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In Educating Citizens (2003), Anne Colby, Tom Ehrlich, and their colleagues testify in a powerful way to the potential that colleges and universities hold to transform our understanding of citizenship and, indeed, society itself.  They note that certain disciplines, including the professional disciplines, have a particular responsibility in this regard, given the nexus between their academic programs and the way in which society is experienced through institutions.  Schools of public administration must certainly be included among the professional schools on which this responsibility falls most heavily.  Colby, Ehrlich, and their colleagues go on to fault colleges and universities for deficiencies in the way in which program assessments are pursued.  They are too often sporadic in nature and rarely encompass espoused outcomes.


In this paper, we discuss the need to assess the effectiveness of MPA programs in general and how the program offered in the School of Public and Environmental Affairs (SPEA) at Indiana University Northwest (IUN) is now being evaluated.  Part of this discussion will relate to a recent change in approach to the MPA adopted by SPEA system-wide.  It will also describe the development and administration of a survey of IUN MPA graduates.  The survey represents one component of a wide-ranging programmatic assessment that is now underway.  Our various efforts have grappled in an intentional way with the question of programmatic outcomes.  Although we focus, for the most part, on the rationale for our design and the survey instrument itself, we share a select set of data that was drawn from the initial administration of the survey in order to illustrate its potential as an assessment tool with respect both to program outputs and program outcomes.  We begin with a brief review of the literature pertaining to program assessments of this kind.  We then describe the development and the design of the survey instrument.  This is followed, in turn, by a brief description of the analyses that have been undertaken to date and a preview of other analyses that could be pursued in the future. 

Perspectives in MPA Program Evaluation 


Although this paper focuses specifically on the development and administration of a survey of MPA graduates in early 2003, our assessment of our MPA program has, in fact, been a multi-year process driven by several factors.  This includes, of course, the ongoing need to maintain accreditation with the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and Administration (NASPAA).  Beyond this, however, our work has been motivated by a campus-wide re-prioritization of all graduate and undergraduate programs that was initiated in 2002.  Further, in 2003, Dean Astrid Merget initiated a system-wide reassessment of the MPA curriculum in the School of Public and Environmental Affairs, which includes programs located at five campuses.               


Our assessment activities have taken several forms.  Since August 2001, focused discussions have been conducted in a series of faculty retreats.  The issues addressed have included the relationship of our programmatic accreditation process to the Alternative Quality Improvement Process (AQIP) in which the campus is now participating, the meaning of the term “community of inquiry,” and the nature of scholarly work.  The last colloquy drew explicitly on the work of Ernest Boyer (1990).  A survey of adjunct faculty satisfaction was administered in December 2001.  A survey of undergraduate satisfaction was conducted during the Spring 2002 semester, and the results were subsequently examined in a series of focus groups that were moderated by MPA students under the direction of a faculty member.  The survey of MPA graduates on which this paper is based was conducted in January 2003.  Finally, since the summer of 2003, the faculty has been engaged in a comprehensive reassessment of our MPA curriculum.  We have focused specifically on the “competencies” that a graduate requires in order to succeed in his or her career and to make a contribution to society.  

As the tools used in the practice of public management change, so must the knowledge, skills, competencies, and approaches of MPA graduates.  This is evident in the assessment standards employed in NASPAA accreditation in which technology and ethics are now being given greater emphasis.  Because of the importance of NASPAA accreditation to recruitment and retention of both top quality students and faculty, individual MPA programs have maintained consistent core curricula that reflect NASPAA standards (Breaux, Clynch, and Morris, 2003).  The value to a program of the NASPAA stamp of approval ensures a periodic revisiting of programs as part of the preliminary self-study for accreditation.

A comparison of program attributes with accreditation standards constitutes one common aspect of MPA reviews in most programs.  An effective assessment process, however, requires that these programs be examined from a variety of perspectives.  Another approach includes an examination of MPA core courses (i.e., courses required of all students regardless of specialization).  This approach has been adopted by Indiana University’s School of Public and Environmental Affairs.  The question posed is: “What competencies do our MPA graduates need in order to engage in successful practice in the public service?”  In answering this question, the system-wide School’s policy committee recommended that each campus division evaluate, not so much the course content of the MPA core, but rather the contribution that these courses make to five competencies identified as most significant for today’s practice of public management, namely: globalization; governance; strategic analysis and action; organizational management; and professionalism.

At IUN, the graduate faculty determined that an audit of the core for content was not sufficient.  (See also, Roberts and Pavlak, 2002.)  A matrix was developed that tracked not only knowledge, which can be equated with substantive course content, but also the skills, abilities, and personal characteristics that are embedded in the program’s goals.  This matrix was used to record course content, and, perhaps more importantly, in-class and outside activities and teaching/learning methodologies that contribute to meeting competency goals and the division’s mission.  The matrix has served as a jumping off point for faculty discussions about courses and pedagogy that are strengthening our commitments to our students and each other.  Although this kind of disclosure can limit the independence of a professor when making major changes in a course, it also contributes a sense of shared responsibility for our students’ outcomes that is rewarding.  We are not only becoming a community of scholars, but also facilitating the learning of our students and, ultimately, enhancing the practice of our profession (Newcomer, 2003; Menzel, 2003).

The perspectives described above concentrate on the faculty’s review of the program.  Periodic efforts by faculty to assess and improve the curriculum are necessary, but not sufficient for many reasons.  Perhaps the most significant caveat of which we must be mindful is the natural tendency for faculty members to value methods and course components that they feel comfortable using.  As change comes to the practice, the methods, and even the substance of some basic courses, must likewise change.  We have to be certain that we are not teaching what we have been taught – however long ago – but, rather, that we are up to the challenge of moving with the times and thus teaching what our students need (Fitzpatrick, 2000).

The Survey Instrument


We have learned several lessons while pursuing these various activities, most notably, the need to distinguish in a very clear way between program outputs and program outcomes.  We now recognized that outputs include such traditional measures as units of service (e.g., the number of students enrolled and the number of graduates), conformance to specifications (e.g., compliance with accreditation standards), and satisfaction.  In contrast, outcomes encompass immediate outcomes (i.e., cognitive or affective change), intermediate outcomes (i.e., behaviors or tangible milestones achieved), and long-term outcomes (i.e., improved life chances or an improved quality of life).  

Although we have traditionally measured outputs, including satisfaction, rather than outcomes, our focus on outcomes is appropriate given the transformational nature of MPA programs.  Ideally, we do more than issue credentials to practice in the public sector and the nonprofit sector.  We employ a transformational technology.  When we are truly effective, we transform lives and, in an indirect way through those lives, communities.  Our graduates think differently than they otherwise would have thought.  Hopefully, they harbor different values and beliefs – for instance, beliefs concerning the nature of leadership, citizenship, and the obligations that attend to public service – than they otherwise would have harbored.  To the extent that this is so, they should also perform their duties more capably and more responsibly than they otherwise would have performed them.        


As is noted above, we recognized the need to survey our MPA graduates in early 2003.  Our last survey had been conducted in June 2000.  In pursuing this task, the Assessment Committee decided to apply at least some of the lessons that we had learned over the course of recent years to the development and administration of a new survey.  More specifically, our goals were twofold: first, to expand the number of questions that pertain specifically to satisfaction; and second, to address programmatic outcomes in a more focused manner.  We wanted to ensure greater depth with respect to the feedback that we would receive pertaining to satisfaction with our MPA program.  At the same time, we wanted to employ the new survey instrument as one of several tools that could be used to assess programmatic outcomes.  Admittedly, outcome measures are difficult to attain and evaluate. However, we felt that even though we would not be likely to identify “perfect” indicators and measures, we could aspire to developing outcome measures that would yield a “good” understanding of where we are and where we need to go (Williams, 2002).


We began with an evaluation of the survey that we used in 2000.  Although this instrument focused primarily on satisfaction rather than program outcomes, it provided a solid foundation for a revision.  We also reviewed NASPAA’s accreditation criteria and several survey instruments that have been developed in other MPA programs.  A survey employed at the University of North Texas proved particularly useful.  Unlike some other tools, it focused in a specific way on current job responsibilities and the extent to which the MPA program at the University of North Texas prepares students to meet the job demands that they will experience upon graduation.       

We then proceeded to develop an instrument that is divided into seven distinct sections: (A) Administration and Support Services Assessment; (B) Teaching/Faculty Assessment; (C) Curriculum Assessment; (D) Employment; (E) Overall Assessment; (F) Ongoing Relationship with SPEA; and (G) General Information.  In order to facilitate subsequent analysis, likert scales were used in developing most of the questions.  [Figure 1]

Sections A through C of the survey pertain specifically to satisfaction.  In fact, an hypothesis of sorts is embedded in these first three sections (i.e., satisfaction with our MPA program is a function of satisfaction with the various administrative and support services that we provide, the perceived quality of our pedagogy and overall satisfaction with individual faculty members, and the perceived value of our curriculum).  Each of these three dependent variables is “operationalized” or further parsed in the appropriate sections of the survey.     


Section D of the survey pertains specifically to programmatic outcomes.  In the first two questions, the student is asked to identify the sector of the economy in which he or she is employed and the key responsibilities that are associated with his or her current job.  Question three asks whether or not the former student has moved into another job since graduating and, if so, the extent to which the MPA degree contributed to this change.  Question four assesses the extent to which the former student believes that an MPA degree better equipped him or her for the skills demands associated with public sector or nonprofit sector work.  Question five focuses on the extent to which the graduate has benefited financially from attaining his or her MPA degree.  This is followed by a question that addresses the achievement of career goals, which is, in turn, followed by a question that focuses on eleven distinct attributes associated with job satisfaction.  Finally, question eight examines the extent to which the former student views his or her work as a form of public service.  Together, these several questions address five outcomes that we have long associated with the MPA degree: improved career prospects; a useful skill set; improved earnings potential; greater job satisfaction; and the opportunity to provide public service.    


Section E of the survey focuses on overall satisfaction with Indiana University Northwest’s MPA program.  Section F solicits interest in an ongoing relationship with the School of Public and Environmental Affairs.  Finally, section G asks for demographic information that could prove useful in assessing outputs and outcomes involving our student body, which is diverse in terms of ethnicity, age, and professional experience.


The revised survey was administered by mail in January 2003.  In all, 245 surveys were mailed to individuals who had graduated from the program since 1995 for whom we had mailing addresses.  A total of 55 responses were received, representing a response rate of 22.4 percent.  Of the 55 respondents, 31 had graduated from the program in the three-year period that ended in 2002. 

Survey Results and Next Steps


As is noted above, many of the questions included on our survey are structured in the form of likert scales.  Although the resulting data are ordinal in nature, we followed convention in converting the five values presented to respondents into numerical values (i.e., 0 for “strongly disagree,” 1 for “disagree,” 2 for “unsure or not applicable,” 3 for “agree,” and 4 for “strongly agree”).  The number of graduates who responded to each question, the mean, and the standard deviation for each of the 25 questions that pertain specifically to satisfaction with our MPA program is presented in Figure 2.  In Figure 3, the same data are presented in the descending order of the means that were obtained for each question.  The most positive response is thus presented first and the least positive response last.  A high level of satisfaction is indicated in each of these performance measures.


Frequency tables for each of the outcome measures that were included in section D of the survey are displayed in Figure 4.  Again, our analysis of this univariate data suggests that the MPA program at Indiana University Northwest is achieving the generic outcomes that were addressed in the survey.  In all, 47.3 percent of the respondents reported that they had changed jobs, presumably to better positions; 88.5 percent indicated that they either agree or strongly agree with the statement that are better equipped for the skill demands that they face; 63 percent noted that they have benefited financially from having an MPA degree; 68.5 percent reported that they have achieved career goals that they would not otherwise have achieved; and 77.4 percent indicated that they either agree or strongly agree with the statement that their work is a form of public service.  These results are viewed as quite positive given the fact that 56.4 percent of the respondents had graduated from the program only within the preceding three years.


Section E of the survey included four global assessments of the MPA program at Indiana University Northwest.  In fact, they represent a mix of satisfaction and outcomes measures.  These data are presented in the form of frequency tables in Figure 5.  Again, the results are quite positive overall. 


As is noted above, an hypothesis of sorts is embedded in the first three sections of the survey instrument (i.e., satisfaction with our MPA program is a function of satisfaction with the various administrative and support services that we provide, the perceived quality of our pedagogy and overall satisfaction with individual faculty members, and the perceived value of our curriculum).  At this point, however, we have had to forego a statistical analysis of this hypothesis due to the small number of cases included in the sample.  A rule of thumb often used in analyses of this kind suggests that the sample should exceed 50 cases plus the number of independent variables multiplied by eight (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996, p. 132).  Even more cases are recommended in the case of stepwise regression, the technique that would clearly be most appropriate in this instance given the large number of variables in the survey that relate in one way or another to satisfaction with our MPA program.    

Further analyses should take two forms.  First, the results obtained to date can be used to develop questions that can be explored in greater depth in focus groups.  Surveys results are not typically amenable to this level of analysis.  Second, subsequent administrations of the survey should enable us to conduct more detailed analyses.  In effect, we have established a baseline against which the evolving perspectives and prospects of our graduates can be further assessed.  It would be useful at some point to compare our results to those obtained for another MPA program as well. 

We have described the development and administration of a survey instrument that attempts to address questions pertaining to satisfaction with an MPA program in more depth than is typically employed in surveys of this kind, and which focuses on a set of programmatic outcomes that should pertain to many MPA programs.  In effect, we have attempted to achieve a balance between several measures of program outputs and several measures of program outcomes.  The results obtained have been positive.  Further, the data obtained should provide a foundation for other analyses that should prove equally fruitful.  

It is again important to note, however, that this initiative was undertaken as part of a broader reassessment of the MPA program at Indiana University Northwest.  It is but one part of an ongoing effort to ensure the viability and the enduring value of our program.  It is also important to note that analyses of these kinds are only useful if the results are incorporated in an effective way into planning and other decision-making processes that are undertaken with respect to programs of this kind.  Despite these caveats, we trust that the foregoing discussion and analysis will contribute to the broader discussion of programmatic outcomes in which the academic discipline of public administration is now engaged.  


MPA Alumni Survey

School of Public and Environmental Affairs

Indiana University Northwest

A.
Administrative and Support Services Assessment


1.
My MPA classes were scheduled at 

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



convenient times during the week.

 



2
Courses were scheduled with adequate

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



frequency during my time in the MPA 

 



program.


3.
The MPA program was responsive to 

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



the needs of minority students.


 


4.
The MPA program was responsive to

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



the needs of disabled students.


 


5.
Sexual harassment was not tolerated in

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



the MPA program.



 


6.
Racial and ethnic discrimination was not

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



tolerated in the MPA program.


 




7.
Information provided about the MPA

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



program was accurate.



 


8.
Support personnel in the MPA program

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



were responsive to inquiries.


 




9.
Support personnel in the MPA program

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



were courteous in all transactions.

 

B.
Teaching/Faculty Assessment


1.
Overall, I was satisfied with the follow-





ing aspect of faculty performance

during my time in IUN’s MPA program.


a.
Variety in the points of view that

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




were presented.

 

 



b.
Well-prepared for class.


SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



 

 




c.
A broad range of teaching

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




methodologies were used.

 


d.
Knowledge of respective subjects.
SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




               

 

 



e.
Ability to communicate effectively.
SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




               

 

 




f.
Accessibility outside of class.

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA









 


g.
Opportunity to interact socially.

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




               

 

 



h.
Quality of academic advising.

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



 

 




i.
Quality of career counseling.

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA









 


j.
Fairness in grading.


SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




               

 

 

k.
Opportunities to interact with

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




practitioners.



 


l.
Opportunities to participate in

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




service learning activities. 

 


2.
I experienced a high level of consistency

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



in the quality of teaching exhibited among
 



the faculty in the MPA program.

3.
Overall, the instruction I received in the 

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



MPA program at IUN was of high quality.
 

C.
Curriculum Assessment


1.
I was sufficiently prepared to enter into 

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



the MPA program at IUN.


 




If “SD” or “D,” what additional 



preparation would have been helpful?

_________________________________









_________________________________









_________________________________









_________________________________









_________________________________









_________________________________









_________________________________


2.
The curriculum of the MPA program at

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



IUN prepares students for professional

 



leadership in public and other organiza-



tions.


3.
Check three courses that you found to 




More
Less


be more useful than others in IUN’s 

Courses


Useful
Useful


MPA program.  List three courses

____________________   _____   ______


that you found to be less useful.


____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______

____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______







____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______

____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______







____________________   _____   ______









____________________   _____   ______

What made the course you identified

_______________________________

more useful? 




__________________________________









__________________________________









__________________________________









__________________________________









__________________________________









__________________________________







__________________________________







__________________________________

What could be done to make the 

__________________________________

courses that you identified as less 

__________________________________



useful, more so?



__________________________________









__________________________________









__________________________________









__________________________________









__________________________________







__________________________________







__________________________________









    
              More            Less








Responsibilities
              Developed   Developed
4.
Check the two skills that you believe



you developed more fully than others

Oral Communications        ___
  ___

during your time in the MPA program.

Written Communications   ___
  ___

Check two skills that you believe you

Quantitative Analysis
   ___
  ___

were less successful in developing 

Computer Applications  
   ___
  ___

your time in the MPA program.


Critical Thinking

   ___
  ___







Personal Organization
   ___
  ___







Interpersonal Skills
   ___
  ___







Teamwork

   ___
  ___







Analytic Skills

   ___
  ___







Ethical Analysis

   ___
  ___







Basic Management
   ___
  ___


D.
Employment


1.
I am currently employed in the following employment category.



___
Federal government



___
Local government



___
Non-healthcare related nonprofit organization



___
Healthcare



___
International organization



___
State government



___
College or university



___
Private business



___
Continuing my education ( _____ degree program at _________________ )



___
Unemployed and seeking employment



___
Unemployed and not seeking employment



___
Other ( ___________________________ )


    
                  More            Less









Responsibilities
                  Critical         Critical  

2.
Check three responsibilities that you

Supervision

  ___
     ___


believe are more critical than most in

Program development
  ___
     ___


your current job.  Check three responsi-

Program implementation  ___
     ___


bilities that are less critical.


Program evaluation         ___
     ___







Program management     ___
     ___







Preparing budgets 
  ___
     ___








Administering budgets
  ___
     ___







Research

  ___
     ___







Contract management
  ___
     ___







Direct service provision
  ___
     ___







Personnel management
  ___
     ___







Lobbying

  ___
     ___







Marketing

  ___
     ___







Information management ___
     ___







Organization design
  ___
     ___


3.
Because of my MPA degree, I have a


different job than the one I had before I


entered IUN’s program.



___  yes

___  no
4.
I am better equipped for the skill 

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



demands of the public/nonprofit sector

 


because I have an MPA degree.





5.
I have benefited financially because I 

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA

now have an MPA degree.


 









Before

Salary



Check the appropriate salary/income

Entering

Range

Current


range before entering the MPA program.

_____
       $55,000 and up

_____



Check your current salary/income range

_____
      $45,000 - $54,999
_____

as well.





_____
      $35,000 - $44,999
_____







_____
      $25,000 - $34,999
_____







_____
      $15,000 - $24,999
_____







_____
      Less than $15,000
_____

_____
      Not Employed     
_____


6.
My MPA degree has enabled me to

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



achieve career goals that I would not 

 


have otherwise achieved.

7.
I am satisfied with the following


aspects of my career.


a.
Overall direction of career.

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



               

 

 

b.
Work environment.


SD
D       U/NA      A      SA


               

 


 

c.
Promotional opportunities.

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



               

 

 

d.
Salary.




SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



               

 

 

e.
Job challenge.



SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



               

 

 

f.
Degree of autonomy.


SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



               

 

 

g.
Content of work.


SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




               

 

 

h.
Variety of job tasks.


SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



               

 

 

i.
Level of responsibility.


SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



               


 

 

j.
Value to society.


SD
D       U/NA      A      SA




               

 

 

k.
Prestige.



SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



               

 

 

8.
I consider the work I have performed

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA


since earning an MPA a form of public
      
 


service.


If “A” or “SA,” what aspects of your work

____________________________________


are service-related or oriented.


____________________________________








____________________________________








____________________________________








____________________________________

E. 
Overall Assessment

 
1.
I learned what I expected to learn in

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



IUN’s MPA program.



 


2.
Overall, I am satisfied with the education

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



I received in the MPA program at IUN.

 


3.
The MPA program at IUN effectively

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



accomplishes its mission.


 


4.
I would recommend the MPA program

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



to others.




 

F.
Ongoing Relationship with SPEA

1.
I would like to receive information

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



about SPEA on an ongoing basis.

 


2.
I would like to participate in academic

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



programs sponsored by SPEA.


 


3.
I would like to participate in social 

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



events sponsored by SPEA.


 


4.
I would be willing to share job


SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



announcements from my place of  

 



work with students who are currently



enrolled in the MPA program.


5.
I would be interested in serving as a

SD
D       U/NA      A      SA



mentor to a student in the MPA program.
 

G.
General Information (optional)


1.
Please check the appropriate items.



___  Minority female



___  Disabled



___  Minority male



___  Not disabled



___  White female






___  White male



___  Under 30









___  30 – 39









___  40 – 49









___  50 – 59









___  60 or older


2.
I am a graduate of the MPA class of _______.


3.
My concentration was __________________.


Name:

_____________________________

Date:  
_________________


Address:
_____________________________




_____________________________

Descriptive Statistics Pertaining to Satisfaction (in order reflected on the survey)






	 SD = 0; D = 1; U/NA = 2; S = 3; SA = 4
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	A.1. My MPA classes were scheduled at convenient times during the week.
	55
	3.67
	.579

	A.2. Courses were scheduled with adequate frequency during my time in the  

       MPA program.
	54
	3.44
	.502

	A.3. The MPA program was responsive to the needs of minority students.
	55
	2.76
	.942

	A.4. The MPA program was responsive to the needs of disabled students.
	55
	2.51
	.767

	A.5. Sexual harassment was not tolerated in the MPA program.
	55
	3.05
	.891

	A.6. Racial and ethnic discrimination was not tolerated in the MPA program.
	54
	3.02
	.858

	A.7. Information provided about the MPA program was accurate.
	55
	3.60
	.494

	A.8. Support personnel in the MPA program were responsive to inquiries.


	55
	3.56
	.501

	A.9. Support personnel in the MPA program were courteous in all  

        transactions.


	55
	3.67
	.579

	B.1.a. Satisfied with variety in points of view that were presented by faculty.
	55
	3.42
	.629

	B.1.b. Satisfied with level of preparation demonstrated by faculty.
	54
	3.41
	.630

	B.1.c. Satisfied with range of teaching methodologies employed by faculty.


	55
	3.35
	.775

	B.1.d. Satisfied with faculty knowledge of respective subjects.
	55
	3.56
	.601

	B.1.e. Satisfied with faculty ability to communicate.


	55
	3.45
	.633

	B.1.f. Satisfied with faculty accessibility outside of class.


	55
	3.35
	.751

	B.1.g. Satisfied with opportunity to interact socially with faculty.


	55
	2.98
	.913

	B.1.h. Satisfied with quality of academic advising.


	55
	3.42
	.658

	B.1.i.  Satisfied with quality of career counseling.


	55
	2.62
	1.114

	B.1.j. Satisfied with fairness in grading.
	54
	3.31
	.748

	B.1.k. Satisfied with opportunities to interact with practitioners.
	55
	2.98
	.913

	B.1.l.  Satisfied with opportunities to participate in service learning.
	55
	2.82
	.983

	B.2. I experienced a high level of consistency in the quality of teaching 

       exhibited among the faculty in the MPA program.


	54
	3.35
	.649

	B.3. Overall, the instruction I received in the MPA program at IUN was of 

       high quality.


	55
	3.58
	.599

	C.1. I was sufficiently prepared to enter into the MPA program at IUN.
	55
	3.53
	.539

	C.2. The curriculum of the MPA program at IUN prepares students for 

        professional leadership in public and other organizations.
	55
	3.40
	.683

	
	
	
	


Descriptive Statistics Pertaining to Satisfaction (arrayed from most positive response to least positive response)


	SD = 0; D = 1; U/NA = 2; S = 3; SA = 4
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	A.1. My MPA classes were scheduled at convenient times during the week.
	55
	3.67
	.579

	A.9. Support personnel in the MPA program were courteous in all 

        transactions.
	55
	3.67
	.579

	A.7. Information provided about the MPA program was accurate.
	55
	3.60
	.494

	B.3. Overall, the instruction I received in the MPA program at IUN was of 

        high quality.


	55
	3.58
	.599

	B.1.d. Satisfied with faculty knowledge of respective subjects.
	55
	3.56
	.601

	A.8. Support personnel in the MPA program were responsive to inquiries.
	55
	3.56
	.501

	C.1. I was sufficiently prepared to enter into the MPA program at IUN.
	55
	3.53
	.539

	B.1.e. Satisfied with faculty ability to communicate.
	55
	3.45
	.633

	A.2. Courses were scheduled with adequate frequency during my time in the 

        MPA program.
	54
	3.44
	.502

	B.1.h. Satisfied with quality of academic advising.
	55
	3.42
	.658

	B.1.a. Satisfied with variety in points of view that were presented by faculty.
	55
	3.42
	.629

	B.1.b. Satisfied with level of preparation demonstrated by faculty.
	54
	3.41
	.630

	C.2. The curriculum of the MPA program at IUN prepares students for 

        professional leadership in public and other organizations.
	55
	3.40
	.683

	B.2. I experienced a  high level of consistency in the quality of teaching 

       exhibited among the faculty in the MPA program.


	54
	3.35
	.649

	B.1.f. Satisfied with faculty accessibility outside of class.


	55
	3.35
	.751

	B.1.c. Satisfied with range of teaching methodologies employed by faculty.


	55
	3.35
	.775

	B.1.j. Satisfied with fairness in grading.


	54
	3.31
	.748

	A.5. Sexual harassment was not tolerated in the MPA program.
	55
	3.05
	.891

	A.6. Racial and ethnic discrimination was not tolerated in the MPA program.
	54
	3.02
	.858

	B.1.k. Satisfied with opportunities to interact with practitioners.
	55
	2.98
	.913

	B.1.g. Satisfied with opportunity to interact socially with faculty.
	55
	2.98
	.913

	B.1.l.  Satisfied with opportunities to participate in service learning.
	55
	2.82
	.983

	A.3. The MPA program was responsive to the needs of minority students.
	55
	2.76
	.942

	B.1.i. Satisfied with quality of career counseling.
	55
	2.62
	1.114

	A.4. The MPA program was responsive to the needs of disabled students.
	55
	2.51
	.767

	
	50
	
	


Frequency Tables Pertaining to Outcome Measures 

D.3. Because of the MPA program, I have a different job than the one I had before I entered IUN's MPA program.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	no
	28
	50.9
	51.9
	51.9

	 
	yes
	26
	47.3
	48.1
	100.0

	 
	Total
	54
	98.2
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	1
	1.8
	
	

	Total
	55
	100.0
	
	



D.4. I am better equipped for the skill demands of the public sector/nonprofit sector because I have an 

       MPA degree.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	21
	38.2
	40.4
	40.4

	 
	Agree
	25
	45.5
	48.1
	88.5

	 
	Unknown/Not Applicable
	4
	7.3
	7.7
	96.2

	 
	Disagree
	2
	3.6
	3.8
	100.0

	 
	Total
	52
	94.5
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	3
	5.5
	
	

	Total
	55
	100.0
	
	


D.5.a. I have benefited financially because I now have an MPA degree.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	17
	30.9
	31.5
	31.5

	 
	Agree
	17
	30.9
	31.5
	63.0

	 
	Unknown/Not Applicable
	6
	10.9
	11.1
	74.1

	 
	Disagree
	8
	14.5
	14.8
	88.9

	 
	Strongly Disagree
	6
	10.9
	11.1
	100.0

	 
	Total
	54
	98.2
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	1
	1.8
	
	

	Total
	55
	100.0
	
	



D.6. My MPA degree has enabled me to achieve career goals that I would not have otherwise achieved.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	21
	38.2
	38.9
	38.9

	 
	Agree
	16
	29.1
	29.6
	68.5

	 
	Unknown/Not Applicable
	8
	14.5
	14.8
	83.3

	 
	Disagree
	5
	9.1
	9.3
	92.6

	 
	Strongly Disagree
	4
	7.3
	7.4
	100.0

	 
	Total
	54
	98.2
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	1
	1.8
	
	

	Total
	55
	100.0
	
	


D.8. I consider the work I have performed since earning an MPA a form of public service.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	21
	38.2
	39.6
	39.6

	 
	Agree
	20
	36.4
	37.7
	77.4

	 
	Unknown/Not Applicable
	10
	18.2
	18.9
	96.2

	 
	Disagree
	1
	1.8
	1.9
	98.1

	 
	Strongly Disagree
	1
	1.8
	1.9
	100.0

	 
	Total
	53
	96.4
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	2
	3.6
	
	

	Total
	55
	100.0
	
	


Frequency Tables Pertaining to Global Assessments of MPA Program

E.1. I learned what I expected to learn in IUN's MPA program.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	17
	30.9
	31.5
	31.5

	 
	Agree
	35
	63.6
	64.8
	96.3

	 
	Unknown/Not Applicable
	1
	1.8
	1.9
	98.1

	 
	Disagree
	1
	1.8
	1.9
	100.0

	 
	Total
	54
	98.2
	100.0
	

	Missing
	System
	1
	1.8
	
	

	Total
	55
	100.0
	
	


E.2. Overall, I am satisfied with the education I received in the MPA program at IUN.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	27
	49.1
	49.1
	49.1

	 
	Agree
	26
	47.3
	47.3
	96.4

	 
	Unknown/Not Applicable
	1
	1.8
	1.8
	98.2

	 
	Disagree
	1
	1.8
	1.8
	100.0

	 
	Total
	55
	100.0
	100.0
	


E.3. The MPA program at IUN effectively accomplishes its mission.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	23
	41.8
	41.8
	41.8

	 
	Agree
	28
	50.9
	50.9
	92.7

	 
	Unknown/Not Applicable
	3
	5.5
	5.5
	98.2

	 
	Disagree
	1
	1.8
	1.8
	100.0

	 
	Total
	55
	100.0
	100.0
	


E.4. I would recommend the MPA program to others.

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Strongly Agree
	31
	56.4
	56.4
	56.4

	 
	Agree
	21
	38.2
	38.2
	94.5

	 
	Unknown/Not Applicable
	2
	3.6
	3.6
	98.2

	 
	Strongly Disagree
	1
	1.8
	1.8
	100.0

	 
	Total
	55
	100.0
	100.0
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