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The purpose of this study was to explore the use of a multi-

dimensional approach to L'iality assessment of master's programs in the

context of the human judgment process. Specific steps included:

(1) selecting general dimensions of quality; (2) selecting specific

measures to define dimensions; (3) use of a research model to examine

the importance of dimensions in judgment patterns of four subject

groups; and (4) consideration of the implications of such a study for

quality assessment at the master's level, traditional and non-tra-

ditional programs and students, student services, and further research.

The literature review considered the history and development of

the nester's degree, duality assessment techniques, and the iudgment

research model employed in this study. Tt was concluded that the

master's degree is assuming an increasingly important role in higher

education, and that a corresponding need for improved methods of

quality assessment is indicated.



In addition to the multidimensional approach adapted to the

purposes of this study, the lens model was chosen as the experimental

paradigm for examining the human judgment process in quality assess-

ment. Seven general quality dimensions were selected including faculty,

students, resources, environment, offerings, alumni, and overall program.

A panel of experts assisted in the selection of specific measures to

define each dimension. The final instrument included a set of in-

structions followed by 35 program profiles. Profiles consisted of a

bar graph with each bar representing one of the seven quality dimen-

sions. Subjects reviewed each program profile and rendered a judgment

of the program's quality on a separate response sheet.

Subjects included 15 master's candidates completing degrees

through external programs, 15 master's candidates completing degrees

through resident programs, 15 faculty members serving on university

councils responsible for reviewing master's programs, and 13 academic

administrators.

Subjects were tested individually over the 35 judgment tasks.

Profiles included in the tasks were developed with the following con-

siderations in mind: to test for averaging and consistency tendencies;

to examine influences of major variations in certain dimensions on the

judgment patterns of subjects; and to present profiles that reflected

random settings for each of the dimensions. The separate response

sheet contained 35 criterion scales ranging from one to nine with nine

representing the highest level of quality.

The subject's use of quality dimensions was determined by com-

puting individual product-moment correlations. These correlations
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measured the extent to which judgments of quality varied systematically

with the level of each of the dimensions in the profiles. Correlations

were converted to z values and subjected to a four by seven (groups

by dimensions) repeated measurements ANOVA. A judgment analysis

procedure was employed to identify natural clusters of subjects

sharing similar dimension utilization patterns in their judgments.

Results revealed no significant interaction effects between

groups and dimensions, nor significant differences between the four

subject groups. The judgment analysis procedure did, however, reveal

two natural groups with dissimilar dimension utilization patterns.

The first group utilized all dimensions in a more balanced fashion

than did the second group. Finally, significant differences were

observed in comparing the extent to which each dimension was used

by all groups. Dimensions concerned with the quality of faculty,

alumni, resources and overall program were used significantly more

than those concerned with quality of students, environments, and

offerings.
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CHAPTER I

THE UTILIZATION OF MULTIPLE DIMENSIONS IN QUALITY
JUDGMENTS OF MASTER'S DEGREE PROGRAMS

Introduction

Methodology for defining and assessing quality of graduate level

programs is the frequent subject of concern among educational insti-

tutions, agencies and councils. In response to pressures for greater

accountability, those who are concerned with the administration and

coordination of such programs are seeking evaluative approaches that

consider program productivity, cost, mission, need and quality (Clark,

Hartnett & Baird, 1976, p. 1.3). A number of major evaluative efforts

and studies have been catalogued by Blackburn and Lingenfelter (1973).

Resulting from these efforts, a variety of indices, criteria and

correlates of quality have been identified for purposes of comparing

and rating programs, evaluating selected programs and program

characteristics, and conducting internal program reviews.

The focus of major evaluative efforts has been on traditional

programs and on institutions most concerned with doctoral education,,

The growing importance of the master's degree in its traditional and

non-traditional forms, however, suggests the need for research that

concerns itself with the viability and quality of these programs

(National Board on Graduate Education, 1975, p. 65). Furthermore,

the relationship betWeen program quality and the adequacy and flexi-

bility of student services, residency policies, and program delivery
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systems must be further explored. The purpose of a national con-

ference held in March of 1979 addressing the topic "The Assessment

of Quality of Master's Programs" was:

An increasing number of master's degree programs in the
United States presents a critical problem of assessing quality.
Institutions initiating master's degree offerings are faced
with many implications made by this new emphasis in their
curricula. Moreover, the delivery of multi-disciplinary programs
in formats which encourage the participation of "non-traditional"
students indicates that the techniques for assessing quality
should be closely examined.

Among the techniques available for examination are those de-

rived from efforts to assess quality at the doctoral level. The

earliest and best known studies focused on "program excellence"

(Heiss, 1970, p. 21), and provide prestige and reputational ratings

of programs (Hughes, 1934; Keniston, 1959; Cartter, 1966; Roose &

Anderson, 1970). More recently, studies by Margulies and Blau (1973),

Blau and Margulies (1974, 1975), Cartter (1977), and Ladd and Lipset

(1979) have continued the reputational rating approach.1 Such studies

approach the matter of quality from the perspective of comparable

reputation of programs as judged by scholars, academic deans and

faculty in the same fields. These "peer rating" approaches, while

widely criticized for lacking objectivity and adhering to a narrow

definition of quality (Blackburn & Lingenfelter, 1973, pp. 3-5), have

been generally accepted and used as the basis for subsequent research

efforts to identify a number of structural program characteristics

associated with quality (Knudsen & Vaughan, 1969; Elton & Rose, 1972;

Beyer & Snipper, 1974; Morgan, Kearney & Regens, 1976; Lynd, 1976).

The more recent work of Clark, Hartnett and Baird (1976) has

1The Ladd and Lipset survey of faculty reputations was reported
in the January 15, 1979 issue of The Chronicle of Higher Education
by Malcolm G. Scully.
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attempted to identify from a broad range of program characteristics

those most important to judgments of quality in doctoral education.

Furthermore, they sought to develop multidimensional procedures for

judging quality that incorporate a greater variety of indicators or

measures. Such an approach is believed to offer greater fairness,

usefulness, a reduction of "halo effect," and encourages more careful

internal review than the reputational and related procedures (Clark,

Hartnett & Baird, 1976, pp. 1.11-1.15).

The methodology for assessing quality at the graduate level is

yet in its infancy. The focus has largely been on traditional programs

at the doctoral level in spite of the growing popularity and importance

of the master's degree. Building upon the reputational studies of

Cartter and others, the recent work of Clark, et al., (1976) offers a

promising model for the multidimensional assessment of quality with

possible application to the master's degree. Concurrent with this

study, the Council of Graduate Schools appointed a task force to

examine assessment techniques appropriate to master's orograms. A

preliminary report of the task force presented at a recent conference

proposes the adaptation of the Clark, et al., (1976) model to the

assessment of master's programs. (See Appendix A) Further research

is needed, however, that examines such a model in the context of

master's level programs.

Importance of The Study

This study was developed on the evidence of need in two areas.

The first derived from the need for assessment techniques for evalu-

ating the quality of master's programs in both traditional and
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non-traditional forms. The second area, and one particularly unique

to this realm of inquiry, pertains to the need for investigation of

the human judgment process as it relates to quality assessment at

the graduate level.

Very little attention has been given quality considerations as

they apply to programs at the master's level. This traditional lack

of interest may be related to the relatively low prestige the master's

degree has engendered in the history of American higher education

(Council of Graduate Schools, 1976, p. 1). The importance of the

master's degree, however, cannot be denied. The rate of increase in

the number of master's degree programs has outstripped the bachelor's

degree in recent years. Master's programs that offer advanced and

specialized studies are, according to the Council of Graduate Schools

(1976), needed to meet the demands of today's changing students and

society.

In attempting to meet these demands, a variety of degree programs

are appearing which differ substantially from traditional programs in

terms of residency requirements, the pacing of learning experiences,

assessment of life experiences, transfer of previous college work,

and flexibility in admissions standards (Baldi, 1976). As a result,

the rise in number and popularity of non-traditional and external

degree programs is accompanied by differing conceptions and appli-

cations of quality assessment (Trivett, 1977, p. 50). It is argued,

however, that such programs should be "essentially equivalent in

quality" to programs offered in more traditional settings and formats

(Council of Graduate Schools, 1977, p. 3). Comparability in the
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assurance of quality appears particularly important as related to:

faculty, course, and program development; student services concerned

with admissions, financial aid, counseling, and record keeping; and

support services and facilities in the form of libraries, laboratories,

and classrooms. Assessment techniques that are flexible enough to

identify and measure the dimensions or characteristics that indicate

the presence of quality in both traditional and non-traditional

master's programs are, therefore, needed.

The multiple dimensions approach suggested by Clark, et al.,

(1976) represents a comprehensive model with possible application to

all levels of graduate education. The general dimensions as described

correspond to quality indicators considered appropriate to the master's

degree. Furthermore, the multiple dimensions approach emphasizes

flexibility, a necessary attribute when applying to non-traditional

programs.

Other important considerations that studies have not directly

addressed fall in the realm of the human judgment process. While the

research does suggest a number of program quality characteristics,

studies provide little guidance in terms of the relative importance

of such characteristics (Clark, et al., 1976, pp. 1.4-1.5). The

underlying assumption would appear to be that the presence of quality

characteristics at high levels does, in fact, constitute quality

(State of California Coordinating Council, 1971, o. VI-2). Actual

judgments of quality, however, may depend on the relative importance

assigned to given dimensions as well as the extent to which a di-

mension is expressed. Furthermore, the interdependence of quality
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dimensions in the judgment process needs to be considered (Lynd, 1976).

Finally, much of the research and literature suggests various uses

for quality information about graduate programs, but does not examine

the utility issue empirically (Cartter, 1966; Roose & Anderson, 1970;

Breneman, 1975; Clark, et al., 1976; Lynd, 1976; Entman & Paletz,

1976). Understanding how aualitative information presented in a

multiple dimensions format is actually utilized in the judgment process

may shed light on the broader question of the usefulness of such

information.

In summary, the importance of this study rests on the need for

research that attempts to clarify the concept of program quality as

it relates to the master's degree. Additionally, research is needed

that focuses attention on the human judgment process to understand

better the implications and utility of information derived from

assessment methods.

Statement of The Problem

This study is concerned with the assessment of quality of

programs at the master's degree level. The concept, however, requires

further clarification in terms of how it can be constituted and

measured. Little is known about how actual judgments of quality are

made and how the judgment process varies among individuals and groups

of students, faculty and administrators. The implications for such

research for the evaluation of traditional and non-traditional programs

require further consideration. Furthermore, the relationship between

program quality and the provision of appropriate support and student

services needs to be examined.
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Objective

The objective of this study was to apply a multiple dimensions

model for defining and measuring quality to master's programs at one

institution, and to assess such a model in terms of the human judgment

process. Specific steps taken were:

1. Selection of broadly defined dimensions of quality, from
the related literature and research, to be used in the study.

2. Development of an operational definition for each dimension
using measures identified as appropriate and available at one insti-
tution as determined by a panel of experts at that institution.

3. Employment of a judgment research model to investigate the
relative importance and interdependence of the various dimensions
of program quality, and to determine how groups of faculty, students
and administrators compare or contrast in their utilization of the
various dimensions.

4. Development of recommendations regarding the further study
of quality at the master's level that consider specific implications
for traditional and non-traditional program evaluation, and devote
particular attention to the role of student services in assuring
and assessing the presence of quality.

Hypotheses

Judgments of program quality were rendered by four subject

groups, including a resident master's candidate group, external de-

gree master's candidate group, faculty group, and administrators

group. The following null hypotheses were tested:

1. There is no significant difference in quality dimension
utilization correlations when comparing interactions among groups
and quality dimensions.

2. There is no significant difference in quality dimension
utilization correlations when comparing each of the seven quality
dimensions with each other.

3. There is no significant difference in quality dimension
utilization correlations when comparing groups of graduate students,
faculty and administrators.
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Assumptions of The Study

The following basic assumptions are evident in this study:

1. Multidimensional Procedures - It is assumed that procedures
proposed for the evaluation of doctoral. degree programs that consider
multiple indicators or dimensions of quality are adaptable to the
evaluation of master's degree programs.

2. Lens Model - It is assumed that the lens model, based on
the propositions of social judgment theory, adequately represents
and provides the indices for measuring the state of affairs existent
in situations involving the judgment of master's degree programs.

3. Panel Members for Instrument Development - It is assumed
that panelists who assisted with development and pilot testing of
the instrument provided an appropriate resource of expertise based
upon their respective training and position.

4. Subjects for Judgment Tasks - It is assumed that no coercion
was present in the selection of subjects or administration of judgment
task materials. All subjects in each of the four groups volunteered
their services and freely reported only their sex and age on response
forms.

Limitations of The Study

This study was limited to consideration of quality dimensions

and judgments of cuality as they apply to master's programs at the

University of Northern Colorado. Instrument development, pilot test-

ing and data ccllection were accomplished through the volunteer

assistance of master's candidates, faculty and academic administrators

at the University between September, 1977 and July, 1978.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The literature reviewed for this study is presented in three

sections. The first section summarizes the history and development

of the master's degree in the context of American graduate education.

The second section. focuses on the literature concerned with quality

assessment of graduate programs. Finally, the theoretical basis and

computational procedures for the research model employed in this

study are reviewed.

Until recently, the literature has revealed little interest in

the subject of quality at the master's degree level. The less than

notable or definitive role the degree has assumed at times in its

history may account for this inattention. The literature also reveals

that quality assessment techniques at the graduate level are yet in

their infancy (National Board on Graduate Education, 1975, p. 64).

In spite of these limitations, the importance of the degree and

the necessity of developing reliable and valid means of assessment is

increasingly emphasized. The National Board on Graduate Education

(1975, pp. 64-70) asserts that "quality is at the heart of graduate

education," and further ascribes an important purpose for the master's

degree:

We believe that the master's degree may provide the basis for
responding to many of the pressures facing graduate education.
Many of the potential students are less interested in research
careers than in continuing education and appropriate certification.
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The master's degree offers a locus for experimentation with new
degree programs and new degree audiences. A thorough study should
be made of this degree, focusing on its enhancement as a viable
academic degree and its use in responding to an era of new
students and priorities.

History and Development of The
Master's Degree

With origins in the middle ages, the master's degree has come to

stand for many things, served practical needs and encouraged scholar-

ship, engendered respect and suffered criticism. Over the nearly

2,000 years of its existence, the master's has been conferred in cursu

(in course), as an honorary compliment, and pro meritus (earned) upon

completion of a program of study, (Council of Graduate Schools, 1976,

p. 1).

The successful transplanting of the English model of higher edu-

cation in the form of small residential colonial colleges preceded the

development of graduate education in America. These colleges, most

notably schools like Harvard and Yale, were to provide the prototypes

for the numerous undergraduate institutions to follow. A description

by Brubacher and Rudy (1976, p. 23) characterizes the early colonial

college:

The colonial American college was in many ways a blood brother
to its English model. Like the latter, it upheld the tradition
of a prescribed liberal arts curriculum, based upon a primarily
classical preparatory course: it was more deeply concerned with
the forming of character than the fostering of research; it
placed great value on a residential pattern of life for students
(what Cotton Met her called the 'collegiate way of living") ; and
it was concerned primarily with training a special elite for
community leadership. To these fundamental policies it held
steadfastly and without essential change for nearly 200 years.

The master's degree in course was commonly awarded in the early

colonial college, often without prescribed courses or residency



11

requirements.2 As Hillway (1964, p. 36) notes:

. . . a graduate obtained the master's degree a year or two after
the baccalaureate simply by paying a fee and providing testimony
of good character (i.e., "keeping out of jail").

By the late 1600's, colonial colleges also began the questionable

practice of awarding honorary degrees, a practice that continued un-

abated until the early 1900's (Brubacher & Rudy, 1976, pp. 191-192).

It is important to note that the whole pattern of awarding

degrees found its beginning in the middle ages. The jus ubIque

docendi, later to become the baccalaureate, magister artium and

doctor philosophiae, was originally granted by the Church and State

as a form of absolute licensure to teach with ".
. . all the intangible

rights and Privileges, and all the economic importance, pertaining

thereto." (Brubacher & Rudy, 1976, pp. 190-191)

Originally, the master's degree was synonymous with the doctorate

and carried a high degree of respect. The tendency to award the degree

in course and later as an honorary compliment contributed to its de-

cline in prestige. (Council of Graduate Schools, 1976, p. 1)

Although the colonial college did offer limited and informal

advanced study, authors generally identify the real beginnings of the

American graduate school with the opening of John Hopkins University

in 1876 (Hillway, 1964; Brubacher & Rudy, 1976; Katz & Hartnett,

1976). Based upon the German university, with its emphasis on free

inquiry and scholarly research, Hopkins was the first attempt in the

-Some master's students, however, did fulfill a form of resi-
dency and were called upon to engage in systematic study. A thesis
was evident in a treatise oresented at commencement by the master's
candidates (Brubacher & Rudy, 1976, p. 20).
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United States to establish a "true" graduate school. As Katz and

Hartnett note (1976, pp. 5-6):

The model of the American graduate school was the German uni-
versity to which young American scholars and scientists had
flocked--10,000 of them during the nineteenth century--and
brought back a model of exact scholarship, research, and
specialization. The American graduate school soon expanded
considerably beyond its German model, however.

John Hopkins University attempted to establish itself primarily as a

graduate level institution. The prevailing form, however, has been

the development of the graduate school upon existing undergraduate

programs. American graduate education, therefore, evolved from an

idea borrowed from the German university imposed uniquely upon the

American college with its English antecedents.

With the establishment of the "true" graduate school the master's

degree was strengthened. 3rubacher and Rudy (1976, p. 194) describe

the transformation and growth that occurred:

When university instructicn was expanded and reformed during the
1870's, the master's was transformed into an earned degree.
Harvard, for example, granted its last M.A. "in course" in 1872.
Yale offered its first earned M.A. in 1876. Soon a number of
other institutions followed suit, and an enormous increase in
the granting of master's degrees occurred. In 1890, only 70 such
degrees were awarded in the whole United States, but 14,495 were
given by 1930.

Confusion, however, over the meaning and quality of the degree

remained. By the early 1900's little progress had been made toward

agreement on the meaning of the master's or standards by which it

should be judged (Adams, 1905, pp. 35-36). John Hopkins University

attempted to give the master's its own special role as a degree for

college teachers, but secondary teachers had already claimed it and

the Ph.D remained the "union card' for college teaching. This
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situation not only fostered confusion about the role of the master's,

but left unresolved the split functions (teaching and research) of

the doctorate (Brubacher & Rudy, 1976, pp. 195-197).

The confusion continues to the present with notable dissatis-

faction with the status of the master's expressed by a variety of

agencies and organizations (Brubacher & Rudy, 1976, p. 194). More

recently, the Council of Graduate Schools declared (1976, p. 1):

In recent years, the number of Master's degrees awarded in the
United States has increased at a rate even faster than the in-
crease in the number of Bachelor's degrees awarded. The variety
of master's degrees has Proliferated so rapidly it is difficult
to generalize about the level of achievement represented or the
needs they are designed to serve.

The ambiguity surrounding the master's degree is an artifact of

its varied past. There has, however, been a thread of consistency

that links the present character of the degree with its early begin-

nings. As an outgrowth of the jus ubique docendi, today's master's

degree denotes a level of advanced skill or knowledge fulfilling a

form of licensure or certification in some fields, or serving as a

prerequisite for study at the doctoral level (Council of Graduate

Schools, 1976, p. 1). The learning environment has also remained

somewhat constant. Informality and independence have characterized

graduate, as opposed to undergraduate, education since the establish-

ment of the colonial college. In reporting on his graduate experience

at Harvard in the 1850's, one student remarked: " [I] called upon

President Sparks, to learn what opportunities was there open. 'You

can hear Professor Agassiz lecture,' he said, 'if you want to; and I

believe Mr. Longfellow is reading Dante with a class" (Hcfstadter a

Hardy, 1952, p. 61). The only essential ingredients, it seemed,



14

were able students and willing professors (Veysey, 1965, p. 169).

Reforms in the late 1800's extended the independent nature of

graduate work and added a degree of structure. Highly competent

students and able faculty were still essential, but the German con-

cepts of Lernfreiheit (freedom of learning) and Lehrfreiheit (freedom

of teaching) expressed themselves in bringing about a broad range of

subjects to choose from, with greater specialization, and the en-

couragement of original and practical research. A more definite

structure became evident in the instructional techniques and resources

necessary to " . . . establish the ideal of productive research"

(Brubacher & Rudy, 1976, pp. 186-187). The seminar method, research

paper, specialized course, laboratory, and research library became a

part of every true graduate program.

Today the master's degree reflects many of these same elements.

In a recent policy statement issued by the Council of Graduate Schools

(1976, p. 7) the essential structure suggested for all master's pro-

grams should:

. . . encompass a reasonably well-defined and recognized area of
advanced study for which there exists library and laboratory
facilities to enable the student to do substantive research.

Furthermore, the program should consist of:

. . . a pre-planned and coherent sequence of lectures, seminars,
discussions, and independent studies or investigations, designed
to give the student the opportunity to learn from original sources
in the library, from studies conducted in the laboratory, through
creative scholarship (whether research or professionally oriented),
and through research or professional activity in the field.

Other requisites specified by the Council of Graduate Schools (1976,

pp. 3-11) are identified including the following:
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1. Most course work should be completed in residence to derive
benefit of the informal exchange between students and faculty.

2. A reasonable time limit for degree completion should be
adhered to insuring that the student maintains currency in the subject
area.

3. Students should be able to demonstrate a knowledge and
command of the basic skills required in the field of study.

4. A thesis or the equivalent is desired demonstrating cre-
ativity and originality.

5. A quality faculty is essential and is characterized by able
teachers, advisors, scholars in their field, and diversity in
specialties and points of view.

6. Adequate support for faculty is essential in terms of re-
numeration, student-faculty ratios, and allotted time for advising
and research.

7. Students admitted to the program should meet minimum re-
quirements that demonstrate ". . . superior ability, achievement,
and motivation." Scholarships, assistantships, or fellowships should
be available to sustain students and provide appropriate experience.

8. Physical facilities must be available and adequate in-
cluding classrooms, offices, study carrels, libraries, computer
services, laboratories, studios, theaters and settings for practicuums.

Of course, not all master's programs meet these criteria. The

disparity between what master's programs should be and what they

actually are is often great. The differences relate to the pro-

liferation and experimentation that has marked the development of the

master's. As noted by Ryan (1977), over 203 different types of

master's programs are offered in the United States. These programs

vary widely in title, content and context. Before new programs are

initiated, the Council of Graduate Schools (1976, pp. 2-11) recommends:

1. Documentation of the need for the program and the ability
of the institution to provide the resources to sustain it.

2. A separate organization within the institution to ad-
minister the program and effect procedures that sustain quality
including program approvals, admissions, graduate verification,
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monitoring student progress, record keeping, financial aid, and
support of faculty research and professional activities.

3. Adherence to general degree designations and their
traditional definitions including the Master of Arts and Master of
Science, and the professionally oriented degrees that carry the title
of the area, i.e., Master of Business Administration, etc.

The increase in the number of youth in the population compounded

by an increase in the number going on to college is explanation enough

for the rapid expansion that occurred in graduate enrollment in recent

years. Sheer numbers also combined with changes in public attitudes

toward advanced study in graduate school. As noted by Katz and

Hartnett (1976, pp. 8-9):

Going to graduate school, an event which was typically received
with a mixture of astonishment and admiration as recently as the
1950's, increasingly became an almost expected next step for many
college seniors during the halcyon days of the sixties.

Unprecedented federal support to graduate education accompanied

this substantial growth. The results of these trends are evidenced

in the size and complexity of graduate education today and the degree

production it generates. Trends are shifting, however, and graduate

education faces new and difficult challenges. Katz and Hartnett

(1976, p. 14) capture the scenario of the present state of affairs:

This, then, is the tenor of graduate education in the mid-
seventies. After nearly a century of vigorous growth and ex-
pansion, after a decade of generous treatment from federal grant
agencies, and after years of being viewed with admiration and
awe by large segments of the American society. . . graduate
eduation has arrived at a new point in its history. A creative
and imaginative response is clearly needed to insure the long-range
future and viability of American graduate education.

Certainly the master's degree shared in the phenomenal growth

of graduate education and assumes an important role in confronting

the challenges ahead. The National Board on Graduate Education (1975,



17

p. 59) recommends that institutions adapt programs to changing needs

and specifically calls attention to the master's degree:

During the 1960's, many academic departments stopped admitting
candidates for the terminal master's degree in order to concentrate
exclusively on doctoral education, a decision reinforced in some
instances by pressures from federal agencies. In most insti-
tutions, we believe this decision should be reconsidered, with
more attention given to reinvigorating and redefining the nature
and purpose of the master's degree. Many of the innovations in
graduate education should be attempted initially at the master's
level, and thus this degree warrants a resurgence of attention.

The National Board further recommends more careful internal

program reviews, creation of new programs to serve new clients and

the phasing out of doctoral programs that no longer serve student

needs, the provision of more thorough information about programs for

prospective students, changes in curricula and faculty attitudes

toward nonacademic employment opportunities for graduate students,

and changes in policies and services to meet the needs of part-time

and older students. (1975, pp. 56-60)

Much of the emphasis in the literature concerned with reforming

graduate education focuses on the maintenance and enhancement of

quality in the midst of turning greater attention to the character-

istics and needs of students. Although techniques of assessment are

limited, the literature is replete with discussions about quality at

the graduate level. The needs and characteristics of students are,

however, relatively new areas of concern. It has traditionally been

assumed that the graduate student is more mature, more able, and less

in need of special assistance than his or her undergraduate counter-

part. This assumption may have been born out in fact at a time when

the disparity between college-age youth and the mature scholar seeking
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advanced study was well defined. It may also have found support in

the German university model which so influenced American higher edu-

cation, even at the undergraduate level. In discussion of the "student

personnel point of view," Williamson (1961, p. 7) remarks on the

German influence:

At this point, we emphasize that the evolution of our part
[student personnel services of higher education often has been
interrupted and diverted by the force of other competing philoso-
phies of education--in which the full development of the students,
many types of students, was not the core concept of education.
And even currently one finds on some campuses the vistages of
German "sink or swim" philosophy of education.

It is also reasonable to assume that the rapid growth in gradu-

ate education significantly led to a disregard of students and their

needs (Lane, 1976). As Katz and Hartnett, editors of Scholars in The

Making note, "with respect to the nature of the graduate experience

for the student] , it has become increasing impersonal" (1976,

p. 11). While much attention has been given to matters of recruiting,

selecting and sorting students in the interest of program quality and

student success, Katz and Hartnett further recognize the need for re-

search that considers student selection of programs, expectations and

realities of the graduate experience, personal and social development,

and the extent to which the graduate experience detracts from or

contributes to the creative process. The authors contributing to

Scholars in The Making deal with these areas and, in effect, combine

to form the most current and thorough examination of the graduate

student available. (Katz & Hartnett, 1976)

Other researchers, too, have begun to examine the graduate experi-

ence with the student as the focal point or source of observation
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(Nolan, 1975; Carrington & Sadlacek, 1976; Golden & Lyons, 1976;

Thorsell, 1976; Zanville, 1976; Lyons, 1977). Such research is

especially timely given the increasing influx of new student clientele

in graduate programs. It is this surge of awareness of student needs

and purposes, combined with a recognition of the challenges ahead for

graduate education, that is effecting a new look at the quality of

graduate programs--differing conceptions that consider purposes beyond

the production of scholars and research (Trivett, 1977, pp. 30-33).

Quality Assessment of Graduate Programs

Quality is recognized as an essential attribute of American

graduate education. Desirable at all levels of higher education, the

quality of graduate programs is given increased emphasis in light of

changing economic and social conditions. In attempting to define

quality, Blackburn and Lingenfelter (1973, p. iii) note:

. . . there is agreement that quality and excellence exist, that
some programs and products have more of it than others. Secondly,
quality and excellence do matter. Further, they matter in im-
portant ways.

Recognizing the presence and importance of quality in graduate

programs is not difficult. The concept of quality, however, is not

easily defined. By nature the concept is ambiguous; it lacks clarity

and is susceptible to change given variations in the context or

observer. Furthermore, efforts to objectify the general concept of

quality are made difficult because, as Cartter (1966, p. 4) notes,

". . . there is no way of objectively measuring what is in essence an

attribute of value."

In spite of these difficulties, increasingly sophisticated and
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influential studies focusing on the scholarly reputation of doctoral

programs have attempted to operatioralize ouality (Hughes, 1925, 1934;

Keniston, 1959; Cartter, 1966; Roose & Anderson, 1970; Margulies &

Blau, 1973; Blau & Margulies, 1974-75; Cartter, 1977; Ladd & Lipset,

1979). The criterion of quality most evident in these studies is

the scholarly reputation of the faculty. Consideration in certain

of the studies is also given to program effectiveness, adequacy of

library resources,and quality of students.

The most widely referenced studies are those sponsored by the

American Council of Education (Cartter, 1966; Roose & Anderson,

1970). Both focused on non-professional graduate programs at major

institutions. The first study covered 30 disciplines at 106 insti-

tutions by gathering opinions of department chairmen, senior and

junior scholars at other institutions. The primary criteria were

"quality of the graduate faculty" (with an emphasis on scholarly

productivity) and "effectiveness of the doctoral program" (Cartter,

1966, p. 127). The second study served as a replication of the first

and expanded slightly on the number of disciplines and institutions

included.

More recent studies completed by Margulies and Blau (1973),

Blau and Margulies (1974-75), Cartter (1977) and Ladd and Lipset (1979)

continue in the same tradition as the ACE studies with some differ-

ences. Margulies and Blau focused on professional doctoral degree

programs and sought the opinions of academic deans rather than de-

partment chairmen and recognized scholars. Deans were asked to

identify the five most outstanding schools in their profession. The

1977 Cartter studies also focused on professional schools in business,



21

education, and law. Faculty members were asked to rank the top

schools in their professional area. Finally, the study conducted by

Ladd and Lipset and reported in the January 15, 1979 issue of The

Chronicle of Higher Education (p. 7), surveyed 4,000 faculty members

in rating the "distinguished faculties" in 19 fields.

Criticism of the reputational variety of studies has been great.

Blackburn and Lingenfelter (1973, pp. 23-25) summarize the criticisms

as being based on the recognition of (1) panel bias among those rank-

ing or selecting outstanding programs, (2) the reliance on subjective

ideas of quality rather than objective indices or measures, (3) panel

competence in terms of ability to evaluate programs from a distance,

and (4) the validity of the criterion used. In answer to these

criticisms, Blackburn and Lingenfelter also examine the defensibility

of reputational studies (1973, p. 25) concluding that:

Reputational studies cannot provide a comprehensive assessment
of overall quality, and they deserve critical examination whenever
used, but for ratings of the scholarly ability of a faculty they
are a valuable and valid instrument of assessment.

In addition to the foregoing objections to reputational studies,

Miller (1979) notes that size appears to be a major source of panel

bias recognizing that the top-rated programs and institutions also

tend to be the largest. Larger institutions produce more graduates

and thus may account for undue perceived quality. Miller also

cautions, however, that size may equate to quality in terms of the

"advantages of diversity, specialization and collegiality among

students and professors." (1979, p. 69)

Reputational studies have also encouraged the investigation of

a variety of objective quality indicators. Blackburn and Lingenfelter
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(1973, pp. 5-12) provide a thorough review of the various approaches

and indicators derived. Using the categories provided by Blackburn

and Lingenfelter, the approaches are summarized as follows:

1. Scholarly productivity measured by output in the form of
books, articles, reports, patents, etc., teaching effectiveness and
receptivity to change, and citations of work that appear in the
publications of other scholars.

2. Faculty traits including degrees earned, years of experience,
awards received, number of graduate students taught, percent of faculty
who publish or travel, and age, rank and tenure.

3. Student quality as measured by GPA, objective test scores,
awards and fellowships received, and other scholastic achievements.

4. Quality of physical facilities measured primarily by the
adequacy of the library in terms of size, dollars budgeted, and number
of volumes. Other facilities considered include classrooms, seminar
rooms, laboratories and computer services.

5. Correlates of quality are obtained by isolating the factors
that seem to be associated with quality as determined by reputational
ratings. The number of degrees awarded, amount of federal funding,
baccalaureate origins of students, admissions selectivity, etc., are
examples of factors found to be highly correlated with reputational
quality.

Several alternative methods to the strict reputational approach

are also reviewed by Blackburn and Lingenfelter (1973, pp. 12-20).

Among them are studies that attempt to (1) define quality in terms of

program efficiency or doctoral production, (2) client satisfaction

studies that define quality in terms of student and employer "consumer"

views, (3) evaluative techniques that involve the use of external

groups of administrators, faculty, or students to evaluate program

effectiveness, (4) the evaluation of alumni in terms of their scholarly

productivity, ability to find suitable employment and their pro-

fessional contributions, and (5) the necessary conditions that seem

essential to mounting a new program. Blackburn and Lingenfelter
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(1973, pp. 20-21) conclude by suggestina a comprehensive model for

the evaluation of doctoral programs that incorporates a variety of

objective indicators into a multidimensional scheme. Individual

indicators are grouped within categories of variables including those

defined as:

1: Input Variables--student ability, faculty ability, financial
support, physical facilities and supporting disciplines.

2. Process Variables--faculty and student morale, efficiency,
pedagogical methods, and research procedures.

3. Output Variables--faculty research, student research, and
alumni productivity.

The use of multidimensional models for assessing the quality of

graduate programs is receiving increased attention in the literature.

The tentative model proposed by Blackburn and Lingenfelter (1973)

suggests a great variety of indicators distinguished on the basis of

whether they contribute as input, process or output variables.

Assuming that "decision makers" can determine what they desire from

graduate programs, Blackburn and Lingenfelter assert that programs

can be assessed by measuring output. Input and process variables can

be helpful in diagnosing problems when programs fail to fulfill expec-

tations. (Blackburn & Lingenfelter, 1973, pp. 20-23)

Others have also suggested the use of a greater variety of indi-

cators for purposes of quality assessment. A recent report by Gourman

(1977) rating universities in global terms emphasizes the importance

of the entire institution including institutional control, organi-

zation, programs, age, admissions criteria, student enrollment,

teaching staff, physical facilities, finances, curriculum and research.

While Gourman's approach is expansive in terms of dimensions considered,
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he provides little information about how such areas are measured or

the importance that should be attached to those areas (Webster, 1979).

Another model suggested by Webster (1979) incorporates three

kinds of measures useful to the assessment of master's programs. The

first category includes those measures departmental in nature:

faculty research productivity, time allotted to research, teaching and

advising, the quality of students as measured by GRE's, undergraduate

performance, current employment, life experience, the level of student

participation in the program and in campus life, and the placement

records of graduates. The second category of measures relates to the

larger campus in terms of the strength of supporting and related de-

partments, and campus facilities and services particularly important

to the department. Webster's third category is perhaps the most

unique in that its emphasis is on the total community surrounding the

program. Programs that can draw upon resources unique to the com-

munity are, Webster argues, likely to be of higher quality than programs

that lack an appropriate ambience (1979, pp. 75-78).

In an effort to assess carefully the qualitative similarities

and differences inherent in the environments of graduate programs

conducted on and off campus, Paelet (1979, pp. 121-130) reports on a

study underway at the University of New Haven. Environmental di-

mensions appropriate to the ecological measurement device include:

1. Level of Manning--the extent to which the environment is
adequately staffed by faculty, advisors, administrators, and numbers
of students. While situations that are "undermanned" may create
problems, it may also create pressures for favorable human growth.

2. Social Environments--characteristics of the people who
populate the environment set the tone for the social interaction in
that environment.
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3. Physical Environment--the nature of the physical structure
and arrangements, and the extent to which they are conducive to the
learning process.

4. Level of Maintenance -- extent to which facilities are ade-
quately maintained to provide for reasonable comfort and security.

5. Permanence vs. Transience--the implied commitment to a
program in the form of permanent offices, continuity of faculty,
interaction with the "home" campus, etc.

Probably the most current and comprehensive study of multiple

dimensions of quality is that of Clark, Hartnett and Baird (1976).

The premise of their research is that traditional measures of quality

have been too limited. Measures that relate to "internal" assessment

should also be considered. They propose that, once appropriate and

measurable indicators can be identified, programs can be compared and

evaluated on the basis of a multiple dimensions profile. The elements

or dimensions and suggested indicators for assessing quality of

doctoral programs include:

1. Faculty Qualitytraining and ability of faculty, quality of
teaching and research productivity as rated by peers, students, and
the mean number of journal and book citations.

2. Student Qualityability and commitment of students admitted
tc programs as measured by undergraduate grades, and faculty ratings
of enrolled students.

3. Quality of Resources--faculty and student ratings of the
adequacy of resources and facilities, i.e., library holdings, labora-
tories, computer services, supplies and equipment.

4. Quality of Environment -- faculty concern for students and
the environment for learning as rated by students; compatibility of
faculty work environment as rated by faculty.

5. Quality of Academic Offerings -- student satisfaction with
the curriculum, degree requirements, research or teaching assistant-
ships, and the overall program. Faculty satisfaction with student
evaluation procedures and alumni satisfaction with degree recuire-
ments.
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6. Quality of Alumni--alumni rated preparation for careers,
jobs acquired related to graduate training, number of books and arti-
cles published, and the number of professional presentations.

7. Overall Program Quality -- faculty self-ratings of overall
program excellence, student and alumni ratings of scholarly excellence.

The preliminary report of the Task Force on Assessment of Quality

in master's degree programs (see Appendix A) attests to the assumption

that a multiple dimensions model, like that proposed by Clark et al.,

(1976) could also apply to the assessment of master's programs. In

an initial survey of 363 institutions offering master's degree

programs, the task force sought to determine how useful such an

approach to program assessment might be and to identify the specific

characteristics, indicators, and sources of information considered

important and appropriate to the assessment process; 202 question-

naires were returned. Of the institutions responding, 26.1 per cent

considered the assessment approach "very useful;" 50.9 per cent judged

the information as "useful;" 16.7 per cent considered it "somewhat

useful." Those considering the information "doubtful or of no use"

totaled 6.2 per cent. Program characteristics were rated according

to their importance by all institutions and grouped by institution

type (academic or professional/technical). The appropriateness of

indicators and sources (students, alumni, faculty or percentage data)

were also rated by all institutions and grouped by type and program.

While it appears that substantial progress is underway in terms

of applying a multidimensional model to the assessment of quality of

master's programs, important questions remain. Of paramount impor-

tance is determining emperically how useful the multidimensional

approach is in distinguishing between programs of high quality and



27

those of low quality. The recent work of Longanecker suggests the

use of a multivariate educational production approach that identifies

three conditions for developing useful techniques (1979, p. 92):

1. Using data that are reliable and readily available.
2. Creating measures that distinguish between levels of

quality along the entire continuum of programs from those of
very high quality to those of very low quality.

3. And most importantly, devising assessment techniques
that distinguish between input into the quality function and
outcomes or products of the educational process.

Longanecker identifies "input" characteristics drawing heavily

on those variables or dimensions viewed as critical determinants of

quality by Clark, et al., (1976). Furthermore, he identifies those

characteristics that temporally follow the presence of input charac-

teristics as "output." Using one field at the doctoral level,

economics, he then proceeded to examine the relationships between in-

put characteristics. Cautioning that the results of his study are

not generalizable, Longanecker concludes (1979, pp. 97-98):

The characteristics approach provides a promising technique
for assessing quality in graduate education--a more useful approach
than any single index, particularly in Master's level education
where a lack of uniform knowledge about various programs makes
rating programs untenable. The educational production approach
provides a technique for assessing quality that relies on readily
available data, allows comparison of the entire continuum of
programs from those of highest quality to those of lowest, and
provides valuable information on how specific input character-
istics contribute to enhancing various dimensions of quality.

He further notes limitations to such an approach:

First, the set of inputs and outputs needs refinement, with the
particular need to incorporate some critical determinants of
quality. Second, the interrelatedness of many of the input
characteristics limits the usefulness of the approach in suggest-
ing the unique contributions of specific input characteristics
to the quality function.

The "educational production" model proposed by Longanecker
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(1979) incorporates many of the assessment techniques previously re-

viewed in this section. In the next section, the theoretical and

computational underpinnings of the research model used for purposes

of this study are examined. It should also be noted that the model

that emerges relies heavily upon, and relates substantially to, works

previously cited.

The Lens Model

The lens model, derived from the theoretical and methodological

formulations of Egon Brunswik (1952, 1956), provides a unique approach

to the study of quality in graduate education. The experimental para-

digm provided by the model and as refined by Hammond (1955, 1966) has

been applied to a variety of problems concerned with human judgment

and cognitive behavior. If uniquely tailored to the study of quality

in graduate programs, the lens model is useful in approaching important

considerations untouched by previous research.3

Human judgment, according to Brunswik, involves dealing with the

natural uncertainties of one's environment (Ruch & Zimbardo, 1970,

p. 283). The objects or events about which human judgments are con-

cerned are distant and remote, unavailable for observation and measure-

ment. What is available are cues or signs that, taken together, provide

information about the presence or state of existence of the distant ob-

ject or event. No one cue or combination of cues, however, can provide

perfect information. Judgment, therefore, involves the determination

3The author wishes to acknowledge Dr. John S. Gillis as the
primary source of information about Brunswik's lens model, Dr. Gillis
was responsible for introducing the author to the model and assisting
in the application of the model to problems investigated in this study.



29

of a "best bet" arrangement of cues that will most accurately predict

the distant object or event.

The model, as applied to the study of the utilization of multiple

dimensions of master's program quality, is depicted in Figure 1. The

left side of the model represents the subject who renders the judgment.

The center represents the various dimensions of quality, which serve

as "cues" in the lens model, available to the subject. The seven

quality dimensions depicted in Figure 1 are derived from the elements

of quality proposed by Clark, et al., (1976). The right side repre-

sents the distant object or event which, for purposes of this study,

is defined as "quality program." The subject (Ys) has the task of

judging program quality (Ye) utilizing the seven quality dimensions

as cues which describe the program in question. The extent to which

the subject utilizes each cue in arriving at a judgment is a measure

of "functional validity" or "cue utilization." The functional valid-

ity of cues (rs) is stated in terms of the Pearson product-moment

correlation. The actual or theoretical relationship between cues and

the distant object "quality program" is a measure of "ecological

validity." Ecological validity (re) is stated in terms of the Pearson

product-moment correlation. By combining individual rs's or re's,

multiple correlations can be obtained. Furthermore, it is possible

to determine the extent to which cues, when combined, account for the

variance in quality judgments and predict program quality by squaring

multiple correlations. If the ecological validities are known, it is

also possible to assess the achievement of the subject in utilizing

cues to predict program quality. Achievement can be measured by
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determining the relationship between rs's and re's. (Beal, Gillis

& Stewart, 1978)

It is important to note that only the left side of the lens

model as depicted in Figure 1 is appropriate to the purposes of this

study. The literature provides little information or independent

measures to establish ecological validities of quality dimensions of

graduate programs. Longanecker suggests from his research in one

field that individual characteristics or dimensions as "input" do

contribute differentially to "output" or criteria measures of quality.

He notes, however, that the "critical determinants of quality" need

further refinement (1979, pp. 96-98). In effect, Longanecker's

approach suggests a direction for future study to identify "ecological

validities" or relationships between program characteristics and the

distant object "quality program." An examination of the judgment side

of the model, as in this study, may in the meantime yield useful in-

formation regarding the various ways in which subjects utilize quality

dimensions as cues in evaluating programs. Furthermore, the judgments

of subjects and groups of subjects including various kinds of students,

faculty and administrators can be analyzed and compared.

There are other advantages suggested by the use of the lens

model in approaching the subject of this study. The model provides an

objective means for defining quality: a variation in quantity of the

different elements or dimensions that comprise it. Secondly, the

model provides for the assessment of the relative importance assigned

to a given quality dimension by a subject or group of subjects.

Finally, the lens model does not require that the subject respond

directly to questions of preference concerning quality dimensions.
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The most obvious way to identify the important elements of quality is

to simply ask students, faculty, or academic administrators or others

of valid opinion what they value in degree programs. Essentially

this has been the approach of previous researchers in spite of what

may be a serious limitation of this method. While subjects may be

able to identify the ingredients or dimensions of quality they con-

sider important, they may have difficulty specifying the relative

importance or interrelationship of such dimensions in actual judgment

situations. Lichtenstein and Slovic (1973) point to a variety of

human judgment studies in which the direct questioning method yields

questionable results.

Summary

The review of literature reveals growing interest in the subject

of quality assessment of master's degree programs. This overview has

included an historical look at the master's degree in America with

attention given to the increasingly important role it is likely to

assume in the future. Moreover, interest in the student and the

ability of the program to meet the needs of students is becoming the

focus of discussion in the literature. Corresponding to this new

interest in the student in graduate education is growing attention to

more effective means of assessing program quality. Borrowing from

the reputational studies at the doctoral level and the recent efforts

to incorporate multiple dimensions into assessment models, progress

is underway to construct a meaningful approach to the assessment of

the master's degree.

Further study is called for, and specific attention should focus
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on quality of master's programs. Methods of assessment and the use-

fulness of qualitative information thus derived must also be explored.

The lens model, as reviewed in the context of assessing quality,

offers a promising approach to the examination of the elements of

quality and the role they play in the judgment process.
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CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study was: (1) to identify and operationally

define quality dimensions appropriate to the assessment of master's

degree programs at the University of Northern Colorado (UNC); and (2)

to assess the relative importance of quality dimensions in the judgment

policies of individuals and groups. Judgment task materials were de-

veloped which characterized hypothetical master's degree programs

using a bar graph format. The lens model was used as the paradigm

for presenting programs to be judged by subjects and to analyze their

judgment behavior. Subjects included two groups of master's students,

academic administrators and faculty.

This chapter reviews the design and procedures employed in the

study. A description of the application of the lens model and the

development of the data collection instrument is provided. The study

site and selection of subjects, procedures for collecting subject re-

sponses, and the methods of analysis of responses are also considered.

Application of the Lens Model
and Instrument Development

The lens model was used as the experimental paradigm for purposes

of this study. The various cues or variables under consideration con-

sisted of those quality dimensions suggested by the work of Clark,

et al., (1976). It was not assumed that these dimensions represent
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all the possible variables of importance to judgments of quality of

master's programs. Nor was it assumed that the seven general dimen-

sions of quality, no matter how they might be defined, can perfectly

predict the presence of auality in a program. The review of litera-

ture did, however, suggest that the multidimensional approach has

advantages over approaches using only single or a limited number of

measures to predict the presence of program quality.

In this study the task of each subject was to identify the most

useful sources of information (quality dimensions) in rendering

judgments of the quality of a number of different master's programs.

Lens model analysis then made it possible to examine the manner in

which individual subjects and groups of subjects used the quality di-

mensions as cues. As the literature does not provide adequate infor-

mation about how well individual quality dimensions actually predict

the criterion, "quality program," this study did not consider those

facets of the lens model that are concerned with "ecological validity"

or "subject achievement." (Beal, et al., 1978, pp. 13-19)

Defining Quality Dimensions

The seven general dimensions of quality discussed in Chapter II

were operationally defined with the assistance of a panel of experts

at UNC. The expert panel consisted of two academic administrators,

chairmen of the Faculty Senate and Graduate Council, and a doctoral

student member of the Graduate Council (see Appendix B). Panel members

assisted in the task of selecting specific measures appropriate to

the evaluation of quality of master's programs through the following

process:
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1. A list of measures drawn from the current literature and
grouped within general dimensions was presented to each member of the
panel.

2. In the context of an interview, each panel member was given
a general explanation of the study and asked to assist in the task of
selecting measures to operationally define each of the seven dimensions.
Panelists were then asked to review the list provided, adding any
measures not otherwise included. Finally, panelists were asked to
rank-order each of the measures within dimensions on the basis of
their relative degree of appropriateness in evaluating master's degree
programs at UNC.

3. The author analyzed the degree of agreement among panelists
in terms of measures included on the original list and any added by
panel members. Those measures deemed appropriate by most of the
panelists were selected and grouped according to the dimension with
which they most directly related.

4. Brief paragraphs incorporating those measures deemed most
appropriate by the panel of experts were developed and served as
operational definitions of the dimensions. Each dimension was thus
defined as a combination of the measures used to describe it.

Development of Program Profiles

Individual programs were characterized using a simple bar graph

profile format depicted in Figure 2. Seven bar graphs were included

in each profile reflecting the program's relative standing on each of

the seven quality dimensions. No additional program information was

provided, i.e., type of degree, subject area, institution offering the

program, or delivery mode. Individual program profiles, 35 in all,

were developed on the following basis:

1. Profiles 1-5 were designed to test for subject tendency to
make judgments consistently and/or to average dimensions. The rela-
tive positions or levels achieved by each dimension were held constant
for profiles 1-5 with only the means varying in increments of one.

2. Profiles 6-10 were designed to further test for averaging
tendencies by varying the relative positions or levels of dimensions
while holding the means constant.

3. Profiles 11-25 were set using a table of random numbers.

4, Profiles 26-35 were designed to provide an opportunity to
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specify dimensions in certain combinations. In particular, dimensions
concerned with Quality of Students, Quality of Environment, and Quality
of Academic Offerings were set at levels in contrast to other quality
dimensions.

Pilot Testing the Instrument

A set of instructions with operational definitions for each of

the seven quality dimensions were combined with the 35 hypothetical

degree programs and placed in a loose-leaf binder with plastic page

covers and removable numbered tabs. A separate response sheet was

included. The instrument was then presented to five pilot subjects:

(1) a professional writer, (2) a UNC faculty member in psychology,

(3) a faculty member in English, (4) an academic administrator, and

(5) the admissions director. Pilot subjects were asked to:

1. Read the instructions and evaluate them in terms of clarity
prior to attempting the judgment tasks.

2. Proceed with the judgment tasks as instructed, recording
judgments on the response sheet and noting any difficulties.

3. Evaluate the entire instrument on the basis of its clarity
and ease of completion, and its apparent validity in terms of study-
ing judgment behavior related to the quality of master's programs.

As a result of the pilot testing process, revisions were made

in the instructions and response sheet format. Pilot subjects were

all able, with a minimum of additional instruction, to complete the

judgment tasks in 15 to 20 minutes. All pilot subjects agreed that

the instrument as designed should be presented in an interview setting.

It was also suggested that the interviewer, following introduction of

the task, should leave the subject to work on his or her own. It was

felt that the presence of the interviewer might impose undue pressure

on the subject. Finally, it was recommended that the interviewer,
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immediately upon completion of the judgment tasks and prior to accept-

ing the response sheet from the subject, explain that the program pro-

files represent hypothetical programs and not actual programs as stated

in the instructions. Pilot subjects felt that the interviewer should

not accept the response sheet if subjects objected to reveal their

responses. Upon reviewing this matter with the Director of the

Counseling Center and a member of the Faculty Research Committee, it

was concluded that such a procedure would be consistent with the

ethics of research involving human subjects.

Pilot subjects all agreed that the instrument adequately por-

trayed situations in which judgments about the quality of master's

programs might realistically occur. The instrument did, therefore,

appear to conform to lens model analysis. (Beal, Gillis & Stewart,

1978)

The final instrument consisted of a set of instructions followed

by 35 judgment tasks. Task materials were comprised of hypothetical

program profiles using seven general quality dimensions suggested by

Clark, et al., (1976). Dimensions were operationally defined using

two to four specific measures. Quality dimensions, as displayed using

bar graph profiles for each of 35 programs, served as cues consistent

with the lens model. In this way, cues served as potential mediators

of the quality level attained by the program. Cues varied for each

profile. The configuration of cues for each of the 35 program profiles

are illustrated in Table 1.

A separate response sheet was used to record subject judgments.

On the response sheet were 35 separate criterion scales ranging from



Table 1

Cue Values for 35 Program Profiles

Program Cue Values for Dimensions
Profile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 4 1 5 1 2 3
2 3 5 2 6 2 3 4
3 4 6 3 7 3 4 5

4 5 7 4 8 4 5 6
5 6 8 5 9 5 6 7

6 7 3 2 5 6 5 7

7 7 7 3 2 5 6 5
8 5 7 7 3 2 5 6
9 6 5 7 7 3 2 5

10 5 6 5 7 7 3 2

11 2 7 3 5 2 6 1

12 1 9 5 4 1 3 3

13 2 4 4 6 9 9 4

14 3 4 6 1 3 2 5
15 6 2 8 9 3 9 6

16 5 5 5 4 5 3 4

17 3 7 3 3 6 2 8

18 2 4 7 4 4 4 6

19 8 5 6 8 6 4 2

20 1 1 5 5 1 7 6

21 5 1 1 9 5 7 7

22 8 9 6 1 1 7 5

23 6 1 8 6 8 7 7

24 4 3 4 5 7 9 4

25 4 9 1 7 2 6 9

26 1 2 1 9 9 1 1

27 7 1 6 6 8 5

28 8 2 6 3 9 7 8

29 9 6 7 1 7 7 7

30 9 8 9 2 8 9 9

31 9 8 9 2 4 8 9
32 1 3 2 3 9 1 2

33 9 9 8 3 4 8 8

34 4 3 1 6 7 1 1

35 3 2 2 8 7 1 1

40

Cues 1 - 3 = Among the Lowest

Cues 4 - 6 = About Average

Cues 7 - 9 = Among the Highest
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one to nine, with nine representing the highest attainable level of

program quality. Each of the program profiles were numbered to corre-

pond with each of the criterion scales. The subject's task was to

observe the cue values of a single program profile, and to rate the

program accordingly on the corresponding criterion scale. Cue values

and criterion scales shared the same nine point range including three

locations defined as "Among the Lowest," three locations defined as

"About Average," and three locations defined as "Among the Highest."

Subject judgments were to be based, therefore, on comparative esti-

mates of program quality.

Study Site and Subject Selection

The University of Northern Colorado was an excellent site for

a study of this kind. A variety of master's degree programs are

offered, a range of traditional and non-traditional students are

served, and programs are available both on and off campus.

A total of 36 different master's degree programs are offered

through 35 academic departments and schools (Graduate School Catalog,

1977-78). In addition, five master's programs are offered at 33

locations in 15 states through the Center for Special and Advanced

Programs (Spooner, 1977, p. 1). All programs are governed, adminis-

tered, delivered, monitored and evaluated by the University.

The population from which subjects were selected included two

groups of master's degree candidates, a group of faculty members, and

a group of academic administrators. These groups were selected be-

causetheyrepresented potentially useful samples in gathering judgment

data relative to master's degree program assessment. The literature
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pertaining to assessment techniques reviewed in Chapter II revealed

that students, faculty and academic deans are most often the source

relied upon to judge or provide estimates of quality in degree

programs. A total of 15 subjects were included in each of the four

groups.

Student subjects were randomly selected from a list of those

candidates making application for graduation while enrolled during

the spring term of 1978. All students selected had successfully

fulfilled terminal examination requirements and were within a few

weeks of graduation at the time of their participation in the study.

One group of students included only those completing master's programs

on campus. The other student group included only those completing

master's degrees through external programs offered by UNC Outreach and

Continuing Education or the Center for Special and Advanced Programs.

All student subjects considered for final selection were residing

within 130 miles of Greeley, Colorado at the time of the study. A

total of 61 resident students and 62 external degree students were

included in the final selection list. Fifteen subjects were randomly

selected from each of these groups.

Faculty and administrators were selected as subjects on the

basis of their responsibility for the evaluation and review of graduate

programs. Fifteen faculty subjects were selected at random from the

University's Faculty Senate and Graduate Council. A total of 42

faculty members were included in the final selection list. Fifteen

administrators were selected from a total list of 25 professional

staff with more than half-time academic administrative responsibility.
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Procedures for Collecting Subject Responses

The final form of the instrument was administered to each of

the 60 subjects between April and August of 1978. Presentation of

the instrument occurred in the context of individual interviews con-

ducted by the author. Subject responses were collected from student

groups after they had successfully completed comprehensive exami-

nations and prior to spring term commencement. Faculty and adminis-

trators were interviewed for purposes of collecting judgment responses

during late spring term and summer term 1978.

The instrument included the instructions with operational defi-

nitions for each of the seven quality dimensions, the 35 program

profiles, a random rearrangement chart, and a response sheet (See

Appendix C). The order of presentation of profiles was varied randomly

for each subject within each of the four groups to avoid the effects

of fatigue. Plastic tabs were used to mark profiles and changed

accordingly with each rearrangement. A summary of the measures used

to operationally define each quality dimension appeared on the facing

page of each program profile. All materials, except the individual

response sheets, were placed in plastic page covers and arranged in a

loose-leaf binder.

Interview dates, times, and locations were arranged by tele-

phone. Interviews began with a brief introduction, verbal instructions,

and the subject's reading of the written instructions. General

questions were answered regarding the nature of the tasks and process

of recording responses. The subject was then left alone for a period

of 20 to 30 minutes to complete the tasks. Although subjects were
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instructed to work as rapidly as possible, no time limits were imposed.

Some subjects required as much as 45 minutes. Upon completion, and

prior to accepting the response sheet, the author informed the subject

of the hypothetical nature of the profiles. No subject refused to have

their responses included because of the deception contained in the

instructions, i.e., ". . . actual master's degree programs" (See

Appendix C). All 60 response sheets accepted were usable with no

apparent subject error in recording judgment responses.

Method of Analysis: Overview

Each subject was tested individually over 35 judgment tasks.

Judgment tasks required that the subject review a program profile and

rate the program accordingly on a separate response sheet. Different

orders of profile presentation were used to avoid the effects of

fatigue. The cue levels of quality dimensions were pre-set for

program profiles 1-10 and 26-35. Program profiles 11-25 were set

using a table of random numbers.

To analyze the subjects' use of the seven quality dimensions as

cues, individual cue utilization correlations were computed for each

subject over the 35 judgment tasks. These cue utilization corre-

lations measure the degree to which judgments vary systematically with

quality dimensions and are derived by correlating each subject's

judgments with each of the cue levels of the seven dimensions (Beal,

Gillis & Stewart, 1978). Cue utilization correlations were then con-

verted to z values using Fisher's r to z transformation (Ferguson, 1966).

Subsequent analyses were performed on these normalized z values. The

experimental design matrix for this study is presented in Figure 3.
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Two-Dimensional Design

(N = 60)

Group Membership

Quality (n = 15) (n = 15) (n = 15) (n = 15)
External Resident Academic

Dimensions Students Students Faculty Administrators
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NOTE: Each observation (0) consists of
35 judgment tasks by each subject.

Figure 3
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The basic statistical tool used for testing the hypotheses was

a two-factorial design with repeated measures on one factor. The

transformed mean utilization correlations for each of the four groups

were subjected to a four by seven (groups by dimensions) repeated

measurements ANOVA to test for significant differences between (1)

mean utilization correlations when comparing interactions among groups

and dimensions, (2) mean utilization correlations when comparing each

of the seven quality dimensions with each other, and (3) mean utili-

zation correlations when comparing the four groups. The summary of

results and decision rules for testing hypotheses are presented in

Chapter IV, Figure 4.

Following significance testing, a posteriori mean comparisons

for dimensions were made using Tukey's HSD procedure for multiple

comparisons (Kirk, 1968, pp. 266-270). Alpha levels were set at

p<.05. In addition, a judgment analysis procedure was performed in

an effort to identify any natural clusters of subjects that share

common utilization patterns (Christal, 1968).4

4The statistical design of this study was derived from a combi-
nation of sources including Dr. John S. Gillis, and Dr. John Schmid
who suggested the repeated measurements ANOVA and the incorporation
of judgment analysis.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

The results of this study are presented in four major sections.

The first section consists of a description of subject characteris-

tics. The second section is a review of the cue utilization corre-

lations of subjects by groups. Section three presents the results

of hypotheses testing and subsequent analyses of groups and dimen-

sions. The fourth section presents the results of the judgment

analysis procedure that identified the presence of two natural groups.

Characteristics of Subjects

Data about the characteristics of subjects included in the

study are presented as background information. Student subjects were

selected from a total population of 485 master's candidates planning

to graduate spring term 1978. Of the 485, 277 were males, 208 were

females. A total of 235 were completing master's degrees external

of the campus while 250 were completing resident degrees. Faculty

subjects were selected from a total list of 42, of which 35 were

male and seven were female. Administrators were selected from a

list of 25 comprising 24 males and 1 female.

Characteristics of subjects by groups in terms of sex and

age range are presented in Table 2. Academic majors of students by

external and resident categories are presented in Table 3. Academic
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preparation of faculty and administrators are presented in Table 4.

Table 2

Characteristics of Subjects Sex and Age
(Number of subjects included

in the study)

Subject Groups
Sex

Male Female 22-30
Age Range

31-40 41-50 51-57

External Degree
Students 9 6 7 7 1 0

Resident Degree
Students 8 7 11 2 2 0

Faculty 12 3 1 8 4 2

Academic Adm-
ministrators 15 0 0 4 5 6

TOTAL 44 16 19 21 12 8

Response tendencies of subjects were observed by assessing

their judgment patterns as related to the 10 pre-set program profiles

designed to test for consistency and averaging. Pre-set profiles

1-10, which tested consistency and averaging tendencies, were dis-

tributed randomly among the remaining 25 program profiles according

to a rearrangement chart (see Appendix C). Consistency tendencies

were evident if subject judgment patterns as related to profiles 1-5

corresponded, or nearly so, with the incremental pattern of the pro-

files. Profiles 6-10 provided a means for observing tendencies to

average cue levels of dimensions in arriving at judgments. Averaging

tendencies were evident if the judgment patterns of subjects related

to profiles 6-10 reflected little or no variation.
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Table 3

Characteristics of Subjects
Academic Majors

of Students

Academic Majors

External Resident
Degree Degree

Students Students Total

Psychology, Counseling
and Guidance 4 3 7

Business Administration 2 2 4

Curriculum and
Instruction 3 1 4

Science Education 3 0 3

Communication 1 1 2

Reading Education 0 2 2

Recreation 1 1 2

Earth Science 0 1 1

Elementary Education 0 1 1

English 0 1 1

Public Administration 1 0 1

Social Science 0 1 1

Special Education 0 1 1

TOTAL 15 15 30
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Table 4

Characteristics of Subjects
Academic Preparation of
Faculty & Administrators

Academic Preparation Faculty Administrators Total

Discipline:
Psychology 4 2 6
Educational Administration 1 4 5

Special Education 3 2 5

Chemistry 1 1 2
Industrial Arts 1 1 2

Music 1 1 2
Physical Education 1 1 2

Business 0 1 1
Law 0 1 1
Mathematics 0 1 1
Nursing 1 0 1

Sociology 1 0 1
Spanish 1 0 1

TOTAL 15 15 30

Degree Held:
Master's 3 1 4
Ed.D 7 7 14
Ph.D 5 6 11
LL.D 0 1 1

TOTAL 15 15 30
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Most subjects in all groups were observed to be consistent

in their judgment response patterns. Although few subjects demon-

strated perfect or near perfect consistency in their responses, most

judgment patterns were incremental. Responses were observed to be

perfectly consistent if judgments on the criterion scale increased

by one on profiles 1-5. Few of the subjects demonstrated perfect

averaging tendencies (responses remaining at the same level on the

criterion scale for profiles 6-10). Most, however, did not vary

their responses more than one or two locations on the criterion

scale indicating a tendency to average or evenly weight the seven

dimensions. Table 5 reflects the number of subjects by group ob-

served to be: (1) generally consistent, (2) averaging, or (3) gener-

ally inconsistent in response tendencies.

Table 5

Subject Response Tendencies For
Program Profiles 1-10

Subject Groups
Observed Response Tendency

Consistent Averaging Inconsistent

External Degree
Students 12 3 3

Resident Degree
Students 13 3 2

Faculty 14 3 1

Academic Ad-
ministrators 13 3 2

TOTAL 52 12 8
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Cue Dependency of Subjects

The data presented in this section were derived by correlating

each subject's judgment with each cue level of the seven dimensions

used to describe each of the 35 programs. Cue utilization corre-

lations (Pearson "r") were thus computed, providing measures of

"cue dependency" or the extent to which subjects rely upon individual

dimensions in rendering their judgments (Beal, Gillis & Stewart,

1978, pp. 19-20).

An examination of the direction and strength of cue utilization

correlations presented in Appendix D reveal similarities and differ-

ences within and between groups and dimensions.5 Summaries of simi-

larities and differences are presented in Tables 6 and 7.

Most of the correlations, 352 of 420 or 84 per cent, represent

positive relationships between the cue values of quality dimensions

and subject judgments of program quality. The remaining 68 corre-

lations represent negative or inverse relationships between the cue

values of quality dimensions and subject judgments. Of the 68 nega-

tive correlations, 46 are associated with the dimension concerned

with quality of environment. The cue values of quality dimensions

do, therefore, generally vary in a positive direction with judgments

of program quality. Cue values associated with the quality of en-

vironment dimension, however, tend to vary in a negative direction

with judgments of program quality. (See Table 6)

Upon examination of the direction of cue utilization correlations

5The interpretation of correlation values is based upon the
instructional material contained in Learning Activity #25-Interpre-
tation of "r", Courtney and Sedgwick (1974).



Table 6

Direction and Strength of Correlations
By Subject Groups

Direction Strength
Groups Positive Negative .00-.20 .21-.40 .41-.70 .71-.90 .90-1.00

External Degree
Students 89 16 24 28 38 15 0

Resident Degree
Students 90 15 30 34 29 11 1

Faculty 89 16 25 17 44 17 2

Academic
Administrators 84 21 19 20 46 18 2

TOTAL 352 68 98 99 157 61 5
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for each subject, 50 of 60 subjects recorded six to seven positive

correlations in their judgment responses. Eight subjects recorded

a combination of two negative and five positive correlations. Two

subjects recorded a combination of four negative and three positive

correlations.

The strength of cue utilization correlations reveals the extent

to which cue levels of quality dimensions and judgments of program

quality vary together. Most correlations, 354 of 420 or 84 per cent,

range in value from less than .20 to .70. Ninety-eight of the 354

represent only a slight relationship in the range of .00 to .20.

Ninety-nine of the 354 fall within .21 and .40, indicating a small

but definite relationship. The remaining 157 of the 354 are between

.41 and .70 indicating a moderate to substantial relationship. A

total of 66 or 16 per cent of the 420 correlations fall within the

range of .71 to 1.00 representing marked to highly dependable re-

lationships. The range in correlations does not appear to vary

greatly across groups. Faculty and administrators demonstrate a

slightly higher range of correlation values than do either of the

student groups. (See Table 6)

An explanation of correlation values by dimension reveals the

highest range of values associated with quality of faculty and quality

of resources. The lowest range of values are associated with quality

of offerings, quality of environment, and quality of students.

Quality of alumni and quality of overall program are found in the

middle range of values. (See Table 7)



Table 7

Direction and Strength of Correlations
By Quality Dimensions

Quality
Dimensions

Direction
Positive Negative .00-.20 .21-.40

Strength
.41-.70 .71-.90 .91-1.00

Faculty 59 1 4 2 23 29 2

Students 52 8 21 22 17 0 0

Resources 58 2 0 6 8 39 7

Environment 14 46 20 31 9 0 0

Offerings 54 6 39 16 4 1 0

Alumni 58 2 3 8 32 15 2

Overall
Program 57 3 4 12 34 9 1

TOTAL 352 68 91 97 127 93 12



56

Hypotheses Testing

Hypotheses were statistically examined in the manner described

in Chapter III. Cue utilization correlation coefficients were con-

verted from r to z values and the means and standard deviations were

computed for groups by dimensions. Cell means, corresponding to the

two-dimensional design described in Figure 2 in Chapter III, and

standard deviations are presented in Table 8. The two-factor ANOVA

table and decision rules for examining hypotheses are given with

results in Figure 4. Further, a repeated measurements analysis of

variance was applied with subsequent mean comparisons where main

effects were observed. In this section, hypotheses are stated as

originally noted in Chapter I followed by the results of statistical

analyses.

Hypothesis One

There is no significant difference in quality utilization
correlations when comparing interactions among groups and quality
dimensions.

The mean utilization correlations for each of the four groups

and seven dimensions were examined for an interaction effect. The

null hypothesis was retained. No significant difference was observed

between subject groups and quality dimensions (F(18) = 1.29, o>.05).

Other main effects were, therefore, examined without concern for the

presence of significant interaction.

Hypothesis Two

There is no significant difference in quality dimension utili-
zation correlations when comparing each of the seven quality dimen-
sions with each other.



Table 8

Cell Means and Standard Deviations

Quality
Dimensions

External
Students

Resident
Students

Groups

AdministratorsFaculty

Faculty M = .865 M = 682 M = .965 M = .905
S = .099 S = .117 S = .159 S = .285

Students M = .182 M = .169 M = .261 M = .325
S = .058 S = .077 S = .087 S = .075

Resources M = .611 M = .467 M = .641 M = .61
S = .068 S = .058 S = .074 S = .113

Environment M = -.176 M = .017 M = -.181 M = -.255
S = .055 S = .148 S = .07 S = .033

Offerings M = .264 M = .176 M = .177 M = .123
S = .022 S = .017 S = .104 S = .018

Alumni M = .641 M = .626 M = .672 M = .905
S = .132 S = .117 S = .093 S = .684

Overall M = .603 M = .516 M = .653 M = .639
S = .077 S = .144 S = .079 S = .119

M = Mean
S = Standard Deviation
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TwoFactorial Analysis of Variance Table

Source of
Variation df MS F Conclusion

Between 59 .17

Groups 3 .16 .90 p> .05

Error (a) 56 .17

Within 360 .23

Dimensions 6 7.46 71.67 p <.01

Groups by
Dimensions 18 .13 1.29 p> .05

Error (b) 336 .10

Decision Rules

Hypothesis 1

df = 18, 336 1.65
If computed F > 1.65, Reject Ho
If computed F < 1.65, Retain Ho

Hypothesis 2

df = 6, 336 2.14
If computed F >2.14, Reject Ho
If computed F <2.14, Retain Ho

Hypothesis 3

df = 3, 56 2.78
If computed F >2.78, Reject Ho
If computed F <2.78, Retain Ho

Figure 4

Critical F = .05

Critical F = .05

Critical F = .05
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The mean utilization correlations for each of the seven quality

dimensions across all groups were examined for a significant main

effect. The null hypothesis was rejected. Significant differences

were observed when comparing the means of the seven dimensions

(F(6) - 71.67, p <.01). Subsequent mean comparisons were made using

Tukey's HSD procedures. Results are presented in Table 9. All signi-

ficant differences observed were at the p < .01 level. All groups

utilized the auality of faculty dimension significantly more than all

other dimensions except quality of alumni. Quality of alumni was used

significantly more than quality of students, environment, and offer-

ings. Finally, the quality of students and offerings were utilized

significantly more than quality of environment. Differences are

graphically evident in Figure 5.

Hypothesis Three

There is no significant difference in quality dimension utili-
zation correlations when comparing groups of graduate students,
faculty and administrators.

The mean utilization correlations for each of the four groups

were examined for a significant main effect. The null hypothesis

was retained. No significant differences were observed between

groups (F(3) = .90, p>.05). All groups were highly similar in

their reliance upon individual dimensions of quality in rendering

judgments of program quality. Slight differences that do appear

between groups in Figure 5 are not statistically significant.

For purposes of inspectional examination, mean utilization

correlations were computed for all subjects based on sex, age range

and selected combinations of program profiles. (See Tables 10 and 11)



Table 9

Differences Between Quality Dimensions
(F ratios)

Quality
Quality of

Dimensions Faculty

Quality
of

Students

Quality
of

Resources

Quality
of

Environment

Quality
of

Offerings

Quality
of

Alumni

Overall
Program
Quality

Quality of
Faculty .620* .272* 1.003* .669* .143 .251*

Quality of
Students .348* .383* .049 .477* .369*

Quality of
Resources .731* .397* .129 .021

Quality of
Environment .334* .860* .752*

Quality of
Offerings .526* .418*

Quality of
Alumni

.108

Overall
Program
Quality

*Significance at the .01 level 0
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Table 10

Mean Utilization Correlations
By Sex and Age Range

(z values)

Quality Sex Age Range
Dimensions Male Female 22-30 31-40 41-50 51-57

Quality of
Faculty .88 .79 .76 .93 .96 .73

Quality of
Students .27 .14 .16 .24 .35 .21

Quality of
Resources .60 .54 .54 .59 .64 .56

Quality of
Environment -.19 -.04 -.04 -.15 -.28 -.20

Quality of
Offerings ,17 .23 .24 .19 .15 .08

Quality of
Alumni .75 .61 .58 .68 .96 .73

Overall
Program .61 .58 .49 .57 .80 .66

GRAND MEAN .44 .41 .39 .44 .51 .40



Table 11

Mean Utilization Correlations
Selected Combinations
of Program Profiles

(z values)

Quality
Dimensions Profiles

Selected Combinations
1-35 Profiles 1-10, 26-35 Profiles

Quality of
Faculty .85 1.11 .63

Quality of
Students .23 .58 .20

Quality of
Resources .58 .93 .16

Quality of
Environment -.15 -.52 .43

Quality of
Offerings 019 .07 .36

Quality of
Alumni .71 1.15 .45

Overall
Program .60 .97 .17

GRAND MEAN .43 .61 .34

11-25
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Mean differences across sex and age range groups appear to be highly

similar in terms of value and direction for individual quality

dimensions and grand means. Mean differences across selected combi-

nations of profiles, however, appear substantial when comparing

individual dimensions. The value of all means and the direction of

the means associated with the quality of environment dimensions show

large variations. Grand means vary to a lesser extent. Pre-set

profiles 1-10 and 26-35 were accompanied by higher correlations than

randomly set profiles 11-25 for all dimensions except quality of

offerings. The utilization correlations for the quality of environ-

ment dimension varied dramatically in comparing pre-set with randomly

set profiles.

Judgment Analysis

Finding no significant differences between assigned groups, a

judgment analysis procedure was performed in an effort to identify

natural clusters of subjects among whom common utilization patterns

exist (Christal, 1968). The weighting and combination strategies

employed by each of the subjects was obtained through multiple re-

gression (Beal, Gillis & Stewart, 1978, p. 20). Beta weights were

calculated for the 60 subjects across each of the seven dimensions.

These beta weights served as an index of the optimal weighting scheme

of judgment policy employed by each subject. Subjects were then

clustered on the basis of the homogenietyof weighting schemes. Only

two distinct groups emerged from this procedure.

The first group of 16 subjects was composed of four external

and seven resident students, with three faculty and two academic
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administrators. The second group included all remaining subjects.

Group one reflected a 69 per cent mix of students with 31 per cent

faculty and administrators. Group two was more evenly distributed

with 43 per cent students, and 57 per cent faculty and administrators.

Sex and age range characteristics of the two groups are provided in

Table 12.

The two groups differed considerably from each other in mean

utilization correlation patterns. As can be seen in Figure 6, the

first group had lower average mean correlation values for all dimen-

sions than did group two. Only quality of environment and quality

of offerings dimensiors were higher for group one. Group two more

nearly reflected the general pattern for all assigned groulos observed

in Figure 5. Group one tended toward a more even distribution of mean

values while group two was more erratic in mean values.

Summary

Of the 60 subjects included in this study, 15 were external

master's degree candidates, 15 were resident master's degree candi-

dates, 15 were faculty members and 15 were academic administrators.

Forty-four of the subjects were male and 16 were female. Ages

ranged from 22 to 57 with two-thirds between the ages of 22 and 40

years. Thirteen major fields of study and preparation were repre-

sented among the two student groups, and the faculty and adminis-

trator groups. Twenty-five of the faculty members and administrators

held doctoral degrees, one administrator held a law degree, and three

faculty members and one administrator held master's degrees. Based

upon observation of response patterns associated with pre-set



Table 12

Characteristics of Natural Subject Groups
(Number of Subjects Included)

(in The Study)

Assigned Groups Sex Age Range
Natural Groups 1 2 3 4 Male Female 22-30 31-40 41-50 51-57

Group 1 4 7 3 2 11 5 8 6 1 1

Per cent of Group 25% 44% 19% 13% 69% 31% 50% 38% 6% 6%

Group 2 11 8 12 13 33 11 11 15 11 7

Per cent of Group 25% 18% 27% 30% 75% 25% 25% 34% 25% 16%

TOTAL 15 15 15 15 44 16 19 21 12 8
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profiles, most subjects demonstrated consistent judgments. Only a

few demonstrated averaging tendencies.

Examination of cue utilization correlations revealed apparent

similarities and differences between subjects and groups in terms of

the value and direction of correlations. Hypotheses testing re-

vealed, however, that no significant differences were evident between

groups. Differences were obtained upon comparison of dimension means.

Groups relied upon dimensions concerned with quality of faculty more

than all other dimensions except alumni. Alumni was relied upon

more than quality of students, environment and offerings. The auality

of student dimension was relied upon more than the quality of environ-

ment dimension. No significant interaction effect was obtained. A

simple tabular examination of means according to sex and age range

groupings indicated very similar patterns. Substantial observed

differences appeared when comparing means across selected combinations

of program profiles. Finally, a judgment analysis procedure revealed

two distinct natural groups. The first group clustered on the basis

of a more even distribution of mean values, while the second group

generally reflected a more erratic distribution of mean values.
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CHA1-'.1.,,R V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

This study was undertaken to examine the feasibility of apply-

ing a multiple dimensions model to defining and measuring quality of

master's programs and to assess such a model in the context of the

human judgment process. More specifically, this study sought:

(1) to select broadly defined dimensions of quality useful in the

assessment of master's degree programs at the University of Northern

Colorado, (2) to develop operational definitions for each of the

dimensions using measures deemed available and appropriate, (3) to

employ a human judgment research model to assess the relative impor-

tance and interdependence of various dimensions in the actual

judgment process and examine differences and similarities among

various groups of subjects who rendered judgments, and (4) to develop

recommendations regarding the further study of quality at the master's

level considering implications for traditional and non-traditional

programs and the role of student services in assuring and assessing

the presence of quality.

The literature reviewed for this study began with an historical

overview of the master's degree and its future role. Consideration

was also given to the student in graduate education and the ability

of graduate programs to meet student needs, and means of assessing
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program quality including recently proposed multidimensional approaches

and their application to examining the quality of master's programs.

Additionally, the lens model was reviewed as a potentially useful

experimental paradigm for studying the human judgment process as it

relates to the assessment of master's program quality.

The design of this study incorporated the multiple dimensions

model proposed by Clark, et al., (1976) and adapted lens model pro-

cedures derived from the formulations of Egon Brunswik (1952, 1956).

The first step was to identify measures appropriate to the assess-

ment of master's programs employing them to operationally define

the seven general dimensions of quality proposed by Clark, et al.,

(1976). A panel of experts assisted in the task of identifying and

selecting specific measures. Secondly, a set of task materials was

developed consisting of instructions followed by 35 program profiles.

The quality dimensions, as displayed in bar graph program profiles,

served as cues consistent with the lens model. A separate response

sheet was used to record subject judgments. Finally, subjects

associated with master's programs as students, faculty and academic

administrators were asked to complete task materials thereby render-

ing judgments of program quality based upon information presented in

program profiles.

Qualitative indices were obtained by measuring the relation-

ship between the levels of dimensions in the profile description of

programs and the subject's judgment of those programs. These re-

lationships were analyzed for four subject groups including external

and resident master's candidates, faculty, and academic administrators.
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It was, therefore, possible to assess the importance of dimensions

in the judgments rendered by subjects and the extent to which the

groups of subjects were similar or dissimilar in their use of quality

dimensions.

Subjects included in this study consisted of four groups with

15 in each group. Student subjects were randomly selected from a

list of master's degree candidates completing programs during the

spring term 1978. One group included only those completing degrees

off campus through external programs. The other student group in-

cluded only those completing degrees on campus. Faculty and academic

administrators were selected on the basis of their responsibility

for the evaluation and review of graduate programs. Faculty subjects

were selected at random from the University's Faculty Senate and

Graduate Council. Academic administrators were selected from a com-

piled list of professional staff with more than half-time academic

administrative responsibility. Age, educational and sex differences

were inevitable and no attempt was made to control these variables.

Each subject was tested individually over 35 judgment tasks.

In each of the 35 program profiles, cue levels were set with the

following considerations in mind: (1) ten profiles were pre-set to

test fcr averaging and consistency tendencies, (2) ten profiles were

pre-set to test for specific influences associated with major vari-

ations in dimensions concerned with environment and academic offer-

ings, and (3) 15 profiles were pre-set on a random basis. The dimen-

sions and measures used to define them were summarized on the pages

facing each of the profiles. The separate response sheet contained
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35 criterion scales ranging from one to nine with nine representing

the highest attainable level of program quality. Each of the program

profiles were numbered to correspond with each of the criterion

scales. The subject's task was to observe the cue levels of a single

program profile and to rate the program accordingly on the criterion

scale. Cue values and criterion scales shared the same nine point

range.

To analyze the subjects' use of the seven dimensions as cues,

individual product-moment correlations (Pearson "r") were computed.

These cue utilization correlations were then converted to z values

for subsequent analyses. The mean utilization correlations (z values)

were subjected to a four by seven (groups by dimensions) repeated

measurements ANOVA. A significant main effect was obtained only for

differences between dimensions. The absence of other main effects

indicate that no significant differences appeared between groups in

cue utilization patterns. A judgment analysis procedure did, how-

ever, identify two natural groups of subjects who differed sub-

stantially in their utilization patterns.

Conclusions

Conclusions presented in this section were suggested by the

instrument development and data collection processes, and the statis-

tical analyses of data. The first set of conclusions pertain to the

application of the multidimensional model proposed by Clark, et al.,

(1976), and lens model procedures based upon the works of Brunswik

(1952, 1956), Hammond (1955, 1966), and Beal, et al., (1978). The

second set of conclusions pertain to the results of hypotheses
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testing and subsequent mean comparisons, and judgment analysis pro-

cedures.

Multiple Dimensions Model

The seven quality dimensions and program profile format adapted

well to the assessment of master's programs at the University of

Northern Colorado. The panel of experts readily identified and

selected measures to operationally define each of the quality dimen-

sions. The panel generally agreed that the seven dimensions were

comprehensive enough to characterize master's programs in qualitative

terms. Subjects interviewed also responded favorably to the dimen-

sions and measures used to define them, and the program profile

approach. Some panelists and subjects, however, did question certain

of the measures and the necessity of including the final dimension

concerned with overall program quality. Questions about measures

centered on whether such measures do or can define dimensions of

quality in reliable and valid ways. Those who questioned the in-

clusion of the last dimension did so believing that overall program

quality represented a combination of all dimensions and was, there-

fore, redundant. To others, however, the last dimension represented

measures more allied with the general reputation and external appear-

ance of a program thereby providing information not present in other

dimensions. The results, as discussed in Chapter TV, reveal that

subjects did depend upon the overall program quality dimension

suggesting that it is important in judging the quality of master's

programs.

The preliminary report of the Task Force on Assessment of
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Quality of Master's Degree Programs (see Appendix A) lends support

to the conclusion that the multidimensional approach is applicable

to master's programs. The Task Force announced its proposal to use

the model proposed by Clark, et al., (1976) some months after this

study was well underway. It is also noteworthy that the Task Force

did not include the last dimension concerned with overall program

quality. No explanation for their selection or exclusion of specific

dimensions was provided in their preliminary report.

Lens Model Procedures

Lens model procedures also adapted well to the purposes of

this study. By using only the judgment side of the model, specific

measuras were obtainable which described the functional relationship

between quality dimensions and the presence of quality as judged by

four groups of subjects. The computation of individual utilization

correlations, weighting schemes, significance tests, and judgment

analysis procedures were all possible with the lens model. Further-

more, the lens model provided an empirical means of examining the

utility of quality dimensions without relying on a direct inquiry

approach.

As discussed in Chapter II, examination of the judgment process

in the assessment of quality of graduate programs is an approach

unique to the literature in the field. To examine the judgment

process, however, a research model was required that could adequately

represent the state of affairs present in situations where subjects

are called upon to predict the presence of program quality. The lens

model, in tandem with the multidimensional approach previously
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discussed, provided the required theoretical representation of the

problem under investigation and the procedures used in conducting

the examination.

Hypotheses Testing

The three experimental hypotheses as stated in Chapter I were

formulated without a priori assumptions. The literature and related

research reviewed in Chapter II provided little empirical basis for

assuming that differences would appear between assigned groups or

the seven quality dimensions; nor was there reason to assume that an

interaction effect would be present. The hypotheses testing, there-

fore, was entirely exploratory with a posterior analyses conducted

where appropriate.

The absence of significant group differences was evident in

the results of hypotheses testing and visible upon examination of

Figure 5. The four groups were highly similar in their utilization

patterns. Differences related to group assignments, i.e., students,

faculty and administrators, were not expressed in any significant way

in group comparisons. These results suggest the existence of a

general consensus among those persons closest to master's programs,

in terms of the relative importance assigned to the various dimen-

sions of quality. Students in external crograms tend to value the

same dimensions as those enrolled in resident programs, those in

faculty positions and those serving in academic administration. The

relationship of the group to a master's program as students, as

faculty, or as administrators, does not appear to influence the

judgment patterns of the group.
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While group differences were not evident, differences between

dimensions were prominent. All assigned groups depended heavily

upon those dimensions concerned with the quality cf faculty, alumni,

resources and overall program. These results are generally con-

sistent with the emphasis such dimensions receive in the literature.

Reputational ratings, for example, rely heavily upon the scholarly

ability of the faculty as a primary criterion in rating graduate

programs (Blackburn & Lingenfelter, 1973, p. 4). Others in higher

education commonly view successful alumni as an important "outcome"

measure of quality (Willingham, 1974). And, quality resources that

are able to attract and retain quality faculty and students, and

sustain a scholarly program are considered essential (Clark, et al.,

1976, p. 7.1). Finally, the dimension concerned with overall program

quality includes a blend of external views of the program. The im-

portance of an "outside" view of a graduate program is emphasized in

the general popularity of reputational studies and the reliance upon

accrediting agencies and societies in assessing quality at all levels

of higher education.

Dimensions concerned with the quality of students, quality of

offerings and quality of environment were relied upon least by all

groups. Quality of students was used significantly more than offer-

ings or environment, but significantly less than all other dimensions.

The quality of offerings dimension was used significantly less than

all dimensions except environment. Environment revealed a slight

inverse mean utilization correlation for all groups.

Student quality did assume a small but definite role in judgment
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patterns of subjects. As Clark, et al., (1976, pp. 6.16-6.17) notes,

measures to define student auality are generally inadequate and un-

available. Perhaps the recognition of these inadequacies by students,

faculty and administrators accounts for the relatively low priority

given this dimension. Furthermore, some subjects reported that they

perceived a functional relationship between quality of students as

an "input" indicator and quality of alumni as an "output" indicator.

Under such circumstances, a program might be rated on the basis of

measurable change occurring between the two dimensions. A program

characterized by low student quality and high alumni quality might,

therefore, be viewed as a high quality program. While student quality

may be viewed as essential to the quality of a program, it may not

serve as an important variable in discerning differences between

degrees of quality. Such interrelationships between "input" and

"output" variables are suggested in the work of Blackburn and Lingen-

felter (1973).

Reasons for the extremely low reliance on dimensions that

describe the quality of program offerings and the environment are

difficult to identify. Of all the dimensions, these two pertain most

to internal measures of quality, i.e., those concerned with the human

climate for learning, structures, procedures and program objectives.

Opinions and perceptions about the program from those directly in-

volved in the program being judged provide the basis for measuring

these dimensions. Such measures may not be trusted as objective in-

dicators when considered alongside other dimensions that contain

measures derived from independent sources. Clark, et al., (1976,
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p. 9.3) note, "high satisfaction with the academic Program may re-

flect modest expectations and could be quite consistent with lower

measures in other area."

An absence of trust in measures used to describe the environ-

ment and offerings dimensions may have revealed itself dramatically

in this study. As discussed in Chapter TV, an inspectional exami-

nation of mean utilization correlations revealed sizable variations

when comparing selected combinations of program profiles. In par-

ticular, the correlations were markedly lower for the environment

and program offerings dimensions on the pre-set profiles than were

observed for the randomly set profiles. Ten of the 20 pre-set pro-

files tended to place environment and offerings dimensions in sharp

contrast with other dimensions. The results may suggest that en-

vironment and offerings dimensions are useful only in situations

where the cue levels of other dimensions are nearly similar. In

situations of high contrast, such dimensions may not be viewed as

reliable indicators of program quality. Such conclusions, however,

are only tentative and suggest the need for further study.

Judgment Analysis Procedures

Judgment analysis procedures were adapted to this study to

further examine subject differences in utilization patterns. Emerging

from the larger group patterns already observed was a minority of

subjects (natural group 1) represented primarily by resident students.

Their utilization correlations contrasted with the majority of

subjects (natural group 2) by expressing a more balanced use of the

seven quality dimensions. Interpreting these results is difficult.
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They may, however, simply suggest that there is a natural minority

of persons who will tend to judge programs taking into account all

or most of the information presented and relying less on any single

dimension. Resident students may tend to be represented more in

such a minority group than other selected subjects included in the

assigned groups. Inspectional examination of sex and age range

characteristics of the two groups, as presented in Table 12 of Chapter

IV, do not reveal substantial differences in their makeup except in-

somuch as the age makeup of group 1 is influenced by the predominance

of resident students. Upon group comparisons of response tendencies,

group 1 was observed to be slightly less consistent than group 2.

Group 1 also tended to average less than group 2. These results,

coupled with the lower grand mean recorded for group 1, may suggest

that the judgment policies and practices of group 1 are less consistent

or definitive than the remaining subjects. It is important to note,

however, that any conclusions drawn from these results are tentative

at best. Further study is required to better understand the judgment

patterns that set these two groups apart.

Implications and Recommendations

It would appear from the results of this study and the recent

work of the Council of Graduate Schools Task Force (see Appendix A)

that the multiple dimensions approach is applicable to assessment of

quality at the master's level. Furthermore, all indications are that

such an approach is needed and will be tested on a national basis.

Given these circumstances, the implications suggested by the results

of this study may be especially important.
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Perhaps the most significant implication of this study is its

relationship to other efforts to construct meaningful assessment

methods for examining the quality of master's programs. The promising

work of Clark, et al., (1976) and the Council of Graduate Schools

Task Force is moving towards a comprehensive means of assessing

master's programs using measures that relate to a variety of dimen-

sions of program quality. The work of Longenecker (1979) signals

progress toward establishment of criterion for program quality which

can be functionally tied to multiple dimensions for purposes of

predicting program quality. And, this study focuses on the judgment

side of quality assessment. Taken together, these three approaches

complete the theoretical representation captured in the lens model.

The opportunity may, therefore, exist to fully examine all relation-

ships important in the assessment process including the ability of

a judge to accurately predict auality in a program based on the "best

bet" arrangement of quality dimensions.

Implications for the assessment of non-traditional programs are

difficult to draw from the result of this study. The only variable

introduced in the design of this study related to non-traditional

programs was the inclusion of the external degree candidates as a

subject group. No significant differences were observed in the

judgment patterns of external student subjects as compared to the

other groups. In a subtle way, these results may lend support to the

position taken by the Council of Graduate Schools (1977) on the

importance of maintaining equivalency of quality of master's programs

regardless of their delivery mode. In effect, external degree



81

students appeared to value essentially the same quality dimensions

in rendering their judgments as did all other groups.

There are a number of general and specific implications for

student services in the context of quality assessment of master's

programs. Upon examination of the multidimensional model used in

this study and the measures that defined each of the dimensions,

it becomes obvious that student services figure prominently. Specific

support services for which student personnel administrators may be

partially or wholly responsible are referenced or subsumed in such

dimensions as quality of students, environment, resources, and

alumni. Certainly the institutional responsibility for collecting,

interpreting, and maintaining data to provide the measures needed

for comprehensive assessment purposes will rest with areas broadly

fitting the definition of student services like graduate admissions,

alumni services, counseling and testing, placement, records, and

financial aid. The results of studies of this kind may also suggest

the priority which institutions should give to the collection, main-

tenance and use of aualitative information within dimensional cate-

gories.

More specific implications for student services are suggested

by lens model procedures and results. The lens model provided a

means of assessing the perceptions of master's students, faculty and

administrators with regard to quality of master's programs. Results

revealed the extent to which these groups shared or differed in their

judgment patterns and, therefore, in their perception of program

quality. While such perceptual information might have a number of
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uses, it would seem particularly helpful in addressing the recognized

problem of information needs of prospective graduate students

(Katz & Hartnett, 1976, p. 4). Information about programs might be

developed considering what students value as important in a program.

And, efforts to provide such information may be based upon a more

accurate understanding of the perceptual differences and similarities

that exist within and between groups of students and other subjects.

Finally, those dimensions concerned with environment, program

offerings, and quality of students were considered less important by

all subject groups than other dimensions. Of the seven dimensions,

these three represent elements of the program most directly related

to student services. Further research is needed to examine the

underlying reasons for the generally low reliance on such factors in

judgments of program quality.

The lens model may have many other research applications of

interest to student personnel administrators. As noted by Beal, et

al., (1978, p. 3), the lens model is adaptable to a variety of

problems and has been applied to such areas as ". . . personnel

selection, clinical judgment, university planning, conflict resolution,

interpersonal learning, and the effects of medication on cognative

processes." Such applications and others suggested by them hold

promise for research to investigate the nature and character of

higher education.

In considering recommendations for further research, the author

identified the following topical areas in the course of conducting

this study:
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1. Replicate this study periodically at the same institution
to determine changing trends in the judgment patterns of master's
students, faculty and administrators.

2. Modify the design of this study by using different combi-
nations of subject groups which include persons who are not directly
involved in master's programs, i.e., employers of graduates, public
policy makers, recent alumni, prospective students, etc. Longitudi-
nal studies comparing the judgment patterns of the same groups of
master's students at different stages from prospective student
through alumni status may also be revealing.

3. Construct a study, using lens model procedures, to examine
the relative importance that subjects give specific measures in
judging the quality of a single dimension. Such an approach may
enable the researcher to assess measures on the basis of whether
they strengthen or weaken the dimensions they are used to define.

4. As discussed in this chapter, construct a study that
attempts to examine all aspects of the quality assessment process
captured in the theoretical representation of the lens model. In
addition to examining the functional relationships between judgments
of quality and the use of dimensions as cues to quality, consider-
ation could also he given to relationships between dimensions and
actual quality as defined by given criteria. Achievement, as de-
scribed in the lens model, might also be examined.

5. Modify the design of this study to examine judgment patterns
as they may be influenced by focusing on specific kinds of programs.
Comparisons of subject areas, types of degree programs, and delivery
modes are possible and may provide insight into the nature of program
quality in different settings.
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Report on The
Survey of Proposed Characteristics, Indicators, and Sources

Related to the Assessment of Quality in Master's Degree
Programs By CGS Task Force on Assessment of Quality in

Master's Degree Programs

James Ballowe, Bradley University
Giles T. Brown, California State College at Fullerton

Bernard J. Downey, Villanova University
Laurine E. Fitzgerald, University of Wisconsin at Oshkosh

Robert R. Raymo, New York University
Sam C. Webb (deceased), Georgia Institute of Technology

Consultants
Robert Altman, ETS
Mary Jo Clark, ETS

January 10, 1979

RESPONSE

Questionnaires Sent Out 363

Questionnaires Returned 202
(January 3, 1979)

Institution Master's Only - or predominantly 86
Type Research oriented Ph.D. 116

202

EXPECTATIONS OF
USEFULNESS Master's Doctors Total

Adjusted
Percent Percent

Very Useful 19 23 42 20.8% 26.1%

Useful 35 47 82 40.5% 50.9%

Somewhat Useful 9 18 27 13.4% 16.8%

Doubtful or of No Use 3 7 10 5.0% 6.2%

Did not Answer Question 20 21 41 20.3%

TOTALS 86 116 202 100.0% 100.0%



PART

C.

Information

1

RESOURCES
Characteristics

for Program Assessment--Masters Degree Level
Council of Graduate Schools Survey
Final Report - January 10, 1979

Ratings of.Importance of Characteristics

Master's Institutions Doctoral. Institutions All Institutions

Academic Prof./Tech Academic Prof./Tech Academic Prof./Tech

Facilities t. services 3.56 3.52 3.70 3.66 3.64 3.60

Administrative support 3.44 3.46 3.39 3.35 3.41 3.40

Support services for
students 2.89 2.07 2.76 2.77 2.02 2.81

Faculty 3.80 3.72 3.69 3.54 3.74 3.62

Enrollment 2.82 2.83 2.94 2.94 2.89 2.89

Degrees 3.06 2.82 2.99 2.91 3.02 2.97

D. LEARNING ENVIRONMENT
Characteristics

Intellectual environment 3.58 3.38 3.70 3.45 3.61 3.42

Interpersonal
environment 3.17 3.14 3.18 3.18 3.18 3.1.6

Morale
a. Student satisfaction

with program

b. Faculty satisfaction

3.31 3.35 3.31 3.35 3.31 3.35

with employment conditions 3.22 3.26 3.18 3.11 3.20 3.15



Information for Program Assessment -- Misters Degree Level
Council of Graduate Schools Survey
Final Report January 10, 1979

PANT I Ratings of Importance of Characteristics

E. PROGRAM CONTENTS
AND PROCEDURES
Characteristics

Master's Institutions

Academic Prof./Tech

Doctoral Institutions

Academic Prof./Tech

All Institutions

Academic Prof./Tech

Program purpose 3.44 3.47 3.34 3.43 3.38 3.45

Academic offerings 3.58 3.49 3.61 3.44 3.59 3.46

Degree requirements 3.51 3.47 3.65 3.61 3.59 3.55

Assistantship and
internship experiences 2.99 3.13 3.1G 3.33 3.09 3.24

F. RECENT ALUMNI
Characteristics

First. job after degree 2.70 2.94 2.91 3.26 2.82 3.12

Career development 2.89 3.13 2.95 3.15 2.92 3.14

Postdegree achievements 2.90 2.96 3.19 3.12 3.07 3.05

Satisfaction with
educational trainihy 3.26 3.28 3.26 3.39 3.26 3.34

Time to degree 2.45 2.42 2.513 2.62 2.52 2.57



Information for Program Assessment--Master's Degree Level
Council of Graduate Schools Survey
Final Report - January 10, 1979

PART II
Rating of Appropriateness of Indicators and Sources

A. FACULTY

Characteristics
Source of
Indicators

Master's
Institutions

Doctoral
Institutions

All
Institutions

Quality of instruction

Ratings of faculty preparation for courses, useful
Acad. P/T Acad. P/T Acad. P/T

criticism of student work, use of appropriate teaching
methods and evaluation procedures, excitement for new
ideas, helpfulness to students.

S,A 3.04 3.03 2.93 2.99 2.98 3.01

Quality of student advisement

Ratings of faculty awareness of student needs and
suggestions, concern for the professional development
of students, accessibility; quality of academic and
career guidance.

S,A,F 3.05 3.12 2.95 2.97 2.99 3.04

Scholarly and artistic contributions
a) number of scholarly or scientific books and journal

articles published in the last five years
b) number of other creative scholarly works that have

been performed, exhibited, or published in the last
five years

c) research activity as indicated by grants, editor-
ships, awards, etc.

3.45 3.41 3.27 3.14 3.35 3.26

Professional activities
Self-reported offices held in professional associations;
consulting; contributed services; private practice of
one's profession (e.g., clinician or CPA).

F 3.25 3.32 3_11 3.15 3.20 3.22

Coomdtment to the program
Ratings of involvement in decision-making; team efforts;
job satisfaction; commitment to the master's degree
program.

F 2.80 2.82 2.61 2.59 2.69 2.70

Training and experience
Highest degree; years of teaching experience; rank;
tenure.

F 3.41 3.39 3.44 3.26 3.43 3.32



Information for Program Assessment--Master's Degree Level
Council. of Graduate Schools Survey
Final Report - January 10, 1979

PART II
Rating of Appropriateness of Indicators and Sources

B. STUDENTS Source of Master's Doctoral. AllCharacteristics Indicators Institutions Institutions Institutions

Acad. P/T Acad. P/T Acad. P/TAcademic ability
Self-reported grades: (a) total undergraduate
(b) major and/or allied undergraduate; (c) graduate 2.80 2.83 2.70 2.77 2.79 2.80

Accomplishments

Self-reported publications or presentations, inde-
pendent research, nonclassroom development of
professional skills.

S 2.86 2.81 2.92 2.88 2.89 2.87

Commitment and motivation
a) Self-rated pursuit of unassigned reading, enthusiasm

for or dedication to the major; professional
activities

b) Faculty-rated enthusiasm, perseverance, and
independence of students.

S 2.79 2.77 2.71 2.76 2.74 2.77

Plans after graduation

Self-reported plans fur further study or employment. S 2.74 2.76 2.94 2.98 2.85 2.88

Personal characteristics

Year of undergraduate degree, sex, enrollment full-
or part-time, relevant work experience

S 2.88 2.92 2.88 2.88 2.88 2.90

Persistence/attrition

Percentage of entering students who complete the degree. P 3.32 3.28 3.28 3.32 3.30 3.30



Information for Program Assessment--Master's Degree Level
Council of Graduate Schools Survey
Final Report - January 10, 1979

PART II Rating of Appropriateness of Indicators and Sources

C. RESOURCES

Characteristics

Facilities and Services
Ratings of adequacy of library holdings, equipuent
needed for teaching and research, space, course
scheduling; departmental funds; financial. aid
for students.

Administrative support

Ratings of campus administration and dean's support
of the program; university procedures relative to
program development; adequacy of support staff.

Support services for students
Ratings of accessibility of graduate student housing,
counseling, financial aid, health care, placement,
parking, facilities for intellectual and social
interaction.

Faculty

Percentage of faculty with doctorates; percentage
tenured; number of full-time and part-time faculty.

Enrollment

Number of first-year students; total number of full-
and part-time students; number of foreign students.

Degrees

Highest degree offered; number of master's and
doctor's degrees awarded in last five years.

Source of
Indicators

Master's
Institutions

Doctoral
Institutions

Acad. P/T Acad. P/T

F,S 3.24 3.29 3.17 3.23

2.95 2.94 2.88 2.84

S 3.09 3.05 2.91 2.91

P 3.54 3.44 3.49 3.47

P 3.46 3.43 3.50 3.49

P 3.53 3.48 3.55 3.51

All
Institutions

Acad. P/T

3.20 3.26

2.91 2.90

2.99 2.97

3.51 3.46

3.49 3.47

3.54 3.50



information for Program Assessment--Master's Degree Level
Council of Graduate Schools Survey
Final Report - January 10, 1979

PART IT
Rating of Appropriateness of Indicators and Sources

D. LEARNING ENVIRONMENT!'

Characteristics

Intellectual environment

Ratings of competitiveness among students, atmosphere
conducive to rigorous intellectual effort, intellectual
excitement, academic demans; opportunity to interact
with persons employed in fields related to the degree
program.

Interpersonal environment
Ratings of extent to which different personalities
and points of view are welcome; team efforts; in-
formal student and faculty interactions; faculty
concern for student development; collegiality.

Morale
a) student satisfaction with program

Ratings of training as preparation for anticipated
career; learning that has taken place; extent to
which program delivers what was promised.

b) Faculty satisfaction with employment conditions
Ratings of departmental leadership, participation
IA decision-making, interactions with colleagues

Source of
Indicators

Master's
Institutions

Doctoral
Institutions

Acad. P/TAcad. F/T

S,F 3.16 3.04 3.06 3.08

S,F 3.05 2.99 2.91 3.01

S 3.11 3.10 3.10 3.11

3.07 3.03 3.02 3.03

All
institutions

Acad. P/T

3.10 3.06

2.97 3.00

3.10 3.11

3.04 3.03



Information for Program Assessment--Master's Degree Level
Council. of Graduate Schools Survey
Final Report - January 10, 1979

PART II Rating of Appropriateness of indicators and Sources

E. PROGRAM CONTENTS AND PROCEDURES
Characteristics

Source of
Indicators

Master's
Institutions

Doctoral
institutions

All
institutions

Program purpose

Ratings of relative emphasis on preparing researchers
Acad. P/T Acad. P/T Acad. P/T

teachers, or practitioners; personal enrichment; or
further study.

F,S 3.11 3.13 2.96 3.01 3.02 3.06

Academic offerings

Ratings of opportunities to take courses in other
fields, number and quality of non-course activities
sponsored by the program, variety and depth of course
offerings, flexibility to meet individual student
needs, independent study; opportunities for creativity
in projects, papers, or research; extent to which course
offerings and content reflect clearly stated objectives
of the program.

S, F,A 3.32 3.31 3.21 3.24 3.26 3.27

Degree requirements
Does the degree require;
a) comprehensive or other terminal examination
b) thesis or other independent research project
c) internship, practicum, or field experience

p 3.56 3.56 3.58 3.54 3.57 3.55

Assistantship and internship experiences
Ratings of assignment, supervision, colleagueship,
learning experiences.

5,11 3.16 3.26 3.14 3.17 3.15 3.21



Information for Program Assessment--Master's Degree Level
Council of Graduate Schools Survey
Final Report January 10, 1979

PART II Rating of Appropriateness of indicators

F. RECENT ALUMNI Source of master's Doctoral
Characteristics Indicators Institutions Institutions

and Sources

All
Institutions

First job after degree
Self-reported employer type, major job responsibilities

Acad. P/T Acad. P/T Acad. P/T

relationship to graduate study, whether job was the same
as or different from one held prior to receiving the
degree.

A 3.15 3.19 3.26 3.35 3.22 3.28

Career development
Self-reported current employer type, major job
responsibilities, relationship to graduate study
satisfaction with career progression, supervisory
responsibilities.

A 3.12 3.14 3.20 3.18 3.16 3.16

Post-- degree achievements

Self-reported professional publications and pre-
sentations, income, noteworthy achievements,
further graduate study.

A 3.03 3.00 3.25 3.22 3.15 3.12

Satisfaction with educational training
Ratings of extent to which program prepared for
employment; personal enrichment; strengths and
weakness of program.

A 3.20 3.10 3.21 3.26 3.21 3.22

Time to degree
Year started program, year received degree. A 3.04 3.01 3.12 3.21 3.09 3.13
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Expert Panel to Define Dimensions

Initial Letter to Panel Members

List of Measures to Define Dimensions

Follow-Up Letter to Panel Members

Quality Dimensions Definitions
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Letter sent to: April 3, 1978

Dr. Barbara Mickey, Vice President for Academic Development
and Evaluation

Dr. Dennis Gay, Assistant Dean of the Graduate School and
Associate Professor of Special Education

Dr. Timothy D. Cavanagh, Professor of Mathematics, Chairman of
the Graduate Council

Dr. John K. Gapter, Professor of Botany, Chairman of the
Faculty Senate

Ms. Luella S. Olson, Graduate Student in PCG, Member of the
Graduate Council

Dr. Kendrick Spooner, Director of Program Evaluation

Dear

I am conducting a study, as part of a doctoral dissertation
at Oregon State University, that is concerned with judgments of
program quality as applied to master's degree programs. As (an
administrator, a faculty member or a graduate student) with some
responsibility for the evaluation of graduate programs, I am seeking
your assistance in constructing my research instrument.

For purposes of this study, seven general dimensions of program
quality will be considered. They include:

Faculty Quality
Student Quality
Quality of Resources
Quality of Environment
Quality of Academic Offerings
Quality of Alumni
Overall Program Quality

In constructing my instrument, however, it is necessary that I
further define each of these dimensions using specific measures or
indicators of quality that appear appropriate to the evaluation of
master's degree programs at UNC. Your help in selecting these
specific measures will be appreciated.

Attached you will find a list of suggested quality measures
arranged according to the general quality dimensions to which they
correspond. Space is also provided to write in additional measures
which you think should be included. Some measures may, in your
opinion, appear very appropriate to the evaluation of programs at
UNC while others may appear less appropriate. Review the complete
list of measures carefully and add your own in the spaces provided.
Secondly, review the specific measures within each general dimension
and rank each one from the most appropriate to the least appropriate.
Use a rank of "1" for the most appropriate, "2" for the next, and
so forth. Your complete list of measures, thus rank ordered within
general dimensions, should then be returned to me as soon as possible.
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Page 2
April 3, 1978

Your assistance in identifying and rank ordering measures
of program quality will be most helpful. Thank you in advance for
your time and effort. If you have questions concerning the nature
of the study or the procedure called for in this letter, please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Kent L. Jackson

KLJ/pe

Encs.
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GENERAL DIMENSIONS OF PROGRAM QUALITY
AND SPECIFIC MEASURES

Faculty Quality

1. Academic training as measured by the percent of faculty
with Ph.D's or the equivalent.

2. Academic training as measured by the percent of faculty
with Ph.D's from "top" programs in their field of special-
ization.

3. Average number of research proposals funded in the last
three years per 1eTE faculty.

4. Average number of publications, journal articles, research
presentations, patents or other artistic performances or
products per FTE faculty.

5. Teaching effectiveness as rated by peer faculty.

6. Teaching effectiveness as rated by students in the program.

7. Receptivity and adaptability to change as rated by faculty
peers, students and administrators.

8. Average number of professional awards or recognitions per
FTE faculty.

9.

10.
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Student Quality

1. General ability as measured by general graduate aptitude
tests such as GRE, MAT, etc.

2. General ability as measured by undergraduate grade average.

3. Specialized ability as measured by appropriate GRE or
other advanced standardized test.

4. Ability and potential for success as measured by faculty
interview prior to admission.

5.

6.



Quality of Resources

Rank

1. Educational and general expense budget per FTE student.

2. Funds from outside sources as a percent of the total
program budget.
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3. Average dollar income per FTE faculty from outside sources
over the past three years.

4. Dollar amount of federal research projects, grants and
contracts over the past three years.

5. Percent of qualified applicants who are admitted and
enrolled as reported by the admissions committee.

6. Median salary by faculty rank.

7. Adequacy of laboratory equipment and instructional
facilities as rated by faculty.

8. Adequacy of computer facilities for needs of the program
as rated by faculty members.

9.

10.
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Quality of Environment

1. Average faculty-reported satisfaction with program leader-
ship, enthusiasm for program, loyalty and involvement.

2. Faculty satisfaction with freedom to plan courses and
conduct research without internal and external inter-
ference.

3. Provisions for assistance to new and young faculty as
judged by faculty members.

4. Average student rating on a scale measuring faculty concern
for student development and welfare, accessibility, advising
skill and teaching effectiveness.

5. Student sense of community, feeling of shared interests and
involvement in worthwhile activities, as rated by students
and alumni.

6. Student satisfaction with non-academic aspects of the
program including social, educational, recreational and
cultural activities, programs and services.

7.

S.
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Quality of Academic Offerings

1. Program efficiency as measured by the per cent of those
enrolled who ultimately earn degrees.
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2. Program efficiency as measured by the estimated total time
required to complete a degree.

3. Faculty degree of agreement with and commitment to the
purposes and goals of the program.

4. Faculty satisfaction with their own influence on important
decisions concerning the program.

5. Degree of clarity of program purposes and plans as judged
by faculty, students and alumni.

6. The per cent of students who would recommend the program
to others with similar interests and abilities.

7. Average student rated satisfaction with academic aspects
of the program.

8. Congruence of student career interests with program pur-
poses and emphasis as judged by students.

9. Clarity of requirements and standards for progression from
entrance to graduation with stated times for review and
evaluation, as judged by students and faculty.

10. Satisfaction with program efforts to place graduates as
judged by students and alumni.

11. Quality of advising system as rated by students and alumni.

12. Student and alumni reported satisfaction with the oppor-
tunity to work closely with at least one member of the
faculty.

13. Flexibility of program requirements sufficient to meet
individual student needs, as judged by students.

14.

15.



Rank

Quality of Alumni

1. Per cent of graduates in last three years who obtained
employment directly related to their field of special-
ization.
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2. Average number of publications by those who graduated in
the last five years.

3. Average salary of alumni placed in first position upon
completion of the program.

4. Employer rating of, or satisfaction with, alumni in the
first position upon completion of the program.

5. Average number of research presentations, conference
addresses, performances or artistic products presented
per alumni in the past three years.

6.

7.
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Overall Program Quality

1. Alumni rating of the overall scholarly excellence of the
program.

2. Student rating of the overall scholarly excellence of the
program.

3. Faculty rating of the overall scholarly excellence of the
program.

4. Overall rating of the scholarly excellence of the program
by academic administrators.

5. Overall rating of program excellence by employers of
program graduates.

6.

7.
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Letter sent to: April 21, 1978

Dr. Barbara Mickey, Vice President for Academic Development
and Evaluation

Dr. Dennis Gay, Assistant Dean of the Graduate School and
Associate Professor of Special Education

Dr. Timothy D. Cavanagh, Professor of Mathematics, Chairman of
the Graduate Council

Dr. John K. Gapter, Professor of Botany, Chairman of the
Faculty Senate

Ms. Luella S. Olson, Graduate Student in PCG, Member of the
Graduate Council

Dr. Kendrick Spooner, Director of Program Evaluation

Dear

Thank you so much for assisting in the task of selecting
specific measures appropriate to the evaluation of quality at the
master's degree level. I have completed the initial analysis of
panelist's suggestions and have prepared the first draft of the
instrument to be used in my study. Attached you will find copies of
pages 2 and 3 of the instrument instructions defining the seven (7)
general dimensions of quality. The process of selecting the specific
measures is summarized as follows:

1. A list of measures, drawn from the current literature and
grouped within general dimensions, was presented to each
member of the panel. Space was also provided for additional
measures suggested by panelists.

2. An interview was conducted with each panelist including a
general explanation of the study and the specific task of
selecting measures for the instrument. Panelists were
asked to:

a. Review the entire list of measures, ask for clarifi-
cation or suggest modifications, and add any measures
not included.

b. Rank order, within each general dimension, specific
measures on the basis of their relative degree of
appropriateness in evaluating the quality of master's
degree programs at UNC.

3. Results of the interviews were analyzed on the basis of:

a. Degree of consensus regarding those measures generally
considered to be appropriate.

b. The feasibility of combining certain measures that
reflect some commonality.

c. The ability to construct brief statements which ade-
quately and operationally define each general dimension.
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Page 2
April 21, 1978

The preliminary description of quality dimensions will be used
in pilot testing the first draft of the instrument. This process
should be completed by May 5. If you have additional suggestions
that should be considered in the final revision of the instrument,
please let me hear from you prior to the 5th of May. You can contact
me at 351-2551.

Your assistance in this phase of the project has been appreci-
ated.

Sincerely,

Kent L. Jackson

KLJ/ry

Enc.
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GENERAL DIMENSIONS OF PROGRAM QUALITY
AND SPECIFIC MEASURES

Quality of Faculty

The quality of faculty is ranked on the basis of four measures:
(1) teaching effectiveness as measured by student and peer faculty
ratings; (2) academic preparation as measured by the percent of
faculty with Ph.D.'s or the equivalent from leading institutions in
their field; (3) professional activity as measured by the degree of
faculty participation in professional organizations, publications,
research presentations, or products development; (4) and the average
number of years of experience in the field.

Quality of Students

The following combined measures provide a total index for the
quality of entering students: (1) ability and potential for success
as measured by faculty interviews prior to admission; (2) special-
ized ability as measured by advanced tests appropriate to the field
of study; (3) general ability as measured by undergraduate GPA and
general aptitude tests; (4) and evaluative measures or letters of
recommendation from prior employment related to the field of study.

Quality of Resources

Resources are ranked using the following measures: (1) general
and education expense budget per full-time faculty member; (2) median
salary by faculty rank; (3) per cent of qualified and admitted stu-
dent applicants who actually enroll; (4) and the adequacy of in-
structional, library, laboratory, and computer resources, facilities
and equipment as rated by students and faculty.

Quality of Environment

The quality of environment is indexed by combining two measures:
(1) faculty reported satisfaction with program leadership, enthusiasm
for program, loyalty, involvement, and freedom to plan and conduct
courses and research; (2) student reported satisfaction with the
level of faculty concern for students, faculty accessibility, advising
skill and teaching effectiveness, student's sense of community, feel-
ing of shared interests and involvement in worthwhile activities.

Quality of Academic Offerings

Academic offerings are given a rank on the basis of four
measures: (1) degree of faculty agreement and commitment to program
purposes, and satisfaction with own influence on important program
decisions; (2) degree of clarity of program purposes and plans, re-
quirements and standards for progression from entrance to graduation
with stated times for evaluation, as judged by students, faculty,
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and alumni; (3) quality of advising as rated by students and alumni;
(4) and student and alumni rated satisfaction with academic aspects
of the program.

Quality of Alumni

An index for the quality of alumni is arrived at by combining
three measures: (1) the per cent of graduates who obtain employment
directly related to their field of study; (2) the satisfaction of
employers with alumni; (3) and the level of professional activity as
measured by the degree of participation in professional organi-
zations, publishing, research presentations or products development.

Overall Program Quality

The more global ranking of program quality is accomplished by
combining overall measures from: (1) alumni; (2) employers;
(3) visiting faculty from other institutions; (4) and professional
organizations or accrediting agencies.
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APPENDIX C

Directions and General Dimensions
of Program Quality

Program Profiles 1-35

Survey Response Sheet

Order of Profile Presentations
--Random Rearrangement Chart



114

SURVEY OF :1AsTla's DECREE
PROGaAM QUALITY

Directions: in this booklet you will find 35 profiles describing actual
master's degree program. Your task is to review each ?rot:am profile
and then rate the program in terms of the quality level you attribute to it.

Program profiles consist of seven (7) general quality dimensions.
Each dimension consists of specific measures which. taken together, provide
a total index of the program's standing on that dimension. The profile
reflects the extent to which the program compares favorably or unfavorably
with other programs, thus allowing ic to be compared with other prorrams on
the same seven (7) quality dimensions. A simple bar graph is used to
describe each program profile. For example, on the first of the general
dimensions "Quality of Faculty", the following program rates "Among the
Highest" as compared to other master's degree programs:

General Dimensions

Quality of Faculty

Among Among
the About the

Lowest Average Highest

I ! I !

iMENNESEEMIZEZEINtIll'
There is a separate response sheet with numbered scales that correspond

to the number of each program profile. Each scale includes nine (9) locations
along a continuum from "Among Lowest" to "Among Highest". After reviewint
the first profile, your assessment of that degree program by circling
the number "1" at the appropriate location along the response sheet stale.
Continue on in this manner until you have reviewed and judged the quality of
all thirty--five (35) master's degree programs. For e%smple, after reviewing
the sample profile partially displayed above, your racing of :ne first program
on the response sheet scale may be as follows:

Among Lowest About Average Amone Hithes:

Program Profile 1 I 1 1

Now review the quality dimensions and spo cv dc on Pag.s
2 and 3. A summary of this information is provided an :he facing of each
program profile and you may refer bac.r. to pages 2 and 3.as you progress.
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GENZRAI, DIMENSIONS OF PROGRA.1 QUALITY
AND SPECIFIC MEASURES

Quality of Faculty

The quality of faculty is ranked on the basis of four measures:
(1) teaching effectiveness as measured by student and peer faculty ratings;
(2) academic preparation as measured by the percent of faculty with Ph.D's
or the equivalent from leading institutions in their field; (3) professional
activity as measured by the degree of fatuity participation in professional
organizations, publications, research presentations, or products development;
(4) and the average number of years of experience in the field.

Quality of Students

The following combined measures provide a total index for the quality
of entering students: (1) ability and potential for success as measured by
faculty interviews prior to admission; (2) specialized ability as measured
by advanced tests appropriate to the field of study; (3) general ability
as measured by undergraduate OPb and general aptitude tests; (4) and evaluative
measures or letters of recommendation from prior employment related to the
field of study.

Quality of Resources

Resources are ranked using the following measures: (1) general and
educational expense budget per fuLl-time faculty member; (2) median salary by
faculty rams; (3) percent of qualified and admitted student applicants who
actually enroll; (4) and the adequacy of instructional, library, laboratory,
and computer resources, facilities and equipment as rated by students and
faculty.

Quality of Enviroaaeat

The quality of environment is indexed by combining two measures:
(1) faculty reported satisfaction with program leadership, enthusiasm for
program, loyalty, iavolvemenc, and freedom to plan and conduct courses and
research; (2) student reported satisfaction with the level of faculty concern
for students, faculty accessibility, advising skill and teaching effectiveness,
student's sense of comunity, feeling of shared interests and involvement in
worthwhile activities.
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Quality of Academic Offerings
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Academic offerings are given a rank on the basis of four measures:
(1) degree of faculty agreement and commitment to program purposes, and
satisfaction with own influence on important program decisions; (2) degree
of clarity of prozram purposes and plans, requirements and scandards for
progression from entrance to graduation with stated times for evaluation, as
judged by students, faculty and alumni: (3) quality of advising as raced by
students and alumni; (4) and student and alumni raced satisfaction with
academic aspects of the program.

Quality of Alumni

An index for the quality of alumni is arrived ac by combining three
measures: (1) the percent of graduates who obtain employment directly related
to their field of study; (2) the satisfaction of employers with alumni; (3) and
the level of professional activity as measured by the degree of participation
in professional organizations, publishing, research presentations or products
development.

Overall Program Oualitv

This more global ranking of program quality is accomplished by combining
overall measures from: (1) alumni; (2) employers; (3) visiting faculty from
other institutions; (4) and professional organizations or accrediting agencies.

Before you begin, you may want to reread the directions given on page 1.

Remember, your task is to race each program based upon your own interpretation

of the program's profile and the level of quality you choose to a-,-i'^ut= to ,it.

Consider each program separately, move along as rapidly as possible, and do

not return to programs you have already evaluated.

If you understand the :ask and have no further questions. you may begin.

Turn the page to Program Profile 1 and proceed.

-3-



117

DIMENSIONS OF PROGRAM QUALITY

Quality of Faculty

*Teaching effectiveness
*Academic ?reparation
*Professional activity
*Years of experience

Quality of Students

*Ability and potential for success
*Specialized ability
*General ability
*Evaluation of prior employment

Quality of Resources

*General and educational expense budget
*Faculty salary
*Qualified student applicants
*Instructional resources and facilities

Quality of Environment

*Faculty satisfaction with environment
*Student satisfaction with environment

Quality of Academic Offerings

*Faculty satisfaction and commitment
*Clarity of program
*Quality of advising

*Student and alumni satisfaction with academic aspects

quality of Alumni

*Employment in related field
*Employer satisfaction with alumni
*Professional activity

Overall Program Quality

*Alumni overall racing
*Employer overall racing
*visiting faculty overall rating
*Rating Sy professional organisation or agency
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CROUP
SUBJECT

SURVEY RESPONSE SHEET

This is an anonymous sro3ram assessment survey. ?La -se provide on
your age and sex on this form: ACE SEX

Axons lowest About Average Among :iizhes:

Profiles 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 35 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3

4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

6 6 6 5 6 6 6 6 6

7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7

8 3 8 3 8 3 3 3 3

9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9

10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11

12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12

13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13 13

14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14 14

15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15

16 15 16 16 16 16 16 16 16

17 17 17 17 17 17 17 17 ;-

18 18 13 18 18 13 13 13 13

19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19

20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20

21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21

22 22 22 22 22 22 22 .7,2 ,,

23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23

24 24 24 2-, 24 24 24 24 4

25 23 23 25 25 25 25 25 25

26 25 26 25 26 26 26 26 26
27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27

28 23 23 23 2S 23 23 23 23

29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29 29

30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30

31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31

32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32

33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 33

34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 31

35 35 35 35 35 35 35 33 35
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Order of Profile Presentations Over
Fifteen Separate Arrangements

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

33 20 5 19 24 22 24 30 1 35 23 10 35 14 25
15 27 9 24 20 29 10 34 31 33 18 16 24 11 1
17 19 8 35 18 33 28 32 28 2 21 27 5 18 9
11 10 29 18 34 9 1 13 16 12 29 7 21 9 2

6 11 11 25 11 28 35 16 27 7 22 6 19 13 8

3 34 18 14 35 21 4 27 20 24 7 17 2 7 22
18 3 33 16 9 7 9 19 25 27 34 4 20 24 33
12 9 3 29 16 35 32 25 29 20 27 9 32 32 35
4 35 21 1 30 8 21 20 30 25 28 5 34 6 20

22 16 10 34 6 1 19 31 10 31 32 29 16 17 11

5 7 12 33 21 26 25 6 14 34 30 2 26 25 34
30 15 35 17 25 30 8 23 34 28 15 11 12 20 10
32 23 24 23 19 6 3 1 4 3 19 32 10 31 5
10 8 30 20 8 32 29 33 8 6 11 13 4 30 29
14 14 19 5 3 18 31 24 32 18 1 14 31 19 19

9 30 32 9 1 10 15 22 35 13 26 1 9 35 4
35 1 25 10 5 17 6 12 33 4 17 26 7 8 23
7 21 6 22 14 19 26 17 7 14 6 18 30 12 31

25 29 15 8 13 25 20 35 3 23 14 25 29 26 27
16 13 16 3 23 11 7 10 15 17 13 31 8 21 24

27 4 22 32 4 24 34 18 24 1 25 20 6 10 28
13 32 7 7 10 14 11 9 11 11 31 21 23 15 12
8 25 14 11 22 4 18 21 19 10 5 8 15 29 17

26 17 31 28 26 27 30 2 13 16 16 24 3 22 21
19 6 13 27 29 12 27 15 9 9 20 35 22 27 32

20 18 26 15 2 34 23 29 5 29 8 23 25 34 26
24 33 27 13 33 2 22 28 21 22 9 28 14 1 6
1 31 4 2 15 20 13 8 2 15 24 22 17 33 16

29 5 28 21 7 16 5 3 26 32 2 19 11 3 18
21 2 20 30 32 23 17 5 12 19 4 3 13 16 13

23 28 2 12 17 31 16 14 23 8 10 30 1 4 14
31 12 23 4 12 5 2 26 6 5 3 12 33 2 7

2 26 1 6 28 13 14 7 17 21 12 15 27 23 15
28 22 34 26 27 15 33 4 22 26 35 34 18 5 3
34 24 17 31 31 3 12 11 18 30 33 33 28 28 30
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APPENDIX D

Cue Utilization Correlations
By Groups

External Degree Students
Resident Degree Students

Faculty
Academic Administrators



Table A

Cue Utilization Correlations
External Degree Students

Quality Dimensions (cues)
Quality Quality Quality Quality Quality Quality Overall

of of of of of of Program
Subjects Faculty Students Resources Environment Offerings Alumni Quality

1 .16 -.48 -.02 .46 .58 -.08 -.02
2 .76 .49 .63 -.35 .05 .51 .60
3 .44 .16 .18 .06 .19 .09 .11
4 .87 .36 .73 -.38 .12 ,,46 .66

5 .57 .26 .67 -.34 .35 .43 .36

6 .76 .33 .68 -.33 .21 .59 .63

7 .44 .11 .33 .02 .31 .43 .36

8 .79 .30 .67 -.28 .16 .80 .72

9 .68 .22 .54 -.25 .22 .82 .71

10 .79 .16 .54 -.25 .31 .48 .45

11 .79 .12 .53 -.22 .40 .49 .59

12 .65 .00 .53 -.23 .23 .83 .64

13 .69 .02 .51 -.01 .27 .56 .66
14 .79 .35 .65 -.18 .17 .74 .64

15 .82 .24 .66 -.32 .20 .69 .62



Table B

Cue Utilization Correlations
Resident Degree Students

Quality Dimensions (cues)
Quality Quality Quality Quality Quality Quality Overall

of of of of of of Program
Subjects Faculty Students Resources Environment Offerings Alumni Quality

1 .37 -.20 .36 -.16 .16 .86 .55
2 .55 .27 .52 -.05 .18 .50 .34
3 .28 -.09 .17 .65 .22 .15 .04
4 .19 -.19 .16 .55 .29 .21 .28
5 .83 .58 .47 -.26 .03 .53 .62
6 .73 .19 .72 -.29 .24 .70 .59
7 .65 .35 .42 .04 .01 .42 .34
8 .20 -.20 .13 .59 .14 .39 .26
9 .55 .16 .30 -.16 .22 .78 .55

10 .61 .17 .36 .27 .05 .39 .34
11 .58 .24 .51 -.33 -.01 .76 .92
12 .50 .60 .33 -.24 .12 .37 .23
13 .59 .11 .52 -.03 .33 .38 .26
14 .85 .06 .55 -.21 .43 .52 .41
15 .82 .29 .72 -.35 .16 .78 .71



Table C

Cue Utilization Correlations
Faculty

Quality Dimensions (cues)

Subjects

Quality
of

Faculty

Quality
of

Students

Quality
of

Resources

Quality
of

Environment

Quality
of

Offerings

Quality
of

Alumni

Overall
Program
Quality

1 .79 .48 .73 -.42 .06 .61 .74
2 .79 .41 .63 -.14 .06 .49 .42
3 .55 .25 .53 -.02 .06 .77 .72
4 .57 .49 .28 .12 -.07 .21 .38
5 .19 -.43 .01 .43 .85 .27 -.01
6 .81 .26 .75 -.21 .12 .67 .62
7 .51 .05 .41 .07 .13 .54 .74
8 .85 .59 .61 -.41 -.08 .58 .67
9 .80 .29 .65 -.39 .23 .62 .79

10 .95 .34 .69 -.39 .09 .55 .55
11 .84 .45 .69 -.41 .19 .61 .63
12 .53 -.15 .51 -.17 .14 .91 .55
13 .77 .17 .52 -.39 .01 .51 .56
14 .69 .05 .37 .01 .44 .49 .37
15 .88 .39 .73 -.26 .00 .51 .48



Table D

Cue Utilization Correlations
Academic Administrators

Quality Dimensions (cues)
Quality Quality Quality Quality Quality Quality Overall

of of of of of of Program
Subjects Faculty Students Resources Environment Offerings Alumni Quality

1 .72 .24 .59 -.29 .17 .76 .77
2 .76 .56 .63 -.32 -.06 .56 .52
3 .67 .40 .72 -.37 -.03 .73 .69
4 .70 .42 .30 .07 .18 .25 .36
5 .52 .11 .49 -.23 .03 1.00 .59
6 .74 .29 .68 -.16 .22 .74 .69
7 .70 .42 .63 -.31 .19 .64 .63
8 .95 .42 .61 -.37 .06 .63 .59
9 -.61 -.41 -.45 .17 .11 -.49 -.44

10 .83 .50 .67 -.46 .06 .54 .56
11 .84 .61 .62 -.38 -.02 .46 .49
12 .71 .09 .57 -.16 .11 .84 .72
13 .82 .26 .66 -.20 .31 .74 .66
14 .79 .36 .56 -.38 .08 .86 .63
15 .78 .27 .54 -.27 .41 .69 .57


