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This study analyzes the satisfaction of doctoral students in the joint doctoral 

program in Christian higher education between Dallas Theological Seminary (DTS) and 

the University of North Texas (UNT). The study focuses on the 18 students who have 

been identified as advanced participants in or graduates from the joint program from its 

inception in 1997 through its 10-year mark in 2007. Fourteen of the 18 eligible students 

agreed to participate in this study for a 77.8 % response rate. 

The doctoral students completed a survey that was created using a study of 

Garrett in 2006 of doctoral students at Historically Black Colleges and Universities and 

of McLaughlin in 2002 of graduate students in Christian education at DTS. The purpose 

of this study was to determine to what extent the joint doctoral program in higher 

education between both institutions meets the expectations of the students and prepares 

them for the range of careers that they then pursue. The study offers a number of findings 

surrounding the five research questions and offers several conclusions and 

recommendations for further research. The study concluded that the surveyed participants 

were immensely satisfied with their education experience thus assuming that the joint 

program does meet expectations and prepare students for future careers. 
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CHAPTER I  

INTRODUCTION 

Many events can happen in a span of a decade. During the ten years that 

transpired between 1997 and 2007, the United States endured three separate Presidential 

terms (the end of the Clinton administration and most of the Bush administration), two 

massive water disasters (the Flood of 1997 in Grand Forks, North Dakota, and Hurricanes 

Rita and Katrina in the Gulf Coast), the deadliest campus shooting in history (Virginia 

Tech in Blacksburg, Virginia), the deadliest attack on American soil in years (September 

11, 2001), and gas prices ranging from around $0.75 to over $3.50. Similarly, the world 

has suffered from water disasters (the Asian Tsunami before Christmas in 2004), political 

changes (Hong Kong changing hands from American to Chinese control), deadly diseases 

(SARS, AIDS, and others), and the fear of the global War on Terror. 

Indeed, many things can change in the world in the span of ten years, including 

the educative realm of Christian higher education. “Christian higher education is 

experiencing a serious leadership crisis. At least half of today’s administrators are 

expected to retire within the next 10 years. Christian higher education also seriously lacks 

development programs for presidents, and mid- to upper-level administrators. Currently, 

few significant efforts are underway to prepare education leaders to lead Christian 

colleges and universities into the 21st Century” (Lumsden, 2002, p. 1). With the looming 

crises in both Christian higher education and American higher education in general 

(Zusman, 1999), institutions need to begin to look at ways to train the future leaders in
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the practice of higher education leadership. One method that institutions need to consider 

is collaborative programs with other institutions of higher learning. 

Collaboration has been a buzzword in education for several decades (Koehler & 

Baxter, 1997, p. 1), and the concept is becoming more and more mainstream. Institutions 

are constantly trying to offer more and more classes and degree programs; yet with the 

“flattening of the world” (Friedman, 2006), more and more institutions are reaching out 

to one another to cooperatively offer the best possible education to the students. While 

some community college students still face some difficulties in transferring credits into 

larger universities,1 other institutions are beginning to work together to help one another 

in the process of educating the general populace (Mayes, 2007). 

Collaborative programs are not yet the norm, but they have become increasingly 

popular (Amey, Eddy, & Ozaki, 2007, p. 5). In a study of many different collaborative 

programs, however, only one program was found where a conservative, evangelical 

graduate institution of higher learning joined with a secular state school to offer a joint 

program (Lumsden, 2008). 

The joint program between Dallas Theological Seminary (DTS) and the 

University of North Texas (UNT) has been in place for ten years, yet it remains the only 

collaborative program of its kind in the nation (between a state university and a 

                                                 

1 Francesca B. Purcell (2006, pp. 20-21), the associate director for academic policy at 
Massachusetts’ Board of Higher Education says that “…transfer students face barriers in perceptions, 
practices and policies. For example, some four-year institutions question the quality of courses offered at 
two-year institutions or the academic preparedness of incoming transfer students. Community college 
transfer students often find that their new schools are not as adept in supporting students who work full-
time and raise children. And at the system and state levels, policies and incentives are often inadequate and 
inconsistent.” 
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conservative theological graduate school). It is this individuality that begs the question: 

“Is the collaborative program working?” This question and the discovery of its answers 

are the foci of this study. Before answering this question, however, each individual 

institution’s history leading up to the beginning of the collaborative effort must be 

examined. 

Dallas Theological Seminary 

The Evangelical Theological College was a concept of Lewis Sperry Chafer who 

“saw the importance of the Bible conference curriculum and later envisioned the 

institutionalization of its best qualities” (Hannah, 1988, p. 149). In November of 1921, 

Chafer shared his vision of a Bible training school with A. B. Winchester and W. H. 

Griffith Thomas who all decided to establish individual colleges on each coast (p. 155). 

The first students would enroll in the new college in late 1924 (Bhatia, 2001, p. 2) in 

order to receive the Biblical training necessary to fulfill their internal calling.  

Abdel Ross Wentz explained the need for solid, Biblical, theological training 

when he said: 

To the extent that the pastor in the church should be learned, the theological 
seminary should inculcate learning where it is lacking. To the extent that the 
pastor in the church should be scholarly, the theological seminary should 
inculcate scholarship where it is lacking. To the extent that the pastor should be 
eloquent, the theological seminary should inculcate eloquence where it [is] 
lacking. To the extent that the pastor in the church should be pious, the 
theological seminary should inculcate piety where it is lacking. To the extent that 
the pastor in the church needs to be an administrator, the theological seminary 
should inculcate executive ability where it is lacking. (1927, pp. 40-41) 

Chafer desired to take students through the Bible in a scholarly fashion (1927, p. 

2) by emphasizing both expository preaching and solid teaching (1925, p. 14) in order to 



4 

produce men2 who would someday become the “teachers of teachers” (1926, p. 1). The 

name of the seminary was changed in 1936 to Dallas Theological Seminary and Graduate 

School of Theology3 (Bhatia, 2001, p. 3; Hannah, 2005, p. 245)  

Over the years, Dallas Theological Seminary has instituted and changed several 

different degree programs. In 1927, DTS began to offer a Doctor of Theology (ThD) 

degree. In 1935, the Master of Theology (Th.M.) degree (which remains the flagship 

degree offered at Dallas Theological Seminary) was instilled. Thirty-five years later, the 

school began to offer a shorter, two-year Master of Arts in Biblical Studies (MA/BS) 

degree was offered. In 1980, the school started to offer a doctoral degree for ministry 

practitioners called the “Doctor of Ministry” (D.Min.); and a year later, the seminary 

introduced a master’s-level practitioner’s degree—the Master of Arts in Christian 

Education (MA/CE) degree. The Master of Arts in Cross-Cultural Ministries (MA/CM) 

degree was first offered in 1987 followed by a large year of educational changes in 1993. 

That year, the name of the ThD changed to a Doctor of Philosophy in Theology (PhD), 

and a biblical counseling (MA/BC) and biblical exegesis linguistics (MA/BEL) degree 

were added. The MA/BEL degree has been offered jointly in a collaborative effort 

between DTS and the Graduate Institute of Applied Linguistics (Dallas Theological 

Seminary, 2007d). Both DTS and the Graduate Institute of Applied Linguistics serve 

                                                 

2 Dallas Theological Seminary began as a training school for men only. Women were not allowed 
to enter into the ranks of the students until much later and the faculty consisted of all but three men as late 
as the 1990s (Balmer, 2002, p. 169). 

3 The school’s suffix (“and Graduate School of Theology”) was deleted upon the reception of 
accreditation from the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools in 1969 (Dallas Theological 
Seminary, 2007c). 
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students with a Christian worldview. The most recent addition to graduate studies at 

Dallas Theological Seminary is the Master of Arts in Media and Communications 

(MA/MC) which began operations in 2005. 

Between the additions of the degrees in 1993 and the MA/MC degree in 2005, 

Dallas Theological Seminary entered into a partnership with the University of North 

Texas to offer a way for students to continue their studies in Christian education with a 

terminal degree (either a Doctor of Education [EdD] or a Doctor of Philosophy [PhD]) in 

Christian higher education. 

University of North Texas 

Joshua Crittenden Chilton arrived in Denton, Texas in 1890 looking for a place to 

establish a normal college similar to the ones he left in Detroit, Michigan (Rogers, 2002, 

p. 5). With the area starving for an educative locus for teachers, Texas Normal College 

and Teacher Training Institute became an official institution according to the secretary of 

state on June 21, 1891 (p. 10). The college has undergone several name changes. From 

early after its inception, the school would go by the shortened moniker, “Texas Normal 

College” (p. 13). Due to the enormity of the state and the rise of other normal colleges, in 

1893, the school began to be called “North Texas Normal College” (p. 25). Senate Bill 

145 in 1899 allowed the institution to obtain state funds and again changed the name to 

“North Texas Normal School” (p. 32). An amendment to that bill again changed the 

name—“North Texas State Normal College.” This name was carried by the institution for 

30 years until a new law passed to change the name to “North Texas State Teachers 

College” (p. 105) Twenty years later, in 1949, the school began to realize that it was 
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training more than just teachers. In fact, there were independent schools of art, business 

administration, education, English, home economics, library and information sciences, 

and music in the college. With this level of diversity within the institution, “Teachers” 

was dropped from the name to create “North Texas State College.” With the introduction 

of other colleges within the institution, a “university” designation was proposed in 

February of 1961. The suggested name of “The University of North Texas” was denied, 

yet in May of 1961, “North Texas State University” became a reality (p. 312). A name 

change to Texas State University was shot down in the 1970s (p. 478), and an official 

name change to the “University of North Texas” took place in May of 1988 (though 

NTSU and UNT were still used interchangeably) which it still uses to the date of this 

dissertation (p. 626). 

Table 1 
 
The Names of UNT4 
Year Name 
1988 University of North Texas 
1961 North Texas State University 
1949 North Texas State College 
1923 North Texas State Teacher’s College 
1901 North Texas State Normal College 
1894 North Texas Normal College 
1890 Texas Normal College and Teacher’s Training Institute (Texas Normal College) 

Education was the main reason for the founding of the institution, but the College 

of Education at the University of North Texas was officially formed when the School of 

                                                 

4 This table is adapted from the 2007-2008 Graduate Catalog (University of North Texas, 2007, p. 
4). 
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Education changed its name in March of 1979 (Rogers, 2002, p. 498). As of the 2007-

2008 school year, the College of Education is separated into five distinct departments: 

Counseling, Higher Education, & Early Childhood Education; Kinesiology, Health 

Promotion and Recreation & Leisure Studies; Teacher Education & Administration; 

Educational Psychology; and Learning Technologies. Inside the Department of 

Counseling and Higher Education lie two programs: the Counseling Program and the 

Higher Education Program (College of Education, 2007). 

Collaborative Doctoral Program in Higher Education 

On April 3, 1995, D. Barry Lumsden, a Professor of Higher Education in the 

College of Education at the University of North Texas, sent a proposal to Kenneth 

Gangel, the Vice President for Academic Affairs and Academic Dean at Dallas 

Theological Seminary, “to develop a collaborative doctorate between Dallas Theological 

Seminary and the Higher Education program…at the University of North Texas” (1995).5 

This original proposal outlined a potential collaborative effort between the Doctor of 

Ministry (D.Min) program at Dallas Seminary and the Higher Education Program at UNT 

in order 

…to prepare individuals for positions of leadership in institutions of higher 
education such as those which comprise the Coalition of Christian Colleges 
(CCC) and the Accrediting Association of Bible Colleges (AABC)…[The] UNT 
courses will equip DTS students for upper-level positions in institutions of 
Christian Higher Education as well as positions in a variety of church-related, 
para-church-related, and non-church-related educational environments. 

                                                 

5 All of the letters of personal correspondence and other documents supporting the joint program 
are kept by the Department of Christian Education at Dallas Theological Seminary. For access to these 
documents, contact the department directly at 214-841-3740. 
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Furthermore, the training will give students innovative career options such as 
Director of Church and/or Institutional Research (p. 3) 

Less than one week later, Gangel responded by promising to be in contact with 

Lumsden in the near future (Gangel, 1995). On September 29, 1995, both institutions met 

for a planning meeting to discuss the matter further. This meeting reviewed seven basic 

assumptions: 

a. admission to the program is institution-specific: both UNT and DTS retain 
separate control; admission to one institution does not guarantee acceptance to 
the other, or the joint program 

b. the program builds on a master’s degree from DTS (Th.M. or MA/CE) 
incorporating foundational studies in education 

c. the program does not require DTS to add course or faculty or provide 
administrative support other than faculty service on doctoral committees for 
students in the joint program 

d. hours required to satisfy the minor/cognate field will be fulfilled at DTS in a 
department other than Christian Education 

e. applicants with qualifying degrees from other institutions would take a 
minimum of 24 hours of study at DTS, including 12 or more hours in a single 
department to qualify as the minor/cognate field 

f. any agreement of mutual commitment will contain an “escape clause” which 
permits either party to withdraw from further participation with appropriate 
notice 

g. students may take courses at both institutions concurrently, i.e. it is not 
necessary to have copleted [sic—“completed”] the master’s degree at DTS so 
long as admissions requirements at UNT are satisfied (Univ. of No. Texas & 
Dallas Theol. Sem., 1995) 

Negotiations had carried on for over a year when Ron Newsom suggested that the 

collaborative effort was all but ready to sign (1996a, p. 2). Suggestions and comments 

bounced back and forth between institutions when a promise to approve the program 

came from the Provost and Chancellor of UNT (1996b, p. 1). Discussions continued until 

April of 1997 when the College of Education’s Curriculum Committee approved the 
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proposed collaboration between UNT and DTS and recommended the proposal to the 

Toulouse School of Graduate Studies’ Graduate Council in May (Newsom, 1997).  

Finally, in June of 1997, Dean of the College of Education Jean Keller, Dean of 

the Toulouse School of Graduate Studies Neal Tate, President of Dallas Theological 

Seminary Charles Swindoll, and Vice President for Academic Affairs and Academic 

Dean of Dallas Theological Seminary Kenneth Gangel signed a collaborative doctoral 

agreement. The goals of the agreement were to: 

• Provide for the development of higher education administrators for 
Christian colleges and universities 

• Develop joint research activities, and 

• Hold conferences and seminars on higher education topics (MacKenna, 
1998). 

The collaborative program first appeared in the 1998-1999 Graduate Catalog at 

the University of North Texas saying: “The UNT program in higher education and the 

Dallas Theological Seminary (DTS) offer a collaborative program of study for a 

doctorate in higher education for the development of senior-level administrators for 

religious colleges, universities and seminaries”(University of North Texas, 1999). 

Little has changed in the last ten years, for the 2007-2008 Graduate Catalog at 

UNT contains a “Collaborative Program for Doctoral Study in Higher Education” as a 

potential course of study and describes it thusly: “The UNT program in higher education 

and the Dallas Theological Seminary (DTS) offer a collaborative program of study for a 

doctorate in higher education for the development of senior-level administrators for 

private, religious-affiliated colleges, universities and seminaries” (University of North 

Texas, 2007, p. 206). 
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Similarly, Dallas Theological Seminary’s 2007-2008 Catalog lists the “DTS and 

UNT Collaborative Program” as a special program in which students can participate. It 

describes the partnership in this manner: “Dallas Seminary and the University of North 

Texas (UNT) Higher Education department offer a collaborative program of study for the 

doctorate in higher education for the development of senior-level administrators for 

Christian colleges, universities, and seminaries” (Dallas Theological Seminary, 2007b, p. 

63) It goes on to state that students who want to obtain this joint degree should take 36 

hours in either the MA/CE or Th.M. degree program before applying to the doctoral 

program at the University of North Texas.  

Statement of the Problem 

The joint program has continued without any evaluative efforts on the part of 

either institution involved. Because of this dilemma, this study sought to find out to what 

extent the joint doctoral program in higher education between the University of North 

Texas and Dallas Theological Seminary meets the expectations of the students and 

prepares them for the range of careers that they then pursue? 

Purposes of Study 

The purposes of this study are to determine: 

1. How pleased the students are with the career training that they received 

through the collaborative program 

2. To what extent do the students in the joint program realize what is expected of 

them before enrolling in the program 
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3. To what extent do the students in the joint program understand the structure of 

the program 

4. How do the career plans of the students in the joint program change during 

their tenure in the program 

5. What is the level of diversity (gender, race, age, etc.) seen in the participants 

of the joint program 

Research Questions 

In order to accomplish the purpose of this study, the following research questions 

will be asked: 

1. How pleased are the students with the career training that they received 

through the collaborative program? 

2. To what extent do the students in the joint program realize what is expected of 

them before enrolling in the program? 

3. To what extent do the students in the joint program understand the structure of 

the program? 

4. How do the career plans of the students in the joint program change during 

their tenure in the program? 

5. What is the level of diversity (gender, race, age, etc.) seen in the participants 

of the joint program? 

Significance of the Study 

The joint doctoral program in higher education between Dallas Theological 

Seminary and the University of North Texas has been operating for ten years, yet no 
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official study has analyzed its effectiveness. With the retirement of the founding contact 

at the University of North Texas, D. Barry Lumsden, in 2006, the program has entered 

into a period of general uncertainty about its continuation. This study, which merely 

begins the process of reviewing the collaborative effort by the means of a student 

satisfaction survey, will help to determine whether the joint program is a viable program 

for both institutions to continue into the future.  

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study, it is important to further define some of the 

frequently-used terms. These definitions are as follows: 

Alumni—The alumni are those individuals who have graduated from both Dallas 

Theological Seminary with a master’s degree and the University of North Texas with a 

doctorate while participating in the collaborative program between the institutions. 

Assessment—The process of the students’ and alumni’s ability to analyze the joint 

program’s strengths and weaknesses without quantifying the value thereof is what 

“assessment” is in this study (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005). 

Christian education—Carl F. H. Henry said, “From a religiously oriented 

philosophy, education in the United States has declined to one almost completely devoid 

of religion” (1964, p. 20). From this lack of religion in education stems a desire to have 

education that is truly Christian. “To be Christian, Christian education must: have God’s 

esteem for the human being, sense the task to be a whole-life experience of growth and 

maturity, and give opportunity for service through experiential action” (Lamport, 1988, p. 

39). In the context of this paper, “Christian education” is the style of educational training 



13 

offered at DTS which is based on and wrought by an Evangelical, Protestant, Biblical 

worldview” (McLaughlin, 2002). 

Collaboration—Collaboration is the process of working together with another 

entity for a common goal. “Collaboration has its roots from two Latin words, ‘com’ and 

‘laborare,’ which means ‘to work together’” (Kok, 2003, p. 16). In this study, the 

collaboration that is discussed is the joint doctoral program that exists between the 

Program in Higher Education at the University of North Texas’ College of Education and 

the Department of Christian Education at Dallas Theological Seminary. Other terms used 

synonymously with collaboration include collaborative, collaborate, joint, joint venture, 

and integration. 

Dallas Theological Seminary—“Dallas Theological Seminary is a professional, 

graduate-level theological seminary that seeks to provide training at the master’s and 

doctoral levels to prepare its students for a variety of Christian ministries” (Dallas 

Theological Seminary, 2007b, p. 6). Other names for Dallas Theological Seminary 

include DTS, Dallas Seminary, and Dallas Theological. 

Evaluation—The process of the students’ and alumni’s ability to analyze the joint 

program’s strengths and weaknesses and quantify the value thereof is what “evaluation” 

is in this study.  

Interorganizational collaboration—“An interorganizational collaboration is 

defined as two or more separate and distinct organizations intentionally working together 

to pursue mutual gain” (Hinrichs, 2003, p. 8). In the context of this study, those two 

“separate and distinct organizations” are DTS and UNT. 
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Joint program—The joint program in higher education between Dallas 

Theological Seminary and the University of North Texas (also called the collaborative 

program, the collaborative doctoral program or the joint doctoral program) began in 1997 

with an agreement between the two institutions to develop higher education 

administrators for Christian colleges and universities, conduct joint research between the 

two institutions, and hold conferences and seminars on topic in higher education. It 

currently serves as the main terminal degree option for students studying in the 

Department of Christian Education at Dallas Theological Seminary. Graduates of the 

joint program currently serve in educational leadership and/or teaching positions in 

secondary, postsecondary, and graduate schools all over the world. 

Program quality—The program quality is the perceived assessment that the 

students and alumni of the joint program give to the joint program between DTS and 

UNT 

Program review—A program review or a program evaluation is a “range of 

activities concerned broadly with the assessment of new or existing programs” (Stotler, 

2001, p. 16) 

Student satisfaction—The level of a student’s satisfaction is a measure of “how 

effectively campuses deliver what students expect, need, and want” (Low, 2000, p. 2) 

This measure is determined through surveys that can either be independently developed 

or purchased from entities such as Noel-Levitz (www.noellevitz.com). 

University of North Texas—“The University of North Texas is a student-centered 

public research university and is the flagship of the UNT system. The university stands as 
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the most comprehensive in the Dallas-Fort Worth region, offering 96 bachelor’s, 111 

master’s and 50 doctoral degree programs, many nationally recognized” (University of 

North Texas, 2007, p. 3). Other names for the University of North Texas include the 

University, UNT, and North Texas. 

Delimitation of the Study 

The population of this study was delimited to graduates of Dallas Theological 

Seminary who entered into or graduated from the doctoral program in higher education at 

the University of North Texas following 1996. 

Limitations of the Study 

The limitations of this study are as follows: 

1. The study’s population was limited to students who have 

a. Graduated from Dallas Theological Seminary 

b. Been accepted into the higher education doctoral program at the 

University of North Texas 

c. Are within 20 hours of graduating from UNT (2-4 classes prior to 

dissertating) 

2. Neither the University of North Texas nor Dallas Theological Seminary has 

kept specific records on the names of the students who have gone through the 

joint program; therefore, this study was limited by the possibility that not all 

students are included. 

3. Due to the inexact science that existed to determine a student’s eligibility to 

take the survey, this study was limited by the ethical agreement of the 
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respondents to the completed credit requirement stated in Limitation 1(c) 

above. 

4. This study was limited by the respondent return rate since participation in the 

survey was voluntary. 

5. The study was limited by the respondent’s inclination to fill out the survey in 

a way that is socially acceptable or desirable regardless of the individual’s 

beliefs or attitudes (McMillan, 2000, p. 161). 

6. The subjects of this study are not the only students to have graduated from 

both institutions. Before the joint program was established, several students 

were either already graduated from both programs or were entrenched in their 

studies at UNT. These students were not invited to partake in this study even 

though they may have provided solid input. 

7. This study relies on the subjects’ acuteness of autobiographical memory 

recall. The individual subject’s ability to remember specific answers to each 

question may depend on his or her time away from the program (Rappaport, 

Enrich, & Wilson, 1985), his or her attitudes while in the program (Markus & 

Sentis, 1980), or how he or she feels about him- or herself at the time of 

completing the questionnaire (Neimeyer & Rareshide, 1991). 

Organization of the Study 

This beginning portion of a program evaluation of the joint program between 

Dallas Theological Seminary and the University of North Texas as perceived by the 

students and measured in a satisfaction survey will be divided into five separate chapters. 
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This first chapter contains the introduction, a brief history of the two institutions 

and the collaborative program, a statement of the problem, the purposes for the study, 

some research questions that guide the study, the significance of this study, a listing and 

definition of key terms of the study, the delimitation and some limitations of the study, 

and a general map of the study as a whole. 

Chapter II contains an overview of the literature that is relevant to this study 

including literature on collaborative efforts, program reviews, satisfaction surveys, and 

the need for further research. 

Chapter III focuses on the methodology of the study by paying attention to the 

research questions, the design of the research, the population of the study, the procedures 

for collecting the data, the survey instrument used, the procedures for analyzing the data, 

and a description of how the data will be reported. 

Chapter IV contains the results of the data collected and includes an analysis of 

the data in relation to the questions that guide the study. 

Chapter V contains a discussion of the results of the study. This discussion 

includes a summary of the findings, some conclusions and implications as a result of the 

findings, and recommendations for future research to continue the analysis of the 

collaborative doctoral program between Dallas Theological Seminary and the University 

of North Texas.
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

In 1956, Benjamin Bloom identified the major categories of the cognitive domain 

in which the highest level of learning was “synthesis” (Bloom, Englehart, Furst, Hill, & 

Krathwohl, 1956). On this plane of learning, learners are able to put pieces of intellectual 

puzzles together to see an entirely new picture. Similarly, integration is the ability of 

students to connect various ideas and other intellectual goods with one another (Fink, 

2003). It emphasizes higher-orders of thinking and seeks “meaningful connections 

between and among disciplines” (Ivanitskaya, Clark, Montgomery, & Primeau, 2002, p. 

97). This literature review will synthesize and integrate the different theories and 

practices of collaboration in higher education, address the administrative ramifications 

for integral implementation, show the lack of dissertation research in higher education 

collaboration, discuss the need for dissertation research in joint programs, and 

communicate ideas for further research in higher education. 

Theories and Practices 

Three separate theories and practices need to be reviewed for the purposes of this 

study: collaborative efforts, program reviews, and satisfaction surveys. Each one will be 

addressed individually in the following pages. 

Collaborative Efforts 

Identifying collaboration is an important part of Sillitoe’s 2004 article. In this 

article, he posits that individuals with knowledge in separate fields come together to solve
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a collective problem with each member contributing in a unique way. “The aim,” he 

posited, “is to combine diverse skills, perspectives, and methodologies from a range of 

subjects, [in order to help] researchers…bridge the intellectual space between them” (p. 

10). Integration brings together scholars who have common interests and goals yet find 

themselves on opposing sides of scholarly lines (Conrad & Gunter, 2000). 

Another theory in collaborative research is that the body, mind, and spirit are 

integrated into the human being; therefore, the process of integration should fall along the 

same lines. In this study, the spiritual being should be taken into account along with the 

physical being in the entire quest for knowledge (Subbiondo, 2005; Wexler, 2005). This 

is precisely the reason that Baylor University in Waco, Texas, is implementing an 

integrative style of teaching for incoming freshmen (Parsons & Cook, 2004). Mikael 

Parsons and Garrett Cook take an in-depth look at the “Roots of Culture” class that 

utilizes faculty from the anthropology, classics, history, linguistics, medieval studies, 

neuroscience, philosophy, and religion departments to teach incoming freshmen about the 

various cosmological beginning stories over historical and cultural lines. This line of 

logic is the fuel for dialogue in Harry Lee Poe’s book, Christianity in the Academy (2004) 

and for the development of integration of faith and learning through consultations, 

publications, and conferences in Fernhout’s work (2002). 

Interdisciplinary teaching is one of the most prominent ways of integrating 

different subject areas in higher education. White and McBeth (2005) prepared an 

excellent case study on using the Doctor of Arts (D.A.) degree as a way of integrating 

teaching and learning in higher education. They postulate that if teachers learn how to 
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teach within their doctoral core courses, they will enhance their scholarly appeal later in 

their professional careers. 

Collaboration between students and teachers in higher education can help to 

enhance a student’s inter- and intra-personal learning skills (Buchbinder et al., 2005). In 

the case study workshop presented by Buchbinder and her associates, students and 

teachers follow a step-by-step process of planning and organizing an interdisciplinary 

case study in order to see the “model of a real world, active learning process” (p. 270).  

Testing the collaboration of teachers and students was the focus of Phillip G. 

Clark’s article (2002). Using a geriatric training program in Rhode Island, Clark 

postulated some key principles for maintaining an effective model of interdisciplinary 

training. He maintained that conflict resolution, communication, and teamwork were the 

essential elements for effective collaboration. Clark’s research was further confirmation 

of Neal & White’s 1996 article and can be found in a restated form in a 2004 article by 

Davidson entitled “Bones of contention: Using self and story in the quest to 

professionalize higher education teaching—an interdisciplinary approach.” 

In 2004, Phillip Clark wrote another article formulating two “laws” for 

collaborative programs. His first law (of academic inertia) stated that the curriculum and 

departments would not change unless they are aided by external forces (grants, 

accreditation necessities, etc.). His second law (of permanent academic change) stated 

that the programs’ change is “directly proportional to the size of the pressure acting upon 

them and inversely proportional to the structural and financial resistance to change within 

the institution” (p. 257). 
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Integration in higher education is a key to maintaining successful programs of 

diversity on campuses. Utilizing “faculty-development workshops, external funding, 

stipends for involved faculty members, intelligent hiring practices that find new hands 

committed to institutional change around the mission, student briefings, full and frequent 

communication, accountable management, open campus meeting, outside consultants, 

[and] external validation” (Guarasci, 2001, p. 108) are all essential elements for fostering 

campus diversity. 

When all the implementation of a collaborative effort has been completed, one 

can turn to Donald E. Stowe’s article for more information on how to assess the process 

and outcomes of interdisciplinary programs (2002) or to Judie Wexler’s article for more 

information on how to help students assess themselves (2005). 

According to a 2000 report by the College Board, 246 institutions were involved 

in various areas of collaborative efforts. These collaborations included 2-year and 4-year 

institutional collaboration (beginning at a community college and ending at a public 

university), completion of programming using distance education courses, taking courses 

at various locations through telecommunications, degree completion programs onsite at 

businesses, sharing faculty between institutions, and reverse transfer programs (Dubois, 

Ronsisvalle, & Moore, 2000). Most of the research on collaboration among institutions 

discusses the reasons for the collaboration or the outcomes of the collaboration (Doz, 

1996; Kezar, 2005b; Saxton, 1997). Indeed, collaborative programs are usually delineated 

into internal and external collaborative efforts. “Internal collaboration includes areas such 

as cross-functional teams, interdisciplinary teaching/research, and student and academic 
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affairs collaboration. External collaboration includes steering committees, K-16 

partnerships, community partnerships, and business and industry collaboratives” (Kezar, 

2005b, p. 834). Even he, however, leaves out the external collaborative efforts that 

institutions have begun to embrace—the collaboration that crosses institutional lines. 

It is true that collaboration has begun to creep into the strategic plans of several 

institutions (Austin, 2000). Truly, the state of California has fought for collaboration 

between institutions since the 1960s (State Board of Education & The Regents of the 

University of California, 1960) and has been the leader of collaborative doctoral 

programs ever since. 

The National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities published a 

booklet in 1991 asking institutions to consider interorganizational collaborations as a way 

to broaden their research abilities and available resources and giving five 

recommendations on how to develop successful partnerships (National Association of 

Independent Colleges and Universities, 1991). Joyce M. Czajkowski summarizes those 

five recommendations as follows: 

First, clear and specific goals must be cooperatively developed that will benefit 
each collaborator. Second, mutual trust and respect must exist and be nurtured. 
Third, a structure must be created to assure shared decision-making. Fourth, 
members must accept shared responsibility for achieving mutual goals. Finally, 
procedures to assess and evaluate outcomes must be incorporated into the process. 
(2006, p. 33) 

Grobe, Curnan, and Melchior (1993) studied the different elements of successful 

collaborative efforts between institutions and businesses in the 1990s and came up with 

several different components that all successful partnerships had. These components 

included buy-in from the top-levels of leadership, clarity of the roles and responsibilities 
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of each entity, solid strategy and planning, shared decision-making, formal agreements to 

stave off any potential legal problems, and local ownership (pp. 23-27). All in all, “Inter-

institutional collaboration is motivated by a mutually perceived benefit from a 

partnership that includes the opportunity resulting from the partnership to improve access 

to limited resources. The potential to accomplish something neither can do on their own, 

or all of the above. The depth of collaboration varies, ranging from cooperation to 

integration” (G. W. Ellis, 2005, pp. 63-64).  

In a 2001 survey of all institutions of higher learning in the states of North 

Carolina and Florida, Mitchell Ralph Williams discovered that 

leaders of all types of institutions of higher education—two-year, four-year, 
public and private—are seeking collaborative relationships and perceive most of 
the factors affecting these relationships in a similar manner…Leaders and 
practitioners may be able to improve their effectiveness in establishing, 
developing, and sustaining interinstitutional agreements and consortia by using [a 
truly integrative model of leadership and governance] that emphasizes mutual 
goals and understanding of differing missions (p. 167) 

The University of Guelph and Humber College in Ontario, Canada, have 

collaborated to offer a joint degree program in Justice Studies. In the study of this case of 

interorganizational collaboration, Gary Ellis (2005) discovered that there were four main 

criteria needed to sustain the collaborative program: 1) leadership commitment—the 

current leadership of each institution understands the reasons for the collaboration and 

future replacements need to show a similar degree of commitment; 2) successful 

results—if no one entered into the program and no organizations hired the graduates of 

the program, the collaborative effort would be in vain; 3) dedicated core faculty—if solid 

faculty members were not running the program, the program itself would implode; and 4) 
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financial stability—payment for the faculty, obtaining a steady flow of students, growing 

the program, and funding research opportunities would all need to be accomplished (pp. 

141-147). 

A second Canadian Province, British Columbia, has undergone testing to 

encourage local colleges and universities to form interorganizational collaborations. The 

institutional leaders were in agreement that some form of inter-institutional collaboration 

was necessary. For this reason, the leaders made sure to input time and resources “into 

voluntary collaboration so as to prevent unnecessary program duplication, ensure student 

transfer, lobby government, and prevent government from becoming too directive in the 

coordination of a system” (Gaber, 2002, p. 246). 

For more information about collaborative efforts, Mohrman et al. (1995), Ring & 

Van de Ven (1994), Doz (1996), Arino & Torre (1998), and Kanter (1994) each review 

concepts and picayune details which can be utilized to formulate collaborative efforts in 

higher education. 

Program Reviews 

Program reviews or program evaluations are ways to evaluate the effectiveness of 

currently operating programs (Conrad & Wilson, 1985) and are mainly concerned with 

the products or outcomes of a program (Dressel, 1976). According to Alkin & Fitz-

Gibbon (1975), program evaluations contain three basic entitites: 1) evaluators who 

collect data, 2) data that helps to obtain reliable and statistically-significant results, and 3) 

a report that is distributed to decision-making audiences. 



25 

Program reviews can either be summative or formative (Alkin & Fitz-Gibbon, 

1975; Barak & Breier, 1990; Cranton & Legge, 1978). Formative evaluations are those 

that are conducted to help in the decision-making process for the program managers. The 

information that is obtained through formative evaluations must be specifically useful or 

detailed enough to aid the program managers in their decisions for program flexibility 

(Alkin & Fitz-Gibbon, 1975). According to Barak (1983), colleges and universities have 

long used this form of review at the graduate level. 

Summative evaluations are used to determine a program’s success at goal 

attainment. This is the style of evaluation that is conducted on a regular basis to meet the 

requirements for most regional and national accrediting agencies. The main purpose of a 

summative evaluation is to determine whether or not a program is effective and worth 

continuing into the future (Alkin & Fitz-Gibbon, 1975; Cranton & Legge, 1978). 

In a separate report, Barak (1986) uncovered three specific precedents that 

necessitated a program’s review: 1) the creation of specialized programs of studies, 2) the 

emergence of national and regional accrediting bodies who desire to maintain equally 

high standards across institutional lines, and 3) improved evaluative techniques resulting 

in more reliable and effective evaluations. 

This same report (Barak, 1986) lays out six separate characteristics of program 

reviews. Barak states that the reviews are widely used, comprehensive, systematic and 

formal, more summative than formative, tied to a decision-making process, and attitude-

changing. More and more institutions are using program reviews (up to 82 percent), and 
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the constant desire to better the educational process has developed and expanded the 

program review (Stotler, 2001). 

Determining the purpose of a program review has been hotly debated. Bogue and 

Saunders (1992) say that the program review’s purpose is to evaluate the curriculum that 

leads to a degree by obtaining data and evaluating the performance of that data. Barak 

(1982) claims that the purpose of a program’s review is to focus the program’s energy 

and resources toward improvement and efficacy. Conrad and Wilson (1985) said that a 

program review is “the process of defining, collecting, and analyzing information about 

an existing program or non-instructional unit to arrive at a judgment about the 

continuation, modification, enhancement, or termination of the program or unit” (p. 10). 

By the middle of the 1980s, program reviews began to change in nature and 

purpose. They began to move from an internal assessment conducted by faculty members 

to an external assessment to help with the budgetary planning and decision-making 

(Barak, 1986). The problem with internal assessments lies in the lack of accountability 

that could ultimately hinder a program’s strive for excellence (Smartt, 1984). 

In the beginning of the 1990s, two separate surveys found that program reviews 

were most frequently conducted to assess and enhance program quality (Lee, 1992) or to 

improve the quality and demonstrate accountability (Barak, 1991). These surveys 

identified six other reasons to conduct program reviews which are: 1) provide optimal 

service, 2) eliminate any internal duplications, 3) ensure that the steps put in place are 

being followed, 4) force an institution to act in the case of fledgling programs, 5) ensure 

solid programs, and 6) ensure a solid choice of programs. 
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The problem with program reviews, as several researchers have found, is that the 

reviewers have been failing at narrowing their focus. They have been attempting to 

review with a broad brush instead of pinpointing their purpose before beginning the 

review (Barak & Berdahl, 1987; Conrad & Wilson, 1985). Barak and Berdahl (1987), 

Conrad and Wilson (1985), and Floyd (1983) have all questioned whether a review can 

satisfactorily analyze multiple aspects of program. 

When conducting program reviews, five separate approaches can be used: 1) 

consultants, 2) surveys, 3) intrinsic data, 4) a self-study, or 5) a combination of the 

approaches (Barak & Breier, 1990). The survey approach, which is the approach used for 

this study, relies on the truth of a faculty member, a student, an alumnus/a, or an 

employee, and can either be developed internally or commercially. “Because of the 

diversity of the respondents, several survey instruments may need to be used. When 

developing or selecting the survey instrument, it is critical to determine if the purpose is 

research or evaluation” (Stotler, 2001, p. 29). 

Satisfaction Surveys 

Few satisfaction surveys have focused on students in graduate schools (Gorman, 

2005), yet Evelynn Ellis (2001) states that the relationship between a graduate student 

and his or her advisor was directly correlated to his or her satisfaction with the individual 

program of study. Similarly, the faster a student completed his or her course of study, the 

more satisfied the student usually was with the time in the program (Tenenbaum, Crosby, 

& Gilner, 2001). A student’s satisfaction or lack thereof can have a direct impact on the 

vitality of an institution (Dominowski, 2002; Joseph, Yakhou, & Stone, 2005; Kroncke, 
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2006). For these reasons, an review of the relevant literature pertaining to satisfaction 

surveys must be included. 

The most widely used survey instrument for a student’s satisfaction is the College 

Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) that was developed in 1979 by C. Robert 

Pace and George D. Kuh (2005). This survey measures three specific areas of a student’s 

collegiate experience: 1) the quality of the college’s efforts to support the student’s 

learning, 2) the perspectives of the students in regard to the environment in which they 

were educated, and 3) the perceived intellectual gains made by the students while in 

college (Kuh & Siegel, 2000). 

In its fourth edition, the CSEQ has established norms with records of over 32,000 

students from 78 colleges and universities over the two-year span of 1998-2000 (Kuh & 

Siegel, 2000). Over the years, the CSEQ has endured several changes from moving 

various questions to deleting and adding entire sections, yet it has remained a proven, 

useful tool in documenting a student’s activities and perceptions of his or her collegiate 

experience and intellectual gains from that experience (Brown, 1985). 

As of the year 2005, the CSEQ has been the instrument of record for over 90 

different doctoral dissertations and theses presented to colleges and universities all over 

the world (Pace & Kuh, 2005). 

A second student satisfaction survey is the Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) 

created by the Noel-Levitz Company (Low, 2000). The SSI allows students to rate 

different items in a listing of importance and their satisfaction with how well a particular 

expectation is being met by the institution. This survey, however, has mostly been 
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purchased by entire institutions and university systems, for the survey instrument is best 

administered to large subject bodies. 

The problem with all student satisfaction surveys researched for this review is that 

all surveys are written and directed toward undergraduate students. This statement has 

even been reiterated by other professionals in the field (Gorman, 2005). 

Ramifications for Implementation 

To successfully implement a collaborative program, the program must exhibit 

dedicated faculty members and overseers, a modest operating budget, and continued 

support from both students and faculty members (Bell Jr., 2006; Frost, 2005). The 

program must also decide how to organize the work—whether it will be multidisciplinary 

(members from differing disciplines cooperate on a problem), interdisciplinary (members 

from differing disciplines share responsibilities), transdisciplinary (members reach across 

disciplinary lines), or pluridisciplinary (members come together with no specific 

disciplinary distinction). All of the aforementioned levels of interdisciplinarity are 

discussed further in Sillitoe’s research (2004). 

Institutions of higher education with plans for collaborative programs of 

instruction must have a mission that respects and encourages interdisciplinary 

collaboration. They must have prepared networks of individuals who can assist in the 

collaboration, structures in place that are capable of sustaining collaboration, and proper 

rewards available to those who partake in collaborative efforts. These colleges and 

universities must have the support from people in higher positions, external groups 

(professional societies, accrediting agencies, foundations, etc.), and internal practitioners; 
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and these institutions must have campus values that are “student centered, innovative, and 

egalitarian” (p. 56). Finally, these campuses must be willing and able to learn from the 

mistakes that will inevitably follow progressive implementation techniques (Kezar, 

2005a). 

Jean T. Strandness, the provost for the Tri-College University consortium in 

Fargo-Moorhead (on the boarder between North Dakota and Minnesota), says that there 

are six main positive outcomes from implementing interinstitutional collaboration: 

1. If one institution cannot create a program as a stand-alone entity, it may be 

possible to create this program with the faculty resources from more than one 

institution. 

2. Combining the faculty resources of two institutions provides a more diverse 

and stronger curriculum. 

3. The diversity of the faculty allows all institutions to maintain their autonomy 

yet offer a broader spectrum of courses with pooled resources. 

4. The institutions can share the burdens of costs that come with hiring faculty 

members, obtaining accreditation, and operating on a daily basis. 

5. Most accrediting agencies look favorably on collaborative efforts between 

institutions. 

6. Joint faculty members are more apt to “own” the program which can result in 

faster resolutions of any discord. (Strandness, 1999, p. 41) 

All in all, integrating learning with teaching or different disciplines with each 

other supports a more cohesive, holistic assimilation of concepts and produces learning 
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outcomes that are higher in cognitive ability, metacognitive aptitudes, and individual 

epistemology—all of which assists in the transfer of knowledge to other matters, milieus, 

or problems (Ivanitskaya et al.). By fostering scholarship that assists the various 

stakeholders in higher education (faculty, policymakers, academic leaders within and 

outside education, and administrators), the gap between scholarship and practice becomes 

smaller (Conrad & Gunter). 

Lack of Dissertation Research 

In a survey of dissertation research over the past ten years, only one dissertation 

on a collaborative doctoral program between two institutions was found (Liedecke, 

2003). Instructional Course Design and Delivery Strategies for a Joint Doctor of 

Education in Agricultural Education Degree through Distance Learning in Texas is a 

study of the joint doctoral program in agricultural education offered jointly by Texas 

Tech University and Texas A&M University. Other than this, no other dissertations could 

be found which researched or discussed joint doctoral programs in America or in other 

countries. Research was found on collaborative programs in undergraduate settings, but 

none specified joint doctoral programs (Czajkowski, 2006; G. W. Ellis, 2005; Gaber, 

2002; Johnson, 2005; Kok, 2003). 

The Need for Dissertation Research in Joint Programs 

The most populous state in the union is California with over 35 million people 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2007), yet the entire state is home to only 16 joint doctoral 

programs. “San Diego State University (SDSU) established the first joint doctorate in 

1965 with UC San Diego, offering a PhD in Chemistry. Currently, SDSU has eleven joint 
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doctoral programs: nine are with UC campuses and two are with independent institutions, 

Claremont Graduate University and University of San Diego” (Harris & Williams, 2001, 

p. 126). California has been a purveyor of joint doctoral programs for over 40 years, yet 

even they do not offer any joint doctoral programs between sacred and secular 

institutions of higher learning. 

The state of Texas has several joint doctoral programs including a PhD in 

Hispanic Studies from Texas A&M International University and Texas A&M University 

(TAMU), a PhD in Horticulture from TAMU and TAMU – Kingsville, a PhD in 

Agricultural Education from TAMU and Texas Tech University, an EdD in Educational 

Leadership from Texas Tech University and West TAMU, a PhD in Nursing Science 

from Texas Woman’s University and Texas Tech University Health Science Center, a 

PhD in Philosophy from University of Texas at Arlington and UNT, and the collaborative 

PhD or EdD program that is the basis of this study between Dallas Theological Seminary 

and the University of North Texas. 

The Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board would like to see its doctoral-

granting institutions follow more closely the model put forth by California’s Master Plan 

for Higher Education which “1) eliminates unnecessary competition among institutions, 

2) concentrates valuable resources needed for doctoral education and research into a 

limited (but not exclusive) number of institutions throughout the state, and 3) establishes 

a framework that encourages different types of institutions to reach excellence within 

their own mission” (2004, pp. 24-25). In order to do this, the institutions will need to 

work more closely together when considering offering new programs. 
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Further Research 

Integration and collaboration has been broadly studied across many fields (Conrad 

& Gunter, 2000; Fink, 2003; Poe, 2004), but more study on the individual fields could 

yield more specific results on how to integrate teaching and learning, students and 

teachers, or disciplines specific to that field. Specifically, quantitative and qualitative 

studies could enhance the knowledge base on what has been implemented and what could 

help future implementation techniques, strategies, and tactics. 

Further research is needed to begin to build the body of knowledge on student 

satisfaction surveys in graduate education. Additionally, research that separates the 

results of integrative approaches by the support of academic hierarchies could help 

institutions see the positive or negative influences that levels of administrative personnel 

can have on attempts at integration in higher education. This style of study could be 

longitudinal in nature—covering the attempts of an individual institution and its 

restructuring over time that corresponds to influencing the integrative process—or it 

could be latitudinal in nature—covering the similar attempts of several institutions who 

are all attempting to implement similar integrative measures. 

Conclusion 

Collaboration takes into account the entire person—body, mind, soul, and spirit 

(Wexler)—and attempts to help that one individual find like-minded people across 

institutional, academic, and cultural lines to increase the collective knowledge of the 

scholarly world. It is an important step that has the potential to help individuals better 

understand concepts, theories, and problems. By examining several different theories and 
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practices of integration in higher education, addressing the administrative ramifications 

for integral implementation, referencing the lack of dissertation research in collaborative 

doctoral programs and showing the need for dissertation research in this area, and 

discussing some potential areas for further research in higher education, this literature 

review has displayed the most pertinent pieces of literature surrounding the issue of 

collaboration. This review, however, may generate contemplation about the process of 

higher-level thinking that could inspire future debate on how to enhance the collective 

knowledge between and among differing disciplines.
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Whenever undertaking a study of this importance, it is imperative to make sure 

that the methodologies used are solid and well-documented. As the first step of a program 

review, this student satisfaction survey study will begin the process of creating a 

recommendation to Dallas Theological Seminary and the University of North Texas on 

the feasibility of continuing the joint program. 

For purposes of clarity, this chapter on methodology will be broken down into the 

following sections: Research Questions, Design of the Study, Population of the Study, 

Procedures for Collecting Data, Survey Instrument, Procedures for the Analysis of the 

Data, and the Reporting of the Data. 

Research Questions 

As stated in Chapter I, the research questions are as follows: 

1. How pleased are the students with the career training that they received 

through the collaborative program? 

2. To what extent do the students in the joint program realize what is expected of 

them before enrolling in the program? 

3. To what extent do the students in the joint program understand the structure of 

the program? 

4. How do the career plans of the students in the joint program change during 

their tenure in the program?
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5. What is the level of diversity (gender, race, age, etc.) seen in the participants 

of the joint program? 

Research Design 

This study was designed to use a non-experimental methodology. The study 

utilized electronic mail (email) to send a survey to those subjects identified as advanced 

students and/or graduates of both Dallas Theological Seminary (master’s level) and the 

University of North Texas’ Program in Higher Education (doctoral level). Emailed 

surveys take less time to distribute and are more efficient in data entry techniques than a 

normal paper survey. Mark Hawkes states: “When electronic surveys are distributed as 

electronic mail messages, the preformatted document is completed and returned by the 

respondent as an e-mail message, with or without an attachment. In terms of convenience 

for the respondent and data collection and analysis for the evaluator, Web-based surveys 

are preferable” (2005, p. 123).  

The emailed survey was sent to all subjects’ email addresses that were on file with 

the alumni offices at Dallas Theological Seminary. If a subject did not receive that email 

or respond to the follow-up emails, he or she received a mailed copy of the survey via the 

United States Postal Service. The main problem with a paper survey was the possibility 

for data entry error prior to the data comparison. This possibility for error was minimized 

by having a second individual look over all data entry while still maintaining a measure 

of subject confidentiality. 

The emailed survey was conducted over a period of three weeks. The survey was 

sent on Monday morning asking the subjects to complete the survey within the week. The 
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following Monday, a reminder email was sent to all non-compliant subjects. A second 

reminder was sent a week after that first reminder, thus following the three-step method 

recommended by Creswell (1994).  

Population of the Study 

Determining the population to address for the purposes of this study was a 

difficult task, for neither institution has kept specific, detailed records on which students 

have entered into or have completed the joint doctoral program. Dallas Theological 

Seminary, like every other accredited institution, has records of every student who has 

graduated from its institution, but it is up to the graduated student to decide to tell the 

alumni office whether he or she has elected to continue his or her studies and if so, where 

that is occurring. On the other hand, the Program in Higher Education at the University of 

North Texas does not keep track of which institutions serve as the feeder institutions for 

its doctoral degree-seeking students. 

As a result of this dilemma, the population of the study had to be “discovered.” 

Since Dallas Theological Seminary produces solid records of its alumni in a biennial 

publication (Dallas Theological Seminary, 2007a), that publication was the main source 

of the contact information for the students. A record of every student’s name who has 

been enrolled in the doctoral program in higher education at the University of North 

Texas was purchased from the Office of Student Records for $69. Of the 460 names on 

this purchased list, 35 of the students were found to be in the 2007 Alumni Almanac. Of 

those 35 students, 13 graduated before the formation of the joint program. This left a 
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population of 22 students for the study. By removing the author and a recently admitted 

student from the study, the population shrunk to merely 20 subjects. 

Each potential subject was offered a chance to participate in the study and was 

offered an incentive of receiving a $25 gift card for taking the time to complete the 

survey. “The completion of questionnaires…involves costs for the subjects. Their time is 

always taken and sometimes there may be psychological costs such as anxiety and 

boredom…Making the survey interesting and easy to follow will also help motivate 

respondents to participate. Simply demanding participation without offering anything in 

return is unlikely to be much help [in securing responses]” (Thomas, 2004, p. 121). The 

incentive should have covered the cost of time for taking the survey. If the survey took 30 

minutes or less to complete, the subject would be receiving compensation equal to or 

greater than $50 per hour. If the survey took an hour or less to complete, the subject 

would be receiving compensation equal to or greater than $25 per hour. Either way, the 

subject would be receiving ample compensation for his or her participation. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

Since this study examined human subjects, the Institutional Review Board of the 

University of North Texas was consulted to approve the survey. Dallas Theological 

Seminary does not utilize an Institutional Review Board, but its office of Institutional 

Effectiveness was contacted to approve of the survey as well. Approval was sought by 

and attained from Eugene Pond, the Director of Institutional Research and Effectiveness 

at Dallas Theological Seminary. 
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Each of the subjects was invited to participate in the survey by the means of an 

initial email sent to each individual. They were informed on Friday that the survey would 

be coming in an email on the following Monday. A copy of this invitation can be seen in 

its entirety in Appendix B. The individuals were given three weeks to complete the 

survey. One week after the survey was broadcast, the subjects who had yet to complete 

the survey were given a reminder email. A copy of this reminder email can be seen in 

Appendix E. Two weeks after the survey was broadcast, the reminder email was resent to 

those individuals who had yet to complete the survey. 

On the last valid day to complete the emailed survey, those who had yet to 

respond to the survey were mailed a copy of the survey instrument in case their email 

addresses were incorrect in the preceding attempts at contact. This mailing included a 

copy of the cover letter (Appendix A); survey (Appendix B); a self-addressed, stamped 

completion postcard (Appendix C); and a self-addressed, stamped return envelope. Phone 

calls were made to the individuals who had yet to respond to any of the communications. 

Because of the limited number of available subjects to study, it was imperative that each 

person receive ample contact in order to receive the largest possible respondent rate. 

The data was collected using an online dissertation data-collection site known as 

Qualtrics.com. The data collected has been stored securely on private servers and was 

impermeable to potential loss. Qualtrics has been used by government agencies and 

universities for dissertation studies, child abuse cases, and physical dependency studies; 

therefore, it has been deemed safe and secure enough for the purposes of this study for 
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the joint program in higher education administration. For more information on the 

security of the Qualtrics website, see http://www.qualtrics.com/security. 

Survey Instrument 

The survey instrument used in this study was an adaptation of surveys used by 

Linden McLaughlin (2002) and Rodney Garrett (2006). McLaughlin’s survey was pilot-

tested with twenty-five subjects including experts, students, and alumni, and was found to 

be valid in content and execution (2002, p. 72). Garrett’s survey was an adaptation of 

Golde and Dore’s nation-wide 2001 survey of doctoral students. Garrett’s survey was not 

pilot tested, so the validity of his study could not be determined. For the sake of this 

study, the hybrid survey was pilot-tested with three individuals picked at random. Those 

three individuals exceeded the minimum requirement of one percent of survey 

respondents as stated by Fisher (1988, p. 33). The validity of the survey was then 

determined by using personal interviews as a form of triangulation (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 

2003). According to Gall et. al., “Triangulation helps to eliminate biases that might result 

from relying exclusively on any one data-collection method, source, analyst, or theory” 

(p. 464)  

The survey consisted of five separate sections: A) Experiences as a Graduate 

Student, B) Description of your Doctoral Program/Department, C) Career Plans, D) 

Expectations of the Academic Job, and E) Background. Each of these sections will be 

broken down in detail below. 
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Experiences as a Graduate Student 

Section A identified where the subject was in his or her doctoral program, what 

his or her dissertation topic was, and who was or had been chosen to be the dissertation 

advisor. The main goal of this section of the survey was to obtain empirical data from 

students about their perceived experiences while studying at the University of North 

Texas. It attempted to find out the reasons that the student entered the program as well as 

whether the students were mostly PhD students or EdD students.  

Description of your Doctoral Program/Department 

Section B identified the details of the doctoral program and the subject’s 

perceptions of his or her experience. Using a modified four-point Likert scale (most of 

the survey is posited in this format (Gibbons, 1993)), it found out the subjects’ level of 

understanding of various areas of the program. 

Career Plans 

Section C identified the subject’s career plans, career options, and how those 

plans had changed over time, if applicable. This section most likely presented the 

researcher with the most solid data, for it looked deeper into the present and the future 

rather than the past experiences of the subjects. This section also included an open-ended 

question asking the subjects specifically whether, how, and why their career goals and 

plans had changed during their tenure in the doctoral program. 

Expectations of the Academic Job 

Section D identified the subject’s level of interest in various aspects of the 

academic job and his or her perception of the level of training that he or she received for 
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that job. This section specifically asked the respondents to state their individual opinions 

about certain aspects of the academic careers and then to denote their interest in that 

aspect. 

Background 

Section E attempted to know the subject better by identifying different levels of 

diversity seen in the collaborative program. This section allowed the researcher to do 

analyses on the age, race, gender, and familial academic histories of the subjects. 

Procedures for the Analysis of the Data 

The data was analyzed using appropriate statistical measures, including times 

where entire quotes were taken from the survey to be used in the findings section of the 

dissertation. 

The data was transferred from the Qualtrics.com website into Microsoft Excel to 

assist in the interpretation of data. Excel is a more user-friendly statistical analysis tool 

than SPSS or S-PLUS, but it does not create tables as quickly or uniquely as either of 

those two statistical analysis programs will. Due to the lack of large variances in data, t-

tests were not needed to compare any independent samples (Roberts, 2006). 

Reporting the Data 

The data that was collected for this study was reported to the following people in 

the following order: 1) the principal investigator’s doctoral committee, 2) the subjects 

who will be surveyed, 3) the Department of Christian Education at Dallas Theological 

Seminary, 4) the administration at Dallas Theological Seminary, and 5) readers of 
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scholarly publications. All findings are presented in the following fourth and fifth 

chapters of this document. 

Conclusion 

This study took three months for all surveys to be distributed, returned, 

interpreted, pursued, and presented. Due to the ground-breaking nature of this study (no 

other researched studies had been conducted on this joint program; it appears as if this 

program is the only sacred/secular collaboration, and only one other study of a 

collaborative doctoral program is known to the investigator), it was imperative that a high 

response rate was obtained. Therefore, a respondent rate goal of 75 percent (N=15) was 

used in this study. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION OF DATA 

The primary purpose of this study was to determine to what extent the joint 

doctoral program in higher education between the University of North Texas and Dallas 

Theological Seminary meets the expectations of the students and prepares them for the 

range of careers that they then pursue. Of the 20 invitations sent to current and former 

students, 14 useable surveys were returned. Two individuals responded that they were 

unable to meet the requirements to take the survey. Therefore, out of the 20 invitations, 

the response rate of 16 was 80 percent. Out of the 18 individuals who met the 

requirements, the response rate of 14 was 77 percent. Both response rates exceeded the 

desired rate of 75 percent. 

The Questionnaire 

The questionnaire, an adaptation of surveys used by Linden McLaughlin (2002) 

and Rodney Garrett (2006), consisted of five separate sections: A) Experiences as a 

Graduate Student, B) Description of your Doctoral Program/Department, C) Career 

Plans, D) Expectations of the Academic Job, and E) Background. The answers to each 

section are delineated below. 

Section A: Experiences as a Graduate Student 

This first section of the survey sought to identify the subjects’ individual statuses 

in the doctoral program, what his or her minor field of study was, and the level of his or 

her satisfaction with whom he or she chose to direct his or her dissertation.
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Question A1 asked the subject to write down what his or her major field of study 

was. Of the responses received, seven people (50.0%) wrote “higher education,” five 

(35.7%) wrote “higher education administration,” and one individual (7.1%) wrote 

“higher education teaching.” One additional participant (7.1%) declined to respond to this 

question. 

Question A2 asked the subject to write down what his or her minor field of study 

was. Of the responses received, eight individuals (57.1%) wrote “Christian higher 

education;” two individuals (14.3%) wrote “Christian education;” and one each (7.1%) 

wrote “adult education,” “recreation and leisure,” and “student development.” One 

additional participant (7.1%) declined to respond to this question. 

Question A3 asked the subjects to write down the month and year in which they 

began their doctoral program at the University of North Texas. Of the responses received, 

twelve individuals (85.7%) began their programs in the fall semester,6 one (7.1%) began 

his or her program in the summer, and another (7.1%) began his or her program in the 

Spring. 

Table 2 
 
Month and Year that Students Began Their Doctoral Studies 

Year Month 
1992 September 
1994 September 
1996 September 

 (table continues) 

                                                 

6 Of the twelve responses, nine individuals began their studies in August and three began their 
studies in September. 
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 Table 2 (continued). 
Year Month 
1998 August 
1999 August 
2000 August 
2002 May 
2003 August 
2003 August 
2004 August 
2005 August 
2005 August 
2006 January 
 August (no date supplied) 

Question A4 asked the subject to indicate whether he or she chose to pursue a 

Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) or a Doctor of Education (EdD) degree. Twelve of the 

fourteen respondents (85.7%) chose to pursue a PhD, while only two of the respondents 

(14.3%) chose to pursue an EdD 

Question A5 asked the subject what his or her pattern of enrollment was over the 

course of the degree. Eleven of the respondents (78.6%) remained enrolled full-time 

throughout the process, while three respondents (21.4%) enrolled primarily part-time 

throughout their degree plan. Of all the respondents, only one individual (7.1%) spent his 

or her summers not enrolled and primarily doing non-doctoral-related work. All others 

(92.9%) spent their summers enrolled in coursework. Eight of the respondents (57.1%) 

remained enrolled for the duration of their programs, while six respondents (42.9%) took 

at least one term off (excluding summer) during the program. 



47 

Question A6 recognized that doctoral programs change over time. Listing nine 

different possible requirements, this question asked the respondents to indicate whether 

he or she completed the requirement, needed to complete the requirement in the future, or 

did not need to complete the requirement. The answers of the respondents can be found in 

Table 3 below: 

Table 3 
 
Typical Requirements of a Doctoral Program 
Possible Requirement  Number Completed Need to Complete Not Required 
Graduate Record Exam 13 0 1 
Program entrance exam 14 0 0 
Classes and coursework 10 4 0 
Comprehensive exam 10 4 0 
Written dissertation proposal 9 5 0 
Oral dissertation proposal 9 5 0 
Internship 10 2 2 
Advancement to candidacy 9 4 1 
Oral dissertation defense 10 4 0 

 
Question A7, a three-part question, asked the participants to describe how they 

conducted their individual dissertation research. A7(a) found that eight individuals 

(57.1%) conducted their dissertation research primarily as an individual with some input 

from faculty members; five individuals (35.7%) conducted their dissertation research not 

in a group but in close collaboration with a faculty member; and one individual (7.1%) 

did his or her research as a part of a small group with fewer than 12 people. A7(b) found 

that eleven individuals’ (78.6%) dissertation research did not consist of several discrete 

projects compiled in the dissertation, while three individuals’ (21.4%) dissertation 
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research did. A7(c) found that eleven individuals’ (78.6%) dissertation research was 

conducted in a field-based manner, and one individual each (7.1%) did library-based, 

interview-based, and survey-based research. 

Question A8 asked the subjects to choose, on a modified 1 through 4 Likert scale, 

to what extent each statement described the ways in which they selected their dissertation 

topics. The questions and their frequency of response rates are in the following table: 

Table 4 
 
Selection of a Dissertation Topic 
 Strongly   Strongly 
Question Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
My topic was solely my choice 0 2 7 5 
My topic was related to work done by 
my advisor or his/her research group 2 6 5 1 
My advisor has special expertise in 
my topic 1 3 7 3 
I am satisfied with the manner in which 
I came to my dissertation topic 0 0 6 8 
My dissertation topic is of great interest 
to me 0 0 4 10 
 

Question A9 asked the respondents whether they currently or did have an advisor. 

Twelve subjects responded affirmatively (85.7%); two responded negatively (14.3%). 

Question A10 asked whether the subjects were assigned or chose an advisor upon 

beginning the doctoral program. Nine subjects responded affirmatively (64.3%); five 

responded negatively (35.7%). 

Question A11 asked the subjects to choose, on a modified 1 through 4 Likert 

scale, to what extent each statement described their relationships with their advisors. The 

questions and their frequency of response rates are in Table 5 on the following page. 
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Table 5 
 
Advisor Relationship 
 Strongly   Strongly 
Question Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
I am satisfied with the process by 
which I came to have my major 
professor 0 2 2 10 
The manner in which I came to 
work with my major professor is 
typical in this department 2 4 6 2 
I am satisfied with the amount and 
quality of time spent with my advisor 0 2 2 10 
 

Question A12 asked in which manner the subjects paired up with his or her 

advisor. Ten subjects (71.4%) selected their advisors after starting the program. Two 

subjects (14.3%) began the program to work with a specific advisor. One subject each 

(7.1%) switched to his or her advisor after initially beginning with another advisor and 

was assigned to his or her advisor. The one individual who was assigned to his or her 

advisor was asked to skip the following question, but decided to answer the section 

regardless. 

Question A13 recognized that students choose particular faculty members to be 

their major professors for many reasons. Listing eleven different possibilities, this 

question asked the respondents to indicate whether the topic was not a reason at all for his 

or her choice, a minor reason, or a major reason. The answers of the respondents can be 

found in Table 6 on the following page. 
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Table 6 
 
Selection Criteria for Major Professors 
I selected my major professor Not a reason Minor Major 
because he/she: at all reason reason 
is doing interesting research 4 5 5 
has a reputation for getting 
students through the program 
in a timely manner 2 1 11 
has intellectual interests similar 
to mine 1 2 11 
will ensure my dissertation is 
rigorous 0 3 11 
was highly recommended by others 1 3 10 
has a solid research reputation 2 1 11 
has a solid teaching reputation 1 4 9 
has a solid advising reputation 1 1 12 
is knowledgeable on the techniques/ 
methods I will be using 1 1 12 

was willing to take me as a student 1 3 10 

can write a solid recommendation 
in the future 4 3 7 

 
Question A14 asked the subjects to choose, on a modified 1 through 4 Likert 

scale, to what extent each statement described the behavior of his or her advisor. The 

questions and their frequency of response rates are in the table on the following page: 
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Table 7 
 
Advisor Behaviors 
 Strongly   Strongly 
My advisor/mentor: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
is available when I need help with 
my research 0 0 7 7 
is available when I need to talk 
about the program and my progress 0 0 4 10 
treats my ideas with respect 0 0 2 12 
gives me regular and constructive 
feedback on my research 0 0 5 9 
teaches me the details of good 
research methods/practice 0 2 5 7 
provides me with relevant info 
about ongoing research in the field 0 1 3 10 
teaches me the survival skills 
for the field 1 0 8 5 
helps me secure funding for my 
studies 1 9 4 0 
*helps me develop professional  
relationships with others in the field 0 2 9 2 
assists me in writing for publication 
or professional presentations 0 3 2 9 
teaches me to write grant and/or 
contract proposals 0 7 6 1 
advocates for me with others as 
needed 1 1 4 8 
*provides me with support when  
needed 0 0 2 11 
is sensitive to my needs 0 0 8 6 
takes an interest in my personal 
life 0 2 3 9 
has my best interests at heart 0 0 4 10 

(table continues) 
                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer this question. 
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Table 7 (continued). 
 Strongly   Strongly 
My advisor/mentor: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
cares about me as a person (not 
just as a scholar) 0 0 5 9 
provides direct assessments of my 
progress in the program 0 2 5 7 
supports me in any career path that 
I might choose 0 1 7 6 
*sees me as a resource of labor to  
advance his/her research 4 7 1 1 
Expects me to work so many hours 
that a life outside of school is  
impossible to have 6 7 1 0 
Gives me regular and constructive 
feedback on my progress toward 
the degree’s completion 0 1 5 8 
*provides information about other 
career paths open to me 0 4 6 3 
Solicits my input on matters of 
teaching and/or research 0 3 8 3 
 

Question A15, the last question of Section A, asked the subjects to choose, on a 

Likert scale, to what extent they were satisfied with nine different aspects of the doctoral 

program at the University of North Texas. The questions and their frequency of response 

rates are on the following page. 

                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer this question. 
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Table 8 
 
Satisfaction with Doctoral Aspects 
 Very  Very 
My Satisfaction with my: Unsatisfied Neutral Satisfied 
course work 0 0 1 11 2 
relationship with faculty 0 2 2 5 5 
relationship with other students 0 2 2 7 3 
internship/field experience 0 4 2 3 5 
quality of instruction by full-time 
professors 0 1 2 8 3 
quality of instruction by part-time 
adjunct professors 0 1 5 5 3 
variety of course offerings 0 2 3 7 2 
opportunities for social interaction 
with faculty members 0 2 8 2 2 
opportunities for social interaction 
with fellow students 0 4 3 6 1 
 

Section B: Description of your Doctoral Program/Department 

The second section of the survey sought to identify the subjects’ individual 

perceptions about the details of the doctoral program as well as the individual perceptions 

about the experience in the program. 

Question B1 asked the subjects to choose, on a modified 1 through 4 Likert scale, 

to what extent each statement described the structure of the program. The questions and 

their frequency of response rates are in the table on the following page. 
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Table 9 
 
Program Structure 
 Strongly   Strongly 
Of my program, I would say: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
my coursework has lain a good 
foundation for doing independent 
research 0 1 10 3 
I understand the requirements in my 
program 0 0 9 5 
some of the exams and other 
“hurdles” (quals, prelims, orals, 
etc.) seem arbitrary/unhelpful 3 7 0 4 
my coursework has given me a 
broad foundation of knowledge 
of related fields/subspecialties 0 1 10 3 
the program is highly flexible, and 
I can tailor it to my needs/interests 0 4 8 2 
I am annually reviewed to assess 
my progress 1 9 3 1 
 

Question B2 asked the subjects to choose, on a modified 1 through 4 Likert scale, 

to what extent each statement describes the ways in which students in the program 

interact. The questions and their frequency of response rates are in the following table: 

Table 10 
 
Student Interaction 
Of the students in my Strongly   Strongly 
program, I would say: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
there is a sense of solidarity among 
the students who enter the program 
simultaneously 0 4 9 1 
many students complain about 
being exploited by the faculty 4 10 0 0 

(table continues) 
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Table 10 (continued). 
Of the students in my Strongly   Strongly 
program, I would say: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
students have an active role in the 
decisions of the program that affect 
them 1 9 3 1 
students freely share information 
with each other (opportunities, tips 
on success, etc.) 0 4 6 4 
students have little contact with 
each other 1 5 8 0 
students must compete with each 
other for faculty time and attention 1 9 3 1 
experienced students mentor newer 
students 0 11 3 0 
I am part of a supportive student 
community in my program 0 7 5 2 
I am part of a supportive 
environment outside my program 0 4 9 1 
 

Question B3 asked the subjects to choose, on a modified 1 through 4 Likert scale, 

to what extent each statement describes the ways in which the faculty members in the 

program interact. The questions and their frequency of response rates are in the following 

table: 

Table 11 
 

Faculty Interaction 
Of the faculty in the  Strongly   Strongly 
program, I would say: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
*they have the best interests of the 
students at heart 0 0 9 4 
*they value individual research 
over collaborative research 0 5 5 3 

(table continues) 
                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer this question. 
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Table 11 (continued). 
Of the faculty in the  Strongly   Strongly 
program, I would say: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
they make sure that students feel 
like members of the program 0 0 12 2 
they care about the students in the 
program 0 0 10 4 
they make sexist, racist, or  
homophobic remarks 6 7 1 0 
some of the faculty appear to give 
most of the attention/resources to 
a select group of students 0 11 2 1 
they collaborate with students on 
publications 0 5 6 3 
they treat students with respect 0 1 8 5 
they are willing to bend the rules 
for some new students but not others 1 13 0 0 
*they carefully guard results and new 
ideas from others in the field 0 6 7 0 
they seem more concerned with 
furthering their own careers than with 
the well-being of the program as a 
whole 0 13 1 0 
they really care about their teaching 0 1 10 3 
they really care about their research 0 4 9 1 
they really care about advising 
students 0 2 9 3 
they are explicit in their expectation 
of students 0 3 9 2 
*they carefully supervise research 
assistants 0 4 8 1 
*they regularly socialize with students 1 5 6 1 

(table continues) 

                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer this question. 
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Table 11 (continued). 
Of the faculty in the  Strongly   Strongly 
program, I would say: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
they are generous with their time and 
help students grow as scholars/ 
researchers/writers 0 3 8 3 

they have high ethical standards 0 2 12 0 
there are tensions among the 
faculty members 1 4 5 4 
they are accessible to students 0 3 9 2 
they seem to believe that students 
are here to help faculty fulfill their 
research and teaching obligations 1 11 2 0 
 

Question B4 asked the subjects to choose, on a modified 1 through 4 Likert scale, 

to what extent they clearly understand sixteen different issues and concerns in higher 

education. The questions and their frequency of response rates are in the following table: 

Table 12 
 
Students’ Clear Understanding of Issues or Concerns in Education 
 Strongly   Strongly 
Issue or concern: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
Commitments regarding the 
funding of graduate studies 2 7 4 1 
Length of time you would be 
a student 0 6 8 0 
Criteria for determining that you 
were ready to graduate 0 2 11 1 
Amount of time to be spent with 
your advisor 3 5 6 0 
Fulfilling internship obligations 0 3 9 2 
Customary practices regarding 
publication: when and how to 
submit, etc. 4 6 3 1 

(table continues) 
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Table 12 (continued). 
 Strongly   Strongly 
Issue or concern: Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
Customary practices about 
determining authorship of papers, 
order of authors, etc. 1 6 7 0 
Customary practices for the 
appropriate use of research funds 4 7 0 3 
Customary practices for generating, 
handling, and using research data 
responsibly 1 3 10 0 
Customary practices for reviewing 
and refereeing academic papers 
fairly 3 6 5 0 
Customary practices involving the  
safety of human subjects, etc. 1 2 11 0 
Customary practices regarding 
appropriate relationships with 
undergraduates 5 0 8 1 
Commitments regarding the funding 
of your dissertation research project 6 1 5 2 
Customary practices for using 
copyrighted material or material 
written by others 2 3 9 0 
Customary practices for grading 
student’s work 2 6 3 3 
Customary practices for avoiding 
conflicts of interest: industry 
funding, consulting, etc. 7 4 2 1 
 

Question B5 asked the respondents to indicate “yes,” “no,” or “don’t know” about 

the availability of twenty-four different resources or programs for graduate students. The 

answers of the respondents can be found in Table 13 on the following page. 
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Table 13 
 
Availability of Resources or Programs 
Resource/program: No Don’t Know Yes 
An orientation for new graduate 
students in the program 2 2 10 
A university-wide orientation for 
graduate students 2 3 9 
A graduate student handbook for 
the university 1 2 11 
A graduate student center 3 5 6 
A written policy on research 
misconduct 2 5 7 
A person or office to help students 
explore options for action when they 
perceive abuse or misconduct in the 
program 5 5 4 
A teaching development center 5 6 3 
A teaching assistant training course, 
lasting one term or more 7 5 2 
A mentor for your professional  
development other than your 
advisor 9 2 3 

A seminar or course designed to  
develop you as a prospective 
faculty member 5 2 7 

A career planning workshop on the 
academic job search 6 5 3 

A workshop/seminar on teaching 
in your discipline 5 4 6 

An organized trip to another campus 
to learn about a faculty member in 
another setting 8 3 2 

A workshop on career opportunities 
outside academia 6 4 4 

(table continues) 
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Table 13 (continued). 
Resource/program: No Don’t Know Yes 
Progressively more responsible roles 
in teaching 8 3 3 

Progressively more responsible roles 
in research 8 4 2 

Opportunity to participate in campus 
or departmental governance 4 2 8 
*On-campus internships 4 0 9 

Off-campus internships 5 3 6 

Opportunity to present at a regional 
or national meeting 4 0 10 

Workshop/seminar on faculty 
roles and responsibilities 6 4 4 

Workshop/seminar on research 
ethics 5 6 3 

Workshop/seminar on history, 
mission, and purpose of higher ed 4 2 8 

Workshop/seminar on organization 
and administration of colleges and 
universities 2 4 8 

 
Question B6 asked the respondents to indicate whether or not they used or 

participated in the twenty-four different resources or programs for graduate students from 

Question B5. The answers of the respondents can be found in Table 14 on the following 

page. 

                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer this question. 
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Table 14 
 
Usage of Resources or Programs* 
Resource/program: No Yes  
An orientation for new graduate students 
in the program 6 7 
A university-wide orientation for graduate 
students 5 8 
A graduate student handbook for the  
university 2 10 
A graduate student center 6 4 
A written policy on research misconduct 6 5 
A person or office to help students explore 
options for action when they perceive abuse 
or misconduct in the program 10 1 
A teaching development center 9 1 
A teaching assistant training course, lasting 
one term or more 9 0 
A mentor for your professional development 
other than your advisor 7 3 
A seminar or course designed to develop you 
as a prospective faculty member 5 7 
A career planning workshop on the academic 
job search 9 1 
A workshop/seminar on teaching in your 
discipline 6 5 
An organized trip to another campus to learn 
about a faculty member in another setting 8 2 
A workshop on career opportunities outside 
academia 10 0 
Progressively more responsible roles in 
teaching 8 2 
Progressively more responsible roles in 
research 9 1 

(table continues) 
                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer each part of Question B6. 



62 

Table 14 (continued). 
Resource/program: No Yes  
Opportunity to participate in campus or 
departmental governance 10 2 
On-campus internships 7 4 
Off-campus internships 6 4 
Opportunity to present at a regional or 
national meeting 10 2 
Workshop/seminar on faculty roles and  
responsibilities 8 3 
Workshop/seminar on research ethics 8 2 
Workshop/seminar on history, mission, and 
purpose of higher education 7 5 
Workshop/seminar on organization and 
administration of colleges and universities 5 6 
 

Question B7 asked the respondents to indicate whether or not they were 

encouraged by the faculty to use or participate in the twenty-four different resources or 

programs for graduate students from Question B5. The answers of the respondents can be 

found in Table 15 below: 

Table 15 
 
Faculty Encouragement to Use Resources or Programs* 
Resource/program: No Yes Doesn’t Apply
An orientation for new graduate 
students in the program 1 10 1 
A university-wide orientation for 
graduate students 2 8 1 
A graduate student handbook for 
the university 1 10 0 
A graduate student center 4 6 0 

(table continues) 
                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer each part of Question B7. 
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Table 15 (continued). 
Resource/program: No Yes Doesn’t Apply
A written policy on research 
misconduct 4 5 1 
A person or office to help students 
explore options for action when they 
perceive abuse or misconduct in the 
program 6 3 0 
A teaching development center 5 3 1 
A teaching assistant training course, 
lasting one term or more 5 1 2 
A mentor for your professional  
development other than your 
advisor 6 2 1 

A seminar or course designed to  
develop you as a prospective 
faculty member 3 9 0 

A career planning workshop on the 
academic job search 5 4 0 

A workshop/seminar on teaching 
in your discipline 4 4 1 

An organized trip to another campus 
to learn about a faculty member in 
another setting 7 1 1 

A workshop on career opportunities 
outside academia 4 5 0 

Progressively more responsible roles 
in teaching 5 4 0 

Progressively more responsible roles 
in research 5 3 0 

Opportunity to participate in campus 
or departmental governance 6 4 0 

On-campus internships 2 9 0 

Off-campus internships 3 6 0 

(table continues) 
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Table 15 (continued). 
Resource/program: No Yes Doesn’t Apply
Opportunity to present at a regional 
or national meeting 2 9 1 

Workshop/seminar on faculty 
roles and responsibilities 5 4 0 

Workshop/seminar on research 
ethics 4 5 0 

Workshop/seminar on history, 
mission, and purpose of higher ed 2 7 1 

Workshop/seminar on organization 
and administration of colleges and 
universities 4 5 1 
 

Question B8 asked the subjects whether or not they had participated in a future 

faculty preparation program. Twelve responded that they had not (85.7%), and one each 

(7.1%) had participated and declined to respond to the question. 

Question B9 required the respondents to think about changes that they would 

make in their entire doctoral process. Listing eight different possibilities, this question 

asked the respondents to indicate whether he or she would, would not, or might change 

his or her decision. The answers of the respondents can be found in Table 16 below: 

Table 16 
 

Changes in Doctoral Students’ Decisions* 
If I did it over, I would: No Maybe Yes 
select a different field/subfield 8 3 2 
select a different advisor 12 1 0 
select a different university 9 4 0 
select a different dissertation topic 11 2 0 

(table continues) 
                                                 

* One individual declined to answer each part of Question B9. 
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Table 16 (continued). 
If I did it over, I would: No Maybe Yes 
change my decision about taking 
time off during my doctoral program 11 2 0 
not go to graduate school 13 0 0 
revise my coursework/degree at  
Dallas Seminary 6 2 5 
take more courses outside of the  
department 6 4 3 
 
Asked to expand on which courses the participants would want to take outside of the 

department, one student would have liked to take some business (“marketing/financial”) 

courses to obtain the needed “skills to run a college.” Another student wanted to take 

more courses in Christian higher education, but (according to the response) they were not 

offered at UNT. A third student would have liked to take more courses in students 

services and administration in order to obtain “more job opportunities.” Lastly, a student 

would have liked to take more recreation, music, and history courses in order to “broaden 

[his or her] knowledge in other areas.” 

Question B10 was an open-ended question asking the participants to use their a 

priori knowledge to give advice to other students either entering into or in their early 

years of graduate school. Twelve individuals responded to this question with two 

abstaining. Of the twelve responses, seven responses were simple, one-line responses. 

These responses included: “Start planning your dissertation from day one; take a course 

on writing your dissertation.” “Work hard, get a good advisor, and be persistent.” “Work 

closely with the advisor.” “It would be advisable to utilize androgogy in order to 

maximize the educational experience.” “Finish as quickly as you are able.” “Seek out an 
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advisor early on who can guide you in the class[es] to take.” “If you don’t know what you 

are getting in to [sic] and why, do something else.” Other responses went into more 

depth: “Students have to go after the faculty to get the maximum from them and not just 

sit around and wait for them. [A] Student must also be very clear why he or she wants to 

pursue a PhD, and it should not be just to fulfill the requirements for the next promotion.” 

“Get through the program as soon as you can! Work hard. Don’t be intimidated by the 

PhD degree. Make the papers you turn in for course work of publishable quality, then 

publish them in refereed journals during the program.” “Use your elective courses to take 

courses outside of the department. If possible, select 18 hours outside of the department 

to give you a more diverse academic record.” “Count the cost and weigh your options—

get feedback from others—meet faculty—make sure your degree choice will lead to 

employment options or use the degree to enhance [your] current employment.” 

One respondent went into great depth with his or her answer: 

There are two levels of graduate school. First M.A., second, PhD For DTS 
students: 1. Get [an] MACE degree, unless there is a need to meet [a] requirement 
to teach at DTS (i.e. Th.M.). 2. Think about getting [a] PhD during the first year 
when it is still possible to change a program [of study]. For UNT students: 1. Find 
a good teacher that is qualified to chair the dissertation committee and select 
him/her during the first or second year of course work as a major professor. 2. 
Begin searching for a topic that is related to your future professional interest. 3. 
Choose [a research] method that would be well taught in the coursework (i.e. 
quantitative). 4. Begin collecting data and writing the dissertation after the first 
year (during coursework). 5. Think of dissertation proposal as 60 [percent] of a 
whole dissertation that is condensed at least twice. 6. Make sure that [your] major 
professor approves the direction and results of [your] research. 
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Section C: Career Plans 

The third section of the survey sought to identify the subjects’ individual career 

plans, career options, and how their career plans had changed over the duration of the 

program. 

Question C1 asked the subjects to view eleven different career options and gauge 

what his or her current interest or desire was for that particular option. Each response is 

detailed in Table 17 below. 

Table 17 
 
Current Interest in Career Options 
 Not at All Possible Definite 
Career option: Interested Interest Interest 
To become a professor in a 
college or university 1 5 8 
To teach, but not in a college 
or university setting 7 3 4 
To conduct research in a college 
or university (non-faculty job) 5 8 1 
To become an administrator 
in a college or university 0 11 3 
To conduct research in business, 
industry, or the private sector 9 4 1 
To become an administrator/ 
manager in business, industry, 
or the private sector 9 4 1 
To conduct research in a non- 
profit organization or 
governmental agency 4 8 2 
To become an administrator/ 
manager in a non-profit, public 
service, or governmental agency 1 12 1 

(table continues) 
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Table 17 (continued). 
 Not at All Possible Definite 
Career option: Interested Interest Interest 
To work independently (e.g.,  
consultant, writer, etc.) 3 7 4 
To start my own business 7 5 2 
Not to be employed for pay 12 2 0 
 

Question C2 asked the subjects to gauge their change in interest in the same 

eleven career options since they began their studies in the doctoral program. Each 

response is detailed in Table 18 below. 

Table 18 
 
Change in Interest in Career Options 
   Stayed 
Career option: Increase Decrease the same 
To become a professor in a 
college or university 4 5 5 
To teach, but not in a college 
or university setting 3 2 9 
To conduct research in a college 
or university (non-faculty job) 4 3 7 
To become an administrator 
in a college or university 7 2 5 
**To conduct research in business, 
industry, or the private sector 1 1 11 
*To become an administrator/ 
manager in business, industry, 
or the private sector 1 2 9 
*To conduct research in a non- 
profit organization or 
governmental agency 4 1 7 

(table continues) 

                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer this question. 
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Table 18 (continued). 
   Stayed 
Career option: Increase Decrease the same 
*To become an administrator/ 
manager in a non-profit, public 
service, or governmental agency 3 0 9 
*To work independently (e.g.,  
consultant, writer, etc.) 6 1 5 
*To start my own business 3 2 7 
*Not to be employed for pay 0 2 10 
 

Question C3 asked the subjects to look at the same eleven different career options 

from the previous two questions and decide how realistic obtaining a position in each 

career would be. Each response is detailed in Table 19 below. 

Table 19 
 
Current Realism in Career Options 
 Not at All Possibly Definitely 
Career option: Realistic Realistic Realistic 
To become a professor in a 
college or university 0 5 9 
To teach, but not in a college 
or university setting 3 7 4 
To conduct research in a college 
or university (non-faculty job) 6 6 2 
To become an administrator 
in a college or university 0 9 5 
To conduct research in business, 
industry, or the private sector 8 5 1 
To become an administrator/ 
manager in business, industry, 
or the private sector 6 8 0 

(table continues) 

                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer this question. 
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Table 19 (continued). 
 Not at All Possibly Definitely 
Career option: Realistic Realistic Realistic 
To conduct research in a non- 
profit organization or 
governmental agency 5 8 1 
To become an administrator/ 
manager in a non-profit, public 
service, or governmental agency 0 12 2 
To work independently (e.g.,  
consultant, writer, etc.) 4 7 3 
To start my own business 7 6 1 
Not to be employed for pay 12 2 0 
 

Question C4 asked the subjects to look at the same career options and decide how 

the degree of realism for obtaining a position in each career has changed since beginning 

the program. Each response is detailed in Table 20 below. 

Table 20 
 
Change in Realism in Career Options 
 Not at All Possibly Definitely 
Career option: Realistic Realistic Realistic 
To become a professor in a 
college or university 3 3 7 
To teach, but not in a college 
or university setting 4 2 7 
To conduct research in a college 
or university (non-faculty job) 3 2 8 
To become an administrator 
in a college or university 7 2 4 
To conduct research in business, 
industry, or the private sector 3 1 8 
To become an administrator/ 
manager in business, industry, 
or the private sector 2 2 8 

(table continues) 
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Table 20 (continued). 
 Not at All Possibly Definitely 
Career option: Realistic Realistic Realistic 
To conduct research in a non- 
profit organization or 
governmental agency 3 1 9 
To become an administrator/ 
manager in a non-profit, public 
service, or governmental agency 5 1 6 
To work independently (e.g.,  
consultant, writer, etc.) 4 2 6 
To start my own business 2 3 7 
Not to be employed for pay 0 3 9 
 

Question C5 was an open-ended question asking the participants to elaborate on 

whether, how, and why their individual career goals and plans had changed during their 

tenure in the doctoral programs. It also asked them to specify which experiences affected 

their goals and plans. Twelve individuals responded to this question with two abstaining, 

yet one of the twelve responses was a remark that the individual would abstain from 

responding. 

Five of the respondents talked about how their plans had stayed the same since the 

beginning of the program. One of the five remarked how, during the program, he or she 

was teaching at the institution at which he or she would continue upon graduation. 

Another of the five said that his or her career goal had expanded to “include secular 

colleges and universities. Additionally, community college has become an option.” 

One responded that he or she desired to become an administrator of a college or a 

university during his or her experience—“specifically the president of a Christian 

College.” His or her career has blossomed in an administrative role in a “private non-
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sectarian college,” and he or she is “not as driven” to become the president of a Christian 

College as before. 

One responded that “the details and intricacies to achieve certain career 

aspirations have been refined especially concerning the throws of the academy.” Another 

said that “learning more about research gives me more opportunities to teach and write in 

various locations.” 

One respondent was discouraged from teaching due to a tight market and limited 

options. This individual explains that he or she lacks the teaching experience to get into 

the job market. He or she is, therefore, serving as an administrator yet is “examining the 

possibility of working for a government agency.” 

“I am now the headmaster in a Christian private school in the [Dallas/Fort Worth] 

area,” said another. “I began working here part-time while doing my coursework. I was 

offered the position and I believed this was what God wanted me to do. I may be here for 

many years. It may only be for a few more. If I do move on to teaching on the college 

level I believe my experience here will lend itself to teaching others who want to pursue a 

career in Christian education.” 

One respondent went into great depth with his or her answer: 

I began pursuing a Masters in Recreation with the idea of working in Christian or 
holistic programs, camps + retreats, or on a church staff. My advisor encouraged 
me to pursue the doctoral degree in Higher Ed with Recreation as a minor 
(because I already had a Masters in Theology). The lack of intern opportunities in 
grad school and my lack of experience in Higher Ed instruction and admin put me 
at a disadvantage in seeking employment. Over-educated and under-experienced 
in a field with too many hanging on to positions for life and too many others 
wanting up the ladder meant my only job offer was as Student Life Coordinator 
for [a local institution]…After two years at [this institution] with little prospect of 
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using my [degree] to move up, I resigned to go into global mission work teaching 
pastors in Africa + SE Asia who cannot afford Bible College/Seminary. 

Section D: Expectations of the Academic Job 

The fourth section of the survey sought to identify the subjects’ individual 

interests in a variety of aspects of a job in academia as well as their perspectives on how 

well they believed they received training and preparation for that job. 

Question D1 was a simple yes/no/maybe question asking if the subject was 

considering a job in academia in the future. Nine individuals (64.3%) were considering a 

job in academia, two individuals each (14.3%) might consider a job in academia or 

declined to respond, and one (7.1%) is not. 

Question D2 asked the subjects to view seven different kinds of institutions and 

gauge what his or her preference was to be employed in each kind of institution. An 

eighth response of “other” allowed the individuals to fill in a blank. Four individuals 

filled in the blank with an institution in another country, a “single-disciplined school,” a 

church, and “public research universities.” Each response is detailed in Table 21 below. 

Table 21 
 
Preferred Institutional Employment* 
 Not at All Possible Definite 
Kind of Institution: Preferred Preference Preference 
Two-year community college 5 7 1 
Four-year, liberal arts college 1 10 2 
Four-year, comprehensive 
university with undergraduate 
and master’s students 1 10 2 

(table continues) 
                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer each part of Question D2. 
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Table 21 (continued). 
 Not at All Possible Definite 
Kind of Institution: Preferred Preference Preference 
Large university with all 
levels of students 2 9 2 
A private, Christian college 0 4 9 
A Christian seminary 1 4 8 
A missionary college overseas 4 6 3 
Other 4 4 1 

 
Question D3 asked the subjects to view the same eight different kinds of 

institutions from Question D2 and gauge what his or her likelihood was to be employed 

in each kind of institution. Each response is detailed in Table 21 below: 

Table 22 
 
Likely Institutional Employment* 
 Not at All Possible Definite 
Kind of Institution: Preferred Preference Preference 
Two-year community college 4 7 1 
Four-year, liberal arts college 0 10 2 
Four-year, comprehensive 
university with undergraduate 
and master’s students 0 9 3 
Large university with all 
levels of students 2 9 0 
A private, Christian college 0 8 3 
A Christian seminary 1 7 4 
A missionary college overseas 3 8 1 
Other 2 4 1 
 

Question D4 asked the subjects to choose, on a modified 1 through 4 Likert scale, 

to what extent they were interested in participating in four different campus activities at 
                                                 

* At least one individual declined to answer each part of Question D3. 
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some point in their careers. The questions and their frequency of response rates are in the 

following table: 

Table 23 
 
Students’ Interest in Participation in Campus Activities* 
 Very   Very 
Campus Activity: Uninterested Uninterested Interested Interested 
Become a department chair 
or dean 0 1 9 3 
Serve on the academic senate 
or university governing body 0 3 6 4 
Get involved in activities with 
undergraduates outside of  
class (e.g., clubs) 0 6 5 2 
Hold both administrative and 
faculty positions and/or duties 
at the same time 0 1 5 7 
 

Question D5 asked the subjects to choose, on a Likert scale, their opinion of 

twelve different factors that may influence their individual interests in an academic 

career. The questions and their frequency of response rates are as follows: 

Table 24 
 
Opinion of Academic Employment Factors** 
Factor: Negative Neutral Positive 
Salary levels in academia 0 1 6 5 1 
Obtaining research funding 2 2 6 2 1 
Enjoyment of teaching 0 0 0 4 9 
Enjoyment of service 1 1 2 6 3 
Enjoyment of research 0 2 6 3 2 

(table continues) 
                                                 

* One individual declined to answer each part of Question D4. 
** One individual declined to answer each part of Question D5. 
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Table 24 (continued). 
Factor: Negative Neutral Positive 
Working on a campus 0 0 6 4 3 
Academic job market 1 4 5 2 1 
Lifestyle of faculty 2 0 4 5 2 
Work load expectations 1 3 3 5 1 
Behavior of faculty 0 2 5 4 1 
Tenure/promotion process 1 1 2 7 2 
Departmental politics 6 2 5 0 0 
 

Question D6 asked the subjects to view the same twelve factors from Question D2 

and determine how his or her interest in an academic career has waxed or waned based on 

each factor. Each response is detailed in Table 25 below: 

Table 25 
 

How Factors Affect Individuals’ Interest in the Academic Profession* 
 Less  More 
Factor: Interested No affect Interested 
Salary levels in academia 3 6 4 
Obtaining research funding 2 8 3 
Enjoyment of teaching 0 0 13 
Enjoyment of service 2 4 7 
Enjoyment of research 2 6 5 
Working on a campus 0 8 5 
Academic job market 4 4 5 
Lifestyle of faculty 2 6 5 
Work load expectations 4 6 3 
Behavior of faculty 5 5 3 
Tenure/promotion process 3 5 5 
Departmental politics 5 8 0 
 

                                                 

* One individual declined to answer each part of Question D6. 
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Question D7 asked the subjects to choose, on a Likert scale, their opinion of seven 

different factors that may influence their individual interests toward or away from an 

academic career. The questions and their frequency of response rates are as follows: 

Table 26 
 
Opinion of Influencing Factors* 
Factor: Negative Neutral Positive 
Appeal of other careers 1 3 5 3 1 
Encouragement from faculty 0 0 7 5 1 
Exposure to other careers 0 3 5 5 0 
Spouse/partner’s career 0 0 7 5 1 
Geographic restrictions 1 0 7 4 1 
Ability to raise a family 1 0 5 5 2 
Internship experience 2 0 6 3 2 
 

Question D8 asked the subjects to view the same seven factors from Question D7 

and determine how these factors have affected his or her interest in the academic 

profession. Each response is detailed in Table 27 below. 

Table 27 
 
How Influencing Factors Affect an Individuals’ Academic Interest** 
 Less  More 
Factor: Interested No affect Interested 
Appeal of other careers 3 8 1 
Encouragement from faculty 0 6 6 
Exposure to other careers 4 6 2 
Spouse/partner’s career 1 9 2 
Geographic restrictions 4 8 0 

(table continues) 
                                                 

* One individual declined to answer each part of Question D7. 
** Two individuals declined to answer each part of Question D8. 
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Table 27 (continued). 
 Less  More 
Factor: Interested No affect Interested 
Ability to raise a family 1 8 3 
Internship experience 1 7 4 
 

Question D9 asked the respondents to rate their level of comfort and confidence 

for their own abilities to perform fifteen different academic tasks. The answers of the 

respondents can be found in Table 28 below: 

Table 28 
 
Confidence in Personal Task Performance* 
Task of job: Not at all Somewhat Very much 
Teach lecture courses 0 3 10 
Teach discussion sections/courses 0 2 11 
Teach specialized graduate courses 1 8 4 
Use technology in the classroom 0 6 7 
Develop/articulate a teaching 
philosophy 0 4 9 
Create a classroom inclusive of 
diverse populations and teaching 
styles/modes 0 3 10 
Advise undergraduate students 1 3 9 
Advise graduate students 1 5 7 
Serve on institutional committees, 
help craft institutional policies, 
and engage in university governance 0 9 4 

Apply expertise in service to 
the extended community 2 6 5 

(table continues) 
 

                                                 

* One individual declined to answer each part of Question D9. 
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Table 28 (continued). 
Task of job: Not at all Somewhat Very much 
Review papers and engage in 
other forms of service to the 
profession 1 9 3 

Conduct research 0 9 4 

Publish research findings 0 7 6 

Collaborate on interdisciplinary 
research 1 6 6 

Integrate faith and learning 
in the profession 1 0 12 

 
Question D10 asked the respondents to rate their level of interest in performance 

of the fifteen different academic tasks from Question D9. The answers of the respondents 

can be found in Table 29 below: 

Table 29 
 
Interest in Personal Task Performance* 
Task of job: Not at all Somewhat Very much 
Teach lecture courses 2 5 6 
Teach discussion sections/courses 0 3 10 
Teach specialized graduate courses 0 5 8 
Use technology in the classroom 0 4 9 
Develop/articulate a teaching 
philosophy 0 3 10 
Create a classroom inclusive of 
diverse populations and teaching 
styles/modes 0 1 12 
Advise undergraduate students 2 5 6 
Advise graduate students 0 6 7 

(table continues) 

                                                 

* One individual declined to answer each part of Question D10. 
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Table 29 (continued). 
Task of job: Not at all Somewhat Very much 
Serve on institutional committees, 
help craft institutional policies, 
and engage in university governance 0 9 4 

Apply expertise in service to 
the extended community 2 5 6 

Review papers and engage in 
other forms of service to the 
profession 2 6 5 

Conduct research 1 5 7 

Publish research findings 0 4 9 

Collaborate on interdisciplinary 
research 2 3 8 

Integrate faith and learning 
in the profession 0 1 12 

 
Question D11 asked the respondents to rate how well they believe that they have 

been prepared to perform the fifteen different academic tasks from Question D9. The 

answers of the respondents can be found in Table 30 below: 

Table 30 
 
Preparation for Personal Task Performance* 
Task of job: Not at all Somewhat Very much 
Teach lecture courses 3 3 7 
Teach discussion sections/courses 2 6 5 
Teach specialized graduate courses 3 7 3 
Use technology in the classroom 4 5 4 
Develop/articulate a teaching 
philosophy 0 7 6 

(table continues) 

                                                 

* One individual declined to answer each part of Question D11. 
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Table 30 (continued). 
Task of job: Not at all Somewhat Very much 
Create a classroom inclusive of 
diverse populations and teaching 
styles/modes 1 7 5 
Advise undergraduate students 3 5 5 
Advise graduate students 1 8 4 
Serve on institutional committees, 
help craft institutional policies, 
and engage in university governance 4 6 3 

Apply expertise in service to 
the extended community 3 7 3 

Review papers and engage in 
other forms of service to the 
profession 1 9 3 

Conduct research 0 8 5 

Publish research findings 0 6 7 

Collaborate on interdisciplinary 
research 2 8 3 

Integrate faith and learning 
in the profession 1 5 7 

 
Section E: Background 

The fifth and final section of the survey sought to identify the levels of diversity 

seen in the collaborative program. 

Question E1 simply asked the respondents to distinguish themselves by sex. 

Twelve respondents (85.7%) were male, and two respondents (14.3%) were female. 

Question E2 asked the respondents about their marital status. Thirteen 

respondents (92.9%) marked themselves as “married/partnered,” and one individual 
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(7.1%) marked him- or herself as single. No individuals distinguished themselves as 

“divorced/separated.” 

Question E3 asked the respondents how many children they had including their 

ages, if possible. Their responses are included in Table 31 below:  

Table 31 
 
Number and Ages of Children 
 Child 1 Child 2 Child 3 Child 4 
Number of Children: Age Age Age Age  
 Zero 
 Zero 
 Zero 
 Zero 
 Two 1 2 
 Two 2 4 
 Two 6 11 
 Two 11 13 
 Three 1 2 4 
 Three 1 4 5 
 Three 17 19 21 
 Four 3 7 9 10 
 Four 6 8 15 17 
 Four 15 20 21 24 
 

Question E4 asked the subjects what their residential status was for work 

eligibility in the United States. Nine respondents (64.3%) called themselves United States 

Citizens. Four respondents (28.6%) called themselves Permanent Residents. One 

respondent (7.1%) called him- or herself a Non-US Citizen. 
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Question E5 asked the individuals to choose their individual ethnic background 

from the following choices: African American; Native American/Alaskan Native; 

Hispanic American; Asian American/Pacific Islander; White, non-Hispanic, and Other. 

Seven (50.0%) identified their ethnicity as White, non-Hispanic. Three individuals each 

(21.4%) marked African American and Other. One individual (7.1%) identified his or her 

ethnicity as Asian American/Pacific Islander. 

Question E6 asked the subjects to write down their year of birth. All responses are 

included in Table 32 below: 

Table 32 
 
Year of Students’ Birth 

 Year (Frequency) 
 1955 
 1956 (2) 
 1961 
 1963 
 1964 
 1968 
 1970 (2) 
 1972 
 1973 (2) 
 1977 
 1979 

 
Question E7 asked the respondents to write down information about their 

baccalaureate education. One individual either declined to answer this question or did not 

complete the requirements for a bachelor’s degree. Two individuals finished with 

multiple baccalaureate credentials—one with two degrees, and one with a degree and a 
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certification. By far, the most sought degree was the Bachelor of Arts (6, 42.9%). The 

second most sought degree was the Bachelor of Science (4, 28.6%). One individual each 

(7.1%) sought the Bachelor of Business Administration, a Bachelor of Theology, and an 

Associate of Biblical Studies degree. The information is contained in Table 33 below: 

Table 33 
 
Baccalaureate Education of DTS/UNT Students 
Year Degree Subject Institution     
1978 BS Criminal Justice University of Texas at Arlington 
  African American  
1978 BA Studies/Psychology/ The University of Virginia 
  English 
1978 BA Sociology Austin College 
1982 BS Mathematics Baring Union College (India) 
1985 BS Bible Baptist Bible College of Pennsylvania 
1987 BBA Marketing University of Oklahoma 
1998 BA Biblical Studies Criswell College 
1998 ThB Academic Ministry Evangelical Theological College 
2001 BA Foreign Languages/ Addis Ababa University (Ethiopia) 
  Literature 
1999  Elementary Education The Master’s College 
2000 Cert. Elementary Professional The Master’s College 
2000 ABS Biblical Studies Moody Bible Institute 
2000 BS Biblical Studies Philadelphia Biblical University 
2001 BA Bible/Pre-Seminary Cedarville University 
2003 BA Leadership/ College of Biblical Studies 
  Biblical Studies 
 

Question E8 asked the respondents to write down information about their 

graduate education. Only one (7.1%) individual has pursued graduate education outside 

of the DTS/UNT partnership. One individual (7.1%) completed two degrees at Dallas 

Seminary. Eight respondents (57.1%) received the ThM degree from Dallas Theological 

Seminary, and one individual is in the process of obtaining that degree from a separate 
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institution. Six respondents (42.9%) received the MACE degree from Dallas Theological 

Seminary. One individual (7.1%)—who also obtained a ThM—obtained a Master of Arts 

in Biblical Studies. Of the fourteen respondents, only nine (64.3%) claimed to major in 

Christian Education. The information is contained in Table 34 below: 

Table 34 
 
Graduate Education of DTS/UNT Students 
Year Degree Subject Institution     
1980 MABS Christian Education Dallas Theological Seminary 
1984 ThM Christian Education Dallas Theological Seminary 
1985 MACE Christian Education Dallas Theological Seminary 
1990 ThM Bible Exposition Dallas Theological Seminary 
1991 ThM Pastoral Ministries/ Dallas Theological Seminary 
  Bible Exposition 
1998 ThM Academic Ministries/ Dallas Theological Seminary 
  Christian Education 
2000 MACE Collegiate Teaching Dallas Theological Seminary 
2002 MACE Christian Education Dallas Theological Seminary 
2003 MACE Christian Education Dallas Theological Seminary 
2003 ThM New Testament Dallas Theological Seminary 
2004 ThM Christian Education/ Dallas Theological Seminary 
  Bible Exposition 
2005 MACE College Teaching Dallas Theological Seminary 
2005 ThM Old Testament/ Dallas Theological Seminary 
  Pastoral Leadership 
2005 ThM Academic Tract: Dallas Theological Seminary 
  Historical Theology 
2005 MACE Christian Higher Education Dallas Theological Seminary 
Inc. ThM Church History Ethiopian Graduate School of Theology 
 

Question E9 asked the individuals to mark the highest level of education achieved 

by members of their family. Since this question and the sections therein were not 

applicable to everyone and since some individuals have more than one sibling, these 
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numbers do not all add up to the fourteen responses. The frequency of the responses are 

included in Table 35 below: 

Table 35 
 
Educative Level of Family Members 
 High Some Bachelor Master/Prof.  
Highest Degree Achieved by: School College Degree Degree Doctorate 
Mother 5 4 1 2 0 
Father 4 3 4 2 0 
Any sibling 0 2 5 3 2 
Spouse/partner 1 3 6 3 0 
Any child 1 1 2 0 0 
 

Conclusion 

With the overall response rate of 77.8% (fourteen of eighteen potential 

respondents), this survey exceeds the respondent rate goal of 75% as seen in Chapter III. 

Chapter IV has presented all findings from the received responses in all sections of the 

survey—Section A: Experiences as a Graduate Student, Section B: Description of your 

Doctoral Program/Department, Section C: Career Plans, Section D: Expectations of the 

Academic Job, and Section E: Background. 

The following, final chapter will summarize the findings, discuss those findings, 

give some conclusions for the study, and present some recommendations for further 

research. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This study used non-experimental methodology to determine to what extent the 

joint doctoral program in higher education between the University of North Texas and 

Dallas Theological Seminary meet the expectations of the students and prepare them for 

the range of careers that they choose to pursue. Specifically, the study sought to 

determine (1) how pleased the students were with the career training that they received 

through the collaborative program, (2) to what extent do the students in the joint program 

realize what is expected of them before enrolling in the program, (3) to what extent do 

the students in the joint program understand the structure of the program, (4) how do the 

career plans of the students in the joint program change during their tenure in the 

program, and (5) what is the level of diversity (gender, race, age, etc.) seen in the 

participants of the joint program. 

This chapter is grouped into four main sections. The first section will summarize 

the findings of the entire study. The second section will examine and discuss the findings 

in more detail. The third section will present conclusions from the study based on the 

researched findings, and the final section will present recommendations to both the 

University of North Texas and Dallas Theological Seminary regarding the joint doctoral 

program in higher education.
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Summary of Findings 

The following summary of findings is presented in five parts corresponding to the 

five sections of the survey. Part One summarizes the findings of the subjects’ experiences 

as graduate students. Part Two summarizes the findings of the subjects’ individual 

descriptions of their program/department. Part Three summarizes the findings from the 

subjects’ career plans. Part Four summarizes the findings from the subjects’ expectations 

of the academic job. Part Five summarizes the findings from the subjects’ background 

demographics. 

Part One: Experiences 

Most of the respondents cited their major field of study as higher education 

(50.0%) with a majority of the remainder majoring in higher education administration. 

One respondent (7.1%) cited his or her major field of study as “higher education 

teaching,” which ceased to be an option for study at UNT in 1990—well before the 

beginning of the joint program (Kraus, 2006, p. 1). 

Most of the respondents (57.1%) cited their minor field of study as Christian 

higher education. The second most responded field (14.3%) was simply “Christian 

education.” Three individual respondents (7.1% each) wrote “adult education,” 

“recreation and leisure,” and “student development.” 

Most of the respondents began their courses of study in the fall semester (85.7%). 

One individual each (7.1%) began in the spring and in the summer semesters. 

Three respondents (21.4%) began their studies before the formation of the joint 

program yet finished under its auspices. Ten respondents (71.4%) began their studies 
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after the agreement was signed. A majority of the respondents (57.1%) began their 

studies in the new millennium. 

Merely one in seven (14.3%) respondents pursued the doctorate in education; 

most (85.7%) decided upon the doctorate in philosophy. 

Most of the respondents (78.6%) enrolled full-time throughout their degree quest, 

while only three respondents (21.4%) pursued the degree part-time. 

All but one of the respondents (92.9%) spent their summers enrolled in degree-

related coursework. 

A majority of the respondents (57.1%) stayed enrolled in the program without 

taking at least one term off. The remainder of the respondents (42.9%) took at least one 

term off (excluding summer) during the program. 

All but one of the respondents (92.9%) was required to take and completed taking 

the Graduate Record Exam. One respondent (7.1%) was not required to take this exam. 

All fourteen respondents (100.0%) were required to complete and completed a 

program entrance exam. 

Ten of the respondents (71.4%) had completed all classes and coursework with 

four respondents (28.6%) yet to finish. 

Ten of the respondents (71.4%) completed a comprehensive examination with 

four respondents (28.6%—presumable the same individuals from the above statement) 

yet to complete this requirement. 

Nine of the respondents (64.3%) completed a written dissertation proposal and an 

oral dissertation proposal; five (35.7%) had yet to complete either proposal. 
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Most of the respondents (71.4%) completed an internship as a requirement to 

graduate. Two (14.3%) had yet to complete their internships, and two (14.3%) were not 

required to serve as an intern. 

Most of the respondents (64.3%) advanced to candidacy status. Several (28.6%) 

had yet to complete this step, and one (7.1%) was not required to advance to candidacy 

status. 

Ten respondents (71.4%) completed an oral dissertation defense; four (28.6%) 

lacked this completed requirement. 

Most of the respondents (57.1%) conducted their dissertation research primarily 

as an individual with some input from faculty. Fewer (35.7%) conducted their research 

not in a group but in close collaboration with a faculty member, but only one individual 

(7.1%) conducted his or her dissertation research as a part of a small group with fewer 

than 12 people. 

A majority (78.6%) of the respondents’ dissertation research did not consist of 

several discrete projects compiled in the dissertation, while three individuals’ (21.4%) 

dissertation research did. 

Most respondents (78.6%) dissertation research was conducted in a field-based 

manner; but one individual each (7.1%) conducted library-based, interview-based, and 

survey-based research. 

Most individuals (85.7%) agreed that their dissertation topics were solely their 

own choices, but a couple (14.3%) disagreed. 
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Just under half of the respondents (42.9%) disagreed that their dissertation topics 

were related to work done by their advisors, and an addition two respondents (14.3%) 

strongly disagreed. Most (57.2%) disagreed with that statement, but several (42.9%) 

agreed. 

Most of the respondents (71.4%) agreed that their advisor had special expertise in 

the chosen dissertation topic. Three respondents (21.4%) disagreed, and one (7.1%) 

strongly disagreed. 

All of the respondents (100.0%) either agreed or strongly agreed that they were 

satisfied with the manning in which they came to their dissertation topics, and stated that 

their individual topics were of great interest to them. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) currently have advisors with a couple (14.3%) 

responding negatively. 

A majority of the respondents (64.3%) were assigned or chose an advisor upon 

beginning the program; five (35.7%) were not or did not. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) were satisfied with the process by which they 

came to work with their major professor, but a couple (14.3%) were not. Most 

respondents (57.1%) concurred that the manner in which they came to work with their 

major professors were typical in this department. Four respondents (28.6%) disagreed 

with that previous statement, and two (14.3%) strongly disagreed. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) were satisfied with the amount and quality of 

time they spent with their advisors, but two respondents (14.3%) were not. 
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Most of the subjects (71.4%) selected their advisors after starting the program. 

Two (14.3%) came into the program to work with a specific advisor, and one individual 

each (7.1%) was assigned to his or her advisor and switched to his or her advisor after 

initially beginning with a different advisor. 

Five respondents each (35.7%) said that a major reason or a minor reason for 

choosing his or her major professor was because he or she was doing interesting research. 

Four respondents (28.6%) said that this was not a reason at all for the selection of their 

major professor. 

Most (78.6%) responded that a major reason for selecting their major professor 

was for his or her reputation for getting students through the program in a timely manner. 

Most (78.6%) responded that a major reason for selecting their major professor 

was that his or her intellectual interests were similar to the respondents’ intellectual 

interests. 

The same amount (78.6%) responded that a major reason for selecting their major 

professor was due to his or her assurance that the subjects’ dissertation was rigorous. 

Ten (71.4%) chose their major professor due to other’s recommendations; one 

(7.1%) said that this was not a reason at all. 

Most said that a major reason for their choice of major professor was his or her 

solid research reputation (78.6%), solid teaching reputation (64.3%), and solid advising 

reputation (85.7%). 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) chose their major professor due to his or her 

knowledge of the techniques/methods used in the dissertation. 
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Ten respondents (71.4%) said a major reason for picking their major professors 

was due to their willingness to take on the respondent as a student. One (7.1%) said that 

this was not a reason at all. 

Half (50.0%) responded that a major reason for their choice of major professor 

was due to his or her ability to write solid recommendations in the future. Four (28.6%) 

said that this was not a reason at all, and three (21.4%) said that this was a minor reason 

for their choice of major professor. 

All respondents (100.0%) agreed that their chosen advisor (1) was available when 

research help was needed, (2) was available when the students needed to talk about the 

program and their progress through it, (3) treated their ideas with respect, (4) gave the 

students regular and constructive feedback on their research, (5) gave support when 

needed, (6) were sensitive to the students’ needs, (7) had the students’ best interests at 

heart, and (8) cared about the students as people. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) agreed that their advisor taught them the details 

of good research methods/practice, helped them develop professional relationships with 

others in the field, advocated for them with others as needed, and provided direct 

assessments of the individuals’ progress in the program. 

More of the respondents (92.9%) said that their advisors provided them with 

relevant information about ongoing research in the field, taught them survival skills for 

the field, supported them in any chosen career path, and gave regular and constructive 

feedback on the individual’s progress toward degree completion. 
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Very few of the respondents agreed that their advisor helped them secure funding 

for their studies (28.6%), taught them to write grant/contract proposals (50.0%), saw 

them as a resource of labor to advance his or her research (21.4%), or expected the 

student to work so many hours that life outside of school was an impossibility (7.1%). 

Most of the respondents said that their advisor assisted them in writing for 

publication or professional presentations (78.6%), provided information about other 

possible career paths (69.2%), and solicited the respondents’ input on matters of teaching 

and/or research (78.6%). 

Most of the respondents were satisfied with their coursework (92.9%), their 

relationship with the faculty (71.4%), their relationship with other students (71.4%), their 

internship/field experience (57.1%), the quality of instruction by full-time professors 

(78.6%), the quality of instruction by part-time adjunct professors (57.1%), and the 

variety of course offerings (64.3%). 

Very few were satisfied with the opportunities for social interaction with faculty 

members (28.6%), and half (50.0%) were either neutral or unsatisfied with their 

opportunities for social interaction with fellow students. 

Part Two: Descriptions 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) agreed that their coursework laid a good 

foundation for doing independent research in the future. 

All subjects (100.0%) understood the requirements in the program. 

Most of the survey participants (71.4%) disagreed that some of the exams, quals, 

prelims, and orals seemed arbitrary or not helpful. 
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Almost all of the participants (92.9%) agreed that their coursework had given 

them a broad foundation of knowledge of related fields or subspecialties. 

Most agreed (71.4%) that the program was highly flexible and could be tailored to 

fit individual needs and/or interests. 

The same amount (71.4%) disagreed that they were reviewed annually to assess 

progression through the program. 

Again, the same amount (71.4%) agreed that there is a sense of solidarity among 

the students who enter the program simultaneously. 

All of the students (100.0%) disagreed with this statement: “many students 

complain about being exploited by the faculty.” 

Most disagreed (71.4%) that students have an active role in the decisions of the 

program that affect them, but the same amount (71.4%) agreed that students freely share 

information with each other concerning opportunities, tips on success, and so forth. 

A majority of the students (57.1%) said that they have little contact with each 

other. 

Most disagreed (71.4%) that they must compete with each other for faculty time 

and attention. 

Even more disagreed (78.6%) that experienced students mentor newer students. 

Half agreed and half disagreed (50.0% – 50.0%) that they were part of a 

supportive community within the program, yet most agreed (71.4%) that they were part 

of a supportive environment outside the program. 
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A majority of the students agreed (92.9%) that the faculty in the program have the 

best interests of the students at heart. 

Just over half (57.1%) agree that the faculty value individual research over 

collaborative research. 

All (100.0%) agree that the faculty make certain that students feel like members 

of the program and care about those students in the program. 

Most disagree (92.9%) that the faculty members make sexist, racist, or 

homophobic remarks, and a few less (78.6%) disagree that some of the faculty appear to 

give most of the attention and/or resources to a select group of students. 

Most agree (64.3%) that the faculty members collaborate with students on 

publications, and even more (92.9%) agree that they treat the students with respect. 

All of the respondents disagree (100.0%) that the faculty are willing to bend the 

rules for some new students but not others. 

Half of the students agree (50.0%) that the faculty members carefully guard 

results and new ideas from others in the field, and a little less than half (42.9%) disagree. 

Most (92.9%) disagree that the faculty seem more concerned with furthering their 

own careers than with the well-being of the program as a whole. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) agree that the faculty members really care about 

their teaching. A few less (71.4%) agree that they really care about their research, but 

most agree (85.7%) that the faculty really cares about advising students. 
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A majority of the respondents agree (78.6%) that the faculty members are explicit 

in their expectation of students, but a few less (64.3%) agree that they carefully supervise 

research assistants. 

Only half of the respondents (50.0%) agree that the faculty members regularly 

socialize with students in the program, but more than half (78.6%) agree that the 

members are generous with their time and help students grow as scholars, researchers, 

and writers. 

Most respondents (85.7%) agree that the faculty members have high ethical 

standards, yet a majority (64.3%) also stated that there are tensions among the faculty 

members. 

Most of the respondents agree (78.6%) that the faculty members are accessible to 

students. 

Most disagree (85.7%) that the faculty members seem to believe that students are 

present to help the faculty fulfill their research and teaching obligations. 

Most students (64.3%) do not understand the commitments regarding the funding 

of graduate studies. 

Less than half (42.9%) misunderstand the length of time it would take to complete 

a degree. 

Most (85.7%) understand the criteria for determining preparedness to graduate 

from the program, but fewer than half (42.9%) understand the amount of time needed to 

be spent with his or her individual advisor. 
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Most (78.6%) understand the process for fulfilling the internship obligations, yet 

fewer (28.6%) understand the customary practices regarding publication (when and how 

to submit, and so forth.). 

Half of the respondents (50.0%) understand the practices about determining the 

authorship of papers, order of authors, and so forth; but over half (78.6%) misunderstand 

the practices for the appropriate use of research funds. 

Most of the respondents (71.4%) understand the customary practices for 

generating, handling, and using research data responsibly; but only a third (35.7%) 

understand the customary practices for fairly reviewing and refereeing academic papers. 

Most of the respondents understand the customary practices involving the safety 

of human subjects (78.6%) and the customary practices regarding appropriate 

relationships with undergraduates (64.3%), but only half (50.0%) understand the 

commitments regarding the funding of the dissertation research project. 

Most (64.3%) understand the customary practices for using copyrighted material, 

but fewer (42.9%) understand the customary practices for grading a student’s work. 

Most of the respondents (78.6%) misunderstand the customary practices for 

avoiding conflicts of interest in industry funding, consulting, and other similar 

experiences. 

Most of the subjects knew about the availability of an orientation for new 

graduate students in the program (71.4%) and were encouraged to participate in it 

(71.4%), but only half of the students (50.0%) actually used this service. 
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Most knew about the availability of a university-wide orientation for new 

graduate students (64.3%) and were encouraged to participate in it (57.1%), but just over 

half (57.1%) actually used this service. 

Most of the respondents knew about the availability of a graduate student 

handbook for the university (78.6%) and were encouraged to use it (71.4%), and most 

(71.4%) actually used this handbook. 

Less than half (42.9%) of the respondents knew about the graduate student center 

and were encouraged to use it, but very few (28.6%) actually did so. 

Half of the respondents (50.0%) knew about the availability of a written policy on 

research misconduct, but only five (35.7%) were encouraged to and did use it. 

Very few of the respondents (28.6%) knew about the availability of a person or 

office to help students explore options for action when they perceive abuse or misconduct 

in the program. Fewer (21.4%) were encouraged to use it, and only a small percentage 

(7.1%) did so. 

Most did not know (78.6%) about the availability of a teaching development 

center. Very few (21.4%) were encouraged to use it, and only a small percentage (7.1%) 

did so. 

Half of the people (50.0%) did not know about the availability of a teaching 

assistant training course. Only one individual (7.1%) was encouraged to participate in it, 

but no respondent (0.0%) did so. 

Only a small percentage (21.4%) of the respondents knew about the availability of 

a mentor for professional development in addition to the advisor. Fewer (14.3%) were 
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encouraged to use this mentor, but the small amount who knew about his or her 

availability did use this person (21.4%). 

Only half of the respondents (50.0%) knew about a seminar or course designed to 

develop prospective faculty members. More (64.3%) were encouraged to take the course, 

but only half (50.0%) did so. 

Most of the respondents (78.6%) did not know about a career planning workshop 

on the academic job search, and only 28.6% were encouraged to attend this workshop. 

Only 7.1% of the respondents actually used this service. 

Most of the respondents (64.3%) did not know about a workshop or seminar on 

teaching in their discipline, and only a few (28.6%) were encouraged to attend this 

seminar/workshop. Only 35.7% of the respondents did use this service. 

Most of the respondents (78.6%) did not know about the availability of an 

organized trip to another campus to learn about a faculty member in another setting, and 

only one individual (7.1%) was encouraged to do so. Two responded (14.3%) that they 

had used this resource. 

Most responded (71.4%) that they did not know about a workshop on career 

opportunities outside of academia, and only 35.7% were encouraged to attend. Not a 

single respondent stated that he or she used this service (0.0%). 

Most respondents were unaware of the availability for progressively more 

responsible roles in teaching (78.6%), and only a few (28.6%) were encouraged to 

assume such. Only a couple of individuals (14.3%) did take on more responsible roles in 

teaching. 
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Most respondents were unaware of the availability for progressively more 

responsible roles in research (85.7%), and only a few (21.4%) were encouraged to 

assume such. Only one individual (7.1%) did take on more responsible roles in research. 

A majority of the respondents (57.1%) were aware of the opportunity to 

participate in campus or departmental governance, but only four were encouraged to do 

so (28.6%). Just a couple of respondents (14.3%) took the opportunity to do so. 

Most of the respondents (64.3%) knew about the opportunity for on-campus 

internships and were encouraged to participate in them, but only 28.6% of them did so. 

Only a few of the respondents (42.9%) knew about the opportunity for off-

campus internships and were encouraged to participate in them, but only 28.6% of them 

did so. 

Most of the respondents (71.4%) knew about the opportunity to present at a 

regional or national meeting, and 64.3% of the respondents were encouraged to do so. 

Only two (14.3%) respondents did actually take this opportunity, however. 

Most of the respondents (71.4%) did not know about a workshop or seminar on 

faculty roles and responsibilities, and only 28.6% of the respondents were encouraged to 

participate in one. Only 21.4% of the respondents did actually participate in this program. 

Very few of the respondents (21.4%) knew about the availability of a workshop or 

seminar on research ethics. Thirty-five point seven percent (35.7%) of the respondents 

were encouraged to participate in this workshop, but only 14.3% of the respondents did 

so. 
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A majority of the respondents (57.1%) knew about a workshop or seminar on the 

history, mission, and purpose of higher education; but only half (50.0%) were encouraged 

to participate. Merely 35.7% of the respondents did so. 

A majority of the respondents (37.1%) knew about a workshop or seminar on the 

organization and administration of colleges and universities, but only 35.7% were 

encouraged to participate. One less than half (42.9%) of the respondents did participate in 

this opportunity. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) did not participate in a preparing future faculty 

program. 

Just over half of the respondents (57.1%) would continue in the same field/sub-

field if they did it all over again. 

Most (85.7%) would keep their same advisor if they did it all over again. 

About two-thirds (64.3%) of the respondents would choose the University of 

North Texas if they did it all over again, and most (78.6%) would keep the same 

dissertation topic. 

Most respondents would not change their individual decisions about taking time 

off during the doctoral program (78.6%), and the majority of the respondents would go to 

graduate school again (92.9%). 

Half the respondents (50.0%) would consider or would change their 

coursework/degree at Dallas Theological Seminary, and the same amount would consider 

or would take more courses outside of the department (in business, Christian higher 

education, student services and administration, and recreation/music/history). 
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Part Three: Career Plans 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) consider a career as a professor at a college or a 

university a possible or definite interest, but slightly over one-third (35.7%) responded 

with a decreased interest. 

Half of the respondents (50.0%) have no desire to teach outside of a college or 

university setting, with almost three-fourths (78.6%) saying that this interest has either 

stayed the same or decreased. 

Most of the respondents (64.3%) have a possible or definite current interest in 

conducting research in a college or university as a non-faculty member, and 71.4% of the 

individuals’ interest in research has either stayed the same or decreased. 

Every respondent has a possible or definite interest in becoming an administrator 

in a college or university, and this interest has stayed the same or increased for 85.7% of 

the population. 

Very few respondents (35.7%) have a possible or definite interest in conducting 

research in business, industry, or the private sector; and this interest has decreased or 

stayed the same for 85.7% of the respondents. 

Similarly, only 35.7% of the respondents have a possible or definite interest in 

becoming an administrator or manager in business, industry, or the private sector; this 

interest has decreased or stayed the same for 78.6% of the surveyed participants. 

Most of the participants (71.4%) have a possible or definite interest in conducting 

research in a non-profit organization or governmental agency; and this interest has 

increased or stayed the same for 78.6% of the participants. 
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Even more (92.9%) participants have a possible or definite interest in becoming 

an administrator in a non-profit organization or governmental agency. This interest has 

increased or stayed the same for 85.7% of the participants. 

Most of the participants (78.6%) have a possible or definite interest in working 

independently as a consultant or writer, and this number has either stayed the same or 

increased for 78.6% of the populace. 

Half of the respondents have no current interest in starting their own businesses, 

but this desire has either stayed the same or increased for 71.4% of the survey 

participants. 

Very few of the survey participants have a possible interest not to be employed 

for pay (14.3%), and the same amount of participants (14.3%) have had a decreased 

interest in this career option. 

All of the participants (100.0%) believe that it is possibly or definitely realistic to 

become a professor in a college or university, and this realism has either increased or 

stayed the same for 71.4% of the participants. 

Most of the respondents (78.6%) believe that it is possibly or definitely realistic to 

teach in a non-collegiate or university setting, and this realism has either increased or 

stayed the same for the same number (78.6%) of participants. 

Just under half of the participants (42.9%) believe that it is not at all realistic to 

conduct research in a college or university in a non-faculty job. This level of realism has 

either decreased or stayed the same for 71.4% of participants. 
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All of the participants (100.0%) believe that it is possibly or definitely realistic to 

become an administrator in a college or university, and this level of realism has either 

increased or stayed the same for 78.6% percent of the respondents. 

A majority of the respondents (57.1%) said that it is not at all realistic to conduct 

research in business, industry, or the private sector; and this level of realism has either 

decreased or stayed the same for 64.3% of the participants. 

Just over half of the participants (57.1%) said that it was possible for them to 

become an administrator or manager in business, industry, or the private sector; and this 

level of realism has either increased or stayed the same for 71.4% of the participants. 

Most of the participants (64.3%) indicated that it was possibly or definitely 

realistic for them to condut research in a non-profit organization or governmental agency; 

and this level of realism has either increased or stayed the same for 85.7% of the 

participants. 

All of the respondents (100.0%) indicated that it was possibly or definitely 

realistic for them to become an administrator or manager in a non-profit or governmental 

agency; and this level of realism has either increased or stayed the same for 78.6% of the 

participants. 

Most of the respondents (71.4%) indicated that it was possibly or definitely 

realistic for them to work independently as a writer or consultant, but this level of realism 

has either decreased or stayed the same for 57.1% of the participants. 
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Half of the participants (50.0%) indicated that it was not at all realistic for them to 

start their own businesses, and this level of realism has either decreased or stayed the 

same for 71.4% of the participants. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) indicated that it was not at all realistic for them 

not to be employed for pay, and this change in realism has either decreased or stayed the 

same for 85.7% of the respondents. 

Most of the respondents did not change their plans before, during, or after the 

program. 

Part Four: Expectations 

Most of the respondents (78.6%) are considering a job in academia in the future. 

Just over half of the respondents (57.1%) would possibly or definitely prefer to be 

employed in a two-year community college, and the same 57.1% believe that their 

likelihood of being employed in a two-year community college is possible or definite. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) would possible or definitely prefer to be 

employed in a four-year, liberal arts college, and the same 85.7% believe that their 

likelihood of being employed in a four-year, liberal arts college is possible or definite. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) would possibly or definitely prefer to be 

employed in a four-year, comprehensive university with undergraduate and master’s 

students, and the same 85.7% believe that their likelihood of being employed there is 

possible or definite. 
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About three-fourths (78.6%) of the respondents would possibly or definitely 

prefer to be employed in a large university with all levels of students, but only 64.3% 

believe that their likelihood of being employed in this type of university is possible. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) would possibly or definitely prefer to be 

employed at a private, Christian college, but only 78.6% believe that their likelihood of 

being employed in a private Christian college is possible or definite. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) would possibly or definitely prefer to be 

employed at a Christian seminary, but only 78.6% believe that their likelihood of being 

employed at a Christian seminary is possible or definite. 

About two thirds (64.3%) of the respondents would possibly or definitely prefer 

to be employed at a missionary college overseas, and the same amount (64.3%) believe 

that their likelihood of being employed at a missionary college overseas is possible or 

definite. 

Other types of institutions that respondents would consider for employment 

include institutions in other countries, single-disciple schools (trade schools), churches, 

and public research universities. 

Most of the survey participants (85.7%) indicated some interest in becoming a 

department chair or dean. 

A majority of the respondents (71.4%) indicated some interest in serving on the 

academic senate or university governing body. 

Only half of the respondents (50.0%) indicated some interest in getting involved 

in activities with undergraduates outside of class (e.g., clubs). 
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Most of the respondents (85.7%) indicated some interest in holding both 

administrative and faculty positions and/or ditues at the same time. 

Half of the respondents (50.0%) believed that salary levels in academia were 

either low or just right. Another 42.9% believed they were good to high. This factor in 

academia had no effect or heightened the interest of 71.4% of participants. 

Most of the respondents (71.4%) believed that obtaining research funding in 

academia was between neutral and impossible. This factor in academia had no effect or 

heightened the interest of 78.6% of participants. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) believed that the enjoyment of teaching in 

academia was between high and excellent. This factor in academia caused 92.9% of 

participants to have a heightened interest in an academic career. 

Most of the participants (64.3%) believed that the enjoyment of service in 

academia was between high and excellent. This factor in academia had either no effect or 

created a heightened interest in 78.6% of participants’ career interests.  

A majority of the participants (57.1%) believed that the enjoyment of research in 

academia was between neutral and low. This factor had no effect or created a heightened 

interest in 78.6% of participants’ career interests. 

Most of the participants (92.9%) believed that working on a campus was between 

neutral and highly enjoyable. This factor had no effect or created a heightened interest in 

92.9% of the participants’ career interests. 
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Most of the participants (71.4%) believed that the academic job market was either 

steady for jobs or offered few available positions. This factor caused no effect or created 

a lower interest in 57.1% of the participants’ career interests. 

Most of the participants (78.6%) believed that the lifestyle of faculty members 

was either neutral or immensely enjoyable. This caused no affect or a heightened interest 

in 78.6% of respondents’ career choices. 

Most of the participants (64.3%) believed that the work load expectation of 

academics was either neutral or high. This caused no affect or a lessened interest in 

71.4% of respondents’ career choices. 

Most of the respondents (71.4%) believed that the behavior of faculty was 

between neutral and wonderful. This caused no affect or lessened interest in 71.4% of 

respondents’ career choices. 

Most of the participants (64.3%) believed that the tenure/promotion process was 

had little or no problems. This caused either no effect or a heightened interest in 71.4% of 

the respondents’ career choices. 

A majority of the participants (57.1%) believed either disliked or strongly disliked 

departmental politics. This caused either no effect or a lessened interest in 92.9% of the 

respondents’ career choices. 

An even amount of participants (28.6% – 28.6%) considered the appeal of other 

careers to be very unappealing and very appealing. Consequently, a majority of the 

respondents (57.1%) said that the appeal of other careers had no affect on their interest in 

the academic profession. 
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Most of the respondents (92.9%) were between neutral and encouraged by the 

faculty members. This encouragement had no effect or caused a heightened acadmic 

career interest in 85.7% of the respondents. 

Thirty-five point seven percent (35.7%) of the respondents had neutral or some 

exposure to other careers. This caused 42.9% of the participants to have no effect on their 

interest in the academic profession and a lessened interest in 28.6%. 

Most of the participants (92.9%) had neutral to no conflict from a spouse’s or 

partner’s career. This created no effect in 64.3% of the participants’ interest in the 

academic profession. 

Most of the respondents had little to no geographic restrictions and were, 

therefore, free to move (85.7%); but this had no effect on 57.1% of the respondents’ 

interest in the academic profession. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) claimed that it was very possible to raise a 

family while enduring an academic career. This had no effect or heightened the academic 

interest in 78.6% of the respondents. 

Most of the respondents (78.6%) were encouraged by their internship experience, 

which caused no effect or a heightened academic interest in 78.6% of the participants. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) are somewhat or very confident in teaching 

lecture courses, and most (78.6%) are interested and looking forward to doing so. Only 

71.4% of the subjects, however, feel prepared by this program to teach lecture courses. 
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Most of the respondents (92.9%) are somewhat or very confident in teaching 

discussion sections or courses, and the same number is interested and looking forward to 

doing so. Only 78.6% of the subjects, however, feel prepared by this program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) are somewhat or very confident in teaching 

specialized graduate courses, and 92.9% are interested and looking forward to doing so. 

Only 71.4% of the subjects, however, feel prepared by this program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) are somewhat or very confident in using 

technology in the classroom, and the same number is interested and looking forward to 

doing so. Only 64.3% of the subjects, however, feel prepared by this program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) are somewhat or very confident in developing 

and/or articulating a teaching philosophy, and the same number is interested and looking 

forward to doing so and feels prepared by this program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) are somewhat or very confident in creating a 

classroom inclusive of diverse populations and teaching styles/modes, and the same 

number is interested and looking forward to doing so. Only 85.7% of the subjects, 

however, feel prepared by this program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) are somewhat or very confident in advising 

undergraduate student, and 78.6% are interested and looking forward to doing so. Only 

71.4% of the subjects, however, feel prepared by this program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) are somewhat or every confident in advising 

graduate students, and 92.9% are interested and looking forward to doing so. Most 

(85.7%) feel prepared by this program to do so. 
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Most of the respondents (92.9%) are somewhat or very confident in serving on 

institutional committees, helping craft institutional policies, and engaging in university 

governance; and the same amount is interested and looking forward to doing so. Only 

64.3% of the subjects, however, feel prepared by this program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (78.6%) are somewhat or very confident in applying their 

expertise in service to the extended community, and the same amount is interested and 

looking forward to doing so. Only 71.4% of the subjects, however, feel prepared by this 

program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) are somewhat or very confident in reviewing 

papers and engaging in other forms of service to the profession, and 78.6% are interested 

and looking forward to doing so. Similarly, 85.7% of the subjects feel prepared by this 

program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) are somewhat or very confident in conducting 

research, and 85.7% are interested and looking forward to doing so. Similarly, 92.9% of 

the subjects feel prepared by this program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) are somewhat or very confident in publishing 

research findings, and the same number is interested and looking forward to doing so and 

feels prepared by this program to do so. 

Most of the respondents (85.7%) are somewhat or very confident in collaborating 

on interdisciplinary research, and 78.6% are interested and looking forward to doing so 

and feel prepared by this program to do so. 
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Most of the respondents (85.7%) are very confident in integrating faith and 

learning in the profession, and 92.9% are interested and looking forward to doing so. 

Similarly, 85.7% of the subjects feel prepared by this program to do so. 

Part Five: Demographics 

Most of the respondents were male (85.7%), with only 14.3% females. This 

corresponds to a 6:1 male-to-female ratio. 

Almost all of the respondents were married (92.9%), with only 7.1% single. This 

corresponds to a 13:1 married-to-single ratio. 

Ten respondents (71.4%) have multiple children ranging in age from 1 to 24. The 

mean child age is 9; the mode age is a tie with three at age 1, three at age 2, and three at 

age 4; the median age is 8. 

Most of the respondents (64.3%) were US Citizens, 28.6% were Permanent 

Residents, and 7.1% were non-US Citizens. 

Half of the respondents described themselves as white, non-Hispanics (50.0%), 

21.4% each were African American and Other, and 7.1% were Asian American/Pacific 

Islanders. 

The age range of entrants into the program was 26 – 47. The measures of central 

tendency are as follows: mean = 34.5 years of age; median = 35 years of age; and mode = 

29, 37 (bi-modal). 

The most sought baccalaureate degree was the Bachelor of Arts (42.9%) followed 

by the Bachelor of Science (28.6%). Thirteen different undergraduate institutions were 



114 

represented along with seven main majors. The most often sought undergraduate major 

was in Bible/Biblical Studies/Ministry (53.8%). 

The most sought masters degree was the Master of Theology degree from Dallas 

Theological Seminary (57.1%) followed by the Master of Arts in Christian Education 

from Dallas Theological Seminary (42.9%). Most of the respondents (64.3%) claimed to 

major in Christian education. 

Most of the participants’ mothers (64.3%) had little to no college experience. 

Only 21.4% graduated from college with 14.3% obtaining a master’s or professional 

degree. 

Half of the participants’ fathers (50.0%) had little to no college experience. Only 

42.9% graduated from college with 14.3% obtaining a master’s or professional degree. 

Most of the participants had siblings with college degrees (71.4%), and 85.7% of 

their siblings went to college. Over one third of these individuals obtained graduate 

degrees with 14.3% obtaining doctorates and 21.4% obtaining a master’s or professional 

degree. 

Most of the participants’ spouses (64.3%) obtained college degrees with 21.4% 

obtaining a master’s or professional degree. Only 28.6% of reported spouses did not 

graduate from college. 

Very few participants have children of college age, but a couple of respondents’ 

children (14.3%) have graduated from college and two more (14.3%) are finished with 

high school. 
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Discussion of Findings 

The following discussion of findings is grouped into five main categories each 

corresponding to the five main questions guiding this study. Those five questions are: (1) 

How pleased are the students with the career training that they received through the 

collaborative program? (2) To what extent do the students in the joint program realize 

what is expected of them before enrolling in the program? (3) To what extent do the 

students in the joint program understand the structure of the program? (4) How do the 

career plans of the students in the joint program change during their tenure in the 

program? (5) What is the level of diversity (gender, race, age, etc.) seen in the 

participants of the joint program? 

Research Question 1: How pleased are the students with the 

 career training that they received through the collaborative program? 

To determine a student’s pleasure with the amount of career training he or she 

receives forces a researcher to discover an association between the student’s career goals, 

his or her confidence in performing some of the tasks in that career, and the perceived 

preparation that he or she received to accomplish that task. According to the data 

received, 57.1% of the survey participants considered the career option of becoming a 

college or university professor a definite likelihood. An additional 35.7% of the 

participants considered that same career option a possibility. When asking if becoming a 

college or university professor was realistic or not, 64.3% of the respondents claimed this 

option definitely realistic, and the remaining 35.7% claimed this option possibly realistic. 
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The only other career option carrying similar influence was becoming an 

administrator in a college or university. Only 21.4% considered this option a definite 

likelihood, but the remaining 78.6% considered it a possible likelihood. When asked if 

becoming a college or university administrator was realistic or not, 35.7% of the 

respondents claimed this option definitely realistic, and the remaining 64.3% claimed this 

option possibly realistic. Interestingly, 35.7% of the respondents had a decrease in 

interest in becoming a professor in a college or university since entering the program, 

while half of the respondents (50.0%) had an increase in interest in becoming an 

administrator in a college or university since entering the program. 

One entire section on the respondents’ confidence, interest, and preparation to 

perform specific academic tasks queried the subjects’ abilities to teach, research, publish, 

and serve—the four main pillars of academia. Most to all of the respondents felt both 

somewhat or very much comfortable and confident in their abilities to teach lecture 

courses, discussion sections/courses, and specialized graduate courses; conduct research, 

collaborate on interdisciplinary research, and review papers; publish research findings; 

and advise undergraduate or graduate students, serve on institutional committees, help 

craft institutional policies, engage in university governance, and apply expertise in 

service to the extended community. Conversely, between 14.3% and 28.6% of the 

respondents felt ill-prepared to teach lecture courses, discussion sections/courses, and 

specialized graduate courses; collaborate on interdisciplinary research; and advise 

undergraduate students, serve on institutional committees, help craft institutional policies, 
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engage in university governance, and apply expertise in service to the extended 

community. 

Most of the respondents (92.9%) were satisfied or extremely satisfied with their 

coursework and agree or strongly agree that their coursework has laid a good foundation 

for doing independent research. The problem does not rest in the individuals’ satisfaction 

with their career training. The problem lies in the lack of the respondents’ knowledge 

about the availability of a teaching development center, a professional development 

mentor other than an advisor, a course on faculty development (The Professoriate), 

progressively more responsible roles in teaching and research, off-campus internships, 

and seminars/workshops on faculty roles and responsibilities and research ethics. 

Additionally, 71.4% of the respondents chose not to participate in campus or 

departmental governance and not to present at a regional or national meeting. Over half 

(57.1%) chose neither to attend a workshop or seminar on faculty roles and 

responsibilities nor to accept progressively more responsible roles in teaching. Almost 

two-thirds (64.3%) chose not to use a teaching development center or not to accept more 

responsible roles in research. 

All in all, the students were mostly pleased with the career training they received 

through the collaborative program. 

Research Question 2: To what extent do the students in the 

 joint program realize what is expected of them before enrolling in the program? 

In answering the question about whether or not they understood the requirements 

of the program, most of the respondents (64.3%) agreed and the remainder (35.7%) 
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agreed strongly. Very few of the respondents (28.6%), however, had a very clear 

understanding about the commitments regarding the funding of graduate studies. Most of 

those surveyed (64.3%) had only a somewhat clear understanding or not a clear 

understanding at all. Similarly, most (57.1%) had merely a somewhat clear or not a clear 

understanding of the amount of time needed to be spent with the advisor. Only half 

(50.0%) understood the commitment needed to fund a dissertation project; and of those, 

42.9% had a complete misunderstanding.  

Most of the respondents had a very clear understanding about the length of time 

that they would be students in the program, but 42.9% had merely a somewhat clear 

understanding. Similarly, most of the students clearly understood the requirements 

determining that they were ready to graduate, but 14.3% had merely a somewhat clear 

understanding. 

These high numbers of clarity can be attributed to the 50.0% of the respondents 

who attended an orientation for new graduate students in the program and the 57.1% of 

the students who attended a university-wide orientation for graduate students. It can also 

be lauded to the 71.4% of the respondents who actually used the university’s graduate 

student handbook. 

Ultimately, all of the students (100.0%) in the joint program claim to have a 

complete understanding about the expectations placed on them before enrolling in the 

program, and the data support this statement. 
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Research Question 3: To what extent do the students in th 

 joint program understand the structure of the program? 

Program structure is set by the internal staff and faculty in the program. Most of 

the respondents (85.7%) have or have had an advisor in the program, and each of these 

respondents was satisfied with the process by which they came to have their major 

professor. Similarly, each of the respondents was satisfied with the amount and quality of 

time spent with their individual advisors. 

All of the participants (100.0%) agree that their advisor/mentor was available 

when needed to help with research, when needed to talk about a student’s progression 

through the program, gave regular and constructive feedback on the research process, and 

treated the student’s ideas with respect. Only one respondent said that he or she might 

select a different advisor if beginning the program again. 

According to the respondents, the faculty members are mostly accessible to 

students; have high ethical standards; are generous with their time and help students grow 

as scholars, researchers, and writers; and provide relevant information about ongoing 

research in the field. They are sympathetic to the needs of students, supportive in career 

path choices, and supportive when needed. 

Because of the solid communication, most of the students fully understood the 

customary practices for generating, handling, and using research data responsibly 

(71.4%). Additionally, 78.6% of the respondents fully understood the customary practices 

involving the safety of human subject in research. 
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Overall, due to the solid faculty in the program, the students in the joint program 

seemed to have a solid understanding of the structure of the program. None of the 

students stated that they would select a different advisor, university, or dissertation topic 

if they had to start over on the doctoral program. 

Research Question 4: How do the career plans of the students in 

the joint program change during their tenure in the program? 

Overwhelmingly, the career plans for the participants remained the same from the 

time they entered into the program to the time they finished. Upon graduation, one 

student remained in the same position at the same institution in which he or she was 

teaching. One student merely expanded his or her desire from becoming a professor at a 

Christian college, university, or seminary to becoming a professor at the above or a 

secular college or university.  

The data show that the most definite career desire for all participants was to 

become a professor in a college or university (57.1%). This desire either stayed the same 

or increased for 64.3% of the respondents. Over three fourths of the respondents 

considered college or university or nonprofit administration a possibility. This desire 

either stayed the same or increased for 85.7% of the respondents. 

The least desirous career option for all participants was not to be employed for 

pay (14.3%) followed by conducting research or becoming an administrator in business, 

industry, or the private sector (35.7% each). The desire not to be employed for pay stayed 

the same or decreased for 85.7% of respondents; the desire to conduct research or 
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become an administrator in business stayed the same or decreased for 85.7% and 78.6% 

of the respondents, respectively. 

Asking about the practicality of the students’ career options revealed that 

becoming a professor in a college or university was definitely (64.3%) or possibly 

(35.7%) realistic for all of the respondents. This data was reversed (35.7% definitely, 

64.3% possibly) for the practicality of becoming an administrator in a college or 

university. Similarly, 85.7% of the respondents found it possibly realistic and 14.3% 

found it definitely realistic to become an administrator in a non-profit setting. 

The participants’ perception of the practicality of becoming a college or 

university professor either increased or stayed the same for 71.4% of the population. 

Their perception of the practicality of becoming an administrator in either a 

college/university or a non-profit setting either increased or stayed the same for 78.6% of 

the population. 

The least realistic career options of not being employed for pay (14.3%) and 

conducting research in business (42.9%) either decreased or stayed the same for 85.7% 

and 64.3% of the populace, respectively. 

For the most part, the career plans of the students in the joint program remain 

static during their tenure in the program. 

Research Question 5: What is the level of diversity (gender, 

race, age, etc.) seen in the participants of the joint program? 

The study participants included twelve males (85.5%) and two females (14.3%), 

thirteen of which were married or partnered (92.9%) and one single (unmarried) 
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individual (7.1%). A majority of the participants were citizens of the United States 

(64.3%), with four permanent residents (28.6%) and one non-US Citizen (7.1%). 

The participants identified themselves as mostly White, non-Hispanics (50.0%), 

with some African Americans (21.4%), some “Other” (21.4%), and one Asian 

American/Pacific Islander (7.1%). 

The participants’ age at entrance into the program ranged from 26 – 47. This 

constitutes a mean of 34.5 years of age, a median of 35 years of age, and a bi-mode of 29 

and 37. 

The level of diversity in accordance with gender is very low. According to the 

2007 Survey of Earned Doctorates, women received 45% of all research doctorates and 

65% of all doctorates granted in education (Hoffer, Hess, Welch Jr., & Williams, 2007). 

The level of diversity in accordance with race is moderately diverse and mirrors the level 

of diversity seen in the 2007 Survey of Earned Doctorates. The level of diversity in 

accordance with age is similar to the level of diversity seen in the 2007 Survey of Earned 

Doctorates; however, the median age of 35 is significantly lower than the median of 41.7 

years seen in the Survey (p. 31). 

Conclusions 

1. All in all, the students claimed to be mostly pleased with the career training 

they received through the collaborative program, though the data seem to show this 

pleasure as a surface-only pleasure. Some of the respondents claimed that the program 

was not flexible—that it was unable to be tailored to individual interests and/or needs. 

Half of the respondents (50.0%) claimed that they might or would revise their 
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coursework/degree at Dallas Theological Seminary if they could start over. This same 

percentage wished that they had taken more business, Christian higher education, student 

services and administration, and “recreation/music/history” courses outside of the 

department in order to learn the marketing and financial skills needed to run a college, to 

gain more job opportunities, or simply to broaden their knowledge in other subject areas. 

A small percentage (14.3%) of the respondents said that they would select a different 

field or sub-field if they had to start over on their doctoral programs. This percentage is 

too high considering not a single individual stated that he or she would simply not go to 

graduate school if they had to do it over. 

2. Ultimately, all of the students (100.0%) in the joint program claim to have a 

complete understanding about the expectations placed on them before enrolling in the 

program, and the data support this statement. The problem is that the expectations of a 

student are different from the expectations of an aspiring professional. The “courses 

outside of a department” are the courses that help an individual obtain a true “teaching 

field.” With the small amount of collegiate teaching opportunities in Christian education 

in the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex, the students in the joint program are unable to 

assume progressively more responsible roles in teaching or to use a teaching assistantship 

to gain valuable teaching and/or internship experience. 

3. Overall, due to the solid faculty in the program, the students in the joint 

program seemed to have a solid understanding of the structure of the program. None of 

the students stated that they would select a different advisor, university, or dissertation 

topic if they had to start over on the doctoral program. The respondents’ advisors/major 
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professors were consistently given high marks and were chosen to lead the respondents’ 

dissertations due to their: (a) reputation for getting students through the program in a 

timely manner, (b) similar intellectual interests, (c) ability to ensure a rigorous 

dissertation, (d) high recommendations from others, (e) solid research reputation, (f) solid 

teaching reputation, (g) solid advising reputation, (h) knowledge on dissertation 

techniques and methods, and (i) willingness to accept new students. 

4. For the most part, the career plans of the students in the joint program remain 

static during their tenure in the program. Students enter into the program with aspirations 

to teach or administer in Christian colleges and universities, and they leave with an equal 

or greater desire to do so. This perfectly fits with the original intent of the joint program 

as originally stated by D. Barry Lumsden (1995, p. 3). If part of an academic’s career 

path is supposed to include presenting at conferences and seminars, however, the students 

will have a difficult time advancing in their careers. Though one of the original desires of 

the joint agreement was to “hold conferences and seminars on higher education topics” 

(MacKenna, 1998), very few respondents (71.4%) actually took the opportunity to 

present. The students’ career plans may remain static, but their resumes appear to be 

doing the same in their pursuits of the terminal degree. 

5. The level of diversity as seen in the program is on par with the national levels 

of diversity according to the 2007 Survey of Earned Doctorates with the exception of the 

disproportionate 6:1 male to female ratio. The percentage of males earning their 

doctorates through this program far outpaces the national average, but it also reflects the 

graduation rates of the typical students at Dallas Theological Seminary.  
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Recommendations 

This analysis of the satisfaction of the students during the first ten years of the 

collaborative program between Dallas Theological Seminary and the University of North 

Texas should continue into the foreseeable future. Further research is needed to complete 

an entire program review; therefore, listed below (in no particular order) are several of 

the principal investigator’s recommendations for continuing this research: 

1. Since there have been so few students who have entered into and 

completed the joint doctoral program in higher education, this study should be replicated 

to include the attitudes and perceptions of all students who have entered into and 

completed both the Dallas Theological Seminary master’s program and the University of 

North Texas’s doctoral program in higher education. 

2. To continue the attributes of a full program review, the professors who 

have been involved in educating the students at either institution should be surveyed 

about their perceptions of the joint program. Surveys should also be conducted to analyze 

the academic aptitudes of the students who endure the joint program. A dissertation 

survey should be conducted analyzing the research done by joint program participants to 

see how their research compares with other dissertation research in UNT’s program in 

higher education, other programs in higher education across the United States, and other 

programs in Christian education or Christian educational administration in the United 

States. 

3. Due to the retirement of the founding contact at the University of North 

Texas, D. Barry Lumsden, in 2006, current students appear to be having trouble finding 
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advisors with special expertise in Christian higher education. For this reason, when a 

position opens up in the Program for Higher Education, the University of North Texas 

should consider hiring a former graduate from before the joint program’s inception or 

from the pool of highly-qualified graduates to become the new dissertation chairperson 

for all DTS/UNT joint program students. Even if a suitable individual is not found in the 

previous graduates of the program (due to the small pool of candidates), a candidate who 

is willing and able to chair dissertations with Christian higher education topics should be 

considered. When a committee is formed to search for a new candidate, one or more 

students from the joint program should be actively involved on the search committee. 

4. Unless the current students a in the joint program re currently employed in 

higher education, they should be asked to teach at least one class session per semester at 

Dallas Theological Seminary in the Department of Christian Education. This will help the 

students build their resumes and gain valuable experience that can only come from 

teaching experiences. These students should also be the first students to be considered to 

fill the Graduate Teaching Assistant positions that are needed each semester to assist with 

the online courses being offered. 

5. As the pool of DTS/UNT students grows, the Program in Higher 

Education should consider offering separate “Christian” sections of certain required 

courses at the University of North Texas. For example: EDHE 6051: Teaching and 

Learning in Christian Higher Education, EDHE 6511: The History of Christian Higher 

Education, EDHE 6521: Research on Students in Christian Higher Education, EDHE 

6571: The Professoriate in Christian Higher Education, and EDHE 6711: General 
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Administration in Christian Higher Education. These courses could be offered by former 

students in the joint program and should be considered equivalents to fulfill the major 

requirements (not additional/elective courses). 

6. A comparative program review should be conducted on the effectiveness 

and efficiency of all graduates of the Program in Higher Education at the University of 

North Texas to see how the graduates of the joint program compare to their classmates.  

7. As the joint program is studied further, the joint program model should be 

shared with other seminaries and graduate schools of theology across the United States to 

encourage more collaborative partnerships between state universities and conservative 

theological graduate schools. Joint programs in counseling, history, and education are just 

a few suggested collaborations that could be available to students in all regions of the 

United States. 

8. To fulfill the terms of the original agreement, Dallas Theological 

Seminary and the University of North Texas should consider holding an annual joint 

symposium on higher education topics with at least one paper given on the topic of 

Christian Higher Education. This symposium could be included in the yearly lecture 

series that is conducted by the Association for Graduate Students in Higher Education 

(AGSHE). 

This concludes the analysis of the satisfaction of the students during the first ten 

years of the collaborative program between Dallas Theological Seminary and the 

University of North Texas. The surveyed participants were immensely satisfied with their 

educational experience at the University of North Texas; therefore, it can be assumed that 
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the joint doctoral program in higher education between the University of North Texas and 

Dallas Theological Seminary effectively meets the expectations of the students and 

efficiently prepares them for the range of careers that they then pursue. 
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<Participant’s Name> 
<Institution> 
<Address> 
 
 
 
Dear Dr. <Name>: 
 
The collaborative program between Dallas Theological Seminary and the University of North 
Texas has recently celebrated its tenth anniversary! With this milestone, both institutions would 
like to know more information about the participants who have gone through the program to help 
make the program better. The purpose of this study is to better understand the education 
experiences and career preparation of the students who went through both educational 
institutions. 
 
I am writing to you today to ask for your help in this process. If you are willing to help, please 
complete the attached questionnaire and return it to me within three (3) weeks. This survey is for 
those who have either completed their doctoral program at the University of North Texas or 
those who are near the completion of their doctoral studies. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you. Please email or call me with any questions that you might 
have. Your cooperation in this matter is essential to the success of this study. As a thank you, 
once your survey and completion postcard have been received, you will receive your choice of 
one of 10 different $25.00 gift cards (see the last page of the questionnaire). 
 
Thank you again for helping to make the collaborative program the best that it can be! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Lucas B. Kavlie 
 
P.S. All completed questionnaires will remain anonymous along with all information collected. 
Any and all information will be treated with complete confidentiality.
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Survey on Doctoral Education 

The following research survey takes about 30 minutes to complete. 

Your answers will be strictly confidential. Your name and address will NOT BE CONNECTED 
to your answers. All data will be identified by coded numbers. 

Completing this survey is voluntary, and there are no foreseeable risks involved in your 
participation. Refusal to participate in this survey will incur no penalty. You may discontinue 
your participation in this survey at any time. By participating, you will help to evaluate how the 
doctoral system truly functions with a student’s perspective. 

If you have any questions, please contact Lucas B. Kavlie, a doctoral candidate in the College of 
Education at the University of North Texas, [sensitive information withheld]; or Patsy Fulton-
Calkins, PhD, the Don A. Buchholz Endowed Chair in Higher Education at the University of 
North Texas, pfulton@coe.unt.edu or 940.369.7112. 

You are welcome and encouraged to keep a copy of this document for your records. 

This study has been reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
Contact the IRB at (940) 565-3941 with any questions regarding your rights as a research 
subject. 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

• Answer all questions candidly and to the best of your ability. 
• Answer the questions by circling the numbers in pen or pencil. 
• Feel free to elaborate on any of the answers by writing comments in the margins, on any 

white space of the survey, or on an attached piece of paper. 
• When answering the questions, please refer to the definitions in the glossary below. 
• When finished, please mail the survey back in the postage-paid envelope provided. 

GLOSSARY: 

• Your advisor is the person who is the Major Professor on your degree plan. If you have 
switched advisors throughout your education, please use the one with whom you work 
most closely. 

• Your research is the research and scholarship that you have done and/or produced related 
to your own dissertation. 

• Your dissertation topic is the subject or topic of your dissertation. 

• Term relates to the academic semester or period. 
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Section A: Experiences as a Graduate Student 
This beginning section will identify where you are in your doctoral program, what your 
dissertation topic is, and who you chose for your advisor. 
 
A1. What did you choose as your major field of study? _________________________________ 
 
A2. What did you choose as your minor field of study? _________________________________ 
 
A3. When did you begin your doctoral program at the University of North Texas? 
 
 Month: _________________________ Year: _________________________ 
 
A4. What degree did you choose? __________ EdD __________ PhD 
 
A5. What has been your pattern of enrollment? 
 

A. During the academic years, I primarily enrolled (select one): 
__________ Part Time 
__________ Full Time 

 
B. During the summers, I primarily spent my time (select one): 

 __________ Enrolled 
 __________ Not enrolled, primarily doing doctoral-related work 
 __________ Not enrolled, primarily doing non-doctoral-related work 
 

C. I have taken at least one term off (excluding summer) during my doctoral program 
(select one): 
__________ Yes 
 __________ No 

 
A6. Doctoral programs change their requirements from time to time. Typical requirements are 

listed here. Indicate if it is not a requirement of your program, if the requirement remains to 
be completed, or if you have completed this requirement. Circle the number that best 
applies. If you have completed it but it was not a requirement, please circle 1. 

 
 Not a Remains to  I have 
 requirement be completed completed 

a. Graduate Record Exam (GRE) 1 2 3 
b. Program entrance exam 1 2 3 
c. Classes and coursework 1 2 3 
d. Comprehensive exam (also known as 1 2 3 

qualifiers, comps, cumulative exams) 
e. Written proposal of planned dissertation 1 2 3 
f. Oral proposal of planned dissertation 1 2 3 
g. Internship 1 2 3 
h. Advancement to candidacy 1 2 3 
i. Oral defense of completed dissertation 1 2 3 
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A7. Research is conducted in many forms and settings. Please tell me how you conducted your 
dissertation research. 

 
A. My dissertation research is done primarily (select one): 

__________ As a part of a large research group (12+ people including advisor, faculty, 
students, etc.) 

__________ As a part of a small group (<12) 
__________ Not in a group but in close collaboration with a faculty member 
__________ Individually with some input from faculty 

 
B. My dissertation research consists of several discrete projects that will be compiled in the 

dissertation (select one): 
 __________ Yes 
 __________ No 
 

C. My dissertation research setting is primarily (select one): 
__________ Lab-based 
__________ Library-based 
__________ Field-based 
__________ Other. Specify: _______________________________________________ 

 
A8. Students select their dissertation topics in many different ways. Rate the extent to which 

each statement describes your topic of choice. Circle the number that best applies. 
 
 Strongly   Strongly 
 disagree Disagree Agree Agree__ 

a. My topic was solely my choice 1 2 3 4 
b. My topic was related to work done by 1 2 3 4 

my advisor or my advisor’s research group 
c. My advisor has special expertise in my topic 1 2 3 4 
d. I am satisfied with the manner in which I came 1 2 3 4 

to my dissertation topic 
e. My dissertation topic is of great interest to me 1 2 3 4 

 
The following questions are about your advisor. If you have changed your advisor, please answer 
the questions in reference to the person with whom you work most closely. 
 
A9. Do you currently or did you have an advisor? 
 __________ Yes 
 __________ No 
 
A10. Were you assigned or did you choose an advisor upon beginning the doctoral program? 
 __________ Yes 
 __________ No 
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A11. Tell me about your relationship with your advisor. Circle the number that best describes 
your relationship. 

 
 Strongly   Strongly 
 disagree Disagree Agree Agree__ 

a. I am satisfied with the process by which I 1 2 3 4 
came to have my major professor. 

b. The manner in which I came to work with my 1 2 3 4 
major professor is typical in this department. 

c. I am satisfied with the amount and quality of 1 2 3 4 
time spent with my advisor. 

 
A12. Student match with their advisors in a number of ways. Though the exact process you used 

may not be listed, select the statement that best describes how you matched up with your 
major professor. 

 __________ I came to this program to work with my advisor. 
 __________ I selected my advisor after I started the program. 
 __________ I switched to my advisor after initially beginning with another advisor. 
 __________ I switched to my advisor for personality conflicts. 
 __________ I was assigned to my advisor. IF ASSIGNED, SKIP TO QUESTION A13. 
 
A13. Students choose particular faculty members to be their major professors for a variety of 

reasons. Circle the number that best describes the extent to why you chose your advisor. 
 
  Not a reason Minor  Major 
 I selected my major professor cause he/she at all  reason  reason 

a. is doing interesting research. 1 2 3 
b. has a reputation for getting students through 1 2 3 

the program in a timely manner 
c. has intellectual interests similar to mine 1 2 3 
d. will ensure my dissertation is rigorous 1 2 3 
e. was highly recommended by other people 1 2 3 
f. has a solid research reputation 1 2 3 
g. has a solid teaching reputation 1 2 3 
h. has a solid advising reputation 1 2 3 
i. is knowledgeable on the techniques/methods 1 2 3 

I will be using 
j. was willing to take me as a student 1 2 3 
k. can write a solid recommendation in the 1 2 3 

future 
l. other reason (specify): __________________________________________________ 
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A14. Faculty advisors/mentors engage in many different behaviors. Circle the number that best 
describes the extent of the behavior of your advisor. 

 
 Strongly   Strongly 
 My advisor/mentor disagree Disagree Agree Agree__ 

a. is available when I need help with my research 1 2 3 4 
b. is available when I need to talk about the  1 2 3 4 

program and my progress in the program 
c. treats my ideas with respect 1 2 3 4 
d. gives me regular and constructive feedback 1 2 3 4 

on my research 
e. teaches me the details of good research 1 2 3 4 

methods/practice. 
f. provides me with relevant information 1 2 3 4 

about ongoing research in the field 
g. teaches me the survival skills for the field 1 2 3 4 
h. helps me secure funding for my studies 1 2 3 4 
i. helps me develop professional relationships 1 2 3 4 

with others in the field 
j. assists me in writing for publication or 1 2 3 4 

professional presentations 
k. teaches me to write grant and/or contract 1 2 3 4 

proposals 
l. advocates for me with others as needed 1 2 3 4 
m. provides me with support when needed 1 2 3 4 
n. is sensitive to my needs 1 2 3 4 
o. takes an interest in my personal life 1 2 3 4 
p. has my best interests at heart 1 2 3 4 
q. cares about me as a person (not just as a 1 2 3 4 

scholar 
r. provides direct assessments of my progress 1 2 3 4 

in the program 
s. supports me in any career path that I might 1 2 3 4 

choose 
t. sees me as a resource of labor to advance 1 2 3 4 

his/her research 
u. expects me to work so many hours that a life 1 2 3 4 

outside of school is impossible to have 
v. give me regular and constructive feedback on 1 2 3 4 

my progress toward the degree’s completion 
w. provides information about other career paths 1 2 3 4 

open to me 
x. solicits my input on matters of teaching 1 2 3 4 

and/or research 
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A15. Evaluate your satisfaction with the following aspects of your doctoral program at the 
University of North Texas. Circle your response. 
 
My satisfaction with my: Very Unsatisfied Neutral Very Satisfied 

a. Course work 1 2 3 4 5 
b. Relationship with faculty 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Relationship with other students 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Internship/Field experience 1 2 3 4 5 
e. Quality of instruction by full-time 1 2 3 4 5 

professors 
f. Quality of instruction by full-time 1 2 3 4 5 

professors 
g. Quality of instruction by part-time 1 2 3 4 5 

adjunct professors 
h. Variety of course offerings 1 2 3 4 5 
i. Opportunities for social interaction 1 2 3 4 5 

with faculty members 
j. Opportunities for social interaction 1 2 3 4 5 

with fellow students 
 
Section B: Description of your Doctoral Program/Department 
This second section will identify the details of your doctoral program and your perceptions of 
your experience. 
 
B1. One aspect of the program is its structure. Circle the number that best describes your 

agreement with the structure of the program. 
 
 Strongly   Strongly 
 Of my program, I would say disagree Disagree Agree Agree__ 

a. my coursework has lain a good foundation 1 2 3 4 
for doing independent research 

b. I understand the requirements in my program 1 2 3 4 
c. Some of the exams and other “hurdles” (quals, 1 2 3 4 

prelims, orals, etc.) seem arbitrary/unhelpful 
d. my coursework has given me a broad foundation 1 2 3 4 

of knowledge of related fields/subspecialties 
e. the program is highly flexible, and I can 1 2 3 4 

tailor it to my needs/interests 
f. I am annually reviewed to assess my progress 1 2 3 4 

 
B2. Another aspect of the program is the ways in which the students interact. Circle the number 

that best describes your opinion on the students in the program. 
 
 Strongly   Strongly 
 Of the students in the program, I would say disagree Disagree Agree Agree__ 

a. There is a sense of solidarity among the 1 2 3 4 
students who enter the program simultaneously 
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b. many students complain about being exploited 1 2 3 4 
by the faculty 

c. students have an active role in the decisions 1 2 3 4 
of the program that affect them 

d. students freely share information with each 1 2 3 4 
other (opportunities, tips on success, etc.) 

e. students have little contact with each other 1 2 3 4 
f. students must compete with each other for 1 2 3 4 

faculty time and attention 
g. experienced students mentor newer students 1 2 3 4 
h. I am part of a supportive student community 1 2 3 4 

in my program 
i. I am part of a supportive environment 1 2 3 4 

outside my program 
 
B3. Another aspect of the program is the positive or negative interaction among the faculty 

members. Circle the number that best describes your opinion on the faculty members in your 
program. 

 
 Strongly   Strongly 
 Of the faculty in the program, I would say disagree Disagree Agree Agree__ 

a. they have the best interests of the students 1 2 3 4 
at heart 

b. they value individual research over 1 2 3 4 
collaborative research 

c. they make sure that students feel like members 1 2 3 4 
of the program 

d. they care about the students in the program 1 2 3 4 
e. they make sexist, racist, or homophobic 1 2 3 4 

remarks 
f. some of the faculty appear to give most of the 1 2 3 4 

attention/resources to a select group of students 
g. they collaborate with students on publications 1 2 3 4 
h. they treat students with respect 1 2 3 4 
i. they are willing to bend the rules for some new 1 2 3 4 

students but not others 
j. they carefully guard results and new ideas 1 2 3 4 

from others in the field 
k. they seem more concerned with furthering their 1 2 3 4 

own careers than with the well-being of the  
program as a whole 

l. they really care about their teaching 1 2 3 4 
m. they really care about their research 1 2 3 4 
n. they really care about advising students 1 2 3 4 
o. they are explicit in their expectation of students 1 2 3 4 
p. they carefully supervise research assistants 1 2 3 4 
q. they regularly socialize with students 1 2 3 4 
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r. they are generous with their time and help 1 2 3 4 
students grow as scholars/researchers/writers 

s. they have high ethical standards 1 2 3 4 
t. there are tensions among the faculty members 1 2 3 4 
u. they are accessible to students 1 2 3 4 
v. they seem to believe that students are here to 1 2 3 4 

help faculty fulfill their research and teaching 
obligations 

 
B4. Since you started the program, have you developed a clear understanding regarding these 

items? Circle the number that best applies. 
I HAVE A CLEAR UNDERSTANDING 

 Not at all Somewhat Very Not 
 Issue or concern: clear clear clear applicable 

a. Commitments regarding the funding of 1 2 3 4 
graduate studies 

b. Length of time you would be a student 1 2 3 4 
c. Criteria for determining that you were ready 1 2 3 4 

to graduate 
d. Amount of time to be spent with your advisor 1 2 3 4 
e. Fulfilling internship obligations 1 2 3 4 
f. Customary practices regarding publication: 1 2 3 4 

when and how to submit, etc. 
g. Customary practices about determining 1 2 3 4 

authorship of papers, order of authors, etc. 
h. Customary practices for the appropriate use 1 2 3 4 

of research funds 
i. Customary practices for generating, handling, 1 2 3 4 

and using research data responsibly 
j. Customary practices for reviewing and 1 2 3 4 

refereeing academic papers fairly 
k. Customary practices involving the safety of 1 2 3 4 

human subjects, etc. 
l. Customary practices regarding appropriate 1 2 3 4 

relationships with undergraduates 
m. Commitments regarding the funding of your 1 2 3 4 

dissertation research project 
n. Customary practices for using copyrighted 1 2 3 4 

material or material written by others 
o. Customary practices for grading student’s work 1 2 3 4 
p. Customary practices for avoiding conflicts 1 2 3 4 

of interest: industry funding, consulting, etc. 
 
B5. For each resource/program below, circle the number that best applies regarding whether it is 

available to you as a student. 
 
B6. If it is available, have you used the resource/participated in the program? Circle the answer. 
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B7. If it is available, did the faculty encourage you to use the resource/participate in the 

program? Circle your answer. 
 
  B5   B6  B7 
 Resource or Program AVAILABLE I USED ENCOURAGED 
  Don’t      Doesn’t 
 No Know Yes No Yes No Yes Apply 
 

a. An orientation for new graduate 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
students in the program 

b. A university-wide orientation 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
for graduate students 

c. A graduate student handbook 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
for the university 

d. A graduate student center 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
e. A written policy on research 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 

misconduct 
f. A person or office to help 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 

students explore options for 
action when they perceive  
abuse or misconduct in the  
program 

g. A teaching development center 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
h. A teaching assistant training 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 

course, lasting one term or more 
i. A mentor for your professional 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 

development other than your 
advisor 

j. A seminar or course designed to 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
develop you as a prospective 
faculty member 

k. A career planning workshop on 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
the academic job search 

l. A workshop/seminar on teaching 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
in your discipline 

m. An organized trip to another  1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
campus to learn about a faculty 
member in another setting 

n. A workshop on career 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
opportunities outside academia 

o. Progressively more responsible 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
roles in teaching 

p. Progressively more responsible 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
roles in research 



141 

q. Opportunity to participate in  1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
campus or departmental 
governance 

r. On-campus internships 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
s. Off-campus internships 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
t. Opportunity to present at a 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 

regional or national meeting 
u. Workshop/seminar on faculty 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 

roles and responsibilities 
v. Workshop/seminar on research 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 

ethics 
w. Workshop/seminar on history, 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 

mission, and purpose of higher 
education 

x. Workshop/seminar on 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 3 
organization and administration 
of colleges and universities 

 
B8. Have you participated in a Preparing Future Faculty Program? 
 __________ Yes 
 __________ No 
 
B9. If you could go back in time to start over on your doctoral program (knowing what you now 

know), which decisions would you change? 
 
 If I did it over, I would: No Maybe Yes 

a. Select a different field/sub-field 1 2 3 
b. Select a different advisor 1 2 3 
c. Select a different university 1 2 3 
d. Select a different dissertation topic 1 2 3 
e. Change my decision about taking time off during my 1 2 3 

doctoral program 
f. Not go to graduate school 1 2 3 
g. Revise my coursework/degree at Dallas Seminary 1 2 3 
h. Take more courses outside of the department 1 2 3 

 
Which courses? ________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

Why? ________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________ 
 

B10. Knowing all that you now know, what advice would you give to others entering or in the 
early years of graduate school? 
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Section C: Career Plans 
This section will identify your career plans, career options, and how your plans have changed 
over time. 
 
First, consider what you hoped to pursue as a career after completing your doctorate and any 
postdoctoral training you hoped to achieve. 
 
C1. Currently, how strong is your interest in or desire for the following career options? Circle 

your response. 
 
C2. Since beginning the program, has your interest in this option decreased, stayed the same, or 

increased? Circle your response. 
 
   C1 C2 
 Career option: CURRENT INTEREST CHANGE IN INTEREST 
 Not at Stayed 
 All Possible Definite Increase Decrease the same 

a. To become a professor in a  1 2 3 1 2 3 
college or university 

b. To teach, but not in a college or 1 2 3 1 2 3 
university setting 

c. To conduct research in a college 1 2 3 1 2 3 
or university (non-faculty job) 

d. To become an administrator in 1 2 3 1 2 3 
a college or university 

e. To conduct research in business, 1 2 3 1 2 3 
industry, or the private sector 

f. To become an administrator/ 1 2 3 1 2 3 
manager in business, industry, 
or the private sector 

g. To conduct research in a non- 1 2 3 1 2 3 
profit organization or 
governmental agency 

h. To become an administrator/ 1 2 3 1 2 3 
manager in a non-profit, public 
service, or governmental agency 
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i. To work independently (e.g., 1 2 3 1 2 3 
consultant, writer, etc.) 

j. To start my own business 1 2 3 1 2 3 
k. Not to be employed for pay 1 2 3 1 2 3 

 
Now consider how realistic it is to pursue these career options. 
 
C3. Currently, how realistic is the pursuit of the following career options? Circle your response. 
 
C4. Since beginning the program, has your perception of that realism decreased, stayed the same, 

or increased? Circle your response. 
 
   C3 C4 
 Career option: CURRENT REALISM CHANGE IN REALISM 
 Not at Stayed 
 All Possible Definite Increase Decrease the same 

a. To become a professor in a  1 2 3 1 2 3 
college or university 

b. To teach, but not in a college or 1 2 3 1 2 3 
university setting 

c. To conduct research in a college 1 2 3 1 2 3 
or university (non-faculty job) 

d. To become an administrator in 1 2 3 1 2 3 
a college or university 

e. To conduct research in business, 1 2 3 1 2 3 
industry, or the private sector 

f. To become an administrator/ 1 2 3 1 2 3 
manager in business, industry, 
or the private sector 

g. To conduct research in a non- 1 2 3 1 2 3 
profit organization or 
governmental agency 

h. To become an administrator/ 1 2 3 1 2 3 
manager in a non-profit, public 
service, or governmental agency 

i. To work independently (e.g., 1 2 3 1 2 3 
consultant, writer, etc.) 

j. To start my own business 1 2 3 1 2 3 
k. Not to be employed for pay 1 2 3 1 2 3 

 
C5. Help us understand the influence on your career goals and plans. Please elaborate on 

whether, how, and why your career goals and plans have changed during your time in the 
doctoral program. What experiences affected your goals and plans? Be as specific as you 
can.  
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Section D: Expectations of the Academic Job 

This section will identify your interest in the various aspects of a job in academia and the 
preparation that you believe you are receiving for that job. 
 
D1. Are you considering a job in academia in the future? 
 __________ Yes 
 __________ Maybe 
 __________ No (Skip to Section E) 
 
D2. At what kind of institution would you prefer to be employed? Circle your response. 
 
D3. At what kind of institution do you think you will be employed? Circle your response. 
 
   D2 D3 
 Kind of institution: PREFERENCE LIKELIHOOD 
 Not at Not at 
 All Possible Definite all Possible Definite 

a. Two-year community college 1 2 3 1 2 3 
b. Four-year, liberal arts college  1 2 3 1 2 3 
c. Four-year, comprehensive 1 2 3 1 2 3 

university with undergraduate 
and master’s students 

d. Large university with all levels 1 2 3 1 2 3 
of students 

e. A private, Christian college 1 2 3 1 2 3 
f. A Christian Seminary 1 2 3 1 2 3 
g. A missionary college overseas 1 2 3 1 2 3 
h. Other: __________________ 1 2 3 1 2 3 

 
D4. Some members of academia are involved with campus activities in ways that other members 

are not. Circle the number that indicates how interested you are in participating in this at 
some point in your career. 

 
 Very   Very 
 Campus Activity: Uninterested Uninterested Interested Interested 

a. Become a department chair or dean 1 2 3 4 
b. Serve on the academic senate or university 1 2 3 4 

governing body 
c. Get involved in activities with under- 1 2 3 4 

graduates outside of class (e.g., clubs) 
d. Hold both administrative and faculty 1 2 3 4 

positions and/or duties at the same time 
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As a doctoral student, you have probably learned quite a bit about the life of an academician. The first column has a list of factors that 
influences an individual’s interest in an academic career. Some individuals view the factors in a positive light; other view it 
negatively. 
 
D5. What is your opinion about each of these factors? Circle your response on the scale in the second column. 
 
D6. How have these factors affected your interest in the academic profession? Do they make you more or less interested, or have they 

had no effect on you? Circle the number that best applies.  
 

For example, if you think that salary levels in academia are low, circle one or two (depending on how low you believe them to be. 
If this makes you less interested in a position in academia, circle “less interested.” If this has no effect on your decision to work 
in higher education, circle “no effect” on D6. 
 
 D5    D6 

 OPINION OF ITEM INTEREST IN CAREER 
  Less No More 

Factor:  interested effect interested 
a. Salary levels in academia They are low 1 2 3 4 5 They are high 1 2 3 
b. Obtaining  research funding Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 Easy to get 1 2 3 
c. Enjoyment of teaching I dislike intensely 1 2 3 4 5 I enjoy immensely 1 2 3 
d. Enjoyment of service I dislike intensely 1 2 3 4 5 I enjoy immensely 1 2 3 
e. Enjoyment of research I dislike intensely 1 2 3 4 5 I enjoy immensely 1 2 3 
f. Working on a campus I dislike intensely 1 2 3 4 5 I enjoy immensely 1 2 3 
g. Academic job market Few jobs available 1 2 3 4 5 Many jobs available 1 2 3 
h. Lifestyle of faculty I dislike intensely 1 2 3 4 5 I enjoy immensely 1 2 3 
i. Work load expectations They are low 1 2 3 4 5 They are high 1 2 3 
j. Behavior of faculty Awful 1 2 3 4 5 Wonderful 1 2 3 
k. Tenure/promotion process Problematic 1 2 3 4 5 Unproblematic 1 2 3 
l. Departmental politics I dislike intensely 1 2 3 4 5 I enjoy immensely 1 2 3 
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On the other hand, there may be other factors that are influencing you toward or away from a career in higher education. 
 
D7. What is your opinion about each of these factors? Circle your response on the scale in the second column. 
 
D8. How have these factors affected your interest in the academic profession? Do they make you more or less interested, or have they 

had no effect on you? Circle the number that best applies.  
 
 D7    D8 

 OPINION OF ITEM INTEREST IN CAREER 
  Less No More 

Factor:  interested effect interested 
a. Appeal of other careers Unappealing 1 2 3 4 5 Very appealing 1 2 3 
b. Encouragement from faculty Discouraging 1 2 3 4 5 Encouraging 1 2 3 
c. Exposure to other careers Very little 1 2 3 4 5 Quite a bit 1 2 3 
d. Spouse/partner’s career Conflicts w/ mine 1 2 3 4 5 Does not conflict 1 2 3 
e. Geographic restrictions I cannot move 1 2 3 4 5 I am free to move 1 2 3 
f. Ability to raise a family Impossible 1 2 3 4 5 Very possible 1 2 3 
g. Internship experience Discouraging 1 2 3 4 5 Encouraging 1 2 3 
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Academics do many different tasks. As you look at the following tasks, to what extent would you 
say: 
 
D9. I am comfortable and confident in my ability to perform this task. Circle your response. 
 
D10. I am interested and looking forward to performing this task. Circle your response.  
 
D11. I have been prepared by this program to perform this task. Circle your response. 

 
 D9 D10 D11 
  CONFIDENCE INTEREST PREPARATION 
 Not at Some Very Not at Some Very Not at Some Very 

Task of job all what much all what much all what much 

a. Teach lecture courses 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
b. Teach discussion sections/courses 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
c. Teach specialized graduate courses 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
d. Use technology in the classroom 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
e. Develop/articulate a teaching 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

philosophy 
f. Create a classroom inclusive of diverse 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

populations and teaching styles/modes 
g. Advise undergraduate students 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
h. Advise graduate students 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
i. Serve on institutional committees, 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

help craft institutional policies, and 
engage in university governance 

j. Apply expertise in service to the 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
extended community 

k. Review papers and engage in other 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
forms of service to the profession 

l. Conduct research 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
m. Publish research findings 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
n. Collaborate on interdisciplinary 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

research 
o. Integrate faith and learning in the  1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

profession 
 
Section E: Background 
To get to know you better, this last section will help to identify the levels of diversity seen in the 
collaborative program. 
 
E1. __________ Male __________ Female 
 
E2. __________ Single __________ Married/Partnered   __________ Divorced/Separated 
 
E3. __________ Number of children (Ages: ________________________________________) 
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E4. __________ US Citizen __________ Permanent Resident __________ Non-US Citizen 
 
E5. What is your ethnic background? Select one. 
 
 __________ African American __________ Native American/Alaskan Native 
 __________ Hispanic American __________ Asian American/Pacific Islander 
 __________ White, non-Hispanic __________ Other. Specify: _______________ 
 
E6. In what year were you born? 19__________ 
 
E7. Tell me about your bachelor’s education: (Use more space, if needed) 
 School: School: 
 Degree: Degree: 
 Major(s): Major(s): 
 Year:  Year: 
 
E8. Tell me about your master’s education: (Use more space, if needed) 
 School: Dallas Theological Seminary School: 
 Degree: Degree: 
 Major(s): Major(s): 
 Year:  Year: 
 
 
E9. What is the highest level of education achieved by your family members? Circle the number 
corresponding to the level of education. If not applicable, leave blank. 
 
Highest degree achieved by: High Some Bachelor Master/  
  School College Degree Prof. Degree Doctorate 

a. Mother 1 2 3  4 5 
b. Father 1 2 3  4 5 
c. Any sibling 1 2 3  4 5 
d. Spouse/partner 1 2 3  4 5 
e. Any child 1 2 3  4 5 

 
Thank you for taking your time to help me evaluate the educational program at the University of 
North Texas following your graduation from Dallas Theological Seminary. Your honesty and 
sincerity are greatly appreciated. Please return this questionnaire in the enclosed postage-paid, 
self-addressed envelope to Lucas B. Kavlie, 906 Kathryn Drive, Lewisville, Texas, 75067. Also 
return the postcard separately (insuring confidentiality) to confirm your completion of the 
questionnaire and indicating which thank-you gift card that you would like to receive. This will 
help me to track who has returned the questionnaire and who has yet to complete it without 
having to sacrifice confidentiality in the process! 
 
 
 
Lucas B. Kavlie
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 Please update your database to show that I have 
completed and returned the questionnaire 
concerning my educational experience at the 
University of North Texas following my  
experience at Dallas Theological Seminary. 
 
Name: _________________________________ 

Address: _______________________________ 

City: __________________________________ 

State: ____________ Zip Code: _____________ 

Email: _________________________________ 

Please send me a $25 gift card to the following: 

□Lowes □Home Depot □Target □Walmart 

□Starbucks □Amazon.com □Barnes & Noble 

□eBay □Buy.com □Best Buy □Other (specify) 

Lucas B. Kavlie 
[Address withheld] 

Please update your database to show that I have 
completed and returned the questionnaire 
concerning my educational experience at the 
University of North Texas following my  
experience at Dallas Theological Seminary. 
 
Name: _________________________________ 

Address: _______________________________ 

City: __________________________________ 

State: ____________ Zip Code: _____________ 

Email: _________________________________ 

Please send me a $25 gift card to the following: 

□Lowes □Home Depot □Target □Walmart 

□Starbucks □Amazon.com □Barnes & Noble 

□eBay □Buy.com □Best Buy □Other (specify) 

Lucas B. Kavlie 
[Address withheld] 
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Wednesday, June 06, 2007 

Dear <Participant> 

You recently received a questionnaire regarding your educational experience at 
the University of North Texas following your graduation from Dallas Theological 
Seminary. If you  have already returned the questionnaire, thank you! Please make sure to 
return your postcard stating thusly. 

 
If you have not had a chance to do so, please take a few minutes to complete and 

return the questionnaire in the postage-paid envelope supplied. Your response is 
extremely important to me, and it will be kept in the strictest of confidence. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Lucas B. Kavlie 
[Sensitive information withheld]
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MEMORANDUM OF GENERAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
The University of North Texas 

and 
Dallas Theological Seminary 

  
 
 

The University of North Texas (hereinafter referred to as UNT) and Dallas 
Theological Seminary (hereinafter referred to as DTS) are linked by common academic 
interests and wish to foster collaboration in academic areas of mutual interest. UNT and 
DTS set forth the following articles of understanding for the UNT/DTS collaboration: 
 
 

ARTICLE I 
 

The purposes of this general agreement include, but are not limited to, the following: 
 
1. The development of skilled administrators for Christian colleges, universities, and 

seminaries; 
 
2. The development of collaborative research and acquisition of contracts and grants 

related to the administration of Christian colleges, universities, and seminaries; 
 
3. The organization of joint academic colloquia, symposia, seminars, lectures, and 

conferences for the continuing educational development of higher education 
professionals; 

 
4. The inter-institutional collaboration of faculty in the study of higher education 

and the administration of institutions of higher learning. 
 
Cooperative projects under this general agreement will take place primarily between 

the faculty in the UNT Department of Counseling, Development, and Higher Education, 
the UNT Center for Higher Education, and the Divisions of Biblical Studies, Theological 
Studies, and Ministries and Communication at DTS. 

 
 

ARTICLE II 
 
To fulfill the aims of this agreement, UNT and DTS will appoint an appropriate 

person at each institution to coordinate the development and conduct of joint activities. 
Through these contact persons, either institution may initiate proposals for activities 
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under this agreement. Specific details of any activity will be set forth in letters of 
understanding which, upon signing by appropriate authorities at both institutions, will 
become an integral part of this general agreement. Letters of understanding will include 
such items as: 

 
 

1. Elaboration of the responsibilities of each institution for the agreed-upon activity; 
2. Schedules for the specific activities; 
3. Sources of financing of each activity; and 
4. Any other items necessary for the efficient and effective conduct of the activity. 
 
Letters of understanding will be approved at each institution according to the normal 

procedures governing the types of activities proposed therein. 
 
Additionally, an agreement oversight committee will be responsible for the evaluation 

of activities under this agreement according to the practices of their respective 
institutions. 

 
 

ARTICLE III 
 
Both parties will extend this agreement on the date of its signature for a continuing 

period of five years from that date. This agreement may be extended or amended by 
mutual written agreement of both institutions. Either institution at any time may 
terminate this agreement provided that the terminating institution gives written notice of 
intention to terminate at least three months prior to termination. 
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LETTER OF UNDERSTANDING 
between the  

University of North Texas (UNT) and Dallas Theological Seminary 
(DTS) regarding the  

UNT/DTS Collaborative Doctoral Program in Higher Education 
 
 

I. The University of North Texas agrees to the following: 
 

A. UNT will offer a minimum 60-hour EdD program in Higher Education 
and a minimum 72-hour PhD program in Higher Education beyond the 
master’s degree as a part of this collaborative agreement; 

 
B. UNT will admit students to the program separately from the admissions 

process of DTS. All students seeking admission to this collaborative 
program must meet all UNT admission requirements in addition to the 
admission requirements published by DTS. Admission by one institution 
does not imply or guarantee admission by the other institution.     

 
C. For admission into the collaborative doctoral program in Higher 

Education, UNT will evaluate for GPA 36 hours of DTS master’s degree 
course work in lieu of a completed master’s degree provided the course 
work was completed after admission into an approved master’s degree 
program at DTS.    

 
D. Beyond the 36 hours in lieu of the master’s degree and completed after 

the student’s admission date into the collaborative program, UNT will 
accept the transfer of 12 hours toward the minor in the PhD program or 
15 hours toward the cognate field in the EdD program. These courses 
may also count toward one of the master’s degree programs offered by 
DTS if DTS approves.   

 
 Specific courses to meet this requirement would be recommended by a 

student after advisement by the DTS minor professor and the UNT major 
professor. These courses would be approved by the minor professor, the 
major professor and the student’s doctoral committee. These courses 
would include any graduate course acceptable as a transfer course for a 
degree at UNT that relates to the student’s educational and professional 
goals.
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E. The UNT residency requirement for the doctorate in higher education must be 

satisfied according to existing requirements for the EdD or the PhD  
 
F. Students already in possession of a master’s degree in Theology or Christian 

Education from an accredited institution other than DTS also may participate 
in this collaborative program if they are admitted to a DTS certificate program 
of at least 30 hours in length and to one of the UNT doctoral programs in 
Higher Education. Up to 12-15 of the 30 hours (with permission of the 
doctoral committee) may be applied to the UNT doctoral program as the 
minor or cognate field in accordance with provision D above; 

 
G. Students already in possession of a DTS master’s degree who desire to be 

admitted only into the UNT EdD or PhD program without participating in the 
collaborative program may do so in accordance with existing admission 
requirements. They will also be permitted to complete their 12-15 hour minor 
or cognate field courses (in accordance with provision D above) at DTS and 
have those courses transferred to UNT in fulfillment of the minor/cognate 
field requirement provided DTS assigns one of its faculty (who is UNT 
graduate-faculty-qualified) to serve as the minor/cognate field professor on 
the students’ committees; 

 
H. UNT will permit an approved DTS faculty member to serve as the 

minor/cognate field professor on the student’s doctoral committee provided 
that the faculty member meets criteria for temporary UNT graduate faculty 
status in accordance with established procedures; 

 
I. All students must be separately admitted to each institution and pay tuition 

and fees at the specified rates for the courses taken at each institution; 
 
J. UNT will incur no cost for minor or cognate field professors supplied by 

DTS; 
 
K. UNT, in accordance with the policies and practices of each institution’s 

publications department, will publish a program description in its graduate 
catalog; 

 
L. UNT will admit students to the collaborative doctoral program twice each 

year (fall and spring) in accordance with its established admission procedures 
and policies except as stipulated above. 

 
M. Participants would complete the master’s degree at DTS before admission to 

candidacy for the doctorate at UNT. 
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II. Dallas Theological Seminary agrees to the following: 
 

A. DTS will provide a faculty member who meets criteria for temporary UNT 
graduate faculty status in accordance with established UNT procedures to 
serve as the minor/cognate professor on the student’s doctoral committee; 

 
B. DTS, in accordance with the policies and practices of each institution’s 

publications department, will publish a description of this collaborative 
agreement in its annual catalog; 

 
C. DTS agrees that UNT will not incur any additional costs related to the DTS 

portion of the agreement, and in like manner, DTS will not incur any 
additional costs related to the UNT portion of the agreement; 

 
D. DTS will admit students to the program separately from the admissions 

process of UNT. All students seeking admission to this collaborative program 
must meet all DTS admission requirements in addition to the admission 
requirements published by UNT. Admission by one institution does not imply 
or guarantee admission by the other institution; 

 
E. Participants would complete the master’s degree at DTS before admission to 

candidacy for the doctorate at UNT. 
 
 

III. Operational Policies 
 

A. An agreement oversight committee consisting of three (3) appointed 
representatives from each institution, plus one student participating in the 
collaborative program, will be responsible for the evaluation of all activities 
under this letter of understanding according to the practices of their respective 
institutions; 

 
B. Both institutions agree that students currently participating under this letter of 

understanding at the time of termination will be permitted to complete their 
degree programs under this collaborative arrangement; 

 
C. This letter of understanding will come into force on the date of its signature by 

both parties and will be valid for an initial period of five years from that date. 
This letter of understanding may be extended or amended by mutual written 
agreement of both institutions. Either institution at any time may terminate 
this letter of understanding provided that the terminating institution gives 
written notice of intention to terminate at least three months prior to 
termination. 
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As witness to their subscription to the above articles and to the Letter of 

Understanding, the appropriate authorities of the University of North Texas and Dallas 
Theological Seminary hereunto set their signatures: 

 
 

 
University of North Texas Dallas Theological Seminary 
 
 
 
___________________________________ _________________________________ 
President President 
 
 
 
___________________________________ _________________________________ 
Graduate Dean Vice President for Academic Affairs 
 
 
 
___________________________________ _________________________________ 
Dean, College of Education Associate Academic Dean 
 
 
 
___________________________________  
Chair, Department of Counseling,  
 Development, and Higher Education  
 
 
 
___________________________________ _________________________________ 
Date Date 
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