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1
CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

Background

Evaluation of educational programming came Into prominence with the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 which required it as a
condition for funding new educational programs (Anderson, Ball, Murphy, &
Associates, 1975). Evaluatlon and accountablllity have become common terms
in the literature as educational leaders now recognize the importance of
evaluating program effectiveness to direct declsion-making for program
enrichment (Astin, 1982; Madaus, Scriven, 8 Stufflebeam, 1983; Brady,
1986) .

National atteﬁtlon on American education has resulted in Increased
efforts for accountability on the part of Institutions of higher
education. The emphasis on accountabillty has required these institutlons
to focus on more comprehensive methods of evaluation. étudents,
accredltlngbbodles. profegsional communities, and embloyers are demanding
greater partlcléatlon In decision-making while legislators and
Institutional governing bodies are requiring evidence of cost
effectiveness (Kasten, 1986; Keller, 1983). The National Councl] For
Accreditation of Teacher Education (1987) redesigned the standards,
procedures, and policies for accreditation of professional education
units. The new standards requlre documentation of evaluation efforts
which involve current students as well as follow-up studies of graduates.

Evaluative Information has become a key component In addressing

Ilgsues of quality service, accountabillity, socletal demands for relevant



educatlon, and budgetary concerns durlng perliods of declining enrollment.
Data obtained through longlitudinal studies are an integral part of
depaftmental long-range planning. Decislons for program growth and
enrichment rely heavily on this information (Freeman & Loadman, 1985;
Fincher, 1983; Williford & Moden, 1987; Washington State Higher Educatlion
Coordinating Board, 1987).

Student assessment of programs, program evaluatlon, graduate
fol low-up, marketing, and enrollment, has become the lifeblood for both
Indlvidual programs and the Institutions of higher education that house
them (Olson, 1985; Braskamp, Wise, & Hengstler, 1979). Evaluation efforts
are no longer viewed as peripheral to the central mission of higher

education, but are considered essential In providing Information which is

vital to It.

Department of Professional Studies Organizatlion

The Department of Professional Studles consists of seven areas of
speciallzation eaéh of which Is designated as a section with its own staff
and curriculum. The sections are: Adult and Extension Education;
Counselor Education; Curriculum and Instructional Technology; Educational
Administration; Higher Educatlion; Historlcal, Philosophical, and
Comparatlve Studies; Research and Evaluation. Graduate degrees are
awarded through the Departmeﬁt of Professional Studles In Elementary
Educatlon, Speclal Educatlon, and Vocational Education. These are
designated as afflllate programs and not considered as sections in the

department (Iowa State Unlversity, 1982).



General Goals df the Department
The general goals of the Department, each section, and afflliate
programs as stated by the Governance of the Department of Professlional
Studies (Iowa State University, 1982) are to:

1. Conduct high quallty graduate educatlon programs, both on-campus
and off-campus, for students seéklng graduate degrees In a major
In education and/or seeking professional certliflcation as school
service personnel.

2. Establlish appropriate conditlons, opportunities, and resources
with which both faculty and graduate students can engage In |
research and scholarly activities of excellence.

3. Assist the educatlonal enterprise of Iowa In solution of Its
problems by utilizing, when appropriate, the talents and
expertlse of the faculty and graduate student body In such
actlivities as workshops, conferences, and consultation In small

groups, both on and off-campus (p. 1).

Statement of the Problem
The llterature clearly Indicates a strong movement toward
longltudinal self-studies conducted by university departments In order to
maintaln accountability (Kasten, 1986; Braskamp et al. 1979; Wise,
Hengstler, & Braskamp, 1981). In response to demands for Information
concerning consumer program satlsfaction, Institutions of hlgher education
. must extend the dimenslions of assessment and evaluation (Olson, 1985). It

1s Important that these studies also provide longltudinal Information.



The goals of the Department of Professional Studles in Education,
Iowa State Unlversity, are to meet societal demands for relevant education
and quality service. Departmental goals are not statlc; they adapt to the
changing demands of the society which the Institution serves. Therefore,
it Is Imperative that the department contlnuously assegs and update
graduate prbgram offerings. Oraduate students and alumnae/alumni are key
to providing valuable information in the continued effort to improve
programs within the department.

Two survey studies have been conducted to evaluate the departments’
graduate programs. Subah (1986) surveyed students enrolled, spring 1986,
to determine thelir level of satisfaction with programs. A concurrent,
companion study (Photlsuvan, 1987) surveyed 1981-85 alumnae/alumni for the
same purpose. Both‘authofs found data significant for program development
and recommended that a follow-up study be conducted.

There has been no replication of the studies conducted of the Subah
(1986) and Photlsuvan (1987). In preparation for the NCATE review it is
In the best Interest of each program, and the department as a whole, to
have evidence of a comprehensive assessment and efforts to strengthen
and/or improve programming. |

More Importantly, it ls necessary for departments in institutions of
higher education to be responsive to the consumer. This study will
produce data relating to consumer satigfaction with the Department of
Professional Studies. Informatlon will be avallable to decision makers

for the development of programming which better satisfies constituents



and/or strengthens those endeavors which appear to be of most Importance

for continued quallty service.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of thls study was to determine student and alumnae/alumnl
level of satlsfactlon with the Iowa State University Department of
Professional Studies in Education. Data were collected to: 1) determine
level of satisfaction with departmental programs, 2) ldentlfy percelved

strengths and weaknesses of the department, 3) compare findings with those

as reported In the previous studles.

Objectives of the Study

1. ldentify level of satlsfaction of (a) students (b) alumnae/alumni
by demographic data.

2. ldentify strengths and weaknesses of the department and the
degree to which expectations of (a) current'students (b
alumnae/alumni have been met.

3. Compare current findings with those as reported In the previous
dépértmental studles.

4., Make recommendations for revision of the department.

Hypotheses to be Tested ‘
The following null hypotheses were tested to achieve the purpose of
this study:
1. There is no relationship between (a) student or (b)

alumnae/atlumn! level of satisfaction with the department and the



following variables: age, graduate asslstantshlip, use of degree

preparation, and recommendation of speclallzation.

There is no slignificant difference in level of satisfaction
the department when (a) students or (b) alumnae/alumni are

grouped by gender.

There is no significant dlfférence In level of satisfaction
the department when (a) students or (b) alumnae/alumnl are

grouped by writing option,

There Is no significant difference in level of satisfaction
between (a) students who have or (b) alumnae/alumn! who had
assistantships and those who did not.

There [s no significant difference in level of satisfaction
the department when students are grouped by age.

There is no significant difference in level of satisfaction
the department when (a) students or (b) alumnae/alumni are

grouped by area of speclallzation.

There is no significant difference in level of satisfaction
the department when (a) students or (b) alumnae/alumni are

grouped by employment type.

There Is no significant difference In level of satisfaction
the department when (a) students or (b) alumnae/alumni are

grouped by ethnic background.

There Is no significant difference in level of satisfaction

with

with

with

with

with

with

with

the department when alumnae/alumni are grouped by highest degree

In Department of Professional Studies.



Agsumpt lons

1. The names and addresses of the current students, obtained from
the Graduate Student Offlce, were accurate and up-to-date.

2. The list of alumnae/alumi! names and addresses, obtained from the
Alumni Development Offlice, was accurate and up-to-date.

3. The current students answered the questlonhalre accurately and
the Information was valld for departmental evaluation.

4. The alumnae/alumni answered the questionnalre accurately and the
Information was valld for departmental evaluation.

5. The previous studies were conducted as presented and the data

reported accurately.

Limitations
The scope of this study Is limited to those students enrolied in 2
graduate degree program, spring 1989; the 1986-88 alumnse)alumnl; and data
as reported for similar populations iIn previous studies, Department of
Professional Studies In Education, Iowa State Unlversity. Data used for
this study are only applicable to the department where they were obtalned.

Inferences cannot be made for any other population.

Definition of Terms
The following definitions were used for the purpose of this study:
Current gtudept study will refer to study of graduates students
enrolled for the spring semester, 1989.

Students will refer to those students enrolled spring, 1989.



Previous studv of graduate students will refer to the study conducted
by Subah, spring 1986.

Current alumnae/alumnl studv will refer to the study of 1986-88
Department of Professional Studles alumnae/alumni.

Alumnaesalumnl will refer to the 1986-88 alumnae/alumni.

Previous alumnaesalumnl study will refer to the 1987 study conducted
by Photlisuvan. |

Department will refer to the Department of Professlional Studies in
Education, Iowa State Unlversity.

Evaluation: “The practice of evaluation involves the systematic
collection of information about the activities, characteristics, and
outcomes of programs, personnel, and products for use by specliflic
people to reduce uncertalnties, improve effectiveness, and make
decisions with regard to what those programs, personnel, or products

are doing and affecting" (Patton, 1988, p. 303).

Significance of the Study
Impllication
The study of gradﬁate students, spring 1989 and 1986-88
alumnae/alumn! provides information for decision making, program fevlew,
and possible department revision.
This study serves to document evaluation efforts which include
current students and graduates. This is an area of compliance required by

the Natlional Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (1987).



Data on student and alumnae/alumn! satisfaction with the department,
which correlate pogsitively with the Subah (1986) and Photisuvan (1987)

findings, provide further documentation for adjustment conslderatlons.

Application
The findings of thls study provide direction for long-range planning

within the Department of Professional Studies. They are applicable to an
in-depth study of individual programs. Signlficant items can serve to
gulde decisions for program enrichment and/or improvement and, therefore,
contribute to the over-all health of the department.

This study serves as a data source to determine the success of
depértmental changes which have been Implemented since the previous
studies were conducted. Items which were found to be lﬂ high correlation

with the previous studies provide direction for future program efforts.
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CHAPTIER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In this chapter, literature ls reviewed which relates to the fleld of
program evaluation In general as well as program evaluation speclfic to
Institutions of higher education. The chapter is divided into four
gubsections: definition of evaluatlon, student evaluation of programs,
alumnae/alumni evaluation of programs, the role of evaluation in

accreditation, and multidimensional program evaluation.

Definition of Evaluatlon

Numerous definitions of evaluation are found in the literature. The
diverslty of concepts, practices, and methods dictate how educators
address evaluation. What is belng assessed and why the assessment is
being conducted often determines the deflnition. Patton (1988) suggests
that the definition of evaluation ls purposefully broad In order to
promote the concept that It can be used in a variety of ways.

The classic definition, developed by Tyler (1949), views evaluatlion
as a process used to determine If the goals and objectives of a program
have been achleved. Evaluatlon defined as a process of comparing costs
and benefits of two or more programs grew out ofva reactlion to the
narrowness of measuring the attainment of single program goals as
prescribed by Tyler (Alkin & Ellett, 1984).

Soclal scientists percelve evaluation as involving the application of
rigorous methods to study programs (Bernsteln & Freeman, 1975; Rossi,
Freeman, & Wrlight, 1979), This definition emphasizes experimental design

and quantitative measure. Another perspective deflines evaluation as the
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process of Judging a program’s value. In this context the purpose of
evaluation is to reach a flnal judgment on the relative merit or worth of
a program as It currently exists (Stake, 1967; Worthen & Sanders, 1973;
Popham, 1975; Guba & Lincoln, 1981). N
While supporting the concept that the goal of evaluation was to judge
value, Scriven (1967) went further with the definitlon to Inslst that the
Informed Judgment of value was not an end In itself. In defining
evaluatlion, Scriven identifled the need to distingulsh between
evaluation’s goal of Judging value and the role of evaluation which he
viewed as the constructive use of evaluative data. Stufflebeam (1968>
agreed that evaluation for the sake of evaluation was polntless and, also,
stregsed the use of evaluative data in the development of constructive |
plans for program improvement and revision. This expanded definition of
evaluation, therefore, goes beyond Judgment or determlning value to
Include an action process as the primary emphasis. It ls a process for
problem solving or an Informatlion gathering process for decision-making
(Stufflebeam, Foley, Gephart, Guba, Hammon, Merriman, & Provus, 1971;
Scriven, 1974; Stufflebeam & Webster 1980; Stufflebeam, 1983).
The broad definition of evaluation proposed by Patton (1988) appears

to be most applicable to this study. Patton states:

“The practice of evaluation lnvolves the systematic

collectlon of Information about the actlvities,

characteristics, and outcomes of programs, personnel,

and products for use by speclific people to reduce

uncertainties, improve effectiveness, and make

decisions with regard to what those programs,

personne] or products are doing and affecting* (p.
303).
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Student Evaluation of Programs

The view of current students is critical to the modification,
enrichment, and/or revision of programs to meet their needs (Morstain,
1977), "Student satlsfactlons represent a unique perception of programs
and should not be overlooked In assessing program quailty”, (Braskamp et
al. 1979, p. 498).

Research Indicates that student satisfaction with departments
reflects Information éoncernlng the public lmage of the college, student
attitudes toward college, and factors which influence cholce of programs
of study (Neumann & Neumann, 1981; van Rooljen, 1986; Fleld & Giles,
1580). Student satisfaction with department organlzation and quallty may
be a positive Indicator of department excellence (Braskamp et al. 1979;
Cooley, 1983).

To determine the degree of satisfactlon with major departments,
Braskamp et al. (1979) surveyed 7,801 undergraduates and graduates from 38
departments, at the University of Illlnols at Urbana-Champaign. This
study identifled two highly related dimensions of student satlsfactlon for
both undergraduate and graduates. The dimensions were: General
Satlsfaction with Major (area of speclallzation) and Satlisfaction with
Mentorship.

An analysis of the soclal-psychological dimensions of graduate and
professional school environments was conducted by Katz and Hartnett
(1976). The data, gathered from hundreds of graduate schools, {ndicated
that flve critical dimenslions of departmental environment most influenced

student perceptions. The environmental dimensions were: the nature and
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quality of student relations with the faculty, the extent to which the
department can be regarded as a true "community", the degree of faculty
attention to and concern for teaching, procedures and phllosophy related
to the evaluation of graduate student performance, and the rigidity and/or
flexibility of the formal curricular requirements.

A longitudinal study of a large sample of students, In five graduate
departments, examined how departmental environments differed. This study
Indicated that gpeclallzed requirements of disclpline3 create unlique
expectations and pressures that affect students’ academic and personal
well-being. Each department creates a unique environment and a graduate
school Is a set of learning environments rather than a unit. Therefore,
the researcher (Balrd, 1974) concluded the depa;tment was the correct unit
of analysis at the graduate level.

Satisfaction with aspects of the academic environment, for 1,370
graduaﬁe students In three graduate colleges, was summarlzed In a 1976
study conducted by Reagan. No correlation of student satisfaction with
sex, marital status, or area of study was reported. Two dimensions,
faculty acdeptance of opinions held by students and the quallty of
advising, were found to correlate significantly with graduate student
satisfaction. At a mid-western school, Gregg (1972) studied several
factors affecting graduate student satisfaction. Thls study-was supported
by the findings of Reagan (1976) and Katz and Hartnett (1976) that more
colleglal faculty-student reiationships produce higher levels of graduate

gtudent satisfaction.
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In a 1985 survey of 758 graduating senlors, Hearn attempted to
ldentify the determinants of speciflic and overall satlisfactlion with
academic programs. He reported flndings which lndicated stimulating
course work and good teaching were'hore Important than opportunitles for
faculty/student Interaction or percelved faculty knowledge. Slgnlficant
fleld (area of speciallzatlion) and gender differences were found. A study
of 172 graduate students, conducted by Subah (1986), also found
significant differences In student satisfaction by gender and area of
speclallzation, as well as by age and employment type.

An examinatlon of demographic factors which were characteristic of
persisters and nonpersisters In a graduate level, nontraditional liberal
education program found five signiflcant factors. The factors were: age,
type of Bachelor’s degree held, years since completlion of the Bachelor’s
program, distance from the Master’s degree program site, and the soclal
sclence score on the Undergraduate Assessment Program Test (Langenbach &
Korhonen, 1988).

Data obtalined from 3,929 respondents to the 1971 and 1980 Cooperative
Institutional Research Program (CIRP) surveys, conducted by Astlin (19825,
were analyzed by Smart (1987). The purpose of thls study was to determine
If relatlve simllarity In student undergraduate and graduate environments
was related to satisfaction with graduate programs. Smart found that
students with simllar undergraduate and graduate major fields of study

experienced a higher level of satisfaction In relationships with faculty

and peers.
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Regearch, strategic planning, communications, and evaluation are
essentlal to a sound marketing effort (Olson, 1985). Evaluation for
graduate recruitment recelves the least attention primarily because, "few
departments or Institutlions have developed baseline data sophlisticated
enough to allow much evaluation" (p. 24). According to Olson, "academic
departments have undertaken no organized effort to determine factors which
Influence enrollment decisions. Most departments focus thelir energies on
the product (curriculum) rather than on the cllient" (p. 23).

*Desirable dualltles In graduate programs are not mysterious. One
need only ask the students to understand the attractlveness of varlous
advanced learning environments" (Hill, 1981, p. 9). In preparing for the
1990s, It appears to be critically Important that those who plan and

Implement educational programs carefully consider the views of the student

consumer.

Alumnae/alumni Evaluation of Programs

A companion source of !nformation, vital to department program
evaluation and Improvement, are the opinlons of the alumnae/alumni of that
department (Wise et al. 1981; Duval, 1985). Colleges and universitlies
have used alumnae/alumn! surveys for a varlety of feasons. and It has been
recommended that this data be used iIn assessing quality or excellence
(Pace, 1979; Study Group on the Conditions of Excellence In Higher
Education, 1984). Alumnae/alumn! surveys provide administrators with

crucial Information about Judgments concerning the college expeflence, and
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are lncreasingly being used in multidimensional assessment programs
(Harrls, 1985; Hartel, 1985),

Alumnae/alumni can provide insights into the uflllty of course
requirements and useful Information for curriculum or environmental
changes (Centra, 1977; Braskamp, Brandenburg, & Ory, 1984). Recent
alumnae/alumn! may have a better perspective about requirements,
procedures, and content, especlally as they relate to employment (Clark,
Hartnett, & Balrd, 1976; Braskamp et al. 1984). Alumnae/alumnl survey
outcomes are used for accredltation review, self-study, marketing,
recruiting, career planning/placement, and public relations efforts
(Williford & Moden, 1987).

Earller studles, which compared alumnae/alumni and current student
ratings, found correlations ranging from .40 to .75 (Centra, 1974; Drucker
& Remmers, 1951; Overall, Marsh, Hughes, & Unterbrink, 1978).
Unfortunately, these studies assessed only Individual teaching which Is
one dimension of departmental quallty. To determine the usefulness of
alumnae/alumﬁl ratings In assessing overall departmental quality, Wise et
al. (1981) surveyed 4,573 enrolled students from 22 acédemlc departments.
One year later 1,228 graduates from the same departments completed the
alumnae/alumn! survey. Data obtained from the two groups were virtually
Identical and Included two major factors: General Satisfaction With Major
and Satisfaction With Mentorship. Alumnae/alumn! ratlngs were found to be
relatively uninfluenced by job-related variables, The study suggested
that former students continue to evaluate thelr major programs along the

same dimensions after graduation. The authors concluded that |t appeared
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reagonable to make comparisons between groups of enrolled students and
alumnae/alumni.

In 1976 Clark et al. conducted a study of 25 graduate departments.
Data, obtalned from both students and alumnae/alumni, correlated highly
(.70, .80) on the ability of the faculty and overall excellence of the
program. These authors suggested that alumnae/alumni have a better
perspective about the requirements and contents of a program than do
enrolled students and more objectivity than faculty members. Therefore,
the most productlive use of alumnae/alumnl ratings appeared to lle with
program and department review.

The 1983 report of the self-assessment study of doctoral programs in
higher education at the University of Georgla indicates data which support
.the findings of Clark et al. (1976) of high correlations between ratings
of students and alumnae/alumni. These data reflect an extensive agreement
among students, alumnl, and faculty (Fincher, 1983).

Analysls of follow-up studies of graduates of College of Education
doctoral programs at Ohio State and Michlgan State universitles considered
alumnae/aldmnl perceptions of doctoral guldance commlttée activities In
planning course work, preparing and administering comprehensive
- evaluations, and guiding dissertation research. Recommendations of 676
graduates from both programs Include: encouraging students to take
meaningful course work outside the college of education, ensuring that
students obtaln sufficient background in research methodology, providing a
clear senge of the content that will be tested in examlnations,

maintalining high standards, offering constructive feedback to students
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whén evaluating performance, and adding members to the committee to ensure

expertise In research methodology and theory (Freeman & Loadman, 1985).
The llterature clearly indicates a need to lncludé evaluative

Information from alumnae/alumni in a comprehensive departmental program

review.

The Role of Evaluatlion in Accreditation

Accreditation, a process unique to the United States, 1s concerned
with the Integrity and educational quality of member Institutions. The
process of accreditation may be described as having four major purposes:
accountabllity, a legal standard by which to measure the quallty of
education, a way to ralse educatlonal standards, and a means of
lnstltutlonal self-knowledge (Zoffer, 1987). Accreditation, as defined by
the National Council! for Accreditatlion of Teacher Education (1987), is the
"primary means for voluntary peer regulation and serves.as a slignificant
mechanism for assessing and enhancing academic and educational quallty"
(p. 44).

The National Council for Accreditatlion of Teacher Education (NCATE)
Is supported by professional assoclations representing teacher education
lnstlfutlons, state and local policy makers, and professional
assoclatlons. NCATE is authorized, by the Councli! on Postsecondary
Accreditation (COPA), to grant accreditation to Institutions which meet
standards for excellence. NCATE accreditation Is not granted to
Indlvidual departments, but to unlversitles or colleges as a total unit

(Christiansen, 1985; Brady, 1986).
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In the early 1970s NCATE shifted the emphasis for accreditation from
the educatlional unit’s faclllitles, research materials, faculty
quallfications, and entrance requirements to include performance of
program graduates and educational outcomes (Floden, 1980). Efforts In
evaluation of graduateé were reported to have been NCATE’s major concern
with programs in 1972 (Fritschel, 1975).

Departments were expected to document efforts to design and implement
plans for evalqatlon of graduates and use of data as a resource In program
review. However, more than one-half (58%) of the programs, reviewed by
NCATE In 1979, were cited for violations of the standard calling for
follow-up studies. In 1980 the standards for evaluating program graduates
and use of data in program review were first and third among identified
weaknesses (Wheeler, 1980).

The standards and criteria for NCATE accreditation were redesigned in
.1987.. Formerly, evaluation hrocedures were summatlvé and focused on the
decision to accredit, grant provisional accreditation, or to deny
accreditation. The more formative, new evaluation establfshes eleven
precondltldns and requires annual reports on selected vérlables. The
gtandard which places graduate evaluation as a precondlition for

accreditation states:

The unit maintains relationships with
graduates from its professional education
programs that include follow-up studies and
asslistance to beginning professionals.

The unit keeps abreast of emerging
evaluatlion techniques and engages in regular and
gystematic evaluations, Including follow-up
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studles, to determine the success and quallty

of graduates {n the professional education

roles for which they were prepared.

The results of evaluatlion efforts, Including

follow-up studies of graduates, are used by

the unit to modify and Improve programs

(NCATE, 1987, p. 42).

Quallfylng documentatloh of these efforts Include: policles for
conducting evaluation; summary reports of Internal program reviews within
the last flve years; summary reports of external program reviews conducted
within the last three years, Inciuding follow-up studies of graduates and

employers; and a summary of program changes based on evaluation results.

Multidimensional Program Evaluation

In evaluating department quality It Is Important to use as many
relevant sburces of data as possible (Wise et al. 1981), Thus, efforts In
evaluatlion which Incorporate a multidimensional approach provide
departments with the strongest evidence to support declislon-making for
program change and Improvement (Brandenburg & Gray, 1983). Such data
provide informatlbn pertaining to the current status of existing programs
(Lillle, Lubker, Rhodes, & Wyne, 1986) and ldentlfy common factors
relating to student and alumnae‘alumni concerns (Braskamp et al. 1979).

The literature Indicates a strong movement toward longitudinal
self-studies, conducted by university departments, In order to maintain
accountabllity. The value of Information from current students and
alumnaesalumni, asia resource for assessing program quallty, is clearly

supported by research.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

Methods followed In conducting the survey study are discussed in thls
chapter. Chapter 3 Is dlivided Into the followlng sectlons: Instruments,

subjects, survey procedures, and data analysis.

Instruments

A revision of the evaluatlbn Instrument developed by Braskamp et al.
(1979) was used In this study. A modifled version of this Instrument was
used by both Photlsuvan (1987) and Subah (1986) In the previous studies of
the department.

The questionnaire consisted of two parts. Part One contalned Iltems
relating to demographlic information, employment classification, and job
satisfaction. Part Two was divided Into 3 sections: 1) satlsfaction with
area of speclallzatlon (sectlion), 2) satlsfactlon with courses taken
outside section as a part of the program of study, and 3) overall

gatisfaction with the department.

Subjects
The subjects for thls study were master and doctoral students
enrolled In the Department of Professional Studles, Iowa State Unlversity,
spring semester, 1989. For the purposes of this study the three afflliate
programs, Elémentary Education, Special Education, and Vocational
Education, were Included as sections within the department in data
collection and analysis. Therefore, the subjects were majoring in one of

the following graduate degree programs: Aduit and Extension Education;
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Counselor Educations Currlculum and Instructional Technology; Educational
Administration; Elementary Educatlons Higher Education; Historlcal,
Phllosophical, and Comparative Studles; Reseafch and Evaluatlon; Speclal
Education; Vocatlonal Education. The other segment of the populatlion were
1986-1988 graduates from the same areas of speclallzation within the
department.

A list of gradﬁate students, spring 1989, was obtalned from the Iowa
State University Graduate Student Office. Responses from all of the
current graduaie students In the Department of Profeasional Studles were
recrulted for the study. The names and addresses of the 1986-88
Department of Professional Studies alumnae/alumnl were obtalned from the
Iowa State University Alumnl Division Offlce. Responses from all of the

graduates were recrulted,

Student subjects

A total of 238 students, from all major areas of speclallzatlon,
particlpated in the survey. This was 69.4% of the 342 degree seeklng
students enrolled spring, 1989. Of the 238 respondents, 60.5% were
female, 39.1% male. The majority (64.3%) were marrled, 25.6% single, and
8.0% dlvorced.

The largest percent (42.9%) of the students were 31 through 40 years
of age. The next largest percentages (27.3%, 23.9%) were 26 to 30, and 41

to 50, respectively. Flve percent (5.5%) were over S0 years of age.
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The majority (78.6%) were White American, 8.4% were African/Black
~ Amerlican, 8.0% were Internatlonal students, 1.7% were Natlve American,
1.3% Aslan American, and .8% were Hispanic American.

Over one-half (58.8%) of the students reported having no graduate
degree before éttendlng Iowa State Universlty; 36.5% had a M.S., M.A., or
M.Ed.; and 3.8% a Ph.D. or Ed.D.

Elghty-six percent (86%) of the responses indicated the subjects had
no degree from the Department of Professional Studies; 13.0% had recelved
a M.S., M.A., or M.Ed.; and .8% a Ph.D. Few llsted the date of
enrolliment, for the last degree, or the date It was récelved. A majority
felt this questlon was not appllcable (97.9% and 98%, respectlively).

Elghteen Indlividuals responded from the sectlon Adult and Extension
Education. Of these respondents 55.6% are female and 44.4% male; 22.2%
are 20 to 30 years of age, 61.1% 31 to 40, and 5.6% are over 50; 38.9% are
wrftlng a thesis, 38.9% a creatlve cdmponent, and 22.2% a digsertatlon.

Sixty-two of the student respondents are speclalizing in Counselor
Education. Of these, 82.3% are female, 17.7% male; 22.6% are 20 to 30
vears of age, 45.2% are 31 to 40, 27.4% are 41 to 50 and 4.8% are over 50
years of age; 17.2% are choosing the theslis wrliting option, 75.9% the
creative component, and 6.9% the dissertation.

of fhe 25 Individuals from Curriculum and Instructional Technology,
52.0% are female, 48.0% male; 48.0% are 20 to 30 years of age, 20.0% are
31 to 40, 28.0% are 41 to 50, and 4.0% are over 50 years of age; 56.0% are

writing a thesis, 4.0% a creative component, and 40.0% a dissertation.
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Forty-three students are studying in the area of Educational
Adminlstration. Of this group 35.4% are female and 64.6% male; 10.4% are
20 to 30 years of age, 54.2% are 31 to 40, 31.3% are 41 to 50, and 4.2%
are over 50 years of age; 7.0% are choosing the thesls writing optlon,
23.3% the creatlve component, and 69.8% the dlssertatlion.

Four females and 1 male responded from Elementary Educatlon. One ls
20 to 30 years of age, 3 are 31 to 40, 1 Is 41 to 50, and none are over 50
years.of age; 2 are wrlting a creative component and 3 a dissertation.

Of the 61 respondents from Higher Educatlon, 63.9% are female, 36.1%
male; 39.3% are 20 to 30 years of age, 36.1% are 31 to 40, 18.0% are 41 to
50, and 6.6% are over 50 years of age; 21.3% are writing a thesls, 21.3% a
creative component, and 57.4% a dlssertation.

Six individuals responded from Historlcal, Philosophical, and
Comparative Studies. Of these 3 were female and 3 male; {1 Is 20 to 30
years of age, 2 are 31 to 40, 3 are 41 to 50, and none are over 50 years
of age; 3 students are writing a thesls, and 3 a dissertation, none are
choosing to write a creative component,

Eight students (4 female, 4 male) responded that they are studylng In
the area of Research and Evaluation. Two students are 20 to 30 years of
age, 4 are 31 to 40, 1 Is 41 to 50, and 1 Is over 50 years of age; 2 are
writing a thesis and 5 a dissertation. None reported choosing to write a
creative component.

One, 31 to 40 year old female student, who Is writing a dissertation,
responded from the area of Speclal Education. Two students speclallzing

in Vocatlonal Education responded to the survey. Of these one is 20 to 30
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years of age and one over 50; 1 reported choosing the thesls writing

option.

Alumnaesalumn) subjects

A total of 179 alumnae/alumni participated in the survey. This was
49.3% of the 363 graduateslfrom 1986-1988. Of the 179 participants, 69.3%
were female, 29.6% male. A majorlity (72.1%) were married, 19.0% were
single, and 8.4% divorced. '

The largest percent of respondents (41.9%) were 31 to 40 years of
age, 29.6% were 41 to 50, and 23.5% were 20 to 30. Flve percent (5.0%)
were over 50. Over ninety percent (92.7), of those reporting, were White
American, followed by Afrlcan/Black American (5.0%), Internatlionals
(1.7%), and Native Amerlican (.6%).

Seventy percent (70.9%) had no graduate degree before attending Iowa
State Unlversity, 18.4% had obtained the M.S. or M.A. degree, 8.9% the
M.Ed., and 1.1% the Ph.D. The highest degree obtained in the Department
of Professional Studies was reported by 69.3%<as M.S., M.A., or M.Ed;
30.7% completed the Ph.D. Three respondents (1.8%) have completed another
graduate degree since attending I.S.U., 98.3% have not.

Less than twenty percent (19.6%) of the alumnae/alumn! enrolled for
thelr last degree before 1983; 28.4% enrolled In 1983 or 1984; 41.9% In
1985 or 1986; and 7.8% in 1987 through 1989, The last graduate degree was
recelved by 26.3% of the respondents In 1985 or 1986; 70.9% completed a
graduaté degree in 1987 or 1988; and 1.7% in 1989,
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Thirteen indlviduals responded from the sectlion Adult and Extension
Education. Of these resbondents 84.6% are female and 15.4% male; 50.0%
had recelved a M.Ed. degree, 21.4% a M.S. or M.A., and 28.6% a Ph.D.;
14.3% had chosen to wrlte a thesis, 57.1% a creatlve component, and 28.6%
a digsertation.

Twenty-£lve respondents had speciallized In Counselor Education. Of
these, 84.0% are female, 16.0% male; 76.9% had received a M.S. or M.A.
degree, 23.1% a Ph.D., none reported having received a M.Ed.; 16.0% had
chosen to wr;te a thesis, 64.0% a creative component, and 20.0% a

‘dlssertatlon.

Of the 15 individuals from Curriculum and Instructional Technology,
66.7% are female, 33.3% male; 13.3% had recelved a M.Ed. degree, 60.0% a
M.S. or M.A., and 26.7% a Ph.D.; 66.7% wrote a thesls, 6.7% a creatlve
component, and 26.7% a dissertation.

Thirty-nine alumnae/alumni had studied In the area of Educatlonal
Administration. Of thls group 56.4% are female and 43.6% male; 2.6% had
received a M.Ed. degree, 51.3% a M.S. or M.A., and 46.2% a Ph.D.; 53.8%
had chosen the creatlive component writing option, 46.2% the dlssertatlon,
and none reported writing a thesis. |

Ten female and no male graduates of Elementary Educatlon responded to
the survey. Elghty percent of the female respondents recelved a M.Ed.
degree, 20.0% a M.S. or M.A., and none a Ph.D.; 20.0% wrote a thesls,
80.0% a creatlve component, and 0.0% a dissertatlion.

0f the 48 graduates from Higher Educatlion who participated {n the

survey, 54.2% are female, 45.8% male; 60.4% recelved a M.S. or M.A.
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degree, 39.6% a Ph.D., none received a M.Ed.; 23.4 chose to write a
thesis, 38.3% a creative component, and 38.3% a dissertation.

One female graduate from Historlical, Phllosophical, and Comparative
Studles responded to the survey. She had written a creative component and
received a M.Ed. Six alumnaesalumni (4 female, 2 male) indicated they had
studled In the area of Research and Evaluation. Two graduates had
recelved a M.S. or M.A., 4 a Ph.D., none a M.Ed.; 1 wrote a thesis, 1 a
creatlve component, and 4 a disgertation.

Eighteen Individuals (94.4% female, 5.6% male) had studlied in the
area of Speclal Education. Of these 50.0% received a M.Ed., 50.0% a M.S.
or M.A., none a Ph.D.; 16.7% had chosen to write a thesis, 83.3% a
creative component, and none a dissgertation.

Two female and no male graduates from the area of Vocational
Educatlon responded to the survey. ﬁoth of the respondents had written a

creatlve component and received a a M.Ed. degree.

Survey Procedures
The survey Instruments were reviewed and modified In order to make.
the questlons easily read, simple to respond to, and as brief as possible
(Borg & Gall, 1983). The revised versions of the questionnaires were sent
to each professor In the department to obtaln suggestions for additlons
and/or corrections. The Instruments were revised, as recommended by the
professors, and sent to section leaders for final correction and approval.

A pretest was conducted with a sample group of students and
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alumnaesalumni. Corrections, as suggested by this sample group, were made
to more fully clarify Instructlons.

The Iowa State University Committee on the use of Human Subjects In
Research approved this study and determined that the confldentiallity of
data was assured and that the rights and welfare of subjects were
adequately protected.

The alumnae/alumn! questionnaire was printed, In self-malling booklet
form, by the Iowa State Unlversity Publications Department. The current
student questlonnélre was printed by the Iowa State Unlversity Printing
Services. |

An Introductory letter and the self-malling questionnalre were sent
to all Department of Professional Studlies 1986-1988 alumnae/alumhl
(Appendix A). A reminder post card (Appendix B) was mailed three weeks
later.

A letter requesting assistance in data collection, was sent to each
professor teachlng a graduate class spring semester (Appendix C)>. The
faculty disseminated the introductory letter and student questionnaire
(Appendlx D> to thelr students and returned the completed forms to the
departments’ central office. A class check 11st was used to ldentify
students absent from class the day of distribution.

The names and addresses of those students who were absent from
classes, or enrolled for research only spring semester, were obtalned from
the department central office. Introductory letters and questionnaires

were malled to all of these students.
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Data Analysls

The responses on the gquestionnaires were coded numerically. The
location and number of columns for each Item was specified. Frequencles
were run on the data to determine errors. All ldentifled errors were
corrected.

The data were analyzed using SPSSX (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Stelnbrenner,
& Bent, 1983). The demographlic data were analyzed by freguencies,
percentages, and means to describe subjects characteristics. The
demographlcs Included area of speclalization, writing options, where
course work was taken, graduate assistantship, certiflcatlon, graduate
degrees from another Institution, year enrolled/recelved highest degree
from Department of Professlonal Studies, ethnic background, marltal
gtatus, age, gender, employment classification, Job title, utllization of
degree preparation, and Job satisfaction.

A separate factor analysis was computed for each section in Part Two.
Factors were formed by clusters using the criterla of a .4 or above
loading on the factor. Cronbach’s coefficlent alpha was used to determine
rellablilty of Items In each factor. Pearson product moment correlation
was computed to determine relationships between demographic varlables and
factors. T-tests and analysls of varlance were used to determine
Influence of demographlc varlables upon factors. The Scheffé Multlple
Range Test was used to ldentlfy dlfferences between group means. Alpha

was set at the .05 level of signiflcance.
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS

The statistical analysis of the data and findings are pregented in
this chapter; The statlstical procedures used were: factor analysis,
reliability, Pearson correlation, one-way analysis of varlance, and
t-test, The data were generated from the responses of 417 Individuals;
238 students and 179 alumnae/alumnl. To facllltate analysis and
Interpretation of data, findings from student and alumnaé/alumnl surveys
are reported separately and discussed in the sectlons Student Data and
Alumnae/alumni Data. These sections are divided Into the following
subgections: demographic characteristics, factor analysls, reliablility of
factors, relationshlp between factors and demographic varlables,.
lhter-correlatlon of factors and couplets, and differences between factors

and varlables. A brief summary follows the alumnae/alumnl data sectlion.

Student Data
Demoaraphic characterlistics
A total of 238 students, from all major areas of speclallzation,
particlipated In the sdrvey. This was 69.4% of the 342 degree seeking
students enrolled spring, 1989. Of the 238 respondents, 60.5% are female,
39.1% male. The majority (64.3%) are marrled, 25.6%‘slngle, and 0.8%
divorced. The largest percent (42.9%) of the students are 31 through 40

years of age.

Brea of Speclalizatlon, recommendation, agsistantship, cectification
and tvpe The largest number of respondents are specializing either In
Counselor Education (26.1%) or Higher Education (26.1%). The next largest
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percent (20.2%) are speclallzing in Educational Administration, 10.5% in
the area of Currlculum and Instructlional Technology, and 7.6% In Adult and
Extension Education. Few questionnaires were returned by students
majoring In the areas of Elementary Education (2.1i%); Historical,
Phllosophical, and Comparative Studles (2.5%); Research and Evaluation
(3.4%); Speclal Education ¢0.4%); and Vocatlonal Education (0.8%).
Therefore, these sections are combined for further data analysis as:
Adult/Vocational Educatlon, Elementary/Special Educatlion, and Comparative
Studles/Research. Over one-half (56.7%) of the subjects Indlcate they
would highly recommend thelr area of speciallzation, 34.9% would somewhat
recommend, and 8.0% would recommend very little or not at all.

A majority of the subjects (62.6%) will recelve no certiflication as a
result of their degree preparation, 37.4% will receive certiflcatlion.
Only forty-four students Indicated the éype of certification they will
recelve. Of this number, 9.7% will recelve K-12 counselor certificates,
6.7% K-12 administration certification, 1.3% community college
endorsement, and .8% teaching certificates. The hlghest percent of the
students have no assistantshlp (71.4%), 10.5% are research assistants,
11.8% have a student affalrs assistantship (general 7.6%, resident hall,
4.2%), and 5.9% are teaching assistants.

Cholce of writing option, where course work wag completed The
dissertation writing option will be chosen by 39.9% of the subjects, 32.4%
will write a creative component, and 22.3% a thesis. The majority of the

students (96.2%) are completing their course work on campus, 3.8% off

campus.
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Emplovment classification, use of degree prepacation Responses
Indlcate a majority of students are employed at a unlversity (29.8%) or a
local school district ¢(27.3%). Due to the low number of responses, the
remaining employment classiflcatlons are combined as follows:
Industry/Self (7.1%), 4 year/2 year/Community College (10.1%), and
Federal/State Government (4.6%). Seventeen percent (17.6%) of the
subjects indicate they use their tralning In thelr work a great deal,
15.5% use it somewhat, and 8.0% use It very little or not at all.

The statistical proflle of students Is presented In Table 1a. Chi
Square tabulatlions are found in Tables ib and ic. The reader Is reminded
that Chl Square Is only exact when all cells have expected value over 5.

When this does not occur Chl Square is only an approximatlon.

Factor analvsis

In order to facllitate statlstical analysis of the data a factor
analysls, using the PA2 extractlion technique and varimax rotation from the
SPSSx package (Nle et al. 1983), was completed on the items In Part Two of
the questionnaire. This procedure organized 52 single ltems Into nlne
components (factors) which could then be used for statistical analysls.
Part Two Is divided into the following sectlons: 1) satisfactlion with
area of'speclallzatlon (section), 2) satisfaction with courses taken
outside of section as a part of the program of study, and 3) overall
satisfaction with the department. Due to the difference In focus a

separate statistical analysis was conducted for each sectlion In Part Two.
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Table 1a. Statistical proflle of students

Demographic variable No. Frequency Percentage
Valid
Responses
‘ 237
Adult and Extension Ed. . 18 7.6
Counselor Ed. 62 26.2
Curriculum & Instructional Tech. 25 10.5
Ed. Administration 48 20.2
Elementary Ed. 5 2.1
Higher Ed. 62 26.1
Historical/Philosophical/Comparative Stds. 6 2.5
Research and Evaluation 8 3.4
Special Education 1 .4
Vocatlonal Educatlon 2 .8
231
Thesis 53 22.3
Creative Component 77 32.4
Dissertation 95 39.9
Where completed course work 238
On Campus 229 96.2
Off Campus 9 3.8
237
No Asgsistantship 170 71.4
Teaching Assistant 14 5.9
Regearch Assistant _ 25 10.5
Student Affairs-General 18 7.6
Student Affalrs-Resident Hall - 10 . 4.2
Will Recejve Certification 238
Yes 89 37.4
No ‘ 149 62.6
44
Superintendent/Principal 16 6.7
Counselor 23 9.7
Community College 3 1.3
Teaching 2 .8
Not Applicable/Missing 194 81.5
237
Highly 135 56.7
Somewhat 83 34.9
Very Little ‘ 13 5.5
Not At All 6 2.5
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Table 1a. (contlinued)

No.
Demographic varlable Valld Frequency Percentage
Responses
Graduate Degree before ISU 238
None 140 58.8
M.Ed. 30 12.6
M.S./M.A. 57 23.9
Ph.D. 8 3.4
Ed.D. 1 .4
Hlahest Dearee-Professional Studies 33
M.Ed. 6 2.5
M.S./M.A. 25 10.5
Ph.D. 2 .8
Date Enrolled-Last Degree S
Date Recejved-Last Dearee 4
236
International Student 19 8.0
Asian Amerlcan 3 1.3
African/Black American 20 8.4
Hispanlic American 2 .8
Natlve American 4 1.7
White American 187 78.6
235
Single .61 25.6
Married : 153 64.3
Divorced .19 8.0
Age 237
20-30 65 27.3
31-40 102 42.9
41-50 57 23.9
Over 50 13 5.5
237
Female 144 60.5
Male 93 39.1
Emploved 235
Yes 194 81.5
No 41 17.2
188
Federal Government 1 .4
State Government 10 4.2
Industry/Business 10 4.2
Unlversity 71 29.8
5.5

4-year College 13
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Table ta. (contlnued)

No.
Demographic varjable Valid Frequency Percentage
‘ Responses
2-year/Communlty College 11 4.6
Local School District 65 27.8
Sel f-Employed 7 2.9
100
Coordinator-Student Affairs i .4
Director/Coordinator Resident Llfe 3 1.3
Director/Admissions/Flnancial Ald 3 1.3
Extenslon Services ‘ 1 .4
Academic Advisor/Coordinator 4 1.7
Dean/Asslistant 1 .4
Counselor K-12 1 .4
Counselor/Consultant/Coordinator Hg. Ed. 7 2.9
K-12 Administrator 8 3.4
Teacher/Medla Speclalist K-12 21 8.8
Consultant/Coordinator AEA 1 .4
Business and Industry 6 2.5
Student/Graduate Assistant 14 5.9
Associate Director Hg. Ed. 1 .4
Educator-State 3 1.3
Sel f-Employed 3 1.3
Community Agency 5 2.1
98
A Great Deal 42 17.6
Somewhat 37 15.5
Very Little 9 3.8
Not At All 10 4.2
‘ - 197
Highly Dlgsatisfied 20 8.4
Dissatisfled 56 23.5
Undecided 14 5.9
Satloafied ' 87 36.6
Highly Satlsfled 19 8.0
= 197
Highly Dissat!sfled 4 1.7
Dissatisfled 38 16.0
Undeclded 10 4.2
Satlsfied 95 39.9
Highly Satisfled 50 21.0
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No.
Demographic varlable Valld Frequency Percentage
Responses
= 194
Highly Dissatlisfled 13 5.5
Dissatisfied 24 10.1
Undeclded 24 10.1
Satisfled 73 30.7
Bighly Satisfled 60 25.2
- 196
Righly Dlgsatisfied 2 .8
Dissatlsflied 3 1.3
Undeclided 8 3.4
Satisfled 92 38.7
Highly Satlsfied 91 38.2
- 193
Hlghly Digssatisfled i1 4.6
Digsatlisfled 34 14.3
Undec!ded 24 10.1
Satisfied 82 34.5
Highly Satisfied 42 17.6
- 196
Hlghly Dissatisflied 14 5.9
Dissatisfied 34 14.3
Undeclided 28 11.8
Satlsfled 69 29.0
Highly Satisfled 51 21.4
- 181
Highly Dlissatisfled 24 10.1
Dissatisfied 54 22,7
Undeclded 29 12.2
Satlisfled 52 21.8
Highly Satisfled 22 9.2
- 189
Highly Digsatlisfied 8 3.4
Dlgsatisfled 26 10.9
Undecided 26 10.9
Satisfled 82 34.5
Highly Satisfled 47 19.7
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Table ib. Crosgstabulatlon gender by student area of speclalization

Female Male Total
Area of Specliallzatlion Number Number Number
Percent Percent Percent
Adult 8 Extension Education 10 8 18
7.0% 8.6% 7.6%
Counselor Education 51 11 62
35.7% 11.8% 26.3%
Curriculum & Instructional Technology 13 12 25
9.1% 12.9% 10.6%
Educational Administration 17 31 48
11.9% 33.3% 20.3%
Elementary Education 4 1 5
2.8% 1.1% 2.1%
Higher Education 39 22 61
27.3% 23.7% 25.8%
Historical, Philosophical, 3 3 6
& Comparative Studies 2.1% 3.2% 2.5%
Regsearch & Evaluation 4 4 8
2.8% 4.3% 3.4%
Special Education 1 0 i
' 7% 0% 4%
Vocatlonal Educatlion 1 1 2
7% 1.1% .8%
Total 143 93 236
60.6% 39.4% 100.0%

Chi-Square = 28.37 Significance = 0.00

(approximation)
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Table ic. Crosstabulation writing option by student area of specialization

Creative Disser-

Thesis Component tation Total
Area of Speclalizatlion Number  Number Number Number
Percent Percent Percent Percent

Adult & Extension Education 7 7 4 18
13.2% 9.1% 4.2% 8.0%

Counselor Education 10 44 4 58
18.9% 57.1% 4.2% 25.8%

Curriculum & Instructional 14 i 10 25
Technol ogy 26.4% 1.3% 10.5% 11.1%

Educational Administration 3 10 30 43
5.7% 13.0% 31.6% 19.1%

- Elementary Educatlon 0 2 3 5
0% - 2.6% 3.2% 2.2%

Higher Education 13 13 35 _ 61
_ 24.5% 16.9% 36.8% 27.1%

Historical, Philosophical, 3 0 3 6
& Comparative Studles 5.7% .0% 3.2% 2.7%

Regearch & Evaluatlion ' 2 0 5 7
3.8% .0% 5.3% 3.1%

Speclal Education 0 0 1 1
0% .0% 1.1% .4%

Vocatlonal Education 1 0 0 1
1.9% 0% .0% .4*_

Total 53 77 95 225
23.6% 34.2% 42.2% 100.0%
Chi-Square = 60.91 Significance = 0.00

(approximation)
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Satlsefaction with area of gpecialization A factor analysis was
completed on questions #24 through #51 which relate to satisfaction with

area of speclallization (section) within the Department of Professional
Studles. ﬁecause of fallure to uniquely load on any factor the items of
PII30 (Number of Required Courses), PII26 (Section Orientation), PII46
(Time Required to Complete Program), and PII132 (Class Size) were dropped
from the study. Using the criteria of .40 or above loading on a factor
the remaining 24 items form three factors and two couplets. The factors
are named: 1) Quallty of Graduate Program, 2) Quality of Mentoring, and
3) Quality of Courses. The couplets are named: 1) Admissions (admission
procedures within section) and 2) Balance/Enrichment (balance of course
work with writing and enrichment activities within section). Table 2
contains information on ltems within factors related to student
satisfaction with section.

Factor 1 (Quality of Graduate Program), within section, has nine
ltems with factor loadings from .44 to .79. The items which loaded on
Factor 1 are: quallity of instruction, teaching abllity, communication
with faculty in classroom, courses well-integrated, faculty sensitivity to
ethnic diversity, evaluation procedures, challenging course work,
usefulness of texts and other materials, and variety of courses.

Factor 2 (Quality of Mentoring) has five ltems with factor loadings
from .48 to .66. The ltems loading on Factor 2 are: academic advising,
availability of major professor, relationship with major professor,

contact with faculty outside classroom, and career development assistance.



40

Table 2. Items within factors related to student satlisfactlion with

gection

FACTORS ITEM NO. ITEM STATEMENT

Factor 1

Quallty of

Grad. Program PI134 Quality of Instruction
PI1I36 Teaching Ablllty
PI1I33 Communication With Faculty In Classroom
PII28 Courses Well-Integrated
PI1I35 Faculty Sensitivity to Ethnic Dlversity
PII38 Evaluatlion Procedures
P1127 Challenging Course Work
PII37 Ugefulness of Texts and Materlals
PI129 Varlety of Courses

Factor 2

Quality of

Mentoring P1143 Academic Advising
PII44 Avallability of Major Professor
P1I45 Relationship With Major Profeasor
PII41 Contact With Faculty Out of Classroom
'PII42 Career Development Agsistance

Factor 3

Quality of

Courses PII48 QOveral]l Program Satisfactlon
Pl147 Program Viewed as Worthwhile
PI1I51 Courses Provide Sound Theoretical Framework
PI149 Treatment as a Student
PI1150 Student Quality
P1131 Courses Relevance to Employment

Couplet 1

Admissliong PII24 Admission Standards
PII25 Admission Procedures

Couplet 2

Balance/

Enrlichment PII40 Balance of Course Work with Writing

PII39

Enrichment Activitles
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Factor 3 (Quallity of Courses) has six ltems with factor loadings from
.43 to .63. The ltems In Factor 3 are: overall program satisfactlion,
program viewed as worthwhlle, courses provide sound theoretical framework,
treatment of students, student quality, and courses relevant to
employment .

The two Items in Couplet 1 (Admissions) have factor loadings of .77
and .92. These ltems are: admlission standards and admission procedures.

Couplet 2 (Balance/Enrichment) has factor loadings of .58 and .63.
The two items In Couplet 2 are: balance 6f course work with wrliting
requirements and enrichment activitles within the section. The factor
loading of items relating to student satlisfactlon with sectlon Is
presented in Table 3.

Satlgfaction with courses outside gectlon The factor analysis of
questions #52 to #63 which relate to satlsfaction with courses taken
outside section as a part of the program of study extracted two factors:
1> Quallty of Instruction, and 2) Quality of Courses (see Table 4).

Factor 1 (Quallty of Instructlion) confalns elght Items with factor
loadings from .43 to .77. The ltems Are: quality of Instruction,
teaching abllity, evaluation procedures, usefulness of texts and other
materlials, communication with faculty In classroom, challenged by course
work, contact wlth faculty out of classroom, and class size.

Factor 2 (Quality of Courses) has four ltems with factor loadings
from .55 to .76. The Items loading on Factor 2 are: course varlety,
courses provide sound theoretical framework, courses are well-Integrated,

and number of required courses, out of sectlon{
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Table 3. Factor loading of items related to student satlsfaction with

gsection :
e Factors = _Couplet
1 2 3 i 2
Qual ity of
Grad. Program
ltems
PI1134 .79 14 .30 02 .19
PI136 © .74 .14 .24 .11 .23
PII33 .63 .38 .04 A2 .19
PI128 .61 .18 .39 .21 .02
PII35 .53 24 .23 .10 .26
PII38 .48 A7 .22 16 .39
PI127 .47 .13 .28 .31 .21
PII37 47 .16 .22 A7 .43
PII29 .44 .21 .40 .05 .07
Quality of
Mentoring
ltems
PII143 27 .66 .24 03 .24
PI144 .16 .65 -.12 .21 .13
PII45 .16 .62 A7 .20 -.06
PII41 : .16 .61 17 -.02 .12
PII42 .02 .48 .23 -.002 .37
Quality of
Courses
ltems
PII48 .31 .36 .63 .13 .15
PII47 .29 .45 .61 45 .07
PII5! .20 .09 .51 .10 .25
PII149 .38 .40 .49 .14 .15
PIIS50 A1 -.06 .45 JA7 0 12
PII3! .28 .10 .43 .10 .15
Admigsions
ltems
PII124 A1 .05 21 92 .07
PII25 .14 .21 .14 .77 .08
Balance/
Enrichment
ltemg
PII40 .29 .16 .10 A1 .63

PII39 .22 A2 . .31 .007 .58




43

The factor loading of items relating to student satisfaction with
courses outside section Is presented In Table 5.

. Items within factorg related to overall satlsfaction with department
Questions #64 to #79 relate to overall satisfactlon with department and
form four factors. The four factors are: 1) Examlnatlons/Credentlals, 2)
P.0.S. Commlttee/Student Assistance, 3) Enrlchment/Summer
Courses/Reglstration, 4) Support Services. Informatlion concerning
satisfaction with the unlversity Library and departmental support staff
was considered important In determining over all satlsfaction with
gervices provided to students. Therefore, these single items are included
In the analyslis (see Table 6). |

Factor 1 (Examinations/Credentials) contains four items with factor
loadings from .68 to .92. The ltems are: written preliminary
examinations, oral prellminary examinations, final oral examination, and
attention to employment credentlals.

Factor 2 (P.0.S. Committee/Student Assistance) has four ltems with
factor loadings from .49 to .80. The items loading on Factor 2 are:
usefulness of P.0.S. committee, size of P.0.S. commlittee, career
development assistance, and financlal support.

Factor 3 (Enrichment/Summer Courses/Registration) contains three
Items wlth factor loadings from .56 to .74. The items In Factor 3 are:
avallability of summer courses, enrichment activitles, registration
procedures.

Factor 4 (Support Services) contains three items with loadings from

.53 to .60. Thg [tems are: Ingtructlonal Resource Center (I.R.C.),
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Table 4. Items within factors related to student satisfaction with
courges outside section

FACTORS ITEM NO. ITEM STATEMENT

Factor 1

Quality of

Instructlion PIIS9 Quality of Instruction

PIIS8 Teaching Abllity
Pllel Evaluatlion Procedures
PI160 Usefulness of Texts and Materlals
PIle2 Communication With Faculty In Classroom
P1152 Challenged by Course Work
PI163 Contact With Faculty Out of Clagssroom
P1157 Clags Size

Factor 2

Quality of

Courses PIISHE Course Varlety
PIIS6 Courses Provide Sound Theoretlcal Framework
PII53 Courses Well-Integrated
PIIS4 Number of Required Courses

Table §. Factor'loadlng of ltems related to student satisfactlon with
courses outside section

—Factors
: 1 2
Quality of
Instruction
ltems
PIIS9 A7 .27
PlIS8 .73 .33
Pllel .64 .27
PII60 .59 .33
PII62 57 .32
PII52 .51 .46
PII63 .50 A1
PIIS57 .43 .41
Quality of
Courses
Items
PIISS .19 .76
P1156 .35 .75
PIIS3 .39 .66
PII54 .20 .55
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Table 6. Items within factors related to student satisfaction
with department

EACTORS ITEM NO., ITEM STATEMENT
Factor 1
_Examinations/
Credentials PII76 Written Prelliminary Examinations
PI1177 Oral Preliminary Examinations
PII'78 Final Oral Examination
PII79 Attention to Employment Credentials
Factor 2 -
P.0.S. Committee/
Stu. Asslistance PlIes Usefulness of P.0.S. Committee
PIle7 Career Development Assistance
PIIT75 Financlal Support
PI169 Size of P.0.S. Committee
Factor 3
Enrichment/Summer
Courses/Reg. PI165 Avallabllity Summer Courses
PIl166 Encichment Activities
Pl164 Registration Procedures:
Factor 4
Support Services PII72 Instructional Resource Center (I.R.C.)
' PII7! Research Institute for Studles In
Education (R.I.S.E.)
PII73 Micro-computer Lab

Single Item 1

Library PII74 Library
Single Item 2

Support Staff PII70 Support Staff
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Research Instltute for Studles In Education (R.I.S.E.>, and micro-computer
lab.

The slngle Items are: 1) Library, and 2) Support Staff.

The factor loading of ltems relating to overall student satisfaction

with department Is presented in Table 7.

Rellabllity of factors

The estimation of rellabllity on items relating to student
satisfactlion with area of speclalization (section), courses outslde
gsection, and overall satisfaction with the department was determined by
the Cronbach alpha technlque. Factor 1 (Quallty of Graduate Program), In
gsection, has the highest mean score (33.50) and Couplet 2
(Balance/Enrichment) has fhe lowest mean score (6.72).

Couplet 1 (Admission), in sectlion, has the highest lnterQItem
correlat{on mean score (;81). Factor 3 (Quallty of Courses) in sectlion,
has the lowest Inter-item correlation mean score ¢(.34). The range of
rellablliity (alphé) is .67 to .91. Rellabllity data are reported In Table

8'

Relatlonship between factors and demoaraphic variables

The Pearson correlation procedure was used to determine the
relatlonships between all factors, couplets, and single ltems (dependent
variables) and the demographic varliables (lndependént varlables) of: age,
graduate asslstantshlip, use of degree preparatlon, and recommendation of

speclallzation. The correlation coeffliclients for all factors/couplets/
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Table 7. Factor loading of ltems related to student satlgfaction with

department
Factors —Single Items
| 2 3 4 1 2
Quatlty of
Grad. Program
ltems
PII76 .92 -.02 .08 .21 .02 =-.15
PII77 .90 .08 .07 .18 -.01 -.17
PII78 .84 .19 .07 A1 .07 .0¢
PII79 .68 .26 .09 -.09 .08 .15
P.0.S. Committee/
Student Assistance
ltems
PII68 .10 .80 .09 .33 -.25 .03
PII67 .33 - .75 .08 .08 .20 .01
PII75 A1 .63 27 -.24 .36 .13
PI169 .01 .49 .15 .19 -.16 .34
Enrlchment/Summer
Courses/Reglstration
ltems
PI165 .03 .20 .74 .29 -.13 .01
PII66 .22 .24 .57 -.09 .42 -.,05
PIlI64 .05 .02 .56 -.02 .09 .09
Support Services
Itemsg
PII72 Jd2 .08 .05 .60 07 11
PII71 21 .26 .21 .45 20 ~-.,28
PII73 .54 .04 -.06 .53 .32 .25
Library
Item
PI174 .04 -.02 .06 .18 .61 .03

Support Staff

ltem
PII70 -.06 .13 .08 .07 .07 .80
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Table 8. Reliabllity of factors, couplets, single ltems student data

RELATED TO SECTION
Factor 1

Quallty of Grad.
Program 9 83.60 6.39 .45 .09 .84 .88 .88

Factor 2

Quallity of
Mentoring 5 18,26 4.08 .50 3 .60 .83 .83

Factor 3

Quality of
Courses 6 23.02 3.46 .34 .02 .76 .75 .76

Couplet 1 ‘
Admissions 2 7.93 1.51 .81 .81 .81 .89 .89

Couplet 2
Balance/
Enrichment 2 6.72 2.1 .7% .7 .75 .86 .86

RELATED TO COURSES OUTSIDE SECTION
Factor 1

Quality of i :
Instruction 8 29,37 5.25 .49 .29 .86 .89 .89

Factor 2
Quality of -
Courses 4 13.91 3.04 .58 .53 .68 .84 .85

RELATED TO OVERALL SAT WITH DEPT.

Factor 1
Exams/Credentlals 4 12,96 3.05 .72 .53 .95 .91 .91

Factor 2
P.0.S. Committee/
Stu. Assistance 4 13.83 3.06 .46 .29 .61 A7 .77

Factor 3
Enrichment/Summer
Courses/Registration 3 10.76 2.34 .42 .38 .47 .67 .69

Facfor 4
Support Services 3 10.30 1.75 .42 .33 .46 .68 .69
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single ltems and demographic variables, used to test Hypothesis #1, are In
Table 9. Pearson correlation was also used with all factors/couplets/
single ltems to defermlne Inter-factor relatlonships, Alpha was set at
the .05 level of signiflcance.

Hypothesis 1 There 18 no relatlonship between student level of
satisfaction with the department and the following varlables: age,
graduate assistantship, use of degree preparation, or recommendation of
speclial ization.

hae The demographic variable of age is found to have a
significant correlation with three of the 13 factors/couplets/single
Items. Slonlflcant correlations are found between age and the one couplet
related to section (Admissions, r=0.15, p=.03), one factor related to
courses outside section (Quality of Instruction, r=0.16, p=.02), and one
factor related to overall satlsfaction with department ¢Enrichment/Summer
Courses/Regigtration, r=0.14, p=.04).

Graduate gaalg;an&ghlg The demographic variable of graduate
assistantship signiflcantly correlated with one of the 13
factors/couplets/single ltems. Having a graduate assistantship Is found
to have a significant correlation with one of the couplets related to
section (Balance/Enrichment, r= 0.19, p=.003).

Uge of dearee preparatlon The use of preparation is found to have
a signiflicant relatlonship with one of the 13 factors/couplets/single

items. The use of tralning has a signiflcant correlatlon with one factor
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Table 9. Correlation of factors, coupleté. single ltems

9 d
3 : 3
e 3§
Factors wg 2a B
Couplets u3 “ S E o
Single Items 33 °a & °
% 5E 82 0§ &
« o< =Y g W
RELATED TO SECTION
Factors
Quallty of
Grad. Program 0.02 0.12 0.19 0.49%x
GQuality of
Mentoring 0.02 0.05 0.08 0.40xx
Quallity of
Courses 0.04 0.11 0.i8 0.50xx
Couplets
Admissions 0.15x 0.03 0.08 0.11
Balance/
Enrichment 0.06 0.19xx 0.07 0.26xx
RELATED TO COURSES OUT-SECTION
Factors
Quallty of
Instructlon 0.16x 0.08 0.21ix 0.10
Quallty of
Courses 0.09 0.01 0.07 0.10
- RELATED TO OVERALL SAT WITH DEPT.
Factors
Examinations/
Credentlals -0.002 0.05 0.22 0.26xx

P.0.S. Committee/
Stu. Assistance 0.06 0.07 0.11 0.26xx

Enrlchment/Summer

Courses/

Registration 0.14x 0.02 0.08 0.17xx
Support

Services -0.03 0.04 0.18 0.22xx
Single Item
Library -0.02 0.02 0.12 0.01
Support staff 0.04 0.05 0.16 0.07

xx = Significant at .01 level.
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related to courses taken outside section (Quallty of Instructlon, r= 0.21,

p=.04).

Recommendation of gpeclalizatlion Willingness to recommend area of
gpeclalization ls significantly related to 8 of theA13
factors/couplets/single Items. Highly significant relatlionships are found
between recommendation of specializatlon and: 1) three factors and one
couplet related to section (Quality of Graduate Program, r= 0.49, p=.000;
Quality of Mentoring, r= 0.40, p=.000; Quality of Courses, r= 0.50,
p=.000; Balance/Enrichment, r= 0.26, p=.000), 2) four factors related to
overall satisfaction with department (Exams/Credentials, r= 0.26, p=.001;
P.0.S. Committee/Student Assistance, r= 0.26, p=.000; Enrichment/Summer
Courses/Reglstration, r= 0.17, p=.009; Support Services, r= 0.22.‘p=.002).

An analysis of the data generated by the Pearson correlation Indicate
that Hypotheslis #1 can be reJected on only one of the four demographic
varlables. The results of data analysis would reject the hypothesis in
the area of recommendation of speclallization but fall to reJeég for age,
graduate assistantshlp, and use of degree preparation, Therefore, the

overall results of data analysis falled to reject Hypothesis #1.

Inter-correlation of factors and coupleta
The data, as reflected in Table 10, Indicate a significant

correlatlon of the factors and couplets with the exception of: Admissions
with Exams/Credentlials, r= 0.13, p=.11; Admissions with Support Services,

r= 0.13, p=.07; Library with Quality of Graduate Programs, r= 0,09, p=.21;



Table 10. Cofrelatlon matrix - student data

g 3
Factors u-c';n Uy Yoy [ 4 q-cg Yoy 8-3
Couplets cg °m ° & _§ oy ©° g8
Single Itens 5% BT B3 0w 35 B8 B3 3%
ow{ o ~ O i O /] (=3} o~ W o~ 0 []]
3% 95 98 3 57 98 35 §%
&d &= &8 3% &85 88 38 &8
RELATED TO SECTION
Factors
Quality of
Graduate
Program 1.00
Quality of . '
Mentoring 0.50 1.00
Quallity of
Courses 0.74 0.49 1.00
Coupletg :
Admissions 0.3 0.31 0.37 1.00
Balance/
Enrichment 0.59 0.36 0.48 0.18 1.00
RELATED TO COURSES OUTSIDE SECTION
Factors
Quality of
Instruction 0.38 0.34 0.39 0.27 0.42 1.00
Quality of
Coursges 0.34 0.23 0.44 0.21 0.41 0.62 1.00
RELATED TO OVERALL SAT WITH DEPT.
Examinations/
Credentlals 0.36 0.41 0.31 0.13 0.43 0.24 0.20 1.00
P.0.S. Committee/
Stu. Agsistance 0.33 0.57 0.35 0.24 0.37 0.37 0.27 0.47
Enrichment/Summer
Courses/ ,
Reglistration 0.34 0.33 0.3 0.20 0.36 0.35 0.31 0.36
Support
Services 0.21 0.29 0.28 0.13 0.19 0.25 0.19 0.35
gingle ltem
Library 0.09 0.13 0.18 0.15 0.10 0.30 0.28 ©0.21
Support :
Staff 0.16 0.30 0.22 0.18 0.19 0.21 0.14 0.14
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Library with Balance/Enrichment, r= 0,10, p=.15; Support Staff with
Exam/Credentlals r= 0.14, p=.08, and Quallty of Courses, out of sectlon,
r=0.14, p=.08.

The highest correlatlon (0.71) Is between Quallty of Graduate Program

and Quality of Courses related to section.

Differences petween factors and demoqraphic varlables

The data were analyzed to determine the differences between factors
and the following varlables: gender, writing option, assistantship, age,
area of speclallization, ethnic background, and employment type.

Anélysls of varlance, single classiflication, and t-tests were
calculated to test the following hypotheses. Alpha was set at the .05
level of slgnlflcance and the Scheffé Multiple Range Test procedure was
used to determine significant differences.

Hypothesis 2 There is no signiflcant dlfferencé In level of
satisfaction with the department when students are grouped by gender.

A significant difference ls Indicated on the couplet
Balance/Enrichment, related to section, with females having a lower mean
score (3.33) than males (3.61). This finding is significant at the .05
level (t= -2.41, p= .02). Males are found to have a higher level of
satisfaction on all factors. There Is a signiflcant difference, by
gender, Iin student satisfaction with only one of the 13
factors/couplets/single ltems. Therefore, the researcher failed to reject

Hypothesis #2 (Table 11).
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Table 11. Analysls of dlfference In student satlsfactlon by gender

Factor Standard
Couplet Number Mean Devlation
Single Item t 2~talled
1 2 1 2 1 2 Value Prob.
Quality of
Graduate 144 93 3.82 3.86 0.70 0.65 -0.44 0.66
Program
GQuallity of

Mentor!ing 144 93 3.64 3.62 0.73 0.78 0.22 0.83
Quality of '

Courses 144 93 3.92 3.99 0.63 0.58 =-0.90 0.37
Admissions 141 93 3.97 3.87 0.79 0.79 0.92 0.36
Balance/

Encichment 144 92 3.33 3.61 0.83 0.89 =2.41 0.02x
Quallty of

Instruction 131 84 3.71 3.75 0.66 0.50 -0.46 0.65

Out-Sectlion
Quality of
Courses 135 84 3.60 3.73 0.70 0.6f ~1.47 0.14
Out-Sectlion
Examinatlons/
Credentlals
Dept. 94 63 3.28 3.42 0.82 0.80 -1.02 0.31
P.0.S. Comm/Stu.
Agsistance
Dept. 140 87 3.31 3.41 0.67 0.79 -1,0t 0.32
Enrichment/
Summer Courses 142 92 3.48 3.61 0.69 0.77 -1.29 0.20
/Reglistration
Dept.
Support

Services Dept. 122 82 3.53 3.59 0.67 0.70 -0.58 0.56
Library 130 87 4,05 4.11 0.82 0.69 -0.65 0.52
Support

Staff Dept 134 87 3.97 4.05 0.86 0.95 -0.61 0.54

1 = female
2 = male
x = Significant at .05 level.
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Hypothesis 3 There is no significant difference in level of
satisfactlon with the department when students are grouped by writing
option.

Due of the low number of responses, the four writing option
categories are combined into: 1) Thesls/ Dissertation, 2) Creative/Other.
There Is a significant difference In student satisfaction with the
department, when grouped by writing option, on one of the i3 factors,
couplets, and single ltems. The data reflect a signiflcant difference in
student satisfaction on a single item related to overall satisfaction with
department. Students choosing the Creatlve/Other option have a mean score
of (3.82) on the factor of Support Staff. This ls significantly lower
than the mean score (4.09) of those students who choose the writing
options of Theslis/Dissertation (t=2.15, p=.03). No differences are found
on the other factors and the results of data analysis (Table 12) falled to
reject vaothesis #3.

Hypothesig 4 There Is no slgnlflcént difference In level of
satléfactlon between students who have asgsistantships when compared with
those who do not.

Analysis of the data reveal a signiflicant difference, In the level of
satisfaction with the department for students who have assistantships and
those who do not on one couplet related to section and one factor related
to overall satisfaction with department. Students who have assistantshlps
have a higher mean score (3.54) on the couplet, Balance/Enrichment, than
students who do not (3.21). This finding Is significant at the .05 level
(t=2.34, p¥0.02). Students without asgistantships have a higher
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Table 12. Analysis cf difference in student satisfactlion by cholce of
writing option ’

Factor Standard
Couplet Number Mean Deviatlon
Single Item t 2-talled
1 2 1 2 | 2 Value Prob.
Quality of
Graduate 148 863 3.83 3.85 0.70 0.63 -0.14 0.89
Program
Quallty of '
Mentorlng 148 83 3.68 3.53 0.74 0.76 1.44 0.15
Quallty of
Courses 144 83 3.96 3.97 0.59 0.63 -0.11 0.91
Admissions 146 82 3.96 3.91 0.83 0.74 0.44 0.66
Balance/
Encichment 147 83 3.42 3.49 0.92 0.78 -0.63 0.53
Quality of ' '
Instruction 136 74 3.73 3.7 0.62 0.52 -0.30 0.77
Qut-Sectlon
Quallty of ,
Courses 138 76 3.7 3.60 0.70 0.59 1.00 0.32
Out~-Sectlon
Examinatlions/
Credentials 104 49 3.36 3.26 0.82 0.78 0.68 0.50
P.0.S. Committee/
Stu. Assistance 143 79 3.38 3.31 0.76 0.63 0.69 0.49
Enrichment/
Summer Courses 148 80 3.89 3.45 0.73 0.69 1.35 0.18
/Registration
Support
Services 133 65 3.59 3.48 0.68 0.70 1.06 0.29
Library 141 7N 4.09 4.06 0.80 0.74 0.25 0.80
Support :
Staff 140 76 4,09 3.82 0.86 0.98 2.15 0.03x
1 = thesis/dissertation
2 = creative component/other
X = Slgnlflcant at .05 level.
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satisfactlion mean score (3.53) on the factor, P.0.S. Commlttee/Student
Asslstance, than those with qsslst&ntshlps (3.28). These data are
glonlflcant at the .05 level (t= 2,40, p=.02). |

A signiflcant dlfference In satisfactlon with the department, for
students who had assistantships as compared to those who did not, Is found
on only two of the 13 factors, couplets, and single items. The researcher
falled to reject Hypothesls #4 (see Table 13),

Hypothesis 5 There Is no significant difference In level of
satlsfaction with the department when students are grouped by age.

A dlfference In student satlisfaction, by age, 1s found on four of the
13 factors, couplets, and single Items. Students dlffer In satlsfaction
on Couplet 2, Balance/Enrichment related to section, with students over S0
reflecting the highest mean score (3.65), and the lowest mean (3.24) those
41 to 50. Students differ In satlsfactlon with Factor 1, Quallty of
Instructlion as related to courses outside sectlon, wlfh students over 50
having the highest mean score (4.04) and students from 20-30 the lowest
(3.56). A signiflicant difference was found between students 20 to 30
(mean, 3.65) and those 20 to 30 (mean, 3.31) on the factor
Enrlchment/Summer Courses/Reglstration, which relates to overall
satlsfactlion with the department. A difference ls Indicated between
students 31-40 (mean, 4.18) and those who are 20-30 (mean, 3:78> on the
single ltem, Supporf Staff, which relates to overall satlsfaction with
department. Only the differences on the factor Enrlchment/Summer

Courses/Reglistration are signlflcant at the .05 level when data are
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Table 13. Analysis of difference In student satlsfaction of by

agsligtantship
Factor Standard
Couplet Number Mean Deviation
Single Item t 2-talled
i 2 1 2 1 2 Value Prob.
Quality of

Graduate .

Program 170 67 3.89 3.67 0.60 0.86 1.92 0.06
Quality of
Mentoring 170 67 3.59 3.7 0.74 0.78 1.08 0.28
Quality of '
Courses 170 67 3.99 3.84 0.61 0.60 1.69 0.09
Admigsions 168 66 3.89 3.98 0.76 0.95 0.65 0.52
Balance/
Enrichment 169 67 3.54 3.21 0.77 1.05 2.34 0.02x
Quality of
Instruction 1650 65 3.72 3.73 0.60 0.62 0.07 0.95
Out~-Section

Quallty of

Courses 154 65 3.65 3.66 0.65 .71 0.09 0.93
Out~-Section .

Examinatlong/

Credentlals 104 52 3.34 3.33 0.80 0.84 0.10 0.92
P.0.S. Committee/

Stu., Asgsistance 161 66 3.28 3.53 0.70 0.73 2.40 0.02x
Enc ichment/Summer

Courses/Req. 168 66 3.53 3.55 0.73 0.71 0.21 0.83
Support

Services 140 63 3.62 3.63 0.69 0.66 1.06 0.29
Library 154 62 4.09 4.03 0.67 0.98 0.43 0.67
Support

Staff 156 65 4.00 3.98 0.88 0.96 0.12 0.91

1 = assigtantship
2 = no asgslstantship
X = Significant at .05 level.
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analyzed by the Scheffé pfocedure. The results of data analysis falled to
reject Hypothesis #5 (see Table {4).

erg&hgglglﬁ There 18 no significant difference in level of
satisfaction with the department when students are grouped by area of
~speclallzation. v

Dlfferences In student satisfaction, when grouped by area of
speclalization, are indicated on two of the 13 factors, couplets, and
gsingle ltems., Student satisfaction differs on the coupiet Balance/
Enrichment which relates to section and the factor Quallty of Courses
related to courses outside section. Hlghest mean on the couplet,
Balance/Enrichment, is Higher Education (3.67) followed by
Adult/Vocational Education (3.58). The lowest mean scores are Elementary
Educatlon/Speclial Education (2.92) and Comparative Studles/Research
(3.18). Higher Educatlon has the highest mean score (3.82) on the factor,
Quality of Courses Out-Section, and Curriculum and Instructlonal
Technology the second highest mean score (3.79). The lowest mean scores
are those of Elementary Education/Speclal Educatlon (3.04) and Educational
Administration (3.44). However, the Scheffé procedure did not produce
data to Indicate these findings significant at the .05 level. The results
of data analysis, as reported in Table 15, falled to reject Hypothesis #6.

Hypothegls 7 There is no signiflcant difference in level of
satisfaction with the department when students are grouped by employment
type.

The date reflect a higher mean score on this variable for those

employed by Federal/State Government and University for all factors with



Table 14. Analysis of difference In student satisfaction by age

~Group 3
Mean

No. Std, Dev, No. Std, Dev., No, Std, Dev,

Related to Sectlion v
Factors
Qual ity of 65 .77 102

|
|

Variables

2.9 57 3.73
Grad. Prog. 0.7 0.60 0.75
Quality of 65 3.59 102 3.67 57 3.55
Mentoring 0.69 0.80 0.75
Quallty of 65 3.86 102 4.02 57 3.89
Courses - 0.61 0.60 0.65
Couplets
Admlaslon 63 3.1 101 4.01 57 3.98
0.94 0.75 0.68
Balance/ 65 3,33 101 3.60 57 3.24
Encichment 0.80 0.87 0.94
Related to
Courses Out-Sectlon
Factors
Quality of 58 3.56 91 3,79 53 3.72
Instruction 0.53 0.61 0.62
Quality of 60 3,59 91 3.66 55 3,62
Courses 0.56 0.74 0.62
Related to
Overall Sat.
with Dept.
Factors : ,
Exams/ - 38 3.32 68 3.35 42 3.34
Credentlals 0.64 0.91 0.87
P.0.S. Comm./ 62 3,27 97 3,37 - 55 3,39
Stu. Asslstance 0.72 0.80 0.58
Encichment/ 63 3,31 104 3,65 57 3,53
S.S5./Reg. 0.69 0.72 0.75
Support 53 3,56 87 3,60 . B2 3.42
Services 0.61 0.72 0.71
Slnale Items
Library 59 4,02 93 4.17 53 3.98
0.73 0.7 0.77
Support 60 3.78 93 4,18 55 3,96
Staff 0.88 0.90 0.88
Group | = 20-30 Group 3 = 41-50
Group 2 = 31-40 Group 4 = Over 50 x=Significant at .05 level.
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—Group 4
Mean F F
No. Std.Dev, Value Prob,
13 4.014
0.58 1.33 0.26
13 3.82
0.51 0.63 0.60
13 4.03
0.50 1.20 0.31
13 4.1
0.63 2.49 0.06
13 3.68
0.52 2.87 0.04x
13 4.04
0.62 3.11 0.03x
13 404
0.74 1.45 0.23
9 3.28
0.38 0.02 0.99
13 3,38
0.66 0.31 0.82
13 3,74 3.33 0.02x
0.64
12 3,711 1.03 0.38
0.52
12 4,00 0.91 0.44
1.04
13 3,85 2,69 0,05x




Table 15. Analysis of difference In student satisfaction by area of
speclalization

~Scoup 1 Groue 2 —Group 3
Variables Mean Mean Mean
No, Std, Dev. No. Std, Dev, No, Std, Dev,

Related to .Sectlon

Factors .
Qual ity of 20 3,99 62

2,66 25 3,66
Grad. Prog. 0.79 0.59 0.84
Quallty of 20 3,32 62 3.51 25 3,73
Mentoring 0.97 0.70 0.90
Qualjity of 20 4.12 62 25 3.87
Coursges 0.63 0.62 0.69
Couplets
Admission 20 4.00 62 3.81 24 3,98
0.84 0.81 0.77
Balance/ 20 3.58 62 3.27 25 3.26
Encichment 1.05 0.71 0.77
Related to :
Courses Out-Section
Factors
QGuality of 19 3,80 58 3,78 22 3,66
Instruction 0.34 0.55 0.57
Quality of 19 3.72 59 3,64 23 3.7
Courses 0.36 0.66 0.67
Related to Overall
Sat. with Dept.
Factors
Exams/ 15 3,23 37 3.17 14 3,32
Credentials 0.65 0.84 0.60
P.0.S. Comm./ 18 3.13 62 3,24 24 3.27
Stu. Assigstance 0.59 0.59 0.70
Enrichment/ 18 3,42 62 3,39 25 3.44
S.S./Reg. 0.57 0.73 0.66
Support 17 3.35 53 3.47 25 3,95
Services 0.77 0.71 0.58
Single Items
Library 18 3.94 59 4.15 25 4,28
0.64 0.66 0.79
Support 16 3.7 60 3,87 23 3.74
Staff 0.68 0.87 1.10
Group 1 ad/voc ed. Group 3 = curr. & lnst. tech.

Group 2 = counsslor ed. Group 4 = ed. admin,
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48 3.84 6 2.39 62 3.99 14 3.67

0.71 0.89 0.53 0.97 1.700 0.12
48 3.74 6 3.60 62 3.61 14 3,90

0.74 0.72 0.68 0.55 1.49 0.18
148 4.01 6 267 62 4,03 14 3,90

0.54 0.91 0.53 0.78 1.15 0.33
48 4.0% 6 4.80 60 3,86 14

0.65 0.55 0.83 1.26 1.28 0.27
47 2.85 6 2.92 62 3.67 14 3.3

1.03 1.20 0.75 0.89 2.14 0.05x
39 32.60 6 3.29 58 3.81 14 3,11

0.65 1.19 0.55 0.83 .16 0.33
40 3.44 6 3.04 58 3.682 14 3,59

0.69 0.80 0.62 0.85 2.49 0.02x
38 3.3 4 2.98 43 3.80 9 2.56

1.07 0.24 0.70 0.65 0.83 0.55
4 3251 6 2.18 60 3.38 13 3.74

0.83 0.68 0.81 0.46 1.72 0.12
48 3.80 6 3.20 61 14 3.45

0.80 0.77 0.64 0.80 1.96 0.07
40 3,63 5 2.83 51 2.47 13 3.47

0.77 6.77 0.54 0.61 2.05 0.06
43 4.00 S 2.60 56 4,02 12 4,17 ‘

0.79 1.67 0.80 0.58 0.95 0.46
12 4.12 6 4.90 61 4,16 13 4,00

0.80 0.55 0.93 0.91 1.56 0.16

Group S = ed./sp. ed, Group 7 = comp. stds./research
—Group 6 = higher ed, X = Slanificant at .05 level,
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the exception of P.0.S. Comm!ttee/Student Assistance. Those who are
employed at a university had the lowest mean score (2.91)Rof all
employment types on thls factor. However, no differences In student
satlsfaction on this variable are found to be significant at the .05 level
using the Scheffé procedure. The results of data analysis falled to
reject Hypothesis #7 (see Table 16).

Hypothesis 8 There is no significant difference In level of
satlsfaction with the department when students are grouped by ethnic
background.

The data Indicate a significant difference on the factor of admission
standards within section. Aslan American students have a lower mean score
(2.16) than White Americans (3.92) and International students (4.00).
These dlfferences were significant at the .05 level. The difference In
the mean score for Asian Americans (2.16) and that of African/Black
American students (4.15) was found significant at both the .05 and .01
level. The data, as shown in Table 17, reflect a significant difference
on only one of the 13 factors, couplets, and single items. The researcher

failed to reject hypotheslis #8.

Alumnae/Alumn! Data
Demographic characterigticg
A total of 179 alumnae/alumnl participated In the survey. This was
49.3% of the 363 graduates from 1986-1988. O0f the 179 respondents, 69.3%
are female, 29.6% male. A majorlty (72.1%) are married, 19.0% are single,

and 8.4% divorced.



Table 16. Analysis of difference In student satisfaction by employment
type

|
E
|

Varliables

Related to Section
Factors

Quallty of 11 4.21 10 3,93 71 3.68
Grad. Prog. 0.48 0.55 0.80

Quality of 11 3.7 10 3.26 71 3.57
Mentoring 0.74 1.02 0.76

Guallty of 11 4.21 10 4,12 71 3.83
Courses 0.47 0.52 0.65

Couplets

Admlssgion 11 4.18 10 3.70 69 3.9

0.75 1.06 0.85

Balance/ 10 3.9 10 3,55 71 3.34
Encichment 0.84 0.98 0.91

Related to
Courses Out-Section

Factors

Quallty of 10 3.86 9 3.7 68 3.64
Instruction 0.55 0.52 0.62

Quallity of 10 3,75 9 2.47 68 3.61
Courses 0.60 0.63 0.67

Related to Overall
Sat. with Dept..

Factorg

Exama/ 8 3,62 7 2,95 55 3,28
Credentlals 0.92 1.07 0.79

P.0.S. Comm./ 10 3,55 9 3.25 69 3.42
Stu. Assigtance 0.73 1.02 0.74

Encichment/ {1 3.7 9 70 3,56
S.S./Reg. 0.75 0.75 0.68

Support 9 3,37 8 3.08 65 3.43
Services 0.39 1.11 .60

Sinale Items '

Libracy 10 4.20 9 3.89 . 69 4,16

0.63 0.78 0.76

Support i1 4.09 9 3,89 70 4,09

Staff 0.83 1.27 0.90
niversity

Group 1 = fed/state govt. Group 3 =

u
Group 2 = Industry/business Group 4 = 4-year college




Mean Mean Mean Mean F F
No, Std.Dev, No, Std.Dev, __No. Std.Dev., _No. Std.Dev. Value Prob,

13 4.10 11 3,89 65 3.20 7 3.79

0.51 0.55 . 0.61 0.43 1.73 0.12
13 3,72 11 3,60 65 3.69 7

0.55 0.63 0.76 0.83 0.95 0.46
13 4.11 11 3,98 65 3.99 7 2.60

0.53 0.56 0.59 0.40 1.59 0.15
13 4.15 11 32.82 65 3.85 7 3.86

0.55 0.72 0.73 1.07 0.62 0,71
13 3,66 11 32,23 65 32,84 7 32.43

0.90 0.88 0.83 0.84 0.98 0.44
10 3,94 9 3.1 56 3.68 6 371

0.89 0.61 0.60 0.56 0.49 0.8t
12 3,81 9 3,78 68 3,92 6 3.46

0.86 0.61 0.66 0.78 0.63 0.71
7 3.36 7 3,50 41 3.4 4 3.20

0.66 1.04 0.85 0.29 0.55 0.77
11 2.91 11 3.27 62 3,37 7 3.00

0.96 0.72 0.72 0.61 1.13 0.34
13 3,70 11 3.30 65 3,68 7 3.29

0.97 0.31 0.77 0.76 0.86 0.52
9 3.9 7 3.19 54 3.76 6 3.28

0.66 0.60 0.66 0.39 3.35 0.00xx
1o 3,80 8 3.88 59 4.00 7 4.00

0.92 0.35 0.74 1.00 0.68 0.67
11 4.27 9 4.22 57 2.95 7 4.14

0.90 0.83 0.79 0.90 0.39 0.88
Group § = 2-year college Group 7 = self-employed/other
Group 6 = local school district xX = Slgniflcant at .01 level.




Table 17. Analysls of difference In student satlsfactlon by ethnic

background .
~Group 1 = _Group 2 —Group 3
Varlables Mean Mean Mean

No, Std, Dev, No. Std. Dev. No, Std, Dev,
Related to Sectlion

Factors

Quality of 19 3.81 3

£

20
Grad. Prog. 0.78 1.12 0.69
Quallty of 19 3.97 3 2,93 20 3,84
Mentoring 0.73 0.46 0.53
Quallty of 19 3,89 3 3.67 20 3,83
Courses 0.70 0.73 0.54
Couplets
Admission 18 4.00 3 2.17 20 4.15
0.94 1.61 0.76
Balance/ 19 3.37 3 3,33 20 3.18
Enrichment 0.83 1.61 1.04
Related to Courses Out Sectlon
Factors
Quallty of 19 3.84 3 3,83 19 3.62
Instruction 0.36 0.26 0.75
~ Quallty of 19 3.70 3 4.08 19 3,74
Courses 0.43 0.76 0.58
Related to Overall Sat. with Dept.
Factorg
Exams/ 13 3,40 1 3,00 18 3.16
Credentials 0.43 0.71
P.0.S. Comm./ 19 3,52 3 3,56 20 3,28
Stu. Agsisgtance 0.66 0.51 0.83
Enclichment/ 19 3,57 3 3.78 20
S.S./Reg. 0.51 0.69 0.68
Support 18 3.70 2 3.17 20 3.50
Services 0.53 0.24 0.62
Single ltems
Libracy 19 4.2 1 4,00 20 3.75
0.86 1.01
Support 19 3,95 3 2.67 20 4.25
Staff 0.97 0.58 0.79

Group 1 = International Students Group 3 = African/Black American
Group 2 = Aslan American Group 4 = White American




Mean F F
No. Std.Dev. Value Prob,
187 3,87

0.66 2.46 0.03x
187 3,58

0.75 2.36 0.04x
187 3,97

0.62 0.37 0.87
185 3,92

0.80 2.30 0.006xx
186 3.49

0.82 0.66 0.65
166 2.71

0.61 0.85 0.5t
170 3,64

0.69 0.70 0.62
117 3,35

0.87 0.38 0.86
177 3,33

0.72 0.56 0.73
184 32.53

0.75 0.15 0.99
165 3.53

0.71 0.58 0.72
168 4,10

0.70 1.04 0.40
171 3,99

0.90 1.64 0.15

x = Slgnlflcant at .05 level,
xx = Sligniflcant at .01 level.
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The largest percent of the partliclpants (41.9%) are 31 to 40 years of
age, 29.6% are 41 to 50, and 23.5% are 20 to 30. Flve percent (5.0%) are
over 50. Over ninety percent (92.7), of those reporting, are White
American, followed by Afrlican/Black Amerlican (5.0%), Internationals
(1.7%), and Natlve Amerlican (0.6%).

Area of gpeclalization, recommendation, degrees, assistantship
The majorlty of the alumnae/alumnl, who responded to the survey, had
studled In: Higher Educatlon (26.8%), Educatlional Admlinistration (21.8%),
and Counselor B&ucatlon (14.5%). Few surveys were returned by
alumnaesalumn! from Adult and Extension Education ¢7.8%), H.P.C €0.6%),
Vocatlonal Educatlion (1.1%), Research and Evaluation (3.4%), and Speclal
Educatlion (10.1%). Therefore, these sections are combined by compatible
disciplines for further analysis as: Adult/Vocational Education,
Elementary/Speclal Education, and Comparatlve Studiesa/Research.

Currlculum and Instructlonal Technology was left as an Independent
sectioﬁ.

Two-thlrds (62.6%) of the subjects Indicated they would highly
recommend thelr area of speclallzatlon, 30.7% would recommend their area
somevhat, and 6.7% would recommend very little or not at all.

The majority (70.9%) of the alumnae/alumni had no graduate degree
before attending Iowa State Unlverslty; 27.3% had received a-M.Ed., M.S.,
or M.A.; 01.1% a Ph.D. The highest degree obtalned in the Department of
Professlonal Studies was M.S./M.A. (52.5%) followed by Ph.D, (30.7%), and
M.Ed. (16.8%). Most of the graduates (63.7%) recelved no certification as

a result of obtalning a degree; 35.2% recelved certification. Of those
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receiving certification, 12.8% recelved K-12 adminlistrator and 10.6%
Special Education endorsement.

Most of the subjects enrolled for their last degree since 1985
(51.9%) and received the degree since 1987 (72.6%); 98.3% have completed
no graduate degreé since leaving Iowa State University. Sixty percent
(60.3%) of the graduates had no assistantship. The majority (17.3%) who
had assistantshlps were In Student Affairs (general, 8.9%; reslident halls,

- 08.4%); 12.3% were research asslistants, and 6.1% had been teaching

agglstants,
Writing option, where completed work Most of the alumnae/alumni

had chosen to write a creative component (50.8%), 29.6% wrote a
dissertation; and 18.4% a thesis. A large percent (87.2%) completed the
course work on campus, 12.3% off campus.

Emplovment clagsification, uge of degree preparation Responses
Indicate a majority of alumnae/alumni are employed at a local school
district (40.8%) or a unlversity (28.5%); 9.0% self-employed/other; 05.0%
2-yr/communlty college; 4.5% 4-year college; 3.9% industry/business; 5.0%
federal/state government; and 2.8% an Intermedlate/state agéncy. One-half
(50.8%) of the graduates use the graduate tralning In thelr work a great
deal, 36.3% use It somewhat, and 10.6% use It very llittle or not at all.

The statlstical proflle of alumnae/alumni demographic data ls shown
In Table 18. Chl Square tabulatlons are found in Tables 18b and 18c.
Again, the reader 1s reminded that Chl Square 1s only exact when all cells
have expected value over 5. When thls does not occur Chl Square s an

approximation.
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Tapble i18a. Statlistical profile of alumnaesalumnl

Demographic Varliable No. Frequency - Percentage
Valid Responses
‘ 179
Adult and Extenslion Ed. 14 7.8
Counselor Ed. 26 14.5
Curr. & Inst. Tech. 16 8.4
Ed. Adminlstration 39 21.8
Elementary Ed. 10 5.6
Hligher Ed. : 48 26.8
HO P' c. 1 .6
Research and Evaluation 6 3.4
Special Education 18 10.1
Vocational Educatlon 2 1.1
Hiahest Graduate Degree 179
Before [SU
None 127 70.9
M.Ed. 16 8.9
M.S./7M.A. 33 18.4
Ph.D. 2 1.1
Highest Degree-Professional 179
Studies
M.Ed. 30 16.8
M.S./M.A. 94 52.5
Ph.D. 55 30.7
0] led-Last Dearee 175
1964-1980 10 5.6
1981 10 5.6
1982 15 8.4
1983 20 11.2
1984 ) 31 17.2
1985 48 26.8
1986 27 15.1
1987-1989 : 18 10.0
Date Recejved-Last Degree 177
1985 1 .6
1986 46 25.7
1987 55 30.7
1988 ' : 72 40.2
1989 3 1.7
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Table 18a. (contlnued)

Demographlc varlable No. Frequency Percentage

Valld Responses
Craduate Deqgree Since ISU 179
None 176 98.3
M.Ed. . 1 .6
Ph.D. 1 .6
Other 1 .6
179
Thesls 33 18.4
Creative Component 91 50.8
Dissertation 63 29.6
Where completed course work 178
On Campus 156 87.2
0ff Campus 22 12.3
178
No Assistantshlp 108 60.3
Teaching Assgistant 11 6.1
Research Asgistant 22 12.3
Student Affalrs-General 16 8.9
Student Affalrs-Resident Hall 15 8.4
Received Certificatlion 1vv
Yes 63 35.2
No 114 63.7
59
Superintendent/Principal 23 12.8
Counselor 9 5.0
Speclal Educatlion 19 10.6
Community College i .6
Teaching 5 2.8
Medla Speclalist 2 1.1
Would Recommend Area
of Speclallzation 179
Highly 112 62.6
Somewhat 5 30.7
Very Little 7 3.9
Not At All 5 2.8
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Table {8a. (continued)

Demographic varlable No. Frequency Percentage
Valid Responses
179
Federal Government 4 2.2
State Government S 2.8
Industry/Busliness 7 3.9
University 51 28.5
4-year College 8 4.5
2~year/Community College 9 5.0
Intermedlate/State Agency 5 2.8
Local School District 73 40.8
- Sel f-Employed/Other 16 9.0
176
Coordinator-Student Affairs 9 5.0
Director/Coordinator Resident Life 16 8.9
Director/Admissions/Financial Ald 5 2.8
Extension Services 6 3.4
Academic Advisor/Coordinator 2 1.1
Dean/Assistant 4 2.2
Counsgelor K-12 6 3.4
Counselor/Consul tant/Coordinator Hg. Ed. 5 2.8
K-12 Administrator 21 11.7
Teacher/Medla Speciallst K-12 37 20.7
Teacher/Admin. Sp. Ed. K-12 16 8.9
Consultant/Coordinator/Administrator AEA S 2.8
Ags“t. Prof./Instructor/Teachlng Ass‘t. 16 8.9
Business and Industry 9 5.0
Student/Graduate Agsistant 7 3.9
Agsociate Director Hg. Ed. 1 .6
Educator-State 2 1.1
Sel f~-Employed 2 1.1
Community Agency 5 2.8
Unemployed 2 1.1
174
Highly Dissatisfied 10 5.6
Dissatisfied 39 21.8
Undecided 12 6.7
Satisfled 96 53.6
Highly Satisfied 17 9.5
175
Highly Dissatisfled 4 2.2
Dissatisfied 18 10.1
Undeclded 13 7.3
Satisfied 101 56.4
Highly Satisfled 39 21.8
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Demographic variable

" No.
Valid Responges

Frequency

Percentage

Emolovment Satlgfactlon/

Highly Dissatisfied
Dissatlsfled
Undeclded
Satisfled ,
Highly Satisfled

Emplovment Sat/Relatlong

W/Co-workers
Highly Dissatisflied
Dissatisfled
Undeclded
Satisfled
Highly Satisfled

Employment Sat/lnvolvement

W/Declsion-Making
Highly Dissatisflied
Dlssatisfled
Undeclided
Satisfled

Highly Satisfied

Employment Sat/

Challenge/Growth
Highly Dlgsatisfied
Dissatisfled
Undec|ded
Satisfled
Highly Satlsfled

Emplovment Satlsfactlon/
Highly Digsatisfled
Digsatisflied
Undecided

Satisfied
Highly Satlisfied

7

172

173

174

166
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Table 18a. (continued)

Demographlc varlable No. Frequency Percentage
Valid Responges
Emplovment Satisfactlon/
Involvement/Prof, Ocq’s, 173
Highly Dlssatisfled 3 1.7
Dissat|sfled 16 8.9
Undecided 19 10.6
Satisfled ’ 94 52.5
Highly Satlsfled ) 41 22.9
175
A Great Deal o1 50.8
Somewhat 65 36.3
Very Little 14 7.8
Not At All 5 2.8
179
Single 34 19.0
Married 129 72.1
Divorced 15 8.4
Age 179
20-30 42 23.5
31-40 75 41.9
41-50 53 29.6
Over S0 9 5.0
Gender 177
Female 124 69.3
Male 53 29.6
179

International Student 3
Afrlcan/Black American 9 5.0
Natlve American 1
White Amerlcan 166




Table 18b. Crosstabulation
speciallzation
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gender by alumnae/alumnl area of

Female Male Total

Area of Speclallzation Number Number Number
Percent _Percent _ Percent

Adult & Extension Educatlion 11 2 13
8.9% 3.8% 7.3%

Counselor Educatlon 21 4 25
16.9% 7.5% 14.1%

Currlculum & Instructional Technology 10 5 15
: 8.1% 9.4% 8.5%

Educational Adminlistration 22 17 39
17.7% 32.1% 22.0%

Elementary Educatlon 10 0 10
8.1% 0% 5.6%

Higher Educatlon 26 22 48
21.0% 41.5% 27.1%

Historical, Philosophlcal, t 0 1
& Comparative Studies 100.0% = .0% .6%

Research & Evaluatlon 4 | 2 6
3.2% 3.6% 3.4%

Special Education 17 1 18
_ 13.7% 1.9% 10.2%

Vocational Education 2 0 2
1.6% .0% ‘ 1.1%

Total 124 83 177

70.1% 29.9% 100.0%

Chi-Square = 23.65
(approximation)

Signliflcance = 0,00
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Table 18c. Crosstabulation writing option by alumnae/alumnl area of
) speclalizatlion
Creative Disser-

Thesis Component tatlon Total
Area of Speclallzation Number Number Number Number
Peccent Percent  Percent Percent

Adult & Extenslion Education 2 8 4 14
6.1% 8.8% 7.5% 7.9%

Counselor Education 4 16 5 26
12.1% 17.6% 9.4% 14.1%

Curciculum & Instructional 10 1 4 15

Technology 30.3% 1.1% 7.5% 8.5%

Educatlonal Administration 0 21 18 39
' 0% 23.1% 34.0% 22.0%

Elementary Education 2 8 0 10
6.1% 8.8% .0% 5.6%

Higher Education 11 18 i8 47
33.3% 19.9% 34.0% 26.6%

Historlcal, Philosophical, 0 1 0 1
& Comparative Studles 0% 1.1% 0% .6%

Research & Evaluatlion 1 i 4 6
3.0% 1.1% 7.5% 3.4%

Speclial Educatlon 3 15 0 18
9.1% 16.5% 0% 10.2%

Vocatlional Education 0 2 0 2
0% 2.2% .0% 1.1%

Total 33 91 53 177
51.4% 29.9% 100.0%

18.6%

Chi-Square = 60.91
(approximation)

Significance = 0.00
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Factor analysls

In order to faclllfate comparative analysis of the data the same
prbcedures for factor analysis were foilowed for the alumnae/alumni survey
data as reported for the student data. The 53 items, from Part Two of the
survey, were anélyzed by using the PA2 extraction technlque and varimax
rotation from the SPSSx package (Nie et al. 1983). A composite of 10

;factors and 3 couplets was formed. Part Two ls divided into the following
gections: 1) satisfaction with area of speclallization (section), 2)
satisfaction with coufses taken outside of sectlon as a part of the
program of study, 3) overall satisfactlon with the department. A separate
analysis of data was conducted for each section In Part Two.

Satlsfaction with area of speciallzatlon A factor analysis was
completed on questlions #19 through #46 which relate to satisfaction with
area of speclalizatlon (section) within the Department of Professional
Studies. Because they were of minor importance to the study and falled to
unlquely load on any factor, the ltems of PII33 (Evaluation Procedures),
PII35 (Balance of Course Work and Wrlting), and PII41 (Time Required to
Complete Program) were dropped from the study. Uslng the criterla of .40
or above loading on a factor the remalning 25 items form four factors, one
couplet. The factors are named: 1) Quality of Courses, 2) Quallty of
Mentoring, 3) Quallty of Graduate Program, 4) Admisslion/Student Quality.
The couplet 1s named: Quality of Instruction. Information concerning
faculty sensitivity to diversity was considered Important in departmental
planning for minority programming. Therefore, thls single item was

retalned and named Sensitivity to Ethnlclity. Table 19 contalins
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- Information on ltems withlin factors related to alumnae/alumnl satisfactlon
with sectlon.

Factor 1 (Quallty of Courses), within sectlion, has nine items with
factor loadings from .45 to .78. The items which loaded on Factor 1 are:
relevance of course work to employment, course work led to theoretical
framework, view program as worthwhlle, courses well-integrated, overall
satisfaction with program, challenging course work, varlety of courses,
number of required courses, and usefulness of texts and materials.

Factor 2 iOuallty of Mentoring) has four Items with factor loadings
from .56 to .81. The items loading on Factor 2 are: relationship with
major professor, avallabllity of major professor, tréatment as a student,
and quallty of academic advlsing.

Factor 3 (Quallty of Graduate Program) has six Items with factor
loadings from .49 to .67. The items in Factor 3 are: contacf with
faculty out of class, enrichment activitles, student orlentation,
commuﬁlcatlon with faculty In class, career development assistance, and
class size.

Factor 4 (Adnlssion/Student Guality) has three Items with factor
loadings from .59 to .73. The ltems in Factor 3 are: admission
standards, student quallty, and admission procedures. The two items In
the Couplet (Quality of Instruction) have factor loadings of .65 and .67.
These ltems are: quality of Instruction and teaching abllity,

The factor loading of items relating to alumnae/alumnl satisfaction

with section |s presented in Table 20.
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Table 19. Items within factors related to alumnae/alumni satisfaction
with section

ITEM STATEMENT

Relevance of Course Work to Employment
Course Work Led to Theoretical Framework
View Program As Worthwhlile

Courses Well-Integrated

Overall Satlisfaction With Program
Challenging Course Work

Variety of Courses

Number of Required Courses

Usefulness of Texts & Materlals

Relatlionship With Major Professor
Avallabllity of Major Professor
Treatment As A Student

Quality of Academic Advising

Contact With Faculty Out of Class
Enrichment Activities

Student Orientation

Communication With Faculty In Class
Career Development Assistance

Admission Standards
Student GQuallity
Admission Procedures

Quality of Instruction
Teaching Ablllity

FACTQRS ITEM NO,
Factor 1
Quality of
Courses P1126
PIl46
P1142
PII23
PII43
PI122
PI124
PII25
PI1132
Factor 2
Quality of
Mentoring PII40
PII39
PII44
PII38
Factor 3
Quality of
Grad. Program PII36
PII34
PII21
Pl128
PI137
PII27 Class Size
Factor 4
Admission/Student
Quality PII19
PII45
PII20
Couplet 1
Quality of
Instruction PII29
PII31
Single Item
Sensitivity to
Ethnicity PII30

Faculty Sensitivity to Diversity
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Table 20. Factor'loadlng of Items related to alumnae/alumni
satisfaction with section

Factors Couplet Single Item
i 2 3 4 1 1

Quallty of Courses

ltems

PII126 .78 .13 .23 .06 .13 .08

PII46 .74 .16 .23 .23 -.04 .25

PI1I42 .69 .38 .13 .29 A7 A2

PII23 .69 .07 .20 A7 .27 .08

PII43 .66 .38 .23 .27 .24 .07

PII22 .56 .16 -.01 .47 .30 -.02

PII24 .48 .08 .33 .32 .15 -.05

PI125 47 .22 .12 .25 .07 .36

PII32 .45 .08 .24 A7 14 .04
Quallity of Mentoring

ltems

PII40 .10 .81 .15 .05 A4 .03

PII39 A4 79 .15 .04 .01 .08

PIl44 .29 .61 .23 .15 12 .35

PII38 .43 .66 .34 .11 .04 -.07
Quality of Grad. Program

liemg

PII36 .18 .39 .67 .10 .06 .17

PII34 .29 .003 .64 .15 .08 .08

PII21 .05 .18 .51 .09 -.04 .35

PII28 .15 . .49 .51 .06 .25 .24

PII37 .36 .29 .50 A7 -.06 .03

P1127 A3 .10 .49 -.03 .15 .06
Admission/Stu. Quality

ltems

PII19 .20 .005 ~.01 .73 .03 .13

PII45 .30 .05 .11 .70 .16 -.02

PII20 09 .12 .13 .59 .08 -.02
Quality of Instruction

ltems

P1129 .53 .24 .16 .29 .67 .14

PII31 .40 .13 .22 .32 .65 .20

Faculty Sensitivity
PII30 14 10 .29 -.04 17 .55




83

Satlsfaction with courses outside section The factor analysls of

questions #51 to #62, which relate to gatlsfaction with courses taken
outside section as a part of the program of study, extracted three
factors: 1) Quallty of Instructlon, 2) Quality of Courses, 3)
Relatlonship with faculty (Table 21).

Factor 1 (Quallty of Instructlon), out of section, contalns four
items with factor loadings from .54 to .90. The items are: quallty of
Ingtruction, teachling abillity, challenged by course work, and course work
led to theoretical framework.

Factor 2 (Quallty of Courses), out of section, has five ltems with
factor loadings from .42 to .71. The items loading on Factor 2 are:
course varlety, courses well-integrated, usefulnegs of texts and
materials, number of required courses, and class size.

Factor 3 (Relatlonship with Faculty), out of section, has three items
with factor loadings from .46 to .80, The ltems loading on Factor 3 are:
contact with faculty out of class, communication wlth faculty in class,
and evaluation procedures.

The factor loading of Items relating to alumnae/alumni satlsfaction
with courses outside séctlon is presented in Table 22.

Items within factors related to overall satisfactlion with depactment
Questions #65 to #80, relate to overall satisfaction with department, form
three factors aﬁd two couplets. The factors are: 1) Examinations, 2)
Enrichment/Student Assistance, 3) Support Services. The couplets are:

Reglstratlion/Support Staff, and Summer Courses/Library.
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Table 21. Items within factors related to alumnae/alumni satisfaction
with courses outgide section

FACTORS ITEM NO. _ ITEM STATEMENT
Factor 1
Quallity of
Instruction PIIS? Quality of Instruction
_ PIIS6 Teaching Ability
PIIS1 Challenged by Course Work
PII62 Course Work Led to Theoretical Framework
Factor 2
Quallty of
Courges PI154 Courgse Varlety
PIIS2 Courges Well-Integrated
PI1I58 Usefulness of Texts and Materlals
PIIS3 Number of Required Courses
PIIS5 Class Size
Factor 3
Relationship Pl161 Contact With Faculty Out of Class
With Faculty PII60 Communication With Faculty in Class
P1IS9 Evaluation Procedures

Table 22. Factor loading of ltems related to alumnae/alumni
gatisfaction with courses outslide section

—Factors
1 2 3
Quality of
Instruction
liems
PIIS7 .90 Jd2 .3t
PIIS6 .79 .21 .30
PIIS1 .61 .40 .16
PII62 .54 .49 .34
Quallty of
Courses
Items
PIIS4 .21 .1 .07
PI1152 .48 .63 .16
PII58 .43 .46 .33
PIIS3 .21 .42 .30
PIIS5 .03 .42 .19
Relatlonship
With Faculty
PII6l 27 .19 .80
P1I60 27 .25 .79

PIIS? .43 .28 .46
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Factor 1 (Examinatlons) contalns four Items with factor loadings from
.55 to .90. The items in Factor 1 are: written preliminary examination,
oral preliminary examination, flnal oral examination, and size of P.0.S.

comml ttee.

Factor 2 (Enrichment/Student Asslistance) has four ltems with factor
loadings from .55 to .81. The ltems in Factor 2 are: career development
agsistance, enrichment activitlies, financlal support, and attention to
emp loyment credentials.

Factor 3 (Support Services) has four ltems with factor loadings from
.59 to .88. The items in Factor 3 are: Instructional Resource Center
(I.R.C.), micro-computer lab, usefulness of P.0.S. committee, and Research
Institute for Studies in Education (R.I.S.E.). '

The jtems in Couplet i (Registration/Support Staff) are: support
staff and reglistration procedures.

The items In Couplet 2 (Summer Courses/Library) are: Ilbrary and
availabllity of courses in summer (Table 23).

The factor loading of items relating to overall alumnae/alumni

gatigsfaction with department is presented in Table 24.

Rellability of factors

The Cronbach alpha technlque was used to estimate alumnae/alumni
satisfaction with area of gpecializatlon (sectlon), courses outside
section, and overall satisfaction with department. Factor 1 (Quallty of

Courges), In satisfaction with section, has the highest mean score (35.39%)
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Table 23. Items within factors related to alumnae/alumn! satlsfaction
wlth department

. FACTORS ITEM NO. ITEM STATEMENT
Factor 1
Examinations PII79 Final Oral Examinatjon
PII78 Oral Preliminary Examination
PII?7 Written Prellminary Examinatlon
PII70 Size of P.0.S. Committee
Factor 2
Enrichment/Stu.
Agsistance PIles Career Development Assistance
PII67 Encichment Activitles
PlI76 Financlal Support
PII80 Attentlion to Employment Credentials
Factor 3
Support Services PII73 1.R.C
PI1I74 Micro Lab
P1169 Usefulness of P.0.S. Committee
PII72 R.I.S.E.
Couplet 1
Reglstration/
. Support Staff PII?7t Support Staff
PII6S Reglstration Procedures
Couplet 2

Summer Courses/
Library PII75 Library
Plle6 Avallabllity of Courses In Summer
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Table 24. Factor loading of items related to alumnae/alumni satlisfactlon
with department

— Factors =~ _Couplets

i 2 3 1 2
Examinations
Items
PI179 .90 .21 .08 .20 .03
PII78 .88 -.05 .19 .08 ~.02
P1177 .76 .26 .04 -.12 -.02
PII70 55 .05 .36 .43 -.07
Enrichment/
Stu. Agsistance
ltemg
PIIe8 03 .81 Jd2 ~-.04 -.28
PI167 .02 .69 .16 .03 .32
PII76 A7 .66 .07 .26 .07
P1180 .21 D5 .21 A1 .04
Support Services
ltems
PII73 .10 .07 .87 A2 .22
PII74 18 .44 .72 29 .19
PII69 .37 .26 .60 .10 .04
PII72 49 .24 .45 35 .02
Reglistration/
Support Staff
ltems
PII7 .34 21 17 .88 .02
PIIeS -.14 .04 .29 59 .24
Summer Courses/
Library
ltems
PI1175 -.06 -.02 2 -.03 .76

PI166 02 .12 .01 .43 .69




and Couplet 2 (Summer Coursesg/Library) ln overall satisfaction with the

department, the lowest (8.14).

Couplet 1 (Quality of Instruction), in satisfaction with sectlon, has
the highest Inter-item correlation mean score (.79) and Factor 2
(Enrichment/Stu Assistance) In overall satisfaction with department, the
lowest (.44). The range of rellablllity Calpha) ls .66 to .89.

Reliability data are reported In Table 25.

Relationship between factors and demoaraphic variables

The Pearson correlation procedure was used with the alumnae/alumni
data to determine relatlionships between factors, couplets, slngle Items,
and demographic variables of: age, graduate assistantship, use of degree
preparation, and recommendation of specialization. The correlatlon
coefficients for all factors/couplets/single items and demographlc
variables, used to test Hypothesis #1, are In Table 26.

Pearson correlation was also used to determine Inter-factor
relationships. Alpha was set at the .05 level of signiflcance.

Hypothegis 1 There 13 no relatlonship between alumnae/alumni
level of satisfaction with the department and the following variables:
age, graduate asslstantship, use of degree preparation, or recommendation
of speclallzation.

Age The demographic varlable of age is not found to be
significantly correlated with any of the factors, couplets, or single

Items. Although, no relationships were found to be significant at the .05
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Table 25. Reljabllity of factors, couplets, single ltems
alumnae/alumn! data

RELATED TO SECTION
Factor 1
Quallty of '
Courses 9 35.39 5.57 .47 .17 .94 .89 .89
Factor 2 .
Quallty of
Mentoring 4 17.07 2.98 .48 .30 .70 .74 .79
Factor 3
Guality of
Grad. Programs 6 23.18 4.39 .48 .19 .83 .85 .85
Factor 4
Admlsslon/Student :
Quality 3 11.79 2.38 .57 .34 .89 .80 .80
Couplet 1 :
Quallty of/
Instruction 2 7.82 1,83 A9 .79 .79 .88 .88
Single Item
Sensltlvity to
Ethnicity - m——— —eae I L ——— ——
RELATED TO.COURSES OUTSIDE SECTION
Factor 1
Quality of
Instruction 4 14.36 3.50 .65 .48 .83 .88 .88
Factor 2
Guallty of
Courses 5 19.04 3.09 .55 .37 .78 .85 .86
Factor 3
Relationship
With Faculty 3 11.21 5.36 59 .42 .82 .81 .81
RELATED TO OVERALL SAT. WITH DEPT.
Factor 1 '
Examinations 4 16.82 2.88 .63 .45 .79 .86 .87
Factor 2

. Enrichment/Stu.
Asglstance 4 14.50 3.09 44 .27 .56 .75 .76

Factor 3

Support Services 16.04 2.89 51 .38 .78 .80 .81
Couplet 1

Registration/

Support Staff 2 8.7t 1.08 57 b7 .57 .73 .73
Couplet 2

Summer Courses/

Llbrary 2 8.14 1,51 52 .52 .52 .66 .68

KN
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Table 26. Correlatlon of factors, couplets, single ltems

with alumpaesalumni demographic variables

Factors
Couplets
Single Items

Graduate
Assistant

Use of Degree
Preparation
Recommend
Area of
Specialization

Age

RELATED TO SECTION

Factors

Quallty of

Courses 0.13 0.003 . 0.36xx 0.71xx
Quality of

mentoring 0.i2 - 0.02 0.33xx 0.47xx
Quallity of : ' v

Grad. Program 0.13 0.04 0.35xx 0.41xx

Admigsion/Stu. .
Quallty -0.01 0.05 0.13 0.40xx

Coupletg
Quallty of/
Ingtruction 0.07 0.07 0.20xx 0.58xx

Sinale Item
Sensitivity to
Ethniclty 0.08 0.03 0.16x 0.33xx

RELATED TO COURSES OUT-SECTION

Factors
Quallty of :

instruction - 0.002 0.003 0.12 0.08
Quality of '

courses 0.11 0.01 0.19%x 0.13
Relationship _ _

With Faculty 0.08 -0.07 0.06 0.05
RELATED TO SAT. W/DEPT.
Factors . :
Examinatlons 0.14 0.01 0.21xx 0.22xx
Enclichment/Stu.

Asglstance 0.05  0.19xx 0.42xx 0.37xx
Support
. Services . 0.11 0.08 0.19xx 0.08

Couplets : ;
Registration/
Support Staff 0.14 0.19xx 0.08 0.13
Summer Courses/
Library 0.02 0.07 0.12 0.07

x = Slagnificant at .05 level. xx = Signlflcant at .01 level.
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level, the data do reflect some correlatlbns which may be of Interest to
decislon-makers. Some correlation Is Indicated between age and two
factors related to section (Quallty of Courses, r=0.13, p=.08, Graduate
Programs, r=0.13, p=.09), and two factors related to overall satisfactlon
with the department (Examination Requirements, r=0.14, p=.07,
Reglstratlon/Support Staff, r=14, p=.07).

Graduate asglistantship The demographic varlable of graduate
asslstantshlp s}dnlflcantly correlates with two of the 13
factors/couplets/single ltems. Having had a graduate assistantship is
found to have a signiflcant correlation with one factor and one couplet
related to Overall Satisfactlon with Department (Enrlchment/Student
Assistance, r=0.19, p=.01; Reglistratlon/Support Staff, r=0.19, p=.001).

Use of deqree preparation The use of preparatlon Is found to have
a slgnificant relationship with nine factors/coupleta/single items. The
use of training has a signlficant correlation with three factors, the
couplet, and single item related to Sectlon (Quallty of Courses, r=0.36,
p=.000; Quallity of Mentoring, r=0.33, p=.000; Quality of Graduate Program,
r=0.35, p=.000; Quality of Instruction, r=0.20, p=.000; Sensitivity to
Ethnicity, r=0.16, p=.04); one factor related to courses out of section
(Quality of Courses, r=0.19, p=.01); and three factors related to Overall
Satisfaction with Department (Examinations, r=0.21, p=.003;
Enrichment/Student Assistance, r=0.42, p=.000; Support Services, r=0.19,

p=.01).
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Recommendation of specialization Willingness to recommend area of-
speclallzation Is signiflcantly reléted to 8 of the 13
factors/couplets/single Items. Highly significant relationships are found
between recommendation of speciallzation and: 1) All areas related to
gection (Quality of Courses, r=0.71, p=.000; Quallity of Mentoring, r=0.47,
p=.000; Quallty of Graduate Program, r=0.41, p=.000; Admission/Student
Quality, r=0.40, p=.000; Quallty of Instruction, r=0,58, p=.000,
Sensitlvity to Ethnlcity, r=0.33, p=.000), 2) Two factors related to
overall satisfactlion with department (Examlnatlions, r=0.22, p=.003;
Encichment/Student Assistance, r=0.37, p=.000.) .

An analysis of the data generated by the Pearson correlatlion
procedure indicate that Hypothesis #1 can be rejected on two of the four
demographic variables. The results of data analysis would reject the
hypothesis In the areas of use of degree preparation and recommendation of
speclalization but fall to reJect for age and graduate assistantship.

Therefore, the overall results of data analysls falled to reject

Hypothesls #1.

Inter-correlation of factors and couplets

The data Indlcate no significant correlation of the following

factors, couplets, single items:
1) Faculty Sensitivity to Ethnicity with Admission/Student Quallty,
r=0.11, p=.15
2) Enrichment/Student Assistance with Quality of Courses, out of

gection, r=0.11, p=.14
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3) Department Support Services with Faculty Sensitivity to Ethnicity
(r=0.09, p=.24); and Quallty of Instruction, out of sectlon (r=0.09,
p=.27)

4) DepartmentAReglstratlon/Support Staff with section Guality of Courses
(r=0.14, pé.07), Adnlssion/Student Quality (r=0.11, p=.14), Quallty
of Instruction, out of sectlon, (r=0.09, p=.25), Oualltg of Courses,
out of sectlion, (r=0.11, p=.16), and Relatlonship With Faculty, out
of section, (r=0.09, p=.25)

S) Avallabllity of Summer Courses/Llbrary with Faculty Sensitlvity to
Ethnicity (r=0.12, p=.12) and GQuallty of Instruction, out of section,
(r= 0.12, p=.12)

The highest correlatlion €0.74) |s between Guallty of Courses and

Quallty of Instructlion, related to section (see Table 27).

Rifferences between factorg and demographic varlables

The data were analyzed to determine the differences between factors
and the following varlables: gender, writing option, assistantshlp, area
of speclallzation, employment type, ethnlc background, and highest degree
In the Department of Professional Studles In Education.

Analysis of varlance, single classification, and t-tests weré
calculated to test the following hypotheses. Alpha was set at the .05
level of signiflicance and the Scheffé Multlple Range Test procedure was

used to determine signiflcant differences.



Table 27. Correlation matrix - alumnae/alumni data

g > P
Factors w w whh <9 wo PH w8 W
Couplets ° o oo g9 o7 Y °7 ©°
Single Items g ri p% 32 pY ZE 23 Py
- 0 - Q owl o /] ol M o M o (7]
38 9% 9% ®; 9§ i% §4 g
&8 8% 88 %4 38 &8 88 &8
RELATED TO SECTION
Factors
Quallity of )
Courses 1.00
Quallity of
mentoring ‘ 0.56 1.00
Quality of
Grad. Program 0.59 0.61 1.00
Admisslion/Stu.
- Quality 0.54 0.32 0.32 1.00
Couplets
Quality of
Instructlon 0.74 0.47 0.50 0.52 1.00
Single Item
Sensltlvity to
Ethniclty 0.34 0.30 0.48 0.11 0.37 1.00
RELATED TO COURSES OUTSIDE SECTION
Factors
Quallty of
Instruction 0.37 0.19 0.29 0.26 0.31 0.17 1.00
Quality of
Coursges 0.34 0.20 0.24 0.19 0.24 0.i16 0.67 1.00
Relationshlp
With Faculty 0.31 0.28 0.37 0.i8 0.26 0.i19 0.68 0.59
RELATED TO OVERALL SAT WITH DEPT.
Examinations 0.33 0.56 0.45 0.18 0.34 0.23 0.17 0.23
Enrlichment/Stu.
Agglstance 0.40 0.43 0.61 0.17 0.29 0.33 0.18 0.11
Support
Services 0.24 0.40 0.32 0.25 0.27 0.09 0.09 O0.i6
Couplets
Registration/
Support Staff 0.14 0.18 0.19 0.11 0.20 0.19 0.09 O0.11
Summer Courses/
Library 0.17 0.23 0.23 0.17 o0.15 0.12 0.12 0.18
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Hypotheais 2 There is no slgnlfléant difference In level of
satisfaction with the department when alumnae/alumn{ are grouped by
gender.

There is a significant difference, by gender, In alumnae/alumni
satisfaction on elght of the 13 factors/couplets/single ltems. Males have
higher mean scores on all significant areas. A signiflcant difference |s
Indicated for three factors and the couplet related to section. Males
have a higher mean score (4.14) than females (3.85) on the factor, Quality
of Courses (t=2.91, p=.004>, Male mean score (4.38) Is also higher than
females (4.07) on the factors, Quality of Mentoring (t=2.58, p=.01);
Quallty of Graduate Program, male 4.02, female 3.66 (t=3.51, p=.001); and
the couplet Quallty of Instruction, male 4.18, female 3.74 (t=2.86,
p=.005). A difference, by gender, is found on 3 of the factors and one
couplet related to overall satlsfaction with department . (Examinations,
male 4.22, female 3.96, t=2.54, p=.001; Enrlchment/Student Assistance,
male 3.66, female 3.31, t=2.74, p=.007; Support Services, male 3.95,
female 3.68, t=2.17, p=.03; Registration/Support Staff, male 4.39, female
4.07, t=3.31, p=.001)>. The results of data analysis (Table 28) reject
Hypothesis #2.

Hypothesis 3 There Is no signiflicant difference In level of
gatisfaction with the department when alumnae/alumni are grouped by
weiting option.

For purposes of data analysis the four writing option categories are
combined Into: 1) Thesis/Dlssertation, 2) Creative/Other. A signiflcant

difference Is Indicated on 2 factors and one couplet related to overall
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Table 28. Analysls of difference In alumnae/alumn! satlsfaction by

gender

Factor Standard

Couplet Number Mean Deviation

Single Item t 2-talled

1 2 1 2 1 2 Value Prob.

RELATED TO SECTION
Factorg
Quality of

Courses 124 53 3.85 4.14 0.74 0.56 -2.91 .004xx
Quality of

Mentorling 124 53 4.07 4.38 0.95 0.62 -2.58 01 xx
Quallty of :

Grad. Program 124 53 3.66 4.02 0.75 .68 -3.51 .001xx
Admlssion/Stu.

Quallty 124 53 3.94 4.04 0.64 0.59 -0.97 .33
Couplets
Quality of

Instructlon 124 53 3.74 4.18 0.97 0.83 -2.86 .005xx
Single Jtem
Sensitlivity to

Ethnlclty 116 50 3.96 4.16 0.89 0.67 -1.36 .18
RELATED TO COURSES OUT SECTION
FACTORS
Quallity of .

Instructlion 120 51 3.68 3.93 0.81 0.65 -1.92 .06
Quality of

Courses 120 51 3.79 3.886 0.55 0.49 -0.75 .46
Relatlonship

With Faculty 119 51 3.67 3.88 0.80 '0.62 -1.85 .07
RELATED TO. SAT W/DEPT
Factors
Examinations 123 53 3.96 4.22 0.66 0.55 -2.54 01 xx
Enrichment/Stu

Assistance 120 53 3.31 3.66 0.80 0.73 -2.74 .007xx
Support

Services 123 53 3.68 3.95 0.76 0.7 =-2.17 03 x
Reglstratlon/

Support Staff 122 653 4.07 4.39 0.68 0.53 -3.31 .001xx
Summer Courses/

Library 124 53 3.95 4.07 0.68 0.68 -1.02 .31

1 = female x = Significant at .05,

2 = male

xx = Signiflcant at .01.
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satlsfaction with department. Alumnae/alumnl who chose to write a thesis
or dissertation have higher mean scores In all significant areas for this
varlable. (Examinations: Thesia/Dlssertation 4.18, Creative
Component/Other 3.91, t=2.92, p=.004; Support Services:
Thesls/Dissertation 4.00, Creative Component/Other 3.56, t=3.93, p=.000;
Reglistratlon/Support Staff: Thesls/Dissertation 4.36, Creative
Component/Other 3.98, t=4.10, p=.000.)

The data (Table 29) Indicate no signiflcant difference for the
majority of the factors, couplets, single Items. Therefore, the
researcher falled to reject Hypothesis 43,

Hypothesis 4 There Is no significant difference In level of
satisfaction between alumnae/alumn! who had asslstantships when compared
with those who did not.

The data as reported In Tablé 30, reflect a significant difference In
alumnae/alumni satisfaction with the department on one factor and one
couplet. Alumnae/alumn! who did not have an assistantship have a lower
mean (3.85) than those who did (4.03) on the couplet Reglstratlon/Support
Staff (t=3.43, p=.001),

A significant difference In the level of satisfactlion of
alumnae/alumni who had asslstantships as compared to those who did not, Is
found on only two of the 13 factors, couplets, and single items. The

results of data analysis falled to reject Hypothesis #4.

Hypothesis S Student data only.
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Table 29. Analysis of difference in alumnae/alumnl satisfactlion by
cholce of writing optlon

Factor Standard

Couplet Number Mean Deviation

Single Item t 2~talled
1 2 1 2 1 2 Value Prob.

RELATED TO SECTION
Factors
Quality of

Courses 86 93 3.90 3.9 0.69 0.73 -0.08 .94
Quallty of
Mentoring 86 93 4,28 4.04 0.76 0.956 1.89 .06
Quality of

Grad. Program g6 93 3.84 3.70 0.69 0.73 1.30 .20
Admission/Stu.

Quallty 86 93 3.94 3.99 0.70 0.55 -0.50 .62
Coyplets
Quallty of

Instructlon 86 93 3.88 3.84 0.97 0.95 0.28 .78
Single Item
Sensltivity to

Ethnicity 81 86 4.02 4.00 0.91 0.87 0.18 .86
RELATED TO COURSES OUT SECTION
Factors
Quallity of

Instruction 84 89 3.68 3.79 0.86 0.72 -0.92 .36
Quality of

Coursges 84 89 3.83 3.79 0.5¢ 0.56 0.57 .57

Relationship
With Faculty 83 89 3.81 3.65 0.70 0.80 1.34 .18

RELATED TO SAT. W/DEPT

Factors

Examinatlons 85 92 4.18 3.91 0.60 0.64 2,92 .004xx
Enrichment/Stu.

Assistance 85 89 3.49 3.34 0.80 0.7 1.25 .21

Support
Services 85 92 4,00 3.56 0.70 0.78 3.93 .000xx

Couplets

Registration/
Support Staff 84 92 4.36 3.98 0.55 0.70 4.10 .000xx%
Summer Courses/
Library 85 93 4.07 3.91 0.69 0.66 1.60 A1

1 = thesls/dlssertatlion x = Slgniflcant at .05 level.
2 = creatlve component/other xx = Signlficant at .01 level.




100

Table 30, Analysis of difference In alumnae/alumnl satisfaction by

assistantship
Factor Standard
Couplet Number Mean Deviation
Single Item t 2-talled
1 2 1 2 | 2 Value Prob.

RELATED TO SECTION

Eactors
Quallity of
Courses 08 70 3.94 3.90 0.76 0.64 -0.35 .72

Qual ity of
Mentoring 108 70 4.16 4.15 0.94 0.76 0.09 0.93

Gual ity of
Grad. Program 108 70 3.73 3.81 0.72 0.71 -0.73 0.47

Admnlsslon/Stu. 4
Quallty 108 70 4.01 3.89 0.54 0.74 1.24 0.22

Couplets
GQuality of
Instruction 108 70 3.84 3.89 0.99 0.99 -0.37 0.71

Single Item
Sensitlvity to

Ethnlcity 9% 70 4.01 4.01 0.85 0.94 -0.03 0.98
RELATED TO COURSES OUT SECTION
Factors
Quality of :

Instruction i04 68 3.7 3.69 0.86 0.65 0.52 0.60
Quallty of

Courses 104 68 3.8 3.79 0.54 0.52 0.24 0.81
Relatlonship

With Faculty 103 68 3.78 3.64 0.79 0.69 1.19 0.24
RELATED TO. SAT. W/DEPT.

Factors
Examinations 106 70 4.00 4.09 0.63 0.64 -0.85 0.40
Encichment/Stu.

aAssistance 103 70 3.29 3,60 0.81 0.7 -2.58 0.0ixx
Support

Services 106 70 3.68 3.89 0.76 0.78 -1.73 0.09
Couplets ‘
Registration/

Support Staff 105 70 4.03 4.85 0.72 0.51 -3.43 0.001xx
Summer Courses/

Library 107 70 3.95 4.03 0.67 0.69 -0.77 .44
1 = assg|stantship x = Signlflcant at .05 level.
2 = no asgsistantship xx = Slgnificant at .01 level.
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Hypothesis 6 There is no slignlficant difference in level of
gsatisfaction with the department when alumnae/alumni are grouped by area
of gpeclallzation.

A difference In alumnae/alumnl.satlsf&ctlon, when grouped by area of
speclalizatlon, Is Iindicated on five of the 13 factors, couplets, and
single items. Level of alumnae/alumni satisfaction differs on tﬁo
factors, the couplet, and single ltem as related to.sectlon and one factor
related to courses outside section.

The Scheffé procedure produced data which reflect a significant
difference in satisfaction with Quality of Courses, in section.
Alumnae/alumni who speclalized in Higher Education (mean, 4.07) are
gignificantly different form those who specialized in Counselor Educatlon
(mean, 3.46) at the .05 level of signlficance and from those in
Elementary/Speclal Education (mean, 3.43) at both the .05 and .01 level.
The level of satlsféctlon of alumnae/alumni In Education Administration
(mean, 4.32) differs significantly from those in Counselor Educatlon
(3.46) and Elementary/Speclal Educatlon (mean, 3.43) at both the .05 and
.01 level of significance on this factor.

A signiflcant dlfference Is found on the factor Quality of Graduate
Program as related to sectlon. Graduates of Educational Administration
(mean, 4.11) differ from those of Counselor Education (3.41) at the .05
level of signiflcance and with Elementary/Speclal Education graduates
(mean, 3.39) at both the .05 and the .01 level.

Graduates from Higher Education (mean, 4.15), Educatlional

Administration (4.17), and Comparative Studiea/Research (4.50) differ
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significantly from Counselor Educatlon (3.15) and Elementary/Special
Educatlon (3.27) graduates at the .05 level of signlflcance on the factor
Quality of Instruction as related to section. ﬁlfferences In satisfaction
for Educational Admlﬁlstratlon and Higher Educatlon graduates with those
from Cbunselor Education and Elementary/Speclal Education are, also,
significant at the .01 level on this factor.

Differences at both the .05 and .01 level of slgniflicance are found
on the factor Faculty Sensitivity to Ethnicity for graduates from Higher
Educatlon (4.23), Educatlonal Adminlstration (4.22); and Adult/Vocatlonal
Education (4.43) when compared to those from Counselor Education (3.21).

A difference in satisfaction on the factor Relations with Faculty,
out of sectlon, at the .05 level of significance, is Indicated for
alumnaesalumnl from Educational Administration (3.95) when compared to
thoge fromlElementary/Speclal Education (3.25). The results of data
analysis provide sufficlent evidence of differences on this varlable to
reject Hypotheslis #6 (Table 31).

Hypothesig 7 There ls no significant difference in level of
satlsfaction with the department when alumnae/alumni are grouped by
employment type.

The data (Table 32) reflect generally higher mean scores on all
factors for alumnae/alumni employed by 2-year/community colleges and
4-year colleges. However, no differences at fhe .05 level of signiflicance
are found in alumnae/alumnl satisfaction on this variable. The results of

data analysis falled to reject Hypothesls #7.



Table 3f. Analysis of difference In alumnae/alumnl satlsfaction
by area of speclalization '

Group { = - _Group 2 =  _Groyp 3
Varlables Mean Mean Mean
No. Std. Dev. No. Std. Dev. No. Std. Dev.

RELATED TO SECTION

Factors
Quality of 16 4.04 26 3.46 15 3,93
Courses 0.73 0.77 0.59
Quality of 16 4.17 .26 3.82 15 4.03
Mentoring 0.64 0.96 1.09
Quality of 16 3.7 26 3.41 15
Grad. Prog. 0.70 0.81 0.78
Admission/Stu. - 16 3.98 26 3.79 15 4.00
Quality - 0.55 0.77 0.63
Couplets _
Quallty of 16 4.03 26 3.15 15 4,03
Instruction 0.96 , 1.07 0.81
Slngle Item
Sengitivity 14 4.43 24 3.2 14 3,93
to Ethnlcity 0.65 . 0.98 1.27
RELATED TO COURSES OUT-SECTION
Factors .
Quality of : 15 3.853 25 3,92 15 3.83
Inatruction 0.34 0.55 0.57
Quality of 15 3.84 25 3.85 15 3.80
Courses 0.66 0.59 0.50
Relationship 14 3.81 25 3.79 15 3.93
With Faculty 0.94 0.67 0.58
- RELATED TO SAT. W/DEPT.
Examinations 15 4,03 26 3.9 15 4.08
: 0.55 0.53 0.65
Enrlchment/Stu. 15 3,05 26 3.14 15 3.07
Asglistance 0.77 0.72 0.97
Support 15 3,73 26 3,73 15 3.84
Services 0.94 0.58 0.92
Couplets -
Reglstration/ 14 3.82 26 4.12 15 © 4,17
Support Staff 0.50 0.62 0.56
Summer Courses/
Library 15 3,73 26 3,88 15 3,87
0.59 0.90 0.81

-Group 1 = ad/voc. ed. Group 3 = curr. & inst. tech. Gfoup 5 = el./gp. ed.
Group 2 = co. ed. Group 4 = ed. admin. Group 6 = higher ed.
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~Sroup 4 = _CGroup & == _Grouwp 6 2 _Group 7

Mean
No. Std.Dev.

Mean
No. Std.Dev.

Mean
No. Std.Dev.

Mean F F
No. Std.Dev. Value Prob.
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7 4.19

0.39 8.62 0.000xx
7 4.7

0.37 2.74 0.02x
7 4.02 .

0.40 5.10 0.000xx
7 4.00

0.84 1.39 0.22
7 4.50

0.41 7.64 0.000xx
7 4.14

0.69 5.67 0.000xx
7 280

1.25 1.34 0.24
7 2.98

0.46 0.42 0.86
7 3.88 '

0.88 2,78 0.01xx
7 4.36

0.48 0.88 0.51
6 3.31

0.91 4.45 0.000xx
T 4.21

0.62 0.74 0.62
7 4.4

1.07 2,96 0.0ixx
7 4.21

0.57 0.80 0.57

Group 7 = Comparative Studies/Research
xx = Slgniflcant at .01 level.

X = Signlficant at .05 level.
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Table 32. Analysls of difference in alumnae/alumnl satlsfactlon
by employment type

—Group 1 =~ _Group 2 = __Group 3
Mean Mean

Varlables Mean
No, Std. Dev. No, Std, Dev. No, Std. Dev,

RELATED TO SECTION

Factors

Quality of 9 7 3.2 51 3.96
Courses 0.84 0.42 0.67

Quality of 9 3.50 7 4,17 51 0.26
Mentoring 0.64 0.96 1.09

Quality of 9 3.89 7 3.74 54 3.80
Grad. Prog. 0.64 0.77 0.73

Admission/Stu. 9 3.81 7 3,81 51 3,87
Quality 0.82 0.72 0.68

Couplets

fuality of 9 3,50 7 4.14 51 3,94
Instruction 0.44 0.63 0.93

Sinale Item

Sensitivity 8 4.38 7 3.7 50 4.16
to Ethniclty 0.52 0.76 0.87

RELATED TO COURSES OUT SECTION

Factors

Quality of 9 3,97 7 3.50 49 3.7
Instruction 0.82 0.76 0.88

Quality of 9 3,69 7 3.7 49 2.90
Courses 0.63 0.43 0.45

Relationship 9 3,78 7 3,62 48 3.74
With Faculty 1.01 0.49 0.73

RELATED TO SAT. W/DEPT.

Factors

Examinations 9 3,69 6 4.17 50 4.00

0.83 0.61 0.66

Enrichment/Stu. 9 3.24 6 3.24 50 3,82
Asslstance 0.63 0.43 0.82

Support 9 3.2 7 3.93 50 3.8%
Services 0.72 0.75 0.70

Couplets

Registration/ 9 3,83 6 3.83 49 4,36
Support Staff 0.90 0.41 0.52

Summer Courses/ 9 3,83 7 4.07 50 4,06
Library 0.83 0.61 0.60
Group 1 = fed/state gov/t. Group 6 = Intermedliate/state agency
Group 2 = industry/business Group 7 = local school district
Group 3 = unlverslty Group 8 = self-employed/other

Group 4 = 4-year college x = Significant at .05 level.



Table 32. (contlnued)

~Srowp 4 _Grouw® _ _Groww 6. _Growp 7

Mean Mean Mean Mean
-No. Std.Dev., Ho. Std.Dev, HNo, Std.Dev.  HNo, Std.Dev,
8 4.01 ? 4.17 5 2,80 = 7 39
0.59 0.50 0.16 0.75
8 4.30 9 4.62 5 4,20 3 4.16
0.64 0.41 0.94 0.84
8 2.685 ? 2,90 5 2.80 8 74
0.42 0.84 0.04 0.74
8 4.17 9 4,16 S 4.33 73 4.09
0.59 0.29 0.70 0.55
8 378 ? 441 5 280 3 2.84
0.85 0.65 0.41 0.95
8 215 7T 1 3 4.00 67 3.99
0.17 0.49 1.00 0.8t
8 32.78 9 4.02 5 4.03 70 32,66
0.83 0.85 0.68 0.74
8 2.93 9 2.98 5 2.9 70 2.73
0.52 0.61 0.99 . 0.57
8 3.19 ? 4.13 5 .80 70 2.6
0.83 0.53 1.19 0.80
8 4.30 ? 4.19 5 4.10 73 4.04
0.57 0.68 0.74 0.62
8 3.79 9 3.19 5 70 . 3.42
0.56 0.90 0.80 0.77
8 4.22 ? 4.0 5 3.70 72 2.66
0.41 0.72 1.06 0.75
8 4.69 9 4.47 5 32.60 73 4.08
0.46 0.756 0.82 0.69
8 4.63 9 4.63 5 3.9 73 2,86

[~}
* .
o
S
(=]

.44 0.82 0.81
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—Croup 8
Mean F F
~No, Std.Dev, _ Value Prob.

16 3.93

0.68 0.29 0.96
16 3.84

0.84 1.7¢  0.11
16 3.7%

0.64 0.18 0.99
16 3.83

0.50 1.99 0.06
16 3.88

1.02 0.52 0.82
16 3.88

1.36 0.77 0.61
16 32.88

0.60 0.74 0.64
15 3,80

0.38 0.76 0.62
15 3.78

0.47 0.52 0.52
16 4.06

0.49 0.84 0.55
16 3.19 '

1.04 0.78 0.60
16 3.66

1.06 1.58 0.14
16 4.13

0.50 2.75 0.0ixx
16 3.97

0.81 1.66 0.12
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Hypothegis 8 There 1s no significant difference In level of
gatisfaction with the‘department when alumnae/alumn} are grouped by ethnic
background.

A difference in alumnae/alumn! satlsfaction, when grouped by ethnic
background, ls Indicated on the factor Enrlchment/Student Assistance,
related to department. The level of satisfactlon of International
graduates (mean, 1.75) Is significantly lower than Native Americans (4.25)
at the .05 level. The mean of Internatlionals (1.75) was significantly
different from White Americans (3.43) and African/Black Americans (3.67)
at both the .05 and .01 level. A significant difference In alumnae/alumni
satigfaction with the department, by ethnic background, was not found on
12 of the factors, couplets, or single i{tems. Therefore, the results of
data analysis falled to reject Hypotheslis #8 (Table #33). |

Hypothegis 9 There Is no signiflcant difference In level of
sétisfactlon with the department when alumnae/alumni are grouped by
highest degree in Department of Professional Studies.

Differences are found on seven factors when alumnae/alumnl are
grouped by highest degree obtained. On the factor Quality of Mentoring,
which relates to section, the mean for Ph.D. (4.47) differs from that of
M.Ed. (3.65) at both the .05 and .01 level of signiflcance. M.S./M.A.
(mean, 4.14) differs from M.Ed. (mean, 3.65) at the .05 level. On the
factor Quallty of Graduate Programs, {n sectlon, the mean for Ph.D. (3.98)
differs from the mean for M.Ed. (3.39) at the .01 and .05 level of
significance. The mean for M.S./M.A. (3.76) differs from that of M.Ed.

(3.39) at the .05 level.



Table 33. Analysis of difference In alumnae/alumnl satlsfaction
by ethnic background

JMLL_%M

Varlables Mean Mean
No, Std.Dev, No, Std.Dev,  No, Std.Dev,
RELATED TO SECTION ‘
Factors
Quality of 3 3.89 9 4,04 1 4.66
Courses 0.70 0.65
Quality of 3 3.9 9 4.28 1 4.00
Mentoring 1.13 0.72
Quallty of 3 3.00 9 3.74 1 4.33
Grad. Prog. 1.09 0.65 .
Admlsslion/Stu. 3 4.22 9 3.96 1 4.00
Quality 0.69 0.59
Couplets .
Quality of 3 4.00 9 3,94 1 5,00
Instruction 1.00 0.81
Single Item
Sensitivity 3 3.33 9 3,33 1 5,00
to Ethniclty 1.53 1.41
RELATED TO COURSES QUT SECTION
Factors ,
Quallity of 3 4,33 9 3.67 1 4.00
Instruction 0.76 0.84
Quality of 3 4.4 9 3,76 1 4.00
Courses 0.72 0.69
Relatlonship 3 4,33 9 3.81 1 4,00
With Faculty 0.67 0.80
RELATED TO SAT. W/DEPT.
Examlnations 3 3,92 9 4.31 1 4,03
0.95 0.75
Enclchment/Stu. 3 1,785 9 3.67 { 4,28
Assistance 0.66 0.61
Support 3 4.9 9 4,21 { 4,75
Services 1.00 0.59
Couplets
Reglstration/ 3 4,00 9 4.44 1 4.00
Support Staff 0.50 0.46
Summer Courses/ 3 3,67 9 4.06 1 4.50
Library . 0.76 1.01
Group 1 = International students Group 3 = Natlve American

Group 2 = Afrlican/Black Amerlcan Group 4 = White American
x = Signiflcant at .05 level. xx - Slgniflcant at .01 level.
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—Group 4

Mean F F

No. Std.Dev. Value Prob,

166 3,92

0.7¢ 0.35 0.79
166 4.16

0.88 0.14 0.93
166 3.78

0.71 1.39 0.25
166 3,96

0.63 0.17 0.92
166 3.84 '

0.97 0.52 0.67
154 4.06

0.82 3.02 0.03x
160 3.73

0.79 0.64 0.59
160 3.80

0.52 1.33  0.27
159 3.70

0.75 0.76 0.52
164 4.02

0.63 0.57 0.63
161 3.43

0.77 5.47 0.001xx
164 3.73

0.77 1,77 0.15
163

0.67 0.65 0.58
165 3.98

0.66 0.44 0.73
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Slgnlflﬁant differences, at both the .05 and .01 level are found
betweén Ph.D. (mean, 4.29) and M.Ed. (mean, 3.72) on the factor
Examination, which relates to overall satlisfaction with department. A
significant difference between Ph.D. (mean, 4.29) and M.S./M.A. (mean,
4.00) were found at the .05 level. M.S./M.A. (mean, 4.00) also differs
from M.Ed. (mean, 3.72) at the .05 level. Data analysis of the factor
Enrichment/Student Assistance, In department, reflect a difference In
satisfaction between Ph.D. (mean, 3.59) and M.Ed. (mean, 3.10) at the .05
level. The Ph.D. degree (mean, 4.10) is significantly different from
M.Ed. (mean, 3.66> and M.S./M.A. (mean, 3.49) on the factor Support
Services, department, at both the .05 and .01 level.

The mean for Ph.D. (4.54), on the factor related to department
Registration/Support Staff, is significantly different from M.Ed. (mean,
3.68) and M.S;/N.A. (mean, 4.10) at the .05 and .01 level. The difference
In the mean for M.S./M.A. (4.10) and M.Ed. (mean, 3.68) is also,
significant at .05 and .01 for this factor. Ph.D. graduates (4.25) are
significantly more satisfled with Summer Course Avallabllity and Library
than those with M.Ed. (3.78) or M.S./M.A. (3.90). This finding indicates
a difference at both the .05 and .01 level of significance. The results
of data analysis, as shown in Table 34, rejected Hypothesis #8.

Students and alumnae/alumni were asked to submit written comments of
percelved strengths‘and/or wveaknesges of thelr area of speclialization, and

suggestions to the department concerning courses, curriculum, procedures,
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Table 34. Analysis of difference In alumnae/alumnl satisfactlion
by hlghest degree

~Group § = _Group 2 _ _Group 3

Variables Mean Hean Mean F F

RELATED TO SECTION

Factors

Quallity of a0 3.78 94 3,93 55 4,01 1.37 0.26
Courses 0.85 0.63 0.73

Quality of 30 3.65 94 4.14 55 4.47 9.44 0.000xx
Mentoring 1.21 0.77 0.67

Quallity of 30 3,39 94 2.76 55 3,98 7.07 0.00ixx
Grad. Prog. 0.69 0.70 0.68

Admlsslion/ 30 3,93 94 3,99 55 3.94 0.18 0.84
Stu. Guallty 0.55 0.55 0.78

Couplets -

Quatlity of 30 3.57 94 2.94 56 3.89 1.80 0.17
Instruction 1.01 0.88 1.03

Single Item

Sensitivity 26 3.81 87 4,05 54 4,06 0.82 0.44
to Ethniclty 0.90 0.93 0.8t

RELATED TO COURSES OUT-SECTION

Factorg

Quality of 29 3,66 91 3.84 53 3,61 1.66 0.19
"Instruction 0.78 0.68 0.94

Quality of 29 3.76 91 3,81 53 3,83 0.16 0.85
Courses 0.59 0.51 0.55

Relationship 29 3.50 90 3.74 53 3,82 1.80 0.17
With Faculty 0.81 0.73 0.75

RELATED TO SAT. W/DEPT.

Factors

Examinations 30 3.72 93 4.00 54 4,29 8.86 0.000xx

0.67 0.60 0.65

Enrichment/ 28 3,10 92 3.41 54 3,59 3.47 0.03x
Stu. Assistance 0.83 0.77 0.78

Support 30 3.4° 93 3,66 54 4,10 8.73 0.000xx
Services 0.91 0.70 0.71

Couplets

Reg./Support 30 3.68 93 4.10 53 4,54 21.02 0.000xx
Staff 0.58 0.63 0.53

Summer 30 3,78 94 3.9 54 4,25 6.57 0.002xx
Courses/Library 0.67 0.67 0.65
Croup 1 = M.Ed. X = Slgniflcant at .05,
Group 2 = M.S./M.A. xx = Slgnlflicant at .01,
Group 3 = Ph.D.
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and staffing. An analysls of these comments was Included with the data to
determine recommendations made to the department concerning program and
service revision. A composite of the comments, by section, are llsted In
Appendix E. A summary of the general tone and direction of those comments

will be discussed In the next chapter.

Chapter Summary

This study attempted to determine level of satlisfactlon with the
Department of Professlional Studles In Educatlion, Iowa State Unlversity,
for 1986-1988 graduates and students (spring, 1989).

While the data did not support some of the anticlpated dlfferences
(gender, age, employment type) the Informatlon presented for each factor
studled, Is of Importance to departmental decision-makers. In examining
the data, it is apparent that alumnae/alumnl Indlcate more signiflcant
differences in level of satisfaction with the department than do current
students (area of speclallzatlon, use of degree preparation, overall
satisfaction with department).

In the next chapter, flindings of this study will be discussed in

detall and compared'to those of the previous studies.



114

CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSIONS

Summary

.This study examined student and alumnae/alumni level of satlsfaction
with the Department of Professional Studies in Education at Iowa State
Unlversity. Of the 417 subjects, 238 were graduate students spring, 1989,
and 179 were 1986-1988 graduates from the department. This represents
60.0% of the total possible respondents.

Two~thirds (64.3%) of the respondents are female, 35.0% male. The
largest percent (67.6%) are married, 22.8% gingle, and 8.2% divorced. The
majority (42.4%) are 31 to 40 years of age, 26.4% are 41 to 50, 25.7% are
20 to 30, and 5.3% are over 50. The subjects represent the following
areas of speclalization: Adult/Vocational Education, 8.7%; Counselor
" Education, 21.1%; Curriculum and Instructional Technology, 0.96%;
Educational Administration, 20.9%; Elementary/Special Education, 8.2%;
Higher Education, 26.4%; Comparative Studies/Research, 5.1%.

Subjects responded to a revision of the survey program evaluation
Instruments developed by Braskamp et al. (1979). A modification of these
Instruments were also used in previous studies of the department conducted
by Photisuvan (1987) and Subah (1986). The questlonnalire consists of two
parts: 1) background and demographic information, and 2) ltems related to
satlsfactlon with graduate programs. Part two is divided Into three

'gectiong: 1) level of gatlsfaction with major brogram, 2) satlgfaction
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with courses taken outside section as a part of the program of study, and
3) overall satisfaction with the department.

The data were analyzed using SPSSX (Nle et al. 19683). The
demographic data were analyzed by frequencles, pércentages, and means to
describe subjects characteristics. To faclilltate statistical analysis and
Interpretation of the unlque data, a separate factor aﬁalysls was computed
for each of the 3 sections in Part Two. Pearson product moment
correlatlon was computed to determlne relatlonships between demographic .
varlables and factors. T-tests and analyslis of variance were used to
determine Influence of demographic variables on factors. The Scheffé
Multiple Range Test was used to identify dlfferences between group means
at the .05 level of signiflcance. The statistical analysis, as descr 1bed,

was utlllzed to test the following hypotheses,

Hvpothesls 1

The researcher falled to reject the hypothesis that there is no
relationshlip between (a) student, (b) alumnaes/alumni level of satisfactlon
with the department and the following varlables: age, graduate
assistantship, use of degree preparation, or recommendation of
speclallzatlon.

Age A relationship of this demographlc varlable with student
satisfaction Is found in three areas: admlission procedures for sectlion,
quality of Instruction in courses taken outside of section, and
departmental enrichment actlvities/avallability of summer

courses/registration. Age 13 not found to significantly correlate with



116

alumnae‘/alumni satisfaction with the department on any factor. Therefore,
the researcher concludes that, although there 13 some relationship between
age and student satlsfaction, the factor does not relate to student or
alumnae/alumn! satlsfactlon to any signiflicant degree.

These findings do not support those as reported for the previous
study of student satlsfaction, conducted by Subah (1986), which indicate a
slgnificant relationship with age on all variables. The data do support
the findings of Photisuvan (1987 which reflect no significant
relatlionship between alumnae/alumn! satisfaction with programs, by age,
and any factor. Both Subah (1986) and Photisuvan (1987) found older
students more satisfled In all areas.

The findings of this study suggest a need for departmental review of
current quallity of programs, admission procedures, and enrichment
activities., Plans for revision of departmental procedures, on these three
factors, should consider current research on identifled need differences

by age. Further findings related to differences in satisfactlion, by age,

are reported for Hypotheslis #5.

Gnaduatg_aaaLaLantghla This varlable ls fodnd to have a

slgnlflcant.relatlonshlp with student and alumnae/alumn! satisfactlion and
the three factors of: departmental enrlchment/student assistance,
reglétratlon/support staff, énd balance/enrichment within section. Other
gignificant relationships did not occur'an& therefore, the data support
Subah’s (1986) findings that this varlable Is not a significant
determinant of student satistfactlion with graduate programs. Thls variable

was not analyzed In the previous alumnaeZalumni study. Further
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Interpretatlon of data for thls varlable, as related to slignificant
dlfferences, is discugsed for Hypothesis #4.

Use of deqree preparation This varlable is found to have
gignificant correlations with student satlsfaction and one factor;
alumnae/alumn! satisfaction and nine factors. The correlations are:
quality of courses, quality of mentoring, quallty of graduate program,
quality of Instruction, and faculty sensitivity to ethniclty within
sectlons; and departmental required examinatlions, enrichment activitles,
gtudent assistance, and support services. The previous study of student
gatisfaction found no correlations with this varlable; the previous
alumnae/alumni study did not Investigate this variable.

This finding supports the previous suggestion that there is a need to
conduct an In-depth study of departmental program quallty, student
assistance, and enrichment activities. The Information gained from these
studles should be used in developing plans to meet consumer expectations
and improve level of satisfactlon.

Recommendation of specjalization Student and alumnae/alumni
satisfaction, as related to willingness to recommend area of
speciallzation, |s found to correlate with 11 factors: quality of
courses, quality of mentoring, quality of graduate program, quality of
Instruction, admission procedures/student quality, and faculty sensitivity
to ethniclity within section; departmental required examinatlons,
enrichment activities, P.0.S. comm/student assistance, availabllity of
gsummer courses/reglistration, and support staff. These data do not support

the findings of the previous study of student satisfaction which found few
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correlatlons between this varlable and similar factors. The previous
alumnaesalumn! study did not examine the variable.

The data reflect a consistency in level of satisfaction, in that,
several factors are repeated which were also, slgnlficant for varlables

previously discussed.

Hypothegis 2

The results of student data analysis falled to reject, while those of
a!umnae/alumnl rejJected, the hypothesis that there Is no signiflcant
difference in level of satisfaction with the department when (a) students
or (b) alumnae/alumni are grouped by gender.

A significant difference in student satisfaction, by gender, was
found only on the factor of ba]ance.and enrichment as related to section.
This finding does not support the former student study which found
gignificant differences on the factors of: quality of graduate program,
quality of courses, relationship with maJor professor, enrlichment
activitlies, and sensitivity to students.

The data do, however, Indicate a significant gender difference in
satisfaction for graduates on the factors quallty of mentoring, quality of
graduate programs, quallty of Instruction related to section; and the
factor quality of instruction related to courses taken out of section.
Data also, indicate significant differences for graduates on the factors
examinatlon requirements, enrichment/student assistance, support services,
and reglstration/support staff which are related to overall satisfaction
with the department. These findings support those of the previous

alumnae/alumn! study which reported signlficant differences of these
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factors. Many of the alumnae/alumni may have completed the survey as
students and the similarity In level of satisfaction, reported by
1986-1988 alumnae/alumn! and students In the former study, would support
the findings of Wise et al. (1981). Wise ldentifled little difference in
the level of satisfaction reported by subjects as students and in later
follow-up studies of the same Individuals as graduates.

This study and the previous studies found student and graduate males
more satisfled, than thelr female counterparts, wlth all aspects of
departmental programming. Hearn (1978) found females more influenced by
faculty/student interaction and aspects of academic social climate. The
research of Pascarella (1980), Hearn (1985), and Gllligan (1982), suggest

that women place a stronger emphasis on soclal climate and relationships.

Hypothesis 3
| The researcher falled to reject the hypotheses that there Is no
significant difference In level of satisfaction with the department when
(a) students or (b) alumnae/alumnl are grouped by writing option.

Nelther the student nor the alumnaes/alumni data lndicate a
gsignificant difference In satigfaction with the department, by cholce of
writing option, on any of the factors. This finding supports those as
reported In the previous study of student satisfaction which found no
gignificant differences. Although, not significant at the .05 level, the
data do show a higher mean for alumnae/alumnl who choge to write a thesis
or dissertation on all factors. These data support the findings as |

reported in the former alumnae/alumni study.
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These findings may be tied to age and gender differences. Therefore,
efforts to identify specific items which relate to satlsfaction on this
varlable should be included in the suggested In-depth study.

Hypothesig 4

The regsearcher failed to reject the hypothesis that there is no
significant difference in level of satisfaction between (a) students who
have or (b) alumnae/alumni who had assistantships when compared with fhose
who did not.

A significant difference in satisfactlion with the department, for
gstudents and alumnae/alumni with assistantships as compared to those who
did not, are found on the factors of: balance/enrichment, P.0.S.
committee/student assistance, and registratlon/support staff. The data
Indicate having an assistantship Is not a significant determinant for
gatigfaction. This supports findings of previous departmental studles

‘which falled to reJect a similar hypothesis.

Thege findings may reflect a need for a concentrated effort to
develop "community" for graduate assistants In order to increase their
adjustment to and satlisfactlon with the department. Certainly, one could
expect that the cloger contact with faculty and increased involvement with
departmental affalrs, enjoyed by those on assistantships, would result In
a higher level of satisfaction. However, If the assignment does not offer
Increased professional and personal networking, It 1s understandable that

the level of satisfaction Is not significantly higher.
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Hypothesig S
| The researcher falled to reject the hypothesis that there s no
slgniflcant difference in level of satisfactlon with the department when
students are grouped by age.

Differences In level of satisfaction, by age, are found on the
factors of: balance/enrichment related to section, quality of lnétruction
In courses taken outside of sectlon, enrichment activities/avallabllity of
- summer courses/reglstratlion, and support staff related to overall
satisfactlion with the department. However, only the differences on the
factor enrichment/summer courses/registratlion are significant, at the .05
level, when data are analyzed by the Scheffé procedure. The previous
study of student satlsfaction determlned that as age increased the mean
gscore for level of satisfaction also increased; current data support this
finding. Cross (1981) identlifles need differences, by age, as do
Chickering and Associates (1981), Hodgkinson (1983), Henry (1988), and
Schlossberg et al. (1989). This demographic variable was not analyzed, by
the current or previous study, for alumnae/alumnl satisfactlon with the
department.

Those sectlons which enroll a large number of younger students may
wish to conduct Internal studles to determine needs which are unlque to
thls variable. All sectlons should be made aware of the results of these
studles, and carefully consider this information when developlng plans for

program changes.
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Hypothesls 6

The researcher rejected the hypothesis that there is no signiflcant
difference In level of satisfaction with the department when (a) students
or (b) alumnae/ alumnj are grouped by area of speclalization.

A significant difference in student and alumnae/alumni satisfactlion
was found on seven factors. The factors are: balance/encichment, quallty
of courses, quallty of graduate program, quality of Instruction, and
faculty sensitivity to ethnicity, In section; and relatlonship with
faculty, quality of courses out of section. Students and graduates from
Educational Administration and Higher Educatlion, generally, had higher
mean scores than those from the other areas of speclalization. The mean
scores of graduates and students from Counselor Educatlion and
Elementary/Special Education were lower, overall.

A large percent of the students In Counselor Educatlion and
Elementary/Speclal Education are younger females. Throughout this study
the data Indicate gender and age differences In level of satisfaction.
The suggested in-depth study of gender and age differences appears
important to these programs in their efforts to better meet consumer
heeds. |

Bbth Subah (1986) and Photisuvan (1987) found Educat!onal
Adninistration students and graduates to be more satisfled with graduate
programs than those from other sections. Braskamp et al. (1979) found
signiflcance between student satisfaction with major area of study,

general satisfaction with major area, and sgatlsfact!ion with mentoring.
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Hearn (1985) also, found slgniflcant differences by area of
speclalizatlon.
Hypothegig 7

The researcher falled to reject the hypothesis that there Is no
significant difference In level of satisfaction with the department when
(a) gtudents or (b) alumnaes/alumni are grouped by employment type,

No slignificant differences are found for either students or
alumnae‘alumni when grouped by thig variable. These results support the
findings of the previous studies that employment type 1S not a significant
determinant for satisfaction with the department.

The data do reflect that those employed by government agencies,
universities or cblleges are generally more satlisfied with department
prograﬁmlng on all factors. Those employed by Industry/business or are

self-employed appeared to be least satisfied.

Hypothegls 8

The researcher falled to reject the hypothesis that there is no
significant difference in level of satisfaction when ¢a) students, or (b)
alumnae/ alumn} are grouped by ethnic background.

Slgnificant differences, by ethnic background, are found which
Indicate a lower level of satisfaction for Asian students on the factor of
admission standards for section. The data reflect a lower level of
satisfaction for International alumnaesalumn! on the factor enrichment
activities/financial support/career development assistance related to

department. No signiflicant differences are found for any of the other
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eleven factors. The previous studles of the department did not analyze
this varlable.

An effort to identify needs, specific to ethnicity, should be
Included with the suggested in-depth study of program quality, admission

procedures, and student assistance.

Hypothegls 9

The researcher rejected the hypothesis that there is no signiflcant
dlfference In level of satlsfaction with the department when
alumnae/alumni are grouped by highest degree obtained.

A significant difference in satlsfaction of graduates, by highest
degree, are found which Indlcate a higher level of satlsfaction for those
with a Ph.D. Graduates with the Ph.D. degree were significantly more
satisfied with the department on the factors of quality of mentoring,
quality of graduate program, examinatlon requirements, enrichment/student
agslstance, support services, and summer courses/library. These
differences are found at both the .05 and .01 level of slgniflicance when
the Scheffé procedure Is employed.

These findings support the data reported in the previous departmental
studies and may be tied to the variables of age and gender. The suggested
In-depth study on age and gender may reveal additlonal satisfaction

'varlables which Impact this factor.

Summary of respondent comments

Subjects were provided an opportunity to respond to six open-ended

questions concerning area of specialization and the department as a whole.
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The following Information provides a synopsis of these comments, by
sectlon. A composite list of identifled strengths and weaknesses,
respondent suggestions for program modification, and thelr recommendations
to the department are found In Appendix E. Both the Information from
analysis of the written comments and statlstical data were used to
formulate recommendations to the department.

Adult/Vocational Education Alumnaesalumni and students from this
gsection are most positive about quallty of faculty and courses. Their
concerns are for the number of faculty, limited course offerlngs, and

career assistance. They suggest increasing number of professors and class

offerings.

Counselor Education Graduates and students from this area of

gpeciallzation were most positive about the quallty of faculty and
students, course varlety, and class size. They are concerned about
Ilmltgd practical experlence, quality of lnstructlon} lack of faculty
collegliallty, and course content. The suggestions are for adding women to
the staff, more frequent scheduling of classes, and Increased cooperatlve

efforts on the part of faculty.

Educational Adminjgstration Respondents for thlis sectlon are most

positive about professor expertise, enrichment activities, curriculum, and
rapport within section., They expressed concern for limited faculty, lack
of speclflc informatlion, llmited field training, quality of Instruction,
and practical applicatlon of knowfedge. Suggestions for Educatlion
Administration are to Increase orientation, provide informatlion packet,

add staff, lmprove instruction, and provide more fleld experlience.
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Curriculum and Instructlonal Technology Posltive comments from

students and graduates of this section were for sublect matter, competent
faculty, and faculty/student relations. Needs of the section are for more
speciallzatlion, Increased course offerings, and up-dating technology and
equipment. Suggestions made by the respondents are to diversify and
deepen course offerings, Include more curriculum development, investigate

optical media, and broaden instructional T.V.

Elementarv/Special Education The strengths most often mentioned

for these sectlons are the off-campus offerings, class size, and quallity
of faculty/students. Graduates and students expressed concern for
Infrequent course offerings, class pregentations by students, repetition,
and advising. They suggested greater emphasis on teaching strategles,
more sclence educatlion, more teaching and practicum sites, and attention
to both elementary and secondary Instruction.

Higher Education Students and alumnae/alumn! from Hlgher
Education were most positive about the teachling/learning/application
process of instruction, relevance of course work, student/faculty
Interaction and rapport, and faculty Involvement with prbfesslonal
organizations. Respondents are concerned about the limited number of
professors, 2-hour courses, academic advising, information to students,
lImited staff diversity, and limited tralning In flinance/budgeting. They
suggest the sectlion employ a wider, more diverse faculty; provide an

Informatlion packet; improve mentoring and academic advising; and offer a

thesis seminar.
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Comparative Studlies/Research The ldentifled atrengths for these

sections are flexibility, sequence/relevance of course work, and quality
of Instruction. Graduates and students are concerned about duplicatlion of
material, lack of aannced staflstlcs, ffequency of course offerings,
quality of students, and variety of courses. They suggest the sectlons
consider rotating staff teaching assignments, include more variety in

course offerings, and ralse entrance standards.

Discussion

The results of this study provide important iInformation to
departmental decislion-makers and Interesting comparisons to previous
studies. Data which indicate males and older subjects are generally more
gatisfied with quality of graduate programs concur with findings of
prevlbus departmental studies. It ls suggested that the variables of age
and gender be carefully congidered when developing plans for program
change. This consideration Is especially Important for those sections
which enroll a large number of younger, female students.

This study of alumnae/alumni satisfaction with the department, and
the previous study of thls population, concur that those graduates who
hold a Ph.D, degree were, overall, more satisfled than those with
M.A./M.S. or M.Ed. degrees. This difference could be attributed to the
age of Ph.D. students, who are usually older than those seeking other
degrees. The stronger relationship with major professor and smaller class

glze may also, impact the signiflcance of this varlable.
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Surprlsingly, having an agsistantship Is not found to be a
gigniflcant determinant for satisfaction with the department. A need for
a concentrated effort to develop "community" for graduate assistants may
be indicated for this variable. Data on choice of writing option, though
not significant at .05, did indicate those writing a theslis or
dissertation were more satisfled than those who chose to write a creative
component. This finding may also, be tied to gender and age differences.

The differences in the current findings, as compared to those
reported by the previous departmental studies, may be explalned by the
fact that the items In the original studles did not uniquely load on one
factor which resulted in higher correlations among factor scores. In an
attempt to Improve clarification and readability, minor changes were made
in wording and some ltemé added to the present questionnaire. These
changeg could have had an Impact on the data. To achleve stabllity in
factor analysis a sample of at least 300 ls needed. Therefore, the number
of respondents could have Influenced the data. Another possible
explanation 1g that actual changes in the level of satlsfactlon have
occurred.

The previous studies of the department represent é comblined sample of
538 subjects, the current study 417. These numbers appear to be
sufficient to gain a relative degree of gstability In factor analysis. The
changes in wording and items, on the questlionnaire used for the current
study, were minimal and did not alter the Intent of questions. Therefore,

those findings which indicate positive growth In satisfaction with the
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department are assumed to be reflective df Improvement efforts Implemented
In response to information obtained In the last departmental review.

As discussed In the summary comments for Hypothesis 1, 2, 5, and 6
the factors of quality of graduate programs, admission standards, and
enrichment activities were common areas of differences for both students
and graduates. The written comments reflect concérns In these areas and
suggestions to Increase course qfferlngs were common. Certalnly,
available faculty determlnes.the number of courses that can be offered and
may be a factor In overall program quality. It appears that plans for
modification and/or revision of programm)ng should begin with a careful
analysls of the current level of quality in these areas. -

There Is an increased representation of females in the student body.
However, these women have few gender role models represented on the
faculty. Glllligan (1982), Schlossberg et al. ¢(1989), Chickering (1981),
have ldentified what they bellieve to be differences In how females and
males perceive relationships and respond to climate. Therefore, it would
gseem appropriate that an effort be made to Increase the number of women
faculty.

Mlnorlty}students also, need the benefit of role models. The work of
Fleming (1984) clearly outllnes the experlences of black students on
predominantly white campuses. Magner (1989) dlscusses the unique problems
encountered by minorlty graduate students. Both authors suggest the
absence of mlnority role models, to act as mentors, 18 common to most
large universities. The Department of Professional Studies In Education

at Iowa State'Unlverslty Is no exception. This study presents Informatlion
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which Indlcates a need to place a priority on hiring women and minorlty

faculty members.

Recommendat ons

Recommendatlions for the Department of Profegsional Studies

i,

3.

There appears to be a pressing need for a more comprehensive
Information dellvery system. Therefore, 1t ls recommended that a
method of dellvery be implemented which will clarify requirements
and contlinuously inform students of course offerings and/or changes,
procedures, deadlines, and social/enrichment activities. In order
to assure contact with all graduate students, the system of
Information delivery must cross section boundaries.

An effort should be made to increase career development and
employment assistance to students. It |s recommended that a study
be made to determine the most efficient method to deliver this
gervice. At a minimum, plans should be implemented to Insure all
students are informed of services avallable to them through the
placement office.

The pfoblems of faculty over-load, academlic advising, limited course
offerings, and mentoring can be lessened with Increased staff or by
limiting the number of students accepted into programs. It ls
recommended that the Department of Professional Studies In Education
Intensify efforts to provide fuhdlng for the employment of
additlonal staff, with priority emphasis on hiring women and

minorlty personnel.
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There is a need to strengthen the sense of "communlty" within the
department. This can be achleved by decfeaslng fragmentation and
increasing student to student and student. to faculty interaction.
It Is recommended that a department-wlde schedule of seminars,
enrichment activities, fireside chats, and social events be planned
on a year-to-year basis and that: this schedule be Included in an
Information packet to all graduate students.

Increased efforts, designed to meet the needs of female and younger
gtudents, are necessary. It is recommended that a committee be
established to review the most current research concerning gender
and age differences In student needs and departmental training be
conducted to update staff expertise on these i|ssues.

There 1s evidence of alumnae/alumni and Qtudemt concern for program
quallity, admission procedures, and student agsistance efforts. It
Is recommended that an in-depth study be conducted to determine
level of quallity on these factors and specific plans be developed
for i{mprovement.

It Is suggested that current recommendatlons, which duplicate those

from previous studies, be given priority in departmental planning.

Recommendations for further research

1.

It is recommended that this study be replicated, within the next
five years, and that new findings be compared to those of all

previougs studies.
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2. It 1s suggested that each section conduct an In-depth study of
student and alumnae/alumnl satisfaction and that these flndings,

when compared with those reported in departmental review, be used to

provide direction for program modification.
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Dear Graduate,

The Department of Professional Studies in Education would 1llke your
agsigtance in replicating a follow-up study of alumnae/alumni satlsfaction
and perceptlons of programs. We plan to replicate the follow-up study of
1980-1985 graduates which was completed in 1987. '

Speciflically the oblectives of thls study are:
1. To examine the degree of satisfaction with elements
In programs of study.
2. To examlne the degree of current Job satisfactlion.
3. To examine demographic data of students.
4. To make recommendations for program revision.

You have been selected to participate in this evaluation because you
earned a M.S. and/or Ph.D. degree after 1985, at Iowa State University, In
one of the following programs of study: Adult and Extension Ed.,
Counselor Ed., Currliculum and Instructional Technology, Educatlonal
Administratlion, Elementary Ed., Higher Ed., Historical, Philosophical, and
Comparative Studies, Research and Evaluation, Speclal Ed., or Vocational

Ed.

No identifying Information 1Is requested as your response to this
quest ionnalre is strictly confidential. Only group data from this survey
will be analyzed and compared with the data as reported in the 1987 study.
We are particularly desirous of obtaining your responses as they will
provide essential information for pogsible program revision. We hope you
will take time to help us with this effort.

We would appreclate your returning the questionnaire within the next
two weeks. Other phases of thls research cannot be carried out until the
analyslis of the survey data is completed. A reminder letter wil! be sent
in three weeks. We welcome questlions or comments concerning any aspect of
your program of study not covered in the instrument. We would be pleased
to make a summary of the survey results avallable to you if you desire.

If there Is any way we can be of service to you In your work, do not
hesitate to contact us. Thank you for your anticlpated assistance in this
gtudy.

Sincerely,

Larcy H. Ebbers Richard D. Warren
Professor and Chair Director

Professional Studies Research Instlitute for

in Education Studies in Education
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College Of Educatlion
Department Of Professional! Studies

Alumnea/Alumnl Questionnaire

Pact I: Demographic Information.

Pleage circle the letter of the response that ls correct for you.

1.

What was your last graduate degree area of specialization In the
Department of Professional Studles as ISU?

a. Adult and Extenslon Education

b. Counselor Education

¢. Curriculum and Instructional Technology

d. Educational Administration

e. Elementary Education

f. Hligher Education

g. Historlcal, Philosophical, and Comparative Studles

h. Research and Evaluation

i. Speclal Education

J. Vocational Educatlon

k. Other
(gpeclfy)

Did you complete a graduate degree at another Institution before
completing your degree in the Department of Professional Studies?
a. No other graduate degree

b. M.Ed.
c. M.S.
d. Ph.D. .
e. Ed.D.
f. Other
(specify)

what 1s the highest degree you have completed in the Department of
Profegsional Studies?

a. M'Ed.‘
b‘ M'S.
c’ Ph.D'

When did you enroll for your last degree from ISU In the Department
of Professional Studies? When did you receive your last degree?
Enrolled. Recelved.

(date) (date)
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Have you completed a graduate degree at another institution since
obtaining your degree at ISU?

a. No other graduate degree

b. M.Ed.
c. M.S.
d. Ph.D.
e, Other
(speclfy)

Which of the following options was selected to gatisfy the
requirements for your last degree at ISU?

a. Thesls

b. Creatlve Component

Cc. Digsertation

d. Other
(specity)

Where was the majority (over 50%) of the course work for your last
degree at ISU completed?

a. On campus

b. O0ff campus

Did you have a graduate assistantship?
a. No agsistantship

b. Teachling assistantship

¢. Regearch assistantship

d. Student Affairs-general

e. Student Affairs-Reslidence Halls

f. Other

Did you receive certification as a result of your last degree in
the Department of Professional Studies?

a. Yes b. HNo

If yes, please

specify

Would you recommend your area of speclallzation In the Department
of Professional Studles at ISU to others?

a. Highly .

b. Somewhat

c. Very little

d. Not at all
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12.

13.

14.

15.
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How would you classify your place of employment?
a. Federal Government

b. State Government

c. Industry/Business

d. University

e. 4-year College

f. 2-year/Community College

g. Intermedlate Service Agency (AEAR, etc. )

h. Local School District

iI. Self-employed

J. Other
(speclfy)

What Is your current Job
title?

How satlisflied are you with the following factors as related to your
current employment? Please respond by listing one number In front
of each item using the following scale.

1<) 4 3 2 i 0
Highly Satisfied Undecided Dissatis- Highly Not
Satlsfled fied Digsatis- Applicable
fled
a. Salary

b. General worklng conditions

c. Amount of administrative support

d. Relationship with co-workers

e. Degree of involvement in declsion making

f. Level of professional challenge and opportunity for growth
— 9. Opportunity for advancement

h. Involvement with professional assoclations

In your present position to what extent have you utillized the
elements of your program for the last graduate degree you recelved
in the Department of Professional Studies at ISU?

a. A great deal

b. Somewhat

c. Very little

d. Not at all

What Is your marital status?
a. Single

b. Marrled

¢. Dlvorced

d. Other
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16. What Is your age?

a. 20-30
b. 31-40
c. 41-50
d. Over 50
17. What Is your gender?
a. Female
b. Male

18. What Is your ethnlc/racial background?
(International alumnl circle *a" only).
a. International alumn!
b. Aslan American
c¢. Afrlcan/Black Amerlcan
d. Hispanic American
e. Natlve American
f. White Amerlican
g. Other (gpecify)

Pact II: Department of Professional Studjeg: Specific Information.

The purpose of Part Il ls to evaluate yoﬁr program experliences In the
Department of Professlional Studies.

Sectlon {1 Is your evaluation of the speciflc area of speclialization In
which you recelved your graduate degree (e.g., Adult Education, Higher
Education, Elementary Education, etc.). )

Section 2 is your evaluation of cdurses which were a part of your program
of study taken in the Department of Professional Studies, but outside of
your section.

Section 3 is your overall evaluation of the Department of Professional
Studles.

Please respond by listing one number in front of each question using the
following scale:

] 4 3J 2 i ]

Highly Satisfied Undecided Dissatlis~- Highly - Not
Satisfled fied Digsatis- Applicable
fled

Section 1: pDepartment of Profegsional Studieg: Specific Area
Specialization.

19. Admission standards in your sectlon.
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5 4 3 2 1 0
Highly Satlisfled Undecided Dissatis- Highly Not
Satisfled fled Digsatis- Appllcable

fled

20. Admission procedures In your sectlon.

21. Orientatlon of students to the section.

22. Extent to which you were challenged by course work in the
gsection. ‘ 4

23. Extent to which your gection provided well-integrated courses.

24. Variety of course offerings in your section.

25, Number of required courses in the graduate program of your
section.

26. Relevance of course work In your section to future employment.

tt—

27. Class slze In your section.

—_28. Opportunity to communicate with faculty in the classroom,
regarding student needs, concerns, and suggestions within your

section.
29. Quallty of instruction in your section.

30. Faculty sensitivity to diverse ethnic/raclal backgrounds within
the section.

31. Faculty teaching ability In your section.

32. Usefulnegs of texts and Instructional materlals as learning
tools within your section.

33. Evaluation procedures in the section (e.g., percent of grade
based on tests, papers, discussion, etc.).

34. Enrichment activitlies provided by the sectlon in addition to
regular classes (e.g., seminars, colloquia, social events,
etc.).

35. Balance between attention to writing (e.g., dissertation,
thesis, or creative component) and course work in your sectlion.

36. Contact with faculty from your section outside of the classroom.
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5 4 3 2 i 0
Highly Satisfied Undecided Dissatis- Highly Not
Satlsfled fled Digsatis- Applicable

fled .

37. Quallty of career development assistance in your section.

38. Quallty of academic advising In the sectlon.

39. Avallabllity of maJor professor.

— ... 40, Relationship between you and your major professor.
41, Length of time required to complete the program ln the section.

42. Extent to which you regarded the graduate program In the section

as worthwhile.
43. Overall satisfaction with the graduate program In your section.
44. Your treatment as a student In the sectlon.
45. Quallty of students in your area of speciallzation.

46. Courges taken !n your sectlion led to a sound theoretical
framework.

47. What were the strengths of your section?
a.
b.
c.

48, What were the weaknesses of your sectlon?
a.
b.
CC

49, How dlid the section fail to meet your expectatlions?
a.
b.
c.
50. What changes would you suggest for your sectlion in courses,
curriculum, procedures, or staffing?
a. '
b.
c.
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Section II: Department of Professional Studles: Courges Qutside Section.

5 4 3 2 i )
Highly Satisfled Undecided Dissatis- Highly Not
Satlisfled fled Digsatig~ Appllicable

fled

51. Extent to which you were challenged by course work outside of
your section but in the department.

52. Courses outside of section provided a well-integrated program.

53. Number of courses required outgside of section.

54, Varlety of course offerings in the department outside your
gection.

65. Clasg gize outside of section, in the department.

56. Teaching abllity of faculty outside of section, In the
depacrtment.

57. Quality of Instructlion in clasgses outside of sectlion, in the
profesgsional studies department.

58. Usefulness of texts and instructional materials as learning
tools In courses outside the sectlon.

§9. Evaluation procedures used outside the section.

60. Opportunity to communicate with faculty in the classroom
regarding student needs, concerns, and suggestions in the
department, outside your section.

61. Contact with faculty'outslde of classroom in the department.

62. Courses taken In the department, outside your section, led to a
sound theoretical framework.

63. What were the strengths of the courses taken outslde your
gsection, in the department?
a.
b.
c.
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What were the weaknesses of the courses taken outside your
gectlion, in the department?

a.

b.

c.

Section III: Ihe Department of Profesgjonal Studies: Related Actjvities.

5 4 3 2 1 0
Highly Satisfled Undecided Dissatis- Highly Not
Satisfled fled Dissatis- Applicable
: fled
65. Registration procedures.
66, Avallablllity of courses durlng summer school.
____67. Enrichment activities offered by the department in addition to
regular classes.
. 68. Quallity of career development assistance.
. 69. Usefulness of program of study committee.
70. Size of program of study commlttee.
____71. Departmental support staff (secretaries, etc.).
72, Research Instlitute for Studies In Education (R.I.S.E.) support
- services.
73, Instructional Resource Center (I.R.C.) support services.
— .74, Microcomputer Laboratory support services.
75, University Library support services.
76. Financlal support avallable within the department.
—77. Overall satisfaction with preliminary written examinatlions as a
learning experience (Ph.D. only).
—.78. QOverall satisfaction with preliminary oral examinations as a
learning experience (Ph.D. only).
—__79. Procedures followed for conducting final oral examination.
—B80. Departmental attention to providing students with necessary

credentials for obtalning employment after graduation.
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81. How did the department fall to meet your expectationsg?

a.
b.
c.

82. What changes would you suggest for the department In courses,
curriculum, procedures, or staffing?
a L] .

b.

c.

If you have any additional comments about your program of study in the
Department of Professional Studies at Iowa State University,

pleagse use the space below.

The Department of Professional Studies and the Research Institute for
Studleg In Education appreciate the time you have taken to
complete this questionnaire. Pogtage for the questlonnaire is
prepald, go all you need do lg tape It and drop It In the mall.

Thank you.
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APPENDIX B. ALUMNAE/ALUMNI REMINDER POSTCARD
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Time is running out....

Remember the... -_ .
College of Education
Department of Professional Studies
Alumnea/Alumni Questionnaire

If you have mailed it, THANKS! If not, PLEASE!
Information from you is important!
Need another one?  Please call (515) 294-4143
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APPENDIX C. FACULTY MEMORANDUM
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Faculty, Department of Professlonal Studies
FROM: Larrcy Ebbers
RE: Questlionnaire Distribution

DATE: Aprll 10, 1985

Documentation for the NCATE review must Include evidence of survey
Iinformation on current graduate students and alumnae/alumni of the
department. In order to update our flles, we are gatherling data to
replicate departmental gtudlies of these two populations. Shirley Henry ls
working with me on this project and will be using selected portlons of It

for her dlssertation.

We need your help In collecting the data. Please pass out the enclosed
questionnalres and answer sheets to your students. We would appreclate
your allowing sufficient time, In class, for the completion of the
questionnalres on the day they are distributed.

Instruct your students to cross their names off the enclosed class list as
they return the materials. This wil]l enable us to contact those students
who have not completed the evaluation. Please return the completed
questionnalres, answer sheets, and student list to my office.

I realize that preparation for the required NCATE review entalls a great

deal of work for all of us. I sincerely appreciate all of your efforts
including your agssistance with this documentation.

Thanks.



156

APPENDIX D. STUDENT INTRODUCTORY LETTER
AND QUESTIONNAIRE
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Dear Graduate Student,

The Department of Professional Studies In Educatlion would like your
asslistance In replicating a study of graduate student satisfaction and
perceptiong of programs. The study to be replicated was completed in

1986.

Speclifically the objectives of this study are:
1. To examine the degree of satisfactlon with elements
In programs of study.
2. To examine the degree of current job satigfaction.
3. To examine demographlc data of students.
4. To make recommendations for program revision.

You have been selected to participate because you are a M.S. and/or
Ph.D. student enrolled in one of the following programs of study at Iowa
State University, spring semegter, 1989: Adult and Extension Ed.,
Counselor Ed., Curriculum and Instructional Technology, Educational
Administration, Elementary Ed., Higher Ed., Historical, Phllosophical, and
Comparative Studies, Research and Evaluation, Speclal Ed., or Vocational

Ed.

No identifying Information ls requested as your response to thls
questionnalire is strictly confidentlal. Only group data from this survey
wil]l be compared with the data as reported in the 1986 study. WE ARE
PARTICULARLY DESIRQUS OF OBTAINING YOUR RESPONSES AS THEY WILL PROVIDE
ESSENTIAL INFORMATION FOR POSSIBLE PROGRAM REVISION. We hope you will
take time to help us with this effort.

IF YOU DO NOT COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN CLASS, PLEASE RETURN YOUR
COMPLETED FORM AT THE NEXT CLASS SESSION OR TO MARJORIE SMITH, N242
LAGOMARCINO. Other phases of this research cannot be carried out until
the analysis of the survey data Is completed. Questions or comments
concerning any aspect of your program of study are welcome. We would be
pleased to make a summary of the survey results avallable to you If you

desire.

If there Is any way we can more effectively serve you please do not
hesitate to contact us. Thank you for your anticipated assistance in this
gtudy.

Sincerely,

Larry H. Ebbers Richard D. Warren
Professor and Chair Director

Professional Studies Research Institute for

Iin Education Studies in Education
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT OF PROFESSIONAL STUDIES

GRADUATE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

PLEASE USE A #2 PENCIL TO FILL IN THE APPROPRIATE CIRCLES ON THE ATTACHED
ANSWER SHEET. ANSWER ALL ITEMS REQUIRING A WRITTEN RESPONSE DIRECTLY ON

THE QUESTIONNAIRE.

ONLY ONE DOCUMENT PER STUDENT IS NEEDED. PLEASE DO NOT COMPLETE THIS FORM
IF YOU HAVE ALREADY DONE SO.

PART 1: Demogaraphic Information.

1. What Is your present graduate degree area of speciallzation within
the Department of Professional Studies at ISU?
A. Adult and Extension Education
B. Counselor Education
C. Curriculum and Instructlonal Technology
D. Educational Administration
E. Elementary Education
F. Bigher Education
G. Historical, Phllosophlcal, and Comparative Studles
H. Research and Evaluation
I. Special Education
J. Vocational Education
Other (Please specify)

2. Which of the following options will you complete to satisfy the
requirements for your degree at ISU?
A. Thesis
B. Creative Component
C. Digsertation
Other (specify)

3. VWhere are you taking the majority (over 50%) of your courses at
IsuU?
A. On campus
B. Off campus

4. Do you have a graduate assistantship?
A. No agsistantship
B. Teaching assistantship
C. Research assistantship
D. Student Affairs-general
E. Student Affalrs—Resldence Halls
Other




10.

159

Will you recelve certification as a result of your present degree
work in the Department of Professional Studies?
A. Yes Please gpecify
B. No

Would you recommend your area of speclalization in the Department
of Profegsional Studles at ISU to others?

A. Highly

B. Somewhat

C. Very little

D. Not at all

Which, if any, of the following graduate degrees did you complete
at another Institution before starting your degree in the
Department of Professional Studies?
A. No other graduate degree
B. M.Ed.
CQ M‘s.
D. Ph.D.
E. Ed.D.
Other (gpecify)

What is the highest graduate degree you have completed in the
Department of Professional Studieg at ISU?

Ao MoEdé

B. M.S.

C. Ph.D.

D. Not appllicable

I1f you completed a previous graduate degree at ISU in the
Department of Professional Studies when did you enroll for the
degree___ ___ , recelve the degree

(date) (date)

What is your ethnic/racial background?

(International students use "a" only).

A. International student

B. Asian American

C. African/Black American

D. Hispanic American

E. Native American

F. White American
Other (specify)

What Is your marital status?
A. Single
B. Married
C. Divorced
Other
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11. What Is your age?
A. 20-30
B. 31-40
C. 41-50
D. Over 50

12. What is your gender?
A. Female
B. Male

13. Are you currently employed?
A. Yes
B. No

14. If you are employed how would you classify your place of
employment?
A. Federal Government
B. State Government
C. Industry/Business
D. Unlversity
E. 4-year College
F. 2-year/Community College
G. Intermediate Service Agency (AEA, etc.)
H. Local School District
I. Self-employed
J. Not applicable
Other (gpecify)
What Is your current job title?

15. In your present employment, to what extent do you utilize the
elements of your program of study from the last graduate degree you
received In the Department of Professional Studies at ISU?

A. A great deal
B. Somewhat

C. Very little

D. Not at all

E. Not applicable

If employed, how satlisfied are you with the following factors as related
to your employment? (Please respond by fllling In the appropriate
circle on the answer sheet, using the following scaile):

1 2 3 4 S 6
HIGHLY DISSATISFIED UNDECIDED SATISFIED = HIGHLY NOT
DISSATISFIED SATISFIED APPLICABLE

16, Current salary

17. Current géneral working conditions
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i 2 3 4 ) )

HIGHLY DISSATISFIED UNDECIDED SATISFIED HIGHLY NOT
DISSATISFIED SATISFIED APPLICABLE

18. Current amount of administrative support

19. Current relationship with co-workers

20. Current degree of involvement in decision making

21. Current level of professional challenge and opportunity for growth
22. Current opportunity for advancement

23. Current lnvolvement with professional associations

PART I1: Department of Professlonal Studies: Specific Information.

The purpose of Part II ls to evaluate your program experience in the
Department of Professional Studies.

Sectlion 1 is your evaluation of the specific area of speclallzatlion in
which you are currently enrolled (e.g., Adult Education, Education

Administration, Elementary Education, etc.).

Section 2 Is your evaluation of courses which are a part of your program
of study taken in the department, but outside of your section.
Sectlion 3 Is your overall evaluation of the Department of Professional

Studies.

Section 1: Department of Professional Studies: s:m.m.g.ﬂm_p.i
Specjalization.

How satisfied are you with the following Items? (Please respond by .
fi1ling In the appropriate circle on the answer sheet, using the
following scale):

1 2 3 4 ) [
HIGHLY DISSATISFIED UNDECIDED SATISFIED HIGHLY NOT
DISSATISFIED SATISFIED APPLICABLE

24. Admission standards in your section.
25. Admissjon procedures In your section.
26. Orlentatlion of students to the section.

27. Extent to which you are challenged by the course work In the
gection.



162

1 2 3 4 5 6
HIGHLY DISSATISFIED UNDECIDED SATISFIED HIGHLY NOT

DISSATISFIED SATISFIED APPLICABLE

28. Extent to which your sectlion provides well-integrated courses.

29. ‘Varlety of courge offerings In your section.

30. Number of required courses in the graduate program of your sectlon.

3t. Relevance of course work in your section to future employment.

32. Clasg size in your section.

33. Opportunity to communicate with faculty in the classroom regarding
gtudent needs, concerns, and suggestions In your sectlon.

34. Quality of instruction in your section.

35. Sensitivity of faculty to diverse ethnlc/racial backgrounds within
the section.

36. Teaching ability of faculty in your section.

37. Usefulness of texts and instructional materials as learning tools
In courseg within the sectlon.

38. Evaluation procedures used in the section (e.g., percent of grade
based on tests, papers, discussion, etc.).

39. Enrichment actlivities provided by the section in addition to
regular classes (e.g., seminars, collogqulia, social events, etc.).

40, Balance between attention to writing (e.g., dissertation, thesis,
or creative component) and course work In your section.

41, Contact with faculty from your sectlion outside of the classroom.

42. Quality of career development assistance In your section.

43, Quallty of academic advising In the section.

44. Availabllity of major professor.

45. Relationship between you and your major professor.

46. Length of time required to complete the program in your section.
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| 2 3 4 ) 6
HIGHLY DISSATISFIED UNDECIDED SATISFIED HIGHLY NOT
DISSATISFIED _ SATISFIED APPLICABLE

47. Extent to which you regard the graduate program in your section as
worthwhile. : _

48. Overal] satisfaction with the graduate program in your section.
49, Quality of treatment you experience as a student In your section.
50. Quality of students in your area of speclalization.

51. Extent to which courses taken in your section lead to a sound
theoretical framework. :

(Please write your responses directly below the following questions).

What are the strengths of your sectlion?
What are the weaknesses of your sgection?

In what ways is your section meeting, or failing to meet, your
expectations?

What changes would you suggest for your sectlon In courses, curriculum,
procedures, or staffing?

Section 2: Department of Professional Studies: Courses Outgjde Section.

How satisfled are you with the following ltems? (Please respond by
filling in the appropriate circle on the answer sheet, using the
following scale):

i 2 3 4 ] 6
HIGHLY DISSATISFIED UNDECIDED SATISFIED HIGHLY NOT
DISSATISFIED SATISFIED APPLICABLE

52, Extent to which you are challenged by course work outside of your
gection but In the department.

53. Extent to which courses outside of section provide a
well-integrated program.
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2 3 4 S 6
HIGHLY DISSATISFIED UNDECIDED SATISFIED HIGHLY NOT
DISSATISFIED ' : SATISFIED APPLICABLE

54.
55.

56.

57.

58.
59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

Number of courses required outside of sectlon.

Varlety of course offerings In the department, outside your
gection.

Extent to which courgses taken in the department, outalde of your
section, lead to a sound theoretical framework.

Class size outside of section, In the department.

Teaching abillty of fadulty outside of section, in the department.

Quality of instruction In classes outside of section, in the
professional studies department.

Usefulness of texts and instructional materials as learning tools
In courses outside of sectlion.

Evaluation procedures used In courses outside of section.

Opportunity to communicate with faculty in the classroom-regarding
student needs, concerns, and suggestions in the department, outside
your sectlon.

Contact with faculty outside of classroom, in the department.

(Please write your responses directly below the following questions).

What are the strengths of the courses taken outside your section, in the
department?

What are the weaknesses of the courses taken outside your section, In
the department?

Section 3: The Department of Profegsional Studjegs: Related Activities.

How satisfied are you with the following items? (Please respond by
filling in the appropriate circle on the answer sheet, using the
followlng scale):
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HIéHLY DISSA%ISFIED UNDEgIDED SATIgFIED HIgHLY NST
DISSATISFIED SATISFIED APPLICABLE
64. Registration procedures in the department.

65. Avallablllity of courses during summer school.

66. Enrlichment activities offered by the department In addition to
regular clagses.

67. Quality of career development assistance in the department.

68. Usefulness of program of study commjttee.

69. Size of program of study committee.

70, Department support staff (secretaries, etc.).

71. Research Institute for Studies in Education (R.I.S.E.) support
gervices.

72. lInstructional Resource Center (I.R.C.) support services.

73. Microcomputer Laboratory support services.

74. University Library support services.

75.‘ Financlial support avallable within the deparément.

76. Overall satisfaction with preliminary written examinations as a
learning experience (Ph.D. only).

77. Overall satisfaction with preliminary oral examinations as a
learning experience (Ph.D. only).

78. Procedures followed for conducting final oral examination.

(Please write your responses directly below the following questions).

In what ways is the department meeting, or falling to meet, your
expectatlions?

What changes would you suggest for the department in courses,
curriculum, procedures, or staffing?
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APPENDIX E. SUMMARY OF RESPONDENT COMMENTS
BY SECTION



167

Summary of Respondent Comments by Sectlon

Adult/Vacational Education

quallity of professors

diversity of students

personal ized Instruction

flexibillty

convenlient off~campus program

attention to student needs

avallablllity of off-campus courses
applicabliity of Instruction to world-of-work
program flexibillity

X XK X Xk k Kk k k Xk

lack of career development and placement assistance

few professors, resulting In over-load for existling faculty
teaching

limited number of courses offered at one time

lack of contact with faculty out of class

*x Xk Kk XK Xk

# |ncrease staff
# |Increase course offerings

Counselor Educatlion

varlety of course

small classes

sound theoretical base

personal contact with faculty

flexibllity

practical knowledge-bagse

quality of faculty and students

sensitivity to needs of commuting and working students
networklng

K XK XK XK XK X Xk K Xk

schedul ing of course

lack of emphasis on community counseling

gsome unprofessional behavior

poor instruction

avallabllity of courses

examination procedures

limited practical experlience

limited faculty - need female representation

éacklof collegiality and cooperatlve efforts on the part of
aculty

* Xk kK XK X XK XK XK XK
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offer course more frequently

provide more counsellng experlences

develop 3 hour courses

teach practical use of theory taught

offer more seminars on current problems

hire additional staff, especlally women

ellminate faculty in-fighting, students are placed in the middie

Curriculum and Ingtructional Techpology

* %k K k Kk Xk Xk

faculty competent and knowledgeable
appropriate subject matter

good advising

practical experlence

facilities :
faculty/student relatlionships

*x K Xk Xk Xk Xk

E

not enough speclalizatlon

too much emphasis on media vs instruction technology
lack of Job placement assistance .

ambigulty In clags direction

limited course offerings

out-of-date technology and equipment

need more software development '

Xk K XK k k Xk X%

Include more development of curriculum materlals

include instructional design for industry

Invegtigate options in Instructional T.V. and optlical medlia
diversify. and deepen course offerings

Educational Administration

* XK %k X

expertise of professors

enrichment actlvities with speclalists in the field
well-balanced curriculum

focus on current trends

relevant instruction

peer rapport

quality of Instruction

Individual attention afforded students

research

* kK K kK X k Kk ¥ x

work in curriculum development

career development and placement assigtance
advising

favorltism

*x Xk k X
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Informatlon on .course content and requirements
some !nstruction is weak

" Information on POS commlttee and examinatlion requirements
number of staff - no minorities or women
fleld tralning and practlical appllicatlion of knowledge
information for new students

¥k K Xk K XK

|

supply more Information of career opportunities
add more staff

Increase orientation efforts

develop student information packet

provide more practical training in fleld
improve Instructlion and teaching strategies
hire more faculty - women, minoritles

Elementary/Special Education

K K K Xk XKk Xk Xk

communication between professors and students
varlety of courses

supportive, well~-Iinformed faculty

faculty responsive to student needs

small classes

of f-campus class offerlngs

*x Xk Xk Xk k Xk

E

courses offered infrequently

courgses too general

student projects used as class Instructlion
repetition of course content

lack of Integratlon of course work

no stated guidelines for writing requirements
poor advising '

creative component organlzation

curriculum development

* Xk 3k ok Xk kK Kk Kk Xk

develop stronger courses with greater emphaslis on teaching
gtrategles

Include more courses In sclence education

offer more enrlchment activitles

diversify program to include elementary and secondary needs
ldentify more student teachling and practicum sites

provide for application of research

Higher Education

E 3

* Xx Xk Xk Xk

# teaching/learning/application process in classes
* flexibility
# highly quallified and "connected" faculty
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% advising

% gtudent Input valued

# graduate agssistantships and practicum opportunities

% student/faculty Interaction and rapport

# excellent Instructlon

% relevant courses

* number and diverslity of students

% actlve participation of faculty In student affalrs and
professional organizations

Weaknesgeg

# too few professors

¥ limlted staff diversity

# faculty over-extended

% Infrequency of course offerings

% too many 2 hour courses

% Insufflclent opportunity to interact with other doctoral students

# lack of "community" for students

* academic advising

% no course offered on budgeting

* some courses too ISU specific

# some poor lnstructlon

*® Xk x

*k k Xk Xk Xk %k X Xk

a thesls seminar first semester

gtandardized written preliminary examinatlon procedures
employ a wider, more diverse faculty, especially women and
minoritlies

provide student orlentation

give more assistance in career development and Job search
offer courses on regular semester basis

offer more evening clasges

develop more opportunity for Informal student/faculty Interaction
develop method to communicate pertinent information

change some 2 hour courses to 3 hours

provide more staff to Improve mentoring and advising

Comparative Studies/Regearch

*k Xk k Xk X Xk

* kK k XK

flexibllity

quallity of Instructlon
gequence of course
relevant course work
evaluation procedures
academic rigor of courses

variety of courses

duplication of materlal

no advanced statistics

gtudentg who do not appear to be graduate material
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# frequency of course offerings
# Instructors teaching same course for years - some poorly

rotate staff teaching assignments

ralse entrance standards

introduce zn advanced statistics course

Include more variety In courses offered

more practical course work on planning research

Department of Professional Studieg

kK k Kk Kk Kk

increase efforts to develop support group for graduate students

Increagse faculty - need women and minority representation

create orientation program

develop newsletter to students which clearly ldentifles

procedures, requirements, and dead lines

offer more 3 hour courses

improve parking system for evening students

Improve faculty cooperation within sectlons

offer more summer courses

provide clearer Instructlons to Ph.D. students on preliminary

examinations

offer more gstudent financlal assigtance

Increase efforts in considering the needs of evening and commuting

students

Increase information on career opportunities

offer faculty/student meeting or receptlion at beginning of

academic year :

establish a student study/meeting room

expect teachling excellence and see that it happens

standardize admlission procedures

coordinate and Increase communication with part-time and older

gtudents concerning course offerings and/or changes, special

events, resources, and services provided

# lInvestigate possibility of changing residency requirements to
accommodate employed student

# review schedullng confllcts

* K x Xk * XK Xk Kk % x Xk Xk Xk

K XK X %
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