

















Residence. Although we did not have the resources to make a sustained and systematic
study of this issue, we made a rough calculation for two cohorts in the English
department, because the smaller numbers of students in this program (and a roughly two-
tier funding system, unlike History’s) make these calculations easier than in larger
programs. We find that the overall averages for these cohorts are as follows:

Cohort Entering Average Time to Orals Time to Candidacy
Autumn 2000 2.71 4.54
Autumn 2001 3.02 4.83

When we calculated separate averages for fully funded students and unfunded students,
we found:

Cohort Entering
2000: Students on full funding (8 students) average 4.93 yrs to candidacy, median 4.75.

Unfunded students (4 students) average 4.18 yrs to candidacy, median 4.25.
(One student was left out of calculations because there were no records on funding).

2001  Students on full funding (6 students): average 5.04 yrs to candidacy, median 4.875

Unfunded students (3 students) Average 4.41 yrs to candidacy, median 4.5

We found, therefore, that students on little or no funding were the same or very slightly
speedier than their well-funded peers, perhaps because they had little funding (reaching
landmark goals might have made other funding options more accessible to them). Our
findings were similar for the Department of History:

Time to Orals Time to Candidacy
T Only/WOA T+Stipend T Only/WOA T+Stipend
Avg,
Avg, Avg, not Avg, Avg, not Avg, Avg, not
incl. including including | including | including | Avg, not incl. incl.
MA MA MA MA MA incl. MA MA MA
Aut 2000 2.43 1.86 2.32 1.77 3.46 2.89 3.43 | 2.80
Aut 2001 2.34 2.07 2.46 2.29 3.35 3.09 3.55| 3.38
Aut 2002 2.34 2.27 2.43 2.23 3.08 3.00 3.27 | 3.09
Aut 2003 2.66 2.02 2.63 1.94 3.08 243 3.21 | 257
Aut 2004 2.44 2.14 2.47 2.16 2.69 2.25 288 | 2.13
2.44 2.46 3.13 3.27

Such calculations cannot be made for later years because too many students have not
reached candidacy; and records have not been computerized for earlier years; calculations
of this kind could be made for many departments, but we did not have the time to attempt
this since in each case, the data had to be uploaded, organized, and then analyzed.

We were surprised to see this pattern, and we noted it more informally in the
larger data sample provided by the Department of History, which also seemed to show no
correlation between funding and time-to-candidacy (we have not appended this bulky raw
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data, but would like to note that it, as well as the raw data for English, and other data
from Philosophy and Anthropology, is available). We would like to note that this data
does not look closely at attrition, which may help explain the lack of correlation (it may
be that there is a high attrition rate among under funded students, which is invisible in

this data).

These findings made us curious about correlations between funding and time to
degree in the same program, and the graduate administrator in History, Kelly Pollock,
very kindly prepared the following data for us:

Time to Degree

T Only/WOA T+Stipend
Avg years,
Avg years, not Number Avg years, Avg years, | Number Not
including including Not yet including not including yet
MA MA Graduated MA MA Graduated
Aut 1995 8.33 8.03 2 8.22 8.09 1
Aut 1996 6.75 6.54 5 7.75 7.69 1
Aut 1997 8.31 7.86 5 8.19 7.19 2
Aut 1998 7.31 7.19 4 7.50 7.31 4
Aut 1999 7.35 7.25 4 6.97 6.58 4
Aut 2000 7.38 6.88 1 6.61 5.89 6
Aut 2001 5.94 5.31 14 6.00 5.67 14
7.34 7.32

These very preliminary findings seem to show no straightforward correlation between
funding and time to degree, though we are quite skeptical that no correlation can be found
(as we are about the idea that there is no correlation between funding and progress at
earlier stages of academic work); it is, for instance, contradicted by national studies of
correlations between funding and time to degree (e.g. Thomas B. Hoffer and Vincent
Welch, Jr. “Time to Degree of U.S. Research Doctorate Recipients,” NSF document 06-

312, (March 2006), at p. 6, cited earlier in this report on p. 49). We do have one

indication that a certain kind of funding is quite effective at the University of Chicago:
the large dissertation-completion grants (see Attachment 3). We think these findings
indicate the need for more studies, based on more sophisticated design and execution than
was possible for us.

56






