
Lack of finances 10 14.5
Degree unnecessary 5 7.2
Disappointment with

graduate study 7 10.1
Lack of motivation 28 40.6

According to most graduates, lack of proper motivation is

the major cause of drop-outs. No other reasons appear to

be of much significance. A few graduates offered comments,

which were all negative toward the program. The comments

cited "frustrating and unnecessary difficulties" encountered

by students, but did not name them.

Graduates were asked, "Do you feel there was sufficient

student-faculty interaction outside the classroom?" Of 68

responses, 49 (72 per cent) indicated yes and 19 (28 per

cent) replied no. It would appear that the large majority

of graduates are satisfied with student-faculty relations.
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Many of the negative replies were qualified with positive

comments, such as, "Faculty workload is too large and

doesn't leave time for personal contact." Two comments

criticized faculty as having an "arms length" attitude

toward students.

Few graduates offered significant comments on how to

facilitate student-faculty interaction. One praised the

efforts of the Doctoral Club and suggested varying meeting

times to accommodate commuting students.

Graduates were asked to evaluate the N.T.S.U. Library

as to its adequacy for their dissertation research.

TABLE 15

ADEQUACY OF LIBRARY FOR
DISSERTATION RESEARCH

No. %

Excellent 29 44
Adequate 33 50
Inadequate 4 6
TOTAL: 66 100

Of 66 responding, almost all (94 per cent) rated the library

adequate to excellent. Three of the four rating it inade-

quate explained that they were referring to the old library

and not the present one.

Various services of the N.T.S.U. Library were rated

for adequacy by the graduates.
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TABLE 16

ADEQUACY OF LIBRARY SERVICES

4-) 4J

H 00

No. % No. % No. %

Book collection 22 32.8 41 61.2 4 6.0 67
Periodicals 40 59.7 25 37.3 2 3.0 67
Special materials 20 30.8 37 56.9 8 12.3 65
Research materials 23 34.3 40 59.7 4 6.0 67
Library services 39 59.1 23 34.8 4 6.1 66
Other (facility) 2 3.0 2

As shown in

responding,

excellent.

facilities,

Table 16, the large majority of graduates

indicates the library services are adequate to

Several offered comments that the overall

building and atmosphere, were in the excellent

category.

Concerning the amount of time it took for graduates to

earn their doctorate, 55 (83 per cent) indicated that the

amount of time was "about right," while 13 (20 per cent)

indicated that it took too much time. One respondent

indicated that the time it took to earn his doctorate was

too short. According to the respondents in this study,

therefore, a large majority of the graduates feel the length

of time required to earn the doctorate is satisfactory.

The only comment regarding the length of time was that,
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the amount of time (and expense) placed on the dis-
sertation is out of proportion compared with the rest
of the program--especially for a person who intends
to use research only as a means of becoming a better
teacher.

Of these who indicated it took too much time to earn

the doctorate, seven gave the dissertation as the primary

consumer of time. One graduate commented that "the faculty

took too long to return dissertation drafts." Another said,

"My dissertation was 'finished' two years before it was

accepted. It was finally accepted with 80 words different

in version five from the original version one." It would

appear that for those who thought too much time was spent

earning the degree, the dissertation was the main factor,

although these represent a minority of respondents.

Graduates were asked to indicate the degree of satis-

faction they found in various factors in the program.

According to Table 17, the very large majority of

graduates found the factors listed to be adequate to excel-

lent, particularly the quality of instruction, and the

qualifications and availability of faculty. The only

factor not receiving majority approval was availability of

financial aid. Less than half (40 per cent) indicated

satisfaction, although only 16 (24 per cent) rated financial

aid availability as unsatisfactory. A plurality (36 per

cent) gave no opinion. Other parts of the program, such as

selection of major advisor or committee, appear to hold

mixed degrees of satisfaction with graduates; nevertheless,
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a substantial majority of these factors are satisfactory.

Several graduates qualified their response regarding faculty

and instruction. A typical comment was, "Some professors

are great, others not. I can't lump them all together."

One graduate complained, "The biggest problem was waiting

for profs to appear for posted office hours. What a waste

of my time."

Satisfaction With Career Preparation

Graduates were asked if they felt they should have

chosen a major other than College Teaching or Higher Educa-

tion Administration. Almost all (91 per cent) indicated

satisfaction with their chosen major. Six said they should

have chosen a different major. Several comments were given,

all to the effect that the major chosen was appropriate to

the graduate's career preparation in higher education.

Graduates were asked, "How well has this program pre-

pared you for your current position?"

TABLE 18

SATISFACTION WITH CAREER PREPARATION

No. %
Well prepared 35 53
Satisfactorily prepared 27 41
Inadequately 1 2
Preparation irrelevant 1 2
No opinion 2 3
TOTAL: 67 101*

*Total is not 100 due to rounding
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As shown in Table 18, a majority (53 per cent) feel well

prepared. When combined with those who feel satisfactorily

prepared, almost all the graduates (94 per cent) indicated

the program was suitable for their professional preparation.

Concerning the four graduates who indicated preparation

inadequate, irrelevant or no opinion, it might be recalled

from Table 1 that there are exactly four graduates who are

not presently employed in education. Table 18 would appear

to indicate that graduates are very well satisfied with the

program as preparation for their present position. One

pertinent comment was, "Most of my activities were only

broadly outlined by my professors. I approve of this

opportunity to be creative and it has paid dividends since."

When asked if the program had prepared them for a

position in college or university administration, 76 per

cent of the graduates responding replied affirmatively.

TABLE 19

PREPARATION FOR ADMINISTRATION

No. %

Well prepared 24 36
Satisfactorily 26 39
Inadequately 5 8
No opinion 11 17
TOTAL: 66 100

Of the five indicating inadequate preparation for adminis-

tration, all had taken a major in College Teaching.
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Program Curriculum

Graduates were given an opportunity to rate the pro-

fessional competency they gained in several curriculum

areas during their program. Table 20 contains a summary

of the responses.

Graduates appeared to feel most competent in educa-

tional research and statistics. Competency in research was

rated adequate to strong by 99 per cent of the graduates

and in statistics, by 91 per cent.

Eight other areas were rated by graduates as those in

which considerable competency was gained. These com-

petencies, rated adequate to strong by 70 per cent or more

of graduates responding, were in general administration,

academic administration, history and philosophy of educa-

tion, concepts of higher education, teaching methods,

improvement of teaching, academic programs, and curriculum.

Four other areas reflected mixed reactions by graduates.

With competency gained rated adequate to strong by slightly

over half, somewhat less than half rated them poor or miss-

ing from the curriculum. These areas were community col-

lege, personnel management, student personnel services, and

institutional development.

Two areas were rated poor or missing by slightly over

half of the graduates, although less than one-third rated

either poor. These areas were finance and planning and

management systems. It should be noted, however, that no
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formal courses in these areas existed at the time these

graduates were in the program.

Graduates were asked to indicate which courses in the

program were most valuable to them and which courses were

of least value. Responses to these questions indicate an

apparent trend of agreement on the value of two courses to

students. Education 600, Methods of Educational Research,

was named by 22 graduates as their most valuable course and

by five as the least valuable. Education 602, Social and

Aesthetic Foundations of Education, was named the most

valuable by seven graduates and the least valuable by 23.

While less than a majority of graduates responded to this

question, perhaps the opinions of those responding indicate

at least some significance. Three other courses appear to

be somewhat controversial as for their value to graduates.

Education 601, Statistics for Educational Research, was

given as most valuable by 14 graduates, least valuable by

eight. Education 605, The Improvement of College Teaching,

was listed as most valuable by nine, least valuable by 16.

Fourteen graduates gave Education 615, Philosophy of Educa-

tion, as most valuable and five listed it as least valuable.

No conclusion appears to be warranted regarding the value

to graduates of these three courses.

Graduates were asked to indicate various course topics

that would have been desirable for their program. Thirty-

four College Teaching majors indicated a desire for courses
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in Educational Methods, Instructional Systems Technology,

and Psychology of College Students. Eight majors in Higher

Education Administration indicated a desire for courses in

Curriculum and Personnel Management.

Table 21 contains a summary of responses to a question

regarding the purposes and emphasis of the dissertation.

TABLE 21

PURPOSE AND EMPHASIS OF DISSERTATION

No. %

Contribution to knowledge 4 6
Research training for indi-
vidual 15 23

Both equally 47 71

TOTAL: 66 100

As shown in Table 21, the majority of graduates feel the

dissertation should be equally a contribution to knowledge

and research training. Comments regarding the dissertation

were generally negative, but reflected wide disagreement

among graduates as to its value and purposes. Seven grad-

uates claimed that writing the dissertation was one of

their more valuable educational experiences. One graduate

urged an emphasis on research training with the reasoning

that a contribution to knowledge would come after the

degree. These negative comments represent other views of

the dissertation. "If the majority of dissertations were

burned after the contest, mankind would not be at a great
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loss." "The dissertation is to satisfy the committee and

nothing more." "The dissertation should be de-emphasized

somewhat. How many are really worth the time and expense

involved? How many can be used as a basis for a bonafide

journal article?"

Structure and Procedures

Graduates were asked to indicate the value they

placed on various parts of their program.

TABLE 22

VALUE OF PROGRAM PARTS

Q))

>H

profsso 47 8 1 26 4J6

HWCz

No %No %H o %N H

Inepnen rain 5a6)928 34 1

prfssr476 1 6 4 6 4-

Relations with other

faculty 40 59 25 37 3 4
Relations with fellow

students 47 68 12 17 8 12 2 3
Teaching assistantship 28 42 4 6 3 4 31 47
Research assistantship 4 6 5 9 1 2 49 83
Preparation for qualify-

ing exams 21 30 27 39 21 30
Dissertation 34 49 31 45 4 6
Residency 41 59 14 20 10 15 4 6
Internship 12 20 12 20 10 16 27 44
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As shown in Table 22, most graduates placed greatest value

on their relations with their major advisor and with fellow

students. Most other parts would appear to be of signifi-

cant value to graduates except teaching and research

assistantships, which were not applicable to a great many

of them. The internship was rated not applicable by 27

graduates, although the course, Education 603, is required

in the program.

In response to a question as to which phase of the

program was the greatest anxiety-producer, over half the

graduates (57 per cent) indicated the written qualifying

exams. No other phase appears to be a great producer of

anxiety to a significant number of graduates.

Seven graduates offered the same reason as to why the

written exam caused anxiety. A typical comment was that the

written exams were most difficult, ". . . because some stu-

dents had files of old tests, recently asked questions, etc.,

which were known only to 'insiders.'" One graduate com-

plained that he was tested over areas in which he had no

coursework. Another, claiming the oral exam as the most

difficult, commented, "The physical format was intimidat-

ing; the broad scope of areas legitimate for questions pre-

cluded meaningful preparation." Another graduate complained

of anxiety because of the reading and correction of the

dissertation in the Graduate Dean's office, "The reader
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assumed some responsibilities for content matter which

should have been left to the major professor."

Several graduates commented with regard to how the

written exam could be made less difficult. "Be more consis-

tent in evaluation, with more correlation between courses

and exam." "Ask reasonable questions that cover important

areas. Give clear directions for study." "Exercise greater

security over test items and all the old tests that are

circulating." "Place more stress on candidate's teaching

field. Many of my questions were on early childhood or

public school methodology, yet the program is in higher

education."

Asked to describe their relationship with their major

advisor, 58 graduates (85 per cent) indicated moderately

close to very close. Ten graduates indicated the relation-

ship was not close.

Graduates were asked to describe the supervision they

received from their major advisor during the program.

TABLE 23

SUPERVISION RECEIVED DURING PROGRAM

No. %

Too much 1 2
Not much, but sufficient 30 46
Close and continuous 28 42
Not enough 7 11

TOTAL: 66 101*

*Total is not 100 due to rounding
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As shown in Table 23, a large majority (88 per cent) would

appear satisfied with the supervision received. One grad-

uate offered comment. "The major advisor in some instances

does not have the strength or power he should have. One bad

committee member can be quite harmful."

Asked how the dissertation topic was selected, 42

graduates reported selecting it themselves and 26 reported

selecting it jointly with their advisor. None indicated

that the topic was selected for them by the advisor.

Graduates were asked for recommendations regarding

various aspects of program requirements.

Greatest satisfaction as to program requirements would

appear to be in the 60-hour minimum in program length,

present dissertation requirements, and the level of diffi-

culty of the written and oral qualifying exams. Based on

responses of these graduates, perhaps some increase is

desirable in the requirements for research preparation, work

in major field, and the internship. There would not appear

to be any area where a significant number of graduates feel

a decrease desirable. The largest agreement found for a

decrease was in the residency requirement, with 16 graduates

indicating this as desirable.

Recommendations for Improving the Program

Graduates were given an opportunity to offer their

comments on the doctoral program in Higher Education at
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North Texas State University. Following are selected com-

ments by graduates concerning the purposes of a doctoral

program in College Teaching.

The program should prepare students in such a
way that they could take the place of those presently
on the staff.

It should train good college teachers, rather
than researchers.

Foster an understanding of how humans develop
and learn and the problems that an instructor can
expect to encounter in teaching.

To provide not only the tools but the inspiration
to be a good college teacher.

Concerning the purposes of a major in Higher Education

Administration, the following comments were selected as

representative.

The purpose of the program should be to produce
marketable college administrators.

An ideal program should emphasize more of the
practical skills of administration, e.g., fiscal,
personnel management, fund raising, long-range plan-
ning, etc.

Emphasize preparation of strategies related to
the unexpected. For too many institutions offer higher
education administration courses that have a storybook
orientation to the problems of administration.

Graduates were given an opportunity to recommend

changes in the present program in Higher Education. The

following comments were selected as representative and are

grouped by program parts or particular issues.

Residency requirement:

Give greater attention to the residency require-
ment by scheduling for the full time, day student.
Maybe even increase the residency requirement.
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Individualized program:

Allow greater student participation in the design
of his program. Permit more flexibility in choice of
course work from Education Department.

I had three minor professors in two years, only
one of which I selected. I had no input on minor
courses.

Permit individual tailoring of the program. Get
out of lockstep curriculum for 40 year-old profes-
sionals.

Place more emphasis on experience in the personal
background of applicants. Too much is required with-
out regard to student's previous background.

Be realistic about deficiency requirement in
education--eliminate it. I had been teaching in col-
lege for years and still had to take more busywork
courses.

Internship:

Require an internship in the major area of

study.

Emphasize a demonstration of teaching ability.
I never had to teach before any instructor in your
program.

I would have preferred some administrative exper-
ience as part of my requirements.

Dissertation:

Please make the dissertation more of a learning
experience and less an obstacle.

Reduce the size of the committee to three; give
consideration to the dissertation being a matter
between the student and his major advisor only; give
consideration to the possibility of students pursuing
special projects in lieu of dissertation.

Entrance requirements:

Strengthen entrance requirements to get a better
over-all student.

The G.R.E. is of dubious value.
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Curriculum:

There should be more coursework required in the
teaching field.

More information on the psychology of college
students and methods of teaching.

More courses and an emphasis in community col-
lege field.

I would like to have had more management,
finance, curriculum, and personnel management.

In two (only) of my courses, the professors were
not atuned to either graduate or doctoral level work.
There should be a screening device to catch this.

Substitute data processing and statistics for
foreign language.

General:

Offer more financial aid; more interaction is
needed between graduate faculty and students.

Print a handbook to give the beginning doctoral
student, explaining in detail what is involved in the
program so that so much time is not devoted to the
grapevine.

Work out a better relationship between specific
minor departments and the education department. When
a conflict develops, do not leave the student to work
out a compromise. Help him!

Very few graduates offered predictions concerning the

needs of Higher Education over the next few years. Of

those who did, the nature of their predictions fell into

two categories. One category foresaw an increasing demand

for career oriented, vocational-technical education. The

other group expressed concern that there is an oversupply

of doctorates in most disciplines and that graduate schools
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should tighten entrance standards to decrease the number

of graduates.

Graduates were given an opportunity to indicate their

agreement or disagreement with regard to 15 statements 
which

represented various issues and concerns of doctoral 
stu-

dents and graduates.

Although some of these statements were controversial,

with wide disagreement among graduates, the opinions were

generally positive as regards the various issues in the

doctoral program. Data presented in Table 25 would seem to

indicate that for the most part, graduates agree with the

structure and curriculum of the present program. Those

issues that a slight majority agree upon are (1) preparation

of degree plan (63 per cent), (2) deficiency requirement in

education (54 per cent), (3) information contained in cata-

logues (65 per cent), (4) present admission standards (52

per cent), and (5) interdisciplinary character of the pro-

gram (65 per cent).

Five issues appear to find a stronger agreement. Most

graduates seem to indicate substantial satisfaction with

(1) the foreign language requirement for the Ph.D. (46 per

cent strongly agree), (2) the amount of emphasis on statis-

tics and research (79 per cent), (3) the present residency

requirement (79 per cent), (4) the need for prior college

teaching experience (72 per cent), and (5) a desire for a
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formal orientation for new doctoral students (79 per

cent).

The only statement with which graduates appear to

generally disagree concerned the dissertation defense as a

rigorous learning experience (56 per cent disagree).

Four statements appear the most controversial with

graduates indicating a wide range of opinion. Regarding

the individualized nature of the program, 50 per cent

agree and 46 per cent disagree. Graduates' opinions are

likewise split concerning the appropriateness of counseling

at the beginning of the program. Concerning utilization of

the internship, reaction of graduates was mixed with

neither agreement nor disagreement carrying a majority; no

opinion was indicated by 33 per cent. Since the intern-

ship course (Education 603) was required for all students,

perhaps graduates' experiences were varied. The most

controversial issue appeared to be the statement comparing

the acceptability of the Ed.D. to the Ph.D. Forty-six

per cent agreed that the Ed.D. is equally acceptable, while

47 per cent disagreed. It should be noted that an almost

equal number are divided in opinions as to whether they

strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree.

Concerning the issue of Ed.D. versus the Ph.D.,

several graduates offered comments.

If the Ed.D. is equally acceptable, why offer
both degrees?
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The Ed.D. is not acceptable to holders of the

Ph.D. who once learned to read at the fifth-grade

level in a foreign language.

Tradition is not a justifiable rationale for

retaining a requirement.

I can't see where a foreign language makes the

Ph.D. any better than the Ed.D.

Students should be forewarned of the prejudice

against the Ed.D.

It might be noted that the nature of most graduates'

comments regarding the foreign language requirement was

negative, yet 72 per cent indicated agreement 
with the

requirement, as shown in Table 25.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPRESSIONS,

RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of the Study

Doctoral graduates of the program in Higher Education,

Division of Higher Education, North Texas State University,

from the fall of 1969 through spring, 1973, were selected

as subjects for an evaluation of the program. To appraise

the effectiveness of the program, the evaluation attempted

to answer the following questions:

1. What is the present career status of the grad-

uates?

2. What is the background and present personal status

of the graduates?

3. To what extent are the graduates satisfied with

their experiences in the doctoral program at N.T.S.U.?

4. To what extent are the graduates satisfied that

the program prepared them for a career in higher education?

5. What is the opinion of the graduates regarding

appropriateness of the curriculum and its value in their

program?

6. What is the opinion of the graduates regarding

structure and procedures in the program?

69
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7. What recommendations do the graduates have for

improving various aspects of the program?

8. What are the graduates' reactions to several

issues that frequently concern doctoral candidates?

A questionnaire was developed and used as the data-

gathering instrument, after being revised according to sug-

gestions given by a jury. Members of the jury were the

faculty of the Division of Higher Education, N.T.S.U. The

questionnaire was mailed to graduates on August 17, 1973,

and a follow-up letter was mailed on September 19, 1973, to

those non-respondents who could be identified. Of the total

number of graduates who received the questionnaire, 69 (71

per cent) responded.

Data contained in the questionnaires were numerically

coded and recorded on keypunch worksheets. With the aid of

the staff from the N.T.S.U. Computing Center, print-outs

were produced from the worksheets which contained tabu-

lated data. Tables were made from the data for analysis

and interpretation.

Conclusions

A. Present Career Status

1. The doctoral program in Higher Education at North

Texas State University is producing graduates who have a

marketable education, are satisfied with their professional
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preparation, and are successfully pursuing a career in

higher education.

2. Almost all of these graduates are teachers, half

in four-year colleges and universities, and are remunerated

in salary ranges that would appear competitive with insti-

tutions in Texas.

3. A significant number of graduates (25) has pub-

lished but no conclusion is reached with regard to quantity

or quality of publications.

B. Background and Personal Status

1. Most of the graduates are male (81 per cent), and

a majority (67 per cent) received the degree Doctor of

Education.

2. Graduates of the program are in the earlier years

of their careers, with two-thirds under the age of 40.

3. Graduates represent a variety of disciplines, with

no single teaching field dominantly represented.

4. Most of the graduates received the Master's degree

in the Southwest, but from institutions other than N.T.S.U.,

with a wide variety of schools represented.

C. Experiences at N.T.S.U.

1. A majority of graduates (77 per cent) rated the

program above average to outstanding when compared to pro-

grams in most graduate schools in the United States. Almost
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all would again choose N.T.S.U. if they were presently

starting a doctoral program in Higher Education.

2. Graduates are particularly pleased with the pro-

gram's emphasis on college teaching and administration.

3. Graduates first learned of the program from a

variety of sources,with none being dominant.

4. Significant influences on graduate's choice of

N.T.S.U. were location, and reputation of the department

and individual professors.

5. Very few graduates had changed from another pro-

gram to this one,and almost all felt well prepared for their

professional duties.

6. Graduates rated teaching assistantships and

spouse's employment as important sources of income while

in the program.

7. Morale of students while in the program was gener-

ally high. Most graduates felt that lack of proper motiva-

tion was the main cause for dropouts and that the length

of time required to earn the degree was appropriate.

8. Graduates were very pleased with the N.T.S.U.

Library and the services offered.

9. Graduates were generally satisfied with the pro-

gram components, particularly qualifications of faculty

and instruction.

10. There is a desire on the part of graduates for

more financial aid.
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D. Curriculum

1. Graduates feel professionally competent due to

appropriateness of the curriculum in the program.

2. Statistics and research are important requirements

in the program, and the competencies gained are valued by

graduates.

3. The dissertation should be equally a contribution

to knowledge and research training for the individual.

E. Structure and Procedures

1. A valuable relationship exists between doctoral

students and their major advisors.

2. The internship in the program is not utilized as

it could be as an educational experience.

3. Although the written qualifying exam is the great-

est anxiety-producer, this anxiety probably cannot be

reduced and should not be, since it is part of a screening

process for unqualified candidates.

4. Candidates generally receive adequate supervision

and advisement from major professors.

5. Most candidates select their own dissertation

topic.

6. The major program requirements, 60-semester-hour

minimum, written and oral qualifying exams, and disserta-

tion are satisfactory in their present form.
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F. Reactions to Issues

1. There is generally a strong degree of satisfaction

with the foreign language requirement for the Ph.D., the

present emphasis on statistics and research, the present

residency requirement, and the need for prior college

teaching experience for students in the program.

2. There is wide disagreement concerning whether the

program is individualized in nature, the appropriateness of

initial counseling, the use of the internship, and the

acceptability of the Ed.D. compared to the Ph.D.

Impressions

Following are certain impressions gained in the con-

duct of this study. These impressions are assumed and not

necessarily supported by the data.

1. The foreign language requirement for the Ph.D. is

obsolete and should be replaced by a more contemporary

research tool such as computer science or statistics.

2. The Ed.D. is not equally acceptable as the Ph.D.

at many institutions.

3. The program does not presently afford appropriate

recognition of the background and professional experience

of the individual student.

4. Faculty are generally unable to devote sufficient

time and attention to student advisement. This is due to
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faculty bearing an overload of teaching responsibilities,

student advisees, and committee assignments.

Recommendations

1. Continued emphasis should be placed on the prepa-

ration of college teachers and administrators (over the

traditional research emphasis) since this is a major

strength of the program.

2. Consideration should be given to creating a

course, or use of an existing course, that would deal 
with

the day-to-day aspects and problems encountered by the

college teacher.

3. Greater test security should be exercised over

the objective portion of the written qualifying exams 
so

that all students have an equal opportunity for success.

4. Consider means of facilitating coordination between

the Department of Education and a student's teaching depart-

ment, particularly in view of conflicts that arise.

5. Increased opportunity for social contact between

doctoral students and faculty should be explored.

6. Consideration should be given to the inclusion

in the program of in-residence teaching internships for

College Teaching majors that would require a demonstration

of teaching ability. Such internships should be actual

teaching experiences, supervised and critiqued by Higher

Education faculty.
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7. Wider use of internship experiences 
should be con-

sidered for Higher Education Administration 
majors with

emphasis on the practical 
techniques and skills of admin-

istration. These experiences might be taken 
in various

administrative offices on campus and 
at the several area

community and senior colleges, with 
subsequent critique and

evaluation by faculty.

8. Give consideration to allowing the student 
more

flexibility in choosing coursework in Education.

9. Add regular courses to the program based 
on the

Special Problems sections offered in 
1972-73, covering such

topics as finance of higher education, 
personnel manage-

ment, and management information systems. 
Consideration

should be given to the addition of other problem-oriented

topics such as state and national laws 
pertaining to higher

education, fund raising and development, or a seminar

exploring current issues of the day.

10. Re-examine the effectiveness of the Graduate

Record Examination as a screening device for 
qualified

students. Consider substitutes, such as one or more inter-

views, that would compliment the present subjective

entrance exam.

11. Seek the assistance of the Doctoral Club 
in con-

ducting a brief, formal orientation for new doctoral stu-

dents. The orientation might elaborate on present catalog

statements, details of the several program requirements 
and
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student's expected performance, and include an informal

social event for students and Education faculty.

Implications for Research

1. After an appropriate number of years, perhaps

five to 10, replication of this study might be undertaken.

Such a study should consider any changes in components or

objectives of the program and could be used as a basis for

periodic evaluation and feedback.

2. A similar study could be conducted using a dif-

ferent population and a different approach to program

evaluation. The population would be the graduate's employer

or immediate supervisor; the approach would be to evaluate

through employer performance appraisal. A study of this

nature should be limited to graduates whose employment is

similar, e.g., community college teachers, so that compar-

able competencies could be evaluated.

3. The methodology used in this study, i.e., evalua-

tion through follow-up on graduates, could be employed to

evaluate programs in the other Divisions within the Depart-

ment of Education.

4. A comparative study of the performance of N.T.S.U.

graduates and graduates of similar programs could be useful.
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CRE
Center for Research

and Evaluation APPENDIX A

College of Education
North Texas State

University August 17, 1973

Dear NTSU Graduate:

In cooperation with Dr. W. A. Miller, I am conductinga program evaluation of the Division of Higher Education atNorth Texas State University. This project will attempt toevaluate the program by seeking the judgment and recom-mendations of the doctoral graduates-those who majored inCollege Teaching and in Higher Education Administration.As part of a larger evaluation, this project will also bea part of my dissertation research.

Since the judgment of the graduates is most valuablein conducting an evaluation, we have constructed the enclosedquestionnaire with the help of the Higher Education faculty.This questionnaire is intended to focus on your recommenda-tions for improving the program, and in pointing out theprogram's strengths and weaknesses. In the hope that youwill comment freely on areas of particular concern to you,we have provided space in various parts of the questionnaire;your comments on any aspects of the program will be welcomed.

Your cooperation is particularly invaluable in a projectsuch as this and we sincerely urge you to complete the ques-tionnaire and return it by September 4. For your convenience,a stamped, self-addressed envelope is enclosed. Your timelyassistance in this project will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Charlie Brice
Doctoral Candi

Dr. W. A. Miller
Chairman
Division of Higher Education

Box 13377, N.T. Station
Denton, Texas, 76203



EAST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY
EAST TEXAS STATION 80

COMMERCE, TEXAS 75428
OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

FOR ACADEMIC AFFAIRS

APPENDIX B

September 19, 1973

Dear NTSU Graduate:

On August 17, I mailed questionnaires to the
graduates of the doctoral program in Higher Educa-
tion at North Texas State. This questionnaire is
part of my dissertation research and also will
assist Dr. W. A. Miller in an over-all evaluation
of the Division of Higher Education.

Since the questionnaire permits anonymity of
response, I may already have yours, for which I
thank you. If you haven't completed the question-
naire, I would sincerely appreciate your coopera-
tion. The judgement of the graduates is most val-
uable in an evaluation such as this.'

Since completion of my residency at NTSU, I
have returned to my position at East Texas State.
Enclosed is a copy of the questionnaire and a
stamped envelope for your convenience. I would
very much appreciate your completion of the ques-
tionnaire and returning it by September 25.

Sincerely,

Charlie Brice
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QUESTIONNAIRE

THE DOCTORAL PROGRAM IN HIGHER EDUCATION

NORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY

A. BACKGROUND, PRESENT STATUS AND CAREER PLANS

-3) 1. Name_ (Optional - if given, willnot be revealed in this study_.)
Sex: Male Female

(5) 2. Year doctorate received_ _

7-8) 3. Present employment:

-19) Four-year college or university:
Teacher
Dean
Department Chairman
Other administration

Community college:
Teacher
Dean
Department Chairman
Other Administrator

Elementary and Secondary schools:
Administrator
Teacher

Other employment (specify)

)-24) 4. Age group:
20-29_; 30-39__; 40-49_ ; 50-59__; 60 or over

-28) 5. Annual salary range:
Under $10,000 ; $10-14,999 $15-19,999 ;$20,000 and over .

'6) 6. Major on doctor's degree:
College Teaching ; Teaching field
Higher Education Administration ;Related field (if any)
Major on Master's degree
Institution granting Master's degree

9) 7. Did you receive Ed.d ? Ph.D. ?
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30) 8. How did you become aware of the doctoral program at NTSU
i.e., how did this particular program first come to your
attention? (Please check one.)

Previously attended NTSU and knew of program
Heard of program from colleague(s)
Searched and found program from catalogs, brochures, etc.
Program was recommended by professor(s) at another school
Other (specify)

31) 9. What most influenced your choice of NTSU? (Please check one.)
Location; Low cost; Reputation of department;
Reputation of individual professor(s); Prestige of

NT9-I; , Availability of financial support:
OtFer (specify)

2-36) 10. How did possession of the doctorate affect your career status?
Necessary for desired employment
Necessary for promotion or advancement
Necessary for salary increase
Necessary for tenure
No effect

37) 11. Did you change your major from another doctoral program to
this one? If yes, why?

38) 12. Do you feel you should have chosen a major other than
College Teaching or Higher Education Administration?
If yes, why?

59) 13. Do you have or anticipate having professional duties for
which you feel unprepared? If yes, what are these duties?

14. Please list your publications, if any, since you received
your doctorate. (Use back of page if more space needed.)
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B. EXPERIENCES IN THE DOCTORAL PROGRAM AT NTSU

0-46) 15. Please rank the following possible sources of your income
during your residency for the doctorate in order of their
importance to you.

Assistantship at NTSU; GI Bill; Employment outside
NTSU; Savings; Grant or scholarship; Spouses
employment; Other (specify)_~-~---

47) 16. How would you describe the morale of your fellow students
as you worked toward the doctorate?

Usually high; Consistently low; Fluctuated
between high and low; _ No opinion

48) 17. If you were starting your doctoral program over again, would
you choose NTSU? yes no
If no, what other institution would you choose?

Why?

9-54) 18. A number of students begin a doctoral program and for various
reasons, fail to receive the degree. What reasons are most
frequently given for not completing the degree?
(Please rank 1-2-3, etc.)

Program too difficult
Lack of financial resources
Decided the doctorate was not necessary
Disappointment with graduate study
Lack of proper motivation
Other (specify)

5) 19. How well do you think that your program has prepared you for
your current position?

Well prepared; Satisfactorily prepared;
Inadequately prepared; No opinion,
Preparation irrelevant

comments_

If you obtain a position in college or university administration,how well prepared do you think you will be?
6) Well prepared; Satisfactorily prepared;

Inadequately prepared; No opinion

7) 20. Do you feel there was sufficient student-faculty interaction
outside the classroom? yes no
If no, what suggestions wouTd you offer to facilitate student-
faculty interaction?
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58) 21. Based on your acquaintance with persons from higher
education programs at other universities, do you rate
the program at NTSU:

Outstanding; Above average; Average; No opinion
In responding to the above question, what other institutions
did you consider in comparison?

59) 22. What has been the adequacy of the NTSU library as it applied
to your dissertation?

Excellent: Adequate; Inadequate

0-65) 23. Please evaluate the adequacy of the NTSU library as it
pertained to your study. (Please circle the number
corresponding to your choice.)

'-4J

U I

a. Book collection 1 2 3b. Periodicals, journals 1 2 3c. Special materials - films, micro- 1 2 3films, special collections
d. Research materials 1 2 3e. General library services, hours, 1 2 3staff assistance, etc.
f. Other (specify) 1 2 3

6) 24. Do you consider the amount of time it took you to get thedoctorate to be: About right; Too long; Too short.Comments ______

7) 25. If you consider the amount of time unreasonably long, whatmainly contributed to the length? (Please check one.)
Inadequate background or preparation
Dissertation
Unrealistic standards imposed by administration
Unrealistic standards imposed by faculty
---Unrealistic standards imposed by yourself
Other (specify)
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C. CURRICULUM, STRUCTURE, AND PROCEDURES IN THE PROGRAM

-23) 26. What is your opinion of the professional competency you
gained in the following areas during your program? (Please
circle the number of your choice.)

bO

0
0~
0

0
0

bO

V)
V)

a. General administration of higher
education

b. Academic administration of higher
education

c. Finance of higher education
d. Educational research
e. Statistics
f. Community college
g. History and philosophy of

education
h. Concepts of higher education
i. Personnel management in higher

education
j. Student personnel services
k. Teaching methods
1. Improvement of teaching
m. Academic programs
n. Curriculum
o. Planning and management systems
p. Institutional development
q. Other

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1
1
1
1
1

1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2

2
2

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

3
3

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4

4
4

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

5
5

5
5
S
5
S
5
5
5

t-35) 27. How do you value the following parts of your doctoral
at NTSU? (Please circle the number of your choice.)

of of of
great some little
value value value

a. Course work 1 2 3
b. Independent reading 1 2 3
c. Relations with major professor 1 2 3
d. Relations with other faculty 1 2 3
e. Relations wit fellow students 1 2 3
f. Teaching assistantship 1 2 3
g. Research assistantship 1 2 3
h. Preparation for qualifying exams 1 2 3
1. Dissertation 1 2 3j. Residency 1 2 3
k. Internship 1 2 3
1. Other 1 2 3

program

not
apple.
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
.4
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28. What were the most valuable courses in your program?
(Please list two, by number, title, or brief description,in descending order of value to you.)
1st

2nd

Why were these courses valuable to you?__

29. What were the least valuable courses in your program?

2nd

Why?

6-55) 30. Regarding the nature of courses in your program, what kindof courses would have been most desirable in view of yourcareer plans that were not available? (Please rank 1-2-3,etc.)

College Teaching Majors:
Educational methods and techniques
Instructional systems technology
Psychology of college students
.Curriculum (Junior and Senior college)
History of education
Sociology of education
Educational psychology
Other (specify)

Higher .Education Administration Majors:
Administrative task areas
Curriculum
Finance of higher education
Organization and organization theory
Business management
Legal aspects of higher education
Community relations and fund-raising
Administrative theory
Personnel management in higher education
Information systems
Administrative management
Other (specify)
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(56) 31. Of the following major steps in your program, with which didyou experience greatest anxiety? (Please check one.)

Admission examination
Written qualifying exams
Oral qualifying exams
Selection of dissertation topic
Dissertation proposal seminar
Dissertation research and writing
Final oral exam
Other (specify)

Concerning the above question, why was this particularlydifficult for you?

If this could be made less difficult, how?

57) 32. How would you describe your relations with your major advisor?Very close relationship; Moderately close;
Not close

58) 33. How would you describe the counseling you received from yourmajor advisor?
Too much supervision; Not much, but sufficient formy purposes; Close and continuous supervision; Notenough

59) 34. How was your dissertation topic selected?
Chose it myself; Selected jointly with advisor;Advisor selected topic; Other

50) 35. What should be the purpose and emphasis of the dissertation?
. Primarily a contribution to knowledge
Primarily research training for the individual
Both equally

Comments



88>1-75) 36. What is your opinion concerning the following aspects of the
doctoral program in higher education at NTSU? (Please circlethe number of your choice.)

Course work overall
Admission requirements
Preparation to conduct research
Requirements in major field
Requirements in minor field
Residency requirement
Required competency in statistics
Deficiency requirement in education
Internship, i.e., field experience
Sixty semester-hour minimum
Dissertation requirements
Admission examination
Difficulty of written qualifying exam
Difficulty of oral qualifying exam
Other

o 2

4-)
u

1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3

0 3V

1 2 3
1 2 3
1 2 3

-18) 37. Please indicate your satisfaction with the following itemsthey pertain to your program at NTSU? (Please circle thenumber of your choice.)

a. Quality of instruction
b. Qualifications of faculty
c. Availability of faculty for counselingd. Variety of course offerings
e. Procedures for selection of major

advisor
f. Procedures for selection of committeeg. Procedures for preparation of degree

plan
h. Opportunity for social contact with

faculty
i. Opportunity for social contact withstudents
j. Availability of financial aidk. Frequency of offering of required

courses
1. Other (specify)
Comments

a)

a)

U

1
1
1
1
1

1
1

V)
OH

0

2 3 

2 3
2 3

2 3
2 3
2 3
2 3

"r4

4-JO

&)4L

4
4
44
4

4

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

0

"r4

0
0

z
5
5
55
5

5

1
1

2
2

2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

3
3

4
4

5
5

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
. .
k.
1.
m.
n.
0.

0

"r4

"r4

4

0

0
z
4
4
44
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

as
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D. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE DOCTORAL PROGRAM IN HIGHER EDUCATION ATNORTH TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY

38. What would be the purposes and characteristics of an idealdoctoral program in
College Teaching?

Higher Education Administration?

39. What changes in the program as it presently is at NTSUwould you recommend?

40. What predictions would you make toward the needs of HigherEducation programs over the next few years?
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E. GRADUATE'S REACTION TO ISSUES

The following statements were formulated to reflect the varietyof opinions usually heard concerning aspects of the doctoral
program in higher education at NTSU. What is your reaction tothese statements? (Please circle the number. of your choice.)

o~)

9-33) 1. Students have sufficient voice in the
preparation of their degree plan.

Q

bO
CI)

r- 0

4-) *H
U) 9:

0

0

1 23 4 5

2. The course of study in the program is
individualized to student needs and
goals.,

3. The deficiency requirement of twenty-
four hours in education is appropriate.

4. The foreign language requirement should
be retained for the Ph.D. degree.

5. The amount of emphasis on statistics
and research in the program is appro-
priate.

6. The residency requirement is a valuable
part of the program and contributes
positively toward the educational
experience.

7. Students receive appropriate counseling
and advice at the beginning of their
program.

8. There is adequate information con-
cerning the program and its require-
ments in the NTSU catalogues.

9. The final defense of the dissertation
was a rigorous learning experience.

10. A doctoral student in Higher Education
should have some teaching experience at
the college level.

11. The internship is well utilized and
gives the student practical experi-
ences.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 23 4 5
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>1 > r.

0) Q) 0 0 bO

4 t O toH 4JH 0

12. The admission standards to the program
are sufficiently high to ensure that
only qualified students are admitted. 1 2 3 4 5

13. The program has an interdisciplinary
character that gives a valuable
breadth to the student. 1 2 3 4 5

14. There should be a formal orientation
for new doctoral students to better
acquaint them with the faculty, and
what is expected of them as students. 1 2 3 4 5

15. The Ed.D. degree is equally acceptable
as the Ph.D. 1 2 3 4 5
Comments

Please complete and return by September 4 to:

Charlie Brice
Box 13377, N.T. Station
Denton, Texas 76203



APPENDIX D

DIVISION OF HIGHER EDUCATION

College of Education

North Texas State University

1972

The Division Concept

Many times teachers become college administrators withlittle or no professional preparation in administration,
and many times recipients of the doctors degree begin acareer in college teaching with little or no formal prepa-ration for teaching. Hence, the Division of Higher Educa-tion is primarily a teaching unit for the preparation ofcollege and university administrators and teachers.

Also, doctorate students majoring in other departments inthe University frequently need a clearer reference pointfor personnel, material, contact and acquaintance withhigher education problems. Furthermore, students majoringin other divisions of the College of Education need a readyreference to higher education faculty and material.

Also, the Division provides a nucleus of activities forexperienced practitioners in college and university admin-istration and teaching to upgrade their professional capa-bilities.

Administrative Organization

The Division of Higher Education is currently one of thesix divisions constituting the Department of Education whichis part of the College of Education. The Division workswithin the College of Education as an integral unit of thetotal University program. The Division provides a discern-able administrative unit for the organization and executionof its major purposes and functions.

General Purposes of the Division

The Division of Higher Education serves as the focal pointfor advanced study in an a creative stimulus for the
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improvement of higher education. It is intended to serveinstitutions as well as individuals in their improvementefforts in educational leadership, management, and teach-ing.

The Division provides a setting for the opportunity toparticipate in scholarly activity and practical workmanship.

Functions and Objectives of the Division

The specific functions and objectives of the Division areto:

(1) maintain a teaching unit whose mission is thepreparation and improvement of college and univer-sity administrators and teachers.

(2) serve as a locus for the accumulation and dis-semination of information in higher education.

(3) serve as a laboratory for research and developmentin teaching and administration within the field ofhigher education.

(4) provide special inter-disciplinary, inter-institu-
tional, and inter-community services.

(5) provide means for the communication and planningamong staff, students, and faculty.

(6) provide a setting for workshops, seminars, practi-cums, internships, institutes, exchange teachers,
and innovation.

(7) coordinate resources available in the area ofhigher education and to stimulate the developmentof additional resources to support and reinforce
the program.

Current Higher Education Division Program

Two Majors

North Texas State University now offers two majors inHigher Education leading to the doctor's degree: CollegeTeaching which has been offeredsince 1950, and Administra-tion in Higher Education beginning in September, 1969. The
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Graduate Bulletin contains admission requirements, coursedescriptions, and other general information. Degree plansfor these two programs are contained in the supplementalinformation portion of this report.

Degree Programs

The doctor's degree does not depend upon a fixed number ofcourses and therefore the listings must be consideredminimal. It is assumed that the diverse needs of studentsin these programs will be such that an individual degreeplan will need to be made with the items listed in thedegree plans considered to be guidelines. A special com-mittee is appointed for each student. No changes are madein the plan without the advance approval of this committee.Numbers of students in degree programs and other relatedand comparative data is also further reported in the sup-plemental information part.

Related Programs

Two divisions of the College of Education have a directrelation with the Division of Higher Education since manyof the students seeking doctor's degrees in these divisionsplan to work in colleges and universities. These relateddivisions are the Division of Interprofessional Studies andthe Division of Counseling and Guidance.

Other divisions of the College of Education and otherdepartments of the university will have students takincertain courses in higher education.

Area Cooperation

No place in the State and few, if any, places in the regionhave the setting for cooperation which exists in the NorthTexas area. There are eight public junior colleges, tenprivate colleges and universities, and five public univer-sities in the Dallas-Tarrant County Metropolitan Complex.Formal cooperative plans and programs are already in exis-tence and many other projects are being developed. TheDivision of Higher Education needs to become more of astimulus and source for expanded cooperation. This theDivision hopes to be able to do.
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