2008 CIS Employer Survey Analysis

Introduction
Description of Study
The study instrument used the skill descriptors identified in the Information Systems 2002 Model Curriculum developed by Gorgon et al. (2002).  The model curriculum identifies 39 items in five categories that measure the employer’s perceived importance of these information systems employee skills.  The respondents were asked to indicate the level of importance of each skill item for them and to rate the level of competence of graduates on each skill item.  Skill items related to each of the learning objectives and each of the supportive requirements were aggregated to develop a composite test item for each assessment category.  
Reporting of Previous Studies
The initial employer survey was conducted in 2003, results were analyzed in 2004, and results reported in the 2005 Assessment Report.  A second data set was collected in 2005.  The data was to be analyzed during 2006 and results to be reported in the 2007 Assessment Report.  Unfortunately, only five of 67 surveys were returned.  The small sample size precludes any meaningful analysis.  A new employer survey mailing was conducted in 2008 and is reported here, in keeping with the plan to collect employer data every three years.

Description of Sample 
One-hundred-thirty-eight surveys were mailed to businesses in the southeast region of Arkansas where the university recruits students.  Twenty-one completed surveys were returned representing eight different types of businesses.  Four surveys were returned as undeliverable.
Employment Criteria
Respondents identified multiple criteria used for hiring new employees, including 1) Work experience (86%), 2) Recommendations (48%), 3) Social skills (48%), 4) College degree (38%), 5) College major/minor (33%), 6) Other Criteria (24%), and 7) Performance on internal exams (5%). 
	Comparison of 2008 and 2003 Hiring Criteria

	Year of Survey
	2008
	2003

	Number of Respondents
	21
	19

	Work Experience
	86%
	74%

	Recommendations
	48%
	47%

	Social Skills
	48%
	26%

	College Degree
	38%
	47%

	College Major/Minor
	33%
	16%

	Other Criteria
	24%
	0%

	Performance Exams
	5%
	21%


The percentages indicate that social skills, the major/minor and other unspecified criteria have become more important when hiring while the college degree and performance on internal exams have decreased in importance when hiring.
Introduction to Significance Testing

The 2003 employer survey directly referenced UAM graduates while the 2008 employer survey referenced graduates in general, so these comparisons may not be comparing the same audience.  We made the wording change in the survey because many of the 2003 respondents stated that they didn’t have any UAM graduates working for them but completed the survey based on their recent hires.

The employer rating of the importance of the Learning Objectives and Supportive Requirements were compared to the employer rating of graduate competence.  Because the cell sizes are small, probability for significant differences was set at p < .01.

Learning Objectives

The responses for the employer rating of importance and the employer rating of graduates were scored using a Likert scale where 1 = “Very low,” 2 = “Low,” 3 = “Average,” 4 = “High,” and 5 = “Very high.”  The two ratings on each item were compared using a 2-tailed Match Pairs T test.
Learning Objective One (Productivity Software Packages)

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of productivity software packages skills (M = 3.6) and the employer rating of graduate competence with productivity software packages skills (M = 3.2) was not significant (df = 17, t = 2.39, p < .03).
	Comparison of Learning Objective One

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	3.6
	3.2
	df = 17, t = 2.39, p < .03

	2003
	3.7
	3.7
	df = 10, t = .11, p < .94


Learning Objective Two (Programming Languages)

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of programming languages skills (M = 3.0) and the employer rating of graduate competence with programming languages skills (M = 2.6) was significant (df = 16, t =

2.42, p < .03).

	Comparison of Learning Objective Two

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	3.0
	2.6
	df = 16, t = 2.42, p < .03

	2003
	2.6
	3.5
	df = 9, t = -5.02, p < .01


Learning Objective Three (IS Development Methods and Techniques)

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of IS development methods and techniques skills (M = 3.4) and the employer rating of graduate competence with IS Development methods and techniques skills (M = 2.6) was significant (df = 15, t = 4.02, p < .001).

	Comparison of Learning Objective Three

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	3.4
	2.6
	df = 15, t = 4.02, p < .001

	2003
	2.6
	3.0
	df = 8, t = -2.31, p < .05


Learning Objective Four (Data Communications and Local Area Networks)

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of data communications and LAN skills (M = 3.5) and the employer rating of graduate competence with data communications and LAN skills (M = 2.7) was significant (df = 17, t = 4.56, p < .001).

	Comparison of Learning Objective Four

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	3.5
	2.6
	df = 17, t = 4.56, p < .001

	2003
	3.2
	3.4
	df = 10, t = -0.38, p < .72


Learning Objective Five (Teamwork Problem-solving Skills)
A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of teamwork problem-solving skills (M = 3.8) and the employer rating of graduate competence with teamwork problem-solving skills (M = 2.8) was significant (df = 14, t = 6.11, p < .001).

	Comparison of Learning Objective Five

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	3.8
	2.8
	df = 14, t = 6.11, p < .001

	2003
	3.4
	3.3
	df = 8, t = 0.54, p < .60


Learning Objective Six (General Education – Critical Thinking Skills)
A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of critical thinking skills (M = 4.5) and the employer rating of graduate competence with critical thinking skills (M = 3.3) was significant (df = 16, t = 12.74, p < .001).
	Comparison of Learning Objective Six

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	4.5
	3.3
	df = 16, t = 12.74, p < .001

	2004
	4.4
	3.5
	df = 11, t = 5.88, p < .001


Supportive Requirements

The responses for the employer rating of importance and the employer rating of UAM graduates were scored using a Likert scale where 1 = “Very low,” 2 = “Low,” 3 = “Average,” 4 = “High,” and 5 = “Very high.”  The two ratings on each item were compared using a 2-tailed Match Pairs T test.

Small Group Communication
A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of small group communication skills (M = 4.2) and the employer rating of graduate competence with small group communication skills (M = 3.1) was significant (df = 16, t = 5.90, p < .001).

	Comparison of Supportive Requirement – Group Communication

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	4.2
	3.1
	df = 16, t = 5.90, p < .001

	2003
	4.4
	3.3
	df = 11, t = 4.73, p < .01


Technical Writing

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of technical writing skills (M = 4.2) and the employer rating of graduate competence with technical writing skills (M = 2.9) was significant (df = 16, t = 5.42, p < .01).

	Comparison of Supportive Requirement – Technical Writing

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	4.2
	2.9
	df = 16, t = 5.42, p < .01

	2003
	4.3
	3.3
	df = 11, t = 4.69, p < .01


Accounting
A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of accounting skills (M = 3.4) and the employer rating of graduate competence with accounting skills (M = 2.8) was significant (df = 17, t = 3.05, p <. 007).

	Comparison of Supportive Requirement - Accounting

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	3.4
	2.8
	df = 17, t = 3.05, p <. 007

	2003
	3.8
	3.1
	df = 11, t = 2.15, p <. 05


Economics

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of economics skills (M = 3.2) and the employer rating of graduate competence with economic skills (M = 2.8) was not significant (df = 16, t = 1.69, p < .111).

	Comparison of Supportive Requirement - Economics

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	3.2
	2.8
	df = 16, t = 1.69, p < .111

	2003
	3.7
	3.4
	df = 11, t = 1.30, p < .22


Statistics

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of statistics skills (M = 3.2) and the employer rating of graduate competence with statistics skills (M = 2.8) was not significant (df = 17, t = 1.69, p < .110).

	Comparison of Supportive Requirement - Statistics

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	3.2
	2.8
	df = 17, t = 1.69, p < .110

	2003
	3.1
	3.1
	df = 11, t = 0.00, p < 1.0


Management

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of management skills (M = 4.0) and the employer rating of graduate competence with management skills (M = 2.5) was significant (df = 17, t = 6.23, p < .001).

	Comparison of Supportive Requirement - Management

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	4.0
	2.5
	df = 17, t = 6.23, p < .001

	2003
	4.0
	3.2
	df = 11, t = 3.46, p < .01


Marketing

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of marketing skills (M = 3.1) and the employer rating of UAM graduate competence with marketing skills (M = 2.6) was not significant (df = 16, t = 2.50, p < .02).

	Comparison of Supportive Requirement - Marketing

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	3.1
	2.6
	df = 16, t = 2.50, p < .02

	2003
	3.3
	3.1
	df = 11, t = 0.82, p < .43


Satisfaction with Learning Experience

The responses for the employer rating of importance and the employer rating of UAM graduates were scored using a Likert scale where 1 = “Very low,” 2 = “Low,” 3 = “Average,” 4 = “High,” and 5 = “Very high.”  The two ratings on each item were compared using a 2-tailed Match Pairs T test.

A comparison of the difference between employer rating of the importance of learning skills (M = 4.6) and the employer rating of UAM graduate competence with learning skills (M = 3.3) was significant (df = 16, t = 10.94, p < .001).

	Comparison of Learning Expereince

	Year
	Importance Mean
	Rating Mean
	T-Test

	2008
	4.6
	3.3
	df = 16, t = 10.94, p < .001

	2003
	4.7
	3.8
	df = 11, t = 8.46, p < .001


Significant Difference Testing

Twenty-eight Independent Samples T-Test procedures were conducted to test if there were any significant differences across the two survey years for the employer rating of importance and the employer rating of graduate competence scales on each of the of the six Learning Objectives, seven Supportive Requirements, and the Learning skills.  Because the cell sizes are small, probability for significant differences was set at p < .01.  

Three significant differences were found.  The graduate competence rating for Learning Objective Two was significantly different (2003 [M = 3.5], 2008 [M = 2.6], df= 25, t = 3.10, p < .005).  The employer rating of importance for Learning Objective Three was significantly different (2003 [M = 2.3], 2008 [M = 3.2], df= 33, t = -2.80, p < .008).  The graduate competence rating for Learning Skills was significantly different (2003 [M = 3.8], 2008 [M = 3.3], df= 27, t = 3.68, p < .001).
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