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Chapter 1.
3

- INTRODUCTION . “

~

A wide variety of colleges and universities of
varying academic quality exist throughout the United
States. When faced &ith’thg selection of an institution,

vy ;

students are often concerned with the perception of those

-

varYing schools held by poténtial empldyers.
o confront thé problem of relative quality of
[
institutions, several accrediting and rating.organiza;

tions have been established. The question'remaiﬁs,

-

however, whether potential employers are aware of the
v é" . .
prestige or ach?ditation status of schools and whether

-

they utilize institutional reputation ‘as a variable in

their employee selection. - ;

AN

Statement of\the Problem c -

The problem underlying this study was how to

-

counsel students in their choice of colleges and

universities. Information was desired about relation- -

ships between institutional preséige, accreditation, and

P
Ed

location and the effect these variables may have on

* -

post-gradﬁat¢ employment opportunities. ) .

-4




- .

Statement gi‘ﬁhe Purpose
. < .

s -~

\ The.purpose of this study~wd§.te determine .
. . AE) . -y

e whether thefe is a signifibant difference in émployee'

selection based on, institutional reputation as determined

[

by .prestige and accreditation, relétive location of
employer and institution, and the* alma mater of the

corporate brqsident and personnel officer.

Justification - - R
AN [ Y4 -

Thg resolution of Ehis'problem can providq
-information concerning the effect of‘ﬁ&estige or ., ..
accreditaéion status of the degree grantiné iﬁ%tithtion
iq the hiring ‘précedure -and -employment market for
graduates. As students gelect a "school at which to
' pursue a.degree, they should be aware of any effect th

> -

Prestige or accreditation status of that choice may have

.

’ on later employment prospects. This study cén further
aid students by providing information on the raole of
executive. alma mgter and proximity of institution and

poteﬁtial’embloyer in hiring procedures.

Y

_ Hypotheses
N

‘The objective of’this study was to gather and
examine data pertainihg to the two sets of null

hypotheses formulated. These hypothéses were:

ey

-9




: C .. /
“ .o < . . . .- -
la. No signifigant diffference exists .in employee

: ’ et Tt : ‘q - N S v
. selection based on the prestige off the batcalaureate . :
.. . : . . ) -,
dggree granting institution of appligants. - -
Y] ¢
4] * b - - X, - 14 - - \ /-.

lb. No significant digfe;ence,egistszin employee

. selection based‘on the dccreditation stS;ug'of;Ehe T

L4

’ ’ - - “=\

b4

baécalaureate‘degree~granting institation of applicants.
. o ’ -, .

lc. No significant difference exists in. -

‘employee’ selection based on relative location of thék“..°

employer and ihstitution. ~ . ' Coe

- -

* b © . -
2a. No significadnt differénte exists between .an
- gmployer'(pqrsogpel officer or corporate~ president) from . -

a prestigious alma mater and an empldyer from a non= -

- . . . . ) » . . * . /
prestigious alima mater in employee selection based ‘on the. ~°

-

prestige of the haccalaureate degree g}aﬁting institutioh

of applicants. o . . L

~ 2b. No significént differencé ékiSts‘betwqen an -
A . : . N
employer (personnel officer or corporate president) from

L

a prestigious alma mater and an employer from a non-
prestigious a1m$ mater in employee selectipn based on

< . -
4Ahe accreditation status of the baccalaureate degree

[ . . »
granting institution of applicants.

2c. No significant difference exists between an

employer (personnel officer or corporate president) from

.

a prestigious alma mater and an employer from a non- ~

/ .

1 3 . : * .
prestigious alma matér in employee selection based on

relative location- of the employer. and institution.

Nt




Delimitations

-]
The following limitations wére set for-this
T ) - ¢ L s .
study:- : .t .
. ° 1. Although numerous factors influence employee

+

selection, no attembt has been made within the scope of
this project to consider variables other: than the : .

prestige and accreditation status of the institution from -

~

which a student receives a degree, the location of the

institution with respect to the employer, and‘;he degree

granting institution of .the corporate president and
. \ 4 .

\' N

personnel officer.
2. The entire number of potential employers was
not considered in this project. A random samiple of : k“~\

. % - , .
employers listed in the College Placement Annuall was 7

surveyed. ° -

.

Al .

3. This study has been limited to applicants, .

with baccalaureate degrees.
4. The survey of employers was qoﬂducted during

?

the fall 1978.

o ‘.

Deiinitions

. M N ‘

The following definitions were utilized for this
study: .

e

) lCollege—Pl‘acemen‘:: Annual (Bethlehem, Pa.: The
Coll?ge Placement Council, Inc., 1978). °

[y

: : 12 | ‘ |
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Accredited -institution - an institution
accredited by an association recognized by the Council on
e ' :
Postsecondary Accreditation. ] >

Executive alma niater - tihe degree granting

institution of the’qorporate president or personnel

‘

officer. ‘ :

Institutionalbreputation - the status afforded an

inst;tution based on preségge)and accreditation.

’ . . N .
- Institutions' within the locality %f the

v ‘ Q

employer - institutions geographically wi£§in one hundred

miles of ﬁhe employer's main headquarters. . A

Prestigious institution - a college or university

generally recognized by respondents as having‘high

professional status.

<

Methodology

- -

The methods involved in the design of this

-

‘research included seven major steps:
' . [~]
: 1. Study was undertaken to examine any previous

research comment on the effect _of institutional

?

reputatfon, location, and executive alma mater on

“ a9 . ™

employment practices.

’

2. Two sets of null hypotheses were developed

i

concerning institutional reputat.on and location, and

executivz alma mater in- employment practices.




Y

3. A gquestionnaire was prepared‘to survey the
effect of iqstitutiQsal reputation, location, and -
exegutive alma mater on employee selection. .

4. The questionnaire was distributed to the
personnel officers of two hundred randomiy selected

companies listed in the College Placement Annual2 as

potenéial empléyers of baccalaureate graduates.
) 5. A second wave of questibnnaires was mailed to
the remaining personnel officegs who hadrneglected to
return thé original questionnaire by the response ,
deadline. .

6. Study of the data included a bivariate range
t test at the .95 level of con?idence for those questiog-

naire questions which dealt most directly with the

stated hypotheses without confounding of variables, a

frequency distribution, and a chi square analysis at the

.95 and .99 levels of confidence for all questionnaire

‘responses. o

7 .
7. Conclusions and recommendations were made

based on the findings.

2

College Placemenu Annual.




Organization of the Remainder of
the Dissertation

A+
L

Following the introductory chapter, Chapter 2,
or thé review of literature, contains gackground
resources pertinent to this study. Chapter 3 includes
the findings of this research, while Chapter 4 is
compriFed of analysis of the findings and statement of

conclusions and recommendations.

—— -

Brief Summary

’

This study examined institutional reputatlon,

= o

location, and corporate eyecutlve alma mater as varlables'
in the selection of employeesy¥ To achieve this, two
¢

sets of null hypotheses stating that no significant

differences exist in employee selection based on the v

prestige, gccreéitation, and location of'the bacgalaure-
:ate degree granting institution of applicants and no’
significant difference exists between an emplqyer
(personnel officer or corporate president) from a

prestigious alma mater and an employer from a non-<

¢

prastigious alma mater in employee selection based on the

-
H

prestice, accreditation, and location of the bacca;aure-

»

ate degrze granting institution of applicants. &

o

A cquestionnaire was developed and distributed 'to

potential employers to survey institutional preferences

[ U, )
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i _ o Chapter 2

_— K REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A review of the literature faileq to locate
grevious, pPertinent research on the effects of institu-
- tional reputation, proximity:of institution and ‘employer,
= - - -~—— - "and executive "alfa mater on the hiring of baccalaureate o
. deg?ee graduates., However, a féWf%thTESﬁﬁidure&ateﬁ‘k“wa *

P institutional prestige to predicting job success. Thus,
to provide background for éhis study, included here are
related findings on the°relationship between institu-

AR tional éuality or presitige and predicted employee
success, and_xhé nature and function of accreditation.

; This reViéQ was divided .into three categories:

institutional quality, prestige, and accreditation. ’

Institutional Quality

: - 3
The literature reflected differing opinions

regarding institutional quality as a predictor of
employee success. It appeared that the diversity results

from the elusive nature of quality. Cartter stated:

Quality is an elusive attribute, not easily
, . .subjected to measurement. No single index . . .
not any combination of measures is sufficient to

| »
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estimate ade%uately the true worth of an educational
. institution.

Astin in Who Goes Where to College saw the 2 -

quality of an institutioq for an individual student as

being based on two different kinds of consequences of
e ° .

attending that institution.
: The first-kind of outcome concerns the effects
. of the college on the student's personal and °
intellectual development. . . . The second kind of
consequence might be referred to as the "frlnge
venefits" of attending a given college. . . . In
. short, an -undergraduate degree from one institution
may, in terms of. later educational or vocational
opportunities,®constitute a somewhat bette; entree -
than the same degree from another institution,
regardless of the candidate's real talent or
potential and regardless of what he has acthally

learned or what skills he has actually -acquired in
college.?

°

A study conducted in the early 1960's by‘the

' American Telephone and Telegraph Company partially)

\

supported Astin's stance in that college quality was
- positively related to high.salary.

We found that college quality does make a ,
difference. For instance, 55 percent of the men who ¢
ranked in the top third in the "above average" group
of colleges were in our top salary third, -and 31 -
percent in the lowest academic third made. the top
.salary third. . . . In short, while a relationship

. lalian M. Cartter, An Assessment of Quality in
Graduate Educatioh (Washington,” D.C.: American Council
on Education, 1966), p. 4.

2Alexanéé; W. Astin, Who Goes Where to College .
(Chicago, Ill.: Science Research Associates, Inc.,
1965), pp. 87-88. . -
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~does exist between collede éuality and salary, rank
< 'in class is more significant.3

-
»

In an attempf to discover how employers view the
relative importance of-academic exﬁerieqces, work
.experience and skills, and personal characteristics,
Warner found that work ex?erienqe and skill factors were . o

most'important, follqyed by personal cha;aqteristics. ’ \\\

Academic experiences were least important.?4

! Prestige ) "

°

The task of determining institutional pres:ige =

<

and its effect on selection and success is similé&ly

4

difficult. Vincent and Olson listed aspects of prestige,

social respectability, and the elite among their.

criteria for institutional quality.5 o

There are people who judge schools in-terms of

. - their social respectability. Such persons employ a
sort of criterion of exclusiveness. Loyalty to class
Or group transcends consideraticn of what is taught
and how it is taught. . . . ' o

. Many schools and;colleges, particularly in the

Bast, find themselves ranged on a scale of
desirability based almost entirely on tHis criterion.

2 l’o o

\

3William S.?Vincent and Martin N: Olson, @easufe-
ment of School Quality and Its Determiners (Walden, N.Y.:
Walden Printing Company, 1972), p. 8.

dWesley B. Warner, "An Analysis of Hiring
Critéria Used by Selected Employers in Evaluating Job
. Candidates Holding Bachelor Degrees, "Dissertation
Abstracts International, 36 (Navember 1975), 2679-2680A. -~

5Vincent and Olson, p. 5. ‘

: L]
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There is ‘the criterion of the elite, which is
related to that of exclusiveress except that the
emphasis, instead of being upon family and social
position, is upon ‘brains.

.
.

Perhaps a more yalid understanding of the term

"prestige” can ke obtained by considering its origins in

the“Latin verb praestringere as génerally used in the

- phrase prastringere oculos which means "to bind or dazzle

“7. The term later -acquired a more honorable

~

the eyes.
position as refléqted in the Oxford Englisﬁ dictionary

definition: "Influence or reputation derived from

previous character, achievements.or associations; or

éspecially from past success."q

~ 2

Nicolson, in a lecture at Cambridge, defined

’

“5res§ige as "power based upon reputation rather than

reputatioﬁ“base@_upon powels,."9 Reflecting upon his

definitién he then poséd-and answered the following

question which may well bear upon tﬂe\Ebnsidengtion of

c

institutional prestige as a factor in employee:. . e

selection: ."Is it possible today for power based upon

reputation to maintain itself.aghinst reputation .based

¥

) . =

6Vincent~and Olson, é. 5. N

o

9 . THarold Nicolson, The Meaning of Preséige
(London: Cambridge University Press, 1937), p. 7.

- I

8Nicolson, p. 8. y

INicbdlson, p. 9. N
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«.on, power? And my answer to that question will be: 'It is

- -

e

not possible..'"10 .

In an address explor;ﬁg prestige and reputation
as means of institutional evaluation, Warner stated: .

There are other methods of external "evaluation®
that have some important functions. One example is
- the prestige or reputation syvstem that informally

develops a rank order of the quality of institu-
tions.1ll

In a 1957 study conducted by Hughes Aircraft
Company, the rate of salarj growth of engineers was found

not to be related to the "prestige level" of the

employeé's alma maters.l? Evaluating the Hughes' report

alogg with the American Telephéné and. Telegraph findings
and two other partially related ‘studies, Martin, in an
article considering employment predictors, stated:

An approximate consensus of the four studies !
mentioned would indicate that possibly twice as many
graduates with thé optimum combination - high grades,

- prestigious schools, and extra curricular

' achievement - will attain financial success as those
with the minimal combination. What a tragic waste
of talent would occur if the so-called minimals were
blindly rejecged.13

[

loNicolson, p. 9.
° ® .
11y, Keith Warner, "Accreditation and Other Forms
\\of External Evaluation," Western College Association ~
Address and Proceedings (Oakland: Western College
Asspciation, 1973), p. 50.

leartin, Robert A. "The Inviolate, but Invalid,
Employme Predictors," Personnel Journal, 47.
January 1968) ., 20~-22. ) )




. ) : 14 -

Martin further cited an unknown internal relations expert

who spoke in defense of "quality" schools as employment

success predictors.l4 Thie consensus was that while such |

indicators were nowhere near being inviolate, the "odds"

234

would be in favor of those who used such criteria in

the

sCcreening process.l5

e

Prestige has, however, popularly been relied upon
as a success indicator as reflected in Cartter's -
statements:

It has frequently been noted that the poorest
graduates of some selective colleges are oetter
educated than the best students at some mediocre
institutions. The typical baccalauvreate winner at
a few of the more prestigious liberal arts colleges
is superior to the master's degree ‘holder of some of
the poorer universities.

Our ~resent system works fairly well because most
students, parents, and prospective employers know
tha: a bathelor's degree from Harvard, Stanford,
Swarthmore,- or Reed is ordinarily 2 better indication
of ability and accomplishment than a_ bachelcr's
degree from Melrose A & M or Siwash College. Even
if no formal studies were ever undertaken, there is
always the grapevine at work to supply impression-
istic evaluations. -

‘Thus, for some, institutional prestige is an indicator of

success.

*Martin, p. 21. '
15Martin; p. 21.

lécartter, p. 3. ,

a
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Accreditaticn

Another facet of ‘institutional qualify or.

reputation is accreditation. - No studies were found

relating accreditation to hiring practices. As defined -

by the Council on Postsecondary Accreditations
- - .

Accreditation is a process of recbgnizfng
educatiohal institutions in toto and various profes-
sional programs .they offer in parte for performance, .
integrity, and quality which entitle them to the ... ... .
confidence of the.educational community and the -
public.l7 . ‘ :

° From this aefinition it can be seen there are
basically two types of accreditation: institutional

< - -

accreditation which deals only with total institutions,s

and épgcialized accréditdtion of professional sqﬁools and'

-

programs wifhin institutions. 18

Historicdlly, educatioﬁal accreditation began in
thé‘nineteenth.century with the estaplishment of six
regional associations of'colleges and secondary schools.
?héir goal Wés to evaluate the level ahd content of

.instruction by defining the term "college" and

..establishing entrance requiremeﬁté. q;tual accrediting

[y

E)

17Sherry S. Harris, ed., Accredited Institutions
of Postsecondary Education Proarams and Candidates;, A
Directory of Accredited Institutions, Professionally
Accredited Programs, and Candidates for Accreditation
(Washington, D.C.: American Council on Education, 1977);

p. vii.

l8Harris, p. vii,
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__Federation of Regional Accrediting Commissions of Higher
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began‘in the'early half of the twentieth century, first

with largely objective standards and later on more

subjective grounds aimed at judging whether an insti-

tution was achieving its own goals. Professional

accreditation was initiated by. the American Medical

Association in_1905_§nd followed closely state profes- —_

sional licensing. 1In 1949, two organizations, The

-~

Education,and the National Commission of‘Aecrediting,

a.19

were forme In 1975 the Council on Péstsecondary L

o
Accreditation emerged to replace the two earlier

organizations.20
®
According to the Council on Postsecondary

Accreditations, accreditation seeks to:
Foster excellence and postsecondary education -
through the development of criteria and guidelines -
"for assessing educational effectiveness; encourage ., -
improvement through continuous self study and
planning; assure the eﬂucatlonal communlty, the -
general publlc, and other agencies or organizations
that an institution or program has both clearly
.defined and appropriate objectives, maintains,
conditions under which their achievement can
* reasonably be expected, appears in fact to be-
accomplishing- them substantially, and can be
expected o contlnue to do so; provide counsel and
, assistance to established and developing institutions
and programs; and_endeavor to protect institutions
A

-~

19Kenneth E. Young, "COPA: A New Force on the
National Scene," ‘North Central Assoc1at10n Quarterly,
52(3) (Winter 1978), p. 359.

20Harold Orlans, Private Accreditation and Public
Eligibility {(Lexington, Mass.: D. G. Heath and Company,-
1975), p. 1. :

-
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against encroachments which might jeopardize their
educational effectiveness:or academic freedom.

In the United States these goals are largely

.

achieved by voluntary institutional or professional
associations responsible for establishing critefia,
R vis;tiné and evaluating institutions at theirgfequest,

TTTand- .approving. institutions and programs which meet- their

——— -

. criteria.z? Typicall&, the accreditation preccess

-

involves: first, a self study to assess inst;tutioﬁal

.

effécfi&enesé in light of stated purposes and.objectives;
segond, a visit by a team to evaluéte the institution's -
: ability‘to assess theméelves, te maké judgmentst and then
to report;nthird} a review and comment on the report by
the institution or program; and fourth, consideration.of

‘the evidence and appropriate action by the accrediting

body.23 ‘

The beneficiaries of accreditation have been felt

to extend beyond the academic community as reflected by
R L

the inclusion at the Conference on Consumer Protection in

l
there consumers of postsecondary education services

Postsecondary Educ‘iion in 1974 of the major issue: "Are

beside5°studénts, such as employers and the public at

A Y

r

L

21Harris, p. viii. >
,._zzHarris, p. vii.

> 23Harris, p. vii.
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lgrge?"24 e if answering such .a question, Anderson

N

suggested, :
-~ . \\\
. '// 3 Prom the beginning of the aeccrediting movement
. . near the turn of the century, but particrlarly of
- late, there have been many users of accreditatiosn
within and out51de the academic community.

Spec1f1cally, Millard began cdtegor;21ng the many publics
of accreditation. Portlnent to this study is his L
indlusioﬁ nof "business and industry gréups for .whom A- %
graduatlon from accredlted 1nst1tut10ns or programs is a . :x
condltlon for adm1551on or employabillty."26 - ) _}

In support of.consideration of the role of

‘accreditation beyond the campus community, Young

asserted:

» Public as well as educational needs must be

4 . served ;1multaneously in determining and fostering

standards of gquality and integrity in the .

institutions and such: specialized programs as they

: . offer. Accreditation, conducted through non

- p . governmental institutional and specialized areng%es,
) - provides a major means for meetinqﬁthese needs.

“ " . '
N L)
L)

247he Report of the National Inwvitational ) ..
Cenference on Consumer Protection in Postsecondary .
Education (Denver: Education Commission of the States, '
1974\)1 P. 2. :

J

' ' 25y, Keith Warner, Accreditation Influences on -
Senior Institutions of H;gher Education in the Western
Accrediting Region: An Assessment (Oakland: Western

’ College Association and Senior Commissicn of the Western .

Association of Schools andlgolleges, 1977), p. iii.

26Warner, 1977, p. iii. . Ty

27¥oung, p. 362. o . ) . .
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Warner furthé; explained the interaction-betweéh

N —
v L]

e ' the public and accreditation by suggéstihg, .
) . It prOV1des some ba51s for checking. the
o credlblllty of the image the institution presents
to the public at large, to supportlng groups, or to
. consumers of the Services provided.2

.
2

Although Orlans boldly suggested, "One idea

4

ﬁnderlies all accrediting: Vthe status. of being

i accredited is good,"29 it appeared unsafe ‘to view_

accreditation. as an gssuiance of institutional quality.
Orlans later explained,
o ) . The ‘common belief that regional accreditation is
y » .an assurance of institutional quality or even
. " excellence cannot_be sustained. Most unaccrediteq -
. h1gggg_ggpQatlonalw&nstttutldﬁ§ﬁhave hlstorlcally
Lf—~ww4WW"”“been ineligible for accreditatjon; many are junior
’ college§, vocational, snec1al1zed+_seetar1an‘“ﬁéﬁ7
. . or 51mgly,sma&}~rnst1f"—lons. E
. - " "Regional ac ; however, attest

an 1nst1tutlon is not-a degree mill, 30 *

. . -
- v

- ‘ Oflans concluded, .

> ! ]

. Many g~od and useful- schools remain unaccredited
. -and, conversely, many accredited schools offer ppor -
- and.useless education. It is the accredited
correspondence, business, and trade schools that
have posed the’ greatest problems in the federally
insured student loan program, exploiting gullible
students by misrepresenting their training and the -
: . likelihood that graduates will receive. jobs.
. Unfortunately, accreditation provides no assurance
.. of a‘'schoolfs guality or probity.3

B

’ o

’ 4 v

3

, ' 28Warner, 1973, p. 49.
. 29Orlans, p. l.
30orians, p. 149. ¢ .

310rlans( p. 149. ) p
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-the value of, accredita;}on can be tnaced_to—qn—eften

>
o

) Aiparently sufficient comparison -of accredited

and unaccredited institutions has not been done to merit

a true picture of the reliability of accreditation as an

indicator of institutional quality. One study undertaken

[}

by Smith for the Carnegie Commission of Higher Education

!

showed "few marked differences between accredited and

unaccredited schools."32 Anbther study} by McKinney,
found that in terms of behavioral characteristics,

graauates of accredited schools were not significantly ’

different from graduates of unaccredited institutions.33

Perhaps some’ of the uncertainty expressed about

<

3

)

expressed need for reform as typified by the comments of

*

Kirkwood and Warner. &

* I have worked with 200 institutions and traveled
150,000 miles. for a regional accrediting commission..
In. my experience no more than one-third of the
self studies and team visits proved under present
conditions to bé noticeably helpful to the : e
institutions involved.34 .

-~

) It is éasy to see in the abstract that current
- accreditation procedures need improvément. The

“

¢

-320r1ans, . 176.

33Reid Laurence MéKinney, "A Study of the
Relationship Between the Accreditation Status of
Institutions and the Behavior of Their Products,"
Comprehensive Dissertation Index, 23(10), pp. 3731-
3732.

- 34y, r. Kells, "The Reform of Regional '
Accreditation Agencies," Educational Record, 57
(Winter 1976), p. 25. :

28
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chaklenge of nontraditional programs;~Yinnovative ‘
colleges," ‘external degrees, and -the like;
demonstrated in a striking way the shortcomings

traditional” evaluation procedures in accreditation.

Reform, tﬁerefore, may add to the value ofoaccreditation.. ¢

Summary of the Review of Literature

v v

_ A review of the literature revealed little in .

research and comment relating dnstitutiqnal reputation,- ' o

proximity of institution and employer, and executive : E

» alma mater to employee selection. .
.I.“‘ - “

B3

'From what information is available, differences : ;

- ~

were-seen—in—opinions of the reliability of institutional .

L R

ATET, STy e W o 3R R (20 K

“ta

- prestige and accréditationdas indicators of employee
. sudc§§%a~“Tn§titutiongl;gualitynwas citg@ as a "fringe
benefit" which could result in increased’edubatiohal'br ( ‘
vocational opportunities. AQuality was also linked with - .
salarxradvancement. Similarly, prgstige'w;s seen as a
factor which could increase financial success.
Accfeditation was defined as a process intended
“to eVéluate\and insure educational quality. The means of
' échievemént éf that goal was explained and the bene-
}iciarie; of accreditation beyond the academic community

were considered, Speeifically listed were business and

industry groups. .7

.

. 35Warner, 1973, p. 49. -

v
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The literature reflected that~altﬁough many

N

writers felt that accreditation was a valid indicator of

institutional quality, sufficient comparison of

accredited and unaccredited institutions had not been - .

)

dorte to reveal a true picture.
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Chapter 3

FINDINGS

[y

The purpose of this study was to determine

whether there is a significant difference in employee'
?“;,I": ‘; . . i . . :

selection; based on institutional prestige or accredi-

ey BT

tation, relative location of employe€r and institution,

L]

and the alma mater of the corporate president and
. L]

peréonnel{officer. A questionnaire was developed and

" mailed to”two hundredﬂnandomly selected companies listed

in the EOllégnglacement Annuall as potential employers
of baccalauréate graduates. The ninety-one surveys
(45.5 percent) which were returned were analyzedbby a

-

bivariate raﬁge t test, f;qquency dgstribution, and chi
square analysis. Because of the compounding of '_
variables, the bivariate range t test was applied oniy to
questions 5, 6, 7, and 13 &f the questionnaire since ‘they
‘rélated most directly to the stated hypotheses.

. This 'study ‘is based on two sets of nqll hypothe-
ses. Both hypotheses 1 and 2 are subdivided into three

v

parts;.a, b, and c. These hypotheses stated: (1) No

lcollege Placement Annual (Bethlehem, Pa.: The
College Placemeént Council, Inc., 1978).
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, Significant difference exists in employee selection based

. b4

on (a) the~préstige of the baccalaureatecdégree granting
institution of applicaﬁts, {b) the accreditation status
of the baccalaureate degree granting institution of
applicarts, and (c) relative location of emplgyer and

<

institution. (22 No significant difference exists°
between an empléyer (personne{.qfﬁiéer or corporate B
presideﬁé) from a'p;estigious alma mater and an employer
from a non-prestigious alma mater in employee selection
based on (a) the prestige of the baccalaureate degree

-

granting institution of applicants, (b) the accreditation

status of the baccalaureate .degree granting institution

. of applicants, and (q) relative location of the employer

and institution. Therefore, -the report of the findings’
will be divided into cateéories which correspond to each
of the hypotheses. Within the report of .data ‘pertinent

to each of the hypotheses, results of the bivariate :
t test will be given firzt since thoseéresults rélate

%ost directly to the hypotheses. Théy will be fbllowed :

by reports of the frequency distribution and the chi

square analysis.

LI v

o Hypothesis la ’

The first hypothesis stated that no significant. _ — ——

difference exists—in—empIB—éégggigétién baséd_on the
e g—— T y -

32
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prestige of the Béccalauﬁgate degree granting  institution

of app}icants.'“Question 5 dealt directly with that
“issue. A range £ test showed. no significant difference
bet&éen thg 58.2 percent of the responses which selected
the graduate of a prestigious institution and the 38.5
percent fqr}ybom prestige made no difference (Appendix

’

C).‘ Simila:;y, the t test showed no significance,fo;

the ;esggyses to question 13 iﬁswhich l3.é percent viewed
preétige as most important, 47.1 percent as moderétely
importan;, and 38.6 percent as least important

(Appenéix D).

Study of‘tﬁé frequency of responses to questions
dealing with prestige showed the following information .
(Appendix B). In question 1, 86.8 percent of the
pérsonnel officers responding were most likely to hire
the first ranking graduate of a prestigicus institu?ion.

——

None were likely to hire the second ranking graduate of

" a non-prestigious institution. For 13.2 percent it made
no difference. In question 2, 80 percent appeared to
.view rank as more important than prestige by selecting

the first ranking graduaté of a non-prestigious’

-

institution.  Only 3.3 percent chose the second ranking

. ‘o - - / )
graduate of a prestigious institution. "For 16.7 percent

— ——an
_ . s = <.

~ it made no difference. .The graduate-of-a Prestigious

- §
‘institution was likely to be hired by 58.2 percent of

respondents to question 5, while only 3.3 percent

‘ | 33




A
i

26

selected the graduate of a non-prestigious institution.

' For 38.5 percent, however, prestige made no difference.

’

Slightly"more than 75 percent of the personnel officers

%

in question 8 more highly valued the applicant from a
local, prestiéious\institution. None selected the
graduate of a non-local, non-prestigious institution,
and for 24.2 perqent it méde_no difference. 1In
question 9, 22.2 percent preferred the candidate from a
1o;al, non-pfestigious institution while 36.7 percent
éélected.the applicant from a non-local, prestigious

institution. However, 41.4 percent saw location and

_Prestige as making no difference. Responding to

. Question 13, 13.8 percent of the personnel officers felt

prestige was ﬁost important in hiring an employeet
47.1 percent felt it was moderately important, and
39.9 percent felt it was least impo;tant.

Chi square analysis revealed significant
differences between the expected and gbserved frequencies
of rééponses for several pairs of questionnaire questions’
dealing with "prestige. 'At the .95 confidence level,
responses dealingawith perceived prestige of personnel
officer's baccalaureate alma mater and hiring a graduate
of an ac¢credited institution (questions 4 and 12);
perceived prestige of co;ﬁorate president's doctoral

alma mater and hiring a graduate of an accredited
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&

the importance off\\

institution (questions 4 and 127¥;

_Prestige and hiring a graduate of a local institution AN

(questions 7 and 13); the importance of prestige and

hiring a graduate of a local, prestigious institution

{questions 8 and 13); and the importance of accreditation

and hiring a graduate of a iocal or pfestigious
institution (questioﬂs § and 13) were féund to bé
significant (Appendixes F, G, L, M; and N). .

. At the .99 levél of confideﬁcer significance was
noted for the importance of préstigé and employment of a

graduate of a prestigious institution (questions 5 and
N ,

13); the importance of prestige and hiring a g;adu?te of

a local or prestigious institution/Aquestions 9 and 13);
and the importance of‘lqcation and hiring a graduate of

a local or prestigious institution (questions 9 and 13)

‘(Appendikes I, O, and P). v

Based on the findiﬁgs reported here, hypathesis
la, that no signiﬁié;nt difference exists'in employee
selection based on the‘prestige of the baccalaureate
degree granting institution of the appliéént, was

retained. The rationale for this retention can be seen

'by analyzing each of the responses reported thus far.

In question 5 thebt‘tesf showed no significance
between the number of employers preferring the graduate
of a prestigious institution. (58.2 percent) and the

number of employers for whom it made no difference

s .

\\
N

e
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(38.5 percent). This indicated that prestige was not a
primary variable in hiring. Also, in questlon 13 no
51gn1f1cance was found for the 1mportance of prestige.

Similarly, frequency analysis showed that

although the large npmber (86.8 percent) of respondents
selecting the high ranking graduate of =a prestigious
institution in question 1 may reflect an. interest in
prestige,-it is highlf likely that the response frequen-
cies are greaﬁly affected by the applicant's rank.
Question 2 supported this idea since a largg majority
(80 percent) selected rank over prestige. . In addition, |,
responses to question 5, although mostiy (58.2 percent)
'in favor of the graduate of a prestigious institution,
also expressed a large number (38.5 percent) of cases in
which prestige made no difference. : o

Little valid information can be gained from

question 8 since no differentiation was made between

location and prestige. Although that was done in
question 9, the very large numbeér {41.1 perceunt) of

respondents for whom it made no difference plays down the
.value (36.7 percent) of }gspondents selecting prestige
R \\

rather than proximity-. AN

' Further sﬁpport for tﬁéiretention of hypothesis
N
'la came from question 13 in' which\only 13.8 percent

listed prestige as most important in\Qiring an employee,
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47.1 percent as moderately important, and 39.9 percent as

.

Ieast important. ' T -

g e e — \ IS -

In most -cases the ch1 sguare analyses had no
' /

direct bearing upon hypothesis la. .In the two cases ’

dealing with questions 8 and 13, and 9 and 13, the

significant differences which oécurred.between expeéted

and observed response frequencies cannot be attributed

entirely to prestige sinEe location was a factog in'both

~
4

questions 8 and 9. Therefore, since the data did not

support the rejection of hypothesis la, it was retained.

Hypothesis b

.

Hypotheeis 1b stated_that no significant
difference exists in emplofee selection based on the

accreditation status of the baccalaureate degree granting

institution of applicants. The hypothesis was }ejected.

:Analysis of the range t test showed that_the 92.3 percent

. ™
of the personnel officers ~who selected the graduate f}om

an accredlted institution was significantly greater at

the .95 ‘level of confldence than the 7.7 percent of the

-respondents for whom accreditation made no difference

(Appendix C).. Also, in questidn 13 at the .95 level of
confidence, the number (80.7 percent) of perscnnel
officers who iisted accreditation as most important was

»

statistically significant (Appendix D).
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LookingVétpgpe frequency distribﬁtibnériébpendig
B), six questions dealt with .institutional accreditation
aé a factor'in hiring. 1In questioﬁ 3, 95.6 percent of
the respondents preferred a first ranking graduate from
an accredited institution and 4.4 percent saw rang and .

accreditation as making no difference. Answers to

question 4 were 71.1 percent in support of the second

7 N

.ranking candidate from an accredited institution, The
first ranked gradhate of an unacbreéited ikstitution was
selected in 16.7 percent of the cases, and for 12.2 |
percent it made no difference. Responses to question 6
were highly supportive of accregitagion'as 92.5 percent -
of the personnel officers seleéééd'the ;andidatelggom an
accredited institution. QOnly 7.7 percent felt it:ﬁade
no difference. Question 10 reéorded‘QO.l percent of the
answexrs favoring the graduate of a local, accredited

institution with 9.9 percent for whom it made no

difference. Responses to question 11 were 1.1 %ercent

choosing the graduate of a local, unaccredited i
institution, 85.7 percent selecting the applicant from
a non-<local, accred;ted institution, and 13.2 percent
for whom it made qo'difference. L
When asked to rank the-iﬁportance of accredi~

tation with respect to location gnd.prestige cf '

institutions in hiring, 80.7 percent listed accreditation

kd
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é as most iﬁportant, 15.9 percent as moderately ;mportgnt, ”
2’ ] and 3.4 percent as least important. \
z ) " yFrom the chi.séuare analysig of questions * :
? . . 'involvil%-accreditation (Appendixes E, F, é, and R),

«

significance was found at the .95 confidence level for
the impdrtance of accreditation.and‘hiring a graduate

of an accredited institution (questions‘3 and 13); the

£ peréeived ﬁres?ige-of the personnel officer's baccalaure-
ate. alma mater and hiriné a graduate of an accredited

- inséitution (quesfions 4 and 12); the perceived prestige

| of the corporate -president's doctoral alma mater and ~

hiring a graduaE}'of an accredited institution (questions

4 and 12); and the importance of accreditation and )

hiring a graduate of a local or accredited institution
4

v (questions 11 and 13).

Significance at the .99 level was found for the .

P .
e importance of accreditation and hiring a graduate of an

‘ ~accredited institution (questions 6 and 13); the

o

> iﬁpdrtance of accreditation and hiring a graduate of a

local,.éccredited institution (questions 10 and 13); and

r i - e . r°
jthe importance of\{zfation and hiring a graduate of a
d

local or accredite institution (questions 11 and 13) -~

(Appendixes~'J, Q, and S). ‘.. )

.
.

- . - Analysis of the questions involving accreditation

suggésped tﬁe'reé?ﬁtion of t¥e null hypothesis that no

* . Significant difference exists in eimployee selection based
N ? - . . . . . -
; ¢ ;*t . ’ ) ‘_,i‘.- R ¢ .

39
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on the accreditation®of the baccalaureate degree granting
institution of the applicant. »Slnce analysls of the~
t test showed not only a slgnlflcant numbex (92.3

t .
percent) of respondents to prefer, the candidate from the*

accredited institution in question 6, but also a.

signifrcant number (81.6 éercent) of employers who

listed accreditation as’ the most important variable
’ ‘. .

listed in question 13, rejection of hypothesis 1lb was -

“w " s
5 .
*

Also, although "initial investigation of ‘question

3 appeareq'hlghly supportive of the rejectlon of the
second null hypothesls, since 95. 6\percent of the

respondents favored the first ranking candidate from aﬁ

. N . L
accredited institution, it was difficult to distingudish

between the infiuences of rank and accreditation. S -

Questlon 4 made such clarlflcatlon s1nce 71.1 percentﬁ;f_
A - -

~ the personnel officers showedipreference for accredl- N

tation over rank by selecting the second ranking

. . s . ;' .

candidate from an accredited institution. ‘Additional .
N ] . ] . e ,

reason for hypothesis rejection was gathered ﬁf’ﬁ the

-

very large portion (92.3 percent) ‘of, answers to

guestion 6 which stated preference for a graduate of an

.

"accredited institution. Together qgestions 10 and 11_

.

also formed support for the acceptance of accreditation .

as a factor in hiring. While in question 10, 90.1
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-

percent selected the graduate of ‘a local, accredited
institution, question 11 allowed 85.7 percert of the

respondents to differentiate between location and

accreditation by choosing.the cgndiq§te from a nén—local,

[ %1“ ,'} N
accredited institution. Strong supﬁért for- the

importance of institutional accreditation was evidenceq
by°qhestion 13 'in which 80.7.percent of the personnel
officers listed accreditation as most important, 15.9
peigent as moderately important, and 3.4 percent as
least important. ‘ .o O ‘

- Chi square enalysis-of questions 6 and 13 also

v

lent support for the rejectlon of the hypothe51s.

2

Slgnlflcant dlfferences between observed and erected

-

* - ‘ -
frequenc1es were reported for the importance of

accreditatidn and hiring a gréduate*of an accredited
institution. Thls 1nformat10n was espec1ally useful when

-

it was recalled that 80.7 -percent of ‘the respondents

-

considered accreditation as the'most important' of the

~

three.factors’in question 13. Although not darectly °

g - -

responsible’ for the rejectlon of the hypotheéls .since
they involve either rank or location as vaqlables in

. - £
addition to accreditation, ‘analysis of regponses to

. . /
question 13 with questions 3, 4, 10, and:/ll was

1 -
»

‘considered supportive of the role.of acgreditation.

Although the analyses of other questions, were

[
A

st _ —



3 ; o ——
statistically_iigﬂiﬁiggntr«they-haa’nogazrect bearing on

2 ’

the rejection of hypothesis 1lb.. - = . . .
e " N ] '

Hypothesis ler - -
u : o ' R N
' : " The third null hypothesis stated that no

F e e e e
IS R Yy

-
.

L4

ey

signifioant difference exists in. empIOyee selection
based on relatlveglocatlon of the employer andlhnstltu-
tlon, The t test analysls found the number of, responses
at the .95 level of confldence 'to answer C in questaon 7

. to be s1gn1f1cant. That meant that most, 63.7 percent,

| .of the personnel officers felt locatlon made no  -.
dlfference (Appendix C). That flndlng was in agreement
w1th the lack of slgnlflcance noted for the only 4.6°

S -
percent of the respondents who felt location was most

V \ important in question 13 (Appendix D). .

- ' The frequencies of question 7 through ll and 13

5' dealt with 1nst1tutlonal locatlon (Appendlx B)." The

- graduate of a local instituticn was preferred 3513
percent of-the time 'in‘question 7 while the graduate of .

5

a non-local institution was chosen 1.1 percent. Most

°© ¢

of the respondents (63.7 percent)- felt location made no
‘difference. 1In question 8, 75.8 percent of the personnel
. officers were more likely to hire the graduate of a
local, prestigious institution. About a quarter,
24.2 percent felt location and prestige made no o

difference. A graduate of a local, non-prestigious
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institution was selected in 22.2 percent-of the cases

N g

in question 9, and 36.7 percent of the answers supported

prestige over location by chOOSing the applicant of a

non-local, prestigious institution. Accreditation and

proximity were favored by 90.l'percent,of the responses
td*question lO‘while only 9.9 percent expressed no -
pfefetence. The imporkance of location was subjugated
to accreditation in question 11 since 85.7 percent/pf
the personnel officers preferred an applicant\from\a
non-local, accredited institution. Only 1.1 percent -
chose the candidate from a local, unaccredited insti-

-

tution, and 15.2 percehtesho&ed no preference. ﬁhen
asked to rank the impcrtance of location Q;th respect
to accreditation and prestige, 4.6 percent felt it was
most important, 36.8 percent mpderately important, and
5@:6 percent’ deast important.

Chi square énalysis (Appendixes L, M, N, and R)

N\

dealing with location differed significéntly at the \

~

of expected and observed frequenCies for responses N

.95 level for the importance of prestige and hiring a

graduate of a local institution (questions 7 and '3);

the importance of. prestige and hiring a graduate of a
local; prestigious institution (questions 8 and 13);' the
importance of accreditation and hiring a graduate of a

-~

local or prestigious institution (questions 9 and .3);

43
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and the importance of accreditation and hiring a graduate

‘of a logal or accredited institution (qgestibns 1) and

»

v

- l3)o

-~ -

Greater siénificance, at the .99 level, was <

observed for the  importance of location.and?hiring a

-
4 £}

graduate of a local institution (questions 7 and 13); the

. iﬁpogtance of prestige and hiring a g;aduate of a local

I .-or pfestiéious institution (questions 9 and 13); tﬁe
importance of-locatiéﬁ and)hiring a graduate of a local
or preétigious institution (questions 9 and 13); the
importance of accreditation and hiring a graduate of a
focal, accredited institution zquestions 10 and 13);band
the importance of locatiqn and hiring a graduate of a
lpcal or accredited institution (questions 11 and 13)
(App;nd;xes K, 0, P, Q, and S).

On'the basis .of the questionnaire data, the
hypothesis that no sigﬂificant difference exists in
employee -selection baséd on rela£ive %pcation offthe
eméloyer and institution was retained. The significance
found by the range t test of the large rumber (63:7
perEent) of respondents for whom location made nqﬁ
difference in question 7 and the lack of significénce

- - of fesponéés to the relativé importaﬁce of location in
question 13 supported the retention of hypothesis %c.

Also, Qhe large number of responses (63.7

percént, 24,2 pércgnt, and‘ﬁl.l percent) which indicated
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hypothesis lc, it was retained.

no preference in questioﬁs 7, 8, and 9 suggested that
location was not a major influence in hirihg. Even those

L

‘responsesiinvolving proximity in questions 8 and 10 which

were large (75.8 percent and 90.1 percent) were’ llkely
to be due to the influences of the other factors,
prestige and accreditation. This concept. was suppérted
by the responses to questiene 9 and 11 ih which prestige

and accreditation were-given  pricrity over location. -

.Question 13, in which the majority (58.6 percent) of the

personnel officers listed location as the least important "

<

of the ‘three factors, gave further-reason for the
retention of the null hypothesis.

Although eight chi square analyses involviné
location were found to be 91gn1f1cant they cannot e
used to reject the null hypothesis 51nce~seven of the
eight involve not on;y ldcation but also other factors
which may have been responsible for the statistical
significance. Only the analysis of questlor: 7-and 13,
the 1mportance of location and hiring a graduate of a
local institution,: relied only on location as a variable.
Hewever, the question did not bear directly enough upon

the hypothesis to promote its rejection. Therefore,

since the data did not propose the rejection of

v
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"Hypothesis 2a -

\)z

'

Hypothe51s 2a stated that no 51gn1f1cant

1

/ difference exists between an employer (personnel officer

or corporate president) from a.prestigious alma mater
and. an employer from a non-prestigious alma mater in

employee selection based on institutional prestige. From

- the sixty-six personnel officers listing baccalaureate
- . / -

-

. . . J/ .
alma maters, thirty-seven institutions were perceived as
prestigious. Of the thirty-three personnel officers!
masters degree alma maters, twenty-one were considered

prestigious, and two of the flve personnel‘offlcegs

B

doctoral alma maters were perceived as prestigious. For
corporate presidents,~thir£y-seven o§N¢Q§ fifty-four
baccalaureate alma maters were perceived as prestigious;

twenéy-one of the twenty-four masters degree alma maters

’,

were considered prestigious; and six of the seven

- ’

~
dactoral alma maters were listed as prestigious

¢

.

(Appendix B). ¢

" Chi square analysis showed no statistical
significance between the employer from prgstigioub or
non-préstigious alma maters in question 12 and any of the
questionnaire qpestions dealing wi%h‘prgsgige. There-~

fore, hypothesis 2a was retained.

N
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Hypothesis 2b -

The fifth hypothesis stated that no signigicant
difference exists between an employer (personnel officer
or corporate president) from a prestigious alma mater and
an employer from a ndh-prestigious-alma ﬁater in empléyee
selectipn based on accreditation. As néteq under
hypothesis 2a, from' the sixty-six. personnel. officers

iisting baccalaureate alma maters, thirty-seven:

institutions were perceived as prestigious. Of the

thirty-three personnel officers' masters .degree alma

14

maters, twenty-one were consideréd pré;tigious, aqd two
of the five.personnel officers' doctoral alma maters were
perceived as prestigious. For. corporate presidents,
fhirty~séven of thé fifty-four baccalqurqate alma maters
were perceived as prestigious; twenty-one of the twenty-
four masters degree.ﬁima maters were consiaered
preétigious; and six‘of‘the seven doctoral alma maters
were listed. as prgstigiéus (Appendix B).

Chi gquare analysis revealed'§ignificant differf
énces in expected and observed responselfrequencies gt
the .95 level of confiéence for the percéived'prestige
oflpersonhel officers' baccalaureate alma maters
(question 12)‘and hiring a graduate of an acg;ediéed
institutién“(question 4) and the: perceived  prestige of

corporate presidents' doctoral alma maters (question 12),

\
-~
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5%
and hiring a graduate of an accredited institution

(question 4) (Appendixes F and G). N ) e
. Although the chi square analysis of queséions 4 |

and 12 initially suggested the rejection of null hypothe-

sis 2b, it was likely that the significance found was the

result of the compounding ‘of variables since question 4

includes rank as a variable in addition to accréditdtion.
The probability of such a situation'was sﬁpported by the
fact that no significanpé was found between question 12
and question 6 which,deals purely with accreditation.

Thus, hypothesis'éb was not_rejected. )
% ' ~ * -

Hypothesis 2c¢

+ Hypothesis 2c stated that no.significant '

" difference éxists bet&egn an employer {personnel officer
or corporate president) from a prestigious alma mater
and an.employer from a-non-pfestigious alma mater in

elmployee selection kased on institutiongl location. As

noted previously, from the sixty-six personnel officers
listing baccglau;eate alma maters, thirty-seven '
institutionélwe;e perceived as.prestigicusa  Of the
thirty-three personnel 6fficérs' masters degree alma
maters, twenty-oﬁe were considered\Prestigious, and two
of the five personnel officers' doctoral alﬁa}maters

" were perceived as prestigious. For corporate presidents,
L9 .

thirty-seven of the fifty-four baccalaureate alma maters

48
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, were perceived as prestigious; twenty<one of the

L

twenty-four masters degree alma maters were considered

prestigious; and six of the seven doctoral alma maters
? -

<
. .

o were listed as prestigious (Apéendix B). - f

" / P
. Chi square analysis showed no statistically

- i 3
P

significant difference betweeﬁ“emplgyg£§ﬂfrom pPrestigious

¢
i
b

.
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&
¥
&
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Oor non=zprestigious alma maters in question 12 and any

¥

¥

s of the quéstionnairelquéstioﬁs.dealing with location.

Ry

Pess
",

_ Therefore, hypothesis 2c 'was retdined.

Ty e A PO e
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Summary of the Findings

I

e

I3
<

After consideration of the data, institutional

RN e

-

pPrestige, relative location, and the prestige of the

v

,employer's alma mater, were retdined as“variables makii.g

no significant difference in employee selection, while

institutional ‘accreditation was discovered to be an

W Ny A P N ke 34 Y e E S

.influencing factor.
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- Chapter. 4 »

SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS,
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

~

The purpose of this study was to determine
whether thére is a significant difference in employee

selection based on institutional reputatioﬁ‘ae determined

K

”

by prestige and accreditation, relative location nf
employer'and‘institutiqh, and the alma mater of”the
,corporate president and personnel officer.

A questionnaire ‘was prepared to survey the effect
’of institqtional reputat}on, location; and executive
alma mater. It.was‘distrib”ted to the personnel/offlcers
of two hundred ra.aomlv selected companxes listed in

the College Placement Annuall as potential employers-of

.« -

baccalaureate graduates. The ninety-one questionnaires

which weze completed/and returned were analyzed using a

bivariate range t~test, frequency distribu:ion, ard

chi square analysis.

)

M e

lCollege Placement Annual (Bethlehem, Pa.: The
College Placement Council, Inc., 1978).




Summary of the ‘Findings

1

Study of the data showed the féllowing findings

for each of the hypotheses listed.

-

Hyéothesis la: No s%gnificant differeﬁée exists
in employee selection bésed on the prestige of the -
baccélaureéte degree,granting'instituéioﬂ of appliqgnts.
Hypothesis la was retained sinée institutional prestige
was not found to be a major factor in hiring.
Hypothesis lb: No significant difference exists
in employee ‘selection based on the accreditation status
of the baccalaureate degree granting institution of
applicangi. Sinéeﬁthe data strongly indiéated that

ccreditation was influential in employee selection,

H

hypothesis lb was rejected.
“\\ Hypothesis lc: No significant difference exists
. in empfayee selection based oq,re;ative location of "the
employer\gnd institut;on. Location was not shown to be
~ of major c8h§equencé in the hiring of employeés. There-
fore, hypothggié lc was retained.

HypothéSis é;: "No significant differ%nce exists
betweén an employeru(personnel"officer or corporate
president) from é ﬁrestigious(alma mater and an employer
from a non-prestigioﬁs alma mater in employee selection

based on the préstige of the baccalaureate dégree

' granting institution of applicants. Executive alma mater

d VAl ~ \
et o L T N
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was not‘shown to be significant in employee selection

based on the prestige of the applicant's alma mater.
Therefore, hypothesis 2a was retained.

Hypothesis 2b:. No éignifiqanf difference exists
betweep‘an eméloyer,(personnel officer or corporate.
p;esident) from a prestigious alma mater and an empone£
from awncn-prestigious alma mater in employee selegtion ,
based on the accreditation status of the baccalaureate

degree granting institution of applicants. Conclusive

evidence relating executive alma mater and the .

accreditation of candidate alma mater was not found, so

hypothesis 2b was retained.

~

.\
e

Hypothesis 2c¢ No significant differance exists
betyeen an embloyer (personnel officer or corporate

president) from a prestigious alma mater and an employer

~

from a non-prestigious alma mater in employee selection

based on relative location of the employer and

institution. The data failed to show any significant

relationships between executive alma mater and the alma

mater location of applicants, thus, causing the retention

}
of hypothesis 2c.

Conclusjons

Based on the findings of this study, the

féllow%pg conclusions may be made:




¢

- because in'the minds of employers, prestige is -not
re .

7 founders. Employers are likely more concerned with

45

v

l. 1Institutional prestige was not a significant
- -

-
.

factor in employee selection. " This is probéﬁly true

.

necessarily indicative of quality education. Also, an

_instituticnis_pres*ige_may_be-due—to_non-aeademic~f~~- - -

factors such .as athletics, history, graduates, or

.

personal cheracteristics, achievement, and training than
with institutional prestige. .
2.~ Accreditation was found to be important in

employee seléction.  This may be due to the fact that g

employers feel accreditation vields a degree of assurance. =~ -

~

.

of standard quality end subject matter'presented, and
some indication of student ability to learn and perform.
. 3. Proximity of school and employer was not'a
significant employee selectlon factor, qulte llkely
because 1n working with a large flrm where dally contact
may be with individuals and locations throughout. the
nation, knowledge of the local community is not as
important as it might be in working for a small, local
enterprise. Similarly, organizations with constant . @
contact outside the local area realize that local echoole

4 . .
are not necessarily the only or best institutions
providing quality job preparation.

Ry
* 4. The prestige of employer alma mater was not a

significant factor in hiring based on the prestige of an

-

.
‘\\‘
.
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. @pplicant's alma mater. This was because graduates of

prestigious schools are not likely to be in awe, of an
#

¥
€

institution for its name alone. They have seen from the

°

inside that it was not the prestige.of the institution

ich was of value to them, but that it was the éiément; :
- of "the educational process Egat;probidéd quality O
training. “Those elements ‘could be present in'an
educational setting whether it was prestigious or not.
5. Th@ prestige of an employer's alma mater was.
not a sign}fic;nt factor in the hiring bf a iob applicant

«

-+ based on the accreditation of his alma mater because
employers graduating from prestigious and non-prestigious
instizutions both highly valued accreditation. -
Employers', educational backgrounds were less iﬁpcrtant'
than the increéséé probabflity of a reliable education
provided by §>candidate's éraduation frqm an accredited‘.
institution.

6. The pres;ige of emp;oygr alma mater was not
" a significént fac%pé in evaiﬁatiﬁg a 5ob'appligant based
‘on the loéqtion of his alma mater because location is notﬁ

primérily related to prestige since a prestigious

institution could be either local. or non-local depending
¥

v

upon the place of the émployer.

/
»

Yoy




Recommendation%

Based on the” conclucsions driawn, the follo@ing

’
S “

recommendations have been made:

@

1. Sinceﬁing;itutional preétige was not found
to be a significant‘influence in the‘hiring of jub
applicants, a prdspective employment candidate should
select and graduate from an institution which best
fulfills his personal and subject matter needs rather/
than choose.an institution primarily for its general

prestige.

2. Bas;d on the conclusion that employers feel
accreditation yields a degree of assurance of standard
qug}ityﬁand subject matter presented, “and student ability
to learn and perférm; a job applicant should plan to
graduate from.an accredited institution rather tﬁan from
one which is unacéredited.

3. Since proximity of the employer and the alma
mater of a prospective employee was not found in this
study to be a @ajor factot_in hiring, an individual
seeking employment with large national or international
firms should select and graduate from an institution
which best meets his personal and subject matter needs

rather than select an institution primarily for its

location.

IR 1
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4., TFor the'second set of hypotheses, the
prestige of the employer's alma mater was not found to
be significantly influential in employee eelectiondhased
on the prestige, accreditatien, or location of an
applicent's alma mater. Therefore, a job candidate.
should seek employment on the laurels of his job ‘
preparatlon, both’ personal and professional, rather than

on the prestlglous background of the employer.

Impressions of the Investigator

Upen conclusion 'of this research the author was

aware of feelings, which go beyond the data found. The

results reported here dlffer from the general feelings
of the author on the valie of prestige as a factor in
; ; . ‘ hiring decisions. Perhaps prestige was not recorded by
the persqbnel officers as a significant variable because

of the delicate and elu51ve nature or subconscious effect

of prestlge. ‘The ~ questlonnalre was not de51gned to . 3

A 1

adequately reveal such reasoning. Also, although

N\

" accreditatic n was found to be a significant factor in

¢

emplovee seléctlon, 'the fact that most institutions
\

- which snudenté consider attending are accredited provided
| - N
very little agditicnal information upon which students

+ . can select an institution. . 4
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Re

you have reviewed the a
first and second.

Assume that two bachelor de
. . ing for an open position within your

§

applicant you would most likely hire.
1.

2.

3.

b,

Pa

ree applicants are 'Interview- .
firm. “Let us assume that after
pplication forms you have ranked the candiddtes

Given the followin :

QUESTIONNAIRE . . \

g conditions pleuse‘ﬁglecf-pgg

' \ D

Appiicant As

8 first on your -anking
and graduated fr.m a
restigious in.titution.

Xplicanl Sr =
was second or your ranking
and graduated from a non-
prcstigious'instigutioqp

|CIRCLE.YOUR CHOICE: A or B or C (makes no difference)
. 3 \
- ’ | ol
pplicant As - ) Applicant Bs: \
8 first on your ranking was second on your ranking
d graduatad from a none’ and graduated from a '/ -
restigious institution. prestigious institution.
CIRCEE YOUR CHOICE: A or, B or C (makes no difference)
- \\
[ 1
Appilicant A: Applicant B \
first on your ranking was second on your ranking
land’ graduated from an , '~ and graduated from an -
accredited institution, | uraccredited institution.
. . |
CIRCLE YOUR CHOICEx. A or B or C (makes no difference)
Applicant i: - Applicant B:
was first on your rarking wag second on your ranking
and graduated from an and graduated from an
Junaccredited institution. accredited institusipn.
3 * . '
CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE: A or B or C (mmkes no difference)

Is Assume that the qualifications

v

- 1

of two bachelor degree )

‘appiicants are the same except for the characteristics given below.
Please select the applicant you would most likely hire,

5

6.

7.

~{Applicant A:
graduated from a .
restigious institution.

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE:

Applicant B: .
greduated from 8 non-
prestigious institution,

A_or B or ¢ (makes no difference)

v

J

Applicant A: .
graduated from an
accredited institution.

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE:

Applicant B
graduated from an
unaccredited instituticn.

A or B or C (makes no difference) .-

”

Applicant As
graduated from a
local institution.

Applicant B
graduated from a
non=local institution.

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE: A or B or C (makes no difference)

62
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8. Applicant As Applicanf‘ﬁ{
;gradunteg from a local, graduated from a non-locszl,
prestigious institution. non-prestigious institution.
IRCLE YOUR CHOICEs A _or B or C (wakes no difference)
9. hpplicnnt v \ Applicant B:
: &raduated from a local, graduated "from a non-local,
non-prestigious institution. prestigious institution.
CIRCLE YOUR CHOICEs A. or B or C (makes no difference)

10. Applicant A T e Applicant Bs .
graduated ‘f2pm o« local, " graduated from a non-local,
sccredited, institutien. unaccredited iristitution.
CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE: A of B or C (makes no difference)

11, [IPpIIcant 7 AppIicant 5 *
graduated from a local, graduated from a non-loecal,
qnaccr'ditcd institution. + gsccredited institution.
CIRCLE YOUR.CHOICE: A or Bsor C (makes no difference)

Part IIfs g ‘ )

. ..
12, '} On the grid belcw, please list the nsmes of the instgitutions
" | Zrom which the personnel afficer and the corporate president
received their degrees. Also, please indicatc, by checking
the appropriate box, whether eich. institution is prestigious
or non=prestigious. . - v .
DEGREES _~ NAME OP PRESTIGIOUS. NUN-PRESTIGIOUS
INSTITUTION
Personnel Officer .
Bachelor's
¥aster's
Doctorate ‘
' Corporate President B ’
Bachelor's
Master's
Doctorate 4
13 Flease match the following terms and numerals according to
. their importance to you in hiring an employee.
e Institutional accreditntion 1. Most 1mpor{ant‘
— Institutional location 2. Moderately imporiant
Institutional prestige 3. Least important
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QUESTIONNAIRE .

Frt It Assume that two bdachelor degree applicanis are interview-

ng for an open position within your firm. Let us assume that after
you have reviewed the application forms you have ranked the candidates
first and second. GCiven the following comditions please select the
applicant yot would most likely hire. X

<
1. Applicant A : :
as first on your ranking
and graduated from a
rest.igious institution.

Applicant Br

was gecond on your ranking
and graduated from a non-
prestigious institution.

CIRCLE YOUR GHOICE: A or B or C (makes no difference)

Responses: A = 79 (86.8%), B =.0 (0%), C'= 12 (13.2%)

2. Ex‘»pnc‘mt Ay Applicant B, - ,
8 first on your. ranking was gecond on your ranking
d graduated fror a non- and graduated from a
restigious institution. prestigious institution.

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE:s A or B or C (makes no differsnce)

Responses: A = 72 (80.0%), B“= 3 (3,3%), C = 1S (16.7%)

3. ppilcant Ay - Applicant Bs -

was first on your ranking was second on your ranking
and graGuated from.an ~ and graduated from an
accredited institution. unaceredited institution,

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE: A or B or C (makes no-difference)

—

Responses: A = 87 (95.6%), B.w 0 (08), C » 4 (4.4%)

4, Applicant A:x i AppIicant B i
was first on your ranking was second on your ranking
and graduated from an and graduatsd from an
unaceredited institution. - accredited institution, .-

[CIRCLE YOUR CHOICEs A or B or C (makes no difference)

Responses: A = 15 (16.78), B = 64 (71.1%), C = 11 (12.2%)

Part I]: Assume that the qualifications of two bachelor degree
applicants are the same except for the characteristics given below.
Please select the applicant you would most likely hire.

S Applicant As s
graduated from 2
prestigious institution.

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICEs A or B or C (makes no difference)

Appiicant B
ted from a none
prestigious institution.

Responses: A = 53°(58.28), B = 3 (2.3%), C = 35 (38.5%)

‘Applicant B;
graduated, from an .
urmcersdited institution.

8. ppilcant A,
’ graduated from an .
acoredited institution:

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICEs A or B or C (makos no difference) .

Responses: A = 84 (92.3%), B = 0 (08), C = 7 (7.7%)

7 Applioant 1 Applicant B
graduated from a graduated frc a
local institution. non-local institution.

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE: A or B or C (mmkes no ¢ifference)

Responses: A » 32 (35.28), B = 1 (1.18), C » S8 (63.7%8)
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8. Applicant A Applicant B
gradunted from a local, graduated from a non-local,
prestigious inetitution. non-prestigious ingtitution.
L CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE: A or B or C (makes no difference)
’ Responees: A = 69 (75.8\), B =0 (08), C= 22 (24.2%)
|
9. _jApplicant m ) ~ _Applicant Bt :
*| graduated from a local, graduated from a non-lodal,
non-preetigious institution. prestigious inetitution.
CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE: A or B or C (makes no difference)
sponses: A = 20 (22,2%), B = 33 (36.7%), C = 37 (41.1%)

10. _ | Applicant As - | : Applicant Bt
graduated, from a local, graduated from a non-local,
gcqud!.tod institution. unaccredited institusion,

™ | CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE: A or B or C (makes no difference)
Tasponsee: A = 82 (90.1%), B =0 (0%), C = 9 (9.9%)

11, Kpplicant As | Applicant o :
graduated from a local, graduated fﬁé a non-local,
unaccredited 1nst1tut1“on. accredited ] stitution.

' /
CIRCLE YOUR CHOICEs A or B ‘or C (makee no difference)
\ Reeponees: A = 1 (1.1%), B = 78 (85.7%), C/= 12 (13.2v)
12, On the grid below, plna; 1ist the names. of the institutions
from which the personnel officer and the corporate president
7] received their degrees, Also, please indicate, by crecking A
the appropriate box, whether each institution ie prestigious
or non-prectigioue. :
DEGREES NAME OF FRESTIGIOUS  NON-PRESTICIOUS
2z INSTITULION
Persornel Officer
Bachelor's 37 . 27
daster's 21 10
Dootorats . ) 2 1
‘Corporate Proeident : /-
Bachelor's L 37 16
Master’'s - 2] 3
Doctorate ~ 6 1
»
13. | Please mutch the following terms” an” numerals according to
: their impértance tc you in hiring an employee.
. —_ Institutional aocreditation 1. Moet ixportant
— Ir{ltitutionu location ' 2, Koderately important
Inatitutional prestige 3. Lecet important
e
- “~
3
/ .




3 El{lC

M~ 1701 provided by Exic

Responses:
Institutional acereditation,

’

l. Most irportant » 71 respon

{80.7%)
2. Moderately important e 14 ;Esbonsos (15.93%)
Je - least important = 3 responsex, (3.4%)

Institutional Location:

« Mokt importont = 4 responses (4.6%)°
§. Moderately important = J2.fasponses (36.84)

%anst important -

Institutional Prestige:
1. Most important = 12 res
2 Noderately important‘s
3. Ledst important * 34 res

51 responses (58.6%)

onses (11.8%)
1 responses (47.1s)
ponses (39.9%)




' APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRE PART.IT: QUESTIONS 5, 6, AND 7 WITH
t TEST CONFIDENCE ‘INTERVAL AND PERCENTAGE _
- OF RESPONSE NOTATIONS N ——
N} j - .
{
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Part II1 Assume that the qualifications of two dbachelor degree
applicants are the sameé excapt for the characteristics given below.
Please select the applicant you would most likely hire.

5 Applicent M Appllcant B
graduated from a o graduated from a non-
iprestigious institution, . Prestigious institution,
CIRCLE YOUR CHMGICZ+ A or 3 or C (makes no difference)
Responses; A B c
Percentage of Responses 58.2% 3.3% 38, 5%
s Confidence Intervals 47.3-69.1 0 - 7.6 27.8-49,2
é. Applicant A ] Applicant &3
graduated from an . " graduated from an
acgrcdited institution. ~ unaccredited instituticn. )

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICEs A or 3B or ¢ (makes no difference)

X

Responses: A B c
Percentage of Responses 92, 3% 0% 7.7%
» Confidence Intervals 86.2-98.4 0- 0.5 1;6-13.3’
7. Applicant A1 . Applicant di —
groduated from n grnduated from a
local institution. non-local institution.

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICEs A or B cr C (makes no difference)

Responaesz: A

. B c
Percentage of Responses ) 35.2% 1.1% 83.7%
»Confidence Intervals 24.7-45,7 0~ 3.8 53.1-74.3

*Tested at the .95 level

64




QUESTIONNAIRE PART

AFPPENDIX D

IIT: OQUESTION 13 WITH t TEST

CONFIDENCE INTERVAL AND PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSE

NOTATIONS

1
I
r
|

|
|

62 \
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13. Please matc: the following terms and numerals according to
their importance to you in hiring an employee.
Institutionnl accreditation . 1. Most iaportant
Institutional location 2. Moderately important
Institutional prestige ). lLeast important
Responses: Yariables
Accreditation Location Prestige

Relative Importance

Most Important—
Percentage of Responses
= Confidence Intervals

Moderately Important
Percentage of Responses
% Confidence Intervals

Least Important

Percentage of Responses |

= Confidence Intervals

,' Tested at the .95 level

81.6%
72.7-90.5

16.1%
7.7-24.5

~

L.6% 13.84
0‘90? 5.8"21-8

36.8% 472.1%
' 25.9<47.7 35.8-58.4

58.0% 38.6%
b6-9"6909 2?0?’b9¢ 5




g . APPENDIX E
N

CHI SQUA'E ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
OBSE (VED AND EXPECTED .RESPONSE FREQUENCIES
D_.ALING WITH APPLICANT RANK AND ALMA
MATER ACCREDITATION, AND RELATIVE
. - IMPORTANCE OF INSTITUTIONAL

ACCREDITATION FROM QUES-
TIONNAIRE QUESTIONS
3 AND 13

~

64

72




Relative Importance of Institutional Accreditation

Most Moderately Least
Important .mportant Important Total
N & - N % N % N "%
Applicant A:
Ranked first,
graduated from an
accredited institution 69 82.1 13 i5.5 2 2.4 84 100.0
Applicant B:
Ranked second,
graduated from an
unaccredited institution 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Choice C: . ‘
Makes no difference 2 15.0 1l 25.0 1l 25.0 4 100.0
Total 71 80.7 14 15.9 - .3 3.4 88 100.0
%% = 6.44 df = 2

Chi square values greater than 5.99 at the .95 level of confidence indicated
significance. :

73

74

S9




APPENDIX.F

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
OBSERVEL AND' EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES
DEALING WITH APPLICANT RANK AND ALMA
MATER ACCREDITATION, AND PERCEIVED
PRESTIGE OF PERSONNEL OFFICER
BACCALAUREATE ALMA MATER
FROM QUESTIONNAIRE
QUESTIQNS .

4 AND 12 !




“y

<

-

Perceived Prestige of Personnel Officer Baccalaureate

. Alma Mater
Prestigious Non-prestigious Total
N $ N % N %
Applicant A:
Ranked first,
graduated from an :
unaccredited institution 7 63.6 .4 36.4 11 100.0
Applicant B:
Ranked second, o 4
graduated from an
accredited institution 24 48.0 26 52.0 50 100.0
Choice C: }
Makes no difference 6 100.0 0 0.0 6 100.0,
Total 37 55.2 30 44.8 67 100.0
Xx? = 6.23 df = 2 : :

Chi square values greater than 5.99 at the

_ o .95 level of confidence indicated
significance. - . . ;

s

76 «' '
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APPENDIX G

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
OBSERVED AND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES
DEALING WITH APPLICANT RANK AND ALMA
MATER ACCREDITATION, AND PERCEIVED
PRESTIGE OF CORPORATE PRESIDENT
DOCTORAL ALMA MATER FROM QUES- ) -
TIONNAIRE QUESTIONS 4 AND 12 o

68 .

78




Applicant A: .
Ranked first,
gradvated from an

unaccredited institutior

* Applicant B:
Ranked second,
graduated from an

Choice C:

Makes no difference
£

Total

x2 = 7.00

<y

significance.

79

accredited institution

df

2

~
’

3

Perceived Prestige of Corporate President's Doctoral

‘Prestigious

N

%

Chi square values greater than 5.99 at the .95 level of conf

z

.\
Alma Mater

“ ' ' A
_Nen-prestigious. Total \
_ N % N 3 \_ﬁ
¢ - - R \
I  100.0 1 100.0. o )
0 0.0 5 100.0
»
0 0.0 1 100.0:
1 14.3 7 100.0

A

idence indicated

4

69

08
)




APPENDIX H .

CHT SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
- OBSERVED AND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES
DEALING WITH APPLICANT RANK AND ALMA
MATER ACCREDITATION, AND RELATIVE
IMPORTANCE OF "INSTITUTIONAL -
ACCREDITATION FROM QUES~
* . TIONNAIRE QUESTIQNS

',

4 AND 13 Sy

AN <
- .
'A(\
4 rd
]
»
’
%
70~
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¢ 81 .




*qgﬁﬁgaﬁﬁT?ﬁﬁ?ﬁihw“wvjwwmfrwwq‘
f — ‘__‘—_____________J.—————-H—"““"".—“ﬁ
|
| :
Relative Importance of Institutional Accreditaﬁiop . .
! Most Moderately Least .
' Important Important  Important . Total
. ! N ] "N % N % N %
Applicant A:
Ranked first,
graduated: from an ' .
unaccredited institution ; 2 13.3 10 66.7 3 20.0 15 100.0 /o,
——— ° 7/
Applicant B: - :
Ranked second, /
graduated from an . /
accredited institution .6 9.7 28  45.2, 28  45.2 62 100.1 §
* Choice C: B ' :
Makes no difference \ 4 44 .4 2 22.2 3 33.3 9 99.9
T, RN A ,‘
. Total ' 12 14.0 40  46.5 34 39.5 86 100.0 o
’ x%=11.32 ©  af =4 ' AT
Chi square values grEat%?-than 9.49 at the .95 level of confidence indicated
significance. . '
4
~
82 , . . |
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APPENDIX T

-

CHI SQUARE ANWALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT ‘DIFFERENCES IN-
- ~ OBSERVED AND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES - :
DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER PRES- '
TIGE AND RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF
* INSTITUTICNAL PRESTIGE FROM i ‘

‘QUESTIONNAIRF QUESTIONS = . :

5 AND 13-
\

e




Applicant A:
Graduated from a )
prestigious institution

Applicant B: .
Graduated from a non-

v , prestigicus institution.

o.:\\...\
t R
i+ Choice C»n .
‘ Makes no dAifference
. Total
2 «
X% = 17303 df
significante. - ’
1) "|
& ¢

Chi square values greater than

’
.

Rela;ive Importance of Institutional Prestige

Most Moderately Least
Important Important Important
N -8 N = N %

' 6

12 23.5 27  52.9 12 23.5

0 0.0 1 33.3 2 66.7

12 13.8 41 47.1 34 39.1

Total
N %
99.9
7
3 100.0
33 100.0 )
87 100.0

13.3 at the .99 level cf confidence indicated_

€L

. 4
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APPENDIX J '

o .

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF 'SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN .

OBSERVED AND EXPECTED- RESPONSE FREQUENCIES ’ o

. " DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER ACCRED- ‘
ITATION AND RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF
INSTITUTIONAL ACCREDITATION FROM

QUESTIONS 6 AND ‘13 -




Relative Importance of Institutional Accreditation

Most Moderately Least
Important Important Important
N % N % N %
Applicant A:
Graduated from an
accredited institution 68 82.9 - 13 15.9 1l 1.2
Applicant B:
Graduated from an . e
unaccredited institution ‘ 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Choice C: f - ' o
Makes no difference )3 Y 50.0 1l 16.7 2 33.3
|
- : //
Total - ' ¢ 71 80.7 14 15.9 3 3.4
-~ 2 B _ . ’ .
X = 17.67 df = 2

Chi square values greater than 9.21 at.the .99 level of
significance. .

o

88 - . |

-

Total
N g
‘82 100.0
0 0.0
6 100.0
88 100.0

confidence indicated

SL
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APPENDIX K
CHI SQUARE ANALY_SIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
OBSERVED 2AND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES -
DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER LOCA-"
« TION AND RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF
; ) "« INSTITUTIONAL LOCATION FROM -
‘» ! ) QUESTIONS 7 Ab.’x) 13
) 7
- 1
76 i .
) 90 .




Rélative Importance of Institutional 'Location

4

Most Moderately Least
. Important Important Important Total
. - N ¥ N % N % TN %
Applicant A: ~ ‘ ' ? .
‘Graduated from a :
local institution 3 9.4 19 59.4 10 31.3 ‘32 100.0
Applicant B: .
Graduateu from a
non-local institution 0 . 0.0 0 0.0 1l 100.0 1l 100.0
Choice C: ) . “
Makes no difference 1l 1.9. ¢ 13 24.1 - 40 74.1 54 100.1
Total 4 4.6 32 36.8 . 51 58.6 87 '100.0
2 _ - . . . . )
X® = 16.28 df = 4 :

Chi square values greater than 13.3 at the .99 level of confidence indicated
significance. z, '

3

91
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APPENDIX L

od < *
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
OBSERVED AND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES .
DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER LOCA- | : /
" TION AND RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF ~~~~—
INSTITUTIONAL PRESTIGE FROM :
QUESTIONS 7 AND 13

: / .
e
- . —_
. - . 1 ‘
H . ’
’ // R N
t
1 —
kN
* L . ~
, 78. .
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A 4
o A - Relativevimgp;tance of Institutional Prestige
! i - : . Most Moderately Least
o . R Important Important Important Total
- \ N 3 N 3 N \ 3 N 3
Applicant A: . \ ; ‘ '
Graduated from a ., g
. local ingtitution., . 5 15.6 8 25.0 19 5904 32 100.0
. .. .. . . . .b
« Applicant B: . . /
Graduated from a - - A ' . ’
non-local inétifution . 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 1100.0.
Chcice C: ! - ' - .
Makes 'no difference . _ 77 13.0 « 32 59.3 15 27.8 54 100.1
! . L.
Total A = 12 13.8 41 47.1 34  39.1 87 100.0
. AR e
¥ =11.88 S ag=4 - ~
i ' i
- Chi square values greater than 9.49 at the .95 level of confidence indicated
" significarnce. e ', . :
“ . L ¢
v .
: ! 1 \ o
V’ : : . i
t
94 [ - Y
, \ JJ
L3 - \ < ¢
- ‘ »
’ =
- - -
y L 4 ’
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APPENDIX M ‘

[y
v

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS. OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
OBSERVED AND EXPECTED RESPOMSE FREQUENCIES
DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER LOCA-

* TION AND PRESTIGE, AND RELATIVE
IMPORTANCE OF INSTITUTIONAL
PRESTIGE FROM QUESTIONS
8 AND 13

80
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APPENDIX N , o . ..

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
OBSERVED AND' EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES
DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER LOCA~
TION AND PRESTIGE, AND RELATIVE
IMPORTANCE OF INSTITUTIONAL
"ACCREDITATION FROM.
< - -QUESTIONS
9 AND 13




- Al
.

significance. .

Chi square values greater than 9.49 at the .95 level of confidence indicated

$.

Relative Importance of Institutional Accreditation “
’ Most Moderately Least
Important Important Important . Total
N 3 N g - N $ . N 3
Applicqnt.A: ) . . .
Graduated from a local,
non-prestigious institution 18 90.0 1 5.0 1 5.0 20 100.0
Applicant B:
Graduated from a non-local, , .
prestigious institution 21 63.6 11 33.3 1 3.0 33 , 99.9
Choice C: | .
Makes no difference . . 31 91.2 2 5.9 1 2.9 34 100.0
. Total 70 80.5 14 16.1 3 3.4 87 100.0
2 _ L -
X = 11.88 df = 4 )
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& .o APPENDIX O
: CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT'DIFFERENCES IN °
g OBSERVED AND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES
- ) DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER LOCA-
; . } TION AND PRESTIGE, AND ‘RELATIVE
T IMPORTANCE OF INSTITUTIONAL
§ PRESTIGE FROM QUESTIONS
; 9 AND 13
: * _
£
i : ’
N &
z ~
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Applicant A:® '
Graduated from a local,

non-prestigious institution

Applicant B:
Graduated from a ncn-local,
prestigious institution

Choice C: y
Makes no difference

Total
L
N 2 B
, X® = 31.13 df =
significance.

101 ‘e

£

=y

04

J

¢

e 6"y ® 0 0 o\-'./..',....

9+ b s b O B O - B O s+

. Relative Importance of iInstitutional Prestiqg

Most -

ILiportant
N %

ar

'3

. Moderately
Important
N 2
7 35.0
l6 50.0 -
17 50.0
41

46.5

Least
Important

N~

13

17 -

34

%

65.0

12.5

50.0

39.5 .

Chi square values greater than 13.3 at the .99 level of confidence

Total

N %

20 100.0
32 100.0
34" 100.0
86 100.0
indicated

102
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APPENDIX P

CHI -SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
OBSERVED 2ND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES
DEALING WITH 3APPLICANT ALMA MATER LOCA-
TION AND PRESTIGE, AND RELATIVE ¢

IMPORTANCE OF INSTITUTIONAL
LOCATION FROM QUESTIONS ’
S AND 13

. 86

: 103 ‘
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f//////_ Applicant A:

Qraduated fgpm!a local,

non-prestigious institution

Applicant B: ~

Graduated from a non-local,

prestigious institution
" .

Choice C:
Makes no difference

Total

x> =17.11- , asf

v

~Chi. square values greater than 13.3

significance.

hd ¢

104 °

-

Relative Iﬁporﬁance of' Institutional Location

Most - :Moderately Least i ’
Important Important Important ! Total
+ N° % N 3 N $ N %
3. 15.0 12 60.0 5 225.0 20 100.0

0 0.0 ° 7 21.9 25  78.1 32 100.0

»

1. 2.9 13 38.2 20 58.8 . 3% 100.0

4 4.7 32 37.2 50 58.1 8 100.0

-

-

at the .99 level of confidénce indicated. .
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. APPENDIX Q
. \ . ’ )
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT.DIFF

\ »

ERENCES IMN *

OBSERVED AND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES ‘s
DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER LOCA-
. TION AND ACCREDITATION, AND RELATIVE

\. ~ IMPORTANCE Q@ INSTITUTIONAL
ACCREDITATION FROM
" QUESTIONS 10
. AND 13

.
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Relative Importance of Institutional Accreditation . :
Most Moderately Least . ‘ §
oo Important Important Important Total :
- - N % N % N T N 5 :
- “Applicant AT 'fgk‘ﬂ ‘ , : . :
:Graduated from a local, ? ‘ . .
. 1 "
R accredlted Tnstltutlon L— 67 . 82.7 \\\13 16.0 1 1.2 - 8l 99.9 ) i
Appllcant B: - 7. . o . )
Graduafed from a non-local, ° \\ )
unaccrealted 1nst1tut10n 0 0.0 0\ 0.0° - 0 0.0 0 0:0 :
3 . :
Choiceé C: — ] i
Makes no difference 4 57.1 1 14.3 2 28.6 7 100.0 b
.. Lo ) - . . (
Total 71 80.7 14 15.9 37 34 88 100.0 g
2 _ _ - f
X~ —~l4.66 df = 2 . :
‘ ‘wi Chi square values greater than 9.21 at the .99 level of confidence indicated f
. signifigance..’ -7 : ' :
i - o]
<
v _ 108 i
= L - 5
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APPENDIX R

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES IN
OBSERVED AND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES
DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER LOCA-
TION AND ACCREDITATION, ‘AND RELATIVE
. IMPORTANCE OF INSTITUTIONAL
. ‘ ACCREDITATION FROM
! . QUESTIONS 11
L AND 13

a v
¥
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Relative Importance of Institutional Accreditation

Mosé Moderately Least
Important Important Important Total
N . % N % N % N %
Applicant A:
Graduated from a local, . :
unaccred;ped institution ¥ 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0
Applicant B:
Graduated from a non-local,
accredited institution 64 82.1 13 16.7 1 1.3 78 100.1
Choice C:. ‘ . ’
Makes ro difference 6 66.7 1 11.1° 2 22.2 9 100.0
Total 71 80.7 14 15.9 3 3.4 88 100.0
2 _ _ 2
X° = 11.01 daf = 4

Chi square values greater than 9.49 at the .95 level of confidence indicated
significance.
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APPENDIX S

\

* CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENC%S IN
OBSERVED AND EXPECTED RESPONSE FREQUENCIES
DEALING WITH APPLICANT ALMA MATER LOCA- )
TION AND ACCREDITATION, AND RELATIVE
IMPORTANCE OF INSTITUTIONAL
LOCATION FROM QUESTIONS . \
11l AND 13 b
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;- . : Relative Importance of Institutional Location

Most Moderately - Least » 3
+ Important Important Important Total
: N 3 N 3 N .3 \\\\ N 3 ’

‘ Applicant A: \\\\ ‘

Graduated from a local,
unaccreditgd institution .1 100.0 °~ O 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0

Applicant B: .
Graduated from a non-local, R

accredited institution 3 3.9 27 5.1 47 61.0 77 100.0
Choice C: : . o - ) T
Makes no difference 0 0.0 5 55.6 4 44.4 9 100.0 o
é  Total 4 4.6 32  36.8 51 58.6 .87 100.0
-~ 2 i - e
X" = 22.56 df = 4

2 .
i ’ Chi square values greater than 13.3 at the .99 level of confidence indicated

M significance. ¢
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EMPLOYMENT OF BACCALAUREATE GRADUATES: THL EFFECT OF

L

INSTITUTIONAL REPUTATION, LCCATION, AND -

@

EXECUTIVE ALMA MATER

Barbara L. Stewart

Department of Secondary and Higher Education and Foundatiéns

Ed.D. Degree, August 1979

. ABSTRACT ~

The focus of this study was the effect of insti-
tutional reputation, location, and executive alma mater
on the employment of baccalaureate graduates. Evidence ) .
was sought to determine whether employers were likely to .

P be influenced in.their employee selection by institu-
tional prestige,.accréditation, and location or by the
alma mater of the corporate president or ‘personnel
officer. A questionnaire was developed and- mailed to two
hundred randomly selected personnel officers. The
ninety-one questionnaires which ‘were completed and
returned were analyzed using a bivariate t test, response
frequencies, and chi square analysis.
. I

—

The data revealed, that the accreditation status

of the baccalaureate degree grauntihg institution of a job

. applicant was a significant factor in employee selection.

. .~Institutional prestige and location were not found to be

“of major influence in hiring decisions. Similarly, the )

prestige of the employer's alma mater was not a major _ .
factor in employee selection based on the prestige,

accreditation, or location of the candidate's alma mater.
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