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ABSTRACT 

This study was undertaken to assess and describe a unique 

aspect of affirmative action planning in disciplines of higher educa

tion physical education. The two major purposes of the study were to 

(1) identify by sex, ethnic origin, and area of special ization faculty 

and doctoral students who were available for teaching and research in 

higher education discipl ines of physical education,. and (2) to develop 

a model for predicting future availability of faculty and doctoral 

students for teaching and research in higher education disciplines of 

physical education. 

The review of the literature indicated that there were a number 

of inflow and outflow parameters which must be considered in deter

mining present availability and in predicting future availability. 

Research questions were formulated to address the academic workforce 

inflow and outflow parameters identified. 

Data were obtained from chairpersons of physical education 

departments at institutions offering advanced degrees in the disci

pI ines of physical education and from the I iterature relating to the 

career patterns of doctoral recipients and to the academic workforce. 

Findings were based upon a descriptive analysis of the data with 

respect to each research question. A model for predicting current 

and future availability pools of all individuals for teaching and 

research in higher education discipl ines of physical education was 

developed. Also, models were developed for predicting current and 

x 
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future availabil ity pools of all white females and all male and female 

minorities for teaching and research in higher education disciplines 

of physical education. The models were based upon the inflow and out

flow parameters as reported by the respondents to the questionnaire and 

in the 1 iterature. 

The currently predicted availability pool of individuals for 

teaching and research in higher education dtscfpl ines of physical 

education was found to be 3,160 faculty and doctoral students. The 

predicted availability pool of all individuals for teaching and 

research in higher education discipl ines of physical education within 

the next two years was found to be 2,987 of the 3,448 faculty and 

doctoral students reported .in the current availabil ity pool. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

With the emergence of the civil rights movement in the fifties 
and with the subsequent broadening of interest in the rights 
of all minorities, and of women, equal opportunity has become 
a matter .of high national priority (Perry and Milner, 1979, 
p. 1). 

This emphasis upon equal opportunity, or nondiscrimination, 

has affected all areas of society including the area of higher educa-

tion. Historically the performance of many institutions of higher 

education has been inadequate in providing equal opportunity for 

women and minorities in such areas as employment, promotion, tenure, 

and salaries (Making Affirmative Acti6nW6rk in Higher Education, 1975, 

p. 1). However, the federal government's recent attempts to implement 

nondiscrimination have resulted in substantial progress, and 

"further progress is now being made by many institutions" (Making 

Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 1). And yet, 

equal opportunity in institutions of higher education is still an 

IIAmerican dream," rather than an actual ity, as the following headline 

in The Chronicle of Higher Education proclaims: "Despite Gains, 

Women, Minority-Group Members Lag in College Jobs" ("Despite Gains, 

Women, Minority-Group Members Lag in College Jobs," 1982, p. 4). The 

Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education believes it is 

imperative that actions be taken to eliminate discrimination and to 

remedy the effects of past discrimination both in society in general, 
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and more specifically in institutions of higher education (Making 

Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 1). Such 

actions or plans have recently been referred to as affirmative action 

or affirmative action plans. The Carnegie Council on Pol icy Studies 

in Higher Education states that 

It [affirmative action] means actions to e1 iminate discrimina
tion: creation of more adequate pool~ of talent, active 
searches for talent wherever it exists, revision of policies 

. and practices that permitted or abetted discrimination, 
development of expectation for a staff whose composition 
does not reflect the impacts of discrimination, provision 
of judicial processes to hear complaints, and the making of 
decisions without improper regard for sex, race, or ethnic 
origin (Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 
1975, p. 2) 

The Council believes that affirmative action "will be needed until a 

better record of non-discrimination has been establ ished" (Making 

Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 1). For insti-

tutions of higher education, affirmative action· should be a matter 

of principle (Perry and Mi lner, 1979, p. 1); thus it is essential 

that affirmative action plans be developed. 

The development of an affirmative action plan and the 

establishment of goals for an institution of higher education involve 

a detailed analysis of present personnel composition and practices to 

identify patterns of discrimination. "These patterns may exist by 

job classification to the extent that minorities and women are con-

fined to or excluded from particular classifications by rates of pay, 

status, type of appointment, termination, or rates of advancement 

(Catl in, Seeley and Talburtt, 1974, p. 18). 
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Perry and Milner (1979, pp. 1-2) indicated that a good affir-

mative action plan for faculty employment should include 1) a work 

force analysis, which is a presentation of data on the racial, 

selected ethnic, and sexual composition of its faculty, by department 

and rank, for the past three to five years; 2) an availability analy-

sis, or data relating to pools of qualified persons by race, selected 

ethnic groups and sex for each academic field in which it offers 

instruction; 3) goals and timetables for appropriate campus units to 

correct for any known underutilization of any designated group. 

Federal guidelines relating to affirmative action plans suggest 
that data on recent doctors degrees awarded, by field, sex, 
and racial or ethnic group are appropriate sources of i·nfor
mation for the determination of 'availabil ity pools' of poten
tial candidates for positions in four-year institutions of 
higher education (Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher 
Education, 1975, p. 37). 

How do pools of qualified women and minorities compare with their 

utilization on faculties? Studies in 1974-75 indicated that majority 

women have probably received 16 to 17 percent of all doctor's degrees 

awarded to United States citizens, on the average, during the previous 

five years. Since a doctor's degree is not usually required for the 

rank of instructor in four-year colleges and universities, this 

percentage should be compared with the proportion of women among 

assistant, associate, and full-professors in four-year colleges and 

universities--about 18 percent in 1974-75. It was concluded that 

there was no overall "demand gapll (or that majority women are being 

employed to a relatively greater extent than would be indicated by 
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their representation among qualified persons) (Making Affirmative 

Action Work in Higher Educati,on, 1975, p. 37). However, the Carnegie 

Council emphasizes that this does not indicate that there is no dis-

crimination against majority women on the faculties of four-year 

colleges and universities, especially in specific disciplines. Further 

they indicate that 

if majority women are ever to reach a proportion of profes
sorial faculty members in four-year colleges and universities 
corresponding to their percentage of majority persons in the 
labor force--currently about 38 percent--there will have to 
be a very large increase in their representation among 
recipients of doctor's degrees. From an average of 16 to 17 
percent, they would have to increase their numbers among 
deg'ree recipients to 38 percent (Making Affirmative Action 
Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 38). 

The Carnegie Council characterizes this situation as a "supply gap". 

This same situation is true for minorities, who received 3.2 

percent of the Ph.D. degrees awarded to United States citizens in 

1969-Y2 and an estimated 5.8 percent in 1972-75. Minorities have 

accounted for approximately 4 to 5 percent of faculty members in 

professional ranks in four-year colleges and universities in the 

last few years. The current proportion of minorities among persons 

in the labor force is approximately 14 percent--40 percent are 

minority women (Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 

1975, p. 40). Thus the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher 

Education bel ieves "that an important part of each affirmative 

actfon plan of a doctoral-granting university should be a 'supply 

plan': that is, a plan for giving maximum encouragement to women 



and minor·ities in achieving graduate and professional degrees" 

(Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 42). 

Background 

The struggle to achieve basic human rights and to assure the 
civi 1 rights of all. Americans has a long history. At least 
as far back as the Reconstruction era, the federal" govern
ment has been involved, albeit sporadically, in attempts to 
guarantee in fact to all citizens the rights already granted 
by law. It wasn't until well into the 20th Century, however, 
that there was a serious attempt to put teeth into the en
forcement of civi 1 right laws (Squires, 1977, p. 1). 
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Initial actions by State Fair Employment laws and Presidential 

Orders in the 1950's to prohibit discriminatory employment practices 

proved insufficient. Finally in 1964 the most comprehensive protec-

tion of any single federal action, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, was 

passed by Congress (Idelson, 1974, p. 4). Along with i~s 1972 amend-

ments, this law has virtually eliminated all legal forms of discrimina-

tion on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, and sex 

in the numerous areas of employment, housing, and public accommodations 

(Squires, 1977, p. 2). Thus '~ccording to the letter of the law 

discrimination is dead. The reality of discrimination, of course, 

is very much alive" (Squires, 1977, p. 2). 

A review of the federal legislation passed to enforce non-

discrimination and affirmati've action 'will demonstrate the types of 

action required. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin within 

any program or activity that received federal financial assistance. 



Authority was granted to the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) of the 

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to withhold federal 

funds from any activity or program not in compliance with the Act 

(Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1975). This Act, through 

judicial decisions, has been shown to apply to discrimination not 
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only within the business sector, but also within the academic communi

ty (Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1975 p. 102). 

Title VI I of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimina

tion in employment on the basis of sex, race, religion, color, and 

national origin. This act is admrnistered by the Equal Employment 

Opportunity Commission and· does not specifically require affirmative 

action, but only nondiscrimination. Should discriminative action be 

found to exist, affirmatfve action would be an added requirement. 

This act did not include discrimination in academic employment until 

the Equal Opportunity Act of 1972 broadened its base (Public Law 88-

352, July 2, 1964). 

Executive Order 11246, issued in 1965 and amended in .1969, 

requires that recipients of government contracts exceeding $10,000 

"not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment 

because of race, color, religion, sex or national origin" (Executive 

Order 11246, September 24, 1965, superseded by Executive Order 11478, 

August 8, 1968), and that it "will take affirmative action to ensure 

that applicants are employed and that employees are treated fairly 

during employment" (Executive Order 11246, September 24, 1965, Part 

II, subpart B, Section 202.1) without regard to these factors. If 



evidence of noncompliance is found, the Office of·Health, Education 

and Welfare (now the Department of Education) has authority to 

terminate or suspend federal contracts and assistance and to declare 

the contractcr ineligible for future governmental contracts. Com

pliance may apply not only to those sectors of the institution 

receiving federal contracts or associated with the funds, but to 

all employment by the contractor. This Act essentially involves 

7 

both the concept of nondiscrimination and the concept of affirmative 

action. Nondiscrimination requires that any existing discrimination 

practices (intentional or unintentional) with respect to race, color, 

religion, sex, or national origin be terminated and further requires 

than an indepth analysis of a contractor's employment practices and 

policies be made in order to determine if discrimination exists. 

Affirmative action requires special efforts to be made by the con

tractor to recruit, employ, and promote qualified persons that were 

formerly members of excluded groups or minorities. As defined by the 

Department of Labor, minority groups include Blacks, Spanish, 

American Indians, and Orientals (Executive Order 11246, September 24, 

1965, 4, p. 3). 

The requirements of Title 41, Code of Federal Regulations, 

Chapter 60, were implemented by the regulations of the Department 

of Labor in May, 1968. These requirements, however, were superseded 

by the more detailed requirements of Executive Order No.4 in February, 

1970 and then Revised Order No.4 in December, 1971. This revised 

Order applied the regulations to the employment of women as well as 
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minorities. It required federal contactors to develop a written plan 

of affirmative action including numerical goals and timetables for 

the hiring of women and minorities in those sectors and classifications 

in which they were underrepresented in comparison to their percentage 

of the relevant labor rnarket. Originally these requi rements appl ied 

only to private institutions, but in 1973 were applied to public 

institutions as well (Federal Register, Vol. 33, No. 104, May 1968). 

These orders prohibited discrimination in all educational institutions 

with federal contracts over $100,000 and required that a'll institu

tions employing 50 or more persons and receiving over $50,000 in 

federal contracts develop definite affirmatIve action plans. Non

compliance would result in cancellation or suspension of current and! 

or future federal contracts (Federal Register, Vol. 33, No. 104, May 

28, 1968, 1, pp. 99-100). It is the Department of Labor's responsi

bility to issue these rules and regulations; however, enforcement 

for colleges and universities was delegated to the Office of Civil 

Rights in the Department of Health, Education and Welfare. 

Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972 prohibits "sex 

discrimination in all federally assisted educational programs" (Public 

Law 92-318, June 23, 1972), and the Act also amended certain portions 

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Title IX requirements prohibit 

discriminatory practices but do not include requirements for affirma

tive action. Internal Revenue Code - Section 501 (c) (3) requires 

institutions to show evidence that they do not discriminate before 

allowing them tax exempt status. 
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Purpose 

The problem is that at the present time there is no agreement 

upon a theore,tical framework or model for determining avai labi 1 ity 

pools for discipl ines of physical education in colleges and univer

sities, and thus no current way to determine availability pools for 

the future. 

This study has the following two major purposes: (1) to 

determine the ethnic origin and sex of faculty and doctoral students 

in universities and colleges offering advanced degrees in physical 

education in order to determine current and projected numbers of 

individuals within each area of specialization available for teaching 

and research positions in these disciplines; (2) to develop a model 

which may be used to establish availability pools of faculty and 

doctoral students for teaching and research in the discipl ines of 

physical education for the future. 

Research Questi'ons 

1. What is the availability by sex, ethnic background, and 

specialization of nontenured faculty for employment in the 

disciplines of physical education? 

2. What is the availability by sex, ethnic background, and 

specialization of faculty on temporary appointment for 

employment in the disciplines of physical education? 

3. What is the ava i 1 ab iIi ty by sex, ethn i c backg round, and 

specialization of doctoral students in the disciplines of 

physical education who will graduate within the year? 



4. What is the availability by sex, ethnic background, and 

specialization of doctoral students in the disciplines of 

physical education who will not graduate within the year, 

but who would be immediately available for employment? 

5. What is the availability of doctoral students by sex, 

ethnic background, and specialization who graduated within 

the past five years, were unable to gain employment in the 

higher education disciplines of physical education and are 

currently seeking employment in this area? 

6. What is the actual proporti'on of doctorate recipients who, 

over the past fourteen years, became employed in higher 

education discipl ines of phys'ical education? 

7. What proportion of the total nontenured faculty and 

faculty on temporary employment will drop out of the 

availability pool in the disciplines of physical education 

in the next two yea rs? 

8. What proportion of the total number of doctoral students 

who will graduate during the current year will drop out 

of the availability pool in the disciplines of physical 

education in tbe next two years? 

9. What proportion of the total number of doctoral students 

who wi 11 not graduate during the current year but who are 

immediately available for employment will drop out of the 

availabi 1 ity pool in the dis'cipl ines of physical education 

in the next two years? 
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10. What proportion of the total number of doctoral students 

who graduated within the past five years, entered some 

area of employment other than higher education, and wish 

to re-enter this area will drop out of the availability 

pool in the disciplines of physical education in the 

next two years? 

11. What are the variables which must be considered in 

developing a model for predicting availability pools 

in the discipl ines of physical education? 

Significance of the Study 

The requirements of developing and implementing affirmative 

action goals and timetables is the main issue addressed in the 

federal affirmative action regulations. These regulations require 

not only the development of goals that prevent discrimination, but 

also require employer efforts to remedy any past discriminatory 

practices in the hiring of women and minorities. 

11 

It is hoped that the results of this study will enable 

hiring officials in higher education disciplines of physical educa

tion to establish realistic hiring goals in line with current and 

projected availability personnel, based upon the model developed. 

Thus, ultimately as a result of this study, institutions of higher 

education may be aided in meeting both their legal and moral/ethical 

responsibilities in respect to the goal of equal opportunity. 



Assumptions 

1. The respondents will reply accurately to the best of 

their ability as representatives of the selected insti

tutions of higher education. 

2. The data collected adequately reflects the composition 

of qualified doctoral students and faculty by sex and 

ethnic background available for instruction and/or 

research in the disciplines of physFca1 education. 

3. Responses obtained from the questionnaire will be 

adequate in number and accuracy. 

4. There is a relationship between the actual proportion 

of doctorate recipients who became employed in higher 

education disciplines of physical education out of the 

total proportion of doctorate recipients in·the dis

ciplines of physical education in the last 14 years, 

and the doctorate students who will be receiving 

their degree during the current year and who will be 

available for employment. 

5. Only nontenured faculty or faculty on temporary 

appointments are available for employment, since tenured 

faculty in a .tight labor market are not generally avail

able. 

6. Some doctoral students who graduated within the past 

five years were unable to gaIn employment in the higher 
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education disciplines of physical education and are thus 

working in other areas may be available for employment 

in this area. 

7. A proportion of nontenured faculty and faculty on 

temporary appointment may drop out of the availability 

pool in the disciplines of physical education in the 

next two years. 

8. A proportion of the doctoral students who will graduate 

during the current year will drop out of the availability 

pool in the disciplines of physical education in the 

next two years. 

9. A proportion of the doctoral students who will not 

graduate during the current year but who are immediately 

available for employment will drop out of the availability 

pool in the disciplines of physical education in the 

next two years. 

10. It is possible to develop a model that will be a useful 

instrument in predicting availability of individuals for 

teaching and research in disciplines of physical education 

in institutions of higher education. Although the model 

may have some general utility it has been developed for 

college and university, physical education disciplines 

and may not apply to other specialized disciplines. 
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11. The annual outflowofall white females and all male and 

minorities from the currently reported availability pool 

would be approximately the same as for all individuals 

available for teaching and research in higher education 

disciplines of physical education. 
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12. The outflow estimates' of physi'cal education department 

chairpersons for all individuals would be approximately the 

same for all white females and all male and female minorities 

available for teaching and research in higher education 

disciplines of physical education. 

13. The outflow estimates reported by institutional respon

dents would be equal from institution to institution. 

14. The population of faculty and doctoral students included 

in the present study is comparable to populations used 

in the most useful existing faculty flow models. 

Limitations 

1. This study is limited to those college and university 

physical education programs offering doctoral and masters 

degrees. 

2. This study is limited to identifying numbers and propor

tions by sex, ethnic origin, and specialization of potential 

faculty members available for teaching and research in 

the disc i p 1 i nes of phys i ca 1 educat ion from the fo 11 ow ing 

sources: 



A. Nontenured faculty; 

B. Faculty on temporary appointments; 

C. Current doctoral students who may be available before 

completion of their degree; and 

D. Doctoral recipients either current or in the past 

five years. 
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3. In order to develop a model useful in predicting availability 

of individuals for both teaching and research, only doctoral 

stude~ts or recipients were considered appropriate as part 

of the base, and students earning masters degrees and 

masters degrees in non-doctoral granting institutions were 

excluded. 

4. This study is limited to the areas of special ization 

identified as representing the disciplines of physical 

education. 

5. Data collection and analyses in this study are limited to 

techniques of survey methodology which are characterized 

by identifying, comparing, and describing facts and 

opinions as reported by the respondents. 

6. Although a comprehensive affirmative action plan requires 

a workforce analysis and goal setting, these two topics 

as they related to affirmative action will be discussed 

only briefly in this paper. 
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7. The data in this study relative to the percentage of present 

faculty who annually leave higher educatfon for employment 

in the nonacademic work sector, and the data relating to 

outflow of present faculty due to a combination of death 

and retirement, are based upon the long term projections 

of Cartter (1976, pp. 162, 164, 168, 180), and thus the 

findings in this study are 1 imfted by his estimates. 

'Definitions 

1. Affirmative Action Plans--plans developed by institutions 

of higher educatfon to elimrnate ,discrrmrnation and to 

remedy the effects' of past discrimination, or plans 

developed to provide equal opportunity for women and 

minorities in employment, promotion, tenure, and 

salaries. 

2. Areas of Specialization in Physical Education--this 

study will be concerned with the following specialty 

areas in physical education: physical education 

generalist, adaptive, administration, athletic training, 

biomechanics/kinesiology, coaching, curriculum, dance, 

elementary, exercise physiology, history, measurement 

and evaluation, motor development, motor learning, 

philosophy, psychology, sociology, sports skills, and 

other faculty, i.e., health and recreation. 



3 .. Availability Pools--the composition of persons qualified 

for teaching and/or research (usually doctorates awarded 

within the last five year period for most universities) 

by race, selected ethnic groups, and sex in health, 

physical education and recreation. 

4. Discipl ines of Physical Education--all subject areas of 

concentration included under the "umbrella" of physical 

education, i.e., health, physical education, and recrea

tion. 

5. Graduate--any individual who received a doctoral degree 

with a concentration in the disciplines of physical 

education. 

6. Questionnai.re--a pelicil and paper instrument (often 

used in survey research) by which information is obtained 

from a respondent in written form. 

7. Specialization~-an in-depth study of a specific area 

within the disciplines of physical education versus 

general study orexposure to many areas of study 

within individual concentrations. 

8. Survey--one of the descriptive research methods t~rough 

which subjects actively provide information concerning 

themselves or others. 

9. Model--" ... a conceptual form by which observation, 

analyses, and organization can be addressed in a systematic 

way" (Toombs, 1978, p. 21). 
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Summary 

The discussion in this chapter related to the background 

that served as a basis for this study. The historical dedication 

of the United States to equal opportunity for all citizens, and 

the Federal government's attempts, through legislation, to ensure 

nondiscrimination were discussed. The problem was identified as 

relating to the legal responsibilities of institutions of higher 

education to meet these Federal government mandates and how these 

responsibilities might be achieved at the present and in the future. 

The purpose of the study was defined,- and the limitations, defini

tions, and significance of the study were outlined. 
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CHAPTER 2 

SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE 

This study was done in an attempt to help those in 

institutions of higher education responsible for hiring personnel 

meet the legal mandates for affirmative action. The review of 

literature included the areas of discrimination and affirmative 

action. A great deal has been written in each of these areas and 

is presented here to provide an understanding of the basic concepts 

and legal rationale of affirmative action and the magnitude of the 

problem that affirmative action programs were intended to solve or 

ameliorate. 

The review of literature is presented as follows: History 

of Discrimination in the United States, Affirmative Action Issues in 

Higher Education, History of the Doctoral Degree, Studies Related to 

the Availability of Faculty and Doctoral Students in Physical Edu-

cation, and Studies Related to Doctoral Career Patterns. 

History of Discrimination 
In The United States 

President Dwight D. Eisenhower on September 9, 1957, 

signed into law the first Federal civil rights act.in the United 

States in 82 years, thus establishing the United States Commission 

on Civil Rights. This action was primarily the result of Brown v. 

Board of Education, the 1954 Supreme Court's landmark school 
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desegregation decision. Civil rights pressure as a result of 

southern resistance to c.ompliance with Brown, led the Eisenhower 

administration to introduce this civil rights legislation (Twenty 

Years After Brown, 1977, p. II I). The effects of Brown, in more 

recent years, has been extended to include other ethnic groups who 

have also suffered racial discrimination, i.e., American Indians, 

Asian Americans, Mexican Americans, and Puerto Ricans (Twenty Years 

After Brown, 1977, p. 5). 

Racial Discrimination 

Historically the idea has prevailed in Amer.ica that 

blacks are racially inferior to whites. 

In 1857, for example, the (Supreme) Court described black 
Americans, then slaves, as a class of persons who were 
'regarded as being o.f an inferior order, and altogether 
unfit to associate with the white race, either in social 
or political relations; and so far inferior, that they 
had no rights which white man was bound to respect' 
(Twenty Years After Brown, 1977, p. 4). 

Thirty-nine years later and 31 years after the end of the Civil War, 

the Court still declared: "If one be inferior to the other socially, 

the Constitution of the United States cannot put them upon the same 

plane" (Twenty Years After Brown, 1977, p. 4). Ironically, these 

concepts were held by the Supreme Court in 1896, even though, in 

1776 the Declaration of Independence had announced, "We hold these 

truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal" (Twenty 

Years After Brown, 1977, p. 4). 
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Congress's 1875 Civil Rights Act, prohibiting discrim-

ination by railroads, steamboats, public conveyances, hotels, rest-

aurants, licensed theaters, juries, and church organizations, was 

the last legislative effort for 82 years to provide equal opportunity 

for black citizens, and eight years later this act was declared 

unconstitutional. This decision was strengthened in 1896 in the 

Supreme Court's Plessy v. Ferguson decision, which established the 

"separate but equal" doctrine, thus justifying two societies in 

America--one white and one black (Twenty Years After Brown, 1977, 

p. 14). 

Historically the consequence of the racial ideology 

that blacks are inferior to whites has been the formation of social 

institutions structured on the racial beliefs of white citizens. 

This ideology has resulted in continuous racial relations conflicts 

and has scarred the stated purposes of the United States (Twenty 

Years After Brown, 1977, p. 6). 

Sexual Discrimination 

Prejudice against color, of which we hear so much, is no 
stronger than that against sex. It is produced by the same 
cause, and manifested very much in the same way. The Negro's 
skin and the woman's sex are both prima facie evidence that 
they were intended to be in subjection to the white Saxon 
man (Elizabeth Cady Stanton, 1860, cited in Chafe, 1977, 
p. 44). 

This analogy between sex and race has been used exten-

sively by women's rights advocates, who emphasize that "like blacks 

• women were 'accused of mental inferiority' and were refused 

the opportunity for a decent education" (Chafe, 1977, p. 45) and 
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were also denied the basic rights of free speech and petition--they 

were treated as creatures not able to care for themselves. This 

comparison, though valid in many respects, has stirred controversy 

and anger especially among black male activists. Arguments for the 

ana logy a re based upon the fo 11 owi ng two propos it ions: II (1) women 

and blacks have shared a collective experience of being assigned a 

set of attributes and responsibilities on the basis of a physical 

characteristic; and (2) as a result, each has been denied fundamental 

rights of citizenship, including access to political, economic, and 

educational opportunity" (Chafe, 1977, pp. 46-47). liThe strongest 

parallel between women and blacks, then, has been their ascribed 

status and shared relationship of dependency and powerlessness 

vis-a-vis white men" (Chafe, 1977, p. 50). I~There exists a 

system of power and influence from which most white males benefit 

greatly and in which most women and blacks (as well as some white 

men) are consigned to roles that are subservient and inferior" 

(Chafe, 1977, p. 50). 

Critics of this analogy argue that there can be no 

equating the actual suffering experienced by both groups. Blacks 

have endured more collective physical and psychological oppression. 

This has been the result of the fact that women live in intimacy 

with men, while blacks are physically distant from their white 

oppressors (Chafe, 1977, p. 51). Further black people come from an 

historical experience different from that of white women. Under 
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slavery they had a point of reference, a starting place, a m~mory of 

something better. In contrast, women lack a collective history as a 

separate group. Black Americans were never unconscious of their 

oppression, and never ceased to express their rage (Chafe, 1977, 

p. 55). White women, however, seem to be different in that they 

never showed a collective consciousness of oppression or commitment 

to a change in status. The arguments for and against the analogy 

of racial and sexual discrimination thus far, have dealt with the 

substantive condition of women and blacks. It has been suggested 

that a more meaningful analogy might exist if sex and race were 

examined as examples' of how social control is exercised in America, 

or in other,words, how responsibilities and power are divided 

(Chafe, 1977, p. 59). 

Historically in America blacks have had two life 

options--conformity to the white system, or exile (Chafe, 1977, 

p. 59). Control by the white population for maintaining this con

formity consisted of physical intimidation, economic domination, 
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and psychological power limiting the reach of black aspirations 

(Chafe, 1977, pp. 60-61). liThe most devastating control of all, 

however, was that exercised by the black community itself out of self

defense" (Chafe, 1977, p.621. Black people 1 iterally trained each 

other to adapt to the status quo in order to survive (Chafe, 1977, 

p. 62). These measures of control served to produce a system that 

functioned smoothly, with little overt protest or dissension 

(Chafe, 1977, p. 65). 



Women have not experienced overtly and directly this 

same kind of physical intimidation, however, "it seems clear that 

the physical strength and alleged dominance of men have been an 

important instrument of controlling womenls freedom of action" 

(Chafe, 1977, p. 66). Economic dependency on men has also been a 

means of social control over women. Historically in America many 

women were not allowed to earn their own livings, or control their 

own money and were expected to please their mates to ensure their 

survival. Thus both blacks and women have been socially controlled 

by economic dependency and have been required to conform to the 

expectations of the dominant class in order to get money and thus 

to assume any power. 

According to Chafe (1977, p. 68) lithe strongest parallel, 

however, consists of the way in which blacks and women have been 

given the psychological message that they should be happy with their 

Iplace.1 In both instances, this form of control has effectively 

limited aspiration to non-conventional roles. 11 

The final parallel that exists between blacks and women 

in terms of social control is that the most effective instrument of 

continued control has been internal group pressure. Mothers for 

generations have taught their daughters their acceptable societal 

role as housewives and men-pleasers and have thus served as accom

plices in perpetuating the status quo. 
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it seems fair to conclude, therefore, that a significant 
resemblance has existed in the forms of social control used 
to keep women and blacks in their 'place'. The core of this 
process has been the use of a visible, physical characteris
tic as the basis for assigning to each group a network of 
duties, responsibilities, and attributes. It is the physical 
foundation for discriminatory treatment (Chafe, 1977, p. 76). 

This a~alogy of sex and race is distinctive in that it 

highlights the process of social control which has operated to 

maintain the existing structure of American society. Also it 

provides a basis for understanding strategies and possibilities of 

social change. 

Pressures for Soci.al Change and the Results. "During 
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the 1960's no movements for social change threatened the established 

order more than the drives for racial equality and women's liber-

ation" (Chafe, 1977, p. 81). In order to analyze this change on 

the issues of sex and race, it is essential to examine lithe impact 

of external forces on social and nonsocial economic circustances, 

the relationship of norms to behavfor, and the collective sense 

of self which different groups developed" (Chafe, 1977, p. 84). 

For blacks the opportunity for social change was pre-

sented during World War I I, when the government found it imperative 

to recruit into industry and the armed forces millions of people who 

previously had been excluded from significant positions in society. 
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As a result of the war there was an accelerated migration of blacks 

from the South, and within the South from farm to city. Secondly as 

a result of the .war, blacks gained a limited amount of economic 

mobility, e.g., 2,000,000 blacks were employed in defense plants and 

another 200,000 were employed in the federal civil service. Finally, 

during the war blacks protested that they were not drafted in pro

portion to their numbers in the population, and insisted that they 

have similar training and combat activity as the whites. All of 

these changes were viewed by blacks as improvements in their social 

status and generated expectancies of more of the same. However, 

throughout the 40's, 50's, 60's and 70's the reality has been that 

promises were made and then betrayed (Chafe, 1977, pp. 85-87). 

Race riots during and after the war frightened many 

white leaders to pledge support for change in race relations (Chafe, 

1977, p. 87). In the past the United States had been shaken by race 

riots in Statesboro, Georgia in 1904, Atlanta, Georgia in 1906, and 

in Springfield, Illinois in 1908 and in 1909 The National Association 

for the Advancement.:of Colored People (V.A.A.C.P.) was formed 

(Twenty Years After Brown, 1977, pp. 14-15). During the 1930's and 

40's racial strife continued, as did political, economic and social 

pressures for change. The Brown v. Board of Education Supreme Court 

decision in 1954 was the culmination of these pressures. The N.A.A.C.P., 

which filed the suit, argued that the 14th Amendment to the Constitu

tion was intended to rule out segregation in public schools and the 



Supreme Court found that "separate but equal" education, as estab

lished in !!..~,ssy v. Ferg.Json, was unconstitutional (Twenty Years 

After Brown, 1977, pp. 2-3). This decision was "one of the great 

milestones in the history of the United States" (Twenty Years After 

Brown, 1977, p. 4). Even though many were critical of the decision, 

it caused an immeasurable social upheaval in the United States. 

The beginning of the activist civil rights movement 

was sparked by an event that took place a year after the Brown 

decision in Montgomery, Alabama. Mrs. Rosa Parks, a black woman, 

refused to give up her seat on a bus to a white male passenger when 

ordered to do so by the bus driver and was thus arrested. Her 

arrest resulted in a public protest and a boycott of the city1s 
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buses by the black community (Twenty Years After Brown, 1977, p. 16). 

As a result of these pressures the Civil Rights Act 

of 1957 was passed, but compliance was negligible and thus developed 

the growth of thenonviolent protest techniques, i.e., sit-ins of 

the 1960 l s aimed at ending racial segregation. The pressures of these 

1960 l s civil rights demonstrations resulted in new legislation enacted 

by Congress to expand the 1957 Civil Rights Act (Twenty Years After 

Brown, 1977, p. 18). Thus began the extensive Federal involvement 

through mandates and enforcement of nondiscrimination that has 

characterized the 1970 l s and 80 1s. In 1961 John F. Kennedy signed 

Executive Order 10925 establishing a Committee on Equal Employment 

Opportunity, which 



investigated employment discrimination, required Government 
contractors and labor unions to file compliance reports 
on nondiscriminatory employment and union membership 
practices, and advocated cancellation of contracts with 
contractors who failed to comply with the Executive Order 
and barring of these contractors from future Government 
business (Twenty Years After Brown, 1977, p. 13). 

Also in 1961 the Meredith imbroglio, involving the admission of 
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James H. Meredith, a black student, to the University of Mississippi, 

made it clear that no state could defy court orders and that the 

authority of the federal government was committed to the demise 

of segregation (Twenty Years After Brown, 1977, p. 20), and of 

affirmative action. 

The Equal Pay Act of 1963 was the first significant 

legislation relating to sex discrimination in employment, and it 

did not apply to administrative and professional employees until 

July 1972. This Act "prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex 

in the payment of wages for equal work on jobs that require equal 

skill, effort, and responsibility, and that are performed in the 

same establ ishment under similar working conditions" (Making 

Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 100). The 

Civil Rights Act was passed in 1964. Title VI of this Act "prohibits 

discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national or.igin under 

any program or activity receiving federal financial assistance" 

(Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 102). 

and Title VI I prohibits discrimination in employment on the basis of 



sex, race, color, religion, and national orgin. Academic employment 

was not included under the provisions of this Act until they were 

extended by the Equal Employment Opportunity Act of 1972. 

Executive Order No. 11246 was issued by President Lyndon 
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B. Johnson in September 1965 and provided IIthat all federal contracts 

include clauses agreeing not to discriminate against any employee or 

applicant for employment because of race, color, religion, or national 

origin ll (Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, 

p. 98). Executive Order No. 11375 added nondiscrimination on the 

basis of sex to the requirements of Executive Order No. 11246. In 

May 1968 regulations on requirements for written affirmative action 

plans were issued, but were superseded by Order No.4, issued on 

February 5, 1970. In Order No.4 the Department of Labor set forth 

requirements in greater detai\. On December 4, 1971 Revised Order 

No.4 was issued and applied to women as well as minorities. The 

development of a written affirmative action program was required by 

each federal contractor, and this plan was required to include 

IInumerical goals and timetables for the hiring of women and minority 

groups in job classifications in which they are represented in smaller 

proportions than their representation in the labor market ll (Making 

Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 98). Finally 

in 1972 Title IX of the Education Amendments was passed and provides 

IIthat no person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be 

excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be 
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sUbjected to discrimination under any educational program or activity 

receiving Federal financial assistance" (Making Affirmative Action 

Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 105). 

World War II also provided the opportunity for the social 

conditions of women to change. Women, like blacks, were recruited 

into the work force, however, unlike the blacks, women showed little 

evidence of feminist conscipusness or commitment to the notion of 

equal rights and opportunities between the sexes. Following the war 

there was a deliberate campaign by political leaders, the media, 

and employers to persuade women to leave the labor market and return 

to the home. However the percentage of women in the labor force 

continued to grow; and yet throughout most of the late 1940's and 

1950's, feminism remained only a small movement with little support. 

It was the civil rights movement that eventually served as the 

catalyst for crystallizing a sense of grievance among women activists. 

liThe civil rights movement proved significant on one level as a 

model for political activity and a vehicle for legislative reform" 

(Chafe, 1977, p. 96). Women activists formed such organizations as 

the National Organization of Women (NOW) and The Women's Equity 

Action League (WEAL), and a woman's movement developed. These 

grou·ps' main organizing tactic was th·e "consciousness raising" 

session where women discussed the problems they had encountered on 

the basis of their sex. However, they became politically active in 

pressing court actions for women's civil rights. "At each step 



along the way, black organizations and political strategy provided 

a model" (Chafe, 1977, p. 97). 

Because of the extensive Federal nondiscrimination 

legislation and involvement in enforcing this legislation in recent 

years, the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education in 

1971 stated that "substantial progress has recently been made 

and further progress is now being made by many institutions" 

(Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 1). 

However, the Council goes on to say that affirmative action 

"wi~l be needed until a better record of nondiscrimination has 

been established" (Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher Educa

tion, 1975, p. 11. 

What progress has been made in the employment of 
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women and minorities in institutions of higher education? In the 

1960 ls there was an unprecendented rapid enrollment growth in women 

in higher education. Interestingly enough, during this same period 

women also lost ground on faculties of four-year colleges and univer

sities, except at the instructor level. The Carnegie Council on 

Policy Studies in Higher Education, in 1975 reported that Ilunder 

the impact of affirmative action, the womenls movement, and other 

forces that have led or encouraged more women to seek Ph.D.ls this 

trend has been reversed in the early 1970 ls l1 (Making Affirmative 

Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 21). There have been 

increases in the proportion of women among faculty members at the 
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instructor level and also at the assistant professor level (by 1975-

1976, the percentage who were women was well above the level of the 

early 1960 I s). Some progress has also been evidenced at the associate 

and full professor levels, however the proportions of women at these 

levels.:had not reached those of 1959-60 by 1974-75. Sandler (1973, 

p. 19), however, points out that women ,:do not progress up the academic 

ladder in the same numbers as men, and supports this contention by 

presenting data to indicate that 90 percent of the men with twenty 

years of experience and a doctorate will be full professors, but 

less than 50 percent of the women with identical qualifications will 

have attained this status. In support of these findings, Magarrell 

(1976, p. 6) found that women had lost ground in their quest for 

equality in hiring and pay, and that they had made no progress up 

the ladder of academic ranks. He indicated that females had decl.ined 

slightly from a previous 3.4 percent in the associate professor and 

full professor ranks, whereas 63 percent of all male faculty members 

are found in these top two ranks. Centra (1974, p. 52) has confirmed 

the Carnegie Council1s report that indicates that the largest number 

of women in higher education are instructors and assistant pro

fessors; however he also points out that many of these females are 

untenured. Further he reported that only 22.percent of all college 

and university teaching positions were held by women in ~974, only 

17 percent of university faculty are women, and in the most presti

gious institutions, less than 10 percent of the faculty are women. 
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Cartter and Ruhter (cite~ in Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher 

Education, 1975, p. 22) in their study showed that even this 10 

percent was a gain for female Ph.D.'s relative to male Ph.D. IS. 

They reported that women accounted for 28 percent of the new Ph.D.'s 

hired by the top 10 universities in 1973, compared with only 4.4 

percent in 1967, and that these gains for women were achieved in a 

market that, overall was deteriorating for both women and men. 

The proportion of male Ph.D.'s hired by universities among 
all institutions of higher education declined from 62 per
cent in 1967 to 42 percent in 1973, while the proportion 
hired by four-year colleges rose sharply, and relatively 
more of these male Ph.D.'s accepted positions in two-year 
colleges and in elementary and secondary schools (Making 
Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, pp. 
21-22). 

National statistics indicate that women Ph.D.'s are 

being hired in rising proportions; however, they point out that the 

situation differs by field of study and that there continue to be 

problems in many of the traditional male fields (Making Affirmative 

Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, pp. 23-24). A University of 

Michigan survey reported that, of its 1971 and 1972 Ph.D. recipients, 

50 percent of the men, but only 16 percent of the women, in the bio-

logical and medical sciences were at schools comparable or almost 

comparable in stature to the University of Michigan. Further, 

regarding women who were unsatisfactorily placed, the study showed 

that the percentages of women in such positions were considerably 

larger than the corresponding percentages of men in nearly all fields 

(Making Affirmative Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 23). 
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Women have been especially rarely represented in top 

academic administrative positions in institutions of higher education, 

except in Catholic women's colleges, many of which have either gone 

coeducational or gone out of existence in the last 15 years. Inde

pendent women's colleges, which tended to hire women as presidents 

during the 1950's and 1960's, departed for a time from this tradition. 

However, recently there has been a reverse movement back toward women 

presidents. 

In the past data concerning representation of minorities 

on college and university teaching faculties;have been sparse and in

adequate. Results of faculty surveys published by the American 

Council on Education in 1968-69 and 1972-73 indicated slight increases 

in the relative representation of minority groups between the two 

years, especially in the "other" category, which includes Native 

American, Mexican A~erican, Puerto Rican and some unspecified groups. 

In 1972-73 minorities comprised five percent of all faculty members. 

In "other four-year institutions" proportions of black faculty members 

(especially of black women) were appreciable higher than in univer

sities (Bayer, 1970, p. 12). There seems to be no data rela-

ting to the relative representation of men in academic adminis

tration. 

It is evident from the data presented that employment 

equality for women and minorities in institutions of higher education 

in the United States has progressed in the past twenty years; however, 
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it is also clear that this progress has been slow and that the goal 

of equal opportunity and elimination of discrimination still has not 

been fully realized. 

In retrospect then, what have been the effects of affirmative 

action upon the employment of women and minorities in higher educa-

tion? According to the Chronicle of Higher Education (IIDespite 

Gains, Women, Minority.,.Group Members Lag in College JObS," 1982, 

p. 4), referring to a study published by the College and University 

Personnel Association, white men continue to outnumber women and 

minority-group members, even though the numbers of these two groups 

have increased in colleges and universities. This association 

tested five reasons that have been offered to explain the slow 

progress of higher education in hiring women and minority-group 

members, and found that none were particularly valid. These reasons 

included 

(1) Women are paid lower salaries than men because they have 
not been on the job as long as men, (2) Women are paid less 
than men because women are often hired from inside the insti-
tutions, and thus avoid the labor-market test of salaries that 
could be earned in other jobs, (3) Financial exigency inhibits 
greater progress toward affirmative-action goals of equal 
employment and equal pay for women and minority-group members, 
(4) Stable or declining employment in higher education pre
cludes achieving affirmative-action goals through employment 
growth, and (5) Low turnover in a tight academic labor market 
provides no opportunity for hiring women or minority-group 
members (Despite Gains, Women, M·inority-Group Members Lag in 
College Jobs, II 1982, p. 4). 
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A study done by Women and Minorities in Administration of 

Higher Education Institutions (IiDespite Gains, Women, Minority-Group 

Members Lag in College Jobs," 1982, p. 4) found that women and 

minority-group members were employed in a wider range of positions 

at the end of the three year period of their study (1975-76 through 

1978-79), but their number increased by only 3.5 percentage points 

to a total of 22.9 percent of administrative jobs. 

Thus it appears that only limited progress has been made. 

According to some people, until dfscrimination--bot~ past and 

present--of'women and minorities in employment in higher education 

has been el iminated, it seems· that affirmative action is a needed 

and beneficial societal and institutional remedy. This opinion, 

however, is not shared by all. 

Affirmative Action Issues in High~r EdUcation 

Bernice Sandler states "affirmative action is coming under 

a great deal of criticism, partly because it has been badly admin

istered and partly because some administrators have misunderstood 

the Federal requirement" (Affirmative Action in Employment in 

Higher Education, 1975, p. 1151. Thomas Sowell bel ieves the 

controversy is much more complex. According to him "labels and 

images have become central in the controversies surrounding affirma

tive action. The reality of affirmative action is much more complex 

than the labels and images, both in concept and in practice" (Affirma

tiv~Action in Employment in High~r EaUcation, 1975, p. 160), 



Sowell thus advocates, in order 

to make these intricate and emotionally charged issues man
ageable, it is necessary (1) to distinguish the basic con
cepts and legal rationale of affirmative action from the 
many specific laws, regulations, and practices that have 
developed under the affirmative action label; (2) to measure 
in some general terms the magnitude of the problem that 
affirmative action programs were intended to solve or 
ameliorate; (3) to consider the actual results achieved 
and the general trends set In motion by these programs; and, 
finally, (4) to weigh the implications of affirmative action 
policies for those directly affected and for society in 
general (Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher 
Education, 1975, p. 160). 

Sandler identified the following as affirmative action issues 

in higher education: 

1. The financial imposition of evaluating existing staff 

and faculty in terms of salary, rank, and job assignment. 

2. Expanded recruitment effort, specification of criteria, 

and justification of the hiring decision. 

3. Burdensome paperwork. 

4. Commitment varies from institution to institution. 

5. Numerical goals and timetables. 

6. Federal interference with academic freedom and the decline 

of merit on campus. 

7. Claims of reverse discrimination. 

8. Hiring lesser-qualified women or minorities or creating 

preference. 

9. Academic quality decreases as a result of affirmative action. 
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10. The claim that academia is special and different from 

other sectors of the society. 

11. The principles developed by the courts in industrial 
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settings should not be applied to academia (Affirmative 

Action in Employment in Higher Education, 1975, pp. 108~114). 

Sandler defines affirmative action as efforts aimed 

at ending discrimination and remedying the effects of past discrimi

nation and goes on to stress that opponents of affirmative action often 

use the term loosely, and sometimes erroneously, to describe a 

variety of actions (Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher 

Education, 1975, p. 108). She then continues by presenting her 

points of view concerning affirmative action issues. She believes 

the requirement that institutions document recruiting efforts, 

specify criteria, and justify the hiring d~cision has not resulted 

in lowering the standards of academia, but has raised the quality 

of decisions by ensuring that they are based on merit and not on 

extraneous bases such as race, sex, national origin, or religion. 

Concerning the complaint of burdensome paperwork, Sandler points out 

that as a result of it, some unexpected benefits have been realized, 

such as the development of a data base which is essential to good 

management and long range planning. Commitment for affirmative 

action, according to Sandler, varies from institution to institution, 

as Is evidenced by the authority or access to the power structure 

given the affirmative action officer and the simple "routine check" 



instead of a step-by-step monitoring of personnel decisions and 

procedures. Numerical goals and timetables seem to be the most con-

troversial of the affirmative action issues, according to Sandler, 

who stated, 

~ 

the Government and the courts have made a clear dis
tinction between the two; goals are legal; quotas clearly 
violate the Constitution and numerous Federal statutes. 
Quota systems keep people out; goals are targets for in
clusion of people previously excluded. Goals are an 
attempt to estimate what the employer's work force would 
look like if there was no illegal discrimination based on 
race or sex. Goals are aligned with the number or per
centage of qualified women and minorities available and not 
in terms of their general representation in the population 
(Affirmative Action in Em 10 ment in Higher Education, 
1975, p. 110 • 

Many misconcpetions exist in reference to goals and timetables. 

In order to clear up some of this confusion, Sandler explained that 
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institutions holding Federal contracts are not automatically required 

to develop goals. Upon self analysis, those institutions which can 

show that no underutilization exists are exempt from the requirement 

of numerical goals. She pointed out that "not one institution has 

ever requested such an exemption" (Affirmative Action in Employment 

in Higher Education, 1975, p. 110). Sandler explained that because 

of past discrimination the number and percentage of women and 

minorities on the faculty is often below what would be expected in 

terms of available qualified women and minorities, and "affirmative 

efforts to recruit such persons and to eliminate discriminatory 
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policies and practices would result in an increased number of women and 

minorities on the faculty over a period of time. The goal is the 

estimate of that increase" (Affirmattv~ Action In Employment in 

Higher Education, 1975, p. 110). 

Confusion over numerical goals and timetables has led 

many academics to protest what they believe is Federal interference 

with academic freedom, the decline of merit on campus, and reverse 

discrimination. These same people believe that goals and quotas are 

the same and that goals require preferential treatment. Sandler 

pointed out that "affirmative action is not aimed at creating prefer

ence but at ending the preference for white males, which has always 

existed in academia" (Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher 

Education, 1975, p. 111). Similarly many believe that academicians 

must hire lesser-qualified women or minorities rather than the best

qualified person for a job. Sandler pointed out that giving prefer

ence in hiring on the basis of sex or race or ethnic origin is in 

violation of the law, and institutions claiming that they have been 

forced to give preference to lesser-qualified women and minorities 

are ignorant of the law and their rights under it (Affirmative Action 

in. Employment in Higher Education, 1975, p. 112). 

Many have expressed the fear that unqualified women are 

invading the tenured ranks. Sandler says this contention has little 

basis in fact and in defense of this position states that "few 

women and minorities are being hired, and when they are hired, it 



is almost always at the lower ranks" (Affirmative Action in Employ

ment in Higher Education, 1975, p. 113). 
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Reverse discrimination has been charged, or it has been 

alleged, that white males are having difficulty being hired because 

preference is 'being given to women and minorities. In disputing this 

argument, Sandler indicated that there are no data to confirm that 

preference has been given on a large scale to lesser - qual ified 

women or minorities in hiring by institutions of higher education 

(Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher Edutation, 1975, p. 113). 

The final argument that has been voiced is that academia 

is special and different from other sectors of society, and thus 

, traditional methods of employment decisions should not be questioned 

or open to change and also that principles developed by the courts 

in industrial settings should not be applied to academia. Sandler 

be 1 i eves that th,e Government is not attempt i ng to change these 

traditional hiring methods but attempting only to make institutions 

accountable for their decisions, justifying that those decisions_ 

were made on the basis of quality and individual merit, not on dis

criminatory factors. Finally Sandler pointed out that '~hile it is 

indeed true that academia is unique in many ways, it is indeed 

difficult to justify that employment in academia--9ther than in its 

decentralization--is markedly different from any other professional 

employment" (Affirmative'Attion in'Employment in Hlgher'Education, 

1975, p. 114). 



Despite the many issues surrounding affirmative action, 

Sandler feels that as a result of it a great deal of progress has 

been made. She says that "perhaps the most progress has been made 
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in the simple acknowledgment that there is a problem. Few academics 

would deny, as they did a few years ago, that discrimination exists" 

(Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher Education, 1975, p. 109). 

Further she believes that as a result of affirmative action the 

quality of hiring decisions has been raised and good management and 

long range planning have been stimulated. Also she feels that a 

great many affirmative action activities are not controversial, 

"such as notifying women's and minority groups about job openings, 

advertising job openings rather than relying on word-of-mouth 

notification, developing recruiting procedures aimed at women and 

minorities as well as at other qualified applicants, etc." 

(Affirmative Action in Empl6y~ent in Higher Education, 1975, p. 108). 

Dr. Manuel H. Guerra and Dr. Edgar F. Borgatta have 

challenged Sandler on several points that she made concerning 

affirmative action. Guerra takes exception with Sandler's point 

that all academics today admit that there is discrimination. He 

believes that academicians are not really convinced, as evidenced by 

their greater concern about reverse discrimination and a backlash 

in rebutting the decisions and the inquiries than in discrimination 

itself (Affirmative ActIon in E~ploY~ent In HIgher EducatIon, 1975, 

p. 141). 
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Borgatta indicated that Sandler's concept of the 

"old boy network", which she referred to in describing past methods 

of hiring in higher education, might be unclear and suggests that 

the operation of such a method of hiring may not really penaliz~ 

women and minority groups. Secondly Borgatta accuses Sandler of 

drawing conclusions that other people might not, as evidenced by the 

fact that she appears to find justification for numerical goals 

from the Supreme Court. He says, in reading the same document, he 

found no such justification. Further he indicated that he disagrees. 

with Sandler's contention that affirmative action in industry is 

much the same as in academia. He believes that any translation of 

the industrial model to the academic mode is objectionable because 

the assumptions underlying each of the models are distinctly different. 

Finally Borgatta believes that the emphasis on goals results in pre-

fer-ential hiring practices which are illegal (Affirmative Action in 

Employment in Higher Education, 1975, pp. 142-146). 

Perhaps the most adamant critic of affirmative action 

and of Sandler's points of view is Thomas Sowell. He addresses the 

following questions: 

(1) What are the implications of affirmative action in the 
academic world?. (2) To what extent is the academic world 
un i que--or, to what extent a reo these resea rch 'f i nd i ngs 
applicable to the economy at large? (3) Both for the 
academic world and for the economy at large, what alter
native policies offer a better prospect of achieving the 
general goal of equal opportunity which provides much of 
the driving force behind the particular policies and practices 
summarized as affirmative action? (Affirmative Action in 
Employment in Higher Education, 1975, p. 189). 
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The points that Sowell makes are included in the following discussion. 

Both the necessity for affirmative action programs and the effective

ness of them are open to serious question. These programs are based 

upon the assumption that underrepresentation of minorities or 

women is representative of employer "exculsion" rather than different 

career characteristics of groups or different individual choices. 

Major intergroup differences have been found in the academic world in 

degree levels, publications, and fields of specializ~tion. Holding 

such variables constant for minoritiei reduces, eliminates.or even 

reverses salary differentials as compared to white academics. For 

women, holding full-time employment 'constant comes close to eliminating 

salary differentials, and for women without marital responsibilities, 

sex differentials disappear. Thus the differences at a given time 

between male and female academics can be explained by an unequal 

division of domestic responsibility and marital status (Affirmative 

Action in Employment in Higher'Educatlon, 1975, p. 191). 

Affirmative action programs ignore the crucial element 

of individual choice in required analyses of statistical distribu

tions of people. Ignored are women choosing to emphasize teaching 

over research (whi~h has implications for their degree levels--a 

·Ph.D. is not as ~ssential), the kind of institutions they prefer, 

and the lifestyle it permits, e.g., part-time and intermittent careers 

that mesh with domestic life. According to a survey of several 
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hundred black academics, they prefer being where they are to such 

an extent that it would take more than a $6,000 raise to move them. 

Academic hiring in top departments in many fields has 

been typically from other top departments in the same field, thus 

leading to charges of an "old boy network" which ,excludes outsiders 

in general and minorities and women in particular. However, Sowell 

states, 

the fact is that (1) most black Ph.D.s were trained in a 
very few highly rated, predominantly white departments and 
(2) a slightly higher proportion of female doctorates than 
of male doctorates received their Ph.D.s from the top 12 
universities. In short, whatever the merits or demerits of 
the "old boy network," as high a percentage of minority and 
female Ph.D.s as of white male Ph.D.s are inside its orbit 
(Affirmative Action in Em 10 ment in Higher Education, 
1975, p. 190 • 

Both choice and career characteristics are ignored by 

affirmative action practices by the simple process of putting the 

burden of proof on academic institutions to explain why their per-

centages of minority and female faculty do not match preconceived 

proportions. The whole hiring process must be validated and for 

complex professions with many dimensions, mathematical certainty is 

impossible; good judgement is the most that can be expected. Thus 

because of affirmative action reporting requirements "(1) colleges 

and universities are under unremitting and unreasonable pressures 

and ••• (2) virtually nothing is actually being accomplished for 

minorities and women" (Affirmative Acti6n in'Employment in Higher 

Education, 1975, p. 191). Increasingly, administrative'determination 



in response to affirmative action pressures are superseding faculty 

decision making on hiring, pay, and promotion. 

The benefits expected to be conferred by affirmative 

action have not 'been conferred, nor is there much evidence that 

they were much desired by the supposed beneficiaries. Present data 

do not show that minority or female faculty should be singled out 

as "disadvantaged" groups, either absolutely or relative to white 

males with the same career characteristics. These well-paid pro

fessionals have not gained any group-wide advance in pay as a result 

of affirmative action. In terms of upgrading images or improving 

intergroup relations, affirmative action programs have resulted in 

bitter complaints by minority faculty concerning their reception by 

colleagues. General image upgrading for the benefit of the group 
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as a whole or of society can hardly be expected in such an atmosphere. 

Concerning affirmative action policy, there is no 

question as to the legitimacy of the Government1s role in attempting 

to reduce discrimination; however, how Government should carry out 

its responsibilities is open to question. liThe crucial issue of 

principle is whether the focus of governmental efforts shall be 

statistical categories or individual rights. The crucial, practical 

issue is who shall bear the burden of proof--the Government or those 

subject to its power?" (Affirmative:Atti6n in Employment in Higher 

Education, 1975, p. 196). It is impossible to define the relevant 

pools for purposes of realistic goals and timetables because neither 
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minorities or women are randomly distributed by field or within 

fields. The burden of proof, in the American system of justice, is 

on the accuser, but in practice by agencies administering affirmative 

action programs, this principle has been reversed. Colleges and 

universities must validate their job criteria and must also prove 

that failure to achieve the kinds of employment proportions pre-

conceived by the agency is innocent (Affirmative Action in Employment 

in Higher Education, 1975, p. 196). Sowell concludes that, 

Between the original concept of affirmative action and the 
goals and timetables actually imposed lies an ill-conceived 
mixture of unsupported assumptions and burdensome require
ments which remain ineffective because of their indiscrimi
nate nature--their failure to distinguish discriminators from 
nondiscriminators, or to give anyone an incentive to change 
from one of these categories to the other. Inescapable 
burdens do not cause change but only bitterness. That bitter
ness not only has been directed against those administering 
affirmative action programs, but has inevitably affected the 
perception and reception of minorities and women in the 
academic world--and beyond (Affirmative Action In Employment 
in Higher Education, 1975, p. 198). 

Many of the arguments made' by Sowell are supported by 

George Roche, who believes that goals and guidelines are confused_ 

by many administrators as synonyms for numerical quotas, and further 

that schools in attempting to comply with affirmative action often 

are trapped in a mass of paper work and guidelines and a conflicting 

collection of definitions. He concurs with Sowell that group rights 

versus individual rights are a fundamental question concerning 

affirmative action. He states "Individual merit is to be set aside 

in favor of a new, collective goal for the social order" (Affirmative 
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Action in Employment in Highet Education, 1979, p.200}, and the 

direct and inevitable result has been reverse discrimination and 

preference in hiring. He bel ieves, as does Sowell, that affirmative 

action programs have not helped minorities and women but have in many 

instances penalized these groups. Quotas and special privileges 

have damaged thei,r professional image, and competition has become so 

intense for qualified black professors that the black schools are 

losing their most qualified faculty. Finally he strengthens Sowell's 

argument that women as a group have been less likely to complete 

terminal degrees, thus reducfng their value in academic positions, 

and that women are far more likely to be affected in their careers 

by marriage and children, thus in some cases ,end~n~ furiher education 

and discontinuing their teaching careers. In conclusion he states 

Although we hear a great deal about discrimination against 
women, and though such discrimination undoubtedly exists in 
many quarters, it is interesting that only 8 percent' of 
those polled by the authors of a recent study, 'Sex Dis
crimination Against the American Working Women,' thought 
themselves io be victims of discrimination (Affirmative 
Action in Employment in Higher'Education, 1975, p. 205). 

Dr. Gertrude Ezorsky vehemently criticized the views of 

both Sowell and Roche. She agrees that the argument Sowell makes 
• "! 

that marriage is a dominant and negative influence on academic 

women's careers is initially plausible; however she add's that those 

women who did become Ph.D.s overcame enormous pressures to get that 

dpctorate and thus might tend as a group,to be better than their 

male counterparts. Ezorsky says that Sowell's claim that 25 percent 
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of women Ph.D.s engage in comp,lete withdrawal from the labor force 

is both irrelevant and false. To Justify this statement she revealed 

that Sowell's source for this claim was David Brown's The Mobile 

Professors (page 178), which states that "One-fourth of all women 

Ph.D.s leave the labor force" (cited iii Affirmative Action in 

Employment in Higher Education, 1975, p. 209). Brown's source was 

Jessie Bernard's Academic Woman (page 66), where she states "As 

many as one-fourth of those Cwomen} who achieve the Ph.D. may drop 

out either permanently or tempora'rily to rear families" (cited in 

Affirmative AFtion in,'Employment in Higher'Education, 1975, p. 209). 

Ezorsky says that there is good eyidence for the number of women 

Ph.D.s who withdraw from the labor force; Helen Astin's 'The Woman' 

Doctorate in America indicates that 3 percent of women Ph.D.s who 

received degrees in 1957 and 1958 actually ~ithdrew compl~tely from' 

the labor force (cited in Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher 

Education, 1975, p. 210). 

Ezorsky also takes exception to Sowell's claims that 24 

percent of women Ph.D.s had interrupted their" careers prior to 

receiving the degree (compared to 2 percent of men) and another 

20 percent afterwards (compared to 1 percent of the men). She 

says that his claim is misleading and also, ignores two crucial items. 

Bar~ara Reagan's "Two Supply Curves for Economists?" (cited in 

Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher Education, 1975, 

p. 210) is Sowell's source, but Ezorsky points out that Sowell 



fails to inform us that this study concerned not women Ph.D.s in 

general, but only women Ph.D.s in economics. Further she contends 

that Helen Astin's 1957-58 study (cited in Affirmative Action in 

Employment in Higher Education,1975, p. 210) showed that the 

median career interruption for all women who received the Ph.D.s 

was only 14 months, and also that the ACE Research Report, Teaching 

Faculty in Academe, 0973, p. 271 (cited in Affirmative Action in 

Higher Education, 1975, p. 210) indicated that .25 percent of all 

male faculty, but only 19.7 percent of all female faculty had 

interrupted their careers for more than one year for family or 

military reasons. Ezsorsky suggests that interrupting ones career 
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for military service (which affects males, not females) might impair 

qualifications more severely than one caused by family reasons 

(Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher Education, 1975, p. 210). 

Concerning Sowell's claims that women are overrepresented 

in the academic labor force and thus not discriminated against, 

Ezorsky contends that his reporting is misleading. Jessie Bernard 

described women in Academic Woman as "overrepresented in college 

teaching based on the fact that women were only 10 percent of the 

Ph.D.s but more than 20 percent of college and university faculties" 

~ited in Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher Education, 1975, 

p.211). According to EZorsky, Bernard said "if. the qualified 

population is limited to those with the doctor's women were over

represented" (cited in Affirmative Action in Employment in 

Higher Education, 1975, p. 211). She goes on to point out that 



many instructors in colleges do not have Ph.D.s and thus as Bernard 

points out "What is really needed is the proportion of those in the 

labor force with five or more years of college education who are 

women" (cited in Affirmative'Action in'Employment in'Hlgher 

Education, 1975, p. 216). Finally Ezorsky suggests that Sowell IS 

position on affirmative a~tion has some value, in that contrary to 

his own intentions he has, "by emphasizing marital status, suggested 

one way in which that discrimination works" (Affirmative Action in 

Employment in Higher Education, 1975, p. 216). 

It is clear from the preceding discussion that there 
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are many controversial issues and points of view concerning these 

issues that continue to plague the quest for equal opportunity in 

employment in higher education. Some believe that affirmative action 

has stimulated quality hiring, good management, and long range 

planning, while others believe the whole affirmative action process 

is based upon invalid assumptions. It was emphasized that issues 

surrounding numerical goals and timetables are perhaps the most 

controversial. 

History of the Doctoral Degree 

Nearly all institutions of higher education for 

tenure-track positions require a doctoral degree as a minimum quali

fication for employment (Perry and Milner, 1979, p. 13), and for the 

new Ph.D. employment has traditionally been in ·academia· (A Century 

of Doctorates,;,';'DataAnalysls of Growth and Change, 1978, p. 79). 



However a doctor's degree is not usually required for the rank of 

instructor in four-year colleges and universities (Making Affirma-

tive Action Work in Employment in Higher Education, 1975, p. 37), 

and Ezorsky has pointed out that many instructors in colleges do 

not have Ph.D.·s (cited in.Affirmative Action in Employment in 

Higher Educati~n, 1975, p. 211). The Carnegie Council on Policy 

Studies in Higher Education reports 

Federal guidelines relating to affirmative action plans 
suggest that data on recent doctors degrees awarded, by 
field, sex, and racial or ethnic group are appropriate 
sources of information for the determination of 'avai 1-
abil ity poolsl of potential candidates for positions in 
four-year institutions of higher education (Making Affirma
tive Action Work in Higher Education, 1975, p. 37). 

Thus, in order to ·understand employment patterns in institutions of 

higher education, it is essential to be aware of the origins of 

doctoral degrees as well as the number and distribution of 

doctoral degrees. 
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The term "doctor" was first adopted as.a university title in 

the twelfth century. Europe's oldest medieval university, The 

University of Bologna, awarded the first doctorate degrees (Eells, 

1963, pp. 17-18) in- the field of law (.Boyer, 1973, p. 9). During 

the th i rteenth century the term ."doctorU at Bo logna was e.xpanded. . 

to include students who c0mplete~ work with.distinction in 

astronomy, philosophy, grammar, or logic (Rashdall, 1929, p. 584). 
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In American institutions doctor's degrees of different 

types evolved. According to Charles F. Thwing the Doctor of Philosophy 

degree is most valued. He stated, "it represents the most serious 

endeavor of the higher scholarship in America as a symbol of research,. 

of training and of efficiency" (Thwing, 1906, p. 429). Graduate 

education in American colleges and universities originated from 

German universities. Nineteenth century American educators pursuing 

graduate work in Ph.D. granting German universities introduced the 

Ph.D. degree to American colleges (Spurr, 1970, p. 117). Scientific 

investigation, the basis of graduate education in German universities, 

utilized laboratories, seminars, museum collections, and research 

instruction and conduction (Bean, 1953, p. 11). 

In the United States Ph.D.'s Were first conferred by 

Yale University in 1861 in the fields of language, science, and 

theology (Eells, 1963, pp. 21, 23). The University of Michigan, 

fifteen years later, was the first public university to award Doctor 

of Philosophy degrees. Johns Hopkins, which opened in 1876, was _ 

noted as the first American university to place greater importance 

on graduate than upon undergraduate education. By 1900, 514 Ph.D. 

degrees were awarded in twenty fields of study (Eells, 1963, pp. 

26-27), and. 9 percent of these new Ph.D.s were women. Historically, 

graduate education had been regarded as predominantly for men by 

American society. Before the turn of the century· the following 

universities were granting Ph.D. degrees: New York University in 



1866, The University of Pennsylvania in 1871, Cornell University in 

1872, Boston University in 1877, The Ohio State University in 1879, 

Stevens Institute of Technology in 1879, Vanderbilt University in 

1879, Clark University in 1888, and the University of Chicago in 

1890 (Eells, 1963, pp. 24,271. 

Since the awarding of the first Doctor of Philosophy 

degree at Yale University in 1861, the average yearly growth rate of 

Ph.D.s has been roughly seven percent, doubling in each succeeding 

decade (A Century of ·Doctorates~-Data Analysis of Growth and Change, 

1978, p. 5). From 1921-1931 Ph.D.s awarded increased from 650 to 

2,500 and were awarded by seventy-eight universities (Grigg, 1965, 

pp. 18-19). In 1920 the proportion of Ph.D.s awarded to women 

reached 15 percent (A Century of Doctorates--Data Analysis of Growth 

and Change, 1978, p. 2). Following World War I I, from 1946 through 

1961, earned degrees decreased from over three thousand to under 

two thousand (Cartter, 1966, p. 119). During this same period the 

proportion of Ph.D.s awarded to women began to decline, first 

gradually, then more rapidly during World War II, to a low of 10 

percent in the early 1950's (A Century of Doctorates-~Data Analysis 

of Growth and Change, 1978, p. 2). In 1954 nine thousand Ph.D.s 

were granted, the most ever before granted in American higher 

education history (Cartter, 1966, p. 119).· The proportion of women 

receiving Ph.D.s increased after the 1950's, first slowly, then more 

rapidly, until in 1974 they received over 20 percent of the Ph.D.s 
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granted (A Century of Doctorates--Data Analysis of Growth and Change, 

1978, p. 2). III twas Wor1 d \·Ja r II and its af!l:ermath that prq-

duced the conditions which shaped graduate and professional education 

and its expectations of the Future" (Mayhew, 1970, p. 4). As a 

result of World War II technological advancements resulted from 

university expertise coupled with federal money; the nation's rate 

of change accelerated daily; and college teachers with Ph.D.s, 

scientists, and research workers for industries were in great ~emand 

(Grigg, 1965, pp. 18-l9). Mtlre goods and services were required· 

for raising the country's standard of living as the population and 

economy grew. National Defense Education Act loans caused graduate 

education enrollments to soar. Both The National Science Foundation 

and space exploration through NASA were important developments 

during this period (Mayhew, 1970, p. 5). 

From 1962-1972 forces working in the post-World War II 

period remained strong. In 1962, 11,500 doctorates were granted and 

Wolfe and Kidd predicted that 25,000 to 30,000 doctorates would be 

received in 1972 (Wolfe and Kidd, 1971, p. 784). In 1973 the peak 

year for the granting of doctorates in the United States, 33,756 

were awarded. In 1974, 33,000 and .in 1980, 30.,986 were granted 

(A Century of·Doctorates-.;.Data Analysis of Growth and Change, 1978, 

p. 2). Racial and ethnic data on composition of the doctoral popula

tion have only recently become available •. These data indicate 

that, "88 percent of recent Ph.D.s are white, 3.4 percent are 
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black, one-half of one percent are American Indians, 1.2 percent 

are of Hispanic origin, and 7.2 percent are of Oriental origin 

(A Century of Doctorates-~Data Analysis of Growth"and Change, 1978, 

p. 2). 

What has caused the decline in the production of 

doctorates since 19737 Many unpredictable forces have affected the 

nation's supply and· demand for Ph.D.s. The present imbalance in the 

academic labor market was caused by an overexpansion of the nation's 

schools in the mid-sixties and the demand decreases of the seventies 

(Cartter, 1966, pp. 221-223). Glenny estimated that there would be 

a decline by 1980 of those entering the teaching" profession of from 

50 to 20 or 30 percent (Glenny, 1971, p. 1). Even though this pre-

diction indicated that there was going to be an oversupply of 

teachers, graduate schools in 1975 produced Ph.D.s as in the mid-

sixties, reflecting a one-third increase over the needs of the late 

seventies. Cartter predicted that production would reach 50 per-

cent beyond the requirements of the eighties (1966, p. 238), and 

Mayhew informed us that institutions formerly offering only master's 

work have already added, or will add, doctora~ programs (1970, p. 2). 
/ 

The period from 1980 to 1995, according to Cartter, will be aryother 

bad time for new Ph.D. recipients entering the academic labor market 

as this instructional staff surplus continues (196"6, p. 3). Glenny, 

in 1971, suggested that doctoral programs be restricted in number 

and their quality strengthened (p. 1). 
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Doctoral Degrees in Physical Education 

There seems to be some disagreement as to when the 

first doctorate in physical education was awarded. Ziegler contends 

that the Nashville Tennessee YMCA Graduate School, affiliated with 

Vanderbilt University, awarded the first doctoral degree in physical 

education in 1925, and that Teachers College, Columbia, and .New York 

University conferred them in 1926 (Ziegler, 1950, p. 78)., According 

to Snyder, the School of Education at New York University and Teachers 

College, Columbia University, granted physical education doctoral 

degrees in 1924 (Snyder, 1971, p. 120). Clarke, however, maintains 

that the fi rst education doctorates emphasizi'ng physical education 

were awarded in 1929 at the University of Pittsburg and Stanford· 

University (Clarke, 1935, pp. 332, 336). 

The second public institution of higher education to 

offer the doctorate in physical education was Indiana University in 

1930, and this was an Ed.D. awarded by the Department of Education 

(Butler, 1972, p. 4). The first to provide a P.E.D. program in 

physical education was Indiana University's School of Health, 

Physical Education, and Recreation in 1946 (Puthoff, 1969, p. 82). 

The University of Michigan, The Ohio State University, the University 

of Iowa, Boston University, and Wayne State University were also 

offering physical education doctorates (Clarke, 1935, p. 334). 

Eighty-five percent of all physical education 

doctorates awarded were through schools of education in 1942 

(Hewitt, 1942, pp. 252, 255), and these schools' granted 116 



doctorate degrees in physical education in 1953 (IiEarned Degrees 

Conferred in Educational Institutions," 1954, p. 86). Between 1942 

and 1950 the number of institutions offering physical education 

doctoral degrees increased little (from twenty to twenty-one), but 

from 1950 to 1970 the number more than doubled, bringing the total 

to fifty. Sixty-three institutions were offering doctor's degrees 
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in physical education by 1975, many of which were combined health 

education and physical education or health, physical education, and 

recreation degrees ("AAHPER, HPER Directory of Professional Preparation 

Institutions," 1974, pp. 37-48). 

Between 1947 and 1955, Columbia University, New York 

University, Indiana University, and the State University of Iowa 

granted approximately 72 percent of all doctorates in physical 

education. However, by the mid-sixties, the proportion had decreased 

to about 49 percent (Knight, 1974, p. 18)., This was due in part to 

the growing number of institutions offering physical education 

doctorates, and also to difficulty in accurately defining different 

programs. Some institutions failed to differentiate in their 

programs between health education, physical education, and recreation, 

and also master1s and doctor's offerings were often unclear (Snyder, 

1971, p. 120). 

As knowledge expanded and ,employment needs changed, 

physical education doctora,l programs, whic.h originally prepared 

generalists, began to emphasize specialization. Separate doctoral 



programs in health education, physical education, and recreation 

developed (Knight, 1974, p. 18). 

Confusion and controversy developed concerning what 

graduate education in health, physical education, safety education, 

and dance should be. !n 1950 and in 1968 national conferences were 

held in attempts to clear up the issues. 

Similar issues are still being discussed today. There 
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is a strong trend currently toward specialization, which may separate 

the areas of health, physical 'education, and recreation still further. 

This trend toward special ization is also true in the areas of athletics 

and dance (Zeigler, 1979, p. 143). 

The organization of graduate work in physical education 

for specialists, administrators, and directors of physical education, 

according to Zeigler (1979, p. 143), is another major current problem. 

Leaders in the field of physical education presently are moving 

carefully as they attempt to achieve consensus among the philosophies 

of education in dete~mining the focus in the physical education 

disciplfnes developing (Zeigler, 1979, p. 143). 

In the century and a quarter that doctorate degrees 

have been awarded in American colleges and universities the production 

of doctorate students has varied between fields and from year to 

year as a result of forces affecting academic work force supply and 

demand. In the disciplines of higher education physical education 

doctorate degrees have been awarded for over ·60 years. Originally 
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physical education doctoral degrees were granted through schools of 

education, however currently most are awarded through departments of 

physical education. Sixty-three institutions of higher education 

were offering doctorate degrees in health, physical education, and 

recreation in 1975. Presently there are 49 institutions offering 

such degrees. Difficulty in accurately definihg the different pro-

grams of which the disciplines bf physical education consist has 

made identifying institutions which grant doctorates in these 

disciplines a vexing task. A.part of this difficulty is due to the 

recent trend toward specialization in the' discipl ines of physical 

education. 

Studies Related to the Ava"i1abi 1 ity of Faculty 
and Doctoral Students' in Physical' Education. 

An Affirmative Action Ava~lability 
Analysis for Physical Education 

The purpose of Perry and Mi 1 ner I s Un ivers i ty of 111 i noi s (1979) 

study was to determine the ethnic origin and sex of faculty members 

and of doctoral students in universities offering advanced degrees 

in health, physical education, or recreation. It was suggested 

that such data might be used by institutions to determine future 

work force availability and to formulate affirmative action 

plans. The data for this study were gathered by having department 

heads complete the Equal Employment Opportunity Survey of Current 

Faculty and Doctoral Students in Health, Physical Education, and 

Recreation. Questionnaire responses were received from 71 department 



heads and yielded the number of male and female doctoral students 

and faculty members by area of specialization, who were American 

Indian or Alaskan Native, black (not of Hispanic origin),. Asian or 

Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and white (:,ot of Hispanic origin). 

The reported availability figures of doctoral students and faculty 

in health,. physical education, and recreation in 1979 was 365, 933 

61 

and 207, respectively. In health 192 (52.6 percent) doctorate students 

were males, 173 (47.4 percent) were females, and 45 (12.3 percent) 

were minorities. In physical education 579 (62.1 percent) doctoral 

students were males, 354 (37.9 percent) were females and, 102 (10.9 

percent) were minorities. In recreation 136 (65.7 percent) doctoral 

students were males, 71 (34.3 perceht) were females, and 18 (8.7. 

percent) were minorities. Thus it was reported in this study in 

1979 that 1505 doctoral students were available for teachIng or 

research in higher education health, physical education, and 

recreation. 

The study also reported that faculty availability in 

health was 228; in physical educatton, 1037; and in recreation, 119. 

In health 147 (64.5 percent) were males, 81 (35.5 percent) were· 

females, and 13 (5.7 percent) were minorities. In physical education 

616 (50.4 percent) were males, 421 (4G.6 percent) were females, and 

60 (5.8 percent) were minorities. In recreation 94 (79 percent) 

were males, 25 (21 percent) were females, and 6 (5 percent) were 

minorities. 
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Thus it was reported in 1979, that 2,889 doctoral 

students and faculty were available for teaching and research positions 

in higher education health, physical education and recreation. This 

study also reported availability by ethnic origin and sex of faculty 

and doctoral students in areas of specialization ip health, physical 

education, and recreation. These areas in health included a general 

area, community health, and safety education. In physical education 

the areas of specialization included adaptive, administration, 

biomechanics, coaching, curriculum, dance, elementary, exercise 

physiology, a general area, history/philosophy, measurement and 

evaluation, motor learning, psychology/sociology, and sports skills. 

Areas of specialization in recreation included leisure services 

administration, a general area, resources development, and thera

peutic recreation. The study indicated the largest number of minority 

doctoral students in physical education were in the areas of admin

istration, general physical education, and exercise physiology. 

Also of the percentage of minorities, approximately half were blacks 

and of the total number of minorities, approximately 75 percent were 

males and 25 percent females. Most minority faculty were in the 

physical education areas of coaching and skill teaching with females 

dominating the area of dance. 

Most minority doctoral. students in recreation were 

specializi~g in general preparation, leisure· servttes administration, 

and therapeutic recreation. In health most minority doctoral students 
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were specializing in school health education and community health 

education with black's being in the majority by a ratio of 3:1, and 

only 12 minority faculty were employed with the majority being black. 

Relevant conclusions of this study include the following: 

(1) women and minorities available in the work force appear to fluctu-

ate from year to year, and thus, in order for availability data to 

be meaningful, surveys should be conducted at least every two years, 

(2) for avai,labil ity analyses, the unit of analysis should be at 

least as small as the department, (3) the breakdown of minorities 

for faculty and for doctoral students should be by specific ethnic 

background and sex, and (4) that more innovative recruitment avenues 

may need to be opened by institutions of higher education for the. 

employment of minor.ities and women. 

The Doctorate in 
Education 

This study was a joint effort by the Commission on Higher 

Education of Phi Delta Kappa and The American Association of, 

Colleges'for Teacher Education (Robertson and Sistler, 1971). 

It was done in 1969 with the purpose of updating a 1960 study 

done by The American Association of Colleg'es for Teacher Education 

titled "The Doctorate in Education." Data were collected 

through use of a questionnaire mailed to 145 institutions which had 

been identified as offering doctoral programs in professional educa-

tion, and 113 institutions completed and returned the questionnaire. 

This study collected data on doctoral production by geographical 

region, by areas of concentration, and by administrative control. Also 
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admission requirements,.curricular practices, and related conditions 

such as finance, recruitment, and housing were ·investigated. Findings 

indicated that in Physical and Health Education the number of degrees 

awarded were as follows: (1) 1965-66, Ph.D.s 0, Ed.D.s 1, and other 

4; (2) 1966-67, Ph.D.s 0, Ed·.D.s 3, and other 9; (3) 1967-68, Ph.D .. s 

0, Ed.D.s 5, and other 5; and (4) 1968-69, Ph.D.s 3, Ed.D.s 8, and 

other 8. Thus this study indicated that between 1965 and 1969 three 

Ph.D.s in Physical and Health Education were granted, 17 Ed.D.s, 

and 26 other deg rees, tota 1 ing 46 deg rees in th i s a rea (Robe rtson 

and Sistler, 1971, pp. 1-79). 

Summary Report 1980 Doctorate 
Recipients From United States Universities 

A survey of earned doctorates is conducted annually by the 

Commission on Human Resources of the National Research Council, 

and this particular study represented data gathered during the 

academic year 1979-1980. Data were collected on questionnair~s 

filled out by graduates as they completed all requirements for their 

doctora 1 degrees. Thi s study reported that (1) the tota 1 number of 

doctorates awarded in 1980 was 30,982, which was a .8 percent decrease 

from the 31,224 doctorates awarded in 1979; (2) the proportion of 

doctorates granted to women increased from 28.6 percent of the total 

in 1979 to 30.3 percent in 1980, extending a trend that began in 1965; 

(3) the number"of male doctorate recipients decreased 3.1 percent 

from 1979 to 1980, which was· a continuation of the steady decline 

from peak year of 1972; and (4) in 1980 a greater number of women 

reported black racial/ethnic identification than did men. Further, 



in physical education, health, and recreation this study reported 

that 215 doctorates had been awarded to men, and 150 to women, 

totaling 365 doctorates in this higher education discipline (Summary 

Report 1980 Doctorate Recipients From United States'Universities, 

1981, pp. 1,25). 

Doctorates Awarded From 1920 
to 1980 By Subfield of Doctorate and Sex 

This report was published by the Scientific'Manpower Commis-

sion in 1982 and was titled "Professional Women and Minorities." 

It is an accumulation of reports from a variety of sources. One 

such report titled "Doctorates Awarded From 1920 to 1980 by Subfield 

of Doctorate and Sex" based upon studies done by the National 

Research Council indicated that in physical education, health, 

and recreat ion (1) 2,861 deg.rees were awarded between 1'920 and 

1972, and of these 783 or 27.4 were awarded to womert; (2) 1,723 

degrees were awarded between 1973 and 1977, 513 or 29.8 percent to 

women; (3) in 1978, 324 degrees were awarded, ·124 or 38.3 percent 

to women; (,4) in' 1979, 346 degrees were awarded" 1'28 or 37 percent 

to women; and (5) in 1980, 365 degrees were awarded, 150 or 41.1 

percent to women (Vetter and Babco, 1982, p. 276). 

Bachelor's, Master's, and Doctor's 
Degrees Conferred By Sex and Field 

This 1 ike the previous report was publ ished· by the 

Scientific Manpower Commission and was b.ased upon a study titled 

"Earned Degrees Conferred, 1979-80" by the National Center ·for 
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Educational Statistics, NCES 81-363. This study indicated that in 

1979-80 in Physical Education 262 doctoral degrees had been granted, 

155 to men and 107 to women (Vetter 'and Babco, 1982, p. 44). 

In summary, reports of the number of doctoral students 

available for teaching and research positions in the disciplines of 

higher education physical education are somewhat different. Perry 
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and Milner (1979) reported that 1,505 doctoral students were available 

in 1979, while the National Research Council (Sum~atyRep6rt 1980 

Doctorate Recipients Fr6~ United States Universities, 1981) ,reported 

that 365 doctoral students were available. Finally the National 

Center for Educational Statistic (Vetter and Babco, 1982, p. 44) re

ported that 262 doctoral students were available in Physical Education. It 

does not seem possible that such a decrease in numbers of doctoral 

students could have taken place between 1979 and 1981, so there must 

be another explanation. It seems plausible that the criteria for 

measurement may have been different in each of these studies, and 

also that the opinions of those who were responsible for providing 

the data on the questionnaires were somewhat different. As pointed 

out earlier, since the discipline of physical education has become 

so specialized in many institutions, health, physical education, and 

recreation are completely separate disciplines, and this often 

complicates attempts to measure faculty and doctoral students in 

these areas. 



It should also be noted that only the Perry and 

Milner (1979) study attempted to measure the numbers of faculty 

available for teaching and research in higher education institutions 

of physical education. 

Studies Related to Doctoral Career Patterns 

In order to predict availability of doctoral students 

and faculty for teaching and research in the higher education dis

ciplines of physical education it is not sufficient to have only an 

understanding of the number of doctoral students and faculty who are 

available for employment, at the present time. As indicated pre

viously, available numbers in the work force fluctuate from year to 

year, and therefore it would be helpful to establish a framework 

for predicting availability based upon past career patterns of post

doctoral students. 

The following studies have reported the proport.ions 
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of doctoral recipients in physical education fields who have actually 

gained employment in higher education. According to the National 

Research Council (A Century of Doctorates-';'Data Analysis Of Growth 

and Change, 1978,,p. 79), "Traditionally, the emplQyment for the new 

Ph.D. has been in the academic world." There have been some excep

tions of course, with some new Ph.D. recipients seeking and finding 

employment in business, industry, and government. Recently, it has 

become impossible for the academic market to absorb the enormous 

numbers of new Ph.D.s produced in the late 1960's and early 1970's. 
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Thus, in the future nontraditional employment will be looked to for 

absorbing more and more of these new Ph.D.s, unless there is a 

decrease in their numbers. The study done by the National Research 

Council is a report of new Ph.D.s who, on the Survey of Earned 

Doctorates, said they planned to enter immediate employment. Their 

findings indicate the proportion of this group who entered academic 

employment in each of five cohorts. The proportion of Ph.D.s enter

ing higher education physical education employment were as follows: 

(1) 1960-1964, 58.2 percent (56.8 percent of the men and 64.2 percent 

of the women), (2) 1965-1968, 62 percent (61 percent of the men and 

66.1 percent of the women), (3) 1969-1970, 68.8 percent (67.5 percent 

of the men and 74.1 percent of the women), (4) 1971-1972,62 percent 

(60.1 percent of the men and 59.2 percent of the women)· (A Century of 

Doctorates--Data Analysis of Growth and Change, 1978, p. 79). 

This study pointed out that since nonacademic employment has 

not taken all the new Ph.D.s who could not find employment in academe, 

an increasing number of these personsaretaking a variety of post

doctoral appointments as interim em~loyment while seeking permanent 

jobs. This is more true, however, in scientific fields than in non

scientific fields (A Century of Doctorates--Data Analysis of Growth 

and Change, 1978, p. 3). Mobility of new Ph.D. recipients, according 

to this study, is dependent, among other things, on plans for further 

training or immediate employment. 



Those who plan to take postdoctoral education tend to 
favor the Pacific Coast or the Middle Atlantic States if 
they move from the region in which they took the doctorate. 
Interregional migrants who plan immediate employment after 
the doctorate tend to favor the East North Central States 
or Middle Atlantic States if they enter academe, or the 
South Atlantic and Middle Atlantic States, in that order, 
if they take nonacademic jobs. Thirteen percent of those 
who seek further training, five percent of those who seek 
academic employment, and eleven percent of those entering 
nonacademic employment go abroad. Foreign citize'ns pre
dominate among these groups (A Century 6f Dottorates--
Data Analysis of Growth and Change, 1978, p. 3). 

This study by the National Research Council was the only one that 

reported findings specifically related to the area of physical 

education. Other studies investigating Ph.D. career patterns were 

found in education, educational administration, and sciences, and 

because of their relevancy to academic employment will be included. 

Garrison (1951), at the University of Missouri, 

comp.leted a follow-up study of educational doctoral graduates from 

1916 through 1950 in order to discover what professional duties and 
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activities graduates were engaged in. He reported that these graduates 

were employed mainly in college or university settings. In a similar 

follow-up study at the University of Oklahoma, Clark (1957) reported 

that a majority of the education doctoral graduates held teaching 

or administrative positions in colleges and universities and one-

third were at the college level. 

Co 11 eges and un i vers it i es employed 71 percent and 

public schools 12 percent of education doctoral graduates of the 

University of Michigan in Lokers' study (195'9). In Ehren's (1967) 
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University of Arkansas study which covered the period from 1953 to 

1965, it was reported that nearly 90 percent of education doctoral 

graduates were employed in higher education institutions. In 1971 

Booth reported, that at the University of Georgia, higher education 

employed 70 percent of education doctoral graduates (1971, p. 6446A). 

Findings of Hon's study, completed in 1972 at Brigham Young Univer

sity, indicated that between 1961 and 1971 the majority of education 

doctoral graduates were employed by either public schools as adminis

trators or by institutions of higher educati'on. Lytle made an 

evaluative analys'is of the doctGlral 'educati.ori grad,uates in 1977 at 

East Texas State Universi,ty and repo,rted 'that higher education 

employed 53 percent of respondents and the public ~chools 37 percent 

(1977, pp. 7532A, 7>33A). 

In educational administration, studies reporting employment 

of doctoral graduates were done by Yarnell in 1965, Thompson in 

1971, and Curtin in 1977. Yarnell found that the majority of 

doctoral graduates from The Ohio State University for the period 

1955 to 1965 held college or university positions. Thompson (1971, 

p. 5738A) found that at the University of Wis'consin 85 percent of 

the recipients between 1958 and 1969 held position~ as administra

tors or college teachers. At Syracuse University, Curtin (1977, 

p. 7429A) found that 26 percent of the educational administration 

and supervision doctoral graduates from 1964 to, 1974 held college 

or university positions. 



The National Institutes of Health and Office of Scientific 

Personnel of the National Academy of Sciences--National Research 

Council (1965, pp. iii, iv, ix, 3 and 1968, p. vj)--have done two 

studies in order to examine ~areer patterns of doctorate-holders 

in health related sciences. These studies may be somewhat relevant 

because some doctorate-holders ·in education, social sciences, arts 

and humanities, and engineering were. also included. The major 

findings in the 1965 study were as follows: (1) the bulk of Ph.D. 

degree-holders worked in colleges or universities, but later in 

1 ife some shifted to other employment; CZ) the greatest producer 

of Ph.D.s was theMidwest; (3) the highest absorber of Ph.D.s in 
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their advanced career stages was the South; (4) doctorate-holders 

emerged from a wider range of social levels with society's lower 

income level producing the largest number; CS) women doctorate-holders 

mainly were teachers in colleges and universities, performing much 

less research and administrative duties; and (6) marital status of 

women Ph.D.s governed their geographical relocation (pp. ix, x). 

The major findings in the 1968 study ~ere the following: 

(1) one-half of Ph.D.s worked in academic settings; (2) one-fourth 

of doctorates were employed nonacademically; (3) one-fourth of 

Ph.D.s shifted from academic to nonacademic and vice versa; (4) pre

doctoral experiences influenced l·ittle employment pattern changes; 

CS) those in academic settings, or shifting to the same, received 

annual increments approximating 8 percent; (6) academic Ph.D.s who 
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entered nonacademic positions received about 14 percent yearly 

increases; (7) nonacademic position holders continuously benefited 

from higher salary levels; (8) teaching became negligible as minimal 

research time evolved and administrative duties increased for Ph.D.s 

going to nonacademic employment; (9) teaching time increased 12 to 

50 percent for those entering, or changing into, academic positions; 

(10) career patterns were significantly influenced by degree-holders' 

teaching dedication, or interest in evading teaching; (11) instructor 

rank disappeared in the sciences where doctorates started at assis

tant or associate professor levels; (12) Ph.D.s in education, arts, 

humanities, and professions received promotions slowest; (13) careers 

of single women Ph.D.s exemplified closely careers of men Ph.Dos; 

(14) the majority of women Ph.D.s were in academe whereas nonacademe 

showed only a minority; and (15) women Ph.D.s in academic positions 

were equivalent in number to men Ph.D.s (pp. iii, iv). 

Davis (1981) did a study ti tled "Ph.D. Career Patterns 

and Perceptions of the Doctoral Program in Health Education and 

Physical Education at The Ohio State University, 1939-1977." Purposes 

of this study were (1) to determine the career patterns of doctoral 

degree recipients with concentrations in health education or physical 

educatioM at The Ohio State University from August, 1939 through 

August, 1977; (2) to compare the career patterns of doctorates for 

selected time periods; (3) to interpret graduates· perceptions of, 

and educational values placed upon, their doctoral degree work; 
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and (4) to e1 icit feedback concerning doctoral program requirements 

and experiences (pp. 10, 11). Data from 230 questionnaires were 

analyzed and the relevant findings included (1) nearly all respondents 

held administrative or teaching positrons in public hi9her learning 

institutions following receipt of their doctorates; (2) the major 

initial post~doctora1 'positions held was mainly professor, however 

others included division chairman, department chairm~n~ and director; 

(.3) the major positions he1,d five years after completion of the 

doctoral degree were professor and department chairman; (4) the'major 

position held ten years after completion of the doctoral degree was 

professor, and more than the majority of physical educators held 

positions in higher education of professor, department chairman, and 

division chairman; and (5) employment specialization of almost two

thirds of health education Ph.D. recipients in the 1962-1977 period 

was health education and for physical education 'Ph.D. recipients it 

was physical education, teacher education, and educational administra

tion (Davis, 1981, pp. 252, 260-262, 274-276). 

Several studies have reported vari~b1es which motivate 

individuals to seek employment in higher education. Gustad (1~60, 

p. 6), who conducted a study on southern faculty, found that the 

majority of college faculty respondents' parents were from Southern 

homes, and 20 percent, approximately, were from the Mid-West. Sixty

five percent of the fathers were either professionals or involved 

in sales or managerial occupations. Fifty percent of the fathers 

completed high school, and 30 percent had received a college degree. 
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Also he found that over 70 percent of the teachers came from average 

income backgrounds. In their study of higher education institutions 

in Minnesota, Eckert and Stecklein (1~61, p. 209-210) found that seventy 

percent of the teachers studied were raised In the Mid~West and that 

the parents of 35 percent were either farmers or tradesmen. Espy 

(1963, pp. 209~210), in his study of predominantly black schools, 

indicated that (1) 70 percent were born in the South, 10 percent 

in the North Central region~ and 10 percent in foreign countries; 

(2) 30 percent of the fathers and 25 percent of the mothers had no. 

more than a sixth grade education; (3) 20 percent of the fathers and 

25 percent of the mothers had some college education; (4) 10 percent 

of the fathers had a professional or graduate degree; and (5) 50 

percent of the fathers were either unskilled or skilled laborers, 

tradesmen or farmers. 

Yager (1964), in a study concerning characteristics 

of women physical education college teachers, found that more than 

four fifths of these women (1) came from middle-class homes where 

most of the fathers' occupations were in skilled trades, business, 

or management; (2) had physical education as the major field in 

undergraduate school; and (3) would choose to teach physical education 

in college again if they hOad the opportunity to rechoose theirvocations 

(pp. 76 -78). She also found that between three fifths of these women 

(1) taught in secondary or elementary schools as their first full-

time position after receivi~g the baccalaureate degree; (2) were not 



informed about opportunities in teaching while in undergraduate 

school; (3) were under thirty years of age; (4) were not married; 

(5) were highly skilled or specialists; (6) did not indicate that 

they entered college teaching for the prestige it would bring; (7) 

desired to work in professional preparation with students planning 

to teach physical education; (8) desired to work with college age 

students; and (9) had earned a master's degree (pp. 76-78). 

In Parkhouse's (1974) study on motives for geographical 

choice of black health," physical education, and recreation faculty, 

she attempted to determine (1) whether there was a difference 

between motives for geographical choice of those black physical 

education, health, and recreation faculty located in the South and 

their white counterparts, and to determine whether there was a 

difference between the motives for geographical choice of those 

black health, physical education, and recreation faculty located 

in the North Central and North Eastern regions of the United States 

and their white counterparts; (2) whether there was a difference 

between the motives for geographical choice of those black health, 

physical education, and recreation faculty located in the South and 

those who were positioned in accredited colleges and univetsities 

which are located in the North Central and North Eastern regions of 

the United States; and (3) whether there is a difference in the 

motives which determine geographical choice between those black 

health, physical education, and recreation faculty who have" 
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previously been positioned in predominantly black institutions and 

are now located in the North Central and North Eastern regions of 

the United States and those who are also currently located in the 

North Central and North Eastern regions of the United States who have 

never taught in the predominantly black institutions. Significant 

findings included the following: (1) a significant difference was 

found between northern blacks and whites with regard to'social

cultural considerations; (2) a substantially greater number of northern 

black educators were .discouraged by disrespectful racial attitudes 

and discriminatory consumer practices than were their white counter

parts; (3) the northern black and white faculty differed substantially 

with regard to which factor is most influential in determining one1s 

choice of a geographic location; (4) low SES blacks and whites from 

northern institutions differed substantially in terms of which factors 

influence their choice of location; (5) a significantly greater 

number of blacks who are currently teaching in northern institutions 

supported special recruiting efforts such as preferential hiring than 

their black colleagues who are positioned in southern colleges and 

universities; (6) there was an appreciable difference between black 

educators with regard to the factor which is most influenti~l in 

determining one1s choic~ of an institution; and (7) ther~was a 

significant difference between those blacks who have moved to pre

dominantly white institutions in the North from black colleges and 

universities and their black colleague~ who have remained in 
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northern, white institutions with regard to which factor is most 

influential in determining a choice of geographic location. Park-

house concluded that (1) salary or wages, interesting and challenging 

work, and good working conditions, in that order, are the most influ-

ential factors determining the black educator's choice of an institu-

tion of higher learning; (2) the most effective means of attracting 

blacks to a particular institution are personal recruitment and 

relatives or friends; and (3) the findings depict a trend toward 

reversed migration, i.e., two black educators leave the predominantly 

white institutions for each black faculty member who comes to pre-

dominantly white colleges and universities. Parkhouse states, 

Knowledge of family background and the cultural and economic 
groups from which one comes as well as his educational ex
perience and background provides the researcher with insight 
about the individual faculty member. This knowledge is 
pertinent in terms of its influence, either directly or 
indirectly, on the individual's choice of a geographical 
location. The socio-economic background has been investi
gated and found to be a very important factor influencing 
the level of educational aspiration and the desired place 
of residence as well (1974, p. l8l. 

The purpose of Massengale and Sage's (1982) study on 

"Departmental Prestige and Career Mobility Patterns of College 

Physical Educators" was to determine the relationship between the 

prestige of physical education graduate departments where faculty 

obtained their doctorates and the prestige of physical education 

graduate departments where faculty are now employed. A second pur-

pose of the study was to determine the amount of departmental 

inbreeding in physical education. 
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The organizing concepts of "contest" and "sponsored" 

mobility formulated by Ralph Turner (1960) were used for formulating 

a theory of career mobility by Massengale and Sage. Turner describes 

these concepts in the following manner. 

Contest mobility is a system in which elite status is the 
prize in an open contest and is taken by the aspirant's own 
efforts. Whi le the 'contest' is governed by some rules of 
fair play, the contestants have wide latitude in the strate
gies they employ. Since the 'prize" of successful upward 
mobility is not in the hands of the established elite to 
give out, the latter cannot determine who shall attain it 
and who shall not. Under sponsored mobility elite recruits 
are chosen by the established elite or their agents, and 
elite status is given on the basis of some criterion of 
supposed merit and cannot be taken by any amount of effort 
or strategy. Upward mobility is like entry into a private 
club where each candidate must be 'sponsored' by one or 
more of the members (cited in Massengale and Sage, 1982, 
p. 305). 

The subjects for this study were all regular resident 

faculty with an earned doctorate and with academic rank at the 58 

highest producing doctoral universities in physical education as 

identified by Massengale. These top ranked departments, based upon 

perceived quality"of graduate faculty, included (1) ·Penn State, (2) 

Ohio State, (3) Illinois, (4) Wisconsin, (5) Oregon, (6) North 

Carolina (Greensboro), (7) Indiana, (8) UCLA, (9) Iowa, (10) Maryland, 

(11) Massachusetts, (12) USC, (13) Mi ch i gan, (14) Flori da State, 

(15) Purdue, (16) Springfield, (17) :Columbia, (18) Mich·igan State,' 

(19) Temple, (20) .Cal ifornia (Berkeley), (21) Alabama, (22) Arkansas, 
. . 

(23) Arizona State, (24) Boston University, (25) 'Brigham Young 

University, (26) Colorado, (27) East Texas State, (28) George Peabody, 
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(29) Georgia, (30) Houston, (31) Kent State, (32) Louisiana State, 

(33) Middle Tennessee, (34) Minnesota, (3S) Mississippi, (36) 

Missouri, (37) New Mexico, (38) New York University, (39) SUNY 

(Buffalo), (40) North Carol ina (Chapel Hi 11), (41) North Texas State, 

(42) Northern Colorado, (43) Northwestern Louisiana, (44) Oklahoma 

State, (4S) Pittsburg, (46) Southern 111ionis, (47) Southern Missis

sippi, (48) Stanford, (49) Syracuse, (so) Tennessee, (Sl) Texas, 

(S2) Texas A & M, (S3) Texas Woman1s, (S4) Toledo, (SS) Utah, (S6) 

Virginia Tech, (S7) Washington State, (S8) West Virgina. 

A total of 79S faculty was identified as meeting the 

criteria. Data on academic rank, type of doctorate, and university 

where doctoral degree was granted were obtained for all subjects 

from catalogs and/or bulletins published by these universities. 

The results of this study indicated that (1) the largest proport~on 

of faculty (30 percent) was employed by one of the top 10 departments; 

(2) males constituted two-thirds of the total faculty, females one

third; (3) approximately 42 percent of the faculty were full pro

fessors, while assistant and associate professors were almost 

evenly divided--very few faculty were instructors; (4) 64 percent 

of the faculty held the Ph.D., with the Ed.D. the next most common 

degree; (S) the top 10 doctoral granting departments in physical 

education are the highest suppliers of doctoral faculty to those 

same top ·10 departments; (6) the top ~O faculty positions in physical 

education are available almost exclusively to top 20 graduates and 
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for graduates of non-top 20 departments of physical education, the 

chances of securing a teaching position in the top 20 departments are 

very slim; (of the faculty members of the top 20, only 14 percent 

received doctoral degrees from non-top 20 departments); (7) there is 

little difference in the career mobility of male and female physical 

education doctoral faculty with respect to prestige of doctoral 

degree granting department and employing department; (8) while at 

each prestige level the highest percentage of faculty acquired 

doctorates at the same prestige levels at which they are presently 

employed, there is a tendency for all departments to prefer to employ 

those trained in the top 10 departments; (9)there is definite status 

persistence in mobility patterns of faculty in the top 10 departments-

among the faculty of the top 10 departments with the rank of professor, 

72.7 percent earned degrees from top 10 departments, for associate 

professors, 71.2 percent earned degrees in the top 10 departments, 

for assistant professors, 71.4 percent earned degrees in the top 10 

departments; and (10) top departments draw heavily from their own 

ranks of graduates, either by employing them at once, or by calling 

back former graduates after they have taught elsewhere for some 

time--the higher the prestige of a department, the greater the in

breeding of faculty and the more tightly closed is the door of 

opportunity to non-alumni. 

M.ssengale and Sage (1982) conclude that their findings 

clearly support the "sponsored" model of career mobility for physical 



education faculty. They indicate that graduate faculty members in 

the field of physical education are bound to essentially the same 

career status that exists in a variety of academic disciplines in 

higher education and that these findings support the view that the 

American academic system is rigidly stratified, and that academic 

credentials and organizational membership are the "success" criteria 

rather than individual achievement factors. 

It would appear that the proportion of doctoral students 
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that find employment in higher education fluctuates greatly. depending 

upon where they received their degree. In the studies reporting 

percentages of educat i ona 1 graduates, it was found that 26 to 90 

percent of these doctoral recipients accepted employment in institu

tions of higher education. The National Research Council's national 

study reported that between 1960 and 1974 an average of 62.2 percent 

of the doctoral graduates in physical education became employed in 

institutions of higher education (A Century of Doctorates~-Data 

Analysis of Growth and Change, 1978). 

Variables reported as motivating individuals to seek 

employment in higher education included the following: (1) salary 

(for blacks), personal recruitment (for blacks), (3) racial attitudes 

and discriminatory consumer practices in the employment area (for 

blacks), (4) good working conditions and interesting challenging work 

(for blacks), and (5) family background, e.g., fathers were profes

sionals, farmers, or tradesmen, have had some college education, and 

earn average incomes. Career mobility in disciplines of physical 



education for many individuals is probably dependent upon whether 

one's career is characterized by contest mobility or by sponsored 

mobility. 

Summary 

It became clear in reviewing the literature that in 

the past there has been a problem with discrimination in employment 

82 

in higher education. Currently the problem still exists even though 

some progress has been made. Government mandates have made it illegal 

to discriminate in employment in higher education. The policies and 

procedures developed to enforce these mandates have been problematic, 

and many issues have evolved as a result. The determination of pools 

of individuals available for teaching and research in institutions of 

higher education, has been the center of much controversy. For 

example Sowell has written that it is impossible to accurately and 

validly determine relevant availability pools because neither women 

or minorities are randomly distributed by fields or in fields 

(Affirmative Action in Employment In· Higher Education, 1975, p. 196). 

Also it has been pointed out that availability pools fluctuate 

greatly from year to year (Perry and Milner, 1979, p. 19). 

Various studies have been done in order to determine 

the availability of individuals for teaching and research in higher 

education. Most studies have been limited to describing the total 

availability pool and also have, in many cases, failed to report 
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availability in units smaller than higher education disciplines. 

However, breakdowns at least as small as the department are necessary, 

and in larger departments, breakdowns by area of specialization may 

even be appropriate. Only one study had been done relating specifi

cally to physical education and reporting availability by ethnic 

origin and sex of faculty and doctoral students for each area of 

specializ~tion in the disciplines of physical education. Other 

studies report availability by sex, and tiome by ethnic origin as well, 

but fail to report the availability for each area of specialization 

in the disciplines of physical education. Likewise, current studies 

do not report on availability of (1) faculty at masters degree granting 

institutions, (2) doctoral students who will not graduate within the 

current year, but who are immediately avai lable for employment, and (3) doc

toral recipients who received their degree within the past five years, 

entered some field other than higher education, and would like to 

re-enter higher education. 

Thus current information concerning the present status 

of availability of individuals for teaching and research in institu

tions of higher education is of limited value in helping those who 

~re responsible for affirmative action planning and personnel employ

ment in institutions of higher education. In reviewing the literature 

it was apparent that no real theories for predicting availability of 

individuals for teaching and research in higher education for the 

future exist. Knowledge of past and present problems, and 'issues, 
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and of variables affecting availability analyses, as a basis for pre

dicting future availability pools, theoretically would .be helpful in 

affirmative action planning. 

Probable sources of such information would be colleges 

and universities which award master and doctorate degrees in physical 

education, and studies which have reported career patterns of 

doctorate recipients. The review of literature indicated that for 

over 100 years institutions of higher education in the United States 

have been producing doctoral students and that the one criterion most 

often required for tenure-track employment in institutions of higher 

education was the doctorate. 

Availability pools are therefore composed of doctorate 

students who have received their degree in the past, who will be 

receiving their degree within the current year, and who will not 

complete their degree within the current year, but who may be 

immediately available for employment. Also faculty, especially those 

who are nontenured or on temporary appointments in institutions of 

higher education which offer advanced degrees, are potentially part 

of the availability pool. 

Once the composition of present availability pools 

is determined it would seem logical to seek information concerning 

factors which might affect the career patterns of doctorate recipients. 

Using information regarding the composition of present availability 

pools and factors which may affect the career patterns of doctorate 
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recipients, it should be possible to arrive at conclusions upon which 

predictions of future availability pools of individuals for· teaching 

and research in institutions of higher education could be based. 

It was the purpose of this study to provide information which will 

help to fill this void. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This study was designed to determine the present 

national availability of faculty and doctoral students for teaching 

and research in the higher education disciplines of physical edu

cation. The purpose was twofold: (1) to identify by sex, ethnic 

origin, and area of specialization the numbers of physical education 

faculty and doctoral students who are available for teaching and 

research in higher education in the discipl ines of physical education. 

and (2) "fo deve lop a mode 1 for p red i ct i ng future avao 1 ab i.l i ty of facul ty 

and doctoral students for teaching and research in the higher edu

cation disciplines of physical education. 

Theoretical Framework 

A theory "summarizes existing knowledge, provides an 

explanation for observed facts and relationships, and predicts the 

occurrence of as yet unobserved events and relationships on the basis 

of explanatory principles embodied in the theory.11 If no theory 

exists, Toombs (1978, p. 21) suggests that models or designs are a 

conceptual form which can in a systematic way address observation, 

analyses, an~ organization. He explains that models or designs are 

at a lower level of abstraction than theories and therefore force 

86 
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a consideration of more operational Issues. According to Blalock 

(1969, pp. 3-4) the structuring of simple models should precede 

development of deductive theories and subsequently, by adding new 

variables, more realistic theories are constructed through inductive 

reasoning (Abdellah and Levine, 1965, p. 712). 

Herbert Simon has developed the design concept in ways 

that are especially significant to the problems and issues surrounding 

the predicting of availability pools of individuals for teaching and 

research in institutions of higher education. He stated 

Everyone designs who dev.ises courses of action aimed at 
changing existing situations into preferred ones •••• 
Design ·is the core of all professional training: It is 
the principal mark that distinguishes the professions from 
the sciences" (cited in Toombs, 1978, p. 22). 

Design explains the goals, or how things ought to be, and devises 

artifacts to attain these goals (Toombs, 1978, p. 22). 

Philosophic origins of notions that must be dealt 

with in developing designs have been explored and applied by 

Churchman. He is of the opinion that 

design is thinking behavior which conceptually selects 
among a set of alternatives in order to figure out which 
alternative leads to the desired goal or set of goals 
••• design is synonymous with planning, optimizihg, 
and similar terms that connote the use of thought as a 
percursor to action directed at the attainment of goals 
(cited in Toombs, 1978, p. 22). 

Tukey (1977) has pointed out that careful exploration 

of data is a basis for decisions about both the questions for which 

answers might reasonably be sought and the types of analysis of 
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these questions. He believes that "this potential for a theoretical 

exploration of the data can be distinctly advantageous, particularly 

in areas of inquiry where there are no strong theoretical models to 

guide the analysis. The model is not brought to the data, it is 

extracted from it" (cited by Barry McGaw in New Techniques for 

Evaluation, 1981, p. 71) ~ 

The design concepts, components, and processes described 

above were used in the present study as a reference for guiding the 

analysis of availability pools of individuals for teaching and 

resea rch in hi g he r edlJca t ion d i sc-i p 1 ines of phys i ca 1 educat ion 

and in the development of a model for predicting future availability. 

In reviewing the literature no strong theoretical models for deter

mining availability pools of individuals for teaching and research 

in higher education discipl ines of physical education were found. 

However tbe literature indicated that a number of parameters upon 

which a model might be based were available. 

According to Cartter (1976, p. 153) the academic labor 

market is characterized by manpower flow--both inflow and outflow. 

In the academic workforce inflow parameters describe the personnel 

who enter the academic workforce or those who are -immediately avail

able for higher education employment~ Outflow parameters describe 

factors wbicb may cause personnel to leave the academic workforce 

or be unavailable for higher education employment. Cartter (1976, 



p. 163) contends that the flow of personnel into and out of the 

academic labor market is highly responsive to academic labor market 

conditions, such as the balance between supply and demand. 

The literature indicated that one academic inflow parameter 

upon which a model for predicting availability of individuals for 

teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical 

education might be based was untenured faculty and faculty on 

temporary appointment presently employed in higher education 

disciplines of physical education at colleges and universities 

offering advanced degrees in physical education. ·The decision was 

made to consider only nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary 

appointment, because of Cartter (1976, p. ~61) contends '~hen 

the demand for new teachers is low relative to the supply of new 

doctorates, the number of experienced col.lege teachers who are 

bid away from other institutions drops sharp1y.1I There is move

ment from one institution of higher education to another within 

the pool of tenured faculty, so they are available. However, the 

number of faculty that move is small and moving from one to 

another institution of higher education will not change the 

ava i 1 ab i 1 i ty poo 1 • 
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Other inflow parameters identified were doctoral students who 

will receive their degree within the current year, doctoral students 

who will not complete the degree within the current year but who are 

immediately available for employment, and doctoral recipients who 



received their degree within the past five years, are not presently 

employed in higher education, and would 1 ike to re-enter the 

academic labor force. 
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Outflow parameters identified from reviewing the literature 

included (1) new doctoral recipients who gain employment in a non

academic sector of the workforce, (2) present higher education faculty 

who gain employment in a nonacademic sector of the workforce, and 

(3) faculty who die or who select or are forced into final retirement. 

Survey Methodology 

An extensive availabil ity analysis such as this can best be 

accomplished through survey methodology as described by Allen (.1978), 

Best (1970), Hyman (1957), Goode and Hall (1952») and Glock (1967). 

"Survey research has now become a major tool of empirical 

research in all of the social sciences" (Allen, 1978, p. 3), and in 

education the variety of problems that can be studied through survey 

research is 1 imitless (Allen, 1978, p. 355). Allen suggests that in 

order to become knowledgeable about the educational system and the 

processes that operate within its institutions, it is necessary to 

know something about the faculty who teach within it--"the kinds of 

people they are, how they are recruited, from what parts of society 

they come, through what paths they come to teaching ll (Allen, 1978, 

p. 350). Survey research is amenable to studying such questions 

(Allen, 1978, p. 350). It was with such types of questions that the 

present study was concerned. 
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The use of survey methods to study education has largely 

involved the study of formal educational organizations and of various 

categories of those organizations. The designs of these studies have 

generally taken on one of the following forms (1) studies conducted 

at an individual institution, in several institutions (allowing 

comparisons between institu~rons), or in a large number of institu

tions, so that characteristics of the institutions can be analyzed 

through quantitative techniques; and (21 studies which gather data 

over time in order to identify changes in institutions or in their 

participants, or studies that gather data at one point in time 

(Allen, 1978, p. 329). 

Three types of studies characterize survey methodo10gy--

(1) descriptive surveys, (2) explanatory surveys, and (3) descriptive

explanatory surveys. Descriptive surveys are primarily concerned 

with saying something about the population (Allen, 1978, p. 327), 

and characteristics of the population in such studies are summarized 

and described (Huck, Cormier and Bounds, 1974, p. 19). The concerns of 

explanatory surveys are development of theoretical statements regarding 

relationships and processes (Allen, 1978, p. 327) and inferring or 

generalizing from the data collected to a larger population (Huck et 

al., 1974, p. 19). Surveys concerned with both describing and 

explaining within the framework of the same study are called 

descriptive-explanatory (Allen, 1978, p. 327). 



Descriptive studies are like analytical studies in that 
they have built into them notions about the causal con
nections among the elements of the situation. But since 
notions are implicit in descriptive studies rather than 
explicit as in analytical studies, they are usually 
assumed in the former rather than taken as problematic 
and studied as in the latter (Allen, 1978, p. 371). 

The descriptive-explanatory method was selected for 

use in the present study, in order that both of the purposes could 

be addressed. The present study was designed to gather information 

from a large number of institutions, which were compared. It was 

also designed to gather information concerning the status quo and 

information concerning the past and the future. 

By studying the entire population of colleges and 

universities offering doctoral degrees in the discipline of physical 

education, it was possible to determine the number, proportions, and 

distributions by sex and ethnic origin of faculty and doctoral 
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students available for teaching and research in each area of speciali-

zation in these disciplines. Further, by studying a sample of the 

population of colleges and universities offering masters degrees 

in the disciplines of physical education, itwas possible to predict 

numbers, proportions, and distributions of faculty by sex and 

ethnic brigin who are also available for teaching and 

research in this discipline. Finally by studying these colleges and 

universities which offer advanced degrees in the disciplines of 

physical education and reviewing literature ~escribing career 

patterns of doctoral recipients and characteristics of the academic 



workforce,. itwas possible to identify some parameters which affect 

this present availability and which may be useful in developing a 

model for· predicting future availability pools. 

This study was carried out in six parts. The first part 

included designing the study, which involved identifying ac.ademic 

workforce inflow and outflow parameters and developing the research 

questions. Part two was an intensive review of the literature 

related to physical education doctoral recipient's career patterns 
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and characteristics of the academic labor market to obtain further 

data on the critical parameters. The third part involved determining 

how data would be collected to best measure theo identified parameters, 

and preparation of the data collecting instrument. Part four in

volved collecting the data using the questionnaire. In part five 

the data were analyzed. Finally, inpart six °a model for predicting 

availability of personnel for teaching and research in higher educa

tion discipl ines of physi"cal education was developed based upon ·~nter

pretation of the findings secured as a part of the study. 

The remainder of this chapter descri"bes the survey 

methodology which included five major topics: (1) Description of 

the Population, (2) Institutions Studied, (3) Sources of Data for 

the Study, (4) Procedures of Data Collection, and (5) Analysis of 

the Data. 
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Description of the Population 

This study focuses on the national availability of 

both faculty and doctoral students by sex, ethnic origin, and area 

of specialization for teaching and research in the higher education 

disciplines of physical education. Federal guidelines from the 

Office of Civil Rights suggest that data on recently awarded doctor

ate degrees, by field, sex, and racial or ethnic groups are appro

priate sources of information that can be used for the determination 

of availability pools of potential candidates for faculty positions 

in four year institutions of higher education. These data can, 

however, be fairly limiting, as a proportion of these doctoral 

recipients for one reason or another may not be available for employ

ment in higher education. Further there also may be teaching faculty 

who could be considered a part of the availability pool. Therefore, 

the decision was made to analyze the literature in an attempt to 

ascertain the proportion of doctoral students in the past, who 

actually entered higher education employment in the disciplines of 

physical education, and to consider this parameter in developing a 

model for future predicting of availability. Further it was 

decided to include as a potential part of the availability pool, 

nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary appointment at colleges 

and universities offering advanced degrees in the discipline of 

physical education. 
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Institutions Studied 

Forty-nine colleges and universities were identified 

as offering the doctoral degree in the disciplines of physical 

education. In addition 205 colleges and universities were identified 

as offering masters degrees in the disciplines of physical education. 

Two sources were used for these determinations: (1) The Directory of 

Graduate Physical Education Programs, sponsored by the National 

Association for Sport and Physical Education, an association of the 

American Alliance for Health, Physical Education, Recreation and 

Dance, 1982 (pp. 1-86) and (2) "HPER Directory of Professional Prep~ra

tion Institution!>," 1974, PPJ 35-36. 

For this study all 49 of the colleges and universities 

offering the doctoral degree in the disciplines of physical education 

were surveyed in order to determine numbers of doctoral students and 

faculty by sex, ethnic origin, and by area of specialization who 

would be available for teaching or research in the disciplines of 

physical education. Also a random sample of 80 colleges and univ~r

sities offering masters degrees in the disciplines of physical 

education was selected to determine the number of their 

faculty by sex, ethnic origin, and by area of specialization 

who would be available for teaching and research in the disciplines 

of physical education. After consulting with advisors and statisti

cians, the random sample was selected in the following manner: (1) 

the 205 institutions were listed alphabetically and numbered 1 - 205 



as listed and (2) a table of random numbers was used to select the 

80 random institutions to be used as the sample for this study. 

These 80 institutions represented 39 percent of the total population, 

and this proportion was determined sufficient for predicting popula

tion parameters. 

Sources of Data for the Study 

The two major sources of data for this study were the 

mail questionnaire that was developed to collect data relating to 

the research questions and literature reviews relating to career 

patterns of doctoral students and characteristics of the academic 

labor market. The original-questionnaire was revised and subsequently 

twol,different questionnaires were developed, one for masters granting 

and one _for doc.toralgranting institutions. 

For colleges and universities offering the doctoral 

degree in the disciplines of physical education the questionnaire 

consisted of six parts. Part I included instructions for completing 

the questionnaire and a section for identification of the institution. 

Part II was designed to gather information regarding the number of 

nontenured faculty or faculty on temporary employment by sex, ethnic 

origin, and by area of specialization in the disciplines of physical 

education who would be immediately available for employment. Also 

included in Part II was an open-ended question, asking the respondents 

to estimate the proportion of faculty within this group they antici

pated would drop out of the availability pool within the next two 



years, This question was also included at the bottom of each of 

Parts III, IV, and V. Part III was designed to gather information 

by sex, ethnic origin, and by area of specialization in the disci

pl~nes of physical education regarding the number of doctoral 

students who would complete their degrees by the end of the current 

year and would be available for immediate employment. Part IV was 

designed to gather information regarding the number of doctoral 

students by sex, ethnic origin, and by area of specialization in 
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the disciplines of physical, education who would not complete their 

degrees by the end of the current year but who would be immediately 

available for employment. In Part V an attempt was made to gather 

information about doctoral students who had received the degrees 

within the last five years, gone into some field other than higher 

education physical education, but who would like to re-enter higher 

education physical education. In Part VI three open-ended questions 

were asked in an attempt to gather i'nformation concerning the reasons 

faculty and doctoral students within each institution might not be 

available for employment. 

The questionnai're sent to colleges and universities 

offering masters degrees in the discipl ines of physical educati.on 

differed from the one sent to insti.tutions offering doctoral degrees 

in that it had on ly three parts. Parts I and II were the same; 

however Part III consisted of just one open-ended question ask.ing 

why faculty at that institution would be unavailable for employment. 



Data regarding other inflow and outflow parameters were 

gathered from the literature relating to doctoral recipient's career 

patterns and characteristics of the academic labor market. 

Procedures of Data Collection 

In early February 1983 the questionnaires were sent to the 

physical education chairpersons of 129 departments of physical 

education in institutions of higher education that offered advanced 

degrees. Cover letters described the purpose and importance of the 

study, and indicated those persons who had endorsed the research. 
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A self-addressed stamped envelope also was enclosed, as was a request 

to complete and return the questionnarre at the respondent's con

venience. On the last page of the questionnaire the respondents were 

asked to indicate if they wished to receive a summary of the findings 

once the study was completed. 

Three weeks later 55 percent o~ the colleges and universities 

had responded. A second cover-letter and questionnaire were sent 

to co 11 eges and un i ve rs it i es who had not responded by that time. 

Within four weeks 65 percent had responded and a follow-up final 

reminder post card was sent to 20 colleges and universities offering 

doctoral degrees in physical education and 24 to colleges and univer

sities offering masters degrees in physical education. Also approxi

mately a dozen representatives of institutions included in this study 

were contacted during the National American Alliance for Health, 

Physical Education, Recreation, and Dance Conference in Minneapolis, 

Minnesota, in early April asking them to make sure the que.stionnaire 
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was returned. Finally the physical education chairpersons at 11 

institutions offering doctoral degrees in physical education were 

telephoned encouraging them to immediately return the questionnaires. 

Responses were obtained from 30 (61 percent) of the doctoral granting 

institutions and 57 (71 percent) of the masters granting institutions. 

This response rate was considered acceptable for proceeding with an 

analysis of the findings and the development of the model. 

Information collected from reviewing the literature relating 

to career patterns of doctoral recipients and characteristics of the 

academic labor market was added to the data from the questionnaires. 

The data were then coded for analysis, and frequencies for doctoral 

degree granting and masters degree granting institutions were recorded 

for each part of the questionnaire. This involved recording fre

quencies for each cell representing sex and ethnic origin for each 

area of specialization for all parts of the questionnaire. 

Analysis of the Data 

The survey questionnaire was coded in order to identify 

those colleges and universities which had and which had not responded. 

Characteristics of the nonresponding colleges were analyzed to com

pare them with the respondents in order to be reasonably sure that 

those who responded were comparable to those who did not respond. 

These characteristics included the college or university's location, 

age, enrollment, and control. 

The frequencies and proportions for Parts II through V for 

doctoral degree granting institutions and for Part I I for masters 
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degree granting institutions were calculated by sex and ethnic origin 

for each area of specialization in physical educatton and numerical 

tabular presentations of the data for all variables were constructed 

in tables for all institutions which had responded. The total numbers 

of faculty, doctoral students and degree recipients available for 

teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical 

education for the entire popUlation of doctoral and masters degree 

granting institutions were estimated· from the numbers reported 

available by respondents to the questionnaire. It was felt that 

estimating the total numbers available was necessary in order to 

develop a model for predi'cting the current avai labi I ity pool in higher 

education disciplines of physical education. The estimate was calcu-

lated by use of the following two formulas: 

(1) 

(2) 

Estimate of numbers 
available in non
responding institu
tions. 

Estimated numbers 
available in the 
total population 

= 

= 

Numbers reported 
avai lable by 
respondents 

Numbers of 
X nonresponding 

institutions 

Numbers of responding institutions 

Numbers reported 
by responding + 
institutions 

Estimate of numbers 
available in non
responding institu
tions 

The estimated frequencies for the total population of doctoral.and 

masters degree granting institutions were numerically presented by 

sex, ethnic origin, and area of specialization in the higher educa-

tion discIplines of physical education. 
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An attempt was made to determine if a valid method existed 

for calculating expected frequencies for cells where no frequencies 

were reported by the respondents to the questionnaire. Statisticians 

contacted agreed that in order to determine expected frequencies there 

must be at least five cases reported in each cell. Since this was 

not the situation in this study, no attempt was made to calculate 

the expected frequencies in those cells representing sex and ethnic 

origin in each area of specialization in physical education where no 

individuals were reported as being available for teaching and research 

in higher education disciplines of physical education. 

Answers to the open-ended questions on the questionnaire were 

analyzed in order to determine what outflow parameters might be con

sidered in developing a model for predicting future availability. 

Results of the literature review relating to career patterns of 

doctoral recipients and characteristics of the academic workforce were 

used to determine estimated o'utflow (numbers and percentages) from the 

estimated current availabtlity pool of faculty and doctoral students 

and/or recipients in higher education discipltnes of physical educa

tion. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

The results of this study are presented in four sections. 

The first section provides information and data with respect to the 

characteristics of colleges and universities from which responses to 

the questionnaire were obtained and characteristics of colleges and 

universities from which responses to the questionnaire were not 

obtained. The second section, inflow parameters, presents findings 

pertaining to research questions one through five, with the discus-

sion of questions one and two combined in one sub-section. The 

third section, outflow parameters, discusses the findings relating 

to research questions six through ten. The final section presents 

the model in relation to research question number eleven. 

The findings of this study are based on data received 

from 30 institutions of higher education which grant doctoral degrees 

in the disciplines of physical education and 57 institutions of higher 

education which grant masters degrees in the disciplines of physical 
~ 

education, thus totaling 87 institutions. The overall response rate 

was 67- percent; for the doctoral granting institutions it was 61 

percent and for the sample of masters granting institutions 71 per-

cent. Data also were-gatheredfrom the literature identifying career 

patterns of doctoral recipients and from literature discussing inflow 
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and outflow parameters. The data in this chapter were analyzed as 

outlined in the detailed analyses plan presented in Chapter 3. 

Characteristics of Higher Education 
Institutions Investigated 

Information regarding the age, enrollment, and control 

of the higher education insti~utions included in this study was 

taken from the Education Directory:~Colleges and'Universitles 

(Broyles,and Davis, 1982-831. The characteristics identified 

and compared included location, age, control, and enroll-

ment. 

In order to compare the location of each institution 
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the United States was divided into nine geographical areas and each 

state was assigned to one of these areas. This geographical distri-

butionwasderived from the National Science Foundation's 1973 geo-

graphic distribution of full-time graduates (Graduate Stience 

Education ~ Student Support and Post Dottorals, 1973, p. 20). These 

areas and the states within each nrea include the following: (1) 

New England (Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont"Massachusetts, Rhode 

Island, and Connecticut); (2) Middle Atlantic (New York, New Jersey, 

and Pennsylvania); (3) East North Central (Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, 

Michigan, and Wisconsin); (4) West North Central (Minnesota, Iowa, 

Mi ssouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas); (5) 

South Atlantic (Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, 

Wests Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and 

Florida); (6) East South Central (Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, and 
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Mississippi); (7) West South Central (Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, 

and Texas); (8) Mountain (Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New 

Mexico, Arizona, Utah, and Nevada); and (9) Pacific (Washington, 

Oregon, ~alifornia, Alaska, and Hawaii). 

In Table 1 it can be seen that of the physical education 

doctoral institutions which were sent questionnaires 50 percent re

sponded from the New England, East North Central, and East South 

Central areas, 71 percent responded from the Middle Atlantic area, 

60 percent responded from the Mountain area, and 67 percent r~

sponded from the Pacific area. The largest disparity between 

doctoral institutional respondents and non respondents was in the 

Middle Atlantic, West North Central, and South Atlantic areas. 

Three more institutions (or 6 percent more of the total number of 

doctoral institutions) responded, than did not respond. 

The highest proportion of doctoral respondents and 

non respondents was from the. East North Central area. The lowest 

proportion of doctoral respondents was from the New England and 

West South Central areas, and the lowest proportion of doctoral non

respondents was from the New England, West North Central, and South 

Atlantic areas. 

In Table 1 a comparison is also made between physical 

education masters institutional respondents and nonrespondents. Of 

the masters institutions which were sent questionnaires 86 percent 

responded from the New England and Middle Atlantic areas, 75 percent 



Table 1. Characteristics of higher education institutions investigated by location. 

LOCATION 
-, 

NE MA ENe WNC SA ESC WSC M 

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Doctoral 

Responding 1 (50) 5 (71) 5 (50) 4 {80} 4 {80} 3 {50} 1 03} 3 {60} 

Nonresponding 1 {50} 2 ~29} 5 {50} 1 {20} 1 {20} ~ ~50) 2 ~6Z} 2 ~40} 

TOTAL 2 {lOO} 7 {100} 10{loO} 5 {1 Oo} 5 {lOo} 6{loO} 3'(100) 5{loO} 

Masters 

Responding 6 {86} 6 {86} 9 {7S} 9 {75} 9 (75) 7 (78) 3 (43) 4 (57) 

Nonresponding 1 (14) 1 (14) ·3 (25) 4 (25) 4 (25) 2 (22) 4 (57) 3 (43) 

TOTAL 7 (100) 7 {lOO} 12 {1 OO} 12(100) 13 (1 OO) 9 (1 OO) ,7 (1 OO) 7 (100) 

; 

P 

N % 

4 (6]) 

2 (~~} 

6 {l OO} 

7 (78) 

1- (22) 

9 (1 OO) 

o 
V1 



106 

responded from the East North Central, West North Central and South 

Atlantic areas, 78 percent responded from the East South Central and 

Pacific areas, 113 percent responded from the West South Central area, 

and 57 percent responded from the Mountain area. The lowest proportion 

of physical education masters institutional respondents was from the 

West South Central, and the lowest proportion of institutional non

respondents was from the New England and Middle Atlantic areas. The 

largest disparity between physical education masters institutional 

respondents and nonrespondents was in the East North Central and West 

North Central areas. Six more instituions (or seven percent more in 

those two groups) of the total number of masters institutions responded, 

than did not respond. Figure 1 graphically compares the differences 

in location of responding and nonresponding physical education doctoral 

granting institutions, and Figure 2 graphically compares the differences 

in location of responding and nonresponding masters granting institu

tions. 

The control or affliation of each institution, as reported by 

each institution and listed in the Education Directory-Colleges and 

Universities (Broyles and Davis, 1982-83), includes (1) public insti

tutions including those under federal, state, state-related (SR), 

local, or state and local control (SL) and (2) private institutions 

were reported in the category of independent nonprofit (INP), 

organized as profitmaking, or affiliated with a religious group 

(Rel.). In Table 2 it can be seen that the largest proportion 

of all institutions included in this study are state controlled. 

Of the physical education doctoral granting institutions 80 percent 



NE 

MA 

ENC I flFIII II ~J' IIflfOI • Respondents 

WNC - Wi Nonrespondents 

SA 

ESC 

WSC 

M 

p 
Illlllll 

i i i i i 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

Figure 1. Difference in location of responding and nonresponding physical education doctoral 
granting institutions. o 
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Table 2. Characteristics of higher education institutions investigated 
by control. 

PUBLIC 
St,ate SR 

N % N %-

Doctoral 

Responding 24 (80) (3.4) 

Nonresponding 15 (79) 2 (11) 

-i 

Masters 

Responding 46 (81) 1 (2) 

Nonresponding 17 (74) 

SR = State related 
SL = State and local 

INP = Independent non-profit 
REL = Religious Group 

CONTROL 

SL 
N" %-

1 (2) 

1 (2) 

PRIVATE 
INP REL 

N % N % 

5 (17) 

2 (11) 

4 ( 7) 5 (9) 

4 (17) 2 (9) 

TOTAL 

N % 

30 (1 00) 

19(101) 

-.. 

57 (1 01) 

23 (1 00) 
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Figure 2. Difference· in location of responding and nonresponding physical education masters 
granting institutions. o 
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of those responding, and 79 percent of those not responding were 

state controlled institutions. Very little difference was found 

between the respondents and nonrespondents of the physical education 

doctoral granting institutions in the other control categories -

state-related and independent non-profit. Figure 3 graphically 

shows the differences in how responding and nonresponding physical 

education doctoral granting institutions are controlled. In Table 

2 it can also be seen that of the physical education masters granting 

institutions 81 percent of the respondents and 74 percent of the non

respondents were state controlled. The only other large difference 

between physical education masters granting respondents and non

respondents was in the independent nonprofit institution category 

seven responded and seventeen did not. Figure 4 graphically shows 

the differences in how responding and nonresponding physical education 

roasters granting institutions are controlled. Also it should be 

pointed out that there were no institutions with religious affiliations 

among the physical education doctoral granting institutions; however 

there were seven among the masters granting institutions. 

In Table 3 a comparison is made between the average 

enrollment of responding and nonresponding physical education 

doctoral granting institutions and responding and nonresponding 

physical education masters granting institutions. It is clear that 

both the total physical education doctoral granting and total 

physical education masters granting institutions that responded have 

on the average larger enrollments than those which did not respond. 



S 

SR Respondents 

SL ~ Nonrespondents 

INP 

REL 

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 

Figure 3. Difference in how responding and nonresponding physical 
education doctoral granting institutions are controlled. 

S = State 
SR = State Related 
SL = State and Local 

INP = Independent Nonprofit 
REL = Religious Group 
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S 

SR 

SL • Respondents 

INP ~ Nonrespondents 

REL 

5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 

Figure 4. Dif.ferences in how responding and nonresponding physical 
education masters granting institutions are controlled. 

S = State 
SR = State Related 
SL = State and Local 

INP = Independent Nonprofit 
REL = Religious Group 

112 
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Tabl~ 3. Characteristics of higher education institutions investigated 
by' enrollment and age. 

Average Average 
Enrollment Age 

Doctoral 

Respondents 26,189 121. 52 
Nonrespondents 23,938 154.11 

Masters 

Respondent,s 12,921 , 94.70 '" 
Non respondents 9,334 89.09 
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The physical education doctoral granting institutions which responded 

had on the average 2,251 more students than those which did not 

respond. For the masters granting institutions, those which re

sponded had on the average 3,587 more students than those who did 

not respond. 

Additionally in Table 3 a comparison was made between 

the average age of the responding and nonresponding physical education 

doctoral granting institutions and the responding and nonresponding 

physical education masters granting institutions. It can be seen 

that the nonresponding physical education doctoral granting insti

tutions are older by an average of 32.59 years than the nonresponding 

institutions. The oldest physical education doctoral granting 

institution responding, the University of Georgia, was founded in 

1785 and thus is 198 years old, and the newest was the University 

of California, Los Angeles -- 64 years old. The responding masters 

degree granting institutions are older by 5.61 average years than 

the nonresponding physical education masters granting institutions 

the oldest responding was 174 year old Miami University in Oxford, 

Ohio, and the newest was 18 year old Florida International University 

i n M i am i, Flo r i da • 

In Table 4 a comparison is made between the number of 

responding and nonresponding physical education doctoral and physical 

education masters degree granting institutions by enrollment ranges. 

Physical education doctoral institutions ~ith between 20,~Ol and 
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Table 4. Number of responding and nonresponding institutions by en
ro 1 ~ ment ranges. 

Enrollment Doctoral Granting Masters Granting 

Ranges Institutions Institutions 

R NR R NR 

o - 5,000 2 9 6 

5,001 - 10,000 0 2 18 9 

10,000 - 15,000 2 1 11 4 

15,001 - 20,000 4 1 9 1 

20,001 - 30,000 13 6 6 3 

30,001 - 40,000 5 7 3 0 

40,001 - 50,000 2 0 

50,001 - 60,000 1 0 0 0 

60,001 - 70,000 0 0 0 

TOTAL 30 19 57 23 

R = responding 

NR = nonresponding 
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30,000 students responded in greater numbers than at any other of 

the enrollment ranges. The largest numbers of physical education 

doctoral institutional non respondents were from doctoral institutions 

having enrollments of between 30,001 and 40,000 students. The 

largest numbers of physical education masters institutionalrespon~ 

dents and non respondents were from physical education masters 

granting institutions having enrollments of between 5,001 and 10,000 

students. 

In comparing the characteristics of the higher education 

institutions included in this study, there appeared to be no appre

ciable differences between those 97 institutions which responded and 

those 62 which did not respond. Most of the doctoral granting 

institutions which responded were from the Middle Atlantic area and 

most of those that did not respond were from the East North Central, 

Middle Atlantic, and East South Central areas. Most of the masters 

granting institutions which responded were from the East North 

Central, West Central, and South Atlantic areasiandnonrespondents 

were spread quite evenly throughout the United States. The respond

ing physical education doctoral granting institutions were a little 

newer than the nonrespondents, and the responding masters granting 

institutions were a little older than the nonrespondents. State 

control characterized both physical education doctoral and masters 

granting institutions which responded and which did not r~spond. 

The largest difference in both physical education doctoral granting 

and masters granting respondents and non respondents was found in 
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the average enrollment. Both physical education doctoral and 

masters granting institutions which responded were larger than 

institutions which did not respond. However, the differences 

between the nonresponding institutions were relatively small~ and 

the responding institutions seem to be representative of the entire 

group. 

Inflow Parameters 

Inflow parameters describe the personnel who enter 

the academic workforce or those who are immediately available for 

employment in higher education disciplines of physical education. 

Research Questions Numbers 1 and 2 

What is the availability by sex, ethnic origin, and 

specialization of nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary 

appointment for employment in higher education disciplines of 

physical education? 

Physical Education Doctoral 
Granting Institutions 

The current overall availability for teaching and re-

search in physical education disciplines of nontenured faculty and 

faculty on temporary appointment at physical education doctoral 

granting institutions as reported by respondents to the question-

naire is shown in Table 5. Estimates of the current overall avail-

ability of nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary appointment 

at the tdtal population of physical education doctoral granting 
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Table 5. Sex, ethnic origin and specializ~tion of nontenured fa~ulty 
and faculty on temporary appointment.who,are available for 
employment at responding physical education doctoral grant
ing institutions. 

.... -oS oS 

S S ls.:': 

I 
c: 

~ Jr! ~.~ c: c: 
III J Sii 
i ~ 15~ ji .!!~ :x: 

ii It i j:& 
:z: ~!e ~ 

PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F M F M F M F M F 

1. Physical Education Generalist 6 15 

2. Adaptive 6 5 

3. Administration 5 1 1 1 

4. Athletic Training 4 1 

5. Biomechanics/KlnetlO'logy 7 1 

6. Coaching 11) 4 

7. Curriculum 4 4 1 1 

S. Dance 3 13 

9. Elementary 1 3 -10. Ellercile Physiology 17 3 

11. HiltOry 1 

12. Measurement and Evaluation 1 2 

13. Motor Development 2 3 

14. Motor Learning 7 3 

15. Philosophy 1 1 

16. Psychology 4 3 

17. Sociology 4 2 1 

1 e. span Skills 3 4 

19. Other Faculty. I.e .• health and recreation 14 11 -1 

20. TOTAL 99 80 3 1 1 1 1 

21 

11 

8 

5 

8 

14 

10 

16 

4 

2!) 

1 

3 

5 

10 

2 

7 

7 

7 

26 

S5 



119 

institutions (respondents plus nonrespondents) were based on the 

data in Table 5. Formulas for calculating this particular estimate 

were presented in Chapter 3. It was felt that this estimate was 

necessary in order that the total numbers of nontenured faculty and 

faculty on temporary appointment at the total population of doctoral 

granting institutions available for teaching and research in higher 

education disciplines of physical education could be reported in the 

model developed for predicting the availability pool. Table 6 con

tains,the estimated data for the total population of physical edu

cation doctoral granting institutions. Estimates of the numbers of 

individuals in the availability pool for teaching and research in 

higher education disciplines of physical education and drop outs of 

individuals from this pool at nonresponding institutions were also 

made for (1) physical education doctoral students who would receive 

their degree within the current year, (2) physical education doctoral 

students not receiving their degree within the current year but 

immediately available for employment, and (3) doctoral recipients 

within the past five years who are not employed in higher educatien 

but want to re-enter the academic'workforce (see Appendix A). These 

estimates will be discussed later under research questions numbers 

3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 1 o. 

It can be seen in Table 5 that the responding doctoral 

granting institutions reported that· there were 185 faculty available 

for teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical 

education. It was estimated that in the' 19 nonresponding doctoral 
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Table 6. Estimates of sex, ethnic origin and speclallz~tion of non
tenured faculty and faculty on temporary appointment who are 
available for employment at all physical education doctoral 
granting institutions. 

I 
J,! 

I :: 
~j 
1-

PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F 

1. Physical Education Generallit - 10 24 

2. Adaptive 10 8 
3. Admlnlltratlon 8 2 

•. Athletic Training 7 2 
5. BlomechlnlCl/Kineslology 11 2 

6. Coaching 16 7 
7. Cunlculum 7 7 
6. Dance S 21 
'9. Elementary 2 S 

10: Exerclll Ptlyalology 28 S 
11. HllIOry 2 
12. Mellurement and Evaluation 2 3 
13. Motor Development 3 S 
1 •. Motor Leamlng 11 S 
15. PhllolOphy 2 2 
16. Plychology 7 S 
17. Sociology 7 3 
18. Sport Skllli S 7 
19. Other Faculty, i.e. health and recreation 23 18 
20. TOTAL 164 133 

i:' g 
J,! 

i 
i J,! :: i 

I! ~ :: 
M F M F 

2 

2 2 

2 

2 

6 2 2 

I 
~t 
c:~ .!!QI 
~li 

.M F M 

2 

2 

r 

~ 

Ii 'tj. Si 

1= ~ 
F T 

34 

18 

14 

9 

13 

23 

18 

26 

7 

33 

2 
S 

8 

16 

4 

12 

12 

12 

43 

309 
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granting institutions there would be an additional 117 faculty 

available,andTable 6 shows that the total crude estimate of faculty 

from doctoral granting institutions available for teaching and re

search in higher education disciplines of physical education was 309 

rather than 302. However, as a result of estimating numbers of 

faculty available from the non respondents and adding them to the 

numbers of faculty reported as available by the respondents, each 

cell in Table 6 indicating sex and ethnic origin of faculty by area 

of sp.eci al ization had to be adjusted and the necessary rounding up 

of those results over half, resulted in the total estimate being 

309 rather than 302 (rounding up of the results over half also 

resulted in the crude total estimates in Tables 8, 10, 12 and 14 to 

be somewhat larger than reported). Thus each cell in Table 5 was 

multiplied by 1.6324 to arrive at the figures in each cell in Table 6~ 

This ratio was calculated by dividing the reported total number of 

nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary appointment at responding 

physical education doctoral granting institutions into the estimated 

total number of nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary appoint

ment at responding plus nonresponding physical education doctoral 

granting institutions. This same procedure was used to determine 

the ratios that were used to calculate the numbers in each cell in 

Tables 8, 10, 12 and 14. The estimate was, as shown in Table 6, 

that 133 white female faculty were available for teaching and re

search in higher education disciplines of physical education, with 

the largest numbers available in the physical education generalist 



area (24), dance (21), and health or recreation (18). It was 

estimated that 12 minority faculty were available, the largest 

numbers being in administration (4) and curriculum (4). Only one 
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minority female faculty member was reported as being available, and 

she was in health or recreation. 

Physical Education Masters 
Granting Institutions 

The current overall availability for teaching and research 

in physical education disciplines of nontenured faculty and faculty 

on temporary appointment at physical education masters granting 

institutions as reported by respondents to the questionnaire is 

shown in Table 7. Estimates of the current overall availability of 

nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary appointment at the total 

population of physical education masters granting insititutions 

(respondents plus nonrespondents) were based on the data in Table 7. 

The formulas for calculating this estimate and the reasons for 

estimating total population numbers available for teaching and re-

search in physical education were the same as for doctoral granting 

institutions. 

In Table 7 it can be seen that the responding masters 

granting institutions reported that there were 746 faculty available 

for teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical 

education. It was estimated that in the 23 honresponding masters 

granting institutions there would be an additional 301 faculty 

available and in the total population of masters granting institutions 
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Table 7. Sex, ethnic origin and specialization of nontenured faculty 
and faculty on temporary appointment who are available for 
employment at responding physical'education masters granting 
institutions. 

I ~ ~ is 
~ 

c: 

I 
l! ~.~ c: l .sli i l! 

~t ~~ :z: c: .:1 ~S It 
., 
j s., ~~ i~ ::t ~~ 

PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F M F M F M F M F 

1. Physical Educalion Generallsl 106 79 11 6 1 J 
2. Adaplive 5 9 

3. Admlnlltration 8 6 4 

•. Athletic Training 13 11) 1 

5. Biomechanics/Kinesiology 11) 8 1 

6. Coaching 120 37 11 5 2 

7. Curriculum 9 7 1 

8. Dance 7 28 1 6 2 
9. Elementary 5 13 2 

10. Exercise Physiology 18 7 1 1 
11. History 6 

12. MeaBurementand Evaluation 9 3 1 1 
13. Motor Development 2 2 
1 •. Motor Learning 5 3 1 
15. Philosophy 4 2 
16. Psychology 4 2 
17. SociOlogy 4 4 

18. Sport Skills 58 25 3 2 1 

19. Other Faculty, i.e., health and recreation 22 15 3 1 1 
20. TOTAL 415 260 :J9 22 4 1 4 1 

T 

204 

14 

18 

24 
19 

175 

17 

44 
2() 

27 

6 

14 

4 

9 

6 

6 

8 

89 

42 

746 
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(205) the total crude number estimated as available for teaching and 

research in physical education was 2,818, rather than 2,811. Table 

8 shows this total estimate. Each cell in Table 7 was multiplied by 

3.7681 to arrive at the figures in each cell in Table 8. It can be 

seen from the estimates in Table 8 that 981 white females are avail~ 

able for teaching and research in the higher education disciplines of 

physical education and the largest numbers available are in the 

physical education generalist area (298), coaching (139), and dance 

(106). Two hundred seventy-two minorities are available with the 

largest numbers also being available in the physical educatlon 

generalist area (72), coaching (68), and dance (35). 

Research Question Number 3 

What is the availability by sex, ethnic origin, and 

specializ.tion of doctoral students in higher education disciplines 

of physical education who will graduate within the year and be 

available for employment? 

The data collected from the responding physical education 

doctoral granting institutions indicated that there were 142 physical 

education doctoral students graduating within the current year who 

would be available for teaching and research employment in the 

higher education disciplines of physical education. Table 9 shows 

the availability of these physical education doctoral students by 

area of specialization. Estimates similar to those calculated for 

physical education faculty indicated that in the 19 nonresponding 
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Table 8. Population estimates by sex, ethnic origin and specialization 
of nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary appointment 
who are available for employment at all phys1cal education 
masters granting institutions. 

I 
" J,! 

I . 
~i 1-

PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F 

1. Phyalcal Education Generalist 399 1298 
2. AdaptIve 19 34 
3. Admlnlltfatlon 30 23 
~. Atnlltlc Training 49 38 
5. Blomechllnlcl/KinetlOIOgy 38 30 
6. Coactllng 452 139 
7. Curriculum 34 26 
8. Dance 26 106 
9. Elementary 19 49 

1 D. Exercile Phyaiology 68 26 
11. History 23 
12. Mealuremenl and Evaluation 34 11 
13. Motor Developmenl 8 8 
1~. Motor t.amlng 19 11 
15. PhIIoIoPhY 15 8 
16. Psychology 15 8 
17. SocIology 15 15 
18. Sport Sklill 219 94 
, 9. OIher Faculty, I .. ~ healtn and recr .. tlon 83 57 
20. TOTAl. 1565 981 
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Table 9. Availability by sex, ethnic origin, and specialization of 
doctoral students who will graduate within the current year, 
as reported by the physical education doctoral 9ranting 
institutional respondents. 

- '2' .S 
g g ~ 

~ 
I:: 

~ ~ ~.~ 
I:: I:: 

~ .1 J S'ii 
~ 

1::2: 
:t: :t: I ~~ .gj 

~8 1~ ifi ~~ i~ i2l .... :t: ~jt! 

PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F M F M F M F M F 

1. Physical Education Generalist 2 6 

2. Adaptive 7 5 1 1 

3. Administration 6 5 1 

4. Athletic Training 1 

5. Biomechanics/Kinesiology 6 2 

6. Coaching 1 

7. Curriculum 6 8 1 

8. Dance 1 

9. Elementary 1 1 

10. EKerclse Physiology 23 11 2 1 1 1 1 

11. History 1 1 

12. Measurement and Evaluation 

13. Motor Development 3 1 

14. Motor Leamlng 8 3 

15. Philosophy 

16. Psychology 5 2 1 
17. Sociology 2 2 

18. Sport Skills 1 1 

19. Other Faculty. i.e .• health and recreation 6 3 

20. TOTAL 78 52 5 1 3 2 1 1 
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physical education doctoral granting institutions an additional 90 

physical education doctoral students would be available. Table 10 

shows that in the total population of physical education doctoral 

granting institutions an estimated 240 (rather than 232) physical 

education doctoral students would be available for teaching and 

research in higher education disciplines of physical education. 

Each cell in Table 9, indicating sex, ethnic origin, 
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and specialization, was multiplied by 1.6338 to arrive at the numbers 

for each cell in Table 10. The estimated number of white females 

available for teaching and research in the higher education disciplines 

of physical education was 86, with the largest numbers being in exer

cise physiology (18), physical education generalist (10), and curri

culum (13). The largest numbers of the 25 minorities estimated as 

available were in exercise physiology (11) and adaptive physical 

education (4). 

Research Question Number 4 

What is the availability by sex, ethnic origin, and 

specialization of physical education doctoral students who will not 

graduate within the current year but will be available for immediate 

employment? 

In Table 11 it can be seen that a total of 43 physical 

education doctoral students who will not be completing their degree 

within the current year, were reported by respondents as being immedi

ately available for employment. Estimates indicated that an additional 
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Table 10. Population estimates of availability by sex, ethnic origin, 
and specialization of physical education doctoral students 
who will graduate within the current year at all physical 
education doctoral granting institutions. 
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Table 11. Sex, ethnic origin, and speclalization of physical education 
doctoral students who will not· graduate within the year, but 
are available for immediate employment, as reported by the 
physical education doctoral granting institutional respon
dents. 
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27 physical education doctoral students would be available from the 

19 physical education doctoral granting institutions which did not 

respond. Table 12 shows that an estimated 73 (rather than 70) phy

sical education doctoral students were available for teaching and 

research in higher education disciplines of physical education from 

the total population of physical education doctoral granting insti

tutions. The cells in Table 11 were multiplied by 1.628 in order to 

get the estimated numbers of physical education doctoral students by 

sex, ethnic origin, and specialization available as reported in 

Table 12. Twenty-nine white females were estimated as being available, 

with the largest numbers being in administration (7) and exercise 

physiology (7). Only two minorities were estimated as being avail

able and they were in the psychology of physical education area. 

Research Question Number 5 

What is the availability by sex, ethnic origin, and 

specialization of physical education doctoral students who graduated 

within the past five years, were unable to gain employment in the 

higher education disciplines of physical education, and are currently 

seeking employment in higher education? 

Respondents of physical education doctoral granting 

institutions indicated tbat there were 20 individuals in this 

category available for teaching and research in higher education 

disciplines of physical education. Estimates indicated that there 

would be an additional 13 such physical education doctoral recipients 
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Table 12. Population estimates by sex, ethnic origin, and specializa
tion of physical educ~tioM' doctoral. students who will not 
graduate within the year', but are available for immediate 
employment. 
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in the nonresponding physical education doctoral granting institutions, 

thus making the estimate of the total population 34 (rather than 33). 

Table 13 shows the availability by sex, ethnic origin, and speciali

zation of physical education doctoral students who graduated within 

the past five years, were unable to gain employment in higher education 

and who wish to re-enter the academic labor force, as reported by 

responding physical education doctoral granting institutions. Table 

14 shows the estimates of these physical education doctoral recipients 

in the total population of physical education doctoral granting 

institutions. The numbers in each cell in Table 13 were multiplied 

by 1.5 to arrive at the numbers in each cell in Table 14. It can be 

seen in Table 14 that 12 white females were estimated as being avail

able for teaching and research in higher education disciplines of 

physical education spread quite evenly throughout the areas of 

physical education generalist (2), curriculum (3), exercise physiology 

(3), measurement and evaluation (2), and motor development (2). No 

minorities were represented in this group. 

Outflow Parameters 

Outflow parameters describe factors which may cause 

physical education personnel to leave the academic workforce or be 

unavailable for higher education employment. 

Research Question Number 6 

What is the actual proportion of physical education 

doctoral recipients who over the past fourteen years became employed 

in higher education disciplines of physical education? 
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Table 13. Availability by sex, ethnic origin, and specialization of 
physical education doctoral students who graduated within 
the past five years, were unable to gain employment in 
higher education, and who wish to re-enter higher education 
employment, as reported by responding physical education 
doctoral granting institutions. 
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1. Physical Education Generalist 2 1 

2. Adaptive 1 

3. Administration 

4. Athletic Training 

5. Biomechanics/Kinesiology 
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7. Curriculum 2 

8. Dance 

9. Elementary 

10. Exercise Physiology 2 2 

11. History 

12. Measurement and Evaluation 1 

13. Motor Development 1 1 

14. Motor learning 3 

15. Philosophy 

16. Psychology 1 

17. Sociology 2 

18. Sport Skills 1 

19. Other Faculty, I.e., health and recreation 

20. TOTAL 13 7 
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Table 14. Population estimates of availability by sex, ethnic origin, 
and special iza'tion of, physical education doctoral students 
who graduated within the past five'years, w~re unable to 
gain employment in higher education, and who wish to re-enter 
higher education. 
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8. Dance 0 
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12. Measurement and Evaluation 2 2 
13. Motor Development 2 2 4 
14. Motor Learning 5 S. 
15. Philosophy 0 

16. PsychOlogy 2 2 

17. Sociology 3 3 
18. Sport Skills 2 . 2 
19. Other Faculty. i.e. health and recreation 0 
20. TOTAL 22 12 34 
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The literature relating to doctoral career patterns was 

analyzed in attempting to gather the data necessary to address this 

research question, e.g., Garrison (1951L Clark', (1957), Lokers (1959), 

Ehren (1967), Booth (1971), .Hon (1972), Lytle (1977), Yarnell (.1965), 

Thompson (1971), Curtin (1977), and A CeMtury'of Dottor~tes ~ D~ta 

Analysis of Growth and Ch~Mge (1978). "The. data collected indicated 

that the proportion of doctoral students that find employment in 

higher education fluctuates greatly depending upon where they received· 

their degrees. The studies analyzed reported that from 26 to 90 per

cent of education doctoral graduates accepted employment in institu

tions of higher education. The. study selected as the best and most 

accurate for determining the proportion of physical education doctoral 

recipients who actually become employed in higher education was the 

Nat i ona 1 Resea rch Counc n' s Report· (A Century of Doctor~tes - Data 

Analysis of Growth and Change, 1978, p. 79). The rationale for 

selecting and reporting the results of this study was based upon the 

fact that this was a national study, unlike the other studies which 

reported findings related to doctoral recipients of individual 

institutions, and because this study was the only one which specifi

cally reported the proportion of physical education doctoral recipients 

who accepted employment in the higher education discipl ines of physical 

education. 

The study done by the National Research Council (1965, pp. iii, 

iv, ix, and 3) reported the proportion of new Ph.D.'s who on the Survey 

of Earned Doctorates indicated they planned to enter immediate 
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employment and who actually entered academic employment. Their find

ings indicated that the proportions of Ph.D. 's who planned to and 

actually entered higher education physical education employment was 

58.2 percent between 1960 and 1964, 62 percent between 1965 and 1968, 

68.8 percent in 1969~70, 62 percent in 1971-72, and 60.1 percent in 

1973-74. Cartter (1976, p. 191) suggests that the proportion of 

doctorates who,!plan to and actually enter academic employment may 

be a relative constant. He has substantiated the fact that during 

the 14 year period between 1960 and 1974 there has been a high degree 

of constancy in the proportion of new Ph.D.ls employed by academic 

institutions and that academic institutions have been able to absorb 

a nearly constant proportion of the growing numbers of Ph.D.ls even 

though other factors affecting the academic workforce, i.e., enroll

ments, changed during this period. Thus in the 14 year period between 

1960 and 1974 an aver~ge 62.2 percent of the doctoral recipients in 

physical education who planned to enter academic employment, actually 

became employed in institutions of higher education. 

Research Question Number 7 

What proportion of nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary 

appointment at rn5titutions offering advanced degrees in physical 

education and reported as available for teaching and research will 

dropout of the availability pool in the disciplines of physical 

education in the next two years? 

This average drop-out proportion reported by physical educa-, 

tion doctoral granting institutional respondents was 14 percent 
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or 26 faculty. It was estimated that at the 19 nonresponding physical 

education doctoral granting institutions there would be an additional 

16 faculty, thus making an estimated population total of 42 nontenured 

faculty and faculty on temporary appointment at physical education 

doctoral granting institutions who would drop out of the availability 

pool of individuals for teaching and research In higher education 

disciplines of physical education within the next two years. 

The physical education masters degree granting institu

tional respondents estimated that 'the average drop-out proportion of 

faculty in the next two years would be 14 percent or 104 faculty. It 

was estimated that at the 23 nonresponding physical education masters 

granting institutions there would be an additional 41 faculty, thus 

making an estimated sample total of 145 faculty. Based upon these 

estimates it was further estimated that in the total population of 

physical education masters granting institutions 374 faculty (non

tenured and/or on temporary appointment) at physical education 

masters granting institutions would drop out of the availability 

pool of individuals for teaching and research in higher education 

disciplines of physical education within the next two years. 

Research Question Number 8 

What proportion'of the total number of physical education 

doctoral students who will graduate during the current year will 

drop out of the availability pool within the next two years? 
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On the questionnaire sent to chairpersons of physical 

education departments at physical education doctoral granting insti

tutions of hi~her education each respondent was asked to estimate 

the proportion of doctoral students reported as receiving their degree 

within the current year and available for employment, that they 

anticipated would drop out of the availability pool within the next 

two years. The average estimate was 18 percent or 26 physical edu

cation doctoral students. For the 19 non respondents to the question

naire it was estimated that another 16 physical education doctoral 

students would drop out of the availability pool within the next 

two years. The final population estimate of physical education 

doctoral students who will graduate during the current year and 

drop out of the availability pool of individuals for teaching and 

research in higher educatio~ disciplines of physical education within 

the next two years was 42. 

Research Question Number 9 

What proportion of the total number of physical education 

doctoral students not graduating during the current year, but immedi

ately available for higher education employment, will drop out of the 

availability pool in the higher education disciplines of physical 

education within the next two years? 

Chairpersons of physical education departments at 

physical education doctoral granting institutions of higher education 

also were asked to estimate the proportions of physical education 
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doctoral students reported as not receiving their degree within the 

current year, but immediately available for employment, that they 

anticipated would drop out of the availability pool within the next 

two years. The average of the respondents was four percent or -two 

physical education doctoral students. It was estimated that an 

additional physical education docto~al student would drop out 

of the 19 nonrespondlng physical education doctoral granting 

institutions. The estimate of the physical education doctoral 

granting institutional population dropout of physical education 

doctoral students not receiving their degree within the current 

year and reported as immediately available for employment in higher 

education disciplines of physical education was three. 

Research Question Number 10 

What proportion of the total number of physical education 

doctoral students who graduated within the past five years, entered 

some area of employment other than higher education, and wish to 

re-enter higher education will drop out of the availability pool in 

the disciplines of physical education within the next two years? 

Respondents estimated that one percent or .2 of this 

group would drop out of the availability pool within the next two 

years. It was estimated that from the nonresponding physical edu

cation doctoral granting institutions there would be no drop outs of 

the availability pool in the disciplines of physical education within 

the next two years. Thus it was estimated that no physical education 
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doctoral recipients in the past five'yearsreported as available for 

higher education employment would drop out'of the availability pool of 

individuals for teaching and research in higher education disciplines 

of physical education within the next two years. 

Additional Outflow Variables 

On the questionnaire sent to department chairpersons of physical 

education departments at institutions of higher education offering 

advanced degrees in physical education the chairpersons were asked to 

give reasons as to why faculty (nontenured and/or on temporary appoint

ment) and doctoral students within their department might not be avail

able for employment in higher education disciplinesof physical education. 

It was assumed that these reasons were considered by the department 

chairpersons when they estimated the number of physical education 

faculty and doctoral students and/or recipients that would drop out of 

the availability pool of individuals for teaching and research in higher 

education disciplines of physical education within the next two years. 

The reasons given for faculty included (1) satisfaction with their 

present position, (2) changing their career to business, (3) anticipa

ting tenure, (4) part-time teaching position outside the university, 

(5) prefer not to relocate as spouse is employed in this location, and 

(6) completing a grant project. For physical education doctoral 

students the reasons given included (1) returning to their original 

position, (2)~ot wishing to change geographical location, and (3) con

tinuing assistantships where they are students. 
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In reviewing the literature, death, final retirement rate, and 

present faculty outflow into the nonacademic workforce sector were also 

identified as important outflow variables affecting the academic work

force. Cartter (1976, pp. 168 and 180) has estimated that the annual 

outflow as a result of death and final retirement will be approximately 

3 percent for faculty at United States colleges and universities if 

current institutional retirement and hiring practices remain unchanged. 

No information relating to death and final retirement outflow of faculty 

in higher education disciplines of physical education was found in the 

literature, and thus it was assumed that the annual 3 percent out-

flow identified by Cartter (1976, pp. 168 and 180) could be used to 

predict the current av~llability pool of individuals for teaching and 

research in higher education disciplines of physical education. Cartter 

(1976, p. 171) estimated that the annual net outflow of present faculty 

into the nonacademic workforce sector during the 1980's,would be 

approximately 1.5 percent. 

Research Question Number'll. What are the variables which must 

be considered in developing a model for predicting the availability 

pool of individuals for teaching and research in higher education dis

ciplines of physical education? 

In this Chapter the findings relating to the parameters identi

fied as characterizing the higher education physic.al education academic 

workfbrce have'been reported. It was assum~d that by exploring these 

inflow parameters a model for predicting current and future availability 

pools of individuals for teaching and research in higher education 
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disciplines of physical education could .be developed. Figure 5.shows 

the total physical education faculty and doctora·l students flow model 
. . 

that was developed. Figure 6 shows the model developed for predicting 

availability of all white females, and FIgure 7 shows the model developed 

for predicting availability of all male and female minorities. 

It can be seen in Figure 5 that data from the questionnaire 

indicated that there were 3,448 physical education faculty, doctoral 

students, and doctoral recipients in the currently reported availability 

pool of individuals for teaching and research in higher education dis-

ciplines of physical education. Of this total number 2,811 were non-

tenured faculty and faculty on temporary appointment at physical 

education masters granting institutions, 302 were nontenured faculty 

and faculty on temporary appointment at physical education doctoral 

granting institutions, 232 were physical education doctoral students 

receiving their degree within the current year, 10 were physical educa-

tion doctoral students not receiving their degree within the current 

year, but immediately available for employment, and 33 were physical 

education doctoral recipients within the past five years, not employed 

in higher education but seeking re-entry into higher education disci-

plines of physical education. 

In order to determine the predicted current availability pool 

of all individuals for teaching and research in higher education 

disciplin~s.of physical educatio~ the currently reported availability 

pool had to be reduced by those outflow parameters which were id~ntified 

as annually affecting the availabilit~ pool of individuals for teaching 
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Figure 5. A model for predicting the total availability pool of 
individuals for teaching and research in higher education 
disciplines of physical education. 
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Figure 6. A model for predicting the avai1abi'lity pool of all white 
fema1es·for teaching and research in higher education disci
plines of physical educatfon. 
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Figure 7. A model for predicting the availability of male and female 
minorities for teaching and research in higher education 
disciplines of physical education. 
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and research in higher education discipl ines of physical education. 

The National Research Council's Report (ACentuty of Doctorates--Data 

Analysis of Growth and Change, 1978, p. 79) indicated that only an 

average of 62.2 percent· of all new physical education doctoral recip

ients who plan to enter academic employment actually annually become 

employed in higher education disciplines of physical education. Thus, 

for predicting the current availabUity pool the number of new physical 

education doctoral students receiving their degrees within the current 

year and reported as available for teaching and research in higher 

education disciplines of physical education was reduced by 37.8 per

cent. Eighty-eight physical education doctoral students were thus 

subtracted from the currently reported availability pool of all 

individuals for determining the predicted current availabil ity pool. 

Faculty gaining employment in a nonacademic workforce sector 

was another outflow parameter considered. Freeman (cited in Cartter, 

1976, p. 162), using National Research Council data to analyze the 

mobility of experienced Ph.D.'s between academic and nonacademic 

employment sectors, has estimated that the average annual percentage 

leaving higher education between 1935 and 1963 was 5 percent. The 

percent of the exper.i·enced doctorate holders employed in the academic 

sector who left higher education for nonacademic employment had been 

decreasing since 1940, and reached 3.4 in the 1960-63 period. 

Application of Freeman's data (cited in Cartter, 1976, p. 162) .to the 

present study is limited, because it is twenty years 'old, and labor 

market conditions affecting outflow of higher education faculty into 



nonacademic employment sectors have changed greatly in this time 

period. 
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Cartter (1976, p. 164) had indicated that in peace-time years, 

the gross outflow of experienced higher education faculty into non

academic sectors of employment, ranges between 1 and 4 percent depend

ing upon a variety of labor market conditions in higher education and 

in nonacademic employment sectors. Cartter (1976, p. 164} had pro

jected that in the future there will be a gross outflow of experienced 

higher education faculty "into nonacademic sectors, as a result of the 

decline of academic salaries relative to alternative employment 

opportunities in government and industry. In general the 1980 l s have 

been peace-time years in the United States, and also faculty salaries 

in institutions of higher education have tended to decl ine in relation 

to salaries of individuals employed in nonacademic sectors of the 

workforce. 

Based upon the above data, which presently is the best avail

able, it was concluded for purposes of this study, 3.4 percent, 

slightly below the upper outflow limits predicted by Cartter (1976, 

p. 164) would be t"he best estimate of the percentage of experienced 

highe~ education faculty who might annually leave academic for non

academic employment. Thus 106 physical" education faculty were also 

subtracted from the currently reported availability pool of all 

individuals for teaching and research in higher education discipl ines 

of physical education. 

Deaths and final retirement of ""present p"hysical education 

faculty were the last drop "out parameters assessed. According to 
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Cartter (1976, pp. 168, 180) 3 percent of the annual outflow of 

physical education faculty from the academic workforce can be attri

buted to death and final retirement. The currently reported avail

ability pool was therefore further reduced by 94 physical education 

faculty in order to determine the predicted current availability pool 

of individuals for teaching and research in higher ~ducation disci

pI ines of physical education. In Figure 5 it can be. seen that the 

predicted current availability pool of all individuals for teaching 

and research in higher education disciplines of physical education 

was estimated to be 3,219. 

On the ~uestionnarre physical education department chairpersons 

were also asked to estimate the drop-out proportion within the next 

two years of faculty (nontenured.and/or on temporary appointment), 

doctoral students (receiving their degree within the current year, and 

not recei.ving their degree within the current year but immediately 

available for higher education employment), and doctoral recipients 

within the past five years, who are not presently employed in higher 

education, but would like to re-enter higher education physical educa

tion employment, that they had reported as available. It was assumed 

that in estimating drop out within the next two years physical educa

tion department chairpersons considered the following outflow 

parameters: (1) new doctoral recipients who gain employment. in non

academic sectors of the workforce, (2) present" phys i ca 1 educat ion 

faculty leaving the academic workforce for employment in a nonacademic 

sector, and (3) death and final retirement. The following outflow 

estimates of physical·education department charperson were subtracted 
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from the currently reported availability pool in order to determine 

the predicted availability pool of an indivIduals for teaching and 

research in higher education disciplines of physical education within 

the next two years: (l) 14 percent or 42 physical education faculty 

(nontenured and/or on temporary appointment) at physical education 

doctoral granting institutions, (2) 14 percent or 374 physical educa

tion faculty (nontenured and/or on temporary appointment} at physical 

education masters granting instituti~ns, (3) 18 percent or 42 physical 

education doctoral students who will receive their degree within the 

current year, and (4} 4 percent or 3 physical educati'on doctoral 

students who will not be receiving their degree within the current 

year but are immediately available for employm~nt. 

The predicted availabil ity pool wfthin two years of all indi

viduals for teaching and research in hfgher education disciplines of 

physical education was estimated to be 2,987. Thus it was estimated 

by physical education chairpersons that the outflow of faculty and 

doctoral students from the currently reported availability pool would 

be 13 percent within the next two years. 

Figure 6 shows that data f,rom the questionnaire indicated that 

there were 1,338whitefemalephysical educationfaculty, doctoral students, 

and doctoral recipients in the currently reported availability pool of 

individuals for teaching and research in higher education disciplines 

of physical education. Of this tota·l 1,070 were nontenured faculty and 

faculty on temporary appointment at physical education masters granting 

institutions, 135 were nonten·ured faculty and faculty on temporary 

appointment at physical education doctoral granting institutions, 92 
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were physical education doctoral students receiving their.degrees 

within the current year, 2~ ~ere physic~l·education doctoral students 

not receiving their degrees within the cur~ent year, but immediately 

available for employment, and 12 were physic~l doctoral recipients 

within the past five· years, not employed in higher education but seek

ing re-entry into higher education disciplines of physical education. 

The same procedure used for determining the predicted current 

availability pool of all individuals for teaching and research in 

higher education disciplines of physical (described previously) educa

tion was used in determining the predicted current availability pool of 

all white females (Figure 6) and all male and female minorities (Figcre 7) for 

teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical edu

cat ion, I t was assumed that the annual outflow of all whi te fema les and all 

male and female minorities from the currently reported availability 

pool would be approximately the same as for all individuals available 

for teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical 

education. Thus for predicting the current availability pool of all 

wh i te fema 1 es and a 11 rna 1 e and fema 1e mi nori ties th~ numbe r of new phys i ca 1 

education doctoral students receiving their degrees within the current 

year reported as available for teaching and research in higher educa

tion disciplines of physical educatiori was reduced by 37~8 percent. 

In Figure 6 it can be seen that 3~ doctoral students were thus 

subtracted from the currently reported avai 1abi 1 ity pool of all white females 

for determining the predicted current avai labfl ity pool. Forty-of\e (3.4 

percent) physical educatiori faculty were subtracted from the currently 
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reported availability pool in order todeterm~ne the predicted current 

avai labi 1 ity pool of all white females for teaching and research in higher 

education disciplines of physical educatio~. finally, ~s a result of 

considering death and final retirement as outflow parameters, 36(3 

percent) present physical education faculty were subtracted from the 

currently reported availability pool in order to determ~ne the predicted 

current ava i lab iIi ty poo I of all wh i te fema 1 es f~L teach i ng and research in 

higher education disciplines of physical education. In Figure 6 it can 

be seen that the predicted current avai labi I ity pool of all white females for 

teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical educa

tion was .1,226. 

Outflow of all white females and male and female minorities within 

two years from the currently reported availability pool was determined 

in the same manner as described previously for all individuals avail

able for teaching and research in higher education disciplines of 

physical education. It was assumed that the outflow estimates of 

physical education department chairpersons for all individuals would 

be approximately the same for allwhite.femalesandall male and female 

minorities available for teaching and research in higher education 

disciplines of physical education. 

The following outflow estimates, as shown in' Figure 6, .were 

thus subtracted from the currently reported availability pool in order 

to determine the predicted avai labi I ity pool of all white females for teach-. 

ing and research in higher education disciplines of physical education 

within the next two years: (1) 14 percent or 31 ~hysical education 
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faculty (nontenured and/or on temporary appointment) at physical.educa

tion doctoral granting institutions; (2l.14percent or 245 physical 

education faculty (nontenured and/or on temporary appointment) at 

physical education masters granting institutions, (3) 18 percent or 

28 physical education doctoral students who will receive their degrees 

within the current year, and (4) 4 percent or 2 physical education 

doctoral students who will not be receiving their degrees within the 

current year but are immediately available for employment. As shown 

. in Figure 6, the predicted availability pool within two years of all 

white females for teaching and research in higher education discip1 ines of 

physical education was estimated to be 1,032. 

Figure 7 shows that data from the questionnaire indicated that 

there were311male and female minority faculty and doctoral students 

in the currently reported availability pool of individuals for teaching 

and research in higher education disciplines of physical education. Of 

this total 272 were nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary appoint

ment at physical education masters granting institutions, 12 were non

tenured faculty and faculty on temporary appointment at physical 

education doctoral granting institutions, 25 were physical education 

doctoral students receiving their degrees within the current year, and 

2 were physical education doctoral students not receivihg their degrees 

within the current year, but immediately available for employment. 

In Figure 7 it can be seen that 9 doctoral students were 

subtracted from the currently reported availability pool of all male 

and female minorities for determining the predicted current 
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availability pool. Ten (3.4 percent} physical education faculty were 

subtracted from the cur~entlyreported availability ~ool in order to 

determine the predicted current availability pool of all male and 

female minorities for teachin~ and research in'higher education dis

ciplines of physical education. Finally" as a result of considering 

death and final retirement, nine (3 percent) present physical education 

faculty were subtractecl from the :currently reported availability pool 

in order to determine the predicted current availability pool of all 

male and female minorities for teaching and research in higher educa

tion disciplines of physical education. In Figure 7 it can be seen 

that the predicted current availability pool of all male and female 

minorities for teaching and research in higher education disciplines 

of physical education was 283. 

The following outflow estimates, as shown in Figure 7, were 

subtracted from the currently reported availability pool in order to 

determine the predicted availability pool of all male and female 

minorities for teaching and research in higher education disciplines 

of physical education within the next two years: (1) 14 percent or 

3 physical education faculty (nontenured and/or on temporary appoint

ment) at physical education doctoral granting institutions, (2) 14 

'percent or 62 physical education'faculty (nontenured and/or on 

temporary appointment) at physical education masters, granting institu

tions, and'(3),,18 percent or 8 physical education doctoral students 

who will receive their degrees within the current year~ The predicted 

availability pool within two years, of all male and female·minOrities 
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for teaching and research in~higher education disciplines of phy~ical 

education was estimated to be 238.' 

Thus in predicting availability pools of individuals for 

teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical 

education it is necessary to analyze' academic workforce inflow and 

outflow patterns and to base predictions upon the patterns identified 

The predictions made in the models in Figures 5, 6, and 7 were based 

upon the academic workforce flow patterns investigated. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUS IONS AND D I SCUSS1'ON, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter contains a summary of the study undertaken and 

the findings presented in Chapter 4. This is followed by the 

conclusions derived from these findings and a discussion. The final 

section contains recommendations for further inquiry. 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was two~fold: (1) to identify by 

sex, ethnic origin, and area of specialization, the numbers of 

physical education faculty and doctoral students who were available 

for teaching and research in higher education in the disciplines of 

physical education and (2) to develop a model which. might be used to 

establish availability pools in the higher education disciplines of 

physical education for the future. 

To accomplish the purpose of the study the literature was 

reviewed in order to identify parameters upon which a model for 

predicting availability of individuals for teaching and research in 

higher education disciplines of physical education might be based 

and specific research questions based upon these parameters were 

developed and investigated. The investigation was carried out by a 

national survey of institutions of higher education using a question-

naire for data collection. Also data were collected from the literature 
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dealing with workforce patterns of physical education faculty and 

doctoral students. Chairpersons of physical education departments at 

institutions of higher education offering doctoral degrees in the 

discip1 ines of physical education and of institutions of higher educa

tionoffering masters degrees in the dtsc[p1ines of physical education 

were selected as the most knowledgeable respondents. A six page 

questionnaire was sent to ~ach of these cbairpersons at 49 physical 

education doctoral granting universities and a three page questionnaire 

was sent to each of these chairpersons at 80 out of 205 physical edu

cation masters granting universities. These 80 physical education 

masters granting institutions were a random sample used to estimate 

population parameters. The respondents at physical education masters 

granting institutions were not asked to answer questions dealing with 

the availability of physical education doctoral students. 

The physical education department chairpersons of 30 (.61 per

cent) institutions of higher education which grant physical education 

doctoral degrees returned the questionnaires. Fifty-seven (71 percent) 

physical education department chairpersons at institutions of higher 

education which grant masters degrees in the disciplines of physical 

education returned the questionnaires. The over-all response rate from 

both types of institutions was 67 percent. 

The data collected for'this investigation were of a descriptive 

nature and the findings were presented utilizing numbers, percentages, 

tables, and figures. Characteristics of the nonresponding institutions 

were compared with the characteristics of the responding institutions 
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in order to be reasonably sure that those who responded were comparable 

to those who did not respond. I t was assumed ,·.that because respond i ng 

and nonresponding institutions were comparable, reasonable estimates 

of physical education faculty and doctoral students for nonresponding 

institutions could be made from the repor·ted availability of physical 

education faculty and doctoral students for teaching and research rn 

higher education disciplines of physical eduoation. 

The research questions served as the framework for discussing 

the following findings. 

Input Parameters 

1. It was estimated that from physical education doctoral 

granting institutions 302 faculty (nontenured and/or on temporary 

appointment) were available for teachrng and research in higher educa

tion disciplines of physical education. One hundred thirty-three of 

the total were white females, with. the largest numbers available in the 

physical education generalrst area (i4}, dance (21), and health or 

recreation (18). Of the tlotal 12 minority faculty were available, the 

largest numbers being in administration .(~), and curriculum (Al. 

The findings relating to availabi1rty for teaching and research 

of nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary appointment at physical 

education masters granting institutions indrcated that 2,811 physical 

education faculty were available. Nine hundred eighty-one white females 

and 272 min'orities were available with the largest numbers available 

for both groups in the physical education generalist area (~98 white 



females and 78 minorities), coaching (139 white females and 68 

minorities), and dance (106 white females and 35 minorities). 
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2. The findings regarding physical education doctoral stu-

dents who will graduate within the year and immediately be available 

for employment in physical education indicated that 232 were avail-

able. There were 86 white females, with the largest numbers being 
, . 

in exercise physiology (18), physical education generalist UO), and 

curriculum (13). The largest numbers of the 25 minorities estimated 

as available were in exercise physiology (11) and adaptive physical 

education (4). 

3. Findings concerning the physical education doctoral 

students who will not graduate within the current year but were civail-

able for immediate employment indicated that 70 were available for 

teaching and research in the higher education disciplines of physical 

education. Twenty-nine were white females, the largest numbers being 

available for employment [n the areas of admfnistration (7) and 

exercise physiology (7). Only two·minoritres were estimated as being 

available, and they were in the psychology of physical education area. 

4. The findfngs with respect to physfcal,education doctoral 

students who graduated within the past five years, entered some area 

of employment other than higher education, and wi'sh to re-enter thi's 

area of employment reported that 33 were available for employment in 

physical education. Twelve of this total number were white females 

spread quite evenly throughout the areas of currfculum (3), exercise 

physiology (3), physical education generalist (2), measurement and 
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evaluation (2), and motor development (2). There were no minorities 

represented in this group. 

Outflow Parameters 

1. Regarding the proportion of phys ical education doctoral 

recipients in the past 14 years who accepted employment in the higher 

education discipl ines of physical education, 'data collected from the 

literature indicated that the proportion of doctoral students that 

find employment in higher education fluctuates greatly, from 26 to 90 

percent, depending upon where they received their degree. The National 

Research Council's nationa'l report of the proportion of n'ew Ph.D. IS 

who indicated they planned to enter immediate employment and who 

actually entered academic employment was selected as the best and most 

valid basis for determining the proportion of doctoral recipients who 

planned to enter academic employment and actually became employed in 

higher education. This report'lndic~ted than in the 14 year period 

between 1960 and 1974 an average oof 37.8 percent of the doctora 1 0 

recipients in physical education dropped out of the academic workforce. 

2. The findings relating to estimates of the proportion of 

physical education nontenured faculty and faculty on temporary appoint

ment who will drop out of the availabil ity pool in the next two years 

indicated that at physical education doctoral granting institutions it 

was anticipated that 14 percent or 42 physical education faculty would 

drop out of this group. At physical education masters granting insti

tut ions it was ant i c i pated that 14 percent or 374 phys i ca 1 educat i,on facul ty 

would drop out of this group. Thus it was anticipated that within two 



years, the total physical education faculty reported as currently 

available for teaching and research in higher education disciplines 

of physical education would be reduced to 260 at physical education 

doctoral granting institutions and to 2,811 at physical education 

masters degree granting institutions. 

3. Regarding the drop out rate of physical education doc

toral students from the reported current availabil i'ty pool, the 

findings indicated that the average drop-out estimates (1) for 

doctora 1 students who wi· 11 graduate duri ng the current year were 
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18 percent or 42 out of the total 232; (~) for doctoral students who 

will not graduate during the current year but are avai)able for 

immediate employment were 4 percent or 3 out of the total 70; and (3) 

for physical education doctoral students who graduated within the 

past five years, entered some area of employment other than higher 

education, and wish to re-enter this area were .2 percent or not even 

one out of the total 33 reported as available for employment. 

The Model 

Based upon the fi'ndings relating to the inflow and outflow 

parameters identified as characterizing the physical education academic 

workforce,. three models for predicting avai'lability pools of all indi

viduals,all white females, and all male and female minorities for teaching 

and research in higher education disciplines of physical education were 

developed. 

It was predicted that in the current avai,'labili'ty pool of all 

individuals for teaching and research In higher education disciplines 
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of physical education there would be 3,160 physical education faculty 

and doctoral students or doctoral recipients. The predicted avail

ability pool within two years of all individuals for teaching and 

research in higher education physical education equaled 2,987 physical 

education faculty and doc~oral students or recipients. 

Predictions of the availability of all white females for 

teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical 

education included (1) 1,226 in the current availability pool and 

(2) 1,032 in the availabil ity pool within two years. 

Finally for all male and female minorities the predicted 

current availability pool equaled 283, and the predicted·availability 

pool within two years equaled 238 faculty and doctoral students or 

recipients. 

Conclusions and Discussion 

In the process of analyzing the literature relating to the 

academic workforce for purposes of determining the parameters under

lying a model for predicting.availabi1 ity pools of individuals for 

teaching and research in higher education disciplines of physical 

education, it became ob~ious that estim~ting such availability pools 

is a complex undertaking. The investigation of a great variety of 

diverse parameters and relationships among these parameters seems 

necessary. I twas establ i shed that the academi c workforce is charac

terized by inflow and outflow, and in order to predict availabil ity 

pools the effect of this flow on the currently reported availability 



pool of individuals for teaching and research in higher education 

disciplines of physical education must be analyzed. 
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Perry and Mi1ner ' s 1979 avai1abi1 ity analysis was the most 

important current study reporting availability of faculty and doctoral 

students in higher educat·ion discip1 ines of physical education. In 

the present study numbers and proportions of faculty available for 

employment in the higher education disciplines of physical education 

differ significantly from those reported by Perry and Milner (979). 

They reported that in health, physical education, and recreation 

there were 1,384 faculty available for employment in higher education 

physical education--l,037 in physical education alone. Of the 1,037 

in physical education 616 or 59.4 percent were white males, 421 or 

40.6 percent were white females, and 60 or 5.8 percent were minorities, 

Their study however was significantly different from the present study 

in several ways. First their study 'separated health, physical educa

tion, and recreation into completely separate disciplines, and they 

collected data on areas of specialization within each of these separate 

discipl ines. The data for the present study represented health, 

physical education, and recreation combined as one discipline referred 

to as the "discip1 ines of physical education." Secondly, Perry and 

Milner's (1979) study included numbers and proportions of all faculty, 

both tenured and nontenured, high ranking and low ranking, and full

time and part-time, available for higher education employment in 

health, physical education, and recreation at institutions offering 

doctoral degrees in the discipl ines of physical education. The present 
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study included only nontenured fac~lty and faculty on temporary 

employment available for employment in the higher education discipl ines 

of physical education at institutions offering both masters and doc

toral degrees in the disctpline's of physical education. They may 

transfer employment from one academi'c institution to another, but this 

type of movement would not~ affect the availability pool. 

Fina11y, Perry and Milner-Is· tH179) study reported the current 

availabil ity pool of· faculty and doctoral students for teaching and 

research in higher education disciplines. of physical education, as 

reported by physical education doctoral granting' institutional 

respondents. No attempt was made to estimate availability of physical 

education faculty and doctoral students at institutions which did not 

respond, and no attempt was made to develop a model for predicting 

availabil ity pools. of individuals for teaching and research in higher 

education disciplines of physical education. They did conclude that 

availabil ity pools fluctuate greatly from year to year and recommended 

that availability analyses be conducted at least every two years, but 

they did not attempt to identify the parameters which might cause the 

fl uctuat i·ons. 

The present study incorporated academic workforce p.henomena 

into the models developed. Inflow and outflow parameters were identi

fied and investigated, and estimates of the parameter's effects on the 

currently reported availabil ity pool were made in'order to arrive at 

a model for predicting availabil ity of indi.viduals for teaching and 

research in higher education disciplines of physical education. 
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It may be entirely impossible, as suggested by Sowell 

(Affirmative Action in Employment in Higher'Education, 1975, p. 196), 

to accurately and validly determine relevant ava11ability pools for 

purposes of determining 'realistic ,goals and timetables. As Sowell 

points out neither minorities nor women are randomly distributed 

by field or within fields. As described by Perry and Milner (1979, 

p. 11) lithe academic job market has several unique characteristics 

that distinguish it from other labor markets and which make it 

difficult to closely estimate ava[lability pools and set accurate 

goals for affirmative action. n 

Reports of current availabil ity may be of limited value in 

helping those responsible for hiring faculty in higher education 

discipl ines of physical education establish realistic hiring goals 

b~cause they change so quickly and drastically. Models for predicting 

future availability of individuals for teaching and research in higher 

education disciplines of physical education, such as the ones presented 

in this study, might be a first step toward more accurately and validly 

determi n i ng relevant ava i'1 ab f1 i ty pools and thus may be an ext reme 1 y 

valuable tool that could be used by hiring officials to establish 

realistic hiring goals in meeting affirmative action mandates. 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations for action and possible further 

inquiry emerged as a result of the present investigation. 
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1. It seems imperative that future analyses of availabil ity 

pools of individuals for teaching and research in higher education 

disciplines of physical education be predictive of the future, rather 

than only descriptive of the present. 

2. In order to improve upon the present models other inflow 

and outflow parameters could be investigated and their effects on 

the current availability pool of individuals for teaching and research 

in higher education disciplfnes of physical education determined. For 

example masters candidates. might be incl~ded even though they are not 

considered eligible for combined positions involving both teaching and 

research. 

3. Future studies should attempt.to provide additional infor

mation on such inflow and outflow parameters as mortality, final 

r.etirements, and present faculty outflow into nonacademic sectors which 

is specific to higher education disciplines of physical education. 

4. Future studies could be designed using random samples of 

both physical education doctoral granting and masters granting insti

tutions, so that statistical inferences based upon confidence levels, 

may be made about the total population of physical education doctoral 

and masters granting institutions of higher education. 

In summary it is clear that Federal law requires that institu

tions of higher education prepare and carry out affirmative action 

plans to assure equal hiring and employment opportunities for women 

and minorities. The process of afffrmative action planning must 

include a comparison of an institution's present personnel composition 
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with the availability of qua'lified individuals in the academic work

force. If, as a result of this comparison, an underuti1ization of 

minorities and/or women is identified, the institution of higher 

education must develop goals and timetables for hiring women and 

minorities in order to correct this underuti1ization. 

It has been pointed out that the academic job market has 

unique characteristics which make it difficult to estimate precisely 

availability pools and set completely accurate goals for affirmative 

action. It has become apparent that in order for affirmative action 

planning to be effective in meeting Federal mandates and equal 

opportunity goals, valid methods of identifying academic workforce 

availability pools are necessary. Therefore the identification of 

parameters which affect the academic workflow and the investigation 

of these parameters in order to predict valid availability pools of 

individuals for teaching and research in higher education is essential. 

The development of more predictive models and theories of determining 

academic avai1abi1 ity pools could evolve from such an investigation. 

In the meantime, the proposed models and the current data represent 

the best available to meet federal requirements in the disciplines of 

physical education. 



APPENDIX A 

INSTITUTIONS COMPRISING THE STUDY POPULATION: INSTITUTIONS 
OFFERING DOCTORAL DEGREES IN PHYSICAL EDUCATION AND 

INSTITUTIONS OFFERING MASTERS DEGREES IN PHYSICAL EDUCATION 
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DOCTORAL INSTITUTIONS 

Auburn University, Auburn, Alabama 

Stanford University, Stanford, California 

University of California, Los Angeles, California 

Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida 

University of Georgia, Athens, Georgia 

Southern lllinois UnivE}rsity, Carbondale, Illinois 

University of Illinois, Urbana, Illinois 

University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa 

Lou i s i ana State Un i vers i ty, Baton Rouge, Lou i s i ana 

Springfield College, Springfield, Massachusetts 

Michigan State Universi'ty, East Lansing, Michigan 

University of Missouri, Columbia, Missouri 

University of Nebraska, Lincoln., Nebraska 

New York University, New York City, New York 

State University of New York, Buffalo, New York 

Teachers College, Columbia University, New York City, New York 

Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York. 

Ohio State University, Columbus, Ohio 

Oregon State University, Corvalis,. Oregon 

University of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon 

Temple University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania', 

The University of New Mexico, Albuquerque, New Mexico 

George Peabody College for Teachers, Nashville, Tennessee 

Un ivers i ty of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tennessee 

University of Utah, Salt Lake City, Utah. 

Washington State University, Pullman, Washington 

West Virginia University, Morgantown, West Virginia 

Vir.ginia Tech University, Blacksburg, Virginia 

University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin 

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 
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MASTER INSTITUTIONS 

Ashland College, Ashland, Ohio 

Austin Peavy State University, Clarksville, Tennessee 

Ball State University, Muncie, Indiana 

Benedictine College, Atchison, Kansas 
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Boston-Bouve College of Human Development Professions of Northeastern 

University, Boston, Massachusetts 

Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, Ohio 

California State University at Dominguez Hills, Carson, California 

California State University, Fullerton, California 

Central Connecticut State College, New Britain, Conne'cticut 

Central Missouri State College, Warrensburg, Missouri 

Florida A & MUniversity, Tallahassee, Florida 

Florida International University, Miami, Florida 

George Will iams College, Downers Grove, 111 inois 

Georgia Southern College, Statesboro, Georgia 

Georgia State University, Atlanta, Georgia 

Hunter College City University of New York, New York City, New York 

Illinois State University, Normal, Illinois 

Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 

Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas 

Kent State University, Kent, Ohio 

Lorna Linda University, Riverside, California 

Long Island University at the Brooklyn Center, Brooklyn, New York 

James Madison University, Harrisonburg, Virginia 

Marshall University, Huntington, West Virgin'ia 

Memphis $tate University, Memphis, Tenness,ee 

Miami University, Oxford, Ohio 

Mobile College, Mobile, Alabama 

Moorhead State College, Moorhead, Minnesota 

New Mexico Highlands University, Las Vegas, New Mexico 

University of New Hampshire, Durham, New Hampshire 
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MASTERS INSTITUTIONS, (continued)"' 

North Carolina Agricultural & Tech State University, Greensboro, North 

Carol ina 

Northern Arizona University, Flagstaff, Arizona 

Northeast Missouri State College, Kirksville, Missouri 

Northwest Missouri State College, "Maryvl1le, Missouri 

Pacific Lutheren University, Tacoma, Washi"ngton 

University of San Francisco, San Francisco, California 

Southern Oregon State College, Ashland, Oregon 

Southwest Texas State Universi"ty, San Marcos, Texas 

University of Central Arkansas, Faulkner, Arkansas 

State University College, Brockport, New York 

State University College, Cortland, New York 

Texas A & M University, College Station, Texas 

The University of Rhode Island, Kingston, Rhode [sland 

Trenton State College, Trenton, New Jersey 

University of Connecticut, Storr, Connecticut 

University of Delaware, Newark, Delaware 

University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida 

Un Ivers i ty of Northern Iowa, Cedar Fa 11 s, Iowa 

University of Wisconsin, LaCrosse, Wisconsin 

Wayne State Universi"ty, ,Detroi~",Michigan 

West Chester State College, West Chest"er, Pennsylvania 

Western Kentucky University, Bowling Green", Kentucky 

Wichita State University, Wichita, Kansas 

Southern Connecticut State College, New Haven, Connecticut 

University of Washington, Seattle, Washington 

Utah State University, Logan, Utah 

Color.ado State University, Fort Collins, Colorado 
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DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION FACULTY AND DOCTORAL 
STUDENTS INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Please complete all parts of the Questionnaire, on pages', 2, and 3. In Part II, page 2, Indicate the number of non-tenured faculty and/or 
faculty on temporary appointment in your department In each area of specialization in the discipline of physical education who are available 
for employment. 

In Part III, Constraining Reasons, page 3, complete if applicable. Also please complete the Question at the bottom of each of pages 2 and 3. 

Please use the following definitions of ethniclty categories which are those used by Federal agencies. 

,. White: A person having origins in any of the Original peoples of Europe, North Africa, or the Middle East. (These are non
minorities.) 

2. Black: A person having origins In any of the black racial groups of Africa. 

3. Hispanic: A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish cullure or origin, regardless 
of race. 

4. Asian or Pacific Islander: A person having origins in any of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian Subcontinent, or the Pacific 
Islands. This area includes China, Japan, Korea, the Philippine Islands, Samoa, the subcontinent of India and the Indo-China 
Peninsula and nearby Islands as well as Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Sikkim and Bhutan. 

5. American Indian or Alaska Native: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North America and who maintain 
cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition. This includes Native American Indian~,Alaskan Aleuts, 
Eskimos and Indians. 

6. Alien non-permanent residents.* 

*In order to be counted on Ihls questionnaire the facully member or doctoral sludenl musl be a United SIBles citizen and idenlily themselves as a minorily 
or as while. 

Please enter a zero (0) in any category on the questionnaire which is not representative of your institution:S faculty. 

PART I, IDENTIFICATION 

Institution Name __________________________________ _ 

Street and Number/P.O. Box _______________________________ _ 

City/Town ___________________________________ _ 

County 

State __________________ Zip Code _____________ _ 
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PART II. FULL·TIME FACULTY STATISTICS 

NUMBER OF FACULTY 

:E :s 
FACULTY NONTENURED OR ON TEMPORARY 

.g> C§ 0 
APPOINTMENT, AVAILABLE FOR EMPLOYMENT .!:? .!:? ~ 

e: e: 'u 
m m ~ 
.~ Cl. 

.!Q .!:? ...... 
Cb; J: e: OCb 

.>c' m e:'tl 
~c <> e: Cl. me: 
~~ .Jl1~ :f '- m 

tXl_ ~1ii 

PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F M F M F M F M 

1. Physical Education Generalist 

2. Adaptive 

3. Administration 

4. Athletic Training 

5. Biomechanics/Kinesiology 

6. Coaching 

7. Curriculum 

8. Dance 

9. Elementary 

10. Exercise Physiology 

1 t. History 

12. Measurement and Evaluation 

13. Motor Development 

14. Motor Learning 

15. Philosophy 

16. Psychology 

17. Sociology 

Hi. Sport Skills 

19. Other Faculty, i.e., health and recreation 

20. YOTAL 
== 

21. Please estimate the proportion within this group that you anticipate will drop out of the availability pool within the 

next two years. 

2 
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PART III. DOCTORAL STUDENTS 
(Who will complete their degree by the end of the current year and will be available for employment.) 

s- f <§ 
~ .~ .~ c:: c:: 'J ra ra 8!. CI. 

~ :E .~ OQ) c:: 
Q)' .>c' ra c:: lJ 
~r:: <> c:: CI. ra c:: 
~~ c\5~ :E '- '" ~~ 

PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F M F M F .M F M 

1. Physical Education Generalist 

2. Adaptive 

3. Administration 

4. Athletic Training 

6. Biomechanics/Kinesiology 

6. Coaching 

7. Curriculum 

B. Dance 

'9. Elementary 

10; Exercise Physiology 

11. History 

12. Measurement and Evaluation 

13. Motor Development 

14. Motor Learning 

15. Philosophy 

16. Psychology 

17. Sociology 

lB. Sport Skills 

19. Other Faculty, i.e., health and recreation 

20. TOTAL 

21. Please estimate the proportion within this group that you anticipate will drop out of the availability pool within the 

next two years. 

3 
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PART IV. DOCTORAL STUDENTS 
(Who will not complete their degree by the end of the current year, but who are available for Immediate employment.) 

s ~ 
C§ C§ 

~ .!,! .!,! 
c: c: u 
." ." 8: Q. Q. 

:f :f .!,! ... ... 
c: OOl 

CIl' .>c' ." c:'t> 
~r:: u c: 

~ 
." c: 

§~ ij5~ ~~ 
PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F M F M F M F M 

1. Physical Education Generalist 

2. Adaptive 

3. Administration 

4. Athletic training 

5. Biomechanics/Kinesiology 

6. Coaching 

7. Curriculum 

8. Dance 

9. Elementary 

10. Exercise Physiology 

". History 

12. Measurement and Evaluation 

13. Motor Development 

14. Motor Learning 

15. Philosophy 

16. Psychology 

17. Sociology 

18. Sport Skills 

19. Other Faculty, I.e., health and recreation 

20. TOTAL 

21. Please estimate the proportion within this group that you anticipate will drop out of the availability pool within the 

next two years. 

4 
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PART V. DOCTORAL STUDENTS 
(Who received their degree within the last five years, went into some field other than higher education physical education, but who 
would like to re-enter higher education physical education.) 

S ? 
c§ c§ 

~ .2 .2 
I: I: <> ., ., 

~ Q. Q. 
.!!/ .!!/ ·2 ...... 

Q)Ji: :J: I: OQ) ...,. ., I:'tl 
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PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F M F M F M F M 

1. Physical Education Generalist 

2. Adaptive 

3. Administration 

4. Athletic Training 

5. Biomechanics/Kinesiology 

6. Coaching 

7. Curriculum 

8. Dance 

9. Elementary 

10. Exercise Physiology 

11. History 

12. Measurement and Evaluation 

13. Motor Development 

14. Motor Learning 

15. Philosophy 

16. Psychology 

17. Sociology 

18. Sport Skills 

19. Other Faculty, I.e., health and recreation 
, 

20. TOTAL 

21. Please estimate the proportion within this group that you antiCipate will drop out of the availability pOOl within the 

next two years. 

5 
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PART VI. CONSTRAINING REASONS 

1. If you have within your department non·tenured faculty and/or faculty on temporary employment who are unavailable for 
employment, please list the reasons. 

2. If you have doctoral students within your department who plan to graduate by the end of the current year and Wl10 are unavailable 
for employment, please list the reasons. 

3. If you have doctoral students in your department who do not plan to graduate by the end of thl! current year and who are 
unavailable for employment. please list the reasons. 

___ Please send me a summary of the results of this study. 

6 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

DEPARTMENT OF PHYSICAL EDUCATION FACULTY 
INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please complete all parts of the questionnaire, on pages 1,2, and 3. tn P~rt. II. pag.e 2, indicate.the number of non-tenured faculty and/or 
faculty on temporary appointment in your department in each area of specialization In thedlsclphne of physical educahon who are ava,'able 
for employment. 
In Part IIl,Constraining Reasons, page 3, complete II applicable. Also please complete the question at the bottom of each of pages 2 and 3. 

Please use the following definitions of ethniclty categories which are those used by Federal agencies. 

Please use the following definitions of ethnicity categories which are those used by Federal agencies. 

1. White: A person having origins in any of the Original peoples of Europe, North Africa. or the Middle East. rrhese are non
minorities.) 

2. Black: A person having origins In any of the black racial groups of Africa. 

3. Hispanic: A person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless 
of race. 

4. Asian or Pacific Islander: A person having origins in any of the Far East. Southeast ASia, the Indian Subcontinent. or the Pacific 
Islands. This area includes China, Japan, Korea, the Philippine Islands, Samoa, the subcontinent of India and the Indo-Chona 
Peninsula and nearby islands as well as Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Sikkim and Bhutan. 
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5. American Indian or Alaska Native: A person having origins in any of the original peoples of North America and who maintain' 
cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition. This Includes Native American Indians, Alaskan Aleuts. 
Eskimos and Indians. 

6. Alien non-permanent residents." 
·'n order to be counted on this questionnaire the faculty member or doctoral student must be a Uniled Stales citizen and Identoty themselves as a m,norily 
or 8S white. 

Please enter a zero (0) in any category on the Questionnaire which is not representative of your institution's faculty and/or doctoral students. 

PART I. IDENTIFICATION 

Institution Name' ________________________________ _ 

Street and Number/P.O. Box, _________________________ _ 

CityITown _________________________________ . ____ _ 

County _______________________________________________________ __ 

State ___________________ Zip Code _________ _ 



PART II. FULL·TIME FACULTY STATISTICS 

NUMBER OF FACULTY 
..... 

~ .5: 
FACULTY NONTENURED OR ON TEMPORARY (§ (§ Cs 

APPOINTMENT, AVAILABLE FOR EMPLOYMENT ~ 
I:: 

.2 .2 ~,~ 
I:: I:: 0 S1ii '" '" ~ 
~ 

Q. 1::<: 

~~ 
.2 ...... ~ I:: 
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PHYSICAL EDUCATION M F M F M F M F M F 

1. Physical Education Generalist 

2. Adaptive 

3. Administration 

4. Athletic Training 

5. Biomechanics/Kinesiology 

6. Coaching 

7. Curriculum 

8. Dance 

9. Elementary 

10. Exercise Physiology 

11. History 

12. Measurement and Evaluation 

13. Motor Development 

14. Motor Learning 

15. Philosophy 

16. Psychology 

17. Sociology 

18. Sport Skills 

19. Other Faculty, i.e., health and recreation 

20. TOTAL 

21. Please estimate the proportion ollaculty within this group that you antiCipate will drop out 01 the availability pool within the 

next two years. 

2 
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PART III. CONSTRAINING REASONS 

1. If you have within your department non-tenured faculty and/or faculty on temporary employment who are unavailable for employment, 
please list the reasons. 

__ Please send me a summary of the results of this study. 

3 
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Dear Chairperson: 

Recently the area of higher education has been unique in its openness to 
affirmative action planning. My dissertation entitled "Higher Education Physical 
Education Availability Pools for Affirmative Action Planning" is an attempt to 
obtain data designed to meet the two following purposes: 1) to develop a model 
which may be used to establish availability pools in the discipline of physical 
education for the future and 2) to determine the ethnic origin and sex of doctoral 
students and/or faculty in colleges and universities offering advanced degrees 
in physical education to determine current and projected numbers of individuals 
within each area of specialization available for teaching and research positions 
in this discipline. Such data can be obtained only from colleges and universities 
such as yours. Thus the enclosed questionnaire was developed for use in 
obtaining this data. 

The most recent study in this area was done in 1979. Updates every two or 
three years are necessary. The completion of this study should provide an 
availability analysis which will enable hiring officials in disciplines of 
Physical Education at institutions of higher education to establish realistic 
hiring goals. 

Sponsors of this study include Dr. Donna M. Miller, distinguished professor 
of Physical Education at the University of Arizona, and Dr. Fred Harcleroad 
and Professor Arthur Grant, both distinguished professors of Higher 
Education at the University of Arizona. 

I would appreciate it very much if you would assist me in this mutually 
beneficial project by completing the enclosed questionnaire and returning 
it in the enclosed self-addressed envelope as soon as is convenient. 
Thank you very much. If you would like to receive a summary of this study please 
indicate so on the last page of the questionnaire. 

Sincerely, 

Erlice Killorn 
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March 1, 1983 

Dear Chairperson: 

App rox i mate 1 y th ree weeks ago, you rece i v1ad a Depa rtmen t of 
Physical Education Faculty Information Questionnaire. If you have 
returned this questionnaire, please accept my sincere gratitude. 
If not, please take about 15-20 minutes to look over the enclosed 
one and complete it per the instructions. t would appreciate it 
very much. I realize that these things are easily overlooked, so 
this is merely a reminder. A stamped, self-addressed envelope is 
enclosed for your convenience. 

I am working on a dissertation pertaining to the availability 
for employment of faculty and doctoral students in higher education 
teaching and research in the discipline of Physical Education. This 
questionnaire is part of my data collection effort. 
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It is only through investigations such as this that availabil ity 
analyses can be made. The Information that you can supply is criti
cal to this study. 

Sincerely, 

Erlice Killorn 
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April 12, 1983 

Dear Chairperson: 

Early in February I sent you a questionnaire titled 
"Denartment of Physical Education Faculty and Doctoral 
Students Information Questionnaire", and three weeks later 
this was followed by another Questionnaire and a request to 
please complete and return. So far 65% of the questionnaires 
have been returned. In order to make this study as inform
ative as possible I would like to have at least a 70-75% 
return. This is the final reminder. Please complete and 
return the questionnaire. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Erlice Killorn 

April 12, 1983 

Dear Chairperson: 

Early in Feb~lary I sent you a questionnaire titled 
"Denartment of Phys ical Education Faculty In formation 
questionnaire", and three weeks later this was followed 
by another questionnaire and a request to please co~lete 
and return. So far 65% of the questionnaires have been 
returned. In order to make this study as informative as 
possible I would like to have at least a 70-75% return. 
This is the final reminder. Please complete and return 
the questionnaire. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Erlice Killorn 
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