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This 5tudy~sought to ijentify the areas of most
critical conclern for curriculum emphasis for a department of vildlife
scienca. The questionnaire was developed from existing documents and
apdified by a connitteg. Included in the sample vere college seniors,
graluates, eaployers, and faculty mesmbers. An overall rate of return
of 65% (141 usable questidnnaires) wvas achieved There vas
considerabie ‘agreement among the various groups. The single itenm
ranked as most critjcal wvas knowledge of political obstacles to the
ilplelentation of sound resource programs. The second was ability to
deal with cost c0nsiderations {econcmics) of wildlife probleas.

S Thinkifig and problenm solving”skills also received high priority.
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‘These items indicate a need for‘new social and thinking skills,

- rather than .a continuation of a traditional wildlife education
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to -obtain tlie best copy available. 'Nevertheless,fitems. of marginal

reproducibility are often/encountered and this affects the quality ”

via the ERIC Doculent Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
responsible for the ‘quality of the original documeqt. Reproductions
supplied by EDRS are the best thak can be made from the original.
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) ABSTRACT .
j
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. _ i S Page
~ v This study seeks to identify the areas of most

critical concern for curriculum emphasis for the Department
of Wildlife Science. It does not purport to provide specific
solutions or final answers; rather, it should serve as a
Jbasis for analysig and planning..... e eeereeeaas e e .
The questygnnalre was developed from existing

documents, and after being revised by a committee of five .
departmen+ members, was pilot test;d and sent out to Wildlife T -
Professionals. TFour groups were included--graduates of the 7
department since 1970, seniors who graduated in June 1975,

* employers and facuylty members. An overall rate of ré%urn,

of 65 percent(lyl usable questlonnalres) was achieved........ 5...........;
st conblu51ons were made by subtractlng the

"Presen¥ Performance” scale score from the Euture Import- '

ance” ‘§cale score to obtain a "Difference Score". (see

sample questionnaire in Appendix A.) " The larger the - . LT
+ difference, the more critical the need...........".............i..g......5’

There was* cén51derable agreement found for the various

. « groups » The single item ranked as most critical was 'Knowledge .

of politi cal obstacles .to the 1mplementation of sound resouree - . "

‘Progr ; the second was the "Ability to deal with cost I3

considerations (economics) pf wildlife problems. ............[...........n

' - L . ‘ .
- . Thinking skills such as (1) critical thinking end °*

the/ use of judgment, (2) planning and forecasting future

trénds, (3) independent thinking for creative solutions; and
: ) systematid problem solving from an environmental perspective

ere cited as critical -by virtually all groups. A final

§ éﬁ of agreement] involve energy and its'lmpact on the environment...... 10

There wa consensus on low crlticelity for skill in .
managing popul #is for sport hunting and sport fishing, the A
more traditional gims in Wildlife SCLENCE e e e ersdoneenioncssnnesennenns 10
_ k] « e R L !
A second analysis using rankings on performance and . -
'importa.n&e»only - and not fofererx:e - found similar results
for. theympst critical items, with the exception of“the economics - 17

concern and two of the’ thinking skills@e..eqetevecssasscaroconccacnnanacs
- : g
* These items 'of coricensus appear to be interrelated
and to indicate that. rapid changes in the field require -
“new social and thinking skills, rathér.than a continuatien . o
qf a traditional wildlife education......,......:...............s.....i..1&
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Thiuse of survey techniques t0 gather data on the'educstion.a,,l

needs of students, wilile,no't nev,,is fairly rare in hig}l‘er ;e'duc'ation .

i
[

settings. This study aims at identi‘({ng needs for undergraduate stude)nts
- . . ‘ Y. [ +

in the Department of W¥ldlife Science at Utah State University. It is- °
. . ' . ) . ) o > |
similer in intemt to an assessment conducted and<published for the U.S.U. .
o _ . ] |

. ‘s \ )
» "
Department of Civil and En‘réor!mental Engineering." The ‘im'is the .

same in both studieS' to identify those needs which are most critical, d =

. ’
@and thereby to provide g'uida.nce for the design of programs. The a.im

.

v is not to SpeC1§1}ln£\dl&te solutions to these problel?s, something vhich

can come only after careful analysis and plahning have taken place; but ' |
-~ . i . . E 3 . . |
+t0 specify t¢hich problems.are most deserving of resolution.

The study has been made possible 'by fundiné under a grant from t{he

. fuhd for the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education (OEG-0-T4-86TF) . \

. ‘. . . ) toe .

to conduct instructional development at the university department level.
. 'l i °

Partlcula.v thank jre due to the members of the Wildlife Science Depart- -

Y ‘ment‘ for their y assurance role, speeifically Drs. Bill Helm .

George Ingis, John Kadlec (Dept. Head) Allen Stokes, and Fred Wagner.
3 .
In aadltlon appreciation is expressed to Drs. John Hunt Jim Kennedy,

N and Richard Schreyer of the Depa.rtment of Fores’try for a.ssistance in -
. - ’
¢ B locating previously conducted research for the ‘College.

o
r) »

‘A While the conclusions expressed herein are necessarily those of *
. the resea.rcﬁer tt is hoped.that’ others will exa.mine the data and draw g \ -

- .

. . additional conclusions. This docum2nt is presented as a springboard

. »

¥ for discussion. It will succeed to the extent that planning to meet ‘
Lo , - v
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| : o\, _I. INTRODUCTION . B :
‘ ‘ ‘ " - iy - ’ ‘ A . ’ﬁ... ’
. . . . [ 9 . ° . Ny . .
"Tomorrow's- resource graduaté can no longer be taught to ~» ‘@ -~

A\

seek the one best solution based on traditional aspumptions.
’Tomdrrow's resource manager will be playing‘chesgr not checkers.,
= Each decision will affect other decisions. There will not be
one best move to discover, -but a range of moves whose implica- 1
* tion.will only be tnderstood in terms of -future ‘possible moves." , .,
. 1 4

¥

- Education in the field of Wildlife Science is cutrently spproaching
. - , .
- a cross}oaQS. In view of widespread envifbﬁmental contern from all

. . “ . . . ’ -
sectors of society, the traditional training for a role in fish and game

: : .
graduates in the field will take. New skills, attitudes and redirected °

t

training will We required to deal with conflicpihg demends of variougy
) L

interest groups. The most conservative view ofsethe future woyld suggest
.that more. such competencies will be required for tomorrow's graduate. !
This researeh aims at documenting.the most eritical neéds.fgr

X

graduatég in the field.. For the purposes of this study,"need"is defined

»

. . ) .
_ as the discrepency between "what is" and "what shguldsbe". The focus ,
- * '

was deliberately extended to deal with the future, s seen by 1Ll persons

1 : , ) .
associgted with the U.S.U. Wildlife Sclence Department, 1i.e. graduates,

® (3 s

emplbyers, senior students and faculty. The stué& is meant to serve as’

1 v
o . Pre%}ctions for the future are notorious for their inability to

a basis for discussion and planning, not as-the final word.

deal with unforeseen contingencies. For exampﬁe, a number of predictions

-~

made as recently as five years ago made nd provision for the energy —

.

shortage, casting doubt upon the*accurac& of their far ranging conclustons.

’ ( . ! " 7“=

< ' _—

-
1. Garl H. Refdel, "Education for Integrated Resource Menagement'', paper

presented to the Forest Curriculum Revelopment Project, Estes Park,, ,

- Colorado, November 15, 1972, p. 1ll. N '

P N
.

2. David R. Frencis, "Tomorrow's Bright Future Turns ta_Gloom," “
The Christiasn Science Monitor, June 9, 1975, p. 21. &ﬂ\;\.‘ ’

»

. ]

' Q ‘ . ) ‘. ."
';[ilﬁz/// . 17 E) N . N

.
\/ >~ ‘o, = L

g mzm'a.gement is,seen(by many as in:ad.equate fer the d,ema.nds: of Jobs which most™” - ’
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While the present research was"gonducted with an eye toward the future,
‘ N + &« .

- . 4 N
. i =,
K no delusions are héld about respgndent's’predictions as being anything
. . - I's A S ) .
more than projections base€d upon present trends. To some extent,

~ €

the use of a future-oriented questionnaire serves as a means to an end,
R ' / . \J. i , . : . . °
- & technique to stretch the imaginations'of participants te take an,
_ . . . . .
_*expanded, long-range view of wildlife problems \ ",
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{ ) ' i \' -~ ’ -
A
. - . - . . L .- 1 ) . - - . . i
e . Y II. PROCEDURES , ' > ve
] \ . * - ’ v o . - '
. . N ) [ - - . L. ) '
L. Preliminary steps in the conducting of the needs assessment study
P ' »

. began with-the for;matfon of 'a Quality Assurance Commttee in May, 1975 ST

3
) The immedia,te ta.sk for this group wes to develop a survey plan and o .

2"

to provide a sounding board for developnl!‘ht of. a questlonna.ire. Some

— prellmlﬁary 'decision made by this_ group were: (l) the questionna::re
. should attempt to probe the views of the future held by respondents, ) Co ]
(2) the focus should be on undergraduate, rather than graduste education,'

- and, '."(3)‘ in 'format.?dng the questionnaire, the two responses forj each ’ N

question, "actual performance and i'future_ importance" shou)d be sepa'i'a,ted..

;
I

" (see sample Que,ionnaire in Appendix A). - . y

. ‘ ‘ N L ‘ . -
o ; Develop,lng_the Questiomm;e | : ‘. _ : : ‘ .
A list of 11kely concerns was identifSed from exlsting documents .- i )

. Jin the, dep_a.rtment-part.icularly the statemen\;s on graduate and undelrg;'adtiate

-

».

education (A;;ril’; 1975) by- the department-—and from previous needs assessments
. — . . o . . N
* conducted 'at U.S.U. as well as other institutions,. In addition, the Committee .

»
LY

helped tqgenerate Some additional concerns specif‘ic tq the Wildlife field. . ‘

] — - 4 ' .
- An 1@‘\111 pool of over 80 items was developed, and.from these a sgiectlon - - CL
- ) - o )
for the pilot imstrument was made. ) : BRI - . \
' T i - !"

. . R ) \
> v N - .
. . . A . ' * °

Pilot Testin& and Use

’
.
- - . )

After several revisions in. format. ey well as content, a Qﬂot

. test instrument consistmg th questions was: sent to 33 persons.'
. . f \
Telephone interviews with respondents to the questiqnna.ire suggested
. - [ { n - >
several alterations’whiéh reduced the numbeT of questisns to 45 and brought

= ) . ] ! . . .
the length aom to five pages . -

" M ——— P
’ i,, s ' . N ’ .
—_— -~ N ” . .
> . ) “u ~ . 1 [ LI T .

. 4 *
b * % . -~ .
'

o 11/ .




. b . .' . -
. > v . . .
L The four groups for sa.h;pling a.nd tﬁe ymmber of, questlonnaires sent . 1 . "
v ' R - " s . : ‘.> B .(~-
) out were as follows: 'j CN 1, - v A .
T * A e s ¥ I = . ) S “
) (1) all sen'i'or stu nts from the previous year (gra.duated T ) |
. v“ . (' . . :‘;‘ \ . . ‘ _\ ‘o * )
.. “June, 1975) - 7¥3 RPN e
. ?. / * G ] B ‘
' ~ > e - - y . [} L] y =
‘(2) graduates (smce 1970) who had responded to a short : ¢ T
., ’ ’ - . ’ /J
W T8 employment questionna.lre from the College of Natural . o o Py i
o . o "12 S /‘ .- |
— Resources. -~ 51 | : : s, . s ’
v ' (. s , A \} - ’
(3) employers of U.S.U. graduafes, identified by job title oo . *4
. ‘o LT - " . o \
5 : - .~ - /s * ‘ * |
- . throughdut the.U.8. - 75 . ) ‘
» " . . ] u =
o (W) faculty members attendlng the departmen‘tal retreat ==1lk e ..
' . " ot ‘s / .- . < ¢ . - <t
. - / \h R - B - N \‘ »' 3
— ’
To some extent, appuilt-in source oi‘/bias e?isted for}radua.tes, since‘ e L A,
. %E = : .
- current addresseg were ava.ilable cyﬁhr for those responding to the o ) ’

»
‘ previous questionnaire. The revised que'stionna.u/'es were malled m

. —N [

-~ md—July to all groups but fac ityg with a follow-up lette.r on August 6th "

y

Y d -

Potling of faculty op1ni n took place at the ﬁepartmental retreat, - .

-~

' September hth f'nd 5th, }tl;ez:e/ facnlty xnembers completed 1k, questionnaires.. .
\ - -
. Folloﬁing the tabulatlon o) results, there was cons1derable discussion ’ \\‘ «

.
A

_ of the prellminary resul s from a..‘ﬁ groups. o A E
. / <« . .
f Cons1deratlons of Rel a.bllltj[ . - o . S .

i b ' ‘ . >
The questionnai e, shown in A'ppendix A, is/,essentially a self- - . ’ S

=~

. repo&*t inst‘rmnent. :[‘echnicfues for assessing reliability using a.n,il.nternal ) . .
. .

. 2

consistency nythod (e g. split-halves or Kuder-Richardson formula)
. R i

are clearly ina proprlate, since each item must be dealt with separatel
3 }’ . y.

-

/. Im order to aséess the reliabillty of the instrument three per30ns

- L
involved in the pilot sample were asked to fill out a. second questionnaire.
Y e
- N * R ) . ! ' ' * . + SRR

v P
., - . , LI v
. .
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] N
v the results are shown 'in Table 1 x N v,
: LY v ’ ‘- - [} . " . : B ‘ \’ !
. [ . . L s : ) —t . . . N o - _—
' ., , ; , N 'l' l' . . ' L -
d
4 - -
A L4 ‘. = . \ N \ A ] -
1 o, \TABLE.I: ., ) _

-

B . Rellabrhtles for Three Persons on e, ‘
S "Present Performa.nce",and Fu‘sure Importa.nce .t

~ L. ... .., Scalesof ite Questionnaire:
. - b . p
N - o ’ : Sl l;resent Perfor'me.nce- Future Importance .lei.‘erenc‘e (1I-P)
Subject #1 ) 1; - ) 6"r . s ¢ ;; 53 . - ) E_;, s -
..‘S"ubjl et 2, . S e ¢ ' .16
. v Average. (Mea.n)‘ Reliabllity: .52 S 6L g .61 -

e
-

“

With. the’ eio\eption‘ of one person (Subjéét #2) en the, Eresent'

’

0 .
Performa.nce scale and cgnseq,gently the D1fferenc'e statistic, the reliabilities -
¢ "y * - . < - 5
are consistently abové ,'50, which would generally be acceptable for a.n A

- )

~

"

o attitudinal 1nstrument Conclusiong, aboit. one scale being more reliable tha.n
P4 . q. m

the others would be presumpt1<5us u!slng ‘these data, due to the sma.ll S’ample size.

b e
-

_'(3 people) It is of interest to note that the Difference gta,tistic
. LI 4 S

appeers to be at least as reliable a¢s~either of the other ,tw_o‘ scales,

b
. - b
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POSSIBLE BIAS FROM NON-RESPONDENTS - 4.

- ' . b P . -

» . , s -’

-
* . - ¢ .

. In sny study of a survey nd.ture, some portiori of‘mons will notﬁg g

[
-

respong for one jfesason or another. The researcher ils then left with the

lem -of determin;ing to what extent the sample obtalned is representative.

" At least t'hree st‘rategles.;.ne employed by researchers to handle this = . .

R)

questaon : : c . ‘ .

’(1)’ The researcher can continue to send letters and make telephone

calls until nrtually al} questlon‘nalres have been obtained. .

3 Y

——

(2) 1if the proporti_o_n of nonresponder;ts is considerable, (Borg and Gall I
. 5 . .o

) suggest 20%: or more) , it may’ be advisable to- conduct interviews of a sample

T v

of nop-respondents, to establish a simllar response pattern, and

¢

(3) on the’ basis of 51gnif1cant demographic characterls’t‘ics available, the .
- I T

e .
researcher mey obta1n an estljte of the representativeness of the semple. - -~ -
'{‘br this study, the third approach has been taken i,e., using . -

demographic cheracteristics to establish representatlveness\ Two separate

- v . -

"analyses were tonducted, one for all three groups based upon géographi»» .

status and a second one for graduates only, ba.sed upon their employment

. .
4 ‘ Y]

or non-—employment in thé Wildhfe rield. In both ca.ses, a Ghi Square .

v

test wa.s used, and 1n nelther instance’ was the group” of non-respondents
v \

". shown to be 31gnificantly aifferent from those responding to the q@stionna.lre.

From this endence as well as the fairly substantial overall response e

.rate to the questionn’é.ire (65%) one can conclude that ma,Jor bigs /from
‘nogn-respondents is Anlikely. .
- s

[ - .
- ’ . Al

¢ .

rd . d

1. Walter B. Borg a.nd Meredith D. Gall, Educational Research. An

Introduc®on, New York: David McKay Company, Inc 1971, pp. 209-2i0 ™
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. ] ) . III. RESULTS . ‘ -f

- -
\

) _ "The professiona.l wi.ldlifz manager frequentl}r finds himself | °, v .
. ~in the center’of new, sometimes efplosiVe 1ssues and debates... ‘
= A As his professional career expands’, he myst deal increasingly . ] .

* 7 4 with sogial forces and therefore must be aware of new public .-
/ _*ttitudes, community interests an@ political pregsures. nl

4 —_—

Before dea.ling extens1vely with the questionna.ire ayesults, it )

d 0
-

ols useful to Qxamine cer‘ta.in demographic characterlstics of respondents,.

»
e

"

Rdte of Response

- - e - ’ &

The overall rate of response to _Be questionna.ire wes 65 percent.

T&ble 2 below summarizes the numbers of questionna.ires sent out and *- '
3
returned. . f" ) . -
' ’ v ) ' . .
TABLE 2: . - ~ T J
) ¢ w
. Number of Responses Recelved ° ' ,
¢ From Qgestionnaires Mailed
" Sent /' Number - S i -
Group oL Out Returned Percent
) Graduates (Since 1970) 78 ‘ y 56 . 6%
* Seniors (Graduates June 1975) 51 \ 25 L9% ’
. ) !
Employers N 75 . k6 . 61%
Faculty . 14 > b e 100% )
) —
Total . 218 141 £5%
\ N | .
/ Highest response came frOm graduates (72%) and employers (61%).. Last ’ .
. - ' » -
yes.zj'sseniors were somewhat lower, with a return “rate of h? percent. .
.‘ . . R i s
’ ' —-4‘ - *

7 =g John L. George, Samuel S. Dubin, and Benjamin M. Nead, "Continuing_
Education Needs of Wildlife and Fisheries Managers,' Wildlife
Sogiety Bulletin, yol. 2, No. 2, Summer, 19714 > -

Pl B
. -
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Ffor other graduates and’ \

To some extent, the contrhstln return ate
. : e . - N R

seg&ors may be a functian of /che ac acy of the c%ifent aadress avaiia/le.

/
/ s
/
-

. - . i v
I " ; ' /
B . M 4 B
. P - i
: : ‘

Gquraphlc Distribution/of Respondants - T ‘

The SGOSrBzP:?/distmbuthhreturns for the mailed questionna.lre ’

.- is shown in Tabl The largest percentages of respondents are located
*~

in the seven

untan.n States (25‘&) Utah 19’ a.nd the three West Coast

. % - . 4 > )
An analy51s VQStdone tonfee if the response rate to the . , .

States (15%).
questiopnaire varied significantly by-region. While the results aid

not reach statistical signifj ce,,there was an unexpectedly largers

» ’ I
portion of non-respondents from Utwh than from areas outside Utah. .
o -, > - . - ‘ .
. I' o. ‘/’/__ ‘, . i . . ) " ‘ /
,Future Orlentatlon L . f ) . o
’ R ' * - .

RESpondents' projections of the future are of interest but are

-

¢ probably of peripheral importance for deyelopment‘of currlculum. This
’ . ) * A
, item zz;ved as a means to an edd namely getting respondents to |

LY
7

-

* <

consi r the future in their defiberations of "what - SklllS{ attithdes 4

A

- -

and competencies: would‘%e important_for students. o \ ' c
- . . A v \

: Table 4 displays the-distribufion of responses by g;egp. Scenario\ § °

> . \

A is meant to be a somewhat ﬁessimistic view of the fuﬁﬁre; Scenério B { )
hd . oo - ! A t‘ - -
.- is meant to be fairly neutral; and Scenario C feirly optimistic. Two
lo ’ - . . i
- positions midway between fhe three scenarios, items D ghd E, were inserted °

v a , . , ;.




. 3. Mountain Stagés

¥

.
e ! v s
.

T TABLIE 3:
- J '

Graduates Seniors

: s
GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION 0} RESPONDE”TS.

s <

Fmployers

[3

A1Y
Groups

Percent

1.~ West Coast ' 8 3

Washington
: 12 % '
Colorado

AOregon
California s
\\ ‘/} 12 S
Wyoming ok
. S

s
North Central ' 7 o1

Kansas North Dgkota K — ' '

,Nebraska ' Iowa .

South Deakota - -

2. Utah
4

Edaho
Nevada

Arizona
Mont'ana

New Mexico

L.

A
v

5.. South Central - 1 )
Oklahoma Misspouri : :
Texas Louisiana
@rkansas". /

6. Central

Minnesota

Wiscopsin

Michigan

Indiana

Illinois .

Ohio .

West Virginda ' '
- Kentucky

Nortr{ N 5 ‘
Maine " Pennsylvania |
New Hampshire New Jersey v : -
Vermorit " Connecticut -
Massachusetts Maryland . R B

- !
New York Delaware . ‘ b
\ \

7.

8. Washington, D. C. -

9. South .
Tennessee.
Mississippi
Alasbama
Virginia

" Georgia
Flortda
8. Carolina
N. Carolina .,
10. Non-Continensal U.S. &nd 3
' Overseas . .
Hawaii  Puerto Rico
" . Aleska Overseas

Total ,

,\' o"o,

»
P

Y
./’

10 8

12 9

11 9
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A. - Large numbers o

' .people inhabit all’nations

¢

in situations ranging

,from moderate oyer-.

crowding to chaotic over-
populgmion. Industrial

Producation has declinedy
‘due to lack of resources,

. and Qunger is the commOn

"’ denominator of mankipd®

Pollution has made many
environments extremely

, unhealthy.
D. PRosttien between
A and B e
\

< richer.

B. Population growth
strains' the resourcegagf
many, underdeveloped
countries, ¥hile de- =
veloped countries grow
Some , forms of
pollutlon have been*
eradicated but environ-
pwntal strain continues.

. International efforts
" at cooperation have had

some sdccess,. although
‘many forms of wildlife
are extinct or endan-
gered )

¥ P051t10q betyeen

. Band C~

- : .
C. Wew technology has
allowed production
worlawide to more than
. keep pace with population
expansion. A rapidly
rising standand of
1iving, & stromg concefn
for environmentally-sound
solutions to problems,

. and a cooperation among .
- mations characterize the
. world situation.

v ’ .
None _of the above .
(or flo response)

Total

Q

R (4!
.,7— " . ', . )
. . . :,v’ \ / [
TABLE L: FUTURE ORIENTATION . ,
L] M + “d
« /
[ - /}L - , All !
*  Graduates Seniors” Employers Faculty Groups Perdent
§ 1 d 1 T 5
- -/ ,
c ' )
FS
‘&
“« ¢ Y '14
22 8 - 15 T 52 ° 37
17 10 17 "l 48 3L
. X . )
. -"\ ‘ ¥ S
- //« Ve
: i ‘ /’7/ .//
? ! } \ ‘//' Il'i -t
~ // /’ - “:’
o« ’ ) / ’l
L S
1'# y ‘i
. [ " V / \
B 2y v ./ )
-, . . ,-,//. R ‘
11 3 ‘8 2 - S
R » o ' !
3. 0 L7 3
S :
0 61 b
; :
25 L6 14 11| 100
- - , 10 | ,
R ¥ ¢ \
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vhile seniors and employers tended to favor the more neutral position

) ’ . . , . .'
to lessen the discomfort of being forced to take an extreme position but

Stlll allow respondents to 1ndicate a direction of their view.

"{ -

All ggbups tended to reSpond more toward the pessimistic s rather

’ "
than thé "optimistic end of the scale. Graduates and professors

responded mogt frequently in the mi dy peSSimiStLp ategory (D),

v

< .

(B). It 2s ol interest to note how.few (overall 8 percent) responded
ﬁh the strong pessimistic or strong optimistic positions (A or C)

' +
As expected, there ‘seems to be a cautious "wait and’ see" attitude, rather

than“much certainty about the ftture. Evidence‘from telephone interviews

with the pil%t sample respondents 1ndicated that respondents kept these

(.

predictions in mind while completing the rest of the questionnaire.’
VT : ’ ~ . ¢
i

! ’ T, : ' q
’ . . “’. . - * b
Interpreting the Differemce Statistic. 7 -
As stated eariier, a need has dbeen defined as\the dlscrepancy

Y

between "what is" and "what, should' be." To measure this difference

- 4 -~
on items in the questionnaLre, a difference score wes compdted.bé’, ween ;

e "Future Importance (I )" of an item ‘and. the "Present Performance (»)"
as rated by the respondent “The size of this difference 1nd1cated‘the
"criticality" of the need. If the respondent-left either "Present
Performance": or "Futuxi.lmportance" blank} or marhed "Don't Know,"
.his rating of the 1tem was not included 1n the calculatibn ‘of Dafference

( -P) In 'some cases, partitularly with emp;oyers, there wal reluctance

~
0‘

te rate thq department s present performanqe, and ' the "Don t Know" column

was marked extensively In cases where the number of usable responses

=3



-

was less than 50 percent of the total group, that item has arbitrarily

"been marked yit@'a daéh'following the number. :

. » ; ) . . ) \ \
- FGr the interprefation of this'Differente or "Criticality Index", : .
‘ FR— 4 ’ ' - B
- 5 , ) . ) ) y

consider three examples. The_first and most fre%uently encountered

is .the case where the "Future Importance" is pereeiveg,as greater than

. _—

the "Present Performance". The size of the difference could be seert

.- . , .
as an indicatipﬁ of the need: the larger the difference, the more ] .

critical the-need. Another examplﬁ results when. the "Present Performance”,
’ S,

is roughly equlvalent to the "Future Importance . This could occur where

4

both PreSent Performance and Future Importance are either high or low, )x A N
’ v T - .
-&& and would indicate minlmal attentlon to this need is warranted now.

- » . N

A final examgle,vsomewhat rare, occurs when the ratlng for "Present AN

LY

Performance" exceedy that -for "Future ImportanCe. In this case, .
the leference is.negatlve and would be interpreted as saying that too \

v — » s -

much emphasis is being placed on that area in the.curricqlum at ‘present, T
. * # L -
- that a student's-time could probably be spent morye profitaqiy in othér

i . . \ . : ,
P . ¢ ‘ N ; R -
.

ways., . e M R -

v ! t

Items Cited as Most Critical By All Groups : oo o

. ' ”~ -t L d
< . A number of items were viewed-as critical by all, or almost

- ‘ AR . -- . .
v » . 1 .
- all groups.  All items will'be discussed in more deteil in ﬂbe following . '

+
sections, by category, but this section examipes the ones with consid- <: ‘

erablé,agreement in ranking high or low. ’ . % »
| ’ a’«"
Table 5 allows a qulck 1ook at the items cited as most-and . : ES

‘ —

least critical by the four groups polled. The total, cited last, is, . .

X4

& numerical averaging of all responses,‘reggrdless of group.« - —
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- ’ T g kK K S . -
. ) <4 T . ) © ACEK )
2o Coov, Y. L TABIES: : .
. . v P 1
' © {fE HIGHEST AND LOVEST RANKED ITEMS BY DIFFERENCE .
. ' . "(I-P) FOR EACH GROUP .
‘, ' . ‘ . N .
)GQQUATES ~o , Sy “\ LN
+ s ‘Highest Ranked _ . Lowest ,Ranked L
. N . . . - ., 7
.. . . . . . "W
Rank No. ‘ Item , ] : Rank =~ No. . - ltem . .
. B . . L 4
' * , Political obstacles 36 25 Technica.l report writing *
5 . Cost considerations . .~ 37 34 ' - Retain public ownership ,of *
13 ° Equipment & resources avail- | wildlife on’ private lends
’ \2 gble on the Jjob ' ' 38 ' L0  Professional standards and ,
C 2 Critieal thinking and judg- ' ethics. .
ment 39 41~ -Participation '& expression
17 - Plannlng,%. forecasting . ) in the.arts’
. future Lo 35 Standards of excellence in
7 . Energy and its igbact . ' schola.r,shlg,
19 Independent .thipking, 41 22 Dealing with probabilltles
- creative solutions A 1 rather than certainties ) .
8 s« 21 . Apply tools t6 practical L2 10« Animal behavior and, ecology
o problems ' , L3 12 _ Managing fish population for
16 Water pollytign biology - " sport fishing~ -
— 1k Ability 'to use the.com- Ly 9 .- Mathematics P
. oputer’ . © o5, b5 3 Managing game populations
L _ : LA .. + for sport hunting
. ] - L IR ¢ L
SENIORS ] -
Highest Ranke@’ . R Lqwest Ranked '
Rank* No. © Item - " Rank No. : Ttem
N v ” t : ! - . .
1 " 9 Cost considerations 36 L Familiarity with a segomd
2 8 Political obstacles . ‘ culture , ‘ '
3 36. Positive attitudes to- ; 37, L0  Professiongl standar®¥mnd
~ ward himself and own - ethics™ LA
gbilities ‘ ©38 23 Isolating the assMMptions of
L2 Acquire and meintain ° i gy 80 argument
physical ‘fitness’ 39 33 Motivation 'for educational
o, : . . goals ‘of own chposing
-19 - Independent thinking, . Lo 27 Effective use of English
creative solutioms ' b1 26 Explain concepts to another
. 6 Endangered species prob- - ., person in the field
T lems : be! 25~— Technical report writing .
20 Critical thinking and judg- U3 15 Controlling animal popula- °
ment tions to limit depredation loss
16 Water pollution biology 1})‘) 12 Menaging fish populations for
17 . Planning and Forecasting . sport fishing’
1k Ability to use the computer L5 3 Managing game populations
(L3 - G(urrent thinking, exciting « for sport punting -
ideas L ) ot , 't
MC . % Asterisk indicates tied tanks. . ..
o i B R 13 21 - ) ' . -




>

4 ) N ~ I
b3 » . ' ‘ 3
- ' Ay ‘ o Py ] “ . . ] ]
EMPLOYERS M f o ,
- 2 ' - I 4 . . .
Highest Ranked . ‘N . Lowest. Ranked .
Rank No. - - Item s ' * Rank No. | o Item .
1 -8 . Political obsfacles ~ 36 . 15 Controlling qnimai populations
2 18, Solve ‘problems systematically 37 32 ‘Political activism
3 7 Energy and its impact . 38 L  Mapaging .game populations
L - 24 Communicate to other . for faod-production
. disciplines - 39 35 * Standards Qf—excellence in
5 20 Critical thinking and Judg- ; scholarship '
. meny SRR Lo 11 Managing.fish for food~
6 5 Cost considerations "' © b1 33 Motivation for educatjonal
T 19 Independent thinking,/( - goals of own choosing
creative solutions L2 9 Mathematics
8 1 Total ecosystem planning b3 7 3 Involvepent with- professional
9 17 ) Planning & forecastlng ’ * organizations T
-~ / future ; Ly 12 Managing fish populations '
10 - 25 Technical report writing . “for sport fishing -
R o T ks 3 Managing game populations
¢ - X ) for sport hunting.r -
- :’ .
FACULTY - . . ] . ) Iy
’ ~HigheétARanked -y ”~Y * Lowest Ranked )
Rank No. Item " - ' Repk No. . Item Y
s (1 8 Politicel obstacles . 36 L2 Acquire and maintain phyS1ca1
2 }7 Planning & forecasting ’ fitneQ%
. future ) 37 .2 Awareness of pressures'on
3 19 Independent thlnking, * v LT wildlife'resources ahd options
, .creative solutions open to society ,
L 1 Total ecosystem planning 38 38 Self reliande, ability to
5 %o Critical thinking and . ‘ , fend for himself
- judgment ) 39 33 Motivation for educational goals
6 " 27 Effective use of English * of own choesing
{g . 7 ° Energy and its impact Lo 31 Involvement with professional
) ., 18 Solve problems systematically org ons ’
97 23 . Isolating the assumptibns of ULl 10 Princ s* of animal bebhavior
- an argument /;7 . ke 6. Endangered species”problems
10 ‘ L L3 12 Managing fish populations for
. ‘ - sport yfishing -
T ” ot Ly 3 M ng game populationg for
S - 3 fishing .

Ls 34  Retain public ownership of
wildlife on public, ldnds -

- - N

o
PR




TOTAL _(ALL GROUPS) ) - 2 : \ ;
Highest Ranked . Lowest Ranked' o
- u‘ ° -
Rank - No. Item . Rank No. Item
° ’ ' ~ v S
1. B8 ., Political obstacles . ©36 22 Dealing with probebilities
2 5 *Cost considerations ) v rathertban-certainties
-3 20 Cr;tlcal thinking and, Judg— 37 15 Cogtrolling animal Wt
. - ment - . populations ; 2N
1T~ - Planning & forecasting ©38. 35 Standards of excellence in
- future . ) ) . ¥ schelarship C
19 *  Inddfendent thinking, - - ° . 39 34  Retain public ownership
- . ~ creative solutions ’ . . of»wildlife on public 1shds -
6 18 . Solve problems systematically Lo 33 Motivation far, educational
ST T Energy and iz/ impact . : goals of own choosing ’ ,
8 fh €ommunicate €o other ) ftl 31 Involvement with profe331ona.1
' ¢ disciplines . ' . _organizations -

9 -1 - _Total ecosystem planning. L2 10 Principles of animal behano.r
10 16 Water pollution biology . 43 9 Mathematics » .
. . . ) - Lk 12 Managing fisk populations

? ’ ’ ' . for ir.t'fishihg '
L . 4s 3 Managing game p.pwlations’
A : ’ for sport hunting
. 4 e " { . .
— - . -
» . o .
N | |
! T
’ ¢ -

~
N

N
B
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Figures 1 and 2 show these ‘same .findings (for higher ranked items) in

5 /

grapﬂic form, for each of the groups,polled. : TN

Y

5

v ) Clearly, the most critical need-as identified by all respondent

-

groups is "Knowledge of poliéiéal obstacles to the implemeutation of

sound resource programs.” It is ranked either first or second in
'Y <

criticality hy all groups. -

»

The second item seen as most critical is "Ability to deal with

N « ; ' y .
cost considerttions (economic§) of wildlife problems.” It is kanked

4

/~ first by,seniors, second vy gréduatéé, sixt By employers, and tvelfthfx

"by faculty. In some ways/the concerﬁ‘with?é%énomic considerafigns is a

4

parallel to thé polf“ical concern discussed above.

é »
Véxt in crlbbpallty are a serjes of f;%{ hinklﬂg Q;Iig/which .

are ranked as high in criticalit by all groups. These concerns' are as

R -

follows: (i ) Skill in criti dT'th1nking-and~uSe of judgment; 1{2) Skill:

ip plaqniné and forecasting future trends, 3{:¥he abllity to Jhink

*

1ndepeﬁﬁently and to arrive at creative solutions to problems, and (L)

Ablllty to solve problems systematlcally from a broad environmental .
- +

perspective. While the exact ranking of these four concerns varies by

group, it is noteworthy that of the top ten items ranked by each group,

f&bulty and employers include all four of these skills' araduates and

~ seniors include three. There is a reasonable concensys on the discrepancy

between present perfo}mance and future'impoftancé of se thinking skills.
Essentiélly, respondents seem to be saying that theése thinking skills

are vitally important ant that present educational programs 'are not
. - .

providing these crucial skills. y -

-




. . ; ' F
-~ M 4

. v .

A concern with energy and its impact on the envirbnment-is ?pmonstrated

) by three of the four-groups ranking this item.in the ooﬁ ten in criticality.

A final note of cé%sensus should be*made for the extremely low -

rankings in criticality given to the two questlons involv1ng skill in

;,managing populations for sport hiating and sport fishing. The item for

T - ) ~

~— Sport hunting was ranked lowest by'éraduates, employers, and seniors

3

LY
_and next to lowest by faculty. The iteﬁ involving,spor{ fishing was

ranged slightly higher for each of the groups. For each of the groups,

-

these items wére ranked 1n the lowest three. All groups polled seemed -

to be saying that trglnlng for the tradltional fish and game roles
. 7~
involv1ng sport huntlpg and sport flshing receive too much emphasis.

There is remarkable consensus on this point.

> ¥

Y. .’, ! . ; “ . ‘ ,

An Alternative Ranking Interpretation

-

- . k4
The foregoing-analysis represents one method’ of enalyzing the ]
Y Ly [y B ~

_ N \. 3 N . - ”
needs assessment questionnaire. An ‘alternative approach, based on

R -
. .performance and importance ranklng only--and not the difference‘(I-P?—-
- offers additional explanatory power. . . ~
. - _  The procedures for analyzing the data were fairly straightforward.

First, ranking for each of the ?orty-ff%e iteps was ddne separately using

group (and total) means on "Actual Performance and "Future Importance".

-
\" .

Then, arbitrarily, a cutoff point @f the ‘highest ten and the lowest

six items was chosen. Each item which fell into these highest and lowest

item categories for any of the four groups\was tabulated; and the results
aré shown in the following three tables. 4 L
€t ¢ ' -

. v
v

17

‘ o . - ) // 25 . « ‘ - , -

-»
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" Table 6 shows those items ranked by any of the fdur groups (or in

A - L]

thglfTotgl? rankrng) in the top\ten or bottom sixi The fﬁfst column

i‘ . > 6 -
. gives the question number; the next column gives the 2;mh§i\of times' this |
. [T

concern agpeared for the four groups plus the total .ErQup. 'y
Table 7 {s hapdled in similar fashlon, in this" case‘vlth "Actual
,Performance’. : . y .
o, . .. e . v
Table 8 combines the results 9f the two prévious,tables by showing
- , . ) U

those items wh%ch appeared in two or more'of the categories.

Of particular interest are the items which appear high in importarce
‘ “ I M . .

but which are ranked law in performance:‘ B& inferencﬁ, bhese four itemsv

point directly to nortions of the undergraduate Wildlife curriculum,

P

which ought to,be improved. Another set of‘ltems which suggest program
‘&J»‘

changes are those six 1tems ranked high in perﬁormance but low in.

'imoortance. ‘The inference is that too mmuch emphasis is being placed

on these concerns relative to their importance. b
b
hd . Y < .
Comparison of the Two Approaches. - - ¥

The results of the two separate analyses aie quite similar. The
six 1tems 1dent1f1ed in the second renking procedure as being high in °
performnnce but low in importance are all found in the top -ten items for
the tot%i anklng by the dlfference‘b Slmilarly, the two concerns deallng
with managing fish and game populations fdr sport fishing and.sport

hunting show up high in ggrformance but low in importance, Many other

similarities are notable. Perhaps of more concern would be “an explanatioﬁ -

. P

of 'the discrepancies between the two analyses. i

.
. I . - .

For example, why does the concern about cost consideratigns (economics)

not show up in the secqnd ranking enalysis? The”ansver is simply that

.

- N ' " 18 26 - ’ .
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bt ~

9 s

no group cited this. concern as extremely hlgh in 1mportance, while -

4

.v1rtually all are extremely 105 in‘performance. Rather the rankings

.in importance range from eighteen to thlrtv, considerably outside

bhe range for inclu81on in Importance {top teg)
~

‘very bottom rankings on Performance, from forty-second to forty=fifth

It is included in the-

-

place. A similar rationala\could be cited for the 1nclusion or exclu51on
\ )
'of each of fhe -other items where dlsparitles in‘l@ analyses are apparent.
. . [\
!
* Each form of analy51s has its advantages as well as its drawbacks.

-’

The ranking by Difference (ij) emphasizes the numerical discrepancy
between . Importance and ‘Performance ratinhs,‘regardless of relative standing

The alternative ranking procedure
v

deals only w1th extreme rankings for'the groups (high and lovy'and may

-

on the Importance or Performance scades.

s,

M -

‘be strongly affecied if differences across groups are major-ones. The

S

E

reader’ is 1nv1ted to examine the varyrng lists’ of priority items and to
¢

noﬁ! the f1nd1ngs of both approaehes. Each analysis offers a form of

-

simplifying the. complex1ty of the daté and highlights certain items of

priority The aim, besides prombting discu551on- is tq find areas where ‘the

>

analyses compliment "each other.

-

As noted above,; these areas are-many.

. ——
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‘ ] 4 co .
LT TABLE 6: - )
A . . q . . - '
4 - QUESTIONS RANKED IN TOP 10 ON' PERFORMANCE
QUESTION  NO. GROUPS* _ . . s
3 . I 2N e Managing game ‘populdyions for sport hunting
: 10 . ’ 5 ' Principles of anjmBl behavior and ecology. a' -
12 . 5 Managing fish p¢pulation for sport fishing
31 . . L. Involvement with' professional organizations
2 L ® , Awareness of pressures on wildlife resources )
30 3 Motivation to update skills ) )
- ko, k Professional standards and ethics
26 . 3 ¢« - Explain concepts to another person in the field
34 - 3 ‘" Retain public ownership of wildlife on public lands -
25 - 37 Technical report writing .
35 ) .2 Standards of excellence in® scholarship
\; 33 s 1 ,  Motivation for educational goals of own ehoosing
. L3 1 ) Initiative to examine current thinking in fie
. 9 . 1 Mathematics ..
21 : 1 . Practical problems in real settings
15 i » 1 Controlling animal populatiOn to limit depredation loss
27 1 Effective use of English. . =
’ 36 1 Positive attitude toward himself . ' /‘/ _
. 38 1. Self-reliance -
6 Jz) ' Endangered species problems
- 15 14 * Contrélling animal populatlons
, . LOWEST 6 -
. o e T ' N - L/
o 18 ) 1 - .Systematic Problem solving -
17, - A 1 Planning and forecasting the future. ‘
. 13 1 Equipment and resources aveilable on the Job
T < L _ Energy and its impgct . .
1k 1 Ability to use compiter ' . 5
. L2 | 3. Physical fitness :
I o Managing gamé populations for food production
b1 . L Participation and expression-in the arts
8 4 - Political obstacles R
' 5 5 Economics - tT. - , ;
Lk, 5 Fami'l«ié.rity with a second culture -, -
» » ) > < ’
J ‘ ’ ® . a Y N
- F M ‘ . . s
/ . / i . ~ 4 .
5 . 4 i
. " Faculty, 1971&-75 Seniors, Other Graduates, Employers, -and TQ/al X
¢  Total was inclided to emphes‘ize unaminity & . y '
. , { : .
. \ - N . ) - , a ., 'y
o - 7 w . e 2 - o, ,

JERIC .. . 28 -
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[ TABLE T: \' . : )
‘ 7 QUESTIONS RANKED IN TOP 10 ON FUTURE IMPORTANCE .
QUESTION No, Groups™: . ‘ N
- \ ._\
r 19 .5 Independent thinking, creative solutions i
20 5 7 # Critical thnking and Jjudgment . : ‘ .
. ok ‘5 Communicafe to other disciplines
, 21 L _ Practical problems in real settings
e -1 . N Total ecosystem planning’ .
- 8 L Political obstacles coL X : .
2~ 3 Avareness of pressures on Wildlife resources... . .
- 30 3 Motipation to update skills ' e
18 3 Systematic 'problem solving . L
45 '3 Knowledge of current events related to wildlife
7 v 3 _ Energy and its impact te :
10 : 1 . ‘Principles of animal behavior and ecology’
23 1 Isolating underlying assumptions -
43, 1 Familiarity with a second culture
. 17 1 Planning and forecasting future 4
26 1 . Explain concepts to another in the field
28 1 Skill in communicatjng research to others .
35° 1 .Standards of excellence in scholarship
; ) 36, 1 Positive attitude toward himself y
y) 1 Commitment to prefessional standards and ethies

R . M ~t
‘ +\ . . LOWEST 6 ON FUTURE IMPORTANCE

Y

Physical fitneés -

-1 — .
35 1 Stanfards of excellence.in scholarship ‘
3L 1 Retain public_ownership of wildlife on public Yands
R 32 1 Attitudes of Political Activism : ,
- 12 1 \ Managing fish population for sport fishing A
i 22 Tl " Deal with probabilities rather than certainties
~ -« 9 2 Mathematics :
) - 15 i . Controlling animal populations ‘ .
Lo * 4 & - Managing game population- for food production )
3 R Managing game population for sport hunting
N . 5 " Famlliarity.with a second culture ‘ -
’ IR ‘ 5 Participation ajgd expression ip the «arts- ‘ .
. rs ' ' , . L - . » p ©.

. . -

. . . - . - . . ’

s = . . .

* Faculty, J9T74-T5 Seniors, Qther Gfaduatés, Employers, and Total ° )
. Total was included to- emphasize unenimity. ™ - et

" Ng

s
. -7 ;;‘ ': \ A
. e L & N,

*
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- An Item-Analy®is by Greups , /
. - 4 | A . N ,
The reader is invited ‘to examine’%ach item'§ ranking in the following P -

sections. Items a¥e grouped in the Aame logical category as were used,
- - e

4n the questionnaire, as follows:
Section 1: Technical°knowledge]and skills, (Items 1-16)
‘Section 2: Thinking Skills (Items 17-23) -

Section 3: Communication Skills. . <. (Items 2L4=29)

{
Section L: Attitude and Motivdtion (Itsms 30-40)s

Sectfon 5: Background and Breadth. : (ftemé\h;:ks) A' ‘
‘ - . g _/ oo~ . * %
X ,
- ‘ 7/ ’ ' T4
¢«  For each item, rankings are given for "Present Performance ,"
"Future Importance", and "Difference (1-P)". As described-sbove, the’f " h
’ i ' 4 o & -

N

"pifference” ranking has been useq mést extensively in drawing conclusions.
* . - 4 ‘ .
In each sectign, items are' presented in order of eir critical%;y (Difference)
d 4 : X -

. ranking, with most critical items 1isted first, eﬁj. . . ) .
Because & difference score was computed only when both "Present Performance"
» . -

-

and "Future Importance" were marked, the nifmber of.difference Stores indicates
. 1] ’ .

all who.respénded to both 'scales for & particular guestion. When fewér
/ *

e 2 LS
than 50% answered, the number is foliowed by a dash;(-).

-

231 .
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- An Item-Analy®is by Groups

—

A

- ‘ h N .
The reader is invited 'to examine/%ach itemﬁg ranking in the following 3 -

sections. Items afe grouped in the Aame logical category as were used '
- - e

4n the questionnaire, as follows:

Section 1:
‘Section 2:
Section 3:

Section bt

Technical knowledge' and skills,

Thinkgpg Skills
Communication Skills.
§

Attitude and Motivdtioh

-

(Items 1-16)
(Items 17-23) -
(Items 24-29)

(Itgms 30-40)s

~

Sectfon 5: Background and Breadth. : (ftemé\hl:ys) ) )
‘ - . g _/ o~ . g
% - “
-7 ’ 7/ =
‘«  For each item, rankings are gévén £for "Present Performance,"
"Future Importance", and "Difference (I-P)". As described-above, t._he' : " "
’ ” * . B - a w-

"Difference" ranking hes been used mést extensively in drawing conclusions.

4

%

In each sectign, items are'presented in order of feir critical%;y (Difference)
. X X -

-

renking, with most critical items liste@ first, eﬁj.

uted only when both "Present Performance"

Because a difference score was comp

and

.
e

» - -

all who- responded to both ‘scales for a particular guestion. When fewér

a7 *“
than 50% answered, the number is followed by a dash:(-).

<

A

"Puture Importance” were marked, the nunber of. difference Stores indicates
al SRR g




’ . ' y’\ ) ' ‘oL ’ - N ' I)
- , ..t  SECTION 1: ‘ T
; ” . *
ﬂ ‘ . TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE AND SKILL3 - , -
» R 4 . . - . < - . ,‘- .
r - . . . vy ¢ * - ) -
Mean Mean - bﬁn No-. Ranking . R king Ranking
_ Present - Future Diff. g gn n ' on
. + Perf. Imp. (I-P) Score( erf. mp. Diff.
. ‘ - s ~ . \
8. kn\owledge of political ob- . : i . ’
etacles to the implementation ’
of sognd resourte programs. . -

* . Graduates " oa2.k29 L6T9  R.265 L9 0 1 1
Seniors .609 4,667 2.043 23 - /39 15 2
Employers © . 1,750 L.391 2,625 2k -hz 12 1

. Faculty - - 1.851, b.b29 2.571 _14 4 1 1
* TOTAL ., 2.2k 557 2.33 110 L3 . 5 v 1
- R , . [
- 13 . 'y ‘-v
- . ‘

. 5. Ability to deal with cost. ' L e
considerations (ecgnomics)-of N _ : . ~
wildlife problems. , ~ T ‘ ) . T

Graduates ‘ 12,353 b.3bs 2,000 51 k2 1 2
. Seniors : ’ 2.143 L,oho 2.238 21 Lh 2 1
‘- ‘Employers - . 2.080 3.932 1.912£ 25 t3 2 6
~ Faculty - . 2,000 . 1.8 13 2 3 12
TOTAL - 2.209 6.133 2,009 110 A 2l 2
z . ) s /~ -
< ‘ ] —?
. ‘ : Q . ’ " ‘ _/.
7. Knowledge of energy and =~ | ' . S )
its impact upon the eedsystem. : T |
Graduates - S 2,939 L.L6L , 1.531 _ L9 28 9 6 .
Seniors - - 3.261  L.600 .1.348 23 . 22 7 16
Employers . 2.360 4L.239 2.040 25 L2 19 3
«  Faculty N ’ .. 2.66& L 66T 2.000 12 - 26 2 1
' TOTAL - 2. -T. L3, 1.661 109 33 11 - T
s/ ) .
. - ) *
L - ,
A / ¢ X~ "
N .
‘ .
., i )
. ) ; - /
P 2k ! :
) . ¢ P . b
RS b
- L 3



Mean ' No: Ranking '‘Ranking Ranking:
. Present Diff., on ., on on
Pe¥sf. . Scores .Perf. Imp.

—
*>

Knowledge of total eco- . . '
dystem planning. )

" Graduates

. Seniors
Employers
Faculty
TOTAL

-

~

" 13. A working knowledge aof equiﬁ—
ment and resources available to
. the practitioner on the 'job.

Graduates 2.2L5
Séniors - 2.833
Employers . 3.080
Faculty 3.000
TOTAL 2.652

14. 'The ability to use the
computer”to solve wildlife
problems.

" Graduates_ 2.458
Seniors 2.545
Employers 2.952
Faculty 2,714

TOTAL ' 2.610

16. Technical expertise in *
the areas of water pollution
biology'.

» Greaduates
Seniors
Employers
Faculty
TOTAL




» populations for féod production.

§.- Skill in menaging game

Graduates
Seniors
Employers
+ Faculty
; TOTAL

a%,

2. Awareness of the incPreasing
pressures on limited wildlife
resources, and the options, open

to society. .

N .
Graduates

Seniors.

Employers

Faculty B
TOTAL '

6. Knowledge of endangered
gpecieg problems.

.
S

25 29

Mean Mean '4.Mean No. - Ranking ’Ranking Ranktog
Bregent Future Diff. Diff. on on on
Perf.” Imp. (I-P) Scores Perf. . ~Imp. Diff.
- .;‘ ‘ .
2.300 3.054  .780 . 50 43 43 31
_2.545  3.667 1.136 22 b 'u/ 22
2.636 2.558 JL29  21< 39 s 38
2.143 3.692 1,462 13 %2 %2 22 .
5,398  3.066 .868 106 . I L3 2 -
) j f ' b ’
35k . b.625 1018 51 6 11 22
3.826  L.T39 864 22 . LT 2 26
3.320 4,543 1.320 25 lﬁ ' i i;‘
3.76 4.3 .538 _13 -b 1 3
3.580 1.590 1.027 111 5 . - b 25
.060 3.857 .780 .50 26 33 32
.708 4,360 1.667 24 , 38 15 6
.680 3.67T4  1.320 25 38 31 15 '
.368  3.286 - _.000 _13 8 39 L2
929 ' 3.830 1.000 112 29 33 26
\ )
‘.é
.939  3.9k2 .152 33 29 31 20, °
3.417 4.150 667 12 15 29 3
3.318 3.523 .36L 22~ 1k 38 ug
2.636  L.k29 MIgT2 11 29 .12 1
3,077  3.885 .95% 78 28




E

15. Expertise in controlling!
animal populations to limit
depredation loss.

Graduates )
Seniors

Employers

Faculty

TOTAL

8

-
.

10. Ability to apply principles

of .animel behavior and ecology .

, -Graduates
Seniors
.. Employers .
Faculty v
_JOTAL -

9. The abil{ty to apply mathe-
matics to problems }n wildlife.
Graduates
Seniors
Employers
Faculty
TOTAL ’ -

12. Skill in managing fish
.populatiens for sport fishing.

Graduates
Seniors
 Employers e
Maculty

TOTAL

Mean

.
L

.

No.  Renking Ranking Renking
Present . Diff. on én - on :
Perf. Scores Perf. Imp. Diff.
, = : .
[ S s
2,773 3.500 .767° B3 35 b1 33
3.556 3.650 .222 18 10 k3 . " L3
2.783 3.220 .609 ., 23- 33 L2 36
2:71k— 3.643 . _.92 - 22 36 3B e
2.909 3.u48 .63 98. 30 13 V37
t
' ’
390 .07\ 173 52 2 26 b2
3.625 L.6L0 ' 1,000 2k T 6 - 25
3.808 4:196 654 26 L 20 3h .
3.786 L;21b .b29  *1l 2 19 41
3.810 L2kl .L83 116 3 1 T2
) .
3.353 3.418 .020 50 - L2 LY
3.0417 4,000 - &625. 2L 16 36 - 35
3.400  3.600 .2io 23, ~ 10 . 36 bi
2.692 L. +1.385 _13 923 2k 2
3,301 3.%55 .357 112 5 0 3
3.865- 3.736 . .027 37" 3 37 " L3
3.923 ., 3.952 A5 13 3 . 3 - kb
3.920... .3.761 -.080 25 - 2 th
3.833 "2.929 =.750 .12 = _1 Lo .
3.694 -.092 ‘87 .2 38 FE ‘

3.885

-

[
3



,Mean . Meanr Mean No.  Ranking
. Present Future Diff, Diff. on
- Perf. " Imp. (I-P) Scores sPerf.
. — N A 1
» 3. Skill in managing game -
populations for sport hunting. - ° -

" Graduates 4,038 - 3.696 -.269 ‘52 . 1
Seniors ‘" | 3.652  3.720  .000 23 &
Employers ) 3.962 3.{2389 -.600 22 ) Te

~ Faculty ) 3.786 ~. 2. %7 -.929 . 3
TOTAL 3-913‘ 3- -.368 . ﬁg . l

) . .
. T - \~f \
. . */
. . 0. / -
— .
}, !
- - v‘ ’.' . .
‘, ’ .
Y
-t}
) J
_ L ' .
y 28 -

/Ra.nking Ranking
on on
Imp.’ Diff..
{39 L5
51 L5
41 . b5
L2 bl
Y b5 -

.-




) - .
' 't;, SEGTION 2: ‘
. . THINKING SKILLS « ' ~
- .. SO
( - QET ’ A i@ﬁﬁr~\__ﬂban Mean Nd. Ranking Ranking Ranking
‘)L . \  /Present Future Diff  Diff. on ~on on
" . Perf. .. Imp." (I-P) Scores Perf. Imp.,  :_Diffs
s . . N L J—
20. Sk?1}1 in eritical thinking . . ) .
-and us 5 f judgment. . . ;-
Graduates . '2.880 L.600 1.698 49 31 5 .
.  Seniors . 2,913  L.uB0 1.652° 23 32 "o 7
Employers . 2.920 " L.727 .1.958 oL 31 . 1 5
‘- Faculty, < = 2.583 L:mab 2.16 12 - 32 1 S
- TOTAL - - 2.&5 E.%30 1.79% 108 31, 1 3 .
” » i ‘, ) ) .
Skills in planning and . .-
for ting future tltends. o ;
" Graduates . 2,760 - L., 40O 1.633° L9 36 13 5
—"  Seniors = . v 2.72T w292 1.52b 21 37 - 19 9
Employers ' 2.720 4,348 1.840 25 36 L1l T
Faculty o 2,000 ~ “L.ST1 2:571. .1k . L1 5 2
TOTAL 2.649 .381 1.780 109 38 - 12 L
119, The ability to-think inde- ~ ° , R
pendently and to arrive at . T : .
creative solutiong to problems.
. 3 . — . |
Gradugtes 2.961 4.527- 1.529 51 X 7 o T
Seniors .. 2.875  L4.600 1.708 - 2L 3L 8 5
Employers 5.800  L.652 "1.8k0€ 25 2 . 2 9
Faculty 2.500  L.6k3 2.250 _12 }% 3 3
_ TOTAL 2.857  k.593 1.Tik 112, 3 3 5
18. Ability to solve problems , ) . . s
systematically, from a broad ' ~ :
environmental perspective. o . ' ..

!  QGraduates
Seniors
Employers
Faculty
TOTAL




¢ - ‘ .

4

Ranking

Ranking Ranking

Mean Mesan Mean- No.
Present Future Diff, Diff, on on on
Perf. Imp. (I-P) Scores _Perf, Imp. Diff.
21, Abiltiy to-apply the té:ols 4 L
. of wildlife science to practical b < /
problems in real settings, o T
Graduates 3.098" 4L.607 1.529i" 51 - 25 L ©8
Seniors * 3.250- 4,680 1.b17 2k - 23 L 1k
Employers . 3.192 4.533 1.k23  ,26 ‘19~ . T 0 12
Faculty 3.286 4.143 .857 _1b 10 23 T 11
TOTAL . 3,176 .550  1.400 115 20" T 11
.b
23. Sk11l in isolating the * .
. assumptions which underlie a .
particular” argument. . .
Graduates 2.775  3.980 1.175 . ko 3k 28 18
Seniors 7 4,000 .526 19 13 34 38
. Employers .000 3.905 1.000 23- 28 27 23
" .- Faculty 2.615 4,500 1.923 13 31 _% 10
TOTAL 2.947 -.4.01 1.105 95 ,2T - 2 20.
‘ T _ X ;
22. Skill in dealing with )
probabilities rather than
certainties, to assume a tenta-
tive approach to life. -
Graduates 3.182 ™.558  .349 . U3 2k o ~ 41
. ~ Seniors 3.174  L.000, .783 23 2k 35 31
_Employers 3.091  3.595 636  22- 23 37 35
Faculty. . ] 2.668 4L.357 1.833 _12 27 1 _1_%
/ - ,
, ) .
- . (
% 38

L



_ '  SECTION 3: . L,
' ’ ! L - .. PR NI
. o . . : . TCATION SKILLS » B
v ) ’ . T ‘ ¢ .
. Mean Mean Mean No. ﬁanking Ranking Ranking
i . C N Present Future Diff. Biff. on on on.- =
R . . Perf. Imp. (I-P) Scores Perf. ° Imp, =~ _Diff.
- i . ) ;L
24, Ability to cqmmunicate with . : ' - ' .
those in other disciplines to > N
resolve problems of a technical . -
- nature. ! ) ' ) - g
' . .
Graduates ) 3.‘260 L.6L43 1.ko0 50 17 2 13
“*— Senjors = 3.17% L4, 480  1.30L 23 . 25 11 18 g
Employers . 2,70k 4.609 , 2.037 27 37 L. L p
Faculty ¢ - 2:821 L.571  1.71k 1k -19 6 - 1 )
TOTAL ‘ 3.061 596  1.57T0 11h 10 2 '%
[ ] - * ,
. r~~ ‘ “ j
28, Skills in communicating , :
. research findings® and knowledge 1 "
to others. "
Graduates 3.353 4357 .980 51 15 015 25 ’
Seniors . : 3.417  Lk.2ko -..833 2k 17, 23 2T,
Employers ‘ 3.07k4 L.478 1.630 27 26 9 11
g ~Peculty ' .. 7y 2.7ab -L.286  1.571 ~\ _1k 20 <18 20
TOTAL 3.22F L.369 1.172 116 | 1 17
i N ‘ L ]
27. Skills in the effective use ’ , - .
of English (Spelling, punctuation
grammar. ) .
[ ; .
Graduates : 3.294 © L4357  1.039 51 + 16 .16 oL
Seniors . . ‘ 3.826 4.333 ko9 - 22 5 .17 ko
Employers 3.077 L.348 1.346 26 - 85 j13 13
Faculty o 2.333  L.286 2.083 _12 3_} + 16 6
TOTAL 3.250 5.353 1.099 111 1 15 21
. ;o ‘
4 . 4.— ’ ‘ ;




£

& - ‘

~“’A‘

Ranking Ranking Ranking

b Mean Mean Mean No.
Present Future Diff. Diff., _on on on
R . .. P\e:f./}_ (I-P) Scores _Perf. _Imp. Diff.
29. Speaking skills. ) ’ |
# v . , . - .
Graduates e 3.250. - L. Lhh 1,167 L8 - 19 N 12- 19
Seniors 3.500 4,250 652 23 12 2} 33
Employers 3.125  L.3k1  1.250 ® 2k = 22 15 17
Faculty 2.923 3.8 1.0 1 18- .28 28
TOTAL 3.239 L. 31% 1. oés E%’ 17 - 18 2%,
’ . ." Te
25. Skill and practice’in
technigall report writing. )
(I > > o
Graduates 3.588  L4.236 .660 50 5 23 36
. Seniors 3 Lok 4,280 ..250 2L~ 1 20 42
Employers 21’2; 13:.239 i-ggh : i?- 2}3_2_‘ .%lﬁ 10
Faculty .2, . .015 . ;
TOTAL - 3351 W 21% .930 Tl'E' - 20 %
%
! .
¥ 26. The dbility to explain . ) ;
concepts to anothel person
in the field. . , , -
Graduates o ) 3.522  L.u69  .935 k6 '8 78 28
Seniors . 7~ ho000. 4238  .316° 19 2 L 25 LI
Employers 7 3,318 L.048  .p55 22— & 15 21 25
Y. _ Faculty 3.0 3.1k _.692 13 - 3k 16,
To'rr ’ 3.510 .206 + .T90 100 - 7 21 33.
] ~ . R . .o 'I - ‘
- . L I .
. - ’. ] -
5 w1 ‘"
/t s 'k - " '
i ' 5 ‘ - . .
>y ’ . ‘
. ! ‘
' R ’ -
v
= . 4
. , ) .
i
. . .
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~'SECTION L:

*" ATTITUDES AND MOTIVATION

i T Me? Mean  Mean - No. :Ranking -Renking Ranking
ﬂ.\‘ ,- 'Présent Future -Diff." Diff. on on, -‘on
.. - - '~ «_Perf,  Imp, (I-P) -“Scores Perf. ' .Impg. Diff.

-~ ° DY ’ o = 4 4 ,
'37. A sense of the cosmopolitan, ) ’\‘ -
' & cross-cultyril pérspectivé. :
- e . ’ R . ‘tﬁ o ‘ ;‘ B
Graduates . 2.800 r"3.923 1.200 kS 33 32 - 17 ¢
 Seniors- @B o857 k3 1250 20 B - 30 19
. Employers i 2,783  3.805 1,136 . 22- 34 Y29 19
© Faculty e o .61 32500 1.000 13 30 . .38 32
TOTAL - : 2.752 3,875 1.170 ‘100 . 36 ° 30 - 18
. r ;‘ | , . . .
\' . \ g [ ~ .
30 Motivation to continue tor : .
update knowledge and skills W . 4
f.ollowing graduatibn ' . i .
—
’* ' Graduates - ©.s 3.k b618 122k b9 1 . -3 16
‘e Seniors - . 3.565 4.750 , 117k 23 9 1 21
*  Employers. . 3.560. k.43 880 25 6 - 11 28
- Faculty . * .. .3.273  L.o71 -1.000 _f1.¥- 11 25 31
TOTAL e 3.481 k518 1.111, 10 A . 8 19
» ' e - . Y .
-36. Positive awtitudes toward . - : i
* himself and his owmebilities. . g | .
- N ' ‘ . ~ - ” . - - »
i Graduates 'L 3.360 L.,357 1.060 S50 13 T 23
¢t Seniors ~3.286- L.360 . 1.095 21 207’ 16 3
-+ Employers 3.292 ‘L, LLkL ..1.043 237 1T 10 22
" Facultm . 3.300  L,15hL ,100 10 . 22 21
" TQTAL oo 332k ..KB%'T + 1,067, 10L o 1% 23
. - / . . ) .r 1’ . N . t
L - .
- . - ‘ . A ) . -
32. A‘ttitudes of politi'ca.l , - .
. activism, a set of personal con- ° ’ ¢
vietions to implement chenge. ] C. .
- .’ ~ - , *.: *

. “Gradustes ., . 2875 3.836° 958 L8 32 35 26
. Seniors - ' 3,091 * L.217 1.182 2¢ - 28 26 20
’ Employers . 3.130 3.378° .522 23 21 . 4o 37

- Faqulty ’ . 2.583 4.071 . 1.667 12 < 33 26 17
¢ TOTAL . 2.943. . 3.7Th - .990 105" = 28 35 27
Y . ; : . .
¢ N [ N N . -
: N\ ", T 8 .. -
. ) _ I'. 3‘3 4’ . [ 1 a‘
: . e - s ‘ . s -
' . 2 BoY e L ¢ .
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- |

. 4 T T

) Mean Mean Mean  No. Ranking . Ranking ® Renking
SN ) , Present Future Diff. Diff. on - on " on
" . T Perf. Imp. (I-P) Scores Perf. Imp., Diff.
"39. Motivation work.for ; . ' " .. .
socigty's betterment, a social P v .
conscience. . . . e -
Gradudfes 3,184 L.a11 . BsT kg 23 25 30
# Seniozs 3.091  L4.083 1.000 22 29 33 2l
Empldyers - 3.292  3.932 833 24 16 25 .29
Faculty 3.077  L.154 ‘1.250¢ _12 . 13 21 26
. TOTAL 3.176  L.052  .925 .. 107 21 25 .30
~ ,. ‘ ’ -
38. Self-reliance, ability to .

,, ~fend for himself. ° " / . )
Gradustes 3.367 © b.gely r 909U 12 | 20 27
Segiors . oo 3.318 L3600 1.13 v 19 1k 23,

. Employers : e 3.292 3.933 750 4 18 2y - 32,
*" " Faculty .385 ~ 3.714 _,538 W13 I 33 * .38
TOTAL 3.343 4,143 .889 108 - 13 23 31
:'- ¢ ' Tt / ) ’ - ‘
L0. Commitment to professional . P L
standards and ethics, : . ‘ D
o ' wag. * { ’ A ’

B - Croduates . 3.706°  L.,291  .627 51 b er 38

&9 -Seniors ' 3,565  4.160 .60+ 23 3 "8 23 371
Employeys , . 3.889  h.s22  .TLl 2T g3 -8 33

- Faculty 2.929 4,286 1.357 i~ _g 16 . % b
“TOTAL ’ 3.626  h.3k3  .T39 115 W/ %
’ * f.\ . . * - [ ‘ ) \
*.% v - [N . . - L
+ - 35. fCommitment to standards of -, . . .
" excellence ‘in schHolarship. L e \ RN
v o6x . R - b\ - . .
e , . €.
Gradustes * @/ : -f3.h8f- L.0Th .558 " 52 | t9 s 27 -« Lo
Seniors . 3.125. 3.760 * .625 - 2h 2T o bo- . 3b
«_Employetrs |~ . 3.5k 3.841 S5 <2k T~ 28 2,7 3D
. - Faculty -~ /i .. 3.000 7 4.500 00 _1b 167 "7a0 - 21 2
" TOTAL 7 3,360 ° 3.985 % k9,118, 10", ) 357
. [ . v .
- v . . - : A
- rd ‘e . y
\ . - ’ . . "n \ ’
> » - L A Q
. ' ‘ hd
£l I 31}42 ‘ ’ -
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34, A commitmeht to retaiping
public owners p of wildlife

fbund on private 1ands

> "Graduates )
Seniors
Employers IR .
‘ Faculty - - e '
-~ TOTAL

- : R
33. Motivation to select and
° pursue educational gogls of
his/her own choosing:
B ]
Greduates '
Sendors
- Employers
- Faculty
- TOTQL

)
-

_31. Involvement w1th profes-
51onal organizatlons in the
wildlife field. : ’
< RN
Graduates -
Seniord * |
! Emplo -
oo F'aculit
cTOTAL o

"' ‘?ba# . Mean

d

Present Futur%//pif
)"

(‘Pgrf

*

No.
Diff.

Scores -Perf.

F »

Ranking Ranking Ranking

3478 3.960  .6Mh LS
3.273 L, 087 <810 21
3.381 3.953 | .952 21~
3.44Y 2.%00 '-1.286 _% -
3.40 3.860 606, 94 -
T .
= ¢ . ) S
»
3240 3.963  .755 b9
3.5L5 3.958 455 22
3.500  3.k09  .318  22-
3.167 3.571 500~ _12
3. 349 3.743 ,571 105
3.538  h.232 .12 52
. 455 4,208 .818 22
3.668  3.630 - .11 27
3.500 3.786 500 _12
3,519 3.98 ,56 113

on on on _
Imp. Diff.
- .- 7
) - -
10 . 30 37
21 32, 30
11 22 26
6 L 4 0 ®
9 L3 39
20 29 cUSPS
11 38 39 v
9 39 b1 -
2 3
12 36
o7 ok - 35
1k 27 29
5 33 W3 -

< % =
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SECPION 5: » ~%

BACKGROUND AND BREADTH

k5. knowledge of current eveﬁis,

public issues as related to
vildli fe affairs.

Graduates

Seniors

Empldyers

Facuity

TOTAL

- ’ -

42.  Injtiative in acquiring
and ntaining phy51cal
fitnesg.

Gr uates
Seniors .
Employers v
Faculty ’
TOTAL

Al

« 43, Initiative to eiamine

current thinking, gxciting ideas

“in the field. !,

Greduates
R Seniors
+ Employers
Faculty

/

TOTAL . ~

»
Mean _ ‘Mean  Mean  No.  Ranking Renking Renking
Present Future . Diff. Diff. - on . on on,
Perf ;gp, (I-P) Scores Perf, Imp. ~ Diff.’
3.250  L.582 1,327 52 18 <:%Ti\ 1k
3.167 4,560 1.417 2k 26 - 13
3.320 4,370 1.280 25 13 6 .16
2.692  L.286 1.61 13 24 18
3.1 L.L79 1.33% 1L 19 ‘10 12
- K} & "b’ “‘ -
2:362  3.136 1,36, W7 ' W 8. 12
2.478 h 250 1.783 ° 23 . 43 22- . b
3.000 - “3.614  1.q48" 21 ﬁ7 is 2;
2.100 2. /60 ~1e \ 0 3 36 -
2 3’“59 W oo 3» 1
) S . .
¥y N \d B
9 . ‘;r,'? v \
! -, <~ ~
0o T
u' . ' . %.- ) _ .
3,192 "t *ki327. 1115 52 22 19 21
2.955 % Lk.3715- 1.500 22° 31. .13 11
3.542 ¢+ 4,289 - 14000 -2k " .8 17 © 24
2.5384 . 1,923 13 3k 9
3.150 E.%El.; 1.261 111 22 17 I%
‘ ‘ L) . -
Cf e '
» ’ . .
[
. s
. 4
~ , - ”
? : . iliiel -
’ [ 36 ' '




-

. €. o o

- Mean Mean! Mean No. ‘Ra¥king Ranking Ranking
Presenf Future Diff.  Diff. ew - on _ on
Perf, Imp, (I-P) Scores _ Perf., _Imp. _Diff.

/

‘44, Familiarity with a second”’ : . ‘ g
culture, for example, throdgh ' ‘-
\ experience with a foreign
language. .

Graduate;*\
Sentors
Employers
Faculty
TOTAL

—

L1. Commitment to participation
and expression in the arts
(1iterature, music, sculpture, -

etc.). .

# Graduates
Seniors
Employets

** Faculty
TOTAL
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" Areas of Aéreement and Ccnt;cversI, o . - -4 .

" Difference (I-P). i

r d
obstacles to the implementation of sound resource programs, "although therq

. -
' '

As would be expected when sampling opinion on an& questicn1 some arehs

of agreement are readily apparent while others are not By examining the

size of the standard deviatipn for a particular item, a relative measure of the
F 4

dispersion of responses -- or "degree of agreement or disagreement --

may be obtained. A—compléte listing of items and their standard deviations
= ) -7
is given in Appendix C. Also included are two col@s showing items with @

higheat and lowest levels of agreement on Performance, Importance and
»
— ’ : Dl

7 One cautionary note should be added, however, in interpreting the

standard deviation or the variance statistic. That is the question of
¢

whethet the disagreement occurs between groups, say between seniors and —

. -

employers, or»across'all respondents, on a generally controversial ‘item.
This ana1y51s ‘of standard deviationzid”i’not meke that distinction and
thus contains elements of both soure€§ of variation.

Certain items from prev1ous analyses stznd out as showing air

high agreement.. Item #l; "knqyledge of total ecosystem planning" shows '
T _ A
high agreement on Importance, Per{‘ormance, and Difference. Substantial

agreement exists upon the ,importance of item #8, "Knowledge of political it

—~

is somewhat less agreement as to the present performanceé of the department.

Ny .

Items 18, 19, and 20 -- dqaling with systematic problem solving, creative

-

and critical thinking -=- show copsiderable agreement on importance but

less in the rating of present performance. Subgtantial agreement occurs

* L =

for item ™2k, "ability.to communicate wvith those in other disciplines"

38

46 . . N




Certain items show considerable disagreement, most of whichﬂﬁpﬁear
to be controversial current topics. For example, respondents disagree on the

- importance of "skill in managing game populations for food production" and

. -
> i

"a commitment to retaining public ownership of vildlife found on private

lands." Where there was considerable agreement as to a: "knowledge ot
- political obstacles," thexe is considgrable disagreement as to the need
‘ \m o tmlcment
for "attitudes of political act sm,".. 'personal convictions to implement

»
~

., change."  But the Fofern for a " social conscience," working for society's

improvement , shows 'high agreement in ‘the difference statistic. What this

+

~§§\\fif reflect~is a fairly widespread suspicion of politics and activism, but

a rébogﬁit;on<9§fthe need for political awareness and sopially orientec motives,

. . .




. IV. CONCLUSIONS - .o .

- ' -

. ‘ This report summarizes  the results of a survey of 141 persons

—

\
for the Wildlife Science Depaftment at Utah State University. Thébe

people, sampled from fo groupa, returned questionnaires as followa'
. . =

Graduates of the'd a.rtment/énce-IQ’(O “o 56 ) )

s .t

. Seniorswgraduatin'g June 1975 - ‘ 25

‘Employers of Wild life graduates - L6 . ‘ }
. Faculty, Department of Wildlife Science - 1k - _
‘ <

£

‘ six weeks and one follow-up letter, would seem/to {ndicate co siderable

interest on the part of those completil% the questionnaire. In—their

=
written comments (1ncluded in Appendix B), a number’.of persons state
that this type of study -was importa.nt at :hia time. ] ) Y
. The returned oueationnairea give a profile of Eeographic loca- k
tion of graduates and others involved in Wildlife work as #ell ag some
insight into preva.iling attitudes toward the future. Based upon sa . .

-

’ compa.rison of demographic “Characteristics of respondents and non-respondents,

r\

the bias from non—respondenta was felt to be minimal Most respondents
took a.slightly peaaimiatic view of future trends in pOpulation, reaources,
levels of pollution. Theae‘findings of demographic characteristics and future
'G!tentation are of interest, but are not of central importance to this study.
What is important from ﬂhia survey, in view of the undergraduate
s curriculum in the Department of Wildlife Science, is the pattern of similar

* responses across groups on,a number of concerns. All groups gave "knowledge

of political obstacles to t&'e\implementation of sound resource programs” as

¢ » .
. ! .
. .
. .
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a mbst critical concern. The "ability to deal with cost‘considerationé

(economics) of wildlife problems" was listed as a close second in order of

cniticality, although in ‘a second analysis based uponh top and bottom rankings,

’

. Yy

this concern did not emerge. ASide from these two concerns, four items

involving thinking skills were ranked as critical by the various groups.
These skills include critical thinking and the use of Judgment, indepen-

- - -
dent thinking and creative golutions to problems, planning and fore%asting '

future trends, and systematic problem solving from an environmental perspective.

The last two of these thinking skills were confirmed.in the second analySis,

while the other two were omitted. The concern with energy and its impadét

«

upon the ecosystem was found critical in both analyses. Two items which
- : -

*

were not viewed as critical at this time in either analysis were skills
in ganaging:'fish and game populations for-spdrt fishing and sport hunting.
. What these.groups seem to be saying quite clearly is that the
field of Wildlife Science has been changing rapidly The traditional

., emphasis upon fish and gamfe training for sport fishing and sport hun®ing

| are no longer-adequate for the work'by most profeSSionals in the field:+

With the increasing environmental concern on the part of numerous organi-

zations, the ability to deal realistically with politica! pressures and
cost con31derations are crucial for tomorrow's wildlife graduate. _Skills -
in planning and analfsis, independent thinking, creativity and uSe of |
‘-Budgment in decigion-making are critical for undergraduate'education:;\k
g These findings of the most ceritical cdncerns appear to te interrelated and
to provide some definite directions fgr uridergraduate curriculum'mevision.' _
Tne {mplementation of change udll require'imagination and, irgnically, a
mumber of *the same social and thinkin:g skills identified in the survey.
Clearly, a degree of.agreement exists acress gronps which can open the

.r

way for curriculum redirection at this, time. : \\>
' 4

\
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COLLEGE OPF NATURAL RESOURCES *

. %

- UMC 52
Utah State Unwversity
Logan, Utah 84322

© July 16 : - A
24 i Department Wildlife Science
7524100 EXT. 7928

The Departmeht of Wildlife Science nqus your help. We live in a
rapidly changing world and our Department must change to keep pace.
We need your input to determine the kinds of changes which should be
made. ‘ ‘ e - -

"llI|||v||!|]|mum.r; \

The undergraduate curriculum is of particulmr concern. Most of you

%re familfar with at least the broad outlines of the course sequence.

At present, undergraduates take courses desigped to provide a back-
ground ‘in basic -science as well as an understﬂpding,of ecology, biology,
and’ communications. A terresfrial or an aqua ic course sequence option

rounds out the curriculum.

*

1) Is the curriculum
adequate for today's world?, and 2) How iqportant will varidus skills
amd knowledge be for graduates of the future? For this, we)d like to
draw on your experience and perspective %pr‘guidance. .

Two questions ére important‘fo our deliberations:

-

Please fill out the questionnaire today and mail it_in the enclosed
enyelope. To be included, we need td receive your response by

August 15. Your response ¥s. important, and a prompt reply will ve *
most helpful to us. NN s

® Sincerely,

g uth
Jhhn A. Kadlec
ofessor and Department Head

-

JAK:cg

Enclosures

»
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DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE SCIENCE
' UTAH -STATE UNIVERSITY
— - . - N ~
. \

Future Oriented Questionnaire: An Exercise In Alternative Futu}es

il

7

The following statements describe alternative future views (1985-2000)
of the world in which we live. ¢ Ag Yyou readjthese, check the one with °
which you identify most closely. ' .
A.— Large numbers of people inhabit all riations in situations rangihg
from modérate overcrowding to chaotic overpopulation. Industrial-
productign has declined due to ‘lack of resources, and hunger is the
common denomjnator of mankind. Pollution has made many environments,
extremely unhealthy. : . *

B. Population growth strains the resources - of maﬁy underdeveloped

, countries, while.developed countries grow ficher. Some forms of pollution
have been eradicated, but environmental strain continues. International
efforts at cooperation have had some success, although many forms-‘of
wildlife are extinct or endangered. ’

*
¢ '

C. New.technology has allowed productior worldwide to more than keep pace?
with population expfiion., A rapidly rising standard of 1living, a strong
concern for enviro ally-sound solutions to- problems, and a cooperation
- among nations characterize the world situation.

-~ D. A position between A and B above, .

‘E. A position between })and C above. ’
P ' o

-
. ’ N

Directions:' In light of your projections for the futurey respond to each of the
concerns listed ‘below by following the directions for the left and the
right columns. : :

-

Exampie: Question No. 1 should read, starting‘in the left column:

"Rate the present performance of the Department of Wildlife Science in
providing students with . . . knowledge of total ecosystem planning"
(on the scale of "successful” to_ "unsuecessful"). :

v
-

Then, reading in the right column: . '

I . . Iy

"Evaluate the importance of this concern for future resource ménagement"
—r— .
(on the scdle of- "important” to "unimportant"). - '

’

Your careful consideration of each item is appreciated.”

x . . , -~

||’mi

\
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Rate th Present Performance of the
Departmgnt of Wildlife Science_ in

)

Evaluate the lmport'ance of this-
concern for future resource manage-

o

»

E .-
]

1

 F

)

o
-

L]

- ]
P

%

v

v

-

.
D N I I EN =
4
L]

b ‘Knowledge of endangered species . .

2. 'the ecosystem. ; . “

Py 0

food production.

providiypg students with . . ' ment s
- . ) :
: /"u N 7 L
ISuc- — lnsuc- ) - In- X, Unim-
cess- ~  cess- Fo o~ b s _|por- ! por-
ful f . |tant - tant
L N ’
2 ol - f“s
4 ‘ AIJ R o 0
'5 3 118 8| Technicel Knowledge and Skills - s 30211058
- . 1. Knowledge of total ébosysiem plghning. )
r( ’ . 2. Awareness of the increasing pressures ; I
- on limited wildlife resources, and the . . .
. | options open to society. M
B | : 3. Skill in managing game poPu;atian for | -
T sport hunting.
) 4. Skill in managing game populations for

Ability to deal with cost considerations
(economics) of wildlife problems: ~

\n

problems. . s

7. Knowledge of energy and its impact upon

8. Knowledge of polltical obstacles to the

1mplementation of gound resource pro-
TP §~,- ] .

10. AbBTIi%y to apply principles of anlmal
,behavior and ecology. .

. LY
11. Skill in managing fis’{ stocks to produce
a food crop.

Py »

- -,

12. Skill in managing fish populations for
sport fishing. .

3. A w&}klng knowledge of equlpment and
resources available to the practitioner
- on the Job. .

ili. The ability to use the computer to 'solve
wildlife problems.

» . . ) t




- Rate, the Present Per(‘ormance of 't 3 H Evaluate the' Import’ance of t}'lis

»} Deﬁaftment of w;ldhfe Sc‘legcé‘ 1n cancern for future resource manage-
provm.Q‘ing Studént’s v1th 2 .o S ment . R '
i— o . )% e .
O A R AT — —7
] Suc- |, Unsuc=- . S . B B N 2 . Usige | . . .
ﬁs,-' .cess="~) L, c -, . , - por-  ° por- .}
. g i{ul" : . .’ e . tant tant
- ' N & * ) -
© A 5
’ ' 1 LT '.K' "ok ¥ ! e — R E NI i
"6 d . = 3 * o L 1113
.5 1 I 3 211, g8l . 5 3 2 115"
Y IARITREECE B | | 21
j C . - . 7
i ol R O R 15, Expertis€ in controlling animal popu= ‘
[ NI RN Y R 7 ¢ latlons to limlt deprédatlon loss. -« - |, o ¢
W) R pam e : -
N PR \ 16.- Techmc’ rtise in \the- area of A , _
. ) ] o {, . water pol " biology. N . L~ | . . .
- o o - ¢ ¢ - M
l.‘ ) N ' ) ‘ S ! ‘ ° ’ x
IRAE .} |- | Thinking 'Skills * ¢ " . 1o
. b . -, ° o - » 1 F L ." - h ¢
' - “:“*J 197. Skills in planning\i?nd forecasting . 1 | <
-~ ' ‘ _fagure trends. £ _ ‘\ ..
. ) *‘ N ” % s h
. p "o A Y
- B s | 18.: Ablhty to solve oblemsosystematlcally, / .
- i - g . . froma broad env;.ronmeptal pe*'spectavé N . R .
N . D * | & . J e,
. p : 19. The. ablllty %o think. mdependently and L |- ¢ ll .
I Cb ol to dfrive at creatlve Sb‘lutlons to - ' '
A * N EEN problems. . T o s
| T, - =t . l ..
k" ) " " 20. 5\1% in cr1t1.ce.l thinking and use of . 0 LY |
. B T O ‘ judgment. . * - . - T
LARRF A'blllwthe tools of wildlife = -
b - " science ‘to practlcal problems in real - -t .
L3N PN Y R P séttmgs o . : ‘ V.
-_ . " e ﬁ N . - - e .
\ T 22, Sklll in dealmg w1th probabilities 4 1 . et
Fo * . rathay thaf certainties, tq assume & d | ] F ‘
N 2R PR tentativeé approach to life. . . A
2 '] . . - -~ . +
AP N ~1,23. Skill in 1solat1r\1g the asgumptlons which | !+ )
&, o) . - underlle a particular argument. ° A1
4 N v o : M '
‘ l cef . . R ‘ .-4;6;\ N ' -
S I R _Cormimunication Skills : po.
* . . . " . .', * .’ y ¢ - " . N R . , s
. . .~ . 1 2h, Abil?t?to commumc%e with those in _ . r N
" ) .# oothér d1‘sc1p11nes to resolve problems . h 5
, 1. i . Ob " technical” nature. A0 , -
- re. ) . ¢ - . J.
L 4

|- 25. Skill and practlce in techmcaI report ' 2
o
>

' C R w&‘ltmg.' . |
l . . . . 26 ”The abllity %0 .ex ﬁn/mnc ts to [ ' ' |
. ? C

anothér person i the field.
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Rate the Present Performance of the : Fvaluate the Impértance of this
Départment .of Wildlife Science in . ) conéﬁrn for future resoq;qg;manage—
roviding students with . . . ment

Unsuc-
, cess=’

’ *’
Skills in the effectlve use of Eng&lsh
(Spelllng- punctuatlon' grammar ).

= L
Skill¥ 1n4commun1cat1ng research
,,’findlngs and knowledge to oxhers.

29, Speaking skil;s.'

4

‘| Attitude and Mouifbtion

30. Motivation to conti ) date knowl-
edge and skills following graduation.

\

. -
) - ) -

. . [
31. Involvement with proféssional organiza-
tions irbthe wildlife field. ~e T

32}»‘Att1tudes of polltlcal activism, a set ~
of personal convictions to 1mplem€nt

.+ change. , '
- .‘t) S

33. Motivation to select and pursue educa-
tlonal goals of hls/her own ch0031ng.

.

Y
. .

r

v
.

FJ

: s
34, A commltment to retaining publig owner-f

, sh1p of wlldllfe found on- private land#

’

35. Coqpitﬁéﬁtlto stand A5 srt~excellence in °
’ scholarship..

L

36.  Positive attitudes t
‘own abilities’

E

8
37. A ,sense of the cosmopelitan, a cross-
~cultural perspective.

38, Self-reliance, ability t§§fend for him-
self.'

r Wt

39. Motlvatlon work for soc1ety s betterment
. a social copscience.  *
. “L\ .
L, Commitment to profe831onal standaxds
> and ethlcs
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Rate the Present Perférmance. of the . - ' Evaluate the Importance of this

partment of wildlife Sc1ence in ) . | concern for future resource manage-
roviding students with . . . ment -

‘e ‘

L]

- o

Unsue-
cess=-

ful
S

’ l

Background and Breadth

A}

'Commltment to part1c1pg;10n and expres-
siod in the arts (literature, music,
scplpture, etc ) "\ R

\J

¢

®

Initlatlve in acquiring and malntalning
physical fitness.

-
~. :

Initiative tgeexamine current thinking, 1
> &xciting idea’s 'in the field.:

Familiarity with a second culture, for
example, through experience with a-
¢fo?eign language.

-

49, Knowledge of current events, public
issues as related to w11d11£eoaffa1rs.

~

.
>

Yo

. . . .
.
. e
PR . ta -‘ \

-Pliese‘list‘additipnal skills or concerns which you feel are important.

3
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Department Wildlife Science
752-4100 EXT. 7928

Dear Sir: L .

A short time ago we .sent you a _guestiapnaire which was designeo to
help us-do a better. Job of establlshlng the goals and priorities for
our curriculum.  Your input to ¥his survey is very important if the
survey is to be really valid. - .- ‘

This letter is e&>;hank you for the -time and 1nterest you have alrepdy
invested if your, return has been sent and if it hasn't yet to ea-
courage you to do so as soon as.possible. If .for some reason the
questionnaire did not reach you,-we will mail agother upon request.

¥

Agaln we express our hppreciation for your wi gness to particfbate
in this study i e ‘ .

R | f.

- T . Sincerély,

Q&/L—/

hn A. Kadlec
) Professor and Department Head

[




