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A follow-up survey was conducted with graduates from fourgraduate

programs in Educational Curriculum and Instruction and Educational Psychology.
¢ -

. Statu§ data from, the graduates revealed considerable professional actiﬁgty and

—

productivity of graduates. Additional data from the instrument were combined
v .

]
to reveal perceived program deficiencies. Al11 four programs examined were

perceived to be deficient in three or more curricular componeﬁts by thg;e

graduates. - . : . ‘ -
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. Survey research may be directed toward idenfjfyiﬁg‘re]ationships

K}

aﬁong important variables. For example, an -investigator may‘seék‘ah answer
to the question, "Is’post-graduation vocational success "pérceived to be

Co . 3 : . . .
related to the graduate curriculum?” y In order to answer this question, more

sophisticated techniques and procedures must be implemented then merely

measuring current success and attitude of recent graduates. Status surveys
| “ SN A :

on the other hand tend to be descriptive, gathering facts.like median income

of graduates, availability of resources, etc. The purpose of such surveys

Vis generally to determine present status on variables of interestﬂénd,not

to study inter-relations among these variables (Ker]in@é;jtTBQig.
A review of numerous baccalaureate degree, follow-up survey‘ conduétga

by colleges and departmquf of education has shown that two types of surveys

are typically conducted.” One type of survey asks broad questions related
( o ’ : . =
fo quality of advisement and counseling, personal valuing qf'specific courses,

quality of faculty, quality of curriculum agd quality of instructional = 2
AN ! ) .
methods (Univ. QfQNébraska, 1976; EPSY-TAMU, 1975; Devlin; 1971). Other »

' representi’ng a status type follow-up have sought biographit information

only, for example, teaching fields cqupleted, teaching experience, annual
) 4 & . .
earnings, honors bestowed, professional'experiences,'etc.h>(ﬁie]ds, 1976;

~“flensdr] ing and Pope, 1972; Miller, 1974). e

While these surveys illustrate the status functf%h'adequately, the

-

relational function of survey research is not as evident in these efforts.
.‘ i \c\/
However, two-scaled itq?s and open ended items used in other program* N

evaluations (Roéser and Denton, 197;; College of Education Final Report,

' ‘ A .

1977) appear to accommodate the relational function rather well. Instruments ' .
a * ! / 0]

in these latter evaluation projects contained two Likert-type scales

referenced to a single item. Information was sougRt on the value of
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different'drogram combonents on one scale while a rating of quality of
service provided for those components was sought oh.the second scale.

These multiple responses enabled an empirical relationship to be determined
' - ‘ L
for each program component.
L

Rurpose

'S ) ' ,
Given the aforementioned literature and available resources, a college

-

level decision was made to conduet a follow-up survey of select gtaduate
:) ~ education programs at Texas A&M University This decision, inherent]y
<:\ re]ated to reg1ona1 and national accred1tat1on requ1rements, u1t1mate1y

sought to determine program effects and ex1st1ng Timitations in the various
. b 4
programs. More specifica11y, the survey was deswgned to: '

+

1.‘ldeterm1ne the émployment patterns and prpfessional prof11es of
- former students from the graduate programs in Educational
. Curriculum and Instruction and Educational Psychology.
2. obtain perceptions of former students concerning the effectiveness

" of the graduate curricula in Educational Curriculum and Instruction
and Educational Psycho]ogy

A Survey_ﬁethodo]ogy includes a variety of apprQaéhes (personal iﬁterview,
telephone survey, mailouts) regafd]ess of the function being served. Past
eXperig?ce with survéy research has shown that while personal interviews
yield the most complete and valid in¥ormation) the cest per data point
apbroathes the ratio- of 60/1 in comparison to mailout surveys (Smedley and
Olsen, 1975). .Unfortunately, mailout surveys,oftén suffer from sampling
bias because of low responsé Tevels. However, #epresentative samples can
be achieved if: | o 7 & (
1. instrume;tation is b;ief, clear apd concise..y

2. multiple mailougs are used and continuous updating of addresses
is maintained. / }

: '\ 3. phone contécts are made with those who'have not responded after
L : two mailouts (Rosser and Denton, 1976).

.2
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Given these considerations, a decision was made to pursue a mdilout survey
S -

adherirg to the forementioned recommendations.

0y

Subjects -

.

Individuals receiving advanced dégrees (M.Ed., M.S. and Ph.D.) from the
departments bfiﬁducationa1ACurricu]um and Instruction (Ebbl) and Educational
Ps}cho]ogy (EPSY) during the péeriod from May 1975 through May 1977 were e

_‘selected as the sampTe'for this survey. This sample translates numerically

¥

A ~

to 279 individuals with departmental compogitions being 122 and 157 for

EDCI and EPSY, respectively.

Data Procurement , . ) : -
Names of individuals in this sample were identified from a complete ol
) ’ ] . ' ) /\, 4 » .
listing of graduates on official graduation gnhouncements. Lists.containing

w» . - .
the name and address of each masters and doctoral recipient were .developed
. < . . . . .

from the names 1isted in this source.
The instrument developed for this survey was accompanied by a solicitation

requesting tﬁe assistance;hnd podperation from each graduate. The cover

letter and quegtjonnai}e were mai]eg to the graduates on Januanx 19, 1978:

Five weeks were allotged for reJLrn of the completed instrument from the

initial ma%]fﬁg. A second mail-out to,non;respondents'was initiated‘ .

. February 27, 1978 which contained a second cover letter over the signature
of £he Dean of the}Co11ége Qf Education. A da?e six weeks hence was |
established as the final entry date for data received from the mailouts.
After four weeks., phone‘ numbers of non-respondents fvere obtained and phone
contact was atfempted'during March. 28-29 from 5:30 p.m. to §;00 p.m.

@gndividuals who were contacted in this manner were encouraged to return the

/ 3 - . . ‘
questionnaire. On the closing date for receipt of questionnaires >
) 1

. . . )
(April 7, 1978), spme 145 comp]ete% questionnaires had been returneﬂ.

T

'\ & 5
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Nearly fifty~two percent of the advanced dedree recipients who were .

identified in the sample regponded on the.questionnaire. Table 1 summarizes

s

» . : . '
-the returns by departmental affiliation and degree earned.

¥

Place Table 1-about here

¢

Whilé the overall percentage of returns failed to‘reach sixtykperéent,

it is interesting to note that responses from doctora)] recipients exceeded
seventy percent for hoth departments. This discrepanoy cou1d be a result
of a stronger attachment to the college and its programs on the part of

‘ doctora] students ' N

‘fhstrumentatton,
One instrument containing multiple dombonents was devegoped to to]]ect

percept1ona1 data from the sample of graduate degree holders. The'instrument

» a E '

was pr1nted on card stock with the return address and posgpge 1abe1 included.
The initial component requested background 1nfonhut“bn on the graduate

‘regarding cuxfent profess1ona1 ro]es, membership- in profess1ona1 organ1zat1ons,

<

professional publications, presentat1ons, and recogn1t1ons‘ Component two,

General Program.Cemponents, consisted of thirty-two items referenced to

J

r . ‘
graduate program services and expected professiona] skills. . Each of these

-~

items was referenced to two Likert—type scales. One scale requested a

.

rating of the .n ecess1tz of service or skill in the graduate program, while
the second scale sought a judgment concern1ng the quality of service or

instruction prov1ded at Texas A&M regarding each of the thirty- two items. .

Alpha coefficiemts of internal consistency were determ1ned for each of the =

scales; i.e., necessity*scale, .84,and quality scale, .89, ‘both were stat1st1ca11y

significant (p<.05). Examples of these scales and representative items are )

S

.presented in figure 1. .
B

[3

LY

Place figure 1 about here

]
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ifhe final Cbmponent; Commentssy consisted of open-résﬁbnse'items addressing® [
Ehe st}engphg, weaknesses and—peeded,chaﬁées of the graduate programs administered
fh\p‘ugh the ‘Gollege <;f Education. o c
Bata Analysis | .

. , ) . e
&he statistical procedures used to address the goals ' of the survey

varied substantially. Efforts to determine employment patterns and the

professional accomplishments of graduates pséociatéd with goal number one

[

were.determfned in a straight orward descriptive manner. Hdwever, tﬁ:’ .
analysis used for goal two wa moré”involvedﬂ This technique involved ¢ -
deriving a matrix score from the @ual scale responsesof each graduate
to each iiem. Thede matri% scores were subsequently classified in one of
threé'categories baséd on the perceived difference between the importance
and effectiveness scale ratinés (Denton, 1978). i )

The matrfx'score technique gets its name %rom organizing the fesponseé
for an item into a 5x5 matrix, then continues by combining the matrix ./AT'
va]ueé into a total score. To illustrate, consider the response of one
graduate to an item on tée survey instrument. This indiQidua1 marked the
item very’necessary (numerical value = 5) on the necessity scale and
ineffective (numerical value = 2) on the effectfveness gca1e.' The resulting

. >
tally in the matrix then appeared in the 2x§ cell. .This procedure was

| repeated for each graauate resulting in a matrix with numerous tallies in -

-

converting the cell frequencies into percent values, mu]tib]ying the result-,

-

ing cell percentage by the cell's decisioh—wéight and summing the resu]tjng L) .
values across all cells. These steps are summarized by the ‘following

> , )
mathematical expression:

Matrix score = LIf%(Rv - Cv) o

\-\1
e
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The f%'represepts the cell,frequeney expressed as a pee§edtage and

(Rv - Cv) represents the decision-weight for the cell. The numer%cé] values

of the row and column for.a cell is represented by Rv and Cv, respect1ve1y

This technique is 111ustrated in f1gure 2 w1th a hypothetical set of data.

> .

Place Figure 2 abou; here

1 .

t

While the magnitude and sign of the matrix score depends on the

decision weight used and the dystr1but1on of responses, C F/:utatmTT'Uf’a N)

these values does not provide a means to rank the various‘distributions.

Since the foregoing procedure was applied to all items appearing on the

[ ~

" dual scaled instrument, an array of matrix’scores'resulted. A Standard -

based on the number of standard deviatiort units from an optimum matigix

score of zero was used for ranking the responses across items. The standard ﬁ*
devfltion unit was determined by ea1cu1ating the mean and standard - 5 g
deviation of all matrix scores&ecross four .graduate programs surVeyed

within the college. The number of matrix scores used in this computation

.

: : co
was 128. Moreover, zero was selected as the optimum score because this value
y , .

occurs whed the ideal ratings'onieach,sca1e (5) are substituted intg the
decision weight formula (Rv - Cv), i.e., 5 ¢ 5=0. |

Since the questiodnaire yielded informatgon to assess the Program ,
components an arbitrary standard to rate the matrix segges,was established
consisting of three categories, name]y,'acceptable Eange (bethen t 1 5.0.).
fheseycategories translate into matrix scores of acCeptable range (-44 to +44;,
review range (+/ - 45 to +/ ; 88) and }evfse‘range (beyond % 88). Because

these standards were established rather arbitrarily, broad bands were

“established to categorize the matrix scores.

-~ . - \,




the graduate degree. These data ére summarfzed in Table 3.. As eXpﬁﬁ;ed,
. - .
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‘Due to the nature of this investigation, reSu]tsiof the various

' analyses will be organized with respect to the goals addresséd by the

follow-up evaluation. - ! -

.

mGan'Z{ ‘fmployméﬁt Patterns and Professional Profile of Graduates 5//

The profeésiohaﬂ roles of the kespondents are pﬁésented in table 2.

£ *

The majqrity of gFaduate degree recipients responding to. this questidnnaire

:‘are engaged in proféssiona] education,. that is, from 52% (EPsij) to

»

94,47% (EDCI—D)§ TheSe employment profiles of Ph.D.. recipients vary *

cahsiderably due to the number of graduates from EPSY who become counsé]ihg

psychologists in agency;E?tt%ngs rather than'accepting a position in o
professional education: ’ : o oy T
’ - N
Place Table 2 ’about here v

A

o

Other data requested of former students were the ndmber of memberships
\ o

in professional associations, leadership roles in those organizations, and
honors bestowed by various groups. Further, information was sought on the

number of publications achieved and presentations conducteabsince completing

R N : . ‘
doctoral recipient$ across both departments were mord active, given these

criteria, thap their ggggzizzi:js with masters degrees. .Whi1e\tbg

professionat activities and productivity show promise for these individuals,

-

the reader is reminded that respondents to this survey has completed their
degfﬁés within 2 1/2 years of the survey. Thus, the avérage numbe{ of

pub]ication§ and/ECesentations ane relative values indicatihg the emphasis
these individuals, and to'some degree their resp ctive departments have

placed on these measures of professional productivity.

Al -
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. . ‘) T Place Table 3 about here

Goal 2: Perceptions 'Regarding Progvam Effectiveness
v . ' "
Responses from recent graduates varied substantially when the data were

grouped by preparation*program—and converted. to matrix scores. Table 4

.prdvides the matrix scores for the 32 components assessed ﬁn this survey

by departmenta] prograq e

Place Table 4 about here’ . 3

Surveying the matrix,sqores reveals that both positive and negative
values resulted due/to the weighting system, (Rv - Cv), used to
compute the scores: Negative scorEs occurred when the ecessity of the service/

skill was perceived to be of greater 1mportance than the effect1veness of

the program to provide quality 1nstruct1on for the serv1ce/s . Converse]y,‘

positive matrix scores resu]ted when the effectiveness of the<pdhgram in

offetring the service/skiTl was perceived to be greater than thy ecess1t

for‘that particular service/ski]]. .

Summarizing the f]nd1ngs we see from table 4 the masters degree
respondents from both EDCI and EPSY were more critical of the1r programs than
their ounterparts w1th‘doctorates. In all casgs where program 11m1tat1ons
were found to dccur,graduates perceived the quality of the curriculum.
associjatedswith certain services(ski]]s to be limited given the relative
importance of the skill. Some 11 comﬁonents of the curricu]um were percetved

to be +n.need of rev1s1on by the graduates from EDCI. These components were:

14

Program advisement.with degree planning -

k;_ﬁ - Support for Part1c1pat1ng in Professional Conferences

Job Placement
Problem Solving
Teaching
Program Evaluation .
Professional Writing : . .
Administration
Supervision \
Human Relations w1th Co]]eagues

¢ o Professional Speak1ng

—
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- Jaud some.courses+i.e., microteaching, reading coursework and curriculum
! N ,
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Written comment's from graduates at the.masters 1eve1 ténded e1ther tot
&

_ ) ‘ . B P .
development or requested additional course work, e.g., statistics, content®

field methods courses. 'In addition, a number of masters’degree respondents

stressed ‘the need for greater emphasis on app1ication types of experiences:

{

The doctora1 respondents lauded individuals and the department in general,

for good teaching. Converse]y, a number of 1nd1v1dua1s suggested more

a4

background in applied statistics, computer science and research design as
possibilities that should be considered. One additiona]hski11,»”how to
publish" was mentioned more: than once by the doctd@a] rec%pients. o

' Ana]yses of the responses from EPSY graduates yielded some. 8 curricu]ar

components perceived to be 4n need of revisioa. ¥he components were:’
- - -

. * Library Holdings {
Job Placement

Support for Participating in Professional Conference
Problem Solving {
Program*Evaluation . s
Administration . a
Human Relations with Colleagues .

- Professional Speaking -

'InAgenera1, responses from,retent graduates to the open-ended ttemsl
on. the questionnaire support the precedingy]ist of program components in need
of revision. Both masters and doctoral recipients remarked'that additional -
pract1;a shg¥1d be included in the EPSY programs ; and that 11brary services
were'substandard. *In addition, a number of masters 1eve1 respondgnts vgiced
£

L L - . . b . ’
displeasuré with the advice they received in degree planning the value
final examinations. bonverse]y a number of remarks commended ipdividuals and

the department for finehteaching, especially in the areas of’counseling,
'statiStica] applications and research d%sign. In general, the only recurring

contern at'the doctoral *evel centered on the need for more_emphasis in the

. »
psychological foundations. " o . " ’

. & -
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Both the status function and relational functio’

N co
The descriptive information on the professionai pos jons and productiVity

of graduates apt]y fits the status function, hiiegﬁhe'matrix scores and
resulting ratings of program components address thelreiationai function.

The descriptive information ih'this survey Pé;V}dqua contextua] basis
for assessing the perceptions of former students ;egarding the quality of

v

. program services and skills. To i]]ustrate, consider the fact that both

. ¢
EDCI and L"PSY graduates perceived services associated With job placement

.to be wanting; yet with the possibie exception of EPSY doctora] recipients,
A.a convincing percentage of graduates from both/departments were emp]oyed in
RpOS]tionS in professiona] education: s Thus: this ’0ncern egarding job '
placement takes on a different meaning than_i if the majorwtfygl graduates
had been unemployed or employed in non- educationai positions - Another
example to illustrate the value of descriptive Qata reiates to problem

,‘501Ving skills. Graduates from both departments indicated they were not

adequate]y prepared for Rrobiem solving~tasks given their responses on the
J

-

two scale item on’the instrumeant. Subsequent reViews of comments from the

‘fia have reveaied .this cognitive

jarious programs

instrument and a review of the various curri
o a :

-

.skill is not adequately addressed across; the
7 The ﬁ:ndings related to the matrix scorbs of this investigation reveal

substantia] differences do exist, at least h the perceptions of recent

»

graduates, regarding the various graduate programs .experienced. Yet the g

degree to which these perceptions refiect actuai deficiencies in preparation

J [N

with respect to the professionalenVironment they are working in is unknawn

4 , -

Thus, the perceived re]ationa1 d,ficiencies associated with the matrix scores

" need to be examined With'respecv

q B
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and productivity of the graduates-and other measures of the ré%pective

curricula before decis{ons can be rendered about the quality of the

curricula.
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- Figure 1 .
IMustrative Items from the Two-~Scaled
) Survey JInstrument
' <& ‘
J
Necessity
N N 3 4 > F%(Rv-Cv) -
£ 1 1. 10(1-5) = -40
f 10(2-2) = 0
20(2-4) = -40
e 2 1 1 ] 10(2-5) = -30
t . 20(3-3) = O
; 3 AR 10(4-4) = O
. : 20(4-5) = -204
¢ 4 ' ! N Matrix LIL(Rv-Cv)=-130 -
2 . - Score
‘ s w
3
s .
4\ : .
" Figure 2
calculation of Matrix Score from Hypothetical Set of 10
«  Responses on /4 Two Scaled Instrument
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Table 1
Surmary of Return From Follow=Up Su?vey : ' -
. of Graduate Programs in EDCI and EPSY
[ » N
Response by - . Number Number Percent Returned
. Department Sent Re(curned' Completed
. Ed. Curriculum & Instruction 122 63 51.6 j
. SR Masters 95 43 . N145.3 | |
o Doctoral - 27 20 " 741 )
Educational Psychology 157 82" 52.2
‘ - —
Masters 124 i 58 e 46.8 .
[ 2nd <
Doctoral ’ 33 . 20 72.7 * . !
. Py 7 .
‘ '& rd ' .
Table 2 *
Current Professional Positions of Graduate Deéree Recipients
Expressed as Percentages in Each‘Department
" } B v
: -
Ed. Curriculum Educational
& Instruction Psychology )
Position ‘ Mo D M D
3
Teacher (P.S.) 65 11.1 44 -
Teacher (H.E.) : 1.6 44 .4 - 3.5 21.7
Counselor (P.S.) --- --- 24.6 I ) !
Counselor (H.E.) | T - --- - 17.4
Consultant 2t 4.7 N 3.5 4.4-
Administrator : --- 1.1 1.8 --- ' :
'(P.S.‘) :
Administrator --- >-6 ' 3-5 4.4 I
(H.E.) ‘ . —
Supervisor 2.3 *5.6 3.5 _ ‘
: Evaluation --- 5.6 1.8 4.4 . >
Speacialist ’
Researcher 4.7 —-- --- o )
‘ Other 1.6 5.6 14.0 47.8 -
\ M = Masters degree recipient P.S. = Public School :
D = Doctoral degree recipient H.E. = Higher Education )
Q '
ERIC - . \
B ¢)
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Average Number of:

Publications, Presentations, an

Table 3 B
Summary of Professional Activities
Organizational Memberships, Organifational Offices,

v

Advanced Degree Recipients

d Honors Bestowed on Advanced Degree Recipients

—

Variable/draduate Ed. Curr. & Educational
. Instruction Q\ Psychology
> M D ) D
Average # of ‘Memberships 2.40 4.40 2.40 . 3.30
Average # of Offices .40 1.20 .50 1.10
Average # of Publications 26 1.70 rif 2.30
7 A .
Average # of Presentations .61 2.70 .44 1.69
Average # of Honors 28 7 ot .70
T \ <
M = *Masters degree recipient \
D= Docto;a] degree recipient
¢ ~y
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Table 4

. . ’ .~"
Matrix Scores for Program Services and Professional Skills

*

D
’

-~ #

'by Bepartment and Degree

Service/ Skill . Ed. Curr. &

Instruction

i C

i

Educational

_.Psychology

M D

Program advisfment with degree planning -100** -g5*
Program advisement with advisory comittee - 69* * -4
counsel v
Final examination: masters thesis and .
goral . ' (100) (100)
Final examination: masters oral exam 15 (250)
Final examination: doctora)l prelims 33; 25
Final examination: dissertation defense 71 .18
Helpfulness of principa) advisor -63* . -17
Helpfulness of departmental faculty - ' -63*  -33
Library ,holdings -80*  -94*x
Job placement -91**  _60*

Financial support -32 -44
Support for participating in professional

conf. )
Computer services . 16
Redearch laboratories
Research equipment AN
Access to original sources of data =21
Problem solving
Teaching
Program evaluation
Professional writing

Administration o

Supervision

Research: experimental dgsign
Research: -literature searches
Research: statistical applications
Research: sampling

Résearch: data presentation
Research: documentation of findings
Human relations with students and clients
Human relations with colleagues - .
Professional speaking

Scholarship -

“

=75+ 13
-48* 9

£107)  (50)
28 {0)
120)  -13
100) 35
-0 -17
-50* 213
S102%* -1 26%+
-BO** _125%x

-65*  -50*

-54% 109w
(-75) -18
(-6) -72%.
(-23) -83
-67  -88*
~107%* .59%
U .32
-110%*  -68*
-55% - .67*

~78% S]]
-82* -50* ¢
5
-67*
-43
-26
-55*
-29
-87*
_94**
YA L
_48%

M = masters degree e

D = doctoral degree

() Tow number of responses

* denotes scores occurring in review category
** denotes scores occurring in revise category
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