2006 CIS Alumni Survey analysis

Introduction
Description of Sample 
Seventy six surveys were mailed to 2001 (20), 2003 (23), and 2005 (33) graduates.  Eleven completed surveys were returned; two from the 2001 class, six from the 2003 class, and three from the 2005 class. Six respondents were female and five were male.  Six surveys were returned as undeliverable.
Degree Relationship to Employment
Six respondents are working in the CIS field as programmers, analysts, database administrators, research and development, and consultants.  Nine respondents indicated that current employment is directly related or somewhat related to their CIS degree.  Nine respondents indicated that the CIS degree prepared them for their position and nine respondents believed that the CIS degree enhanced their prospects for future advancement.
Learning Objectives

The responses for growth measurement were scored on a semantic differential scale where 1 = “No growth” and 5 = “Great growth.”  The responses for the emphasis measurement were scored on a Likert scale where 1 = “Too little,” 2 = “About right,” and 3 = “Too much.”
Learning Objective One (Productivity Software Packages)

Eleven respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of productivity software packages in their present position (M=4.00).  Ten respondents indicated that the emphasis on productivity software packages was “about right” (M=1.91).
	Four  Year Comparison of Learning Objective One

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	25
	3.04
	2003
	25
	1.68

	2004
	10
	3.40
	2004
	10
	1.78

	2005
	13
	3.31
	2005
	13
	1.62

	2006
	11
	4.00
	2006
	11
	1.91


Learning Objective Two (Programming Languages)

Ten respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of programming languages in their present position (M=4.00).  Seven respondents indicated that the emphasis on programming languages was “about right” (M=1.64).
	Four Year Comparison of Learning Objective Two

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	25
	3.56
	2003
	25
	1.96

	2004
	10
	3.70
	2004
	10
	1.89

	2005
	13
	3.08
	2005
	13
	1.77

	2006
	10
	4.00
	2006
	7
	1.64


Learning Objective Three (IS Development Methods and Techniques)

Eleven respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of information systems development methods and techniques in their present position (M=4.09).  Seven respondents indicated that the emphasis on information systems development methods and techniques was “about right” (M=1.91).
	Four Year Comparison of Learning Objective Three

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	25
	3.44
	2003
	25
	1.84

	2004
	10
	4.00
	2004
	9
	1.78

	2005
	13
	2.85
	2005
	12
	1.58

	2006
	11
	4.09
	2006
	10
	1.91


Learning Objective Four (Data Communications and Local Area Networks)

Ten respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of data communications and local area networks in their present position (M=2.82).  Eight respondents indicated that the emphasis on data communications and local area networks was “too little” (M=1.27)
	Four Year Comparison of Learning Objective Four

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	25
	2.36
	2003
	24
	1.17

	2004
	10
	2.50
	2004
	9
	1.22

	2005
	13
	2.92
	2005
	13
	1.31

	2006
	10
	2.82
	2006
	8
	1.27


Learning Objective Five (Teamwork Problem-solving Skills)
Ten respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of teamwork problem-solving skills in their present position (M=4.00).  Five respondents indicated that the emphasis on teamwork problem-solving skills was “about right” (M=1.82)
	Four Year Comparison of Learning Objective Five

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	25
	3.04
	2003
	25
	1.64

	2004
	10
	4.10
	2004
	9
	2.00

	2005
	13
	3.31
	2005
	13
	1.85

	2006
	10
	4.00
	2006
	5
	1.82


Learning Objective Six (General Education – Critical Thinking Skills)
Eleven respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of critical thinking skills in their present position (M=4.18).  Eleven respondents indicated that the emphasis on critical thinking skills was “about right” (M=2.00).
	Four Year Comparison of Learning Objective Six

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	25
	3.48
	2003
	25
	1.84

	2004
	10
	4.20
	2004
	9
	2.11

	2005
	13
	3.08
	2005
	13
	1.77

	2006
	11
	4.18
	2006
	11
	2.00


Significant Difference Testing

Twelve Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedures were conducted to test if there were any significant differences across the four survey years for the growth potential and the curriculum emphasis variables on each Learning Objective.  One significant difference was identified.  
One of the two items for the third assessment learning objective, growth potential for information systems development methods and techniques, ANOVA indicated a significant difference between survey years, F (3, 55) = 4.69, p < .006. The means (M) are 3.44 (2003), 4.00 (2004), 2.85 (2005), and 4.09 (2006).  An examination of the means for this objective does not indicate a trend.  Most of the means on all items for the 2005 year respondents were lower than the other years. The second part of the objective assessment, emphasis on information systems development methods and techniques was not significant.  We will track this objective for any possible developing trend.

The ANOVA procedure was used because of its robustness in working with unequal sample sizes.

Supportive Requirements

The responses for growth measurement were scored on a semantic differential scale where 1 = “No growth” and 5 = “Great growth.”  The responses for the emphasis measurement were scored on a Likert scale where 1 = “Too little,” 2 = “About right,” and 3 = “Too much.”

Small Group Communication
Ten respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of small group communication in their present position (M=4.10).  Seven respondents indicated that the emphasis on small group communication was “about right” (M=2.00).
	Four Year Comparison of Supportive Requirement in Small Group Comm

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	25
	3.84
	2003
	25
	1.88

	2004
	10
	3.70
	2004
	9
	2.00

	2005
	13
	3.15
	2005
	13
	1.85

	2006
	10
	4.10
	2006
	7
	2.00


Technical Writing

Eleven respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of technical writing in their present position (M=4.00).  Ten respondents indicated that the emphasis on technical writing was “about right” (M=1.91).

	Four Year Comparison of Supportive Requirement in Technical Writing

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	25
	3.72
	2003
	25
	1.88

	2004
	10
	3.60
	2004
	9
	1.78

	2005
	12
	3.25
	2005
	12
	1.92

	2006
	11
	4.00
	2006
	10
	1.91


Accounting
Ten respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of accounting in their present position (M=3.73).  Eight respondents indicated that the emphasis on accounting was “about right” (M=2.09).
	Four Year Comparison of Supportive Requirement in Accounting

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	24
	3.00
	2003
	25
	1.96

	2004
	10
	3.00
	2004
	9
	2.11

	2005
	13
	3.23
	2005
	13
	2.08

	2006
	10
	3.73
	2006
	8
	2.09


Economics

Ten respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of economics in their present position (M=3.73).  Nine respondents indicated that the emphasis on economics was “about right” (M=2.00).
	Four Year Comparison of Supportive Requirement in Economics

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	24
	3.13
	2003
	25
	2.04

	2004
	10
	3.10
	2004
	9
	2.00

	2005
	13
	2.85
	2005
	13
	1.92

	2006
	10
	3.73
	2006
	9
	2.00


Statistics

Ten respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of statistics in their present position (M=3.55).  Six respondents indicated that the emphasis on statistics was “about right” (M=1.91).
	Four Year Comparison of Supportive Requirement in Statistics

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	24
	3.13
	2003
	25
	1.92

	2004
	10
	3.20
	2004
	9
	2.00

	2005
	13
	3.00
	2005
	13
	1.85

	2006
	10
	3.55
	2006
	6
	1.91


Management

Eleven respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of management in their present position (M=3.82).  Nine respondents indicated that the emphasis on management was “about right” (M=1.82).
	Four Year Comparison of Supportive Requirement in Management

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	24
	3.42
	2003
	25
	1.72

	2004
	10
	3.60
	2004
	9
	2.00

	2005
	13
	3.00
	2005
	13
	1.85

	2006
	11
	3.82
	2006
	9
	1.82


Marketing

Ten respondents indicated that the instruction received helped prepare them to expand their knowledge of marketing in their present position (M=3.73).  Ten respondents indicated that the emphasis on marketing was “about right” (M=1.91).
	Four Year Comparison of Supportive Requirement in Marketing

	Growth
	Emphasis

	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean
	Survey Year
	Respondents
	Mean

	2003
	24
	3.17
	2003
	25
	1.72

	2004
	10
	3.40
	2004
	8
	2.00

	2005
	13
	2.85
	2005
	13
	1.85

	2006
	10
	3.73
	2006
	10
	1.91


Significant Difference Testing

Fourteen Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedures were conducted to test if there were any significant differences across the four survey years for the growth potential and the curriculum emphasis variables on each of the Supportive Requirements.  No significant differences were identified.  The ANOVA procedure was used because of its robustness in working with unequal sample sizes.

Satisfaction with Learning Experience

The responses for the Satisfaction with Learning Experience measurement were scored on a Likert scale where 1 = “Very satisfied,” 2 = “Satisfied,” 3 = “Neutral,” 4= “Dissatisfied,” and 5 = “Very dissatisfied.”
The measurement was conducted with 16 items that included 1) Academic advising (M=1.73), 2) Quality of instruction (M=1.82), 3) Course content (M=1.90), 4) Level of rigor and scholarship (M=1.82), 5) CIS curriculum (M=2.18), 6) Required courses outside CIS – Supportive Courses (M=2.09), 7) Class size (M=1.45), 8) CIS faculty (M=1.36), 9) CIS staff (M=1.45), 10) Computer technology (M=1.82), 11) CIS seminar courses (M=2.36), 12) Availability of classes (M=2.27), 13) Time at which major courses were offered (M=2.09), 14) Personal attention (M=1.73), 15) CIS facilities (M=2.18), and 16) Overall quality of your education (M=1.90).
	Four Year Comparison of Satisfaction with Learning Experience MEANS

	Scale Item
	Survey Year

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

	Academic Advising
	1.83
	1.80
	2.00
	1.73
	

	Quality of Instruction
	1.74
	1.80
	1.92
	1.82
	

	Course Content
	2.21
	2.40
	2.23
	1.90
	

	Level of Rigor
	2.61
	2.50
	2.58
	1.82
	

	CIS Curriculum
	2.42
	2.50
	3.08
	2.18
	

	Supportive Courses
	2.29
	2.30
	3.00
	2.09
	

	Class Size
	1.58
	1.50
	2.08
	1.45
	

	CIS Faculty
	1.75
	1.70
	2.38
	1.36
	

	CIS Staff
	1.83
	1.50
	1.92
	1.45
	

	Computer Technology
	2.33
	2.50
	2.46
	1.82
	

	CIS Seminar Courses
	2.79
	2.60
	2.77
	2.36
	

	Availability of Classes
	2.38
	1.80
	2.38
	2.27
	

	Time Offered
	2.25
	2.00
	2.38
	2.09
	

	Personal Attention
	1.71
	1.50
	2.38
	1.73
	

	CIS Facilities
	2.17
	1.80
	2.08
	2.18
	

	Overall Quality
	1.92
	1.70
	2.46
	1.90
	


Significant Difference Testing

Sixteen Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) procedures were conducted to test if there were any significant differences across the four survey years for each of the Satisfaction with Learning Experience categories.  No significant differences were identified.  The ANOVA procedure was used because of its robustness in working with unequal sample sizes.
