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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Graduate education in the United States is now lOO 

years old. In America the recognition of women in the 

doctoral program began in 1877 at the University of Boston 

when a Doctor of Philosophy degree was conferred on a woman 

(Hutchinson, 1929). According to Mitchell and Alciatore 

(1970), the first doctorate in Oklahoma was granted to a 

woman by the University of Oklahoma in 1929.
The American Council on Education (1959) reported that 

the number of women earning doctoral degrees has fluctuated 
greatly since 1890, when women received about 6% of the 

degrees conferred. The proportion of all doctoral degrees 

earned by women between 1910 and 1940 rose from 12% to 16%. 

By the end of World War II, one-fifth of the doctoral 

degrees were earned by women, according to the American 

Council on Education (1959). The Chronicle of Higher 

Education (1977), reported that the number of women receiv­

ing doctorates increased 59% in the five year period between 

1970 and 1975. A Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare study (Roark, 1977) showed that women received 21% 

of the doctorates in 1975, only 1% higher than the number 

of women receiving doctorates at the end of World War II.

-1-



-2-

The number of doctorates earned by women has increased, 
but the number of men earning the doctorate has also 
increased. The proportion of degrees earned by women has 

remained almost unchanged.
Lewis (1968), a psychologist interested in the effi­

cient use of human resources, says that women represent the 

largest area of waste. Lewis believed that:

Every person - regardless of race, social 
class, or sex - should have the opportunity to 
develop goals in accordance with his abilities 
and to work toward those goals, unhampered by 
the restrictions of outmoded social traditions.
(p. vii)

Need for the Study

Graduate education, like public school education, 

must be accountable to the tax payer as well as to graduate 

students enrolled in their programs. Several questions 

have been raised recently about graduate education.

Because of the waste of intelligence, a pressing question 

is why women are so under-represented in graduate school 

population. There are other questions regarding female 

graduate students that also need answers. Some of the 
questions are: (1) Why is there a smaller proportion of

women students than men attending graduate school fulltime,
(2) Why are women viewed as less committed scholars, and

(3) Why is the attrition rate of women in advanced training 

so high.

There are no simple answers t o  t c o m p t e : - ;  i s . ^ i u - s



involved in why women have failed to earn as many academic 
degrees as men. In order for institutions offering- 

advanced degrees to better serve graduate students, faculty 

members. department chairpersons, and deans need to know 

tlie characteristics of their students and factors that 
motivated them to enter advanced graduate programs. While 

this study was interested in both genders of doctoral 

students, special attention was given to the female advanced 

graduate student and ways in which she was similar to and/or 

different from the male doctoral student.

Statement of the Problem
It Was the intention of this study to compare female 

graduate students, because they have advanced to the 

doctoi-al level of education, and male graduate students on 
stilscted criteria. More specifically, the study was 

ill leaded to show how male and female doctoral students at 

the University of Oklahoma, enrolled during the academic 

year of 1976-77, differed in regard to biographical data, 

dimorphical data, and motivation for entering a doctoral 

program.

Hypotheses Tested in the Study
The following six null hypohteses were tested for

significance at the .05 level.

Ho There are no statistically significant
differences on the University of Oklahoma 
liraduate Student Ques t ionnaire between
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male and Xemale car.didate-3 ' :aedian age.
Ho, There arc no statistically significant

differences on the University of Oklahoma 
Graduate Student Quest ionnaire between 
the male and the female candidates' 
marital status.

Hoo There are no statistically significant
differences on the University of Oklahoma 
Graduate Student Questionnaire between 
male and female candidates' parental 
educational level.

H 04 There are no statistically significant
differences on the University of Oklahoma 
Graduate Student Questionnaire between 
male and female candidates' parental 
annual income.

Ho There are no statistically significant
differences on the University of Oklahoma 
Graduate Stiident Questionnaire between 
the number of male and the number of 
female candidates at the University of 
Oklahoma who purposefully planned to 
secure a doctoral degree.

HOg There are no statistically significant
differences on the University of Oklahoma 
Graduate Student Questionnaire between 
the number of male and the number of 
female candidates who enter into the 
doctoral program by chance at the Univer­
sity of Oklahoma.

In addition to the six hypotheses, the researcher 

investigated ancillary research questions related to 

minority races (Black, American Indian, Oriental, and 

Other). These were not hypothesized since testing had not 

been done between races, therefore, the lack of theoretical 

framework would not allow these questions to be tested as 

hypotheses (Good, 1973). The particular information used 

in making ancillary comparisons was taken from the same
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University of Oklahoma Graduate Student Questionnaires used 
to collect information about the stated hypotheses. The 
particular areas chosen for making ancillary comparisons 

were those which had shown some implications from previous 
studies.

(1) Minority and Caucasian candidates' median 
age

(2) Minority and Caucasian candidates' marital 
status

(3) Minority and Caucasian candidates' parents' 
educational level

(4) Minority and Caucasian candidates' parents' 
annual income

(5) Minority and Caucasian candidates' motivation 
(drift or purposeful) for entering the 
doctoral program

Delimitations of the Study
Certain delimitations were necessary in order for this 

study to be possible. The four most important delimita­

tions were as follows;

(1) The sample of students for this study was 
accepted into the doctoral degree programs 
at the University of Oklahoma.

(2) All students were currently enrolled at the 
University of Oklahoma in a doctoral program 
as either parttime or fulltime students 
during the 1976-77 academic year.

(3) The information collected was limited to 
responses taken from the University of 
Oklahoma Graduate Student Questionnaire as 
shown in Appendix B.

(4) Questions contained on the data collection 
instrument were limited to areas being



investi:4ated in the present study.

Définit ion of Terms
To eliminate possible misinterpretations of the dis­

cussions that follow, working definitions were established. 

These definitions are not meant to be universal definitions 

but only as the terms were used in this study.

(1) Advanced Graduate Woi'k: This word applies
t̂ o the course work taken for completion of 
requirements either of the Ed.D. program 
or the Ph.D. program. It implies that the 
person has been admitted to do work leading 
to a doctoral degree.

(2) Doctorale: A person who has received either
tTTe degree of Doctor of Education (Ed.D.)
or Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.).

(3) Advanced Graudaie Students: Those persons
wïïô Ifâve bëerT'âcTm i 11 ed t o~ the Graduate 
College lo do work leading to a doctoral 
degree-.

(4) Biographical Data : Personal information
concerning 'ago. race, marital status, and 
number and ages of childi-en.

(5) Dimorphic Data: Dimorphics is the study 
of differences between male and female 
occupational segregation (Strober, 1976).
In tliis study dimorphical data included 
father's, mother's, and spouse's annual
incomo and father's, mother's, and 
spouse's occupation.

(6 ) Motivation: The participants' incentive 
to pursue a doctoral degree. In the pre­
sent study, participants' motivation foi­
ent ering the doctoral program was classi­
fied as either "drift" or "purposeful".

(7) Drift Motivation: The inciden i al or chance
pîûn^^sH toward the doc Loral degree pro­
gram as a result o.l Inking "uir.se work 
beyond the Mas ter 's D-.-gi-ec.
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(8 ) Purposeful Motivation: The intentional or
deliberate progression toward a doctoral 
degree as a result of taking courses beyond 
the Master's Degree.



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Given certain assumptions about the distribution of 

the sexes in higher education, there is a shortage of women 
in academia. Bernard (1974) stated that "There have never 

been very many educated women in any area in the labor 

force, let alone in academia” (p. 56). The high dropout 

rates of women in school beyond the Bachelor's Degree level 
reflects this situation.

The number of girls who graduated irnm high school 
according to the 1970 census was 1,882,427, while the 

number of boys graduating from high school was 1,623,663. 

The number of women who graduated from college with a 

baccalaureate degree in 1970 was 589,853 while the number 

of men was 550,832. The number of males completing five or 

more years of college in 1970 was 3,686,646 while the 

corresponding number of women was 1,669,057. The high 

attrition rate of women from high school through college 

and masters' programs explain in part, the lack of women 

eligible for the doctoral program. The Radcliffe Committee 

on Graduate Education for Women (1956), the National Man­

power Council (1957), and the President's Commission on the 

Status of Women (1963) all agree that academically talented 

gills are not as likely as equally talented young men to
— B —
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complete the undergraduate degree.
Heist (1962) reported that the attraction to a 

vocation, social activities, and marriage are reasons given 

by women for quitting school. Bernard (1974) stated that 

many women choose marriage and even though marriage does 

not preclude college as it once did, most young women who 
marry drop out. Interesting job possibilities are an 

attraction to the college student, as well as the baccalau­
reate graduate. Bernard (1974) felt that the attraction 

of an interesting job and the pull of marriage are under­

standable reasons why only a small portion of women who 

complete college continue their education. In addition to 
Heist's (1962) observations, Bernard (1974) also found that 

if a family had to make a choice between sending a son or 

a daughter to college, it was usually the son who was sent.

Marriage and the Graduate Student

Of women who achieve the baccalaureate degree and 

decide to enter graduate school, most do not see an edu­

cation and/or a career as a substitute for marriage. In a 

survey of 231 dating couples enrolled in college, Peplau, 

Rubin, and Hill (1976) found that 96% of the men and women 

surveyed expected to marry. Like undergraduate women, the 
unmarried female graduate students hope to marry. Graduate 

women want husbands who are their equals, if not superiors 

who can be "looked up to" (Bernard, 1974, p. 211). Married
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w omet I s’V i i c l u a t e  students are more likely to be married to 
spouses who have also had graduate training (Leslie, 1976).

According to Bernard (197-3). many women are more able 
than the fellow students they marry and women willingly 

subordinate their own degree programs to those of their 
husbands, lloriioi (1969) calls this phenomenon, "motive to 

avoid success” (p. 38). Hornei’ says that, consciously or 

unconsciously, girls equate intellectual achievement with 
a loss of femininity. The findings of Lewis in 1968 agree 

with Horner's proposition. He found that many intelligent 

girls felt that too much education would hurt their cfiances 

of getting mai-ried.
This so-called marriage gradient complicates t 'lo situ­

ation even more. Bernard (197-f) says this Is t.no tendency 

of men to marry women a lift le below t hems el vos in liofli 

afjility and social position. There tore, .some ol the 

talented young women who Bernard calls the 'cream ui tne 

crop" ('p. 'dll) cl-.,aosc- r.ot to mar ' y rat he-, than to keep on 

"intellectually stooping" (p. 211) ail of I hoir lives so 

a-s to not appe.-’i- int.ollccLuailj "tal .1 er" (p. Bit) than their 
husbands.

A study of graduate st.udents repot ted by Davis (1962 ' 
pointed to a strong nonmarriage a-i. .‘•i r ' i oi; among some 

tt'omet. gl’aduatit sfad.ants. this Sio'.eJ ! I.al 71',- of f .he
women wei’e single compared lo 5 r ' -li i (-e m a n . 'i'lie pro­

portion married decl i ned wit.t. a::,i. ( i . • ' 9.12 t concluded
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tliat possibly Rracluate school attracted women who chose not

to marry, but it was also possible that those who did marry,

quit school.
The findings of Lewis (1968) concur with those of Davis. 

Lewis states that the proportion of single women does 
increase with an increase in education. This situation has

been changing since World War II (Lewis, 1968). Lewis also

says that about 90% of women college graduates do marry.

Lewis (1968) reported that Click and Carter found 

validity in the reasons why there are more unmarried women 

in graduate school. The unmarried woman must hold a job; 

and if she is a college graduate, she is likely to be in a 

profession; therefore, job advancement may require further 

education. The unmarried woman has a greater opportunity 

for advanced study due to the lack of responsibility of a 

husband and/or children, according to the study. Click 

and Carter, according to Lewis (1968), felt that the 

increased education of the unmarried woman may be a result 
rather than a cause of their unmarried status.

Women who have strong career goals may not find 

marriage and family compatible with advanced graduate 

education or with advancement in a career. In this modern 

age, more than ever before, according to Lewis (1968), women 

are more free to decide to remain single. Centra (1975) 

found that women were less likely to marry and more likely 

to be divorced. According to Centra (1975), dual
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responsibilities for a good many women doctorates contrib­

uted to a divorce rate that was much higher than for men.

Of the women doctorates, Centra (1975) found that one 

in four marriages resulted in divorce compared to one in 
ten for men. Nearly 40% of the women who were married 

at the beginning of their doctoral studies divorced (Centra, 

1975). Centra's study pointed out that women frequently 

commented about the "frustrations of dealing with a family 

and a career" (p. 61). The women in Centra's study who 

did remarry were more likely to find husbands more support­
ive of their careers and with more education than their 

first husbands. Often, the men who remarried also chose 

wci.ien who had more education than their first wives (Centra, 

1975J.
Bardwick (1971) said that the priority of marriage is 

icversed among men and women. A top priority for men is 

the pursuit of their vocational commitment, while women are 

more interested in the creation and the maintenance of a 

marriage relationship (Bardwick, 1971). Married women 

students, according to Anderson, Bowman, and Tinto (1975) 

are under great pressure because of marital and academic 

demands to dropout. Anderson et al. (1972) found that if 

these women did remain in school, they were less likely to 

participate in the "anticipatory or informal socialization 

that are important facets of graduate student life" (p.

170). Feldman (1975) said that about three-fourths of the
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married female graduate students are only enrolled on a 
parttime basis. Married men, on the other hand, felt little 

conflict between the roles of spouse and graduate student 
and, according to Anderson et al. (1975) were the best- 

adjusted of all graduate students.

The most committed and active graduate students, 

according to Anderson et al. (1975) are the divorced and 

separated women, because they become "fully immersed in the 

student role" (p. 170) even though 70̂ c of these women have 

children. Feldman (1975) agreed, and went on to say that 
divorced women are more committed to graduate study than 
their single or married female counterparts. Divorce, on 

the other hand, is a source of strain for m e n , "who lose a 
supportive relationship" (Anderson et al., 1975, p. 170).

Decision to Enter Graduate School
A significant fact about the decision to go on to the 

doctorate has to do with when it was made. Berelson (1960) 

found that 5% made the decision at the end of the Master's 

program. Mitchell and Alciatore (1970), in a study of over 

200 women who had received doctorates in Oklahoma, found 

17 years to be the median time lapse from the bachelor's 
degree to the doctorate. The national median, according 

to Mitchell and Alciatore, is 11.2 years for women and 7.9 

years for men. Cropper and Fitzpatrick (1959) and Berelson 

(1960) also reported that women were slower than men in
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arriving at the decision to get the doctorate.

"Going ahead for the doctorate" seems to be much less 

the result of a decision and more the result of a "drift"

(p. 147) especially for women, according to Berelson (1960). 
Heiss (1970) said that students drift or fail to "hone 

toward a goal" (p. 179) by accumulating credits or even 
high grade-point averages but fail to integrate the credits 

into a major area. Cropper and Fitzpatrick (1959) and 
Berelson (1960) reported that women were more likely than 

men to have made the drift decision to go to advanced 

graduate school.

Cropper and Fitzpatrick (1959) and Berelson (1960) 

felt that a woman's decision to enter graduate school 

appeared to be influenced by the kinds of academic experi­

ences she had at school and that even the choice of field 

was strongly influenced by faculty contact. Bernard (1974) 

reported a study of 48 women who were working for the 

doctorate in which 27% of these women reported that high 

school and college teachers had been primary influences in 

their decisions to go on. Tidball (1974) concurred an^ 

perceived that role models for women students are a critical 

ingredient of a college environment. Bardwick (1971) stated 

that teachers were more influential on those women from 

lower socioeconomic levels and that families were more 

influential among those from higher socioeconomic levels. 

According to Bardwick, the University of Michigan told their
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mari’ied female faculty members that pai't of their contri­
bution to the department was the fact that they were 

married, had children, and were successful professionally 

and could therefore serve as role models for female students.

Mitchell and Alciatore (1970) found that the academic 

women in their study met "far more” (p. 535) encouragement 

than discouragement from professors. Feldman (1974), on 

the other hand, reported that the higher dropout rate of 

graduate women than graduate men was probably related to 

self-image and the relationship with professors. Feldman 

maintained that academic women were given less encouragement 

than men; therefore, their self-images and performances 
suffered, resulting in emotional strain and a threat to the 

completion of the program.

Almost 75% of the women in the Mitchell and Alciatore 

(1970) study received some encouragement from their mothers 

in setting their educational goals for the doctorate. Less 

than 25% of the women studied were motivated by a mentor 

or role model. The Mitchell and Alciatore (1970) study 

revealed that the original idea to study for the doctorate 

was arrived at by the woman herself in more than half of 

the cases.

Janeway (1975) seems to agree, as she stated that many 

women students, particularly the older students, get them­

selves on campus "under their own steam" (p. 17) . Both the 

Mitchell and Alciatore (1970) study and a study by Bernard
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'197-1) said that li-lends, employers, and husbands were 

iniluential in the woman's decision to go for the 
doctorate. When asked by Durchliolz and O'Connor (1975) why 

they went back to college, the largest percentage of women 
(35',) said it was to prepare 1er employment. Thirty percent 

of tliese women said they were returning to fulfill a need or 
desire for education or achievement , 25',' replied to facili­

tate personal growth, 4% returned to promote independence, 

and 4'?! for stimulation. Dui'chholz and O'Connor summarize 

their findings by saying women are not just "getting older" 

p 241), but arc determined i.o gel a bcttei’ cducatioii.

Dimorphical Background_o£
Graduate Students

The background and social origin of graduate students 

have become more heterogeneous since tlio beginning of 

advanced graduate education (Bcrelson, 1960). Berelson 

found that recent receipients of the doctorate came from a 

wide range of social backgrounds most often represented by 

the 27% of the fathers with professional and executive jobs, 

while the occupational background least represented was the 

unskilled with 6%. Thirty-two percent of fathers had less 

than a high school education while 26% had a college educa­

tion or more (Berelson, 1960). The educational background 

of fathers least represented in Berelson's study were the 

■1, of fathers who had a foreign education or other education.

Lewis (1968) reported a study by Hewer and Neubeck and
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a study by Berdie in which female college students tended 
to come from families in which fathers were employed in an 

upper-level occupation. Bernard (1974) submitted that the 

social class background of undergraduate women who planned 

to continue education on the graduate level is generally 

higher than that of men as measured by fathers' income or 

occupations. Gropper and Fitzpatrick (1959) found when they 

compared the proportion of men and women with different 

class backgrounds who planned to enter graduate school, the 

relationship between the father's income and advanced edu­

cation plans was not significant for the females.

Davis, as reported in Bernard (1974), said that high 

status families value and can afford higher education for 

all their children, but lower status families value and 

can afford it for children who "need it and that i.s more 

often a son than the daughter" (p. 288). Berelson (1960) 

felt that graduate school was a giant step in the career 

mobility of young people from lower-middle-class homes. 

According to Berelson (1960) , "it is hard to overstate the 

importance of graduate school to students of high talent 
but low origin" (p. 134).

Financing Graduate School Education

The economics of advanced graduate study pose about the 

same problems foi- women and for men. St i pends are
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available to both men and women, but Bernard (1974) 
reported that women are less likely to apply for them.

Davis (1962) found that IS'l of the men and 41% of the women 

going on to graduate study did not apply for stipends.
Lewis (1968) found that women seemed to be overlooked in 

the awarding of fellowships to graduate students. Bernard 

(1974); however, pointed out that women received academic 

awards and fellowships in about the same proportion as they 

applied or were nominated for them.

The academic married women have a somewhat different 

economic pattern in that they have a higher ratio of support 
from husbands' jobs. Davis (1962) said that women can 

afford to go to graduate school only j ' their husband.s can 

support the entire family, wliethcr or not there is a child. 

Da vis felt that graduate irainiiig for men is an important 

investment, but that graduate training of women is an 

"economic luxury" (p. 43).

In a random sample of 245 women who were continuing 
: heir education, Durchholz and O'Connor asked what their 

husbands' attitudes were to their return to college. The 

respondents' replies showed that 76% of the husbands had 

favorable or very favorable attitudes. But how many women 
,ho wished to return lo college did not do so because of 

their husbands' opposition? Boi't unatoly, women can now 

make loans on their own when a husband does not consent 

to .slia.re his income foi- nis wife's continued education.
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As Durchholz and O'Connor point out, a woman is no longer 
forced to "spend her life in an economic childhood" (p.

241).
For the married man, the decision to invest in 

doctoral study involves the problem of keeping his family 
well and happy on a subsistence budget for several years, 
reported Heiss (1970). The married man must also realize 

that there will be a detachment from his wife at critical 

times. For the single male student, Heiss said, the 

decision to study for the doctorate may mean cutting off a 

normal social life and the postponement of marriage and 

perhaps the extension of the period during which he is 

dependent upon his parents.

Berelson (1960) found that among married students, 

most had children, at least when they finished the program. 

The family, not just the student, needed to be supported. 

This fact has required the addition of dependency allow­

ances to many of the financial assistance programs available 
for students in advanced graduate study. Berelson went on 

to say that married men are frequently supported by their 
working wives.



CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This study investigated the differences between male 

and female candidates’ reasons for entering the doctoral 

programs at the University of Oklahoma during the 1976-77 

academic year. A questionnaire was developed which was 

administered to a stratified-random sampling of 125 males 

and 125 females enrolled in doctoral programs offered by 

the University of Oklahoma. The survey questionnaire 

collected information on biographical data, dimorphical 
data, and reasons for entering the doctoral program.

The procedures used in the study were divided as 

follows: (1) Pre-Survey Procedures, (2) Survey Procedures,

and (3) Data Analysis Procedures.

PRE-SURVEY PROCEDURES 

The pre-survey procedures consisted of all those tasks 

which the researcher completed before the actual collection 

of data began. The most important of these tasks are 

described in the following sections.

Choice of Research Design

The first step in the pre-survey procedures was the 

selection of a research design. In this instance the term 

"research design" is being used to imply the overall format

-20-
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to be used in conducting the study. The procedural design
selected for this study was one listed by Stanley and

Campbell (1973) as a quasi-experimental design based on the
sampling of participants from a finite population. They

define a quasi-experimental design as , , ,

A study which occurs in a social setting in which 
the researcher can determine 'when' and 'whom' 
will participate but the independent variables 
have already acted and are not controlled by the 
researcher at the time they occur (p, 34),

A depiction of the research design is shown in Figure 1,

Sampling Design
Another pre-survey procedure was the selection of the 

participants for the survey. A stratified-random selection 

of 125 male and 125 female participants was made from the 

six program areas of Arts and Sciences, Business Adminis­

tration, Education, Engineering, Fine Arts, and Information 

Processing and Computer Science shown in Table 1, Strati­

fication along program areas assured a proportionate 

sampling of participants.

Survey Questionnaire
The questionnaire was developed by determining the 

categories or types of information sought and then asking 

the kinds of questions needed under each category, A copy 

of the University of Oklahoma Graduate Student Questionnaire 

is presented in Appendix A,

The areas or types of questions were classified as
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T A B L E  1

THE PO PU LA TIO N S A N D  SAMPLES OF STUDY PARTICIPANTS BY G ENDER  
ENROLLED IN  SELECTED DO CTO R AL PROGRAMS AT THE

■iN IV F R S IfV  OF O K L A H O M A

Total number o f males number o f females
Area of Population in the in the

Graduate Study of Candidofes sample sample

Arth and Sciences 495 53 53
Business Administration 50 2 2
Education 304 50 56
Engineering I I I 10 7
Fine Arts 57 8 5
Information Processing and

Computer Science 17 2 2

TOTALS 1,034 125 125

*Source; OFFIce of rhe Regisfrar, the University of O klahom a.
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biographical, dimorphical, and motivational. The questions 
included the following information.

Biographical areas were as follows:

(1) Age
(2) Sex

(3) Marital Status

(4) Numbers and ages of children

(5) Number and ages of siblings

Dimorphical areas were as follows;
(1) Educational levels of parents

(2) Occupation of parents

(3) Income level of parents
(4) Occupation of spouse

(5) Educational level of spouse

(6) Primary source of finance for education

Motivational areas were as follows;
(1) Reasons for entering graduate school

(a) Drift

(b) Purposeful

(2) Grade point average in graduate school 
(Master's work)

(3) Reasons for choosing the University of 
Oklahoma

Questions concerning these areas were developed into 

questionnaire items.
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Questionnaire Reliability
Reliability of the data collection instrument was 

established by administering the questionnaire to fifty 

doctoral candidates at three week intervals. A Pearson 
Product-Moment correlation was used to compare the partici­

pants ' responses. The test-retest reliability of instrument 

was determined to be r = 0.914.

The content validity of the questionnaire was estab­

lished by the consensual or jury method. Copies of the 

questionnaire were distributed to four faculty members at 

Cameron University. Each member was asked to determine 

whether the questions being asked would, in fact, solicit 

the kind of information needed to test the hypotheses. 

Faculty members were further asked to make an appropriate­

ness rating of each questionnaire item on a 9-point 

continuum. Appropriateness ratings ranged from 7.88 to 

8.29. The appropriateness ratings were related to candi­

dates' responses to these same items during the pilot study. 

The concurrent validity of the questionnaire was determined 

to be significant beyond the .001 level; r = 0.730; df =

48, p <  .001.

The four faculty members were also asked to make 

suggestions as to the changes they desired in question 

format, content, or arrangement. They suggested that more 

questions be asked in some areas and that the questionnaire 

format be changed. These suggestions were incorporated into
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the questionnaire development for the final draft which is 

presented in Appendix B.

Conduct of Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted by the researcher in order 

to better prepare for the research project. The primary 

purposes of the pilot study were to identify and correct 

any problems in the following areas :

(1) The sampling of participants

(2) The data collection instrument

(3) Conducting a mail-out survey

(4) Coding and analysis of the data collected 
with the instrument

(5) interpretation of the results obtained 
from the statistical analysis

Methods Used to Conduct the 
Pilot Study

In the pilot study the researcher conducted a mail 

survey. Copies of the data collection instrument, a self- 

addressed, stamped envelope, and a cover letter were mailed 

to 75 male and 75 female garduate students chosen for the 
pilot study. Participants for the survey were stratified 

randomly selected from the program areas of Arts and 

Services, Education, and Engineering as shown in Table 2. 

Copies of the cover letter and data collection instrument 

are presented in Appendices C and D. Data from the question­

naires were used to test the hypothesis to determine if
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there were any differences between the number of male and 
female candidates who drifted into the doctoral programs 
at the University of Oklahoma and the number of males and 
females who purposefully entered these programs.

Results of the Pilot Study
Forty-eight males and forty-three females acted as 

subjects in the pilot study as shown in Table 2, Respond­
ents made ratings of sixteen reasons for entering the 
doctoral programs - 8 drift reasons and 8 more purposeful 
reasons. Student's t-test was used to compare the males’ 
and females' ratings of the drift reasons (Table 3). The 
greatest mean difference between the males' and females' 
ratings was observed on reason number 12; "My family, 
spouse, friends or others encouraged me to enter the 
doctoral program." Females gave this item a mean rating 
of 3.238, while males showed a mean rating of 2.188. 
Differences between the two groups' mean ratings were not 
significant (p >  .05). Mean differences on all other items 
showed that the male candidates' fathers had significantly 
higher annual income than female candidates' fathers, but 
there was no significant difference between their parents' 
annual income or educational levels. Male and female 
respondents showed no différences in age, race, marital 

status, or birth order.



T A B L E  2

PARTICIPANTS BY GENDER A N D  A C A D E M IC  AREA W H O  WERE 
R A N D O M L Y  SELECTED FOR THE PILO T STUDY

Area of 
Graduate Study

Total 
Population 

o f Candidotes

number of males 
in the 

p ilo t study

number
o f

respondents

number of females 
in the 

p ilo t study

number
o f

respondents

Arts and Sciences 495 39 25 30 15

Ed’jco tion 304 21 16 41 27

Engineering in 15 7 4 1

kI

TOTALS 910 75 4 8 * 75 43*

*N ln e  moles' replies and seven femoles' 
replies were returned too Icte  to be 
included in m e p ilo t stuoy. Seventeen 
rjijestionnrjlies were returned undeliveroble.
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t a b l e  3

MALES' A N D  FEMALES' COMPOSITE RATING S OF THE REASONS G IV E N  
FOR EN TER IN G  THE DOCTORAL PROGRAM

Kuuwn
Numbci

Koosoniny for Fnterlny rhe 
Doctoi'ul Proytani

Females’ Moles'
Composite Composite

Ratings Ratings

* 1 . BuiL’don) witli presutir education 2 .7 6 9 2 .3 1 9

Job udvancernent 3 .2 8 6 3 .196

3 . Job entry 2.881 3 .2 5 5

4 . Job opportunities 4 .8 5 7 3 .714

5 . Salary opportunities 3 .4 1 5 3 .4 5 8

♦6. Convenience a t the time 2 .7 9 5 3 .213

*7 . Urging from major professor 2 .5 5 0 2 .4 6 2

*a . Too foi along to quit 3 .100 2 .644

•7 . Cliungc in maiitui status 1.325 1.444

10. Love for academic atmosphere 3 .1 6 7 3 .152

11. Employed by research program 1.390 1.816

.*1 2 . Urging from friends, fam ily, etc . 3 .238 2 .188

13. Planned to os undergraduote 2 .585 2 .688

14. Interest in doctoral level subjects 3 .220 3 .087

*15. Financial benefits, grants, e tc . 1.900 2 .435

♦16. Nothing else to do at the time 1.359 1.822

Purposeful Reasons
Mean

Standard Deviation

2 .740

0 .9 1 5

2 .315

0 .6 5 5

*G ro v ita tio n a l Reasons
Mean

Standard Deviation

2 .3 8 0

0 .7 5 5

2 .3 1 5

0 .5 3 0



T A B L E  4

SU M M A RY O F D IM O R P H IC  DATA C O N C E R N IN G  
THE MALES’ A N D  FEMALES’ PARENTS

FEMALES MALES

Father's
Educational X  = 1 3 .03  years 5? -- 13.66  years

Level S = 3 .61 5 = 3 .4 6

Mother's
Educational X = 13 .48  yeofs X  r- 1 3 .18  yeors

Level 5 = 3 .2 4 5 = 2 .9 4

Father's Annual < S 3 ,0 0 0  ■- S 3 ,0 0 0  ■ 2
Income S 3 .003  -  S 6 ,0 0 0 7 5 3 ,0 0 0 - S 6 ,0 0 0  - 7

S 6 .000  -  S 9 ,0 0 0 7 5 6 ,0 0 0 - S 9 ,0 0 0  • 7
$ 9 ,0 0 0  -  5 1 3 ,0 0 0  - n 5 9 ,000 - S 13,000 8

> 5 1 3 ,0 0 0  =• > 5 1 3 ,0 0 0 22

M o 'h e 'S  Anni;al < 5 3 ,0 0 0  = 13 S 3 ,0 0 0  -■ 16
Income 5 3 ,0 0 0  -  5 6 ,0 0 0  r. 3 5 3 ,0 0 0 - S 6 ,0 0 0  = 7

5 6 ,0 0 0  -  5 9 ,0 0 0  - 2 5 6 ,0 0 0 - S 9 ,0 0 0  = 9
5 9 ,0 0 0  -  5 1 3 ,0 0 0  • 6 5 9 ,0 0 0 - 513 ,0 0 0  ^ 3

513 ,0 0 0 A > $ 1 3 ,0 0 0  - 1

i
CO01



5U M M A K V  O r  MALE r  E M  ALE PARTiCIPAC ;T l> '  P E R S O N A L  D A l A

FEMALES t/.ALFS

Range 2 3 -c2  /ecr* Range 22-32 veoi •
AG E X 33 .2?  year? y  3 3 .0 ^ /ears

S 3 .91 3 7.3:-

ls( Bor- 23 l ‘ t Born 22
2nd Boi 11 3 2nd Born Î2
3rd Born 3 3rd Born 3

BIRTH ORDER 4*h Born A 4th Bern • 2
3rh Born 1 5 th. Bern i
6d i Born ! 6th Born 5
7th Born -  3 7th Born 1

Caucasian -  34 Couccsion 38
Block '  6 Block ■' 4

RACE . Indian 2 Indion 2
O rien ta l -  ! O rien 'o l 2
Latin Arn. 0 Latin A't' . 2

Single " A Single 8
M orried * 36

MARITAL < T A T ir D i\orcod " 6 Divorced ^ 3
'Vido.ved ' Widowed 1
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SURVEY PROCEDURES 
The following procedures were followed In conducting 

the mail survey.

Preliminary Mailing
Copies of the data collection instrument, a self- 

addressed, stamped envelope, and a cover letter were mailed 
to the 250 graduate students chosen for the study. The 
preliminary mailing was done at the end of the week in order 
to insure maximum responses from recipients as suggested 
by Hyman (1955).

Follow-Up Mailing
Seven days after the initial mailing, postcards were 

sent to the non-respondents to encourage the return of the 
completed questionnaire.

Second Mailing
Two weeks (14 days) after the preliminary mailing, a 

second mailing was made to those who had not responded to 
the preliminary mailing or the follow-up. The second 
mailing included a questionnaire, cover letter, and a 
self-addressed, stamped envelope.

The researcher made every effort to collect data from 
all those chosen for the study. In addition to the second 
mailing and follow-up postcard, several telephone calls 
were made to non-respondent.- . The number of respondents in
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each area is presented in Table 6.
The data presented in Table 6 show that a total of 

182 responses were received. This was a response rate of 
72.8 percent.

DATA ANALYSIS PROCEDURES

Statistical Analysis
Several statistical techniques were employed in the 

analysis. After frequency counts were made, means and 
standard deviations were computed for the participants’ 
age, sex, race, marital status, parents' income, parents’ 
occupâtiona, parents' educational levels, and sources of 
financial support. Next, a composite importance ratings was 
computed for each reason for entering the doctoral program. 
The composite ratings were determined by frequencies 
accumulated at each rating point, and averaging the pro­
ducts . Male and female responses were compared as a means 
of testing the hypotheses.

Campbell and Stanley (1963) indicate that the analysis 
of variance testing statistic is the proper analysis pro­
cedure for quasi-experimental designs when the mean values 
of three or more groups are being compared. When two group 
means are being compared they recommend a t-test and 
frequency data should be compared by using a chi square 
test.

The following hypotheses were tested with a student’s



T A B L E  6

RESPONSE PATTERNS OF MALE A N D  FEMALE PARTICIPANTS  
FR OM  THE S IX  AREAS OF D O CTO R AL STUDY

Areg of 
Groduate Study

number of moles 
selected for 
the sample

............. .. "1
number 
of male 
responses

—» , T. "
number of females 

selected for 
the sample

number 
of female 
responses

Arts end Sciences 53 43 53 40
Business Adm inîirrotion 2 I 2 2
Educotion 50 34 56 44
Engineering 10 7 7 3
Fine Arts S 3 5 3
informotion Processing ond 

Computer Science 2 1 2 1

TOTALS 125 89 125 93
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t-test for two independent sample means:
(1) Females’ and males' ages (Ho^)
(2) Mother's educational level (HOg^)
(3) Father's educational level (Hogy)
(4) Mother's annual income level (Ho^^)
(5) Father's annual income level (Ho^y)
(6) Ratings of purposeful reasons for 

entering programs (HOg)
(7) Ratings of gravitational reasons for 

entering programs (HOg)
All t-tests were preceded by an F-Maximum Test of 

Homogeneity of Variance to determine if the sample vari­
ances were statistically equal. This is a crucial 
assumption to the t-test (Bruning & Kintz, 1970).

Hypothesis number two, concerning the cnadidates' 
marital status, was tested by using a chi square test of 
frequencies (Kerlinger, 1973).



CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS

In the present study, one-hundred eighty-two (N =
182) doctoral candidates from the University of Oklahoma 
responded to a Graduate Student Questionnaire in an attempt 
to determine whether there were any biographical, dimor­
phical, or preferential differences between the females'
(N = 93) and males' (N = 89) reasons for entering the 
doctoral programs. The number of males and females respond­
ing to the questionnaire is shown in Table 6. Hypotheses 
were tested in regard to (1) differences in age, (2) 
marital status, (3) parents' educational level, (4) parents' 
income level and (5) reasons for entering the doctoral 
programs.

Secondary comparisons were made between the females' 
and males' responses in the following areas; (1) race, (2) 
number and ages of children, (3) spouse's educational and 
income level, (4) sources of financial support, (5) parents' 
and spouse's occupational levels, and (6) opinions of the 
doctoral program.

This chapter of the dissertation contains the results 
of all statistical analysis. A summary of the results is 
presented at the end of the chapter.

-36-
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Preliminary Analysis
Questionnaires were mailed to 125 females and 125 

males who had been randomly selected from a population of 
graduate students at the University of Oklahoma.

Ninety-three females (74.4%) and eighty-nine males 
(71.2%) responded to the questionnaire. This was an over­
all response rate of nearly seventy-three percent (72.8%).

The data were analyzed by calculating means and 
standard deviations for interval level data whenever 
possible, and frequency counts of responses were made when 
measurement was at the nominal level. Summary statistics 
for the biographical data section of the questionnaire are 
presented in Table 7.

Results of Testing the First Null Hypothesis
The first null hypothesis was stated in the follow­

ing format:
HOĵ  There is no statistically significant dif­

ferences between the male candidates' 
median age and the female candidates' 
median age as reported on the Oklahoma 
Graduate Student Questionnaire.

The first null hypothesis was tested by comparing 
the average ages reported by the male and female partici­
pants. The comparison was made with a t-test for two 
independent sample means. The means and standard deviations 
involved in the calculations and the statistical results 
are presented in Table 8.
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TABLE 7

SUMMARY OF BIOGRAPHICAL DATA FOR MALE 
A N D  FEMALE PARTICIPANTS

FEMALE-5 (N  = 93) MALES (N = 89)

Range 24 -5 8  yrs Range -  2 4 -5 5  yrs
i ' ; r X 35 303 y  r X 3 4 .6 3 7  yrs

■ 5 7 .ao2 VI; S " 7 .3 7 3  yrs

American Indian 2 American Indian 1
Black 7 Block 3

RACE Caucasian 81 Caucasian 73
Oriental 0 O riental 3
Other 3 Other 9

Total . . . 93 Total . . . 89

Single 18 Single 17
Married 48 Morried 67

m a r it a l Divorced 22 Divorced 4
STATUS Widowed 3 Widowed 0

Non-respondents 2 Non-respondents I

Total . . . 93 Total . . . 89

One child 15 O ne child 17
NUMBER Two children 19 Two children 19

OF Three children 7 Three children 10
CHILDREN Four children 4 Four children 6

Five or more children I Five or more children 2
No children reported 47 N o  children reported 34

Total . . . 93 Total . . . 89

AGES Range -  1-30 years Ronge = 1 -3 0  years
OF X  = 13.878 yrs 7  = 11 .233 yrs

CHILDREN S = 7 .214 yrs S = 7 .2 2 9 yrs



TABLE 3

RESULTS OF THE C O M P A R IS O N  BETWEEN FEMALE 
A N D  MALE C A N D ID A TE S ' M E A N  AG E

Fenialei M ales C alcu lated S ignificance ^
(N  ■-* 91) (N  92) t-V a lu e  Level (D

Mean A'le X ' 35.306 R “ 3*1.637

t -  0 .6 0 2  p >  .05

Standard g ^ ; ^ 6 2  S = 7.373
D evia tion
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Tli; rüsuILi presented in Table 8 show that there was 
not a significant difference between the average age of the 
male doctoral candidates and the average age of the female 
doctoral candidates (t = 0.602; df=181: p >  .05). These 
results would not allow the researcher to reject the first 
mi.il hypothesis.

Results of Testing Null Hypothesis Number Two
The second null hypothesis was stated in the follow­

ing format:
Ho There is no statistically significant dif­

ference between the male doctoral candi­
dates' marital status and the female 
candidates' marital status as reported on 
the Oklahoma Graduate Student Question­
naire.

The second null hypothesis was tested by comparing 
the numbers of males and females who reported their marital 
status as; (1) single, (2) married, (3) divorced, or (4) 
widowed. The comparison was made with a chi square test 
based on a contingency table. The frequencies reported by 
the two groups are shown in Table 7. The frequencies in­
volved in the calculations and the results are presented 
in Table 9.

The results presented in Table 9 show that there was
a significant difference between the male candidates'
marital status and the female candidates' marital status 

2(X = 14.20; df=3: p <  .01). These results allowed the



table 9

( . r  . 'P A x r .c r :  o f  i m E f e .w a l e  a n d  m a l e

C A N D ID A T :: ' MARITAL STATUS

AAarifal Star«̂',
htMAUEi 
(N  ■ 9.1)

MALcl. 
(N  89)

■ ■ i -----------1
.. .... ---

L . . Î L . .

Sinpl'i i ■»
2-'J 17 1 .9

M arried 1 51 67 73

Divorced 1 22 24 1

Wtdov.ed 1 3 3 0

AAcritgl Stcfus nof reported 1 2 

1

2 1

’

lo»o5v 93 100 89 100

I
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researcher to reject the second null hypothesis.
The data presented in Table 9 shows that there was a 

significantly greater number of the males who were married 
than the females.

Results of Testing the Third Null Hypothesis
The third null hypothesis had to be tested as two 

null hypothesis because two different comparisons had to 
be made. The two sub-hypotheses tested were stated as 
follows:

HOgg There is no statistically significant dif­
ference between the mother's educational 
level as reported by the female doctoral 
candidates and the mother's educational 
level as reported by the male doctoral 
candidates.

Hosb There is no statistically significant dif­
ference between the father's educational 
level as reported by the female doctoral 
candidates and the father's educational 
level as reported by the male doctoral 
candidates.

Both sub-hypotheses were tested by comparing the 
parents' educational levels reported by the two groups of 
doctoral candidates. A t-test for two independent sample 
means was used to make the comparisons.

A comparison of the mothers' educational levels show­
ed a significant difference between the females' and males' 
responses (t =■ 1,96; df=177: p <  .05). The mothers' ed­
ucational levels reported by the females were significantly 
higher than the mothers' educational levels reported by



t a b l e  10

SU M M A R Y OF E D U C A TIO N A L IN F O R M A T IO N  REPORTED BY
M a l e  a n d  f e m a l e  p a r t ic ip a n t s

. ;c  U lO N A L  LEVEL FEMALES MALES

Mother Foil,or Spouse Mother" Pother Spouse

6 !ll -Ji IcsL 1 5 - 8 11 -

Mil 3 9 - 6 13 -

High Scliuol 13 10 - 9 7 4

ccmplaLed H .S . 13 16 - 23 13 ■ 5

^lade School 15 4 - 2 4 3

Lorr.o college 21 20 6 18 15 16

college ijroduoLe 16 9 5 14 14 12
g.aduole school 2 3 7 4 4 10
o I vonced degvee 6 17 37 3 7 18

Me".'. . 13.66 13 .55 1 7 .36 12.78 12 .59 15.71

Scindord 
C'-eviotion . 2 .7 0 3 .4 7 1.04 3 .2 8 3 .7 7 2.21
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the male candidates.
A comparison of the fathers' educational levels show­

ed no significant difference between the females' and 
males' responses (t = 1.77; df=177: p >  .05). These results 
allowed the researcher to reject one part of hypothesis three.

Results of Testing the Fourth Null Hypothesis
The fourth null hypothesis had to be tested as two 

sub-hypotheses, since two different comparisons had to be 
made. The two sub-hypotheses were stated as follows:

Ho^a There is no statistically significant dif­
ference between the mother's income level 
as reported by the female doctoral candi­
dates and the mother's Income level as 
reported by the male doctoral candidates.

Ho., There is no statistically significant dif­
ference between the father's income level 
as reported by the female doctoral candi­
dates and the father's income level as 
reported by the male doctoral candidates.

Both sub-hypotheses were tested by comparing the 
parents' income levels reported by the two groups of doc­
toral candidates. A t-test for two independent sample 
means was used to compare the means shown in Table 11.

A comparison of the mothers' income levels showed no 
significant difference between the females' and males' 
responses (t = 1.514; df=107: p >  .05). Sub-hypothesis 
HOda could not be rejected.

A comparison of the fathers' income levels showed no 
significant difference between the females' and males' 
responses (t = 0.334; df=107: p >  .05). Sub-hypothesis
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SUM M ARY OF PARENTS' A N D  SPOUSES’ IN C O M E  LEVELS 
AS REPORTED BY MALE A N D  FEMALE PARTICIPANTS

FEMALES MALESif'il-iUAl IhiCOME

M olher Father Spouse

Lu'.s ‘ 'K in  S2,

Between S 3 ,0 0 0 -5 5 ,9 9 9

Betwoon 5 6 ,0 0 0 -5 8 ,9 9 9

l.:lw :U n  $ 9 ,0 0 0 -5 1 2 ,0 0 0

■S\e

Stor.tlorH
Onvio^lon

5 9 ,0 2 5  5 11 ,530  5 12 ,629  S 7 ,5 9 7

4 ,5 1 9  3 ,4 6 8  2 ,8 7 4  4 ,1 1 3

S 11 ,307  S 9 ,131  

3 ,8 4 6  3 ,7 9 5

1

CJt
I
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H o Îj could not be rejected. These results would not allow 
the researcher to reject either part of the fourth null 
hypothesis.

Results of Testing the Fifth Null Hypothesis
The fifth null hypothesis was restated and tested 

as follows:

HOc There are no statistically significant dif­
ferences between the females' ratings of 
the purposeful reasons for entering the 
doctoral programs and the males' ratings 
of the purposeful reasons for entering the 
doctoral programs at the University of 
Oklahoma.

The fifth null hypothesis was tested by comparing the 

importance ratings made by female and male participants of 

the purposeful statements contained on the questionnaire.

A t-test for two independent sample means was used to make 
the comparison. The purposeful statements, composite rat­
ings, descriptive statistics, and results of the compari­
son are presented in Table 12.

The results presented in Table 12 show that there was 
a significant difference between the two groups' ratings 
of the purposeful statements (t = 2.294; df=36: p <  .05). 
These results allowed the researcher to reject the fifth 
null hypothesis.

A visual comparison of the two groups' composite 
ratings shown in Table 12 indicates that the female can­
didates rated the purposeful reasons for entering the
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t a b l e  12

FEMALE A N D  MALE CANDIDATES' CO M PO SITE RATINGS OF PURPOSEFUL REASONS
FOR ENTERING THF DOCTORAL PROGRAM

Ouu'-tiunnuire Sfafecteiit

Eemoles' 
Composite Ratings 

(N  V 93) '

M ales' 
Composite Ratings 

(N  -  89)

1. I 'icu'lLd t'lu 4. for job advancement 3 .862 3 .5 9 7

2. 1 iiv'-'dvr] :nc Lrijrve tot job entry 3 .586 3 .302

T. 1 .vaitted mote job opportunities 4 .163 3 .702

4 , 1 wanted 'note soloiy uppullunities 3 .870 3 .6 0 5

1 sittipl, litre the ucadetiiic almcspbere aroung the 
uili’, ..T'.ity 3 .412 3 .026

6 . 1 urn putt of a lesearch or tiaining program that w ill 
result in my receiving o doctorate 2 .583 3 .1 0 7

7. 1 had planned to get a doctorate even when 1 was 
in undergraduate school 3 .116 2 .378

3 . 1 was interested in the courses offered as part o f  the
doctoral ptogtom 3.451 3.131

9 . 1 svnntcd to continue my ititellectuol growth 4 .3 3 7 3 .885

ID. 1 v.onted to prepare for on academic career 4 .120 3 .564

11 . Acliieving the doctorate w ill give me prestige 2 .986 2 .614

12. After looking at tnore than one university, Oklahoma 
University seemed to offer the best program for me 3.115 2 .850

IJ . O ther areas of my life ore subordinate to achieving 
tire doctorate 2 .926 2 .5 9 7

14. My spnuse is either in graduate school or already has a 
doctorate or professional degtee 3 .0 7 7 1.931

IS . M y spouse strongly approves of my being in graduate
■ cl'iorsi 3 .875 3 .443

6. 1 .im back in scriool after liaving dropped out to 
rear a family 2.931 2 .296

It otfiers can get o doctorote, so con 1 3 .147 2 .7 3 0

IS . 1 subscriire to more than one academic or professional
3 .573 3 .348

N . Completing tire doctoral program is a "must" for me 4 .128 3 .5 3 7

M EA N  R A T I N G S ............................................... 3 .4 8 7 3 .0 8 9

STANDARD D E V IA T IO N  . . . . 0 .511 0 .5 4 3

t - 2 .294; tJf ■ So; p .O j
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doctoral program significantly higher than the male candi­

dates .

Results of Testing the Sixth Null Hypothesis
The sixth null hypothesis was restated and tested 

as follows:
Ho There are no statistically significant dif- 

° ferences between the females ratings of the 
gravitational reasons for entering the doc­
toral programs and the males' ratings of the 
gravitational reasons for entering the doc­
toral programs at the University of Oklahoma.

The sixth null hypothesis was tested by comparing the 
importance ratings made by female and male participants of 
the gravitational statements contained on the questionnaire. 
A t-test for two independent sample means was used to make 
the comparison. The gravitational statements, composite 
ratings, descriptive statistics, and results of the com­
parison are presented in Table 13.

The results presented in Table.13 show that there 
was no significant difference between the two groups' rat­
ings of the gravitational statements (t = 1.243; df=32: 
p >  .05). These results would not allow the researcher to 
reject the sixth null hypothesis.

A visual comparison of the two groups' composite 
ratings shown in Table 13 indicates that the female candi­
dates rated the gravitational reasons for entering the 
doctoral programs slightly higher than the male candidates, 
but differences between the two groups' mean ratings were
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t a b l e  13

FEMALE A N D  MALE CANDIDATES' COMPOSITE RATING S OF G R A V IT A TIO N A L  
REASONS FOR ENTERING THE DOCTORAL PROGRAM

O'jo^tionnairu Statement

Females' 
Composite Ratings 

( N  = 93)

Males' 
Composite Ratings 

(N  -  89)

1. 1 w oi bored w itli ny prcient level of educational 
attainment 3 .2 5 8 2 .8 2 5

2. It w(K convenient For me to enter the doctoral 
program 3 .4 1 3 3 .2 0 0

3 . M y  mo{or proFcssor urged me to enter the doctoral 
program 3.281 2 .8 8 7

4 . 1 was so For along os the result oF other educational 
tra in ing, it  was Foolish oF me not to continue toward 
o doctoral degree 3 .4 2 7 3 .2 9 7

5 . M y  marital status changed and 1 needed more educa­
tional training 3 .0 0 0 2 .4 7 4

6 . M y  fam ily , spouse. Friends, or others encouraged me 
to enter the doctoral program 3.095 2 .658

7 . 1 took advantage oF G1 beneFits, grants, scholorchips. e tc . 3 .531 3 .5 5 8

8. 1 did nor hove anything else to do at the time 2 .3 9 5 2 .229

9 . 1 am in graduate school to find myself 2 .0 5 7 1.788

10. Graduate school hove me an opportunity to sec if 1 
rea lly  liked my particular Field oF study 2 .3 1 0 2 .295

I I . 1 am in graduate school because my spouse wonts the 
prestige oF my having a  doctorate 1.625 1.719

12. M y  undergraduate and master's grades were good, so 1 
decided  to enter the doctoral program 3 .0 7 6 2.761

13. M y child(ren) encouraged me to enter the doctoral 
program ' 2 .2 2 7 2 .1 6 7

14. Oklahoma University was the closest school to me 
offering a  doctorate degree 4 .0 7 3.281

IS . M y child(ren) make fewer demands on my time now 
than previously 3 .0 3 3 2 .4 3 5

16. Most of my friends hove doctorates 2 .0 8 3 1.780

17. Faculty members in the Master's program seemed to 
feel that t was o serious student 3 .6 5 0 3..308

M E A N  RATING S . . . 2 .9 0 6 2 .6 2 7

STANDARD D E VIA TIO N  . . . . 0 .6 9 7 0 .5 8 4

t -  1 .243; df 32: p >  .05
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no L sisnificant.

Secondary Findings
Several secondary findings were made during the 

course of the study. These secondary findings were related 
to the areas; (1) areas of questionnaire responses which 
had not been hypothesized and (2) questionnaire responses 
made by the different races. Results of making these 
comparisons are presented in this section.

Racial Composition of Female and 
Male Participants ~

A comparison was made between the racial distributions
of the female and male participants. A chi square analysis
showed that there were significantly more non-white
participants in the male group than in the female group
( = 8.252; df = 3 : p < .05).

Number and Ages of Children
A comparison was made between the average number of 

children reported by the female and male participants. 
Forty-six females and fifty-four males reported children.
A comparison between the number of children reported was no! 
significant (t = 0.649; df = 98: p >  .05).

A comparison of the childrens* mean ages are shown in 
Table 7 showed that the female candidates' children were 
significantly older than the male candidates' children 
(t = 2.670; df = 212; p <  .01).
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Spouses ' Educational Level
A comparison of the spouses' educational levels pre­

sented in Table 10 showed that the spouses’ educational 
levels reported by female candidates was significantly 
higher than the spouses' educational levels reported by the 
male candidates (t = 5.467; df = 121: p <  .001).

Spouses' Income Levels
A comparison of spouses' income levels as shown in 

Table 11 indicated that the spouses' income levels reported 
by the female candidates were significantly higher than the 
spouses' income levels reported by the male candidates 
(t = 5.036; df = 96: p <  .001).

Sources of Financial Support
A secondary comparison was made between the participants' 

primary and secondary sources of financial support. The 
data presented in Table 14 show that a significantly greater 
number of the males depended on employment as their source 
of financial support than the females. On the other band, 
a significantly greater number of the female candidates 
depended on their spouses' job as their source of financial 
support than the male candidates.

Parents' and Spouses' Occupa­
tional Levels

Comparisons were made between the parents' and spouses' 
occupational levels reported by the female and male



T A B L E  1.1

.;V  o i  h n a n c i a l  s u p p o r t  d a t a  r e p o r t e d  b y  
, V .A L f A N D  r : \ U . lE  PARTICIPANTS

■'r F IN A N C IA L  SUPPORT FEMALES MALES

Primary Secorrdary Primary Secorxlary

i . A:i.i■Tan '̂■.hîp 28 8 24 13

3. Schülarîllip I 4 1 4

3. SabhaUcoi leave 5 3 1 2

.). Loan from family oi friends 2 7 5 4

3 . Loan from goveinmenl or institution 2 3 2 3

Grants 2 5 2 7

7. bovines and investments 6 13 2 15

r-'s (ct. 21 . 14 14 15

0 EmpLo; ment 34 14 43 11

1,:-. Oon'O n. — — — I

1 ! . Cttln 1 4 8

1

8

I
cn

I
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candidates. Chi square comparisons were made between the 
numbers reported in the following occupational levels;
(1) professional, (2) managerial, (3) skilled, and (4) 
unemployed. The numbers reported in each occupation are 
presented in Table 15.

A comparison of the occupational levels showed that 
there was no significant differences among the mothers' 
occupational levels as reported by the female and male 
candidates = 3.144; df = 3 : p > .05).

A comparison of the fathers' occupational levels 
reported by the female candidates and the fathers' occupa­
tional levels reported by the male candidates showed that 
significantly more of the females' fathers were employed 
at professional and managerial positions than the males' 
fathers (X^ = 8.205; df = 3 : p <  .05).

A comparison of the spouses' occupational levels as 
reported by the female candidates and the spouses' occupa­
tional levels reported by the male candidates showed that 
significantly more of the females' spouses were employed as 
professionals than the males' spouses (X^ = 10.02; df = 3:
p <  .001) .

Preventive Factors
The reason given most often for not entering the 

doctoral programs sooner was "Lack of finances". Both 
groups gave this the highest preventive rating, (see Table 15)
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t a b l e  15

SUMMARY OF PARENTS' A N D  SPOUSES' O C C U PA TIO N A L LEVELS 
iS  REPC’ TE? BY MALE A N D  FEMALE PARTICIPANTS

FEMALES MALES

Occupational Categories Mother Pother Spouse Mother Father Spouse

X. College or university 
teacher, reseorcher, or 
odministrotor

2 7 16 I 2 6

2 . Elementary or secondary 
school teacher or cdm. 13 6 5 ID 2 16

3 . Physicien 1 5 I 2
4 .  O ther Professionol 3 8 12 I 9 10
5 . Manoger, Administrator, 

semiproFessional
2 5 5 4 6 8

6. Owner, Jorge business I 9 1 — 2 —

7 .  O wner, small business 5 12 I 4 5 1
8. O ther w hite collar: 

clerical or re ta il sales 6 5 3 8 7 4

9 . S tille d  woge worker 4 7 1 2 14 4

10, Armed forces — 2 2 — 3 —

11, Semi- and unskilled wage 
worker, farm laborer M — 1 - , 3 4 • — —

12, Farm Owner 2 6 — 2 6 -
13. N o t gainfully employed 30 1 — 23 1 10
14. Retired 13 14 — I I 13 1
15. Other 6 3 6 12 3 7
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TABIE 16

SU M M A RY OF FEMALES' A N D  MALES' RESPONSES TO  F A a O R S  W H IC H  
TENDED TO PRE'/ENT THEIR O B T A IN IN G  A DOCTORATE

FEMALES MALES

Yes N o Maybe Yes No Maybe

1. Lack of interest in a  doctorate 17 65 10 21 59 9

2. Lack of finances 31 53 8 28 48 10
3 . Interesting job 19 71 6 28 54 4

4 . Was not sure of a b ility  to do graduate 
work 9 75 7 18 65 7

5 . Did not know if  1 could stond the 
emotionol strain 10 68 13 10 71 7

6 . Would you go straight through 
from baccoloureote to doctorate? 22 56 14 25 61 4

7 . Would you still choose your present 
discipline for specialization? 58 16 20 57 21 12

8. Would you hove entered the doctoral 
program sooner? 39 42 14 42 39 8

9 . During the post year hove you 
considered quitting the doctoral 
program for good? 26 59 13 30 54 5
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Participants ' responses to four questions about the 
doctoral program may be summarized as follows;

(1) Both groups felt that they would not go 
straight through from baccalaureate to 
doctorate.

(2) Both groups would choose the same area 
of study again.

(3) Males would enter the doctoral programs 
sooner, but females would not.

(4) Neither group had seriously considered 
quitting the doctoral program.

Summary of Results
Six null hypotheses were tested for significance at 

the .05 level. These results may be summarized as follows:
There was no significant difference between the female 

and male candidates' ages.
A significantly greater number of the male candidates 

were married than the female candidates.
The mother's educational levels reported by the female 

candidates was significantly higher than the mother’s 
educational level reported by the male candidates, but there 
were no differences between the father's educational levels 
reported by the two groups.

There were no significant differences between the 
mother's and father's income levels reported by the female 
and male participants.

Female candidates made significantly higher ratings of 
purposeful reasons for entering the doctoral programs than
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the males, but there were no differences between the two 
groups' ratings of gravitational reasons for entering the 
doctoral programs.

Results of comparing the female and male candidates' 
responses to secondary questions yielded the following 
results.

(1) There were significantly more non-whites 
among the male candidates than among the 
female candidates.

(2) Fanale candidates’ children were signifi­
cantly older than male candidates' 
children.

(3) The educational and income levels of the 
female candidates' spouses were signifi­
cantly higher than those reported by the 
male candidates.

(4) Most male candidates received their 
financial support from employment, while 
most female candidates received their 
support from their spouse.

(5) Significantly more of the female partici­
pants' fathers and spouses were employed at 
the professional and managerial levels 
than the male participants' fathers and
snouses.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
The purpose of this study was to compare female 

graduate students and male graduate students on selected 
criteria. More specifically, the study was intended to 
show how male and female doctoral students at the Uni­
versity of Oklahoma, enrolled during the academic year 
of 1976-77, differed in regard to biographical data, 
dimorphical data, and motivation for entering a doctoral 
program.

A questionnaire was developed which was administered 
to a stratified-random sampling of 125 males and 125 
females enrolled in doctoral programs offered by the 
University of Oklahoma. The survey questionnaire collected 
biographical data, dimorphical data, and information on 
reasons for entering the doctoral program.

One-hundred eighty-two (N = 182) doctoral candidates 
responded to a Graduate Student Questionnaire. Responses 
were used in an attempt to determine whether there were 
any differences between the females' (N = 93) and males'
(N = 89) reasons for entering the doctoral programs. 
Hypotheses were tested in regard to (1) differences in 
age, (2) marital status, (3) parents' educational level,
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(4) parents' income level, and (5) reasons for entering 
the doctoral programs.

Secondary comparisons were made between the females' 
and males' responses in the following area; (1) race, (2) 
number and ages of children, (3) spouse's educational and 
income level, (4) sources of financial support, (5) 
parents' and spouse's occupational levels, and (6) opinions 
of the doctoral program.

The result of testing the six hypotheses showed that 
there were significantly more male candidates married than 
female; that the mother's educational level of female 
candidates was significantly higher than the mother's 
educational level of male candidates; and that female 
candidates were more purposeful than male candidates in 
reasons for entering the doctoral program. There was no 
significant difference between the female and male candi­
dates' age, father's educational levels, parents' income 
levels or gravitational reasons for entering the doctoral 
program.

Results of secondary comparisons showed that there 
were significantly more non-white male candidates than 
female candidates; that the female candidates' children 
were older than the male candidates' children, that both 
the educational and income levels of female candidates' 
spouses' were significantly higher than male candidates', 
that most male candidates earned their financial support
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whlle female candidates were supported by their spouses, 
and that significantly more female candidates' fathers and 
spouses were employed at the professional and managerial 
levels than the male candidates' fathers and spouses.

Results of opinions about the doctoral program were 
that neither the male nor the female candidates would go 
straight through the program from baccalaureate to doctor­
ate, both genders would study the same area again, and 
that neither group seriously considered quitting the 
doctoral program. Male candidates, however, would enter 
the doctoral program sooner while the female candidates 
would not.

Conclusions
The conclusions presented in this section are based 

on stratified-randomly selected 1976-77 doctoral students' 
responses to the University of Oklahoma Graduate Student 
Questionnaire. Remarks concerning the results of testing 
the hypotheses and secondary comparisons are not intended 
to infer such findings to be typical of all doctoral 
students, but only the population from which the candidates 
were drawn.

The following conclusions were drawn about the 
females from this study:

(1) They were more likely to be divorced than the 
male candidate.

(2) Their mothers had higher educational levels than 
the mothers of the male candidates.
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(3) Their children were older than the children of 
the male candidates.

(4) The educational and income levels of their 
spouses were higher than the educational and 
income levels of the male candidates' spouses.

(5) They were usually financially supported by their 
spouse.

(6) Their fathers and husbands were more likely to 
be employed at professional or managerial 
levels.

The typical female doctoral candidate was also more 
purposeful in her motivation to do work leading to a 
doctorate than the males. The above mentioned six factors 
played important roles in shaping the decisions the female 
students made when they decided to further their education 
at the doctorate level.

The following conclusions may be drawn about the 
male doctoral candidates.

(1) They were more likely to be married than the 
female candidate.

(2) More male candidates were non-white than were 
the female candidates.

(3) They provided their own financial support more 
often than did the female candidates.

(4) They would enter the doctoral program sooner 
than the female candidates if they had it to 
do again.

The male doctoral candidates were less purposeful 
than the females in their motivation to earn a doctorate. 
The four factors mentioned in the conclusions influenced 
' he decision of the males to do work leading toward the
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doctorate.
Other results of the study led to the following 

conclusions :
(1) The mean age of the male and female candidate 

was 35 years.
(2) The fathers of both genders attained similar 

educational levels.
(3) Parents' income levels were very similar for 

both groups of doctoral students.
(4) Neither the male candidates nor the female 

candidates would go straight through from 
bacculaureate to doctorate if they were to do 
it again.

(5) Both males and females would study in the same 
areas as chosen the first time they were 
starting over.

(6) Neither the female students nor the male 
students have seriously considered quitting the 
doctoral program.

Little or no differences were shown between the male/ 
female candidates' responses in any of these six areas. 
These factors plus the others previously mentioned indicate 
that both male and female candidates are in the doctoral 
program for purposeful rather than gravitational or drift 
reasons.

Discussion
This study investigated similarities and differences 

between the male and female doctoral student on selected 
criteria. One self-report inventory with limited 
reliability and validity was used to collect data for this
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iitudy. More significant differences and similarities 
might have been found with the addition of personal 
interviews; notwithstanding a significant number of 
responses was obtained as 74.4% of the women and 71.2% of 
the men responded to the survey. Some findings of the 
study are in agreement with the work of other researchers 
and some are contradictory to the research of others.

According to Leslie (1976), married women graduate 
students are more likely to be married to spouses who have 
graduate training. The findings of this study concurred 
with Leslie's findings; married female candidates did have 
husbands with higher educational levels than did the male 
candidates reported for their wives. This finding also 
concides with results reported by Bernard (1974) who 
found that men tended to marry women below themselves in 
both position and ability.

Davis (1962), however, reported that 71% of the 
graduate women in his study were single compared to 51% 
of the men. A comparison of the female and male candi daces 
marital status in the present study showed that only 20% 
of the females and 19% of the males were single. Davis' 
conclusion that graduate school attracted women who chose 
not to marry or women who dropped out of school if they 
did marry does not seem to be supported by the results of 
the present study.

Centra (1975) found that women candidates were more
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likely to be divorced than men candidates. Results of the 
present study concur with Centra. Twenty-four percent
(24%) of the females were divorced compared with only 5%
of the males. Anderson, Bowman and Tinto (1975) concluded
that divorce was a source of strain for men who lose a
supportive relationship. Anderson et al. (1975) concluded
that the most committed and active graduate students in
their study were divorced women. The women in the present
study showed stronger purposeful reasons for being in
graduate school than did the male students.

One of the major contradictions found in the present 
study was in the motivational reasons participants gave for 
entering doctoral programs, Berelson (1960), Gropper and 
Fitzpatrick (1959), and Heiss (1970) all found that women 
were more likely than men to have made the drift decision 
to work for a doctorate. Results of the present survey 
showed that women were significantly more purposeful in 
their decision to do doctoral work than were the men.

Mitchell and Alciatore (1970) found that 75% of the 
graduate women in their study received encouragement from 
their mothers. A cmnparison of the mothers' educational 
levels in the present study showed a significant difference 
between the females’ and males’ responses. The mothers’ 
educational levels reported by the females were signifi­
cantly higher than the mothers' educational levels reported 
by the male candidates. This suggests the influence



-65-

mothers have in helping their daughters set educational 
goals. The two groups fathers' educational levels were 
not significantly different in the present study.

Berelson (1960) found that graduate students had 
become more heterogeneous in background and social origin 
since the beginning of graduate education. In the present 
study a comparison of parents' income showed no signifi­
cant differences for either the male or female candidates. 
Lewis (1968) reported that female students came from 
families in which fathers were employed at upper-level 
occupations. The present study concurred with Lewis' by 
finding that significantly more of the females' fathers 
were employed at professional and managerial positions 
than the males' fathers. Bernard (1974) also found that 
women who continued their education on the graduate level 
had fathers with higher incomes and occupational levels 
than did the men.

Davis (1962) found that married academic women had 
financial support from the husband's job. Those findings 
were supported by the results of the present study. A 
significant number of females depended on their spouses' 
jobs as their source of financial support. Men, on the 
other hand, depended u.ore on self employment as their 
primary source of financial support.
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Implications for Further Research
Several research possibilities became apparent while 

this study was being conducted. Some of these possibilities 
are enumerated in the following section.

The present study could be repeated using a different 
population. With this group personal interviews could 
also be added. It would be interesting to survey doctoral 
students at a number of different universities with com­
parisons being made individually and collectively.

The minority races were under represented in this 
study. Are the minority races working on advanced degrees 
in Oklahoma? If so, where are they going to school? 
Interesting results and cultural information might be 
obtained if the doctoral candidates of minority races were 
studied on a regional basis, individually, and collectively.

One further implication for research would be to con­
duct a longitudinal study of undergraduates who identify 
themselves as having an interest in working on an advanced 
degree. Results of such a study would give some indication 
of attitude changes and barriers experienced by persons 
who desired to work for the doctorate degree.

If the Oklahoma Graduate Student Questionnaire were 
to be used to collect information again, certain changes in 
the instrument might result in more accurate data. Some 
questions appeared to require a "yes" or "no" answer while 
a continuum rating was to be made. More specific
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directions need to be given in regard to the parents' 
income and occupational status. The addition of a time 
element would clarify this question.

Recommendat ions
The findings of the study suggest that the Oklahoma 

Graduate Student Quest ionnaire could be a tool in counsel­
ing prospective doctoral students. Prospective students 
could be helped to examine their motives for wanting to 
further their education on the doctoral level. During the 
counseling process the prospective students perceptions 
of obtaining the doctoral degree could be clarified and 
major incompatabilities could be determined.

The Oklahoma Graduate Student Questionnaire is easy 
to administer and requires only a minimum amount of time 
for the student to complete. With the use of the question­
naire, comparative data could be collected annually. This 
cumulative data would build a base for trend analysis which 
would hopefully better serve the students.

This study was not undertaken in attempt to answer 
all the answers about who the doctoral students are and 
why they are in the doctoral program. Rather this study 
was an attempt to add to the body of knowledge regarding 
advanced graduate students and to stimulate further 
research in this area.
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*!arch 3, 1977

Dear Fellow Doctoral Candidate:

Information on the possible differences between 

male and female candidates' reasons for entering the doctoral 

programs at the University of Oklahoma during the 1976-77 
academic year is needed for a research study. At the present 

time no collection of such information has been made. It Is 

felt that this Information would be beneficial in program 

planning, to committee chairpersons, and to others interested 
in providing quality education.

The enclosed questionnaire will provide information 

of value to this research effort. You are one of the 250 

randomly selected doctoral candidates who will receive this 

questionnaire. Your Immediate reply will be appreciated 

and is necessary if this survey is to be.of value.

A stamped, self-addressed envelope is enclosed for 

your reply. Please take a few minutes and complete this 

questionnaire today. If I can be of help to you, feel free 

to call me at 353-8090. Thank you for your assistance.

^ncerely yoius,

MargleÆcMahan



APPENDIX B
DNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA GRADUATE 

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE



t;r ;:vK P i? iT \' o r  'jk l a ü o v ,;- 

(••PivLxATi: STl'DENT (jU E S T IO ::::/.IFE

?:.s : } ' : l l  i n  t.h-* blnr.k or check ( ) the approi^riate
s: I re.

Bioqraphical Data
2. Sex:

3. Race:
An. Indian^
Black_^____
C a u c a s ia n __
Oriental__
Other
Number of Your Children:

Nor.e_ 
One _ 
Two
Three_______
Four________
Five or mere

4. Marital Status:
Sir.gl
Married_
Divorced
Widowed
Other
Ages of Your Children:

Does not apply_
Age___________~
Age___________
Age___________
Age___________
Age_______

Dinorphical Data
Educational Level of Parents and Spouse:
What IS the highest level of formal education reached by 
your mother, >ather, and spouse?

Mother Father Spouse
6 th grade or less _ _  —_
9 th grade ________________________
Some high school ______ _______________
Completed high schccl_________________ ______ ______
Attended post high school

trade school ______ _______________
Some college ______ ______ ______
Graduated wich a 4 year

decree _____ _ ______ ____
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; il : : rk.urc-<.

Mother Father Spouse

o r of r ■)rents
l a the r

' 1 : .J ' : " ( r 1-.••rs toacher, 
rose.tt., or * r.istrator 

!-■/ vr s e  :■ M.cl.iry s c h o o l  
v.-cichoi or udi.tin'strator 

i'hys tcian 
Other profossionai 
Man iijor , admin istratoi, 

serr.ii- rofossi oncl 
Ovv-ner, larae business 
Owner, small business 
Other white collar: clerical

or retail sales 
Skilled wage worker 
Armed forces 
Semi- and unskilled wage 
worker, far:, laborer 

Farm owner
Mot gainfully employed
Feti rod
Other
Annual Incone of Pitronts and

Mi'.r gainfully cm::] nyed 
Less than S2,999 
Between S3,000 - $5,999 
Between $6,000 - $3,999 
Between $9,000 - $12,999 
/lbeve $13,000
Financial Sv'port:

Assistantship 
Scholarship 
Sabbatical leave 
Loan from family or friends 
Lean from gcvernm^n.t cr 

institution 
Grants
Savings in;i investments
Spouse’s job
Empl oyrer.t
Donation
Other

Spous-.* :
Mo til or Father Spouse

Source 
Primary Secondary
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Motivational Reasons

Lions: . ij.iro students often give several reasons for
i. entt'ic.i , :lucL..ral xrogram. Some of the reasons
:-s*ocl irosL •'tten .sre prfsonted below. ':sing the rating 
s ' : i.s, show hov t.-'.-h f̂ crtor affected \ decision to enter 
••h-- dc'ctoral : lo.-r , i r .  Be sure to mark me scale after each

: - hXL re me 1 y Important

*1 -• Trj-crtan.r'

3 = Average Importance 
2 - L:nir[X)rtant 

1 - Almost No Importance 
0 = Does Not Apply

1. I was bored with my present level of
educational attainment................ 5 4 3 2 1 0

2. I needed the degree for job advancement . . , 5 4 3 2 1 0
3. I needed the degree for job entry.....5 4 3 2 1 0
4. I wanted more job opportunities ............  5 4 3 2 1 0
5. I wanted more salary opportunities....  5 4 3 2 1 0
6. It was convenient for me to enter the doctoral

program ....................................  5 4 3 2 1 0

7. My major professor urged me to enter the
doctoral program...................... 5 4 3 2 1 0

8. I was so far along as the result of other 
educational training, it was foolish of me
not to continue toward a doctoral degree, . . 5 4 3 2 1 0

9. My marital status changed and I needed more
educational training.................. 5 4 3 2 1 0

10. I simply like the academic atmosphere around
the university........................ 5 4 3 2 1 0

11. I am part of a research or training program
that Will result in rry receiving a doctorate. 5 4 3 2 1 0

12. My family, spouse, friends, or others 
encouraged me to enter the doctoral
program ........    5 4 3 2 1 0
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: ol.«::r.w;: t*. û doctorate over, when
i:: :«• : «ir.ido.. te s.:;joo1 ............... 5 4 3 2 1 0

i;. I i:: ex.ryes offered oS
ihr Ju.io: ul i*ro.;run.................. 5 4 3 2 1 0

1 . I r - • ï ' i v . i rn  I*»; o f  C l  b e n e f i t s ,  « jr^^nrs,
c # # * • « , # # * • # « • • 5 4 3 2 1 0

?•'. I did n«'* !; IV ‘ ar.*v thin*: else to do at the
t :: e ......................................... 5 4 3 2 1 0

: 7. I w.::;tC'.i to continue rry intellertunl yrowth . 5 4 3 2 1 0
18. I war ted to prei^aro for ar. academic career. . 5 4 3 2 1 0
19. I an in graduate school to fine myself. . . . 5 4 3 2 1 0
20. Graduate school gave ne ar. opportunity to 

see if I really liked my particular field
of study..................................... 5 4 3 2 1 0

21. I am in graduate school because my spouse
wants the prestige of my having a doctorate . 5 4-3 2 1 0

22. Achieving the doctorate will give re
pr-.stiK..................................... 5 4 3 2 1 0

23. Mv undergriduûte and master's grades wore 
vJOGd, so I decided to enter the doctoral
pr.cra.T...................................... 5 4 3 2 1 0

24. y y c.nild(ren) er.'n'uragec r.ie tc enter the
doctoral program.............................. 5 4 3 2 1 0

25. Oklahoma University was the closest school
to mo offering a doctorate degree ..........  5 4 3 2 1 0

26. After looking at more than one university,
Cklahnna University seemed tc offer the
best p.’-c'jr *r :">r r e ........................  5 4 3 2 1 0

27. My child(ren) make fewer demands on iry time
new than previously ........................  5 4 3 2 1 0

23. Ct.h:*r areas of it.’ life are subordinate to
acuiovir.g the doctorate..................... 5 4 3 2 1 0

2 - i . Most of ry friends have doctorates.......... 5 4 3 2 1 0
30. xy spouse is either in graduate school cr 

alroary has o doctorate or profess zonal
degree....................................... 5 4 3 2 1 0
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ol. My spouse sLiongly approves of my being in
grâdUi'Jte school............................. 5 4 3 2 1 0

32. raculty merrljers in the Master's program
seemed to feel thai I was a serious student . 5 4 3 2 1 0

3 3. I am buck in school after having dropped cut
to rear a faniily............................. 5 4 3 2 1 0

34. If others can get a doc.torate, so can I . . . 5 4 3 2 1 0
35. I subscribe to more than o:.e academic or

professional journal......................... 5 4 3 2 1 0
36. Completing tiie doctoral program is a "must"

for me....................................... 5 4 3 2 1 0

Mark one in each row.
Did any of the following prevent you from entering 
graduate school sooner?

Yes No Maybe
37. Lack of interest in a doctorate . . . ___ ___ _____
3 8 . Lack of finances.........................  ...
3 9 . Interesting j o b ......................... ...
4 0 . Was not sure of ability to do graduate

work..................................... ...
4 1 . Did not know if I stand the

emotional strain.........................  ...
If you were begin::::ig your academic training again:

4 2 . Would you go straight through from 
baccalaureate to doctorate? ........ ... ...

4 3 . Would you still choose your present 
discipline for specialization?. . . . __  ___

4 4 .  Would you have entered the doctoral
program sooner? .................... ... ...

45. During the past year have you considered 
quitting the doctoral program for good? __ ___
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November 9, 19?6

Dear Fellow Doctoral Candidate:

Information on the possible differences between 
male and female candidates' reasons for entering the doctoral 
programs at the University of Oklahoma during the 1976-77 
academic year is needed for a research study. At the present 
time no collection of such information has been made. It is 
felt that this information would be beneficial to program 
planning, to committee chairpersons, and to others interested 
in providing quality education.

The enclosed questionnaire will provide information of 
value to this research effort. You are one of the I50 randomly 
selected doctoral candidates who will receive this questionnaire. 
Your immediate reply will be qppreciated and is necessary if 
this survey is to be of any value.

A stamped, self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your 
reply. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Margie McMahan 
P.S.
Feel free to call me at 355'8090 if I can be of assistance to you.

MM
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IHE UNIVERSITY OF OKL/aiOMA 

GRADUATE STUDENT INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Age : Sox: M

3. Sir til Order:
Circle the number that represents your birtli 1 

order on the row that also indicates the 1 2

number of siblings. Example: If you were

child number 3 out of 4 children, circle 

the number 3 on the fourth row of numbers.

Race :

Caucasian

Black

_Am. Indian 

Oriental

Other

Marital Status;

 Single

 Married

________ D i v o r c - : c l

________ M i d o w c  d

O t h e r

Number and Ages of Your Children;

Age of 1st child 

Age of 2nd child 

Age of 3rd child 

Age of 4til child 

Age of 5th child

Age of oth child_ 

Age of 7th child_ 

Age of Sth child_ 

Age of 9th child_

Age of 10th child_

Father's Educational Level:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 li 12 13 14 16 18 + 

Mother's Educational Level:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 16 IB + 

Father's Occupation_______________________

1 2  3 

1 2  3 4 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 6 +
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1 0 . M o tiiü c ’ s ü c c u ija tiio n ____________

11. l atlicr'a /innual Income :

 Less than $2,999

 Uetween 5 3,000 - $5,999

 Between $6,000 - $0,999

Between $9,000 - $12,999

Above $13,000

12. Mother's Annual Income:

 Less tlian $2,999

 Between $3,000 - $5,999

 Between $6 ,000 - $8,999

_Bctween $9,000 - 512,999 

Above $ 11,000

13. Indicate the Ameunt of Financial 5unuurt You Receive From 

La eh of the I'ollowiiKj Sources:

a. A.ssistantshi_________________ 1

b. Scholarships _____ Z

c. Sabbatical Leave_______ _____ 1

d. Loans___________________ _____ %

e. Grants__________________ _____ 1

f. Savings & Investments _____%

g. Spouse__________________ _____ %

h. Relatives _____ %

i . Friends_________________ _____ %

j. Employment___________________ $

k. Iionat ions _____ I

1. Other
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Directions: Graduate students often give several reasons
for having entered a doctoral program. Some of the reasons 
listed most often are presented below. Using the rating 
continuum, show how important each factor was to your deci­
sion to enter the doctoral program. Be sure to mark the 
continuum after each statement.____________________________________

5 = Extremely Important 
4 = Important 
•3 = Average Importance 
2 = Unimportant- 
1 = Almost No Importance

1. I was bored with niy present level of
educational attainment.............................. 5 4 3 2 1

2. I needed the degree for job advancement . . . . 5 4 3 2 1
3. I needed the degree for job e n t r y .................5 4 3 2 1
4. I wanted more job o p p o r tunities................. 5 4 3 2 1
5. I wanted more salary opportunities...............  5 4 3 2 1
6 . It was convenient for me to enter the doctoral

program................................................5 4 3 2 1
7. My major professor urged me to enter the

doctoral program..................................... 5 4 3 2 1
8 . I was so far along as the result of other 

educational training, it was foolish of me
not to continue toward a doctoral degree. . . . 5 4 3 2 1

9. My marital status changed and I needed more
educational training.................................5 4 3 2 1

10. I simply like the academic atmosphere around
the university...................................... 5 4 3 2 1

11. I am part of a research or training program
that will result in my receiving a doctorate. . 5 4 3 2 1

12. My family, spouse, friends or others encouraged
me to enter the doctoral program.................. 5 4 3 2 1

13. I had planned to get a doctorsic even when I
was in undergraduate s c h o o l ....................... 5 4 3 2 1

14. I was interested in the courses offered as
part of the doctoral program......................5 4 3 2 1

15. I took advantage of GI benefits, grants,
scholarships, etc................................... 5 4 3 2 1

16. I did not have anything else to do at the time. 5 4 3 2 1
17. Other (Specify) _____________________________________  5 4 3 2 1
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March 14, 1977
Dear Fellow Graduate Student,

On March 4 you were sent an Oklahoma University 
Graduate Student Information Questionnaire. If you 
have not returned the survey, please do so today.
If you have already returned the questionnaire - 
thank you.

Sincerely yours
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March 21, 1977

Dear Fellow Doctoral Student,

Information on the possible differences between male 

and female candidates’ reasons for entering the doctoral 

programs at the University of Oklahoma during 197^-77 aca­

demic year is needed for a research study. On March 3, 197" 

you were sent a questionnaire and a stamped, self addressed 

envelope for your reply. On March I't-, 197? you were sent a 
card reminding you to return your survey. As of today, your 

questionnaire has not been received.

Enclosed is a copy of the University of Oklahoma 

Graduate Student Questionnaire and a stamped, self addressed 

return envelope, I realize that I am asking for your time, but 

won't you please return the completed survey today. If 

you have already returned the questionnaire - thank you.

S^cerely yours, /

Margip McMahan


