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ABSTRACT 

This is a follow-up study of graduates of the College 
of Agriculture at Montana State University for the years 
1969 to 1977. It was concerned with graduate assessment 
of subject matter, administrative performance, personal 
development and promotion of the College of Agriculture. 
Data were also collected on the employment patterns, mobil¬ 
ity patterns and educational patterns of graduates. 

The survey identified areas of concern to the College 
of Agriculture as well as areas of program success. Major 
findings were as follows: 

It was found that development of technical skills 
was adequate but development of professional competencies 
was inadequate and that it was becoming increasingly more 
difficult to provide adequate educational programs. 

There was an overall decline in the learning environ¬ 
ment provided by the College of Agriculture as evidenced 
in poorer ratings for facilities and services in all areas 
in more recent years. 

Student-administrative rapport was less than satisfac¬ 
tory with indications that students should have more oppor¬ 
tunity to participate in the administrative process. 

Promotion of the College of Agriculture has primarily 
been a by-product of a satisfied clientele with much po¬ 
tential for improved formal promotional programs initiated 
by the College. 

Graduates were generally satisfied with their overall 
education in terms of employment opportunity. 

This study provides detailed evaluative information 
for use in curriculum improvement in the College of 
Agriculture, Montana State University. 



CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING 

INTRODUCTION 

Evaluation and accountability have, in the past 

decade, become household words throughout the education 

community. Educators in almost every field and at every 

level have been asked to prove the worth of their programs. 

The public is no longer content with what has traditionally 

been offered them by educators and has demanded that edu¬ 

cation programs be more responsive to their needs. As well 

they have required that educators furnish concrete evidence 

of the success of their programs in meeting those needs. 

With the increasing cost of education and the public tax 

revolt of the seventies, education has been forced to be¬ 

come accountable for the cost-effectiveness of its programs 

Duncan wrote of educators in 1971 that: 

The idea that we need to bring rationality 
to the decision-making process and to 
establish an objective basis for resource 
allocation is clear . . . 

. . . the need to measure our [educators] 
output is crucial and the public will no 
longer permit its neglect. 



-2- 

Evaluating the output of educational programs pro¬ 

vides a data base for accountability and as such has be¬ 

come a useful tool for educators. This process was 

described by Armstrong (1978) as follows: 

Program evaluation has the general aim 
of assessing the effectiveness of par¬ 
ticular programs. For ongoing programs, 
evaluation is a feedback mechanism which 
makes it possible for decision-makers 
to become aware of the direction in 
which programs are headed and compare 
that with where they are intended to go. 
A key element in this overall process 
in an educational institution is the 
periodic collection of information from 
program graduates. 

The College of Agriculture at Montana State University 

has not ignored the accountability movement. As part of 

their commitment to providing adequate and responsive edu¬ 

cational programs, the administrators of the College have 

expressed a desire for periodic comprehensive program 

appraisals by graduates of the College of Agriculture. 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this study was to assess the educa¬ 

tional experiences of the 1969 to 1977 graduates of the 

College of Agriculture while at Montana State University, 
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and the impact of those experiences on their ensuing 

careers. 

NEED FOR THE STUDY 

John Goodlad (Good lad, 1976) commented in 1976 that 

the curriculum belonged to the American people, not the 

educators. As such it becomes the responsibility of the 

educator to make curricular adjustments which accomodate 

changing needs in our society. Before change can occur, 

we must first determine our present situation and identify 

deficiencies in our programs. By conducting follow-up 

studies of graduates we can assess the appropriateness of 

our current offerings and determine areas of inadequacy. 

As well, by gathering information on employment patterns 

and potentials of graduates we can better counsel our stu¬ 

dents on career choices and alternatives. 

Program evaluation is a continuing process that de¬ 

mands periodic repetition if an institution is to remain 

viable and responsive to its clientele in planning and 

executing change. 

The follow-up study of graduates has been used as an 

evaluative tool by educational institutions across the 
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nation and has been utilized as part of an evaluation pro¬ 

gram in the College of Agriculture at Montana State Uni¬ 

versity in the past. 

The last comprehensive study of graduates of the 

College of Agriculture was conducted in 1971. In that 

study the researcher urged that a similar study be carried 

out every five years as part of a continuing evaluation 

program (Bickle, 1971). No such data have been gathered 

since that time. 

An assessment of the relevance of curriculum offerings 

by graduates of the College of Agriculture is overdue and 

must be updated. With that in mind, this study was 

initiated. 

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

The following objectives were developed to accomplish 

the purpose of the study: 

1. To determine the extent to which past course 

offerings of the College of Agriculture provided adequate 

training for its graduates. 

2. To determine the extent to which the administra¬ 

tive structure of the College of Agriculture met the needs 
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of the students. 

3. To determine the extent to which the social, 

academic and physical environment of the College of Agri¬ 

culture succeeded in promoting the professional identity 

and responsibility of its graduates. 

4. To collect data on the education and employment 

patterns of graduates of the College of Agriculture. 

5. To assess the image of the College of Agriculture 

among its graduates. 

6. To assess formal and informal avenues of pro¬ 

motion for the College of Agriculture. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

In carrying out a study of this nature, a researcher 

needs to assume some factors to be true and that they would 

therefore not be included in this study. In this study 

the researcher assumed the following: 

1. That the sampling procedure utilized in this study 

resulted in an unbiased, representative sample of the pop¬ 

ulation under study. 

2. That the judgement of past graduates of the College 

of Agriculture was a reliable indicator of the value of 
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the educational experiences they received. 

3. That this follow-up of graduates as an evaluative 

technique will result in improved curriculums within the 

College of Agriculture. 

LIMITATIONS 

The limitations of this study are as follows: 

1. The use of a mailed questionnaire to collect data 

is subject to the following inherent weaknesses which may 

have had an effect on the ultimate results. 

a. All respondents may not have interpreted the 

questions in the same way. 

b. The views of non-respondents may or may not have 

been consistent with those of the respondents. 

2. The results of this study were limited to the 

responses of the graduates surveyed. 

DEFINITIONS 

The following terms have been defined as their use 

pertains to this study. 

Ag Supplies/Services - businesses which provide 
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supplies to farmers and ranches and subsequently provide 

services needed to utilize these supplies (e.g. hardware, 

feed store, fertilizer plant). 

Ag Mechanics - businesses which sell and service agri¬ 

cultural power units, machinery, and related equipment 

(e.g. farm implement dealer, agricultural mechanics shop, 

irrigation, milking equipment, etc.). 

Ornamental Horticulture - businesses which produce, 

distribute, and utilize ornamental crops principally for 

ornamental or aesthetic purposes (e.g. greenhouses, nursery, 

landscaping, lawn and turf management). 

Ag Resources - businesses concerned with the principles 

and practices necessary to conserve and improve our nat¬ 

ural resources (e.g. ASCS, SCS, FHA, game management). 

Ag Products - businesses which assemble, sort, test, 

grade, store and market farm and ranch products (e.g. 

elevator, feed mills, dairy processing plant). 

Forestry - businesses involvement in the production, 

processing, management and utilization of forest products 

(e.g. logging operations, tree farms, sawmills, wood pro¬ 

duct plants). 

Curriculum - the program of formal and informal events 
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provided by an educational institution which contributes 

to the total educational experience of students at that 

institution. 

Degyee area/degree program - the prescribed course of 

studies leading to a specific degree offered by the College 

of Agriculture. 

Education patterns - the program of formal education 

beyond the B.S. degree. 

Employment patterns - the job histories of graduates 

of an institution. 

Internship program - an on-the-job working experience 

offered for credit through an educational institution. 

Mobility patterns - the change of residence and place 

of employment. 

Professional competency - those competencies and 

skills that are primarily concerned with cognitive thought 

processes as opposed to technical or manipulative skills. 

Technical competency - the necessary skills that 

enable one to perform successfully the tasks encountered 

in a working situation for which one has been specifically 

trained. 
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Methodology and Procedure 

This is a descriptive survey research paper aimed at 

evaluating the curriculum of the College of Agriculture 

at Montana State University through the use of the follow¬ 

up of graduates technique. 

Through consultation with Dr. Lark Carter, Associate 

Dean of the College of Agriculture, Montana State Univer¬ 

sity, and Dr. Douglas Bishop, Professor of Agricultural 

Education, Montana State University, and with due regard 

to related research, a rationale and objectives for the 

study were formulated, the population to be studied was 

determined and a preliminary instrument was developed. 

Population and Sampling Procedure 

The population to be studied consisted of the grad¬ 

uates of the College of Agriculture, Montana State Univer¬ 

sity. The last follow-up study of this population (Bickle, 

1971) included graduates from 1950 to 1967. It was de¬ 

cided that this study should focus on graduates of the last 

ten years, i.e. 1967 to 1977. The size of this population 

and budgetary constraints suggested utilizing a sampling 

procedure rather than attempting to work with the entire 

population. Initially, the sample population was confined 



-10- 

to those graduates v\rho graduated in every other year of the 

ten years under investigation, or graduates of 1969, 1971, 

1973, 1975 and 1977. This population was identified by 

using the names of those graduates which appeared in com¬ 

mencement programs for the years under study.* This 

yielded a population of 721 Bachelor Degree graduates of 

the College of Agriculture. Using procedures suggested by 

Warmbrod (1965) and Krejcie and Morgan (1978), it was deter¬ 

mined that a sample size of one-third of the population or 

240 of 721 graduates would be sufficient to collect valid 

and usable data while still being a practical number to work 

with considering the limited resources available for the 

project. 

The commencement programs allowed the researcher to 

identify graduates in each of the degree programs for each 

of the years included in the study and thus, allowed the 

use of stratification in the sampling procedure. A 

*Because students who graduate summer or fall quarter of one 
year appear in commencement programs for June of the follow¬ 
ing year, there was some discrepancy between year of gradu¬ 
ation as identified by the researcher from commencement 
programs and the actual year of graduation reported by some 
respondents. This resulted in 30 responses indicating a 
year of graduation other than the five years selected for 
study as shown in Table 2, page 41. Data from these ques¬ 
tionnaires were included in data analysis by "degree areas" 
but were not included in data pertaining to "years of 
graduation." 
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proportional stratified random sample was drawn to approx¬ 

imate one-third of the graduates in each degree program 

for each of the five years under study as shown in Table 1. 

Randomization was achieved by assigning each person 

in each strata a consecutive two-digit number and utiliz¬ 

ing a table of random numbers to select the individuals 

included in the sample. 

The most current addresses for the graduates in the 

sample were obtained from the alumni address file of 

Montana State University. 

Instrument Design and Development 

Broad areas of concern to the College of Agriculture 

were assessments of subject matter, graduate employment, 

administrative performance and personal development. It 

was decided that a mail questionnaire would be the most 

practical approach and an instrument was developed for use 

in systematically gathering information from past grad¬ 

uates which could provide a data base for evaluation of the 

programs and endeavors of the College of Agriculture in 

each of these four areas. 

The first section of the questionnaire dealt with 

general information about the respondents and included 

personal statistical information, i.e. name, address, age, 
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past and present educational status, reasons for choosing 

MSU College of Agriculture, employment and mobility data, 

and adequacy of degree titles. The remainder of the ques¬ 

tionnaire pertained to the stated objectives of the 

College of Agriculture. 

The existing role and scope statement for the College 

of Agriculture, Montana State University, provided a basis 

from which four objectives were developed. These objec¬ 

tives were: 

Objective 1: To offer degree programs which provide a 
variety of courses and experiences which will 
enable students to develop technical and 
professional competencies required of grad¬ 
uates employed in agricultural occupations. 

Objective 2: To provide an environment for students within 
the College of Agriculture which encourages 
learning experiences that promote the de¬ 
velopment of professional identity and 
responsibility. 

Objective 3: To maintain an administrative policy which 
promotes cooperative participation of stu¬ 
dents in the administrative process. 

Objective 4: To promote the MSU College of Agriculture 
among its potential clientele. 

Using procedures suggested in related research (see Chapter 

II, Review of Literature), several criterion questions were 

developed for each of the objectives. The criterion 
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questions were designed to indicate the degree to which the 

stated objectives were being met. In order to determine 

the answers to the criterion questions, a series of indi¬ 

cators were developed. Responses to each indicator ques¬ 

tion provided information from which to formulate answers 

to criterion questions which in turn indicated the status 

of programs, procedures find structures within the College, 

aimed at attaining the stated objectives. 

For questionnaire items where a rating scale was 

necessary, a scale of from 1 to 4 (in some cases a zero was 

also used to indicate a "not applicable" response) was 

utilized, thus forcing respondents to make a directional 

decision rather than selecting a "middle of the road" 

stance as is possible with the more commonly used 1 to 5 

scale. Space was also provided for any additional comments 

and suggestions respondents wished to make. 

Validation of the Instrument 

The instrument was pre-tested using 12 post-graduates 

of the College of Agriculture who resided in the Bozeman 

area and who were not included in the sample population to 

be surveyed for the actual study. 
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These people were asked to complete the questionnaire 

and comment on any ambiguities or problems they encountered 

as well as to make suggestions for improvements. 

The instrument was also presented to at least one 

staff member in each department of the College of Agricul¬ 

ture for further evaluation. Appropriate changes and im¬ 

provements in the instrument were made and a final draft 

was completed and readied for use in the survey. 

Gathering and Compilation of Data 

A copy of the questionnaire along with an introductory 

cover letter (see Appendix, pt 127 ) and a stamped pre¬ 

addressed envelope, for use in returning the questionnaire, 

were mailed to the 240 individuals in the sample on 

March 10, 1977. By April 10, 1977 a total of 121 usable 

returns had been received constituting a return rate of 

50.4%. On April 12, 1977 a follow-up letter was mailed to 

all those whose responses had not been received at that time. 

By May 1, 1977, the predetermined cut-off date, an addi¬ 

tional 33 usable returns had been received. This made a 

total of 154 usable returns or a usable response rate of 

64.2%. There were six late returns and 11 unusable returns 

for a total of 171 questionnaires returned or 71.3%. 
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A number coding system was developed to record all 

data from the questionnaires onto IBM sheets. As the re¬ 

sponses were received they were numbered and the data 

recorded on IBM sheets. The data were then transferred to 

computer cards for use in the Sigma 7 computer located at 

Montana State University. 

With the aid of Dr. Irvin Smith, computer analyst, 

College of Agriculture, Montana State University, the data 

were adapted to utilize the SPSS (Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences) (Nie et al, 1975) computer program. 

Through the use of this program, data were separated by 

degree area* and selected years of graduation; tabulations, 

percentages, means and a variety of other statistical 

measures were determined. While complex statistical data 

were made available, measures other than percentages and 

means were determined to be beyond the scope and intent of 

this study and their usefulness and validity are 

*The Industrial Arts degree program was not under the jur¬ 
isdiction of the College of Agriculture until 1973. A 
small enrollment coupled with only three years of grad¬ 
uates included in the survey resulted in a very low sample 
N for this category. Data for these respondents was in¬ 
cluded in the "all areas" category and in the appropriate 
"year of graduation" category, but was not analyzed as a 
separate degree area. 
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questionable. For these reasons, they were not included 

in the data analysis section of this report. 

Additional comparisons and analyses were made by 

the use of sorting and hand work where the computer could 

not be used. 

This study was designed to identify opinion trends 

of past graduates of the College of Agriculture and re¬ 

sults should not be interpreted as quantitative measures. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 

The review of literature focuses on the concept of 

accountability in education through the process of eval¬ 

uation and the development of the follow-up study as a 

useful evaluative technique. 

The Press for Accountability 
through Evaluation 

Educators have always been concerned with the effec¬ 

tiveness of their programs. This was evident in their 

efforts to determine the amount of learning taking place 

and in the development of numerous and varied teaching 

techniques and materials designed to enhance the learning 

of their students. Norris (1969) related that: 

The recognition of the need to gather information 
about the effectiveness of education is certainly 
not new. When the U.S. Office of Education was 
first established in 1867, one of the duties 
given the Commissioner of Education was to deter¬ 
mine the progress of education. 
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Only within the last 25 years has anyone begun to 

seriously question the content of educational curriculums. 

Traditionally, the problem of "what to teach" has been left 

up to the educators themselves and the educators have been 

primarily concerned with whether or not students have 

learned what has been taught. Only recently have we come 

to realize that the ultimate measure of education is not 

necessarily the students' scholastic achievement, but 

rather his success in the career he pursues. 

By determining the success of our students in their 

subsequent endeavors we can assess not only their learning 

quotient while at school but also whether or not what they 

were taught was what they needed to know to successfully 

perform in the working world. 

With the increasing cost of education and the trend 

toward more and more specialization in career choices, it 

became more important than ever before to ensure that cur¬ 

riculum content was adequate and complete. It became nec¬ 

essary to study the outcomes of educational programs and 

to attempt to measure program success in these terms. 

Thus, the education community came to understand that the 

value of its programs lay in the success of its graduates. 
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In the 1960's the public began to question the vali¬ 

dity of the educational community's claim to an increasing 

amount of the tax dollars they were providing. The demand 

went out for tangible proof of the value of educational 

programs. For the first time educators were being held 

accountable for their programs. Straubel (1971) recounted 

that: 

President Nixon, in his special message to 
Congress on Educational Reform of March 3, 1970, 
introduced the nation to the accountability 
concept. In his message he conceded that to 
achieve educational reform based on measurable 
learning outcomes it undoubtedly would be nec¬ 
essary, in his words, "to develop broader and 
more sensitive measurements of learning than we 
now have." (Straubel, 1971) 

Leon Lessinger (1970), often referred to as the father of 

accountability in education, put Nixon's challenge in more 

concrete terms. He further stated the problem as follows: 

An important change has taken place in what Ameri¬ 
cans expect of their public schools. The optimism 
about the value of education is still there and 
continues to be strong, but serious doubts have 
arisen about the public school system's ability 
to actually deliver on its promises. 

The shift in attitude becomes apparent through 
analysis of the questions being asked at hear¬ 
ings by elected officials of both parties at 
every level of government, from Congress to 
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state legislatures and local city councils. The 
same line of questioning can be heard among bus¬ 
inessmen, at school board conventions, at various 
citizen group meetings and in the highest circles 
of the executive branches of government. Seekers 
of educational funds have always talked in terms 
of books, staff, materials, equipment, and space 
to be acquired or used, together with students 
to be served and programs to be offered. Ques¬ 
tioners in the past were content to listen to 
accounts of resources allocated. This has 
changed. Today the questions focus on results 
obtained for resources used. The questions are 
pointed, insistent, and abrasive. The public 
school system is being held accountable for re¬ 
sults. Accountability is the coming sine qua 
non for education in the 1970’s. How to engineer 
accountability for results in public education 
is the central problem for the education 
profession. 

Lessinger's views are further supported by Duncan 

who, in 1971, wrote: 

The idea that we need to bring rationality to 
the decision-making process and to establish an 
objective basis for resource allocation is clear 
and for this attempt we are to be commended in 
our press for educational accountability. 

and he goes on to say: 

. . . the need to measure our [the educators'] 
output is crucial and the public will no longer 
permit its neglect. 

Thus, the need for accountability in education had 

become firmly established. 
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Evaluation in an Educational Institution 

Educators were quick to realize that if they were to 

retain control of their programs they must be the ones to 

provide information leading to accountability. McComas 

spoke to this in 1971: 

One of the central concerns regarding account¬ 
ability is the need for leaders in education to 
take the initiative in developing appropriate 
programs. 

He suggested that this was preferable to educational 

changes initiated from outside the profession and as such, 

educational institutions must seek means through which to 

provide accountability. 

Evaluation of programs, as a means of achieving 

accountability had been used in the private business sec¬ 

tor, the military, and in many government agencies. That 

the education community should adopt this procedure was a 

natural consequence of accountability demands on their 

profession as well. 

House (1978) put evaluation in these terms: 

The case for evaluation is based upon the pre¬ 
mise that people will, if they can, make changes 
based upon information. It is thus assumed that 
decisions about policies, programs, students and 
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services will be more rational if good informa¬ 
tion is available when needed. 

Evaluation is an ongoing process. It is part of a 

continuing assessment of needs and progress in meeting 

those needs coupled with the assumption that programs are 

dynamic rather than static and must continually undergo 

changes which accommodate the changing needs of a program's 

clientele. 

The Training Guide for Identifying, Meeting and 

Evaluating Training Needs (1977) utilized by the Federal 

Department of Highways described the role of evaluation in 

a program planning model: 

We may evaluate not to reward or punish, but to 
help ourselves and others to set more adequate 
goals and to discover more effective ways of 
achieving them. 

Through fact-finding and appraisal we identify 
problems that need to be prevented or solved, 
weaknesses that need to be overcome—things that 
need to be brought up to standard. We plan and 
carry out training to do this. Then to find 
out "how we are doing," we repeat the fact¬ 
finding and appraisal—in short, we evaluate 
the situation again. Thus, we have a complete 
cycle: need determination (resulting from 
evaluation), program planning, program imple¬ 
mentation, and evaluation—followed by re¬ 
planning, reimplementation, and reevaluation. 
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Armstrong and Pressley (1978) pointed out that: 

. . . a key element in this overall process in 
an educational institution is the periodic col¬ 
lection of information from program graduates. 

Patterson (1976) supported the inclusion of program grad¬ 

uates in the evaluation process by noting that: 

The success of an educational institution can 
best be measured by the success of its grad¬ 
uates. The institution's greatest commodity 
is its graduates; therefore, we must maintain 
a high level of demand for them by designing 
the most unique and competent curricula pos¬ 
sible. As a result, the graduates of such pro¬ 
grams will be qualified, sensitive and produc¬ 
tive employees. 

To develop curricula, input must come from 
faculty, administration, and advisory com¬ 
mittees combined with graduate and employer 
evaluation of the institution's major areas of 
training. 

Thus we have determined the role of evaluation in 

accountability and have the suggestion that graduates can 

provide useful evaluative information. 

The Follow-up Study as a Method of Evaluation 

The follow-up study has been defined as follows 

(McKinney and Oglesby, 1971): 
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A follow-up study is a procedure for accumulating 
pertinent data from or about individuals after 
they have had similar or comparable experiences. 

In this case, the reference is to "educational" exper 

iences. The follow-up study, then, is a method by which 

to study the outcomes of educational experiences. 

Henard (1978) discussed the nature of outcome studies 

Educators must respond to the pressures of gov¬ 
ernmental agencies to provide outcome data re¬ 
lated to employment and income, but they must 
also insure that the noneconomic values of edu¬ 
cation are an integral part of evaluations of 
educational benefit. 

He noted that federal and state governmental agencies and 

committees had increasingly requested that post-secondary 

educational institutions supply outcome data related to 

the employment and income of degree recipients, and that 

surveys of college and university graduates had provided 

information to meet these accountability demands. He 

went on to say, however, that when outcomes data were used 

for academic planning and resource allocation, it should 

include assessments of intellectual, personal and social 

development resulting from the educational experience. 

To quote Henard (1978) further: 
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The increasing importance of information pro¬ 
vided by surveys of graduates, as measures of 
educational outcomes, motivates institutions 
of higher education to engage in this type of 
research and to share the results. The cumu¬ 
lative information can help higher education 
assume leadership in demonstrating the benefits 
of the educational experience that include 
intellectual, personal, and social development 
as well as occupational outcomes. 

Christenson (1975) pointed out that one of the major 

reasons for conducting surveys of graduates was that they 

could provide perspectives for action. He noted that sur¬ 

veys could be utilized as research and educational tools 

to create and stimulate both public interest and partici¬ 

pation in the decision-making process and that they could 

aid in developing policy, planning programs and directing 

future change. 

Shrode (1975) noted that opinions of former students 

had the distinct advantage of being largely a reflection of 

lasting impressions of teachers and courses. His opinion 

was that the unquestionable value of evaluations and sug¬ 

gestions by former students made them well worth the ef¬ 

fort to obtain them. 
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The Design of the Follow-up Study 

In determining the areas to be examined in a follow¬ 

up study, one must first look at the goals of the program 

under investigation. 

Stufflebeam noted in 1972 that the essence of eval¬ 

uation was value judgements and that these were made in 

relation to standards and the standards almost always were 

goals. He noted that goal statements at least provided 

hypotheses as to what some of the variables were. 

In concurrence, Hernard (1978) said that educational 

experiences should be evaluated in terms of roles, goals 

and the educational objectives of an institution. 

The determination of an institution's goals and ob¬ 

jectives is beyond the scope of this study. What we are 

concerned with here is obtaining information which assists 

in determining the extent to which the existing goals and 

objectives of an educational system are being met. 

McComas (1971) provided clues, however, as to the 

scope of the follow-up study. He said: 

It should be noted that various publics probably 
are more vocal in their concern for students' 
emerging values than for technical competence. 
Therefore, measures of the affective domain must 
be attempted together with the cognitive domain. 
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This points to the conclusion that follow-up studies 

should collect data which goes beyond an assessment of em¬ 

ployment and income patterns generally required for 

accountability and should also investigate the value of 

curricular inclusions aimed at personal and professional 

development. Thus, broad program objectives or goals be¬ 

come the basis for follow-up design. 

McKinney and Oglesby (1971) in their discussion of 

follow-up study design stated that: 

The program objectives become the basis for stat¬ 
ing the criterion questions and consequently, 
the follow-up instrument. 

A criterion question is merely one which states 
the objective in such a way that an answer is 
called for which will measure the attainment of 
that objective ... 

. . . Following the statement of criterion ques¬ 
tions, the next step is to develop or select as 
many items as will be needed to obtain suffi¬ 
cient information for answering the criterion 
questions. 

Using this format, the extent of the follow-up study 

becomes a function of the number of objectives to be 

assessed, and the number of criterion questions needed to 

adequately determine the degree of success in objective 

attainment. 
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Evolution of the Follow-up Study 

Follow-up studies in the past (discussed later in 

this chapter) have been narrower in scome than more recent 

ones. They have been chiefly concerned with the results 

of education such as employment, income and mobility of 

graduates, with only marginal interest in graduate assess¬ 

ment of the programs, policies, structures and facilities 

making up the total educational experience. As well they 

have been limited to specific populations with little or 

no longitudinal utility. 

More recently, follow-up studies have been more com¬ 

prehensive but at the same time have been designed in such 

a way that objective assessment can be cross-departmental, 

cross-institutional and cross-annular. In this way data 

can be provided which allows researchers to determine if 

progress has been made in correcting problematic areas 

that prior follow-ups have identified. As well, adminis¬ 

trators can accurately compare the status of their programs 

with those of similar institutions and more informed de¬ 

cisions can be made in determining resource allocation 

within a university by providing a means for comparing the 

performance of various departments. 
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This was the goal of "Project Follow-up" (Reed and 

Cox, 1976) initiated by the Texas Junior and Community 

College System. The purpose of Project Follow-up was to 

develop, test and validate a state-wide management infor¬ 

mation system for follow-up of Texas public junior and 

community college students. A major objective of Project 

Follow-up was to develop a flexible system so colleges 

could adapt it to their unique needs in order to obtain 

consistent information for use in local planning and 

evaluation. 

The main aim of this project was to provide a com¬ 

prehensive follow-up instrument which could be used in all 

colleges and universities. Reed and Cox (1976) described 

the types of information their graduate questionnaire 

collected as follows: 

Attendance objectives 
Sex and ethnic data 
College enrollment status 
Relation of employment to program completed 
Prior employment in area related to program 

completed 
Opinion of program completed 
Opinion of student service(s) area 
Name of transfer college, status and GPA 
Usefulness of training to job performance 
Transfer problem areas 
Salary information 
Job title and name of employer 
Reason(s) for employment in areas unrelated 
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to program completed 
Relation of program completed to career plans 
Opinion of educational experience 
Job outlook information 
Mobility information 
Suggestions for improvements of programs and/ 

or services 
General comments 

At the University of Illinois, Urbana, work is con¬ 

tinuing on a similar follow-up project called ’’Program 

Evaluation Survey” or PES (Bessai et al, 1977). This sur 

vey is also a cross-departmental measure and has been ad¬ 

ministered to 53 academic departments since 1974. In her 

report, Bessai described the PES system: 

The current version of PES contains six biograph¬ 
ical items (sex, class level, cumulative GPA, 
transfer status, graduation status and reason for 
choosing a major). On the remaining 24 items, 
which include a five-point bipolar response for¬ 
mat, students indicate the level of difficulty 
and structure of their major programs, admission 
standards, their attitude toward major program 
and satisfaction with 18 programatic areas of 
their department (e.g. well-integrated set of 
courses, academic contact with faculty, quality 
of vocational guidance, value of program). 

Bessai (1977) went on to explain that PES was de¬ 

signed to provide information upon which comparative judg 

ments among departments and identification of weaknesses 

and strengths within a department could be made. PES 
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could also be used to compare yearly attitudinal change, 

could be used for graduates and undergraduates, and used 

optional items to allow for collection of specific depart¬ 

mental information. 

The more longitudinal and lateral a follow-up instru¬ 

ment becomes the more one must question the usefulness 

of quantitative analysis of responses. In coping with this 

problem, supporters of this type of follow-up system have 

suggested that quantitative analysis should be used only 

to indicate observable trends. 

House (1977) addressed this issue as follows: 

Indeterminacy and unspecifiability are essential 
parts of evaluation whether based on hard data 
or soft. This ambiguity necessitates personal 
judgements on the part of both evaluators and 
audiences. It also suggests that overall judge¬ 
ment is more important than precise calculation 
in most evaluative reasoning. 

Indications are that future follow-up studies will 

adopt a standard form which provides information that will 

be consistent for comparison purposes. It will be of a 

general non-quantified nature that addresses directional 

trends in the opinions of graduates in regard to their 

educational experiences. These trends will not be defined 

in absolute quantitative terms. 
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Another type of follow-up study utilizes employers of 

program graduates. A study of this type at Amarillo Col¬ 

lege in Texas in 1976 (Patterson, 1976) concluded that 

employer follow-ups can be a valuable tool for developing 

an accountability model. The greatest utility of employer 

follow-ups is that they can provide information from which 

to determine the goals and objectives of an educational 

institution. As such, the use of the follow-up of grad¬ 

uate employers does not replace the follow-up of graduates, 

but rather complements it as another useful part of a 

total evaluation program. Follow-ups of graduate employers 

are not a factor in this study and will not be discussed 

further in this chapter. 

Review of Related Graduate Follow-up Studies 

In the past decade, follow-up studies of graduates 

have become a common and accepted element in educational 

evaluation. Because studies in the past have seldom been 

longitudinal, a thorough analysis of the results of these 

studies is not particularly useful. However, a brief 

description of previous follow-up studies of graduates of 

agriculture-related programs at other institutions and 
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some of the factors they looked at provides clues as to what 

kinds of things other educators in our field have been 

concerned with. 

Follow-up studies of graduates of vocational techni¬ 

cal education programs have primarily been concerned with 

graduate success in employment. Little (1970) studied job 

histories and placement of graduates. Lewis (1972) was 

concerned with characteristics of present employment posi¬ 

tions and ratings of preparation for employment. 

Graduate follow-ups at the university level have also 

concentrated on employment patterns. Studies of College of 

Agriculture graduates at Kansas State University (Carpenter, 

1964), University of Missouri (Van Eaton, 1969) and Uni¬ 

versity of Wisconsin (Schwarz, 1970) collected information 

about employment, salaries and advanced education with 

only secondary concern for program evaluation. In all 

three cases, program evaluation concentrated on technical 

competence. 

This approach is understandable in view of the types 

of data required to meet accountability demands. However, 

more recent follow-up studies have been more comprehensive. 

Researchers have realized that evaluations by former stu¬ 

dents can not only provide the necessary data to satisfy 
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those demanding accountability, but can also provide use¬ 

ful information for the educators themselves in determin¬ 

ing the effectiveness of their curriculums. As discussed 

previously, follow-up studies of graduates can be used to 

assess intellectual, personal and professional development 

as well as employability (Hernard, 1978). Follow-up 

studies have also become more longitudinal. 

A study of 3,315 baccalaureate and advanced degree 

recipients at the University of Colorado, Denver, conducted 

in 1976 (Hernard, 1978), included survey items on the 

following: income, relationship of jobs to degree, mobil¬ 

ity patterns, estimates of intellectual and personal devel¬ 

opment experienced, and evaluations of instruction, aca¬ 

demic advising and career counseling. In this study, degree 

related data were aggregated by the school or college in 

which the degree work was completed. This is representa¬ 

tive of the types of follow-ups now being done across the 

nation. 

At Montana State University, the only comprehensive 

follow-up survey of College of Agriculture graduates was 

done by Bickle in 1971. In his study he evaluated grad¬ 

uate employment, mobility and advanced education patterns 

and the value rankings of education received in the 
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College of Agriculture major area, and the assistance 

received from major advisor. For purposes of comparison 

Bickle's major findings are listed as follows: 

Mobility Patterns 

The following conclusions concern themselves with 
the characteristics of the mobility of the 
graduates. 

1. As mobility in terms of number of posi¬ 
tions held increases, the percent of 
graduates leaving the state increases. 

2. Of every 100 students who attended the 
College of Agriculture at Montana State 
University 88.8 percent were residents 
of the state of Montana prior to attend¬ 
ing college, 11.2 percent resided out¬ 
side of Montana. Of those receiving a 
B.S. degree in the College of Agricul¬ 
ture 61.6 percent reported their resi¬ 
dence as being from Montana; 27.2 
percent are residing outside of Montana. 
The balance 11.2 percent of the grad¬ 
uates resided outside of Montana prior 
to attending college and now list their 
residence outside of Montana. Of the 
61.6 percent of the graduates who re¬ 
ported their residence as being in 
Montana only three or 1.9 percent listed 
their residence prior to attending 
college as being from out of the state 
of Montana. 

3. The majority, forty-seven or 66.2 per¬ 
cent of the graduates who were Montana 
residents prior to college attendance, 
but presently reside outside the state, 
are residing in the Western Region of 
the United States. 

4. There was a significant percentage, fifty- 
three or (21%) of the graduates who show 
no residential mobility. This means that 
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if they were residents of Montana, they 
have always resided in the same county. 
If they were residents of a region or 
foreign country, they have always re¬ 
sided in the same country. 

5. Graduates who stay in state tend to 
cluster around the larger metropolitan 
communities, which can be seen by the 
large number of positions held in the 
respective counties. This leaves many 
of the sparsely populated counties short¬ 
changed on professionally prepared people. 

Employment Patterns 

1. Agriculture Education graduates have the 
highest mean salary for the first position 
held since graduation of those curriculums 
offering a Bachelor of Science in the 
College of Agriculture at Montana State 
University. 

2. The graduates who have pursued advanced 
studies, degree or non-degree, have con¬ 
sistently received a higher salary than 
those who have not completed any advanced 
studies. 

3. As the number of positions held increases, 
the percent of positions classified as 
managerial increases. 

4. Technical and managerial jobs account for 
over 50 percent of all positions held by 
Montana State University College of 
Agriculture graduates. 

5. Pay was the major reason for the termi¬ 
nation of positions. 

6. Family, housing and prestige are unim¬ 
portant as reasons for terminating posi¬ 
tions, regardless of the educational 
level. 

Advanced Education 

1. Of the graduates pursuing non-degree 
credits none have completed over 59 
credits. 
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2. Many of the graduates who have received 
advanced degrees have also completed 
advanced non-degree studies. 

3. Sixty-four or 25.4 percent of the grad¬ 
uates of the College of Agriculture have 
completed advanced degrees. 

Evaluation 

1. Graduates tend to value the education 
they receive in their major areas within 
the College of Agriculture higher than 
the assistance they receive from their 
major advisor on a comparable rating 
scale. 

2. Advisory programs have improved by 
comparison from 1950 to 1967 as indicated 
by ratings given by graduates. 

3. Education received by students has im¬ 
proved within their major from 1950 to 
1967 as indicated by value ratings given 
by students. 

Bickle made two recommendations of note (Bickle, 1971). 

The first was that: 

Some of the curriculums within the College of 
Agriculture have experienced curriculum and ad¬ 
visory problems according to the evaluations made 
by their graduates and [those involved with these 
curriculums] should therefore look with greater 
detail at some of their problems. 

A second recommendations was that more comprehensive 

follow-up studies should be made of College of Agriculture 

graduates, preferably one every five years. This study is 

an attempt to do just that. 
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Educational accountability through evaluation is here 

to stay. We are only just beginning to discover the use 

potential of comprehensive follow-up studies of graduates 

not just for accountability purposes but also for a broad 

spectrum of other applications throughout the total eval¬ 

uation programs of educational institutions. 



CHAPTER III 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

1. Introduction 

The data analysis section is presented in eight parts. 

Section 1 is an introduction to this chapter. Section 2 

contains general information about College of Agriculture 

graduates surveyed. This is followed by Sections 3 through 

6 which deal with data pertaining respectively to each of 

the four objectives of the program of studies of the College 

of Agriculture being evaluated, as stated in the question¬ 

naire (see Appendix, page 12l). Section 7 consists of 

selected additional comments and observations of the re¬ 

spondents as recorded on their questionnaires. The last 

section, Section 8, is a summary of this chapter. 

Data analysis was based on responses obtained from 

154 returned questionnaires as shown in Table 2. This re¬ 

presents a 64.2% return. Data analysis procedure utilized 

the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

computer program (Nie et al, 1975). 

N values for each category examined in this chapter 

can be obtained from Table 2. In the category labeled 
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’’all areas,” the N value is 154 and includes all degree 

areas and all years of graduation. The researcher did not 

assign separate values for the Industrial Arts degree area 

or for the following years of graduation: 1968, 1970, 

1972, 1974, 1976 (refer to Methodology,page 9 ) because of 

very low sample N's. It was felt that with so few 

responses in these categories, any generalizations made 

from these figures may be misleading. 

The researcher urges readers to note that much of the 

data considered in this section is expressed in proportions 

by percentages rather than in actual numbers. This format 

is followed to aid readers in applying the data to the 

college as a whole. The sample N's from which these per¬ 

centages are derived appear in Table 2. Please refer to 

Table 2 if actual numbers in addition to those given in 

the text are desired. 

Percentage values shown in the following tables are 

percentages of sample N's in each category as indicated. 

Where percentage totals for rows or columns do not equal 

100%, the difference is due to some respondents not indi¬ 

cating an answer in that category or indicating more than 

one choice per category. Means shown represent the means 

for sample N's in each category calculated from responses 
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cliosen on n scnlc of 1 to 4. Except as noted, 1 is the 

most negative response and 4 is the most positive response. 

With such a restricted scale, small differences in mean 

values are noteworthy. Unless otherwise noted, mean values 

of less than 2.50 represent more negative than positive 

responses in that category; mean values of more than 2.50 

represent more positive than negative responses in that 

category. It should also be noted that in categories with 

smaller N values, the validity of generalization to a 

larger population becomes more questionable. 

This study was specifically designed to indicate 

directional trends in the areas being investigated as 

determined by the respondents. An attempt to quantify 

these trends is not justified. 

2. General Information 

Age of respondents ranged from 20 to 44 years with a 

mean age of 27.8 and a mode of 26. The average respondent 

in the survey was in his/her mid-twenties. 

A rather significant number, 40, or 26% of those re¬ 

sponding, indicated that they transferred from other col¬ 

leges or universities. Of those indicating that they were 
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college transfer students, 12 indicated that they held a 

previous college degree before coming to MSU. The areas of 

the previous degree and the college transferred from varied 

with no notable trends. Thus, the data indicate that 7.8% 

of College of Agriculture graduates held a previous degree 

before entering the College of Agriculture. 

TABLE 3 

HIGHEST DEGREE NOW HELD BY GRADUATES 
Shown in Actual Numbers - Sample N 154 

Degree Area B.S./B.A. Masters Ph.D. 

All Areas 139 10 5 

Ag Business 31 1 2 

Ag Education 18 1 

Ag Production 72 3 1 

Ag Science 12 5 2 

Selected Years of 
Graduation 

1969 21 0 1 

1971 19 3 3 

1973 22 2 

1975 23 

1977 30 

NOTE: Advanced degrees were not necessarily obtained from 
MSU College of Agriculture. 
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As indicated by the data presented in Table 3, 30 or 

19.5% of graduates went on to earn a more advanced college 

degree. Of those responding, 20 or 13.0% received a 

master's degree and 10 or 6.5% earned a doctorate degree. 

As would be expected, the number of advanced degrees in¬ 

creased with length of time since graduation. 

A number of reasons for choosing MSU College of Agri¬ 

culture are presented in Table 4. The largest proportion 

of all respondents (33.8%) cited "best ag program" as 

their number one consideration in choosing this university. 

About one-fourth, or 23.4%, indicated it was the only 

school considered. Other areas of importance were proxi¬ 

mity to home (18.2%) and the fact that MSU was thought to 

be the most economical (15.67%) for the student involved. 

More than one-third, or 36.8%, of graduates in Agricultural 

Science reported "closeness to home" as the primary influ¬ 

ence in choosing MSU. Financial aid did not appear to be 

an influencing factor, and economics and closeness to home 

were of less importance to the more recent graduates. 

Offering of desired electives was of little concern but 

became more important in recent years. A feeling that MSU 

had the best programs became increasingly important. 

Of 1969 graduates, 22.7% reported this as the number one 
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reason for choosing MSU College of Agriculture. Forty per¬ 

cent of 1977 graduates chose it as their number one reason. 

Other reason of note were MSU Rodeo Team and desirability 

of the quarter system particularly for students involved 

in farming and ranching. 

TABLE 5 

GRADUATES PLACE OF ORIGIN VS. PRESENT LOCATION OF EMPLOYMENT 

Location of Place of Origin 
Present Job In State Out of State Total 

In State 70.1% 6.5% 76.6% 

Out of State 13.0% 10.4% 23.4% 

Total 83.1% 16.9% 100.0% 

The matrix presented in Table 5 shows that 83.1% of 

all respondents originated in the state of Montana, and 

16.9% of respondents originated out of state. From Table 

5, at the time of this survey,76.6% of all respondents were 

employed in the state of Montana and 23.4% were employed 

elsewhere. Although not shown in tabular form, 20 of 128 

graduates originating in-state, or 15.6%, found employment 

out of state. Conversely, 10 out of 26, or 38.5%, of out- 

of-state students were presently working in Montana. 
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Again from Table 5, by subtracting the percentage of 

respondents presently employed in Montana, 76.6%, from the 

percentage originating in Montana, 83.1%, it can be seen 

that there is a net loss to the state of 6.5%. 

Questionnaire items 6, 10, and 11 (see Appendix, 

page 12l) collected data on place of origin of respondents 

and locations of first and present jobs. These data were not 

tabulated but purusal of the questionnaires returned 

allowed the researcher to compare locations of origin to 

locations of present jobs. These data indicate that 43.8% 

of in-state students returned to their home county to find 

employment. Data also indicate that 56.2% of in-state 

graduates relocated elsewhere most often in more urbanized 

counties, particularly Yellowstone and Gallatin Counties, 

constituting a possible loss to rural counties of agri¬ 

culturally educated persons. There is some indication that 

the majority of students returning to their home counties 

may be returning to family farming and ranching operations 

as suggested by the large percentage of respondents, 34.5% 

(see Table 6), presently employed in Agricultural Production. 
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TABLE 6 

EMPLOYMENT PATTERNS OF GRADUATES 
Shown as % of Total N in Each Category 

Categories of 
Employment 

First Job After 
Graduation 

Present 
Job 

Ag Supplies/Service 14.9% 20.7% 

Ag Mechanics 2.0 0.7 

Ornamental Horticulture 2.0 1.3 

Ag Resources 25.3 18.2 

Ag Products 5.2 4.5 

Forestry 2.0 1.3 

Ag Production 35.7 34.5 

Non-Agricultural 11.0 16.2 

Unemployed 1.9 2.6 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 

Items 10 and 11 of the questionnaire referred also to 

first and present job titles of graduates surveyed. The 

job titles reported by the respondents were classified by 

the researcher into the six agri-business taxonomy areas 

utilized in the Montana Agri-Business survey (Amberson et al, 1979) 

(see definitions). This classification appears in Table 6. 

Employment patterns of respondents, presented in 

Table 6, indicated that the largest proportion found first 

employment in agricultural production, 35.7%; followed by 
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agricultural resources, 25.3%; and agricultural supplies 

and services, 14.9%. Data indicate the most common areas of 

present employment as follows: 34.5% in agricultural pro¬ 

duction, 20.7% in agricultural supplies and services, and 

18.2% in agricultural resources. Further perusal of indi¬ 

vidual responses indicated the most common positions in 

agricultural supplies and services were management, sales 

representatives, and agricultural finance positions. Agri¬ 

cultural resource positions were almost exclusively in 

areas of education or research in agriculture through some 

government agency. 

The researcher also noted shifts from first employment 

in ag resources to present employment in ag services and 

supplies and non-agricultural areas; from ag production to 

supplies and services and from all areas to agricultural 

production. The proportion of respondents in agricultural 

production remained nearly constant although about 15.0% 

moved out of production and a similar percentage moved 

into production from other areas. It was also of note 

that 16.2% of respondents were presently employed in non- 

agricultural areas and that this proportion had increased 

from first job after graduation to present employment. 
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Responses to item 15 in the questionnaire revealed 

that more than one-third of all graduates (37.7%) reported 

that their present job was not in their specific area of 

college degree training. Data presented in Table 7 can be 

used to examine various reasons for this phenomena. 

The two reasons most often cited for taking employ¬ 

ment in other areas were that respondents either found a 

better paying job in another area or preferred to work 

in another area. Better pay was a major factor (17.6%) 

for those graduating with an Ag Business degree. In Ag 

Education, 47.4% of those respondents graduating in this 

degree area preferred work in another area. In all degree 

areas, a shortage of jobs in a particular area of training 

or location were also factors contributing to graduates 

seeking employment in other fields. None of the graduates 

felt that they lacked qualifications for employment in 

their degree area. There was no discernable trend toward 

changes in this pattern over the years surveyed. Several 

respondents also stated that rather than seeking employ¬ 

ment in their specific degree area, they returned to ac¬ 

tive farming and ranching. Figures in Table 6 bear this 

out. 
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Ratings of job availability or business opportunity 

in present occupational fields were generally good (see 

Table 8) with 45.5% of all respondents indicating oppor¬ 

tunities as good and 13.6% as very good. For Agricultural 

Education graduates, a total of 84.2% rated employment 

opportunities as good or very good. Slightly more than 

one-quarter overall (25.3%) and almost one-third (31.6%) 

in Agricultural Production rated opportunities in their 

field as poor. Looking at years of graduation, it appeared 

that 1973 graduates had the best outlook in employment pro¬ 

spects with 33.3% reporting prospects very good. 

As shown in Table 8, graduates in earlier and later 

years reported slightly less opportunities in their fields 

with less reporting very good but more reporting good. 

Combining the categories good and very good (see Table 8), 

from about 1/2 to 2/3 of graduates in all years reported 

satisfactory job opportunities. 

Yearly income ranges of graduates in this survey 

(shown in Table 9) are not particularly reliable due to 

reluctance to report on the part of respondents and the 

detailed breakdown presented, which resulted in extremely 

low N values in several categories. However, some trends 

can be identified. Mean income consistently increased 
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with number of years since graduation with a mean income of 

$8148 for 1977 graduates and $15091 for 1969 graduates. As 

can be seen from Table 9, for graduates in Agricultural 

Production, initial income was higher than for other degree 

areas but did not rise as rapidly or as much as in other 

areas. Conversely, Agricultural Education graduates started 

out with a lower relative income level than others but this 

level rose quickly and became the highest average income 

category. Figures for Agricultural Education may not real¬ 

istically reflect income levels for employment in Agricul¬ 

tural Education-related fields as 47.4% of graduates in this 

degree area stated that their present employment was in 

another field (see Table 6). The average yearly income of 

all graduates surveyed was $12,138, Agricultural Education 

leading with $13,778 per annum, followed by Agricultural 

Science at $12,235, Agricultural Production at $12,056, and 

Agricultural Business at $11,758 yearly. 

Difficulties encountered in obtaining the first job 

after graduation are presented in Tables 10 and 11. The 

data in Table 10 show that of those surveyed in all areas, 

7.1% reported difficulty in finding first employment. Those 

graduating in Agricultural Science appear to have had the 

most problems with 21.1% indicating some difficulty. The most 
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common reason for difficulty in securing a first job, as 

shown in Table 11, was lack of experience, particularly in 

Agricultural Business and Agricultural Science areas. 

This suggests that an internship program of some type may 

be of benefit in these degree areas. Data in Table 11 

also indicated lack of experience was a growing problem 

with noone reporting that problem in 1969 and 6.7 reporting 

it in 1977. Inadequate salaries and lack of interview 

training also contributed significantly to the difficulties 

of Agricultural Business graduates. A perusal of Tables 10 

and 11 indicates a slight trend toward more difficulties 

among the more recent graduates for a variety of reasons. 

Additional comments on some questionnaires again referred 

to lack of experience as the primary reason for difficulty 

in obtaining first employment after graduation. 

Information regarding the adequacy of degree names for 

the programs offered by the College of Agriculture is pre¬ 

sented in Table 12. For all respondents, 48.1% indicated 

that their degree name adequately described the training 

they received. Another 29.9% indicated partial satisfaction 

with their degree name. ''Agricultural Production" appeared 

to be the least satisfactory with only 38.2% of respondents 

in that degree area saying it adequately described 
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their training. While satisfaction among respondents in¬ 

creased up to 1975, data indicate a severe drop in ratings 

by 1977 graduates. 

Data in Table 12 indicate that employers had some 

difficulty in interpreting the educational programs the 

degree names implied. This was particularly true of Agri¬ 

cultural Business with only 35.3% of respondents in that 

category indicating employers understood their degree des¬ 

ignation. This too appeared to be a greater problem among 

the more recent graduates with only 33.3% indicating no 

difficulties in this area. 

Slightly less than half the respondents, 47.4%, felt 

that the degree name for their particular educational pro¬ 

gram was comparable to that of similar institutions. Table 

12 indicates that the Agricultural Education designation 

appeared to be most consistent with other institutions 

while the majority of Agricultural Production graduates 

felt that their degree name was somewhat dissimilar to 

those used by other institutions with only 38.2% indicat¬ 

ing that they felt the Agricultural Production designation 

was comparable. Here again, the more recent graduates 

indicated that they felt there was considerably less com¬ 

parability of degree names used by the College of 
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Agriculture at MSU with those used for similar educational 

programs at other institutions. 

In summary, Agricultural Production appeared to be 

the least satisfactory degree name and Agricultural Busi¬ 

ness encountered significant difficulty in interpretation 

by employers. Also the most recent graduates surveyed 

indicated substantially less satisfaction with their degree 

names. 

3. Evaluation of Curriculum 

This section deals with the analysis of data pertain¬ 

ing to Objective 1, stated in the questionnaire as follows: 

"To offer degree programs which provide a variety of 

courses and experiences which will enable students to de¬ 

velop technical and professional competencies required of 

graduates employed in agricultural occupations." 

The following data can be used to examine the ade¬ 

quacy of the curricular experiences of the graduates in 

this survey in meeting the above stated objective. The 

researcher reminds readers that the primary purpose of this 

study is not to rigorously examine any specific item in 

question, but to identify areas where more intensive 
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investigation may be of interest. 

The data in Table 13 indicate what percentage of 

respondents in each category examined were exposed to at 

least one course in each subject area investigated. 

Perusal of the data in Table 13 indicate the follow¬ 

ing trends. Approximately one quarter (25%) or less of 

the graduates surveyed took courses in Horticulture, 

Recreation Area Management or Agricultural Education. 

Animal and Soil Science and the general education areas 

including Mathematics, Physical and Biological Sciences, 

and written communication were popular, with over 90% of 

those surveyed indicating exposure to these subject areas. 

However, these courses were often required courses in the 

various degree programs under study. 

Data in Table 13 indicate a notable decline in inter¬ 

est in the Plant Science areas including Range, Plant 

Pathology, Crop Production and Management, and Horticul¬ 

ture cunong the more recent graduates. Areas of increased 

interest in more recent years were Speech Communication and 

management-related fields including Agricultural Business, 

Agricultural Economics and Recreation Area Management. 

Close scrutiny of Table 13 indicates that graduates 

in Agricultural Education appeared to be the most 
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educationally diversified with a high percentage taking 

courses in most subject areas, while Agricultural Business 

and Agricultural Science graduates pursued more special¬ 

ized programs of study. Outside of the Agricultural Educa¬ 

tion degree program, very few respondents indicated any 

background in Agricultural Education or education subject 

areas which may impair ability of graduates in the other 

degree areas to pass on to others in their fields the know¬ 

ledge they have obtained. 

Table 14 presents mean ratings of the preparation pro¬ 

vided by courses in each of the subject areas investigated. 

It should be remembered that the rating scale ranged from 

"1M, very poorly prepared, to "4”, very well prepared. 

Subject areas which received mean ratings of less than "3M 

may be considered to be in need of improvement. Data in 

Table 14 indicate generally weak areas as being in spoken 

and written communication and in education with mean ratings 

of 2.53, 2.63 and 2.39 respectively. Notably strong sub¬ 

ject areas, all with ratings of 3 or more, were Range, 

Animal and Vet Science, and Industrial Arts and Agricult¬ 

ural Mechanics. Specific strong and weak areas can be 

identified from Table 14 in each degree area and may be 

of particular interest to those involved with singular 
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degree programs. 

Subject areas of decreasing preparedness as noted by 

responses of the more recent graduates were Soil Science, 

Agricultural Education and Education, and Agricultural 

Mechanics. Increased ratings of preparedness were noted 

in Horticulture and Recreation Area Management. 

Evaluation of class schedules, prerequisities and 

credits awarded was generally satisfactory as indicated by 

the data in Table 15. Serious scheduling conflicts were 

generally not a problem but were of some concern to Agri¬ 

cultural Education graduates and the problem appeared to 

have increased among the more recent graduates. This trend 

can likely be attributed to increased student populations in 

more recent years. Similarly, more recent graduates indi¬ 

cated that required courses were not repeated often enough 

with data in Table 15 indicating this to be a particular 

problem in Agricultural Production. This same trend was rec¬ 

ognized in regard to offerings of enough course sections. 

Satisfaction of respondents with prerequisite require¬ 

ments and course credits awarded was generally high. 

However, these too underwent a notable decline among the 

more recent graduates as shown in Table 15. 
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Evaluation of freshman common core courses, shown in 

Table 16, indicated that Animal Science in Agriculture 

(Ag 101) and Plant Science in Agriculture (Ag 102) served 

as adequate introductions to their respective areas of the 

curriculum with mean ratings of 3.12 and 3.06 respectively. 

Economics of American Agriculture (Ag 103) was not rated as 

highly by respondents in all areas with a mean rating of 

2.59. Agricultural Production and Agricultural Science 

graduates were particularly critical of this course. 

Ratings of Agricultural Orientation (Ag 100) also indicated 

room for improvement with a mean rating of only 2.52 by all 

areas. Introductory Animal Science and Plant Science (Ag 

101 and 102) showed improved ratings among the more recent 

graduates while introductory Agricultural Economics (Ag 

103) declined in ratings in more recent years. There was 

no significant change in ratings of Agricultural Orienta¬ 

tion (Ag 100) over the years surveyed. 

As indicated by the data in Table 17, 43.1% of all 

graduates surveyed changed their curriculum while attending 

Montana State University. Figures in the table indicate 

the percentage of respondents changing into degree programs. 

Data in Table 17 revealed that just under half of respondents 

receiving a degree at MSU ,or 43.1% overall ,did not start 
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out in that degree program. Also, the proportion of grad¬ 

uates surveyed saying "yes" to a change in curriculum more 

than doubled from 1969 (22.7%) to 1977 (50.0%). 

Table 18 is an array of reasons for changing curricu¬ 

lum. It should be noted that data in this table show per¬ 

centages of respondents changing into degree programs 

listed. For example, 21.1% of respondents in Agricultural 

Education reported making a change because of dissatisfac¬ 

tion with their previous curriculum, thus,implying that 

they found the Agricultural Education program more curri- 

cularly attractive. 

The most common reason given in Table 18 for a change 

in curriculum by all graduates was a change in career goals 

(27.9%), followed by a dissatisfaction with previous cur¬ 

riculum (11.7%). Limited job opportunities were a major 

factor in changing to Agricultural Education andwerea more 

important consideration among the more recent graduates. 

A perusal of individual responses to item 21 of the 

questionnaire (see Appendix A) yielded the following addi¬ 

tional information. About one—half of the curriculum 

changes were made within the College of Agriculture for a 

variety of reasons with no identifiable trends, with the 

exception of Pre-vet as a common previous curriculum. 
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The balance of those indicating a change in curriculum 

came from a broad spectrum of other programs, particularly 

several areas of engineering. An additional comment of 

interest was that one respondent reported changing from 

Crop Science to Animal Science and then to Agricultural 

Business in order to take the exact courses he wanted. 

This implied that some type of general agriculture degree 

program free of specific curricular constraints may be 

attractive to some students. 

Data presented in Table 19 indicate that respondents 

were generally satisfied with the resource and textbook 

materials used in their respective programs and, with the 

exception of Agricultural Business respondents, those sur¬ 

veyed felt that the College of Agriculture for the most 

part kept abreast of new techniques and ideas. The use of 

the most current resource material appeared to have de¬ 

clined somewhat in later years possibly reflecting a grow¬ 

ing shortage of funds to update material available. 

Data in Table 19 did reveal, however, a feeling on the 

part of respondents that the college did not have a deep 

enough involvement with the agricultural industry as indi¬ 

cated by the lower mean ratings of 2.56 and 2.77 in the 

categories referring to use of industry resource personnel 
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and involvement with the agricultural industry, 

respectively. This implied a need for a closer working 

relationship with the industry which involved more industry 

resource people and experiences. This was observed in all 

degree areas and years investigated. 

Preparation in personal skill areas, shown in Table 20, 

appeared to be in need of attention. Respondents indicate 

that while learning skills had generally improved in more 

recent years, indicated by increased rating by the more 

recent graduates, those graduating in Agricultural Business 

and Agricultural Science felt they could have been better 

prepared, as indicated by lower mean ratings in these 

categories. In social and communicative skill areas data 

indicate need for improvement in all degree areas. Addi¬ 

tional comments noted a need for more training designed to 

enable graduates to more effectively convey their knowledge 

to others. Data in Table 20 also indicate a decline in 

these skill areas among the more recent graduates, possibly 

a result of greater student populations causing increasing 

impersonalization in the education process. 

Graduates surveyed indicate that maturation through 

self-understanding was moderately aided through efforts of 

the educational programs offered by the College of 
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Agriculture. Agricultural Education and Agricultural 

Science graduates found their programs least helpful in 

this respect, with mean ratings of only 2.58 and 2.63 

respectively. 

4. Evaluation of Environmental Factors Leading to 
Professional Development 

This section deals with data pertaining to objective 

2, stated in the questionnaire as follows: MTo provide an 

environment for students within the College of Agriculture 

which encourages learning experiences that promote the 

development of professional identity and responsibility.n 

The following data enable one to examine the adequacy 

of facilities and services provided by the College of Agri¬ 

culture, as perceived by the graduates surveyed, in meeting 

the objective stated above. 

Data presented in Table 21 is organized to show the 

extent to which graduates surveyed were professionally re¬ 

sponsible within the parameters investigated. This table 

utilized a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (frequently) with result¬ 

ant means shown for each category investigated. 

Data in Table 21 reveal that relatively few respond¬ 

ents outside of Agricultural Education graduates frequently 
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took a leadership role in their communities. This was par¬ 

ticularly true of Agricultural Science graduates surveyed 

with a mean rating of only 2.00. Frequency of assuming a 

leadership role in the community increased with years since 

graduation but was still lower than what might be preferred 

of professionally-educated agricultural personnel in, for 

the most part, rural communities. 

Overall participation in community service organiza¬ 

tions, shown in Table 21, was lower still. Agricultural 

Education graduates tended to participate in these organi¬ 

zations more often than others (mean rating of 2.95) with 

Agricultural Science graduates reporting the least in¬ 

volvement (mean rating of 2.21). There was no definite 

trend toward more involvement with years since graduation. 

A larger proportion of respondents tended to actively 

promote professionalism within their occupation as indi¬ 

cated by an overall mean rating of 5.02. Agricultural 

Business graduates tended to be the most active in this 

area (mean rating of 3.29). With the exception of 1969 

graduates, there was a recognizable trend toward more pro¬ 

motion of professionalism with years since graduation. 

Data in Table 21 indicate that graduates surveyed did 

not often hold membership in professional agriculture 
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organizations (mean rating for all areas of 2.40). Agri¬ 

cultural Education graduates were the most frequent joiners 

of these organizations (mean rating of 2.84). However, 

this circumstance may be an informal requirement of their 

profession. Again, frequency of membership in professional 

agriculture organizations increased slightly with more 

years since graduation. 

Data in Table 21 indicate that respondents did have a 

high propensity to subscribe to agriculture-related journals 

and magazines (overall mean rating of 3.01), particularly 

graduates in Agricultural Business (mean rating of 3.26) 

and Agricultural Education (mean rating of 3.11). Data 

indicate that subscription to journals and magazines in¬ 

creased rapidly the first few years after graduation. 

Frequency of attendance at special schools for self- 

improvement shown in Table 21 was moderate to high. Agri¬ 

cultural Education graduates participated in such schools 

most often (mean rating of 3.11) and participation of 

Agricultural Science graduates was lowest (mean rating of 

2.63). This may have occurred as a result of increased 

availability of special schools pertaining particularly to 

the Agricultural Education field. Graduates in all years 

surveyed had about the same propensity to participate in 
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these programs. 

Data presented in Table 22 indicate that the College 

of Agriculture had a significant impact on the choice and 

degree of participation in the activities discussed rela¬ 

tive to Table 21. A total of 53.2% of respondents in all 

areas reported some influence by their college experience 

and another 18.2% of respondents reported "very much" 

influence by the college. This was particularly true for 

Agricultural Production and Agricultural Science graduates 

(see Table 22 for figures). This trend appeared to be con¬ 

sistent throughout the years surveyed. In all categories, 

at least 60% of respondents indicated that the College of 

Agriculture influenced their subsequent involvement in 

activities of a professional nature either "somewhat" or 

"very much." Data did indicate however that in several 

activities listed in Table 21 participation could be 

improved. These were in areas of community participation 

and leadership, membership in professional organizations, 

and in attendance at special self-improvement schools. 

Data presented in Table 23 enable one to evaluate 

the adequacy of facilities and equipment provided by the 

College of Agriculture or, more broadly, Montana State 

University (where this applies). Data indicate that 



-81 

tO 05 in Q CM 00 rf P r- otot> 
tn t^ OIO to 05 O 05 CO O P 10 p p 0 
3 05 • • • • • t • 
3 H to to to CM to Cl CM to to CM CM CM to to to 

3 <J 
0 to C" P 00 r- to rf t'- CO 00 05 IO CO l'- 00 
•H 3 r* CM p CM O p Cl to CO O O p CM p 
p 3 05 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
3 
3 b 

3 
Q 

H to to to to to to to to to Cl to to to to to 

'w 
3 
SH 

to 

2
1

 
5

4
 

<£> 05 to CM p Is- 00 p to P to 00 to 
rf CM tO CM Cl P to Cl CM P to P 

c3 rH 05 • • • • • • • • 
P to to to to to to to to 10 CM to to to to to 

«H<5 
W 

to P to to CM OO 00 rf p 00 0 to 
cl 8 H 2! 

3 p^t to 00 00 r~ l- 00 c CO CM 0 O 
3 T3 05 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
0 3 P to to to CM CM CM Cl CM to CM to to to to to 

*H H 
w 
3 05 00 Cl h- Q rf CO p Q Q CO 05 to 05 p Q 
H to Pto CM to P 00 00 05 O to 0 0 O 05 O 
s-/ 05 • • • • • • t • • • • • • • • 

P to to to CM to Cl CM CM to Cl to to to Cl to 

CM t* 00 CO 3 to CO 00 to to rf IO rf CO CM P 3 
•H to to p 3 to 0 CM tO to 05 3 0 00 P to Cl 3 

bO O 3 • • • • P • • • • • • 3 ■ • • • • 3 
-fi to 3 to to to to P to to to to to CM P to CM to to to U 

rt P P < 
P P P 

T3 ■H to h- r^ Q P r- 00 p p CD CO P 05 0 CO 05 CD 3 
bC O P p 10 rf 5 3 0 00 00 0 P CO P 0 p p p p U 

3 
•H 
O to to to 

• 
to 

3 
U. to CM CM tO to CM 

3 
3 to to to to to 

•H 
> 

05 
O 

3 P u 
Ct, >; 

E CM 0 
3 

O Q CM CD 05 3 05 rf os CO CM 
88S 

W1 
bC 3 0 to CM O 00 00 r- CO CM rf O p 0 

o 3 • • • • P • • • • • • O • • • • • P 
o W 3 to to to Cl 3 Cl CM CM CM to Cl U to to to to CM 3 

b 
0 
X3 

CH 
0 

3 
3 

Cl CM Q 

3 
-o 

3 3 >rl to CM 00 to ,a CO to to to 05 to 3 to rf 3 
Q be 3 CM IO rf 3 P 05 O cl P to P O 05 CM Cl O P 

CQ t # • • . • • • • • • O • • t # • CO 
to to to CM to Cl to to to CM to CM to to to 

rH 
3 
3 00 P CO IO 0 p P to 0 05 CO p rf 00 1- 

tH 3 P to rf 05 P 05 05 O Cl to c 0 p p 0 
■< O • « • • • t • > • • « r • • • 

<5 to to to CM to Cl CM 10 to CM to to to to to 

'O 
3 >* >>p 

P 3 3 P c 
3 >•} 3 3 3 

•H 3 P U 35 p a 
3 P P & 0 •O P G 3 •O P 3 a 
3 3 •a P p >-»3 C 3 33 3 G 3 p 
P 3 3 P 3-0 3 P -a 0 cr 3 
3 P 3 3 P P E 3 3 •H a 3 O' 
a *o (H e •O P 3 > O P c T5 3 bO 

0 p 3 n 3 0 0 P 3 0 0 
p p 3 & 3 -a 3 t* 3 C O u u bCP 
X u 3 G a u c ap P 3 ap is fi •S 
3 3 U 3 P 3 •H > > > 3 > 3 -H 3 
P a 3 > 3 a 3 C P P 3 3 G 3 £3 -H 

3 3 P era C 3 3 3 bC £5 5a O 3 £1 0 c 
p p H O bO 3 0 •H 3 a •H 3 3 3 SH 
c c 3 3 3 a 3 TJ 3 O (A 0 a 3 -c otf 3 3 

3 3 3 C 3 3 3 ►» -o 3 p 3 3 O 3£3 3 p 3 P p 
3 3 U ^ U P 3 P p 3 G G 3 C 3 
O 

bb 
3 JD C 3 3 3 3 3 •H 3 3 O u 3 3 •H 3 3 3 

p 0 3 3 p 3 3 P P 3 P P O 3 P P 3 3 P p 
3 u u 0 3 P P 3 a 3 3 P 3 3 3 P 3 fci P 3 £5 
O 3 P 3 3 ap 3 0 C 3 •H 3 3 0 e -a 3 3 

•H -0 P -o fc. 3 P 3 crp 3 e'en P O' 3 3 & crp p P crp 
'3 3 a C X5 > 3 3 3 3 .C 3 a 3 3 3 £5 3 3 a 3 3 3 -H 
3 3 3 3 P 3 3 3 'O O' P *o 0 a •o 3 3 u *o O 8 0-03 
M ;=> u ^1 < u < O < i3 < u O «*! CO 

00 CM Q K) 00 
to CO 00 to 

01 CM CM Ol CM 

lO Q IO Q 
05 o) o 05 

CM CM CM tO CM 

h- tO't ^ 
to 00 o o to 

CM CM tO tO CM 

rf tO rH 00 
in 05 o to 

CM CM CM tO CM 

op CM Q to 05 
tO 05 05 IO 

CM CM CM CM CM 

05 CM ^ 
to 00 

c- 

CM CM CM tO CM 

00 r-| to to oo 
to 00 05 o to 

CM CM CM to CM 

05 tO TP IO tO 
to 00 05 to 

CM CM CM CM CM 

CM CM 10 IO 
H 05 

CM CM tO Cl CM 

.H *t IO CM 05 
to 05 o to 

CM CM CM tO CM 

(0 
eo 
o 

& 
3 
V 
W 

(A 
(0 
05 
U bo 
cO C 

•H 
O feC-P 
O C 05 
Cfl *H 05 
Of’O E 
m c 

05 -P 
05 > C 
bO 05 §»o na 

O 3 
O O -P 

<H «H to 

05 05 05 
V P P 
CO CO cO tO' cO T3 CO 

O' & O- o o' ^ c* 
05 05 05 O 05 O 05 

TJ 'O 'O (4 IO ,3 TO 
C < < <, <j 

p 
a 
05 
'O 

05 3 
OP 
3 CO 
a 

05 (A 05 
P P 



-82- 

library facilities were perceived to be relatively good 

receiving a mean rating of 3.0 or more for currency of 

text material, journals and periodicals, and availability 

of library resources. However, figures implied that in 

Agricultural Business and Agricultural Education areas, 

more assistance in library use was desired (mean ratings 

of 2.75 and 2.79 respectively). The evaluation of labora¬ 

tory facilities identified some problem areas, particular¬ 

ly among Agricultural Education graduates. Noticeable 

dissatisfaction with equipment adequacy (mean rating of 

2.89) and the quality of the laboratory environment (mean 

rating of 2.84) appeared to be unique to Agricultural 

Education graduates. Agricultural Education and Agricul¬ 

tural Production graduates experienced notable space prob¬ 

lems (mean ratings of 2.79 and 2.81 respectively) and 

respondents in all degree areas except Agricultural Science 

felt that laboratory equipment could have been more com¬ 

parable to that used in industry (overall mean rating of 

2.91). Data in Table 23 indicate the major deficiency 

in laboratory facilities was their accessibility outside of 

regular hours (overall mean rating of 2.59). Respondents 

in all areas reported this to have been a significant prob¬ 

lem with particular severity in Agricultural Business 
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(mean rating of 2.35) and Agricultural Education (mean 

rating of 2.42) areas. Data implied that respondents did 

not encounter any notable problems in receiving adequate 

supervision and assistance in laboratory areas with mean 

ratings ranging from 3.16 to 3.33. 

Few problems were noted in evaluation of classroom 

facilities, shown in Table 23, with mean ratings of 3.0 or 

more in most categories investigated. Classroom environ¬ 

ment received a slightly lower than average rating among 

Agricultural Business and Agricultural Science graduates 

(mean ratings of 2.94 and 2.84 respectively, compared to 

3.0 or more in other areas), possibly implying that facil¬ 

ities in Linfield Hall were not as adequate as elsewhere. 

Agricultural Education graduates were noticeably less sat¬ 

isfied with classroom furnishings than were graduates in 

other degree areas surveyed. Space, teaching equipment and 

ability to see and hear adequately appeared to be areas of 

little concern. 
t 

Evaluation of student service areas, shown in Table 

23, revealed some inadequacies. Data indicate a shortage 

of student lounge and study areas reported by all respond¬ 

ents (mean ratings overal of 2.61 and 2.59 respectively) 

and particularly by Agricultural Science graduates (mean 
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ratings of 2.39 and 2.47) respectively. Ratings also 

indicated a shortage of food vending areas; however, this 

may not be perceived as a direct responsibility of the 

College of Agriculture. Adequacy of student meeting room 

and bulletin board space were not perceived to have been 

a major problem although moderate need for increased 

meeting room space was indicated (mean rating overall of 

2.95). 

The researcher noted a definite and consistent trend 

of concern in all categories of facility evaluation. 

Data in Table 23 reveal that facility ratings appeared to 

have improved from 1969 to 1973 or 1975 followed in all 

cases by a notable decline in mean ratings among the more 

recent graduates. Data in Table 23 imply that the impact 

of this situation had definitely been felt by the students 

involved. 

Data presented in Tables 24 and 25 dealt with student 

advisors. As shown in Table 24, the majority of respond¬ 

ents (40.9%) reported meeting with advisors about once a 

month. Agricultural Education graduates indicated the most 

involvement with their advisors, 15.8% meeting more than 



F
R
E
Q
U
E
N
C
Y
 
O
F
 
M
E
E
T
I
N
G
S
 
W
I
T
H
 
A
D
V
I
S
O
R
 

S
h
o
w
n
 
a
s
 

%
 
b
y
 
D
e
g
r
e
e
 
A
r
e
a
 
a
n
d
 
S
e
l
e
c
t
e
d
 
Y
e
a
r
s
 
o
f
 
G
r
a
d
u
a
t
i
o
n
 

-85- 

r- to o to 
CO i> • • • • • cn r^ 
<0 o CO CO o to CD 3 05 
o H H lO 0J 3 rH 
u 8 

G < 3 < 
o lO ['• l> FH rf to O lO 

•H o • • • • • •H 3 
-P a Oi co H 05 r* ^ •H 3 05 
CO 
3 fc: 

H d CO rH 3 
3 

rH 

•a a) 8 TO 3 
coo CO <N O 00 00 CM O 3 a to 
u • • • t • •H 8 r» 

c3 H 05 »o co o ^ a 05 
H i—1 a rr CM 3 -1 

3 «H < 
o T3 0 

co PH o o o o o 3 cn •H 
u 0) • • • • • 8 8 3 C» 
3 T3 05 co 00 00 CM CM CO 3 TJ 05 
o 3 FH iH CM CO iH 3 3 H 

H «H rH 
O O 3 
3 05 CO 1005 CO 3 05 
M cr> • • • • • cn H CO 

05 
PH 

CO ^ CO Q *t* 
H CO *? eia 

v—/ 05 
>H 

S': 3 
S3 ^ 
a -a 

lO CO CO 00 00 0 3 
•H • • • • • fc, v •H 

bo o o CD FH to CO 2 a b£ 3 
<; co H CM CO (H rH 0 3 C CO 

CU rH 
3 

T3 to CM rH 05 05 2 CO 33 
bo o • • • • • to 0 tn 0 

co 
< 

& 
O CO CM 00 CO 
H H f CM 

CM CO TO 
W 3 3 

< 

0) 3 

k O 00 CO rH CO O ffl § 3 
8 
< 3 

bo 3 • • • • • <: 3 be 3 
o < TO to H CM to O H 2 3 3 <c *0 
o Cx3 HC0't • 0 -3 3 w 

3 
bC 

o co O 00 -H 00 c5 3 3 cn 
o bO 3 • • < • • M 3 P bO 3 

< O O 00 05 00 H bo < ffl 
CM < 3 

85 a 
CO 3 

rH 3 co 05 e- oo rH 3 
rH o • • • • • > .O rH 3 
<) 05 10 o ^ to W ^ < 8 

c rH ^ CM 
S 
3 

< 

2 

3 

m 
3 

CO X <3 
bo 05 3 
c 05 05 O 3 

•H > X +» X! 3 
+> X* u CO 3 
0) 3 05 3 3 OH 3 
a> 05 O 3 O G 
X 3 3 6 3* 8 

o cn O 
«H 3 3 3 3 3 «H 
o O 0 8 

05 3 3 H» 3 
>» 3 0 0 0 3 2 
o 3 3 3 3 3 
G £ O O O •H 8 
a> •H TO O 
3 •H H 3 3 cn 
3* 3 3 3 3 3 w •H 
CD 3 O O O > > 
3 O O X2 ^2 3 3! 

IJU X<<<'Z •< 

l> Q O Q O O t'- Q 
00 to CM CO CM CM O 1> CO CO 

• 
CM CO CO CO CO CO CO CM CM CM 

to co to co O tn 05 CM 05 
05 CO rf CO CM 0 05 PH r- in 

CM CO CO CO CO to CM tO CM CM 

00 O <H CM CM I'* rH CO 05 O 
CO LO CM rf H1 rH CM FH e- in 

to to to to to CO to to CM CM 

to CO 05 CO 00 P rH CO I'- in 
to -r CM to CM CM 05 CO D* 

• • • 
CO to CO CO CO to CO CM CM CM 

e- CM 00 r» co co CM CO PH CO 
CM CM iH CM 00 00 CM l> xf to 

• 
CO CO to to M CM tO CM CM CM 

05 00 tO CM PH m 05 
T in co co ^ rH Xt 0 GO 

• 
to to to to to to to to to CM 

Cl CO Cl t'» T}* OQ xt r* 05 in 
HtO 'T CM CM CM P CO Xf 

• • 
CO CO to CO CO CO CO CM CM CM 

•H tO CD CO 'Cf H- in 05 O 
iH 0 CM m to 00 0 O 

CO to to to CO CM Cl to CM CO 

05 CD O 00 CO 05 CO 05 
O to 05 FH 0 00 rH CO »H O 

to to Cl to to CM CO CM CM CM 

l'. FH 00 P CO to in 00 xf PH 
FH rt CM to CM rH PH 05 CO in 

co to to to to to to CM CM CM 

tn 1 
E PH 3 8 
3 3 3 •H O 
3 bo 3 P ■8 2 
bo 0 33 PH 3 •H 2T3 
O 3 -H 3 > O PH 
3 a> tn bo •H 3 
2 -H 8 O -8 -O -H 

8 T3 3 8 3 O 2 
3 3 3 8 O 2 3 •O 
PH 3 O -H 3 3 
X3 3 «H «H 2 2 
3 bO O rH O O O 2 
PH 3 3 -H 3 
•H T3 -H •H 3 3-833 
3 3 -8 O O tn 0 -H 
>3 -a 33 -H 3 >> 3 >> 
3 rH O 3 +J 3 3 cn 
05 O -H 3 2T3 tn T3 3-03 

_t v 3 w a) +-> at 

•H CO tH fci CO TD 
n3 a a OJ o p, a) 
CO B —I 'O -H “ ' 
0) o cu C C .. 
a o K p) M co 

O O V +* Q) -H 
E MS C GV 
‘ ti-H fc, 

O O 



-86- 

once a week and another 31.6% reporting advisor contact 

about once a week. Agricultural Business graduates surveyed 

appeared to have had on the average the least frequent 

meetings with advisors. Among Agricultural Science re¬ 

spondents, a disturbing 15.8% reported never having met 

with their advisor; however, as is indicated in Table 25, 

this does not appear to have had an impact on ratings of 

advisor performance. Data in Table 24 indicate a decreas¬ 

ing average frequency of advisor contact, 13.6% reporting 

meetings more than once a week among 1969 graduates sur¬ 

veyed and only 6.7% reporting this among 1977 graduates. 

The proportion of respondents reporting meeting with ad¬ 

visors only once a month reached 50% for 1977 graduates. 

Graduates in Agricultural Business indicate the most 

dissatisfaction with advisor performance as judged by the 

criteria listed in Table 25. Data from respondents in 

this degree area indicated that for the most part advisors 

did not adequately inform them of program changes, acti¬ 

vities of interest or job opportunities in their fields 

(mean ratings of 2.69, 2.13 and 2.09 respectively). This 

deficiency may be related to the noted infrequency of 

student-advisor meetings in this degree area (see Table 

24). Advisor capacity for impartial counsel and sympathy 
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to individual needs appeared to have been problems for 

Agricultural Education graduates. In all degree areas, 

data in Table 25 imply that advisors could have put more 

effort into keeping students better informed of activities 

of interest and relevant job opportunities (mean ratings of 

2.64 and 2.51 respectively) although Agricultural Education 

and Agricultural Science graduates expressed slightly 

better service in these areas. 

Again, data reveal a conspicuous trend toward more 

satisfactory service from advisors from 1969 to 1973 or 

1975, followed by a noticeable decline in ratings by the 

more recent graduates surveyed. Average frequency of 

meetings and mean ratings for all categories dropped in 

more recent years implying a direct relationship between 

number of meetings and respondnets' perceptions of advisor 

adequacy, as well as a relationship between overall student 

numbers and the advisor's capacity for effectiveness. 
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5. Evaluation of Student-Oriented Administrative Policy. 

Data discussed in this section pertains to objective 

3 stated in the questionnaire as follows: "To maintain 

an administrative policy which promotes cooperative par¬ 

ticipation of students in the administrative process." 

The following data can be used to evaluate the ade¬ 

quacy of student-administration interaction, as perceived 

by the graduates surveyed, in meeting the above-stated 

objective. 

The data presented in Table 26 pertain to direct 

student involvement with Dean's Office personnel. Mean 

ratings indicate that respondents were not totally 

satisfied (mean ratings of 2.75 to 2.77 for all areas) with 

assistance obtained through the Dean's Office. Agricul¬ 

tural Education graduates were notably less satisfied in 

this area than others with mean ratings considerably lower 

than the average for all degree ;ireas in the categories 

investigated (for figures, see Table 26). This may have 

been due to the departmental location being more removed 

from the Dean's Office than were other departments within 

the college. Services extended by the Dean's Office 

appear to have maintained or slightly increased in ratings 
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over the years surveyed. 

Table 27 presents ratings by respondents of indica¬ 

tors of student influence in administrative decision making, 

Data indicate that most respondents thought student body 

opinion was seldom sought or given due consideration by the 

administration in decision making (mean ratings ranging 

from 2.50 to 2.68), but that their opinions had gained mod¬ 

erate importance in more recent years with a mean rating 

of 2.83 among 1977 graduates. Respondents felt generally 

uninformed about administrative decisions and changes in 

administrative policies, particularly graduates in Agri¬ 

cultural Education (mean rating of 2.50 and 2.61 respect¬ 

ively) and Agricultural Science (mean ratings of 2.56 and 

2.61 respectively). Graduates surveyed indicate a feeling 

that they had been poorly represented on planning com¬ 

mittees in all areas (overall mean rating of 2.67) except 

Agricultural Science where moderate representation was 

reported. With the exception of Agricultural Business re¬ 

spondents, graduates in all areas indicated a significant 

effort by administrative units to encourage students to 

support Agriculture Council activities (mean ratings ranged 

from 2.72 for Agricultural Business to 3.06 for Agricul¬ 

tural Science graduates). In general there appeared to be 
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a need for increased student involvement in administrative 

decision making. Data indicate that graduates surveyed 

did not feel they had made a significant impact in this 

area as indicated by moderate to low mean ratings through¬ 

out Table 27. 

Evaluation of administrative efforts to encourage 

quality teaching revealed a curious phenomena. Data in 

Table 28 show that while most respondents reported moderate 

to ample opportunities to evaluate instructors and courses 

(with mean ratings ranging from 2.58 for Agricultural Edu¬ 

cation to 3.16 for Agricultural Science graduates), very 

few felt that any significant changes had been made as a 

result of these evaluations (mean rating overall of 2.16). 

Data indicate that in more recent years the administration 

had recognized an increased need for course and instructor 

evaluation and had accordingly provided more opportunities 

for students to do so. However, follow-up of these eval¬ 

uative efforts in the form of recognizable changes per¬ 

ceived by those doing the evaluation, i.e. the students, 

was not apparent as indicated by very low mean ratings in 

this category. The grading system was generally acceptable 

to those responding in all areas but Agricultural Education 

where a significantly lower mean rating (2.73 compared to 
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3 or more for other areas) was reported. Instructor com¬ 

petency received only a moderate rating among Agricultural 

Business (2.97) and Agricultural Education graduates (2.89) 

but was judged relatively good by respondents in Agri¬ 

cultural Production (mean rating of 3.21) and Agricultural 

Science areas (mean rating of 3.11). Ratings of grading 

systems and instructor competency exhibited no identifiable 

trends over the years investigated. Data indicate that 

efforts to encourage quality teaching were perceived as 

the least satisfactory among Agricultural Education grad¬ 

uates, indicated by considerably lower mean ratings in all 

categories shown in Table 28 than those of graduates in 

other areas. 

Table 29 presents data referring to administrative 

efforts to promote extracurricular activities. Mean ratings 

in this area indicated that administrative units generally 

provided good support for extracurricular activities (mean 

for all areas of 3.03), recognized their importance (mean 

for all areas of 3.03), and provided adequate time and 

facilities to conduct club activities (mean for all areas 

of 3.01). Graduates in Agricultural Education indicated 

somewhat less support from their administration and less 

time and facilities available for club activities (see 
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Table 29 for comparative figures). 

Data in Table 29 further indicate that the adminis¬ 

tration did not, in the opinion of respondents, take a 

particularly active role in directing students to appro¬ 

priate club activities (mean rating for all areas of 2.86), 

nor were they concerned to any great extent with the cur¬ 

rent proceedings of student clubs (mean rating for all 

areas of 2.81). This suggests that more direct involvement 

of the administration in extracurricular activities, through 

recruitment and participation, thus leading to increased 

informal interaction of faculty and students, may be 

desirable. 

Evaluation of administrative assistance extended in 

student service areas is presented in Table 30. Graduates 

surveyed found the administration to be of valuable assist¬ 

ance in orientation and registration, and in meeting grad¬ 

uation requirements (mean ratings for all areas ranged from 

2.89 to 3.37 in these categories). All respondents except 

Agricultural Business graduates indicated receiving ample 

aid in selecting appropriate classes. In this category, 

ratings by Agricultural Business respondents were con¬ 

siderably lower than those for respondents in other degree 

areas (mean ratings of 2.68 for Agricultural Business 
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graduates compared to 3.08 or better for graduates in 

other areas). Data in Table 30 indicate that assistance 

extended in testing and counseling was only moderate with 

even less guidance in choosing a vocation or a major. Mean 

ratings overall in these categories ranged from 2.53 to 

2.76. This was reflected in conspicuously low mean ratings 

in the area of solving personal problems as well (mean 

rating overall of 2.26). Agricultural Science respondents 

indicated slightly more assistance in these areas than did 

others, but data implied a definite need for increased ad¬ 

ministrative effort in all degree areas to provide more 

adequate career guidance and counseling services. In all 

categories of student service investigated, data reveal 

a decline in the amount of administrative aid received by 

graduates in the more recent years. 
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6. Evaluation of Promotional Efforts of the College of 
Agriculture. 

Data examined in this section pertain to objective 4 

stated in the questionnaire as follows: MTo promote the 

MSU College of Agriculture among its potential clientele." 

The following data review the status of promotional 

endeavors of the College of Agriculture and its graduates. 

Data in Table 31 identify several areas in need of 

improvement. Perusal of the table indicated a need for 

increased access to, and interest in, College of Agriculture 

publications and research bulletins, indicated by overall 

means of 2.20 and 1.89 respectively. It appeared that few 

graduates surveyed had been able to acquire material avail¬ 

able. Respondents reported having observed a moderate 

number of media articles regarding the College of Agricul¬ 

ture but that these articles were not of a particularly 

useful nature in their occupations (mean ratings of 2.54 and 

2.45 respectively). This implied that more media coverage 

in technical information areas may be beneficial in helping 

to keep graduates informed of current applicable research 

and development. Data in Table 31 indicate a pronounced 

lack of accessible continuing education courses for grad¬ 

uates in all areas (mean rating overall of 2.18) except 
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Agricultural Education (mean rating of 2.84). There 

appeared to be considerable potential for increased acti¬ 

vity in continuing education as a means of updating grad¬ 

uates and increasing the visible presence of the College of 

Agriculture in other areas of the state. 

Personal contact of respondents with College of Agri¬ 

culture staff was moderate in all degree areas investigated 

(mean rating overall of 2.21), but data indicate that those 

who had experienced personal contact since graduation were 

satisfied with the assistance they received (mean rating 

•overall of 3.01). 

Subsequent involvement of graduates with the College 

of Agriculture and awareness of its post-graduate services 

and activities appeared to have increased slightly with 

years since graduation. 

Data regarding sources of information about MSU College 

of Agriculture for potential students is presented in Table 

32. Figures presented in this table are percentages of 

respondents in each category (degree area or year of grad¬ 

uation) indicating that sources of information about the 

College of Agriculture (listed on the left hand side of the 

table) were utilized by them in selecting MSU. 
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The discussion of data presented in Table 32 notes 

trends observed by the researcher. Please refer to the 

table for applicable figures. 

Perusal of Table 32 indicates that promotion of the 

College to incoming students appeared most often to have 

been through informal personal contact with friends, rela¬ 

tives or other MSU students. Formal presentations made 

through the media, newsletters or brochures and Career 

Day and High School Week activities seemed to have been 

relatively ineffective or reached only a small portion of 

the clientele as indicate by the small percentages shown 

in Table 32. A moderate number of respondents reported 

having been influenced by prominent individuals including 

high school counselors, ag instructors and county agents. 

Data in Table 32 indicated that these people were a pri¬ 

mary influence for Agricultural Education respondents. 

Personal contact of staff members within the college was 

limited but was an important source of information for some 

Agricultural Education and Agricultural Production respond¬ 

ents. There were no definite shifts in prominent sources of 

information about the college to potential students over 

the years surveyed. Data in Table 32 imply a potential 

for increased promotional effort through formal 
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presentations, with the College itself playing a more 

active role in recruitment of its students. 

Data presented in Table 33 indicate that in conver¬ 

sation with others, graduates surveyed most often promoted 

the College of Agriculture, 92.4% overall indicating this 

response. Graduates in Agricultural Science appeared 

slightly less satisfied than others, 11.8% saying they 

were most likely to discuss the problems and weaknesses of 

the College. However, 100% of Agricultural Science grad¬ 

uates responded that they would recommend MSU College of 

Agriculture to others. Agricultural Education graduates 

were the only respondents indicating a slight inclination 

not to recommend the college, 10.5% giving this response. 

7. Selected Additional Comments of Interest 

This section contains an unedited selection of addi¬ 

tional comments and suggestions by respondents. The re¬ 

searcher made no attempt to categorize or analyze the infer 

mation presented here. These comments are intended solely 

as items of possible interest to readers. 

—I didn't find much interest in the*freshman common 

core classes. If I had been new to agriculture, those 
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courses could easily have "turned me off" to pursuing 

further classes in agriculture. I knew I would be 

going back to our family ranch, so these courses and 

some prerequisites were endured. I really started to 

enjoy classes during the 3rd and 4th years when classes 

were more specialized, class rooms were smaller, and 

there was more personal contact with the faculty. 

Perhaps those students that are sure of their future 

could bypass some of the beginning classes. 

—Another problem I ran into was the application of 

knowledge I learned in College to practical use. 

—I have often felt that I would have liked to have 

been able to take more courses that dealt with the 

practical end of my business rather than the ideolo¬ 

gical end of it. I feel that there would be a large 

favorable response to more vocational type courses 

added to the Ag curriculum. 

—I would recommend that all Ag Production majors re¬ 

ceive more Business Courses related to Agriculture 

and also to handling personal financial problems. 

—I think that more emphasis should be placed on com¬ 

munication skills. Particularily as pertains to public 

speaking and report writing. 
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—I wish that there would have been a greater degree 

of communication skills required for graduation. I 

also think that a future employment program for upper 

classman should be available. I'm afraid that a lot 

of graduates don't realize their employment potential. 

—I seldom found any basis for prerequisites. Many 

sequential courses I took in reverse order and I had 

little or no trouble. I believe in the case of ser¬ 

ious students a lot of the prerequisites could be 

dispensed with. 

—Extra curricular activities in College of Ag were 

just not a big thing while I attended. These activi¬ 

ties are as important as classroom hours. They de¬ 

velop social skills, heighten interest, and broaden 

experience. I wish someone had pushed me into them. 

—Some of my best learning experiences came from the 

field trips in a few of my classes. I only wish that 

the College of Agriculture would set aside more money 

for these trips so the student may become more ac¬ 

quainted with the different areas of agricultural 

industry. 

—I believe much more emphasis is needed in the area 

of placement. I really did not know a thing about 
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getting or pursuing a job. I would go so far as to 

suggest courses in seeking employment. Graduating 

seniors need and deserve more assistance in obtaining 

employment. 

—Graduates need more assistance in preparing to enter 

the job market—resumes; recommendations; letters of 

application; sources to look for jobs; to build grad¬ 

uates' confidence in one's self to ease the job hunt¬ 

ing trauma. 

—I feel that more emphasis could be put on class 

selection for employment benefit, upon graduation. 

—Some instructors are not qualified to teach the 

things they do. More qualified personnel could be 

found. 

—Research personnel and specialized personnel are not 

always teachers11 They more often than not just hand 

out information with little practical application. A 

good teacher can apply this information to the situa¬ 

tion. I feel MSU Ag College should hire some exper¬ 

ienced agriculture teachers to teach beginning classes 

such as Ag 100, 101, 102, 103 and others to upgrade 

student interest at freshman and sophomore levels. 

More specialized personnel should be used only at 
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upper class levels. 

—I feel someone involved in research should not he an 

advisor unless they can arrange their time to do 

justice to the students they are assigned. Without 

an active advisor to guide you and provide motivation 

you simply nget byM and don't get the full benefit 

of your education. 

—I think more publications should he sent to gradu¬ 

ates on new developments in agriculture—if possible. 

—I do not receive agriculture publications but would 

at least like to be made aware of those that are pub¬ 

lished so that I would have a chance to obtain those 

of interest. 

—There is a need for graduates to be placed on the 

MSU Ag Publications (research, newsletters) mailing 

list.—I would like to be placed on it. 

—MSU prepared me in the different aspects of farming. 

Knowledge of Agriculture and methods makes it the most 

important thing a farmer can do to improve himself and 

his potential output. 

—My education at MSU provided me with the tools and 

skills to qualify for my present position. Without a 

degree I could not be working in the position I am. 



-108- 

—I am pleased with my degree. It has given me the 

opportunities to expand my abilities, and I now feel 

that I am an asset to my employer. MSU has a good 

reputation in Alberta. This due in part to the com¬ 

petence of the previous graduates and the attitude 

they have to achieve and succeed. Credit is due to 

MSU for your teaching and counciling advise (sic). 

Achievement is more attitude than abilities and I 

think you have both in their proper prospective, (sic) 

8. General Summary of Data 

In summary, the researcher has noted several trends of 

interest. Overall, respondent satisfaction to items in this 

survey was moderate to good with indications of room for 

improvement in several areas. 

Information of a general nature, discussed in Section 

2, revealed that 26% of respondents had been college trans¬ 

fers and that 7.8% had held a previous degree before enter¬ 

ing the College of Agriculture. About one-fifth of the 

graduates surveyed earned additional degrees after gradua¬ 

tion. A total of 23.4% of graduates surveyed reported 

present employment as out-of-state. Those remaining in 
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Montana most often found employment in Agriculture Produc¬ 

tion, Agricultural Supplies and Service and Agricultural 
» 

Resources. However, ratings of job availability were good 

for all areas. Lack of experience was a major problem in 

finding a first job while salary and work preference were 

important in selecting present employment. The average 

yearly salary for all graduates reporting was $12,138, and 

salaries increased with years since graduation. Agricul¬ 

tural Production and Agricultural Business degree names 

appeared to be unsatisfactory. 

As indicated in Section 3, graduates were generally 

satisfied with technical training for employment in their 

respective fields. They reported professional preparation 

in communication, education and personal skill areas to 

be much less adequate. 

The large number of curriculum changes and ratings 

and comments for the common core courses, as well as data 

pertaining to number of courses taken in various areas sug¬ 

gested insufficient flexibility in specific curriculums. 

Schedules of classes were not of primary concern to 

respondents. 

Data in Section 4 indicated an overall decline in the 

learning environment provided by the College of Agriculture 
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in recent years, possibly due to facility improvements not 

keeping up with increased student populations. Declines 

were noted in the ratings of all physical facilities and in 

most student services as well as in advisor effectiveness. 

Also there appeared to be some lack of professional respon¬ 

sibility among those surveyed. 

Throughout Section 5, data indicated only moderate 

student-administration rapport. In general, graduates sur¬ 

veyed did not feel particularly involved in the adminis¬ 

trative process, nor were services extended through the 

administrative structure completely satisfactory. 

Data in Section 6 indicated a need for increased inter 

action of the College of Agriculture with its graduates 

aimed at keeping them updated and informed. 

Promotion of the College of Agriculture appeared to be 

more a result of satisfaction of its clientele and their 

propensity to acclaim its attributes than the active formal 

efforts of the College itself to develop and implement 

promotional programs. 

The following comment, by one respondent, perhaps 

best sums up this evaluation. 

"I thought College of Ag as a whole pretty 
good.M 



CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

CONCLUSIONS 

The following is a summary of the major findings of 

this study. An overview of general informative data is fol¬ 

lowed by findings as they pertain to the four basic objec¬ 

tives addressed in the questionnaires. 

General Information 

1. Twenty-six percent of respondents were college 

transfers. 

2. Seven and eight-tenths percent of respondents held 

a previous degree before entering MSU College of Agriculture 

3. The most common reason for choosing MSU College of 

Agriculture was a feeling that MSU offered the best agri¬ 

culture program available. Availability appeared to be tem¬ 

pered by proximity and financial considerations. 

4. In regard to employment and mobility of graduates, 

23.4% of MSU College of Agriculture graduates surveyed were 

presently employed out-of-state. Just under one-half of in¬ 

state graduates responding returned to their home 

county to work. Agricultural Production employed the 
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largest percentage of graduates with Agricultural Supplies 

and Service as the second most popular area of employment. 

About one-sixth of the graduates surveyed were employed in 

non-agricultural occupations. 

The most common reasons reported for employment in 

areas other than the degree area the respondent graduated 

in were better pay or work preference. In general, respond¬ 

ents ratings of job availability in their fields of present 

employment were reasonably good. 

5. Average income for those surveyed ranged from 

$11,758 for Agricultural Business graduates to $13,778 for 

Agricultural Education graduates. 

6. Lack of experience was the biggest factor in dif¬ 

ficulty in obtaining a first job after graduation. 

7. Agricultural Production appeared to be least sat¬ 

isfactory degree name and Agricultural Business encountered 

significant difficulty in interpretation by employers. 

Findings Related to Objective 1 of the Questionnaire 

Objective 1: To offer degree programs which provide a 
variety of courses and experiences which will 
enable students to develop technical and pro¬ 
fessional competencies required of graduates 
employed in agricultural occupations. 
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1. Education received in the technical training areas 

was adequate. No graduates reported being underqualified 

for work in their degree area. 

2. Education received in the general education areas 

was inadequate with expressed concern for better training 

in oral and written communication and in education 

techniques. 

3. Cl ass schedules, prerequisites and credits awarded 

were generally adequate. Scheduling was becoming a greater 

problem for the more recent graduates. 

4. The usefulness of the freshman common core courses 

was questionable particularly among respondents with farm 

or ranch backgrounds. 

5. Almost one-half of all respondents changed their 

curriculum while at MSU and an increasing number were doing 

so in the more recent years. Program changes reflected a 

concern for job opportunities in specific degree program 

areas. 

6. Most respondents felt that resource material 

utilized by the College of Agriculture in its instructional 

program was current but data indicate that this had suf¬ 

fered in more recent years. Graduates also felt there was 

not enough involvement with the agricultural industry during 
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their college training. 

7. Responses indicated that preparation in personal 

skill areas, i.e. social and communication skills, had not 

been adequate. 

Conclusion: 

These findings indicate that development of technical 

skills is adequate but development of professional compe¬ 

tencies is suffering and that it is becoming increasingly 

more difficult to provide adequate educational programs. 

Findings Related to Objective 2 of the Questionnaire 

Objective 2: To provide an environment for students within 
the College of Agriculture which encourages 
learning experiences that promote the develop¬ 
ment of professional identity and 
responsibility. 

1. Professional development leading to leadership and 

participation in local communities appeared to be insuf¬ 

ficient, but the College had a moderate to high degree of 

influence on those professional activities that were pur¬ 

sued. This implies that increased attention in this area 

by the College could have a favorable impact on future 

graduates. 

2. Ratings of almost all facilities (libraries, 
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laboratories, classrooms and student service areas) showed 

a decline in more recent years. Assistance in library use 

and laboratory accessibility outside of regular class hoars 

were the biggest problem areas reported. 

3. Frequency of advisor contact declined among more 

recent graduates, rendering advisors less effective. The 

most common advisor deficiency reported was keeping stu¬ 

dents informed of relevant job opportunities. 

Conclusion: 

There has been an overall decline in the learning en¬ 

vironment provided by the College of Agriculture, as evi¬ 

denced in poorer ratings for facilities and services in all 

areas in more recent years. 

Findings Related to Objective 3 of the Questionnaire 

Objective 3: To maintain an administrative policy which 
promotes cooperative participation of stu¬ 
dents in the administrative process. 

1. Assistance obtained through the Dean's office per¬ 

sonnel was moderately satisfactory and was becoming slight¬ 

ly more responsive over the years surveyed. 

2. There was a need for more student involvement in 

administrative decision making and from the student's 
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perspective, course and instructor evaluations were 

ineffective. 

3. Administrative support for extracurricular acti¬ 

vities was good but there was a need for administrators to 

become more directly involved in these activities. 

4. Guidance and counseling services extended by the 

administration were inadequate particularly in aiding stu¬ 

dents to secure employment upon graduation. 

Conclusion: 

Administrative policy should be more responsive to the 

needs of the students with more opportunity for students to 

participate in the administrative process. 

Findings Related to Objective 4 of the Questionnaire 

Objective 4: To promote MSU College of Agriculture among 
its potential clientele. 

1. The majority of graduates reported difficulty in 

obtaining College of Agriculture publications and research 

bulletins and expressed a desire for more continuing edu¬ 

cation courses in all degree areas. 

2. Informal promotion of the College of Agriculture 

through friends and relatives has been the primary source 

of information for prospective students. 
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3. Formal promotional programs of the College of Agri 

culture which involve direct contact have been ineffective 

in reaching its potential clientele. 

4. Satisfied graduates are the College of Agricul¬ 

ture's biggest asset in promotion programs offered. 

Conclusion: 

Promotion of the College of Agriculture has primarily 

been a by-product of a satisfied clientele. When per¬ 

ceived as a formal goal of the College, there are several 

avenues of promotion that have been much neglected and have 

thus been ineffective in promoting the College of 

Agriculture. 

Implications of the Study 

1. A larger number of graduates may find employment 

in agricultural occupations within Montana if more effort 

were put into student counseling and career placement pro¬ 

grams within the College of Agriculture. 

2. A program of studies resulting in a general non- 

specialized degree in Agriculture could better accommodate 

those students who do not have specific career goals. 

3. An internship program giving students an 
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opportunity to gain professional working experience and 

providing more contact with the agricultural industry may 

be desirable. 

4. It may be beneficial to expand or modify degree 

programs in the College of Agriculture to include courses 

in professional development and to accommodate internship 

programs. 

5. Increased expenditures for improved facilities 

and services that keep pace with current student enroll¬ 

ments and changes in the Agricultural Industry are a necess¬ 

ity if the quality of education and the learning environ¬ 

ment within the College of Agriculture are to be maintained 

and improved. 

6. A more active student role in administration of 

the College of Agriculture may be beneficial in promoting 

professional identity and responsibility. 

7. It may be desirable for the College of Agriculture 

to put more effort into the continuing education of its 

graduates through the use of mailing lists for relevant 

publications and research bulletins and more continuing 

education courses and seminars in a variety of areas. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 
  vm FUimMTSTlM   

1. A thorough study should be made of present and 

future professional job opportunities in Montana for grad¬ 

uates in all areas of professional agriculture. 

2. A follow-up study of graduates should be designed 

which could be utilized longitudinally and that would 

therefore provide consistent comparative data from which 

to determine if progress had been made in correcting prob¬ 

lematic areas that prior follow-up studies had identified. 

3. A follow-up study of employer satisfaction with 

graduates of the College of Agriculture should be made 

prior to determining evaluative goals used in graduate 

follow-up studies. 

4. All three types of studies suggested should be 

part of a total, continuing evaluative program and should 

be made at standard intervals of time. They should be 

repeated at least every five years. Evaluations by grad¬ 

uates who receive their degrees more than five years prior 

to a study tend to be less accurate due to vagueness of 

memory and the indistinguishability of intervening 

experiences. 



APPENDIX 
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Follow-up of Col logs of Agrlrulture Graduates 

General Information 

1. Name:   3. Year of Graduation: _ 

2. Address:  :  4. Present Age:  

5. Please check the degree you obtained at MSU and indicate your option. 

Q Ag Business O Ag Production (_) Industrial Arts 
Q Ag Education O Ag Science Option:  

6. What is the name and location of     
the high school you attended? 

7. Were you a college transfer student? O Yes O No If Yes, where were you 
previously enrolled?   Old you hold a 

degree when you entered MSU? O Yes O No lf Yes, what was the degree?  

8. Please check the highest Q BS/BA; 0 Masters; OPhD/DEd; O DVM 
degree you now hold. 0 Other (Specify)   

9. Please select your reason (s) for choosing MSU College of Agriculture and 
number In decendlng order le. 1,2,3, etc. 

O I felt MSU had the best ag program. 
O Was most economical for me. 
O MSU was close to my homo. 
O Friends or relatives were at MSU. 
0 Relatives were alumni of MSU. 
0 I wanted to see another part of 

the country. 

(If more than one applies). 

O 1+ was the only agriculture school 
I considered. 

0 MSU offered a specific agriculture 
program that I wanted. 

O MSU offered me financial aid. 
0 MSU offered elective courses that 

1 wanted. 
O Other (Specify)    

10. What was the title of your first job affor graduation? 
Location of the first Job.       

11. What Is the title of your present Job 
Location of your present job. 

12. If your present Job is not In the spec 
please check the reason (s). 

O Could not find a Job related to rny 
college degree training. 

O Was not qualified for a Job In my 
college degree area. 

0 I preferred to work In another area. 
Salary not adequate In my area. 

O • found a better paying Job In 
another area. 

13. How would you rate the availability of 
present occupational field? (check o 

f dlfferont from above? 

flc area of your college degree training, 

0 I qualified for a different job by 
continuing my education. 

0 There were no jobs In my area where 
I wanted to live. 

0 Entered military service. 
Health reasons. 

0 Others (Specify)   

jobs or business opportunities in your 
o) 

0 Very Good 0 Good 0 Poor O VorY Poor QUon't know 
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14. Please indicate your prnsent yearly Incomr* inr.'je. (check one) 

O Under 0,000 O 12,000 to 16,000 O 20,000 to 24,000 O 28,000 to 32,000 
O 8,000 +o 12,000 O 16,000 to 20,000 0 24,000 to 28,000 O Over 32,000 

15. Did you have difficulty In obtaining your I Irst JcbV OYf-'-O^0 I f ves please 
check the roason(s). 

O Was over qualified for the job. 
O Was under educated for the job. 
O Employer wanted someone with 

experience in the field. 
O Salaries In my field wore too low. 

O Did riot ! now whore and how to look for a job. 
o Nf> previous interview training. 
O Couldn'i find a Job located in an area where 

I wanted to live. 
O Other (specify)    

16. How well did your degree title describe the n.ituru of your education to prospective 
employers? (check appropriate responses) 

Adequately described training roceI ed. 
Employers understood the degree designation. 
Degree name comparable to those given at 

similar Institutions. 

Vos Partial 1y No 

o o o O o o 
o o o 

OBJECTIVE 1: To o^eA decin.ee. pAoqn/mA winch provide a variety of, counici and cxpcnicncd 
which MitZ enabie 6tudenfA to devetip technical and pno^esilonaZ competencies 
fiequined of, qnaduc tes emptoijed in aqnicut tonal occ.uj.XLtA.om>. 

17. How many courses did 18. How well did the curriculum 
you take in each of (circle responses) prepare you in each of the 

No. 

the following areas? 
A. 

of courses 

recho 1 rt) 1 Know 1 edge l 
Undorntr'iiJ!ng in Agriculture 

following areas? 
Vet y 

NA PcK>r 1 y 

Very 

Wei 1 

0 1 2 3 4f   Hand J *'cl once —        0 1 o 3 4 

0 1 2 3 4+   Animal Srlon. o —  0 1 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 44    Plant laleolooy   0 1 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 /If    Crop 1 Vridur Mon A Management- 0 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 44   HorMoil turn   0 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 44   Recreation Area Mnnnqmen1   0 1 2 4 

0 1 2 3 4+    Soi 1 ,'»oi 1 T*** lino logy 3 Mgmt - 0 1 2 3' 4 

0 1 2 3 4+  Vet. Science   0 1 2 *) 4 

0 1 2 44   Ag Business   0 1 2 3 4 

0 1 ? 3 44 —   Ag Economics      0 O 3 4 

0 1 2 3 4 4    Ag Education   0 1 ? 3 4 

0 1 2 7) 44    Industrial Arts  —   0 ! 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 44    Ag Mechanics    0 1 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 

B. 
44  

General Education 

Mathematics   0 1 2 A 4 : 

0 1 2 3 44  Physical A Bin log lea 1 Sciences 0 1 2 7> 4 

0 1 2 3 44   Written fommnnioation — 0 1 O 3 .4 

0 1 2 5 44    Spoken Communication —*—* 0 1 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 44 —  Social Science A Humanities--- 0 1 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 4+  Education   0 1 2 T) 4 

0 1 2 3 44  Economics    0 1 2 3 4 
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i(^ hk>w v/ol I fJld ilte schedule of classes In the Colleou of Aqricul airr 
(circle response) 

Never 
There were serious scheduling confliofs. I 
Required courses repeated often enough. I 
Enough course sections were offered. I 
Required prerequisites were npproprlafo. I 
Course credit matched course requirements. I 

(If your needs? 

  Always 
T ~~S 4~ 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 

20. How well did the Freshman common core cour'-.es Introduce you to the Ag. Curriculum? 
(circle response) Very Very 

Agricultural Orientation (Agr. 100) 
Animal Science In Agrlculture (Agr. 101) 
Plant Science In Agriculture (Agr. 102) 
Economics of American Agriculture (Agr. 103) 
(previously called Social Science In Ag.) 

NA Poor Iy Well 
0 I *2 " 3 ~ 4 
0 12 3 4 
0 12 3 4 
0 12 3 4 

21. Did you change your curriculum while aitending MSU? O Yes Q) No If Yqs^ check reason(s) 

O Dissatisfied with cun leu I urn. 
O Dissatisfied with Instruction. 

O Loss ot Interest. 
0 Personal Problems. 8 Limited job opportunities. 

Lacked practical background experience.   

What curriculum were you.In before changing? 

o Parental objections. 
O Advl sors recommendations. 
O Changed my career goals. 
0 Other'; (sped fy) 

22. 

23. 

abreast of changing Job requirement'.? (circle response) 

Used current resource material. 
Exposed you to new techniques and Ideas 
Made effective use of industry resource people. 
Were involved with ogricu'hire industry. 
Used current textbosk material. 

Never 

How much did Iho fk.il Uge ot Agr icult 
(circle response) 
Improving learning sk|11s 
Improving social skills 
Improving eommunlcafIon skills 
Increasing solf-understandIng 

ft help you in fb 

ture faculty kept 

Always 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
) 3 4 
7 3 4 

a rea S? A Groat 
Dea 1 

2 3 4 
2 3 4 
? 3 4 
4. .3 4 

0D.ILCTIVE 2: To pAovide. an enw'AOtmcnt fiiiA itiulantA u'U'.nn Uio. Coif ,h]e.> ofi AgfUcuttuHc 
which incoutagteaming etpcACicte that p'trmot'e the development ofi 
pA.o^QASionat identity And ntlpoiu ibiJtitij. 

24. Do you presently: (circle response) 
take a leadorslilp role In fho commur.i ly? 
participate In coirmun I f y service organ I za lions 
promote professionalism within your occupation 
belong to professional ag. oi ganl zr.t Ions 
subscribe to professional ag. .joirnal* A maguzlres 
attend special sclxiols to improve yourself? 

Ne*'oi' ^ F reguent I y 
I 3 4 ' 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
I >: 3 4 

How much did fhe College of Agriculture Influence your pari(clpatIon In the above 
activities? (check one) 

O Very much 0 Some whaI 0 Voiy l i 11 lo 0 None 
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25. How well rJId the Collerje of A<jrl* M I luro |)r<>vldo 
(circle response) 

A. LIbrary Faci11 ties 
Used current text meter In I 
Kept current periodicals 4 Journals on hand 
Library resources were readily available 
Gave assistance in using library facilities 

up-lo-daie facilities and equipment? 

Never Always 

12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 

B. Laboratory facilities 
Were adequately equipped 
Equipment was comparable to That u>od in industry 
Adequate space was provided 
Comfortable environment was malntain*vl(Iiqht,utc.) 
Adequate supervision and assistance was given 
Labs were readily accessible outside regular hours 

2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 

C. Classroom Facilities 
Adequate space was provided 
Comfortable environment maIntaInod(IIqhl,hoaf,elc.) 
Could see and hear adequately 
Adequate teaching equipment 
Suitable furnishings 

D. Student Service Areas in Aq facliltios 
Adequate lounge space provided 
Adequate food vending areas 
Adequate student meeting rooms 
Adequate student bulletin board space 
Adequate student study areas 

2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 

2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 

26. How often did you meet with your advls>r (execit tor i oqlstratIon purposes)? 

o More than once a week o Aleut or-so a rx.*n!h (3 Never 
o About once a week Q About once a quai toi 

27. How well did your assigned advisor help you in planning 
(circle response) 

Advisor was readily available 
Advisor was compatible 
Advisor was helpful 
Advisor thoroughly understood the degree program 
Advisor was Interested In your program 
Advisor was sympathetic to your Individual needs 
Advisor gave Impartial counsel 
Advisor kept you informed regarding program changes 
Advisor Kept you Informed of activities of Interest 
Advisor kept you Informed of Job opportunities In the 
field. 

you: col lege career? 

Never Always 
12 3' 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 
I 2 3 4 
12 3 4 
12 3 4 

12 3 4 

OBJECTIVE 3: To mcuntrUn an adminpotictj which pfiomotcA coopcAativc 
poAticipcution 0|$ itudenti in the adminiAtnotive. pAoctei. 
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28. How well rlld the Doan's office personnel assist you durlnrj your col lege career? 
(circle response) 

Never Always 
The dean's office personnel set up adequate procedures 

for appointments 
1 2 3 4 

1 was able to openly discuss problems with the dean's 
office personnel 

1 2 3 4 

The dean's office personnel reacted promptly to my 
requests 

1 2 3 4 

29. Did you feel students Influenced administrative dec is ions?(Circle response) 

Never 
Student body opinion was sought | 2 
Student body opinion was given due consideration 1 2 
Students were Informed about decisions I ? 
Students were made aware of administrative changes I 2 
Adequate student representation on planning committees. I 2 
Students were encouraged to support Aq Council activities I 2 

 Always 
3 '4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 
3 4 

30. In your overall program, was qua IH y teaching encouraged? (circle response) 
Never Always 

Students wore given an opportunity to evaluate 
Instructors. 

Students were given an opportunity to evaluate 
course content. 

Changes were made based on student evaluations. 
A fair grading system was used. 
Instructors were competent. 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 
! 2 3 4 
12 3 4 

31. To what extent did the College of Agriculture administrative structure promote 
extra curricular activities? (Circle response) 

Never  _ AI ways 
Made you awarn of appropriate club activities f 2 " 3 *4 
Supported extra cun leu 1ar act 1yitI ns of students 1 2 3 4 
Recognized tho Importance of club activities 1 2 3 4 
Kept abreast of student club .*JC! i rl ties 1 2 4 
Provided adequate .time and facilities to conduit 

club activities 
1 2 3 4 

To what extent did the College of Agriculture prov 
obtaining the.following student services? (circle 

He assistance 
response) 

Never 

w! th 

Al . — 

or he 

ways 
Orientation and registration i 2 " • 4 
Testing and counseling 1 2 , 3 4 
Choosing a vocation 1 2 3 4 
Choosing a major 1 2 3 4 
Selecting classes 1 2 3 4 
Meeting graduation requirements i 2 3 4 
Solving personal problems 1 2 4 
Employment upon graduation 1 2 3 4 
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OBJECTIVE 4; To pH omit t'il MSU CntZeqt. 04 Ai't <ciif. (t-.'n' ; (A polzutAal ctienteXe. 

33. How well has the MSU Col 1090 of Agf Isul t'iro kopt VOM Informed of developments within 
the col lege since your graduation? (..I.rlo ‘espiins* ) 

I receive college of agriculture publ Icatiotis. 
I have access to research bulletins. 
I have observed MSU College of A<<r Icul lure information 

presented In the media. 
I found this information useful and tinlpful in my 

occupation. 
Continuing education courses are offered In my area 

of specialty. 
I have personally contacted (ollujj or A-j •..Intf si ice 

graduation. 
If so, did they provide informatlcn ..•hicti was helpful. 

Never_ Always 
"~i *2 3 4 
12 3 4 

I 2 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 

12 3 4 
12 3 4 

34. Please indicate how you learned about Iho MSU College <>» Agrlcullu.e. (check 
responsefs) 

O From a friend 
O From high school counselor 
o Career day program 
O MSU high school week netiv|Nos 
O Newsletter or brochure 

o Personal staff contact 

O Parent 01 relative 
O High school og Inslruclor 
O County extension agent 
O News Media 
O Other MSU student's 
O Other (specify)   

35. In conversations with others, do you most of Ian find yourself: 

O Promoting MSU College of Agriculture 

O Discussing Its problems and weakuecses 

36. Would you recommend the MSU College of Agriculture to p-ospectlve students? 

Yes O No O 

37. Please give any additional comments. If you have suggestions rotating to any points 
refer to them by number and give your rocorwnendatlons. 
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Montana State University 
Bozeman, Montana 59715 

College of Agriculture—Office of the Dean 

Tel. 405-994-3681 

The Colleqe of Agriculture at Montana State University is 
making a study of graduates from 1969 through 1977. You have 
been randomly selected as a participant In this study. By 
completing this questionnaire, you will help us to evaluate the 
degree of success the College of Agriculture has achieved in its 
attempt to reach the goals it has set for the preparation of its 
graduates in the various fields. These goals are listed, followed 
by a few questions pertaining to each goal. Please answer the 
questions as they relate to your experiences while attending MSU. 

We feel that those of you who have been through our program 
can give us valuable information needed to improve our curriculum 
and better serve students in fhe College of Agriculture. All 
information will be treated confidenfia I Iy. The reason for including 
your name and address is to help in determining the mobility of our 
graduates. 

Completion of the enclosed questionnaire should take no more 
than 20 minutes of your time. Please fill it out and return it to 
us as soon as possible in the stamped pre-addressed envelope enclosed 
for your convenience. 

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

L. P. Carter 
Associate Dean of Agriculture 
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Montana State University 
Bozeman, Montana 59715 

College of Agriculture—Office of the Dean 

Tel. 406-994-3681 

Dear 

On March 10, 1978, you were mailed a questionnaire which asked 
for information regarding your experiences while attending the College 
of Agriculture at Montana State University. To date, we have not 
received your response. If you have already placed your questionnaire 
in the mail, please disregard this request. 

We would really appreciate your cooperation in completing and 
returning this questionnaire as soon as possible. The more complete 
our survey is, the better we in the College of Agriculture can determine 
the needs of our public and better serve fhe people of the State of 
Montana in the future. Your response is most valuable 1o us and we 
invite you to include any additional information, comments, ideas and/or 
advice you may wish to offer. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

L.P. Carter 
Associate Dean of Agriculture 
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