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Seeking to identify and further understand the variables considered when ranking 

specialty programs in colleges of education, this research study surveyed all deans, and associate 

deans responsible for graduate education, at United States institutions that offer the terminal 

degree in at least one of the ten education specialty areas. The study utilized a three-dimension 

model of brand equity from the marketing literature, which included the elaboration likelihood 

model of persuasion. Descriptive statistics determined that research by the faculty of the 

specialty program is the variable most widely considered by deans and associate deans when 

determining reputation.  

In order to determine what predicts a person’s motivation to correctly rank programs, a 

principal components analysis was utilized as a data reduction technique, with parallel analysis 

determining component retention. The model identified five components which explained 

66.224% of total variance. A multiple regression analysis determined that characteristics of a 

specialty program was the only statistically significant predictor component of motivation to 

correctly rank programs (β = .317, p = .008, rs
2 = .865); however, a large squared structure 

coefficient was observed on perceived quality (rs
2 = .623). Using descriptive discriminant 

analyses, the study found there is little evidence that marketing efforts have differing effects on 

groups. Further, a canonical correlation analysis that examined the overall picture of advertising 

on different groups was not statistically significant at F (15, 271) = .907, p = .557, and had a 

relatively small effect size (Rc
2 = .099). 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

U.S. News & World Report annually publishes a ranking of the United States‟ best 

institutions of higher education.  Within these rankings, the publication also ranks the best 

graduate schools, by type, and the best specialty areas within the graduate schools.  Specific to 

colleges of education, the following ten specialty areas are ranked: curriculum and instruction; 

education policy; elementary teacher education; secondary teacher education; student counseling 

and personnel services; education administration and supervision; educational psychology; 

higher education administration; special education; and technical/vocational (U.S. News & 

World Report, 2008).  According to U.S. News & World Report, the methodology of the 

“specialty ratings are based solely on nominations by education-school deans and education 

school deans of graduate studies from the list of schools surveyed.  They selected up to 10 top 

programs in each area.  Those with the most votes are listed.”  Thus, the entirety of the U.S. 

News & World Report specialty program rankings in graduate schools of education are based on 

perceptions of the survey respondents, presumably of quality, but with no specificity as to 

criteria to be used for selection by the deans. 

There have been many who have expressed concern over the methodology used by U.S. 

News & World Report (Ehrenberg, 2000, 2005; Farrell & Van der Werf, 2007; Manion, 2007; 

Van der Werf, 2007).  Anctil (2008) stated that “college rankings are a dubious measure of 

academic quality, to be sure” (p. 53).  Some years ago Stanford University, unhappy with the 

methodology used, posted what it viewed as relevant data when judging institutional quality on 

their website (Ehrenberg, 2000; Geraghty & Guernsey, 1997; Hoover, 2007).  Despite the 

methodological concerns, “colleges and universities strive to get the best published rankings of 
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their undergraduate and graduate programs that they can” (Ehrenberg, 2000, p. 50).  Ehrenberg 

further discussed the reality that rankings influence the attendance decisions of high quality 

graduate students which, in turn, affects the willingness of research-oriented faculty to join the 

institution.  Farrell and Van der Werf (2007) stated a good ranking is so important that pursuit of 

such has changed the way colleges determine their priorities. 

 There are a number of reasons that colleges and universities desire good rankings.  

Mallette (1995) stated that pressure is placed on schools to achieve a good ranking as it can 

affect enrollment, monies for research, funding, and reputation.  Anctil (2008) extensively 

discussed the importance of identity, branding, and perceived quality in higher education.  

According to Anctil “the fact remains that for many schools, rankings are key to shaping and 

maintaining brand identity” (p. 56).  Thus, a hurt reputation resulting from a decline in the 

rankings game has a negative impact on the image and the identity of many institutions.  And, as 

Landrum, Turrisi, and Harless (1998) suggested, the image of an institution influences much of 

its future. 

 The competition for students in an open market is another reason that schools desire a 

good ranking.  Over the past 60 years, Ehrenberg (2005) pointed to several reasons why there is 

an increased number of students for which colleges and universities are competing: increased 

access to transportation resulting in greater distances traveled to attend school; tuition reciprocity 

agreements between public institutions (in-state tuition offered to many out-of-state residents); 

federally funded financial aid programs; use of standardized tests in admissions decisions; and 

greater earnings of college graduates relative to those who do not graduate from college.  By 

increasing the pool of students nationally, schools are competing for the students.  And, the 



3 
 

rankings from publishers such as the U.S. News & World Report are often used by potential 

students to compare institutions. 

 The prestige afforded to an institution with perceived quality has a profound effect on its 

graduates.  Astin (1970) noted that, although abilities may be identical, students graduating from 

institutions with status will have greater opportunities for career success than those that do not.  

Similarly, examining factors that predict career success, Judge, Cable, Boudreau, and Bretz 

(1995) demonstrated that the prestige assigned to an institution of higher education has a 

dramatic impact on the earnings of its graduates.  After controlling for educational quality, they 

found the predicted earnings for graduates of Ivy League institutions is about $600,000 greater 

over 20 years than graduates of non-Ivy League institutions.  This finding is summed by Judge et 

al. (1995): “For whatever reason, the executive labor market attaches a premium to 

matriculations from an Ivy League university, and their premium is higher than the quality of the 

school would dictate” (p. 510). 

The reputational rankings that are singularly used to determine the best specialty 

programs have specifically been questioned.  Geraghty and Guernsey (1997) reported that critics 

of the reputational rankings argue that those judging know little about the colleges and that it 

amounts to little more than a “beauty contest”  (p. A44).  Similarly, the reputational rankings 

have been described as “popularity contests” (Frederickson, 2001, p. 50).  Boyer (2003) further 

reported that the rankings measure perceptions of quality instead of actual quality.  Concerned 

with the reputational rankings, Alma College surveyed 158 presidents, provosts, and admissions 

officers.  They found that 84 % of the respondents were unfamiliar with some of the institutions 

they were asked to rank (Chronicle of Higher Education, 1997), reinforcing the claims of 

Geraghty and Guernsey. 
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Some institutions have undertaken self promotion to potential survey respondents in 

hopes of boosting their score on the reputational aspect.  Sanoff (1998), a former editor of the 

U.S. News & World Report rankings turned higher education consultant, stated he was aware of 

some schools mailing out promotional information to potential respondents while he was with 

the publication; however, he further stated being a consultant in higher education has made him 

realize many more institutions participate in this self-promotion than he realized.  Frederickson 

(2001) reported similar activities, noting that many believe the rankers would give their 

programs more favorable rankings if they knew more about the programs.  Thus, “schools are 

now busily marketing themselves to each other” (Frederickson, 2001, p. 53).  The use of 

persuasive communication on the part of institutions of higher education further underscores the 

importance of the rankings to many college officials. 

Reputational rankings have not always been this concerning.  Diamond and Graham 

(2000) reported that reputational rankings in higher education developed in the 1920s worked 

well, in the context of ranking programs based on research, when there were a small number of 

doctoral programs that dominated the Association of American Universities.  This would change, 

though, with the higher education expansion of the 1960s.  This expansion and the 

communication revolution have allowed a much more broad access to research, and have 

resulted in even greater specialization.  Generally speaking, a researcher is now connected to a 

limited number of other researchers who share similar interests, and this connection is 

increasingly interdisciplinary.  As a result, “this growing disconnection between research 

networks and the discipline-based doctoral programs has produced the loss of peer-review 

expertise” (Diamond & Graham, 2000, p. 25).  This peer-review expertise forms the basis of the 

reputational rankings logic. 
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Statement of the Problem 

 The U.S. News & World Report’s reputational rankings of specialty programs in colleges 

of education have an impact on the public perception of the program.  As described, the public 

perception of prestige that accompanies recognition, or lack thereof, has far reaching effects for a 

program.  These effects may include the quality and number of student applicants to the 

program, the quality and number of faculty applicants to the program, research money, funding, 

and effects on the professional opportunities for graduates.  As such, achieving a good ranking is 

an important part of the administration of a specialty program.  As the rankings are based 

singularly on the nebulous concept “reputation,” with no specific criteria to be used by those 

ranking the programs, where should program chairs focus their energies when attempting to 

improve a program‟s ranking?  What are the variables that are important to the deans and 

associate deans of colleges of education when they provide the rankings?  The lack of knowledge 

of the variables considered by the deans and associate deans of colleges of education when 

ranking the specialty programs is the problem addressed by this study. 

Purpose of the Study 

 Given the problem, the purpose of this study is to determine the variables that are in some 

way considered and have an effect on the reputational rankings of the specialty programs in 

colleges of education.  Further, this study serves to inform chairs and administrators of the 

specialty programs as to their activities to increase their program‟s reputational ranking. 

Research Questions 

1. Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and associate 

deans when ranking specialty programs for overall quality? 
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2. Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and associate 

deans when there is no knowledge of a specialty program? 

3. What are the group differences between those who rank with and without knowledge 

of a specialty program? 

4. What factors predict the motivation to elaborate? 

5. Is there a relationship between advertising and demographic characteristics? 

Significance of the Study 

 The significance found in answering these questions lies in the interdisciplinary approach 

used for the problem.  Applying a framework commonly used in the field of marketing, which 

largely concerns itself with perceptions, to a higher education problem adds an appropriate 

perspective to what is essentially a higher education marketing problem. 

Theory Base 

 The theoretical framework used to inform this study comes from the field of marketing.  

Brand equity, as defined by Aaker (1991), is “a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a 

brand, its name and symbol, that add to or subtract from the value provided by a product or 

service to a firm and/or to that firm‟s customers” (p. 15).  Brand equity, then, is a subjective 

added-value concept for a product or service, and may vary from individual to individual.  As 

related to the reputational rankings, the equity in a specialty program, college, or university is 

undoubtedly accounted for by the deans and associate deans of colleges of education ranking the 

specialty programs on reputation.  This equity may take many forms, and may include affective 

cues or cognitively processed arguments.  The specific theoretical model used is an adaptation of 

brand equity models presented by Aaker (1991) and Yoo, Donthu, and Lee (2000), and is 

presented as Figure 1.  
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 Within the proposed brand equity framework are three important dimensions that will aid in 

interpreting the study results.  These are perceived quality, brand associations with awareness, 

and brand loyalty.   Perceived quality is defined “as the customer‟s perception of the overall 

quality or superiority of a product or service with respect to its intended purpose, relative to 

alternatives” (Aaker, 1991, p. 85).  Quality as a concept is multidimensional and it is difficult to 

define and measure (Zeithaml, 1988; Tsiotsou, 2005); however, distinctions can be made 

between objective quality and perceived quality.  Monroe and Krishman (1985) defined 

objective quality as that which can be measured, specifically the technical excellence of the 

product.  Perceived quality, on the other hand, is “the consumer‟s judgment about a product‟s 

overall excellence or superiority” (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 3), and it is different from actual quality 

(Aaker, 1991).  To aid in the understanding of perceived quality, this study will further explore 

the concepts of brand extensions and price premiums as they relate to reputation. 

 As explained in the review of the related literature, the dimensions of brand awareness and 

brand associations in Aaker‟s (1991) framework were combined for this study.  A good place to 

begin describing this combined dimension (brand associations with awareness) is the definition 

of brand associations offered by Aaker (1991), which is simply “anything „linked‟ in memory to 

a brand” (p. 109).   Given the breadth in which this dimension can be interpreted, this study will 

explore the concepts of advertising, product category similarity, brand extensions, and brand 

trust.  Further, this study will employ the aid of the elaboration likelihood model (ELM) of 

persuasion. 

 Brand loyalty, as defined by Aaker (1991), “is a measure of the attachment that a customer 

has to a brand” (p. 39).  While the marketing literature frames brand loyalty in terms of sales in 

the face of competition, the manner in which brand loyalty can affect brand equity in higher 
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education is important.  When applying brand loyalty to higher education, it is reasonable to 

believe that the affective experience of attending or working at an institution may have a positive 

or negative impact on loyalty to the institution (brand).  This is corroborated by Lawrence and 

Green (1980), who speak of an “alumni effect” (p. 10), where people performing the reputational 

rankings are more likely to give favorable rankings to their alma maters.  To aid in the 

understanding of brand loyalty, this study further explored the concepts of alumni effects, 

employment effects, and familiarity on the part of the dean or associate dean performing the 

rankings. 

 The three dimensions used in the adapted model of brand equity (perceived quality, brand 

associations with awareness, brand loyalty) and their applicability to the current study is further 

explored in the review of related literature. 

Definition of Terms 

 Brand – A single institution of higher education. 

 Brand Equity – “A set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name and 

symbol, that add to or subtract from the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to 

that firm‟s customers” (Aaker, 1991, p. 15). 

 College – Refers to a college or division within a university.  For the purposes of this 

study, this term references a college of education or the like. 

 Customer(s) - This term is used throughout the relevant marketing literature.  For the 

purposes of this study, it will be defined as the deans and associate deans of colleges of 

education making the reputational rankings of the specialized programs, as they are the ones 

being asked to rank on perceived quality. 

 Institution - Refers to the university of which the program and the college are a part. 
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 Knowledge – The span between loyalty and absence of knowledge.  Knowledge 

represents, at some level, being aware of a program‟s existence. 

 Program – Refers to a specialty program in a college of education. 

Delimitations of Study 

 This study is delimited by the variables posited and may not include all variables considered 

by a dean or associate dean when ranking programs based on reputation.  It is delimited by the 

model of brand equity that is employed; specifically, targeting variables that can or do relate to 

the concept of brand equity at the expense of other potentially explanatory variables.  This study 

is further delimited by the focus on determining what variables are considered by deans and 

associate deans of colleges of education when ranking based on reputation. 

 The design of this survey delimits the nonresponse bias assessments that can be undertaken.  

Specifically, the anonymity of respondents does not allow for non-respondents to be identified in 

the population and, as such, a comparison of difference between respondents and non-

respondents is not possible. 

Limitations of Study 

 This study is limited to specialty programs in colleges of education, and as such is not 

generalizable to reputational studies of institutions as a whole.  This study is additionally limited 

by the accuracy of identifying the population via a search of the World Wide Web.   

 The study is further limited by the inaccessibility of knowing who actually responds to the 

U.S. News & World Report reputational survey.  As such, the exact parameters of the population 

of interest (those responding to the U.S. News & World Report survey) are not known outside of 

who the U.S. News & World Report solicits for its survey.  Given this, the population is 

estimated from the available information.  
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Organization of Study 

 This study is organized into five chapters.  Chapter 1, Introduction, presents an introduction 

to the topic, a statement of the problem, research questions, the significance of the study, an 

overview of the theoretical model employed, definition of terms, and delimitations and 

limitations of the study.   

 Chapter 2, Review of Related Literature, has two distinct components.  First, the relevant 

literature addressing correlates of reputation in higher education are categorized and discussed.  

Second, the conceptual framework is discussed in greater detail, with relevant marketing and 

higher education literature.  By distinctly addressing each component, the review of the related 

literature allows the study to identify correlates of reputation that have been previously addressed 

and to identify potential correlates that are congruent with the presented conceptual framework 

of brand equity.  The variables of interest, then, are both previously identified correlates, as 

appropriate in the framework, and variables that have not been addressed as correlates of 

reputation. 

 Chapter 3, Methodology, details all aspects of the data collection methods and subsequent 

statistical treatment and it individually addresses each research question.  Specifically, the 

population studied is discussed as is the survey instrument and data collection procedures; 

rationale is provided for each of the five research questions; and the expected results of the data 

are provided. 

 Chapter 4, Results, provides the statistical results of each research question.  Specifically, a 

reliability analysis of the data is provided, followed by a description of demographic 

characteristics, screening for and treating missing data and outliers, and analyzing the potential 
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bias of non-respondents (nonresponse bias).  Finally, the results of the statistical analyses 

described in Chapter 4 are provided for each of the five research questions. 

 Chapter 5, Discussion, restates the problem and purpose of the research, followed by 

conclusions reached from the results of the statistical analysis on the five research questions 

provided in Chapter 4.  Implications for practice and questions for further research are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

 To appropriately review the related literature to this multidisciplinary approach, the 

relevant literature to correlates of reputation in higher education studies is presented first, 

followed by a review of the relevant marketing literature related to the brand equity framework.  

Interwoven in the marketing literature are relevant higher education studies that address 

components of the framework.  The variables that are of interest in this study are a combination 

of correlates of reputation that have been previously identified, as appropriate in the context of 

the presented framework, and variables that are congruent with the proposed brand equity 

framework that have not been previously identified as correlates of reputation in higher 

education.  

The increasing importance of a good reputational ranking has generated a body of 

research that, among other items, studies correlates of reputational rankings.  Despite the many 

correlates to an institution‟s reputation, Neuendorf et al. (2007) observed that “across these 

various perceptual surveys, researchers have yet to examine fully the specific factors perceived 

to relate to doctoral program quality” (p. 27).  Among the variables correlating with reputational 

rankings include institutional size and selectivity (Astin, 1970; Astin & Solomon, 1981; Grunig, 

1997; Porter & Toutkoushian, 2002; Volkwein, 1989; Volkwein & Sweitzer, 2006; Williams & 

Van Dyke, 2008); faculty research productivity (Cardinal, 1986; Cardinal & Drew, 1993; Conrad 

& Blackburn, 1985; Drew & Karpf, 1981; Grunig, 1997; Helmreich, 1980; King & Wolfle, 

1987; Kroc, 1983; Stephen, 2008; Tan, 1990; Volkwein & Sweitzer, 2006; Williams & Van 

Dyke, 2008); number of graduates (Cardinal, 1986; Cardinal & Drew, 1993; Conrad & 

Blackburn, 1985; Solomon & Astin, 1981; Volkwein & Sweitzer, 2006); instructional budget per 
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student, retention rates, and percentage of faculty possessing the Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) 

(Volkwein & Sweitzer, 2006); cost of tuition (Tang, Tang, & Tang, 2004; Volkwein & Sweitzer, 

2006); time spent in teaching, number of national conference presentations, and faculty 

inbreeding (Cardinal 1986); time spent in outside professional activity (Cardinal 1986; Cardinal 

& Drew, 1993); and the salary of the president or chief executive officer (Tang, Tang, & Tang, 

2000).   

To date, the studies of reputation in higher education are diverse in approach.  While 

many variables have been identified as correlates of reputation, the literature lacks a common 

direction.  As such, classifying the research into categories is especially difficult.  Thus, the 

categorization of the research into three broad categories is a first approach at organizing, and it 

should be recognized that there is research that can be included in multiple categories.  As such, 

the following broad categories of previous research were explored: scholarly quality of the 

faculty; variables that are specific to the institution; and variables that are specific to the 

department or specialty program. 

Scholarly Quality of Faculty 

The most convincing predictor of an institution‟s or a program‟s reputational ranking 

seems to be that of faculty and/or departmental research.  Tan (1990), studying the reputational 

rankings of sociology departments, utilized a principal component analysis methodology.  From 

this, Tan identified three components that explained some 67 % of the variance on the dependent 

variable (reputational ranking): faculty research, student outcomes, and institutional 

characteristics.  Not surprisingly, the faculty research cluster accounted for the greatest amount 

of variance, with faculty publications being the strongest predictor in that cluster.  Examining 

academic psychologists, Helmreich (1980) similarly showed that the reputational rankings of 
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both their graduate schools and their current institutions were significantly related to citations.  

Kroc (1983) studied the following indices to measure the productivity of colleges of education: 

citation data, publication data, conference presentations, funding data, reputational rankings, and 

institutional characteristics.  He found that all sets of indices were related; however, citation rates 

had the greatest correlation with the other variables, including reputational rankings.  He 

concluded that the citation rate is the best measure of a school‟s scholarly production.  

 Grunig (1997) provided an important piece of work that highlights the interdependence 

of the scholarly quality of faculty with other variables predicting reputation.  Grunig studied the 

relationships of reputations of undergraduate education, graduate programs, and doctoral 

education, and notes that the ratings of doctoral education are correlated with the scholarly 

quality of the program‟s faculty.  Specifically, Grunig notes that “ratings of doctoral education 

have been shown to be very highly correlated with ratings of scholarly quality of faculty for each 

program” (p. 19). Using 20 variables that had been correlated with the scholarly quality of the 

faculty, Grunig performed a principal components analysis yielding two components: one related 

to size and one related to selectivity.  Broadly, the two factors seem to validate previous work by 

Astin (1970) and Astin and Solomon (1981), with subsequent work concurring with the 

correlations between size, selectivity, and reputation (Porter & Toutkoushian, 2002; Volkwein, 

1989; Volkwein & Sweitzer, 2006; Williams & Van Dyke, 2008).   

To study graduate rankings, Grunig performed a regression with the National Research 

Council (NRC) reputational ratings of scholarly quality of program faculty as the dependent 

variable.  The predictor variables consisted of the 20 variables used to create the 2 factors, with 

11 variables accounting for 91.2 % of the variance on the dependent variable for public 

institutions, and 12 variables accounting for 96.8 % of the variance on the dependent variable for 
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private institutions.  As the regression analysis used the same variables as the factor analysis, 

Grunig noted that most of the variance is explained by the factors‟ size and selectivity.  

Importantly, the correlations used in the study show that both undergraduate selectivity and 

perceived undergraduate educational reputation are more strongly correlated with doctoral 

enrollments than undergraduate enrollments.  Thus, size and selectivity of doctoral programs 

have an effect that extends outside of graduate programs.  This finding offers evidence of brand 

extensions, which is further explored within the conceptual framework. 

It seems that the strong evidence of research and publishing as an indicator of program 

reputation manifests itself in the manner in which some study reputational rankings.  Stephen 

(2008), studying Ph.D. programs in communication, compared outcomes from several sources 

including ComVista, which ranks communication programs based on 99 indicators of classifying 

research, and the National Communication Association (NCA) reputational survey.  

Interestingly, and to the point, the NCA‟s reputational rankings are based on the mean response 

to one question: the perception of the scholarly quality of the faculty.   Thus, the NCA is basing 

reputational rankings singularly on the perception of research productivity/capacity.  Given the 

limiting direction given to faculty completing the NCA reputational study, it is really no surprise 

that Stephen finds a high correlation between the ComVista objective measures of publication 

and the NCA reputational rankings, based on faculty‟s perceptions of scholarly pursuits. 

While most agree that publishing is a correlate of academic reputation, Graham and 

Diamond (2004) provided some limited evidence to the contrary.  Unimpressed with the 

reputational element in many rankings and claiming that a decade long analysis of journal 

productivity and fellowship awards, incidentally, do not correlate well with reputational surveys, 

they set out to rank research universities based on empirical evidence of faculty productivity.  Of 
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the top 50 research universities in their analysis, 32 were not ranked as top-tier in the national 

surveys.  Similarly, in her dissertation, Tarnove (1991) concluded that there was not one strong 

variable in her study, including publication rates, which predict reputational rankings of 

journalism departments. 

Studies Relating to Institutional Variables 

In an early study on reputation and perceived quality, Astin (1970) looked at institution 

size, in terms of student enrollment, and student selectivity in relation to perceived quality.  

According to Astin, size and selectivity relate to two important variables of institutional status: 

quality and visibility.  With the exception of very small institutions, high selectivity is sufficient 

for both visibility and prestige.  Large enrollments are not, in and of themselves, sufficient for 

prestige, although they do help with visibility.  Thus, selectivity seems to be more important than 

size in determining status. 

Volkwein and Sweitzer (2006) developed a conceptual framework of institutional 

prestige through which to view undergraduate reputational rankings.  The model posits that 

institutional characteristics, such as mission, control, governance, age, size, and wealth, 

“influence how an institution deploys its resources and recruits faculty and students” (p. 131-

132).  The better the quality of faculty and students, the better an institution will perform on 

indicators of institutional prestige, such as faculty research, size of the faculty, graduation rates, 

and alumni attainment, for example.  The study utilized a hierarchical stepwise multiple 

regression model, with the U.S. News & World Report 2004 peer assessment scores serving as 

the dependent variable.  They found that the model was largely supported by the analysis.  

Specifically, there were three blocks used for the analysis: structural characteristics (age of 

institution, total enrollment, and expenditures per student), faculty and students (student to 
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faculty ratio, average full professor salary, percentage of full-time faculty, and median SAT 

score), and outcomes (faculty productivity, graduation rates, and alumni giving rates).  The first 

block (structural characteristics) explained 60 % of the variance on the dependent variable; 

adding the second block (faculty and student) increased the variance explained to 88 %; and 

adding the third block (outcomes) increased the variance explained to 91 %.  The following eight 

variables were significant: total enrollment, student-to-faculty ratio, average full professor salary, 

percentage of full-time faculty, median SAT score, faculty productivity (research), graduation 

rate, and alumni giving rate. 

The collection of data in Volkwein and Sweitzer‟s (2006) study was performed using 

readily available measures and not through surveys to those ranking the institutions.  While the 

model was largely supported by the data, they concluded, in part, that we do not know how those 

doing the reputational rankings get the information for their decisions and that “examining how 

these….groups of respondents form their impressions constitutes a fruitful area for further 

research” (p. 144).  As applicable to graduate programs and the present study, Volkwein and 

Grunig (2005) noted that graduate reputations are also highly correlated with similar variables. 

The research of Tang, Tang, and Tang (2004) looked at reputational rankings from a 

different angle.  Studying the relationship between college tuition and several predictor variables, 

including reputational ranking, they found that the reputation of an institution was a good 

predictor of the cost of the institution (Tang et al., 2004).  In other words, the more an institution 

costs, the better the reputation of the institution.  Using agency theory as a theoretical framework 

to predict a president‟s salary, they found that, among other items, the academic reputation 

ranking of an institution is related to the president‟s salary. 
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Studies Relating to Departmental Variables 

 Cardinal and Drew (1993) studied the reputational rankings of doctoral granting special 

education programs.  Sending surveys to all faculty members in 66 qualifying programs in the 

United States, they used independent variables previously identified as correlates of reputation 

(departmental publications, number of faculty, and number of degrees granted), and additional 

variables listed by Cardinal (1986) (time spent in teaching, number of national conference 

presentations, time spent in research and writing, time spent in outside professional activity, and 

a measure of faculty inbreeding).  Using program reputation as the dependent variable, a 

stepwise multiple regression analysis determined that 73 % of the variance on the dependent 

variable was explained by four independent variables.  Those independent variables were 

departmental publications, number of degrees granted, time spent in outside professional activity 

(e.g. consulting activities), and faculty time spent in research and writing, with the departmental 

publications variable accounting for the largest portion of variance explained.   

Neuendorf et al. (2007) studied perceptions of communication faculty and chairs related 

to three items, including the quality of American communication graduate programs.  Important 

in this study was the research question relating to qualities of a Ph.D. program (in 

communication) that are important in determining its overall reputation.  They found that the 

following were considered by the faculty to be important evaluative criteria: national research 

reputation of the faculty, quality of the university‟s library, modern computer facilities, faculty 

encouragement to students related to diverse communication research, and student attendance at 

academic conferences.  As for the chairs, the following were important evaluative criteria: 

quality of the university library, faculty encouragement to students related to diverse 
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communication research, modern computer facilities, the breadth of the faculty‟s theoretic and 

methodological orientations, and a commitment to teaching.  In part, they concluded that “a 

department‟s reputational standing may be a function of general institutional prestige” (p. 37), 

and they further concluded that there may be a “halo effect” (p. 37) on the communication Ph.D. 

programs from the school‟s overall reputation.  The term halo effect is typically used in the 

marketing literature, and is a concept that will be explored within the conceptual framework of 

the present study. 

Several of the studies discussed base their findings of correlates of reputation largely on 

the perceived quality opinions of those in the pertinent academic fields.  Williams and Van Dyke 

(2008) demonstrated that the more well-informed the respondents, i.e. peers, the more highly 

correlated the reputation with research performance.  Peers have greater knowledge of research 

in a specialty field, and research has been shown to be a correlate of reputational rankings; 

therefore, those with greater access to, and knowledge of, the research will partially base their 

reputational opinion on actual research output.  This finding impacts the present study as deans 

and associate deans of colleges of education should have some knowledge of research being 

produced in the specialty programs, with presumed knowledge increasing for fields from which 

they ascended. 

Interestingly, several of the variables that have been shown to be correlates of 

reputational rankings are included in the objective measures used in the U.S. News & World 

Report‟s rankings of national universities and liberal arts colleges.  In addition to the subjective 

academic reputation, the following six categories are used by the U.S. News & World Report to 

rank the national universities and liberal arts colleges: student selectivity, faculty resources, 

graduation and retention rate, financial resources, alumni giving, and graduation rate 
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performance, i.e. comparing actual versus predicted six-year graduation rates (Ehrenberg, 2005).  

With the exception of alumni giving and graduation rate performance, the remaining categories 

have been identified in the literature as correlates of reputational rankings, suggesting that the 

variables considered by an individual performing reputational rankings may, in fact, be similar to 

variables used to compute the more objective rankings, further validating the findings of 

Williams and Van Dyke (2008).  Conversely, this finding may suggest that studies of 

reputational ranking correlates are too limiting in the scope of variables studied, and should be 

expanded to include variables outside of the objective measures.  Interestingly, many of the 

previous studies relied on a multiple regression procedure, and there were no substantive 

discussions of structure coefficients that can be used to describe effect. 

Brand Equity Framework 

Brand equity is essentially the degree to which a brand‟s name is an asset or liability to a 

product or to an organization.  As previously defined by Aaker (1991), brand equity is “a set of 

brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its name and symbol, that add to or subtract from 

the value provided by a product or service to a firm and/or to that firm‟s customers” (p. 15).   

Aaker‟s (1991) well-known theoretical model of brand equity incorporates five 

dimensions: brand loyalty, name awareness, perceived quality, brand associations, and other 

proprietary assets, and is presented as Figure 2.  Subsequent work by Yoo et al. (2000), Yoo and 

Donthu (2001), and Washburn and Plank (2002), among others, suggest that Aaker‟s brand 

equity framework may work better with the following three dimensions: perceived quality, brand 

loyalty, and brand associations with awareness.  Notice that the three dimension model combines 

brand associations and brand awareness, and deletes other proprietary brand assets.  The revised 

conceptual framework proposed by Yoo et al. (2000) is presented as Figure 3. 
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Yoo et al. (2000) arrived at the three dimension model of brand equity through the 

employment of rigorous statistical treatments.  Using a survey representing 12 different brands, 

exploratory factor analysis was used to identify the factors involved; confirmatory factor analysis 

was used to more rigorously assess the constructs; and structural equation modeling was used to 

estimate the parameters of the structural model with brand equity as the higher order factor and 

the three dimensions of brand equity (perceived quality, brand loyalty, and brand associations 

with awareness) as the second-order factors.  Washburn and Plank (2002) replicated a similar 

study by Yoo and Donthu and concluded, in part, that their “findings suggest that, as proposed 

by Yoo and Donthu (1997), a three factor…model that groups together brand awareness and 

brand association items provides the most parsimonious model” (p. 58).  Despite this, it must be 

noted that Washburn and Plank (2002) articulate that theory has a “clear distinction between 

brand awareness and brand associations” (p. 59), and that must be considered when deciding on 

a three or four factor dimension of brand equity. 

A three factor dimension of brand equity is appropriate when applying this theoretical 

framework to the present higher education study.  Drawing on the work of Aaker (1991), while 

theoretically different constructs, possessing awareness of a brand is necessary for linking 

associations to the brand.  Thus, brand awareness is necessary for brand associations.  In 

addition, it intuitively seems reasonable that the deleted item in the framework provided by Yoo 

et al. (2000), other proprietary assets, is too broad for a model that is otherwise specific.   Given 

the preceding, the conceptual framework for the present study utilizes three factors combining 

brand awareness and brand associations, and deleting other proprietary assets.  This conceptual 

framework of brand equity is presented as Figure 1.  The adapted framework begins with 

concepts appropriate to the present study informing the three dimensions, which in turn inform 
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the concept of brand equity.  It should finally be noted that the employment of brand loyalty in 

this model departs from Aaker‟s (1991) intent of measuring sales in the face of competition 

(choosing our brand to purchase), and focuses on the lived experience as a measure of loyalty. 

To be sure, in an affective framework there is the potential, and likelihood, of interaction 

between the dimensions studied.  It seems reasonable that if one has a perception of the quality 

of a brand (perceived quality), they must first be aware of the brand (brand associations with 

awareness).  Too, it seems reasonable that the strength of the perception of quality will be related 

to the level of awareness of the brand.  Similarly, perceived quality may affect the type of 

association given to a brand.  As such, it seems that these two dimensions serve to inform one 

another, and this is represented in Figure 1.  Thus, the studied dimensions are not mutually 

exclusive and interact with one another, at an affective level, to conceptualize brand equity. 

Perceived Quality 

As the rankings of specialized graduate programs in colleges of education are entirely 

reputational, the perceived quality asset of brand equity is especially relevant.  In the presented 

brand equity framework (Figure 1), price and brand extensions are functions of perceived 

quality.  Perceived quality is defined “as the customer‟s perception of the overall quality or 

superiority of a product or service with respect to its intended purpose, relative to alternatives” 

(Aaker, 1991, p. 85).  Quality as a concept is multidimensional and it is difficult to define and 

measure (Zeithaml, 1988; Tsiotsou, 2005); however, distinctions can be made between objective 

quality and perceived quality.  Monroe and Krishman (1985) defined objective quality as that 

which can be measured, specifically the technical excellence of the product.  Perceived quality, 

on the other hand, is “the consumer‟s judgment about a product‟s overall excellence or 

superiority” (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 3), and it is different from actual quality (Aaker, 1991).  The 
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reputational rankings of the specialty programs are judgments about program excellence and by 

definition are perceived quality.  The excellence of a specialty program can affectively manifest 

itself through a number of variables, including those variables identified as correlates of 

reputation in the reputational study section of this review of the literature.   

Within the brand equity framework, it is noted that perceived quality can be a basis for a 

brand extension or for a price premium.  Aaker (1991) told us “a brand will have associated with 

it a perception of overall quality not necessarily based on a knowledge of detailed 

specifications….if a brand is well-regarded in one context, the assumption will be that it will 

have high quality in a related context” (p. 19).  Brand extension, then, is essentially leveraging 

one‟s name to improve perceived quality of another product (Tauber, 1988).  Examples include 

Gerber‟s extensive line of baby products, or Harley-Davidson‟s extension to lifestyle products.  

Similarly the stalwarts of American higher education generally have good perceived quality from 

the public, although the public may have little substantive knowledge.  To this point, Leuthesser, 

Kohli, and Harich (1995) stated that an organization‟s larger image may be derived from 

individual attributes within the organization.  Thus, “if one distinguishing characteristic is 

positive, others must be as well” (Anctil, 2008, p. 34).  Aaker and Keller (1990) further 

suggested that an individual will project perceived quality from a parent product to an extension 

product if there is a logical fit between the two.  It is suggested that there is a logical fit between 

an institution of higher education, or a college of education, and the specialty programs within 

graduate schools of education. 

Glasser and Goldstein (1996) suggested the methodological concerns of reputational 

rankings can be biased based on perceptions of overall school prestige.  Anctil (2008) told us that 

“many characteristics shape and influence institutional image for higher education: perceived 
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academic reputation, one‟s familiarity with the institution, cost, alumni employability, athletics, 

and others‟ (parents, peers, teachers, guidance counselors) opinions” (p. 34).  Lawrence and 

Green (1980) and Neuendorf et al. (2007) discussed the possible presence of a halo effect in 

reputational studies.  Landrum, Turrisi, and Harless (1998) wrote of this halo effect, the effect 

being that institutions with a strong brand identity “carry a halo of posit ive assumptions about 

them” (Anctil, 2008, p. 38).  Graham and Diamond (2004) stated that “by magnifying the 

authority of academic „stars‟ such rankings create a „halo effect‟ that elevates the status of other 

individuals and programs within an institution” (p. 3).  Further, they stated that large programs, 

in terms of faculty, benefit from reputational rankings, suggesting that the size of the program, in 

addition to the reputation of the institution or department, plays a role in brand extension. 

The correlations that were observed in the Grunig (1997) study suggest the presence of a 

halo effect.  In his study, both undergraduate selectivity and perceived undergraduate educational 

reputation were more strongly correlated with doctoral enrollments than undergraduate 

enrollments.  Astin (1985) posited that the reputational ranking system in American higher 

education is akin to folklore, and this folklore creates a halo effect where “an institution‟s overall 

position in the hierarchy influences the raters‟ judgment about each particular departmental 

characteristic being rated” (p. 27). 

Specific to higher education, Frederickson (2001) discussed how an institution‟s overall 

perception can help reputational rankings in specialty areas.  For example, a new master‟s 

program in public administration and policy at Virginia Tech was ranked, via reputational 

rankings, 18th in 1995, despite not yet having graduated a single class.  In 1998, the University 

of Illinois at Champaign was ranked 36th in the same master‟s category despite not having a 

program (Frederickson, 2001).  Similarly, Glasser and Goldstien (1996) pointed-out that U.S. 
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News & World Report ranked Stanford‟s radio-television program among the top five nationally.  

Stanford has no such program.  Undoubtedly, the larger reputation of the universities or of the 

universities‟ doctoral programs played a role in the reputational rankings.  This is brand 

extension theory in action; the projection of quality/status of a larger entity onto something 

subordinate that is associated with the brand. 

When perceived quality is present in a product, the option is available of charging a 

premium for the product.  Charging a premium not only results in greater revenue flow, it also 

serves to reinforce the perceived quality of the product.  It was noted by Aaker (1991) that price 

premiums play an important perceived quality role when objective information about the product 

is not available. This was conceptualized in the study by Tang et al. (2004), where reputation 

was a good predictor for the cost of the institution.  Studying the relationship between college 

tuition and several predictor variables, including reputational ranking, they found that the 

reputation of an institution was a good predictor of the cost of the institution. 

Brand Associations with Awareness 

The presence of favorable brand associations is important in building strong brand equity 

(Keller, 2003; Power, Whelan, & Davies, 2007).  Aaker (1991) defined a brand association as 

“anything „linked‟ in memory to a brand” (p. 109).  Given this definition, there are many 

potential variables that affect how a person views a brand, such as advertisements, personal use 

of the product or service, word-of-mouth, and the like.  This broad definition lends itself to a 

number of potential variables that can affect the manner in which a dean views specialty 

programs.  For this study, items of interest that can affect a brand association are product 

category similarity, brand trust, advertising by the institutions, and brand extensions.  Consistent 

with the affective nature of the reputational rankings, brand associations “can also influence the 
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interpretation of facts” (Aaker, 1991, p. 111), suggesting that brand associations are not 

necessarily congruent with reality. 

 Brand trust is an essential element to create positive attitudes toward an item.  Brand trust 

subsumes many of the affective variables that compose an individual‟s brand association schema 

on any particular item.  In other words, the degree to which an individual trusts a brand can have 

an influence on the association given to the brand.  Trust, then, is present to an individual when 

there is confidence in a brand (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).  Further, the affective nature of trust may 

be more important in situations where there is uncertainty (Doney & Cannon, 1997), which could 

negatively impact programs for which the deans do not have information.  Conversely, this 

principle may positively impact specialty programs where there is an abundance of information 

or knowledge on the part of the dean.  This calls into question the role of advertising on the part 

of specialty programs.    

The concept of awareness is critical to brand associations, as there are no associations 

without the prerequisite of brand awareness.  To explore this concept and its effect on brand 

associations, the classic elaboration likelihood model (ELM) of persuasion is a tool that is used 

to posit the effect of various stimuli, including advertising and the scholarly quality of faculty, on 

creating brand awareness and the related effect on brand associations.  The ELM, introduced by 

Petty and Cacioppo (1981), seeks to present a model of effective persuasive communication.  

Petty and Cacioppo (1986) were seeking to account for the different empirical findings of 

attitudinal studies, when they “concluded that the many different empirical findings and theories 

in the field might profitably be viewed as emphasizing one of just two relatively distinct routes to 

persuasion” (p. 3).  These two distinct routes are a central route and a peripheral route. 
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 At its core, the ELM is concerned with the likelihood that a person will elaborate on a 

given subject.  The relative likelihood that a person will elaborate is mediated by a person‟s 

motivation and ability to elaborate.  In the ELM, the central route of persuasion occurs when a 

subject carefully considers issue-relevant information of the persuasive argument presented.  

While this elaboration is not always equated with cognition, “cognitive effort will tend to covary 

with message elaboration” (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  Therefore, a central route for considering 

a persuasive communication will result in greater cognitive effort than a peripheral route.  

Cognitive effort is simply the amount of cognitive capacity used on a task (Tyler, Hertel, 

McCallum, & Ellis, 1979). 

 Elaboration in this model may be viewed on a continuum, with one end representing no 

elaboration (peripheral route) and immersion in the subject and its relevant arguments (central 

route) at the other end.  Petty and Cacioppo (1986) stated that if people are motivated to 

elaborate and they have the ability to elaborate, the elaboration likelihood is high, which 

indicates a central route of processing.  The degree to which motivation and ability are affected, 

elaboration decreases on the continuum.  The less the elaboration, the more likely a peripheral 

route is employed, relying on an affective process to influence attitudes. 

The research on higher education reputational studies seems to validate the importance of 

cognition.  Specifically, previously identified as the most convincing predictor of an 

institution‟s or a program‟s reputational ranking is that of faculty or departmental research.  As 

such, it is likely that the cognitive effort put forth when reading and interpreting research has an 

effect on the awareness one has of researchers; researchers who are attached to an institution or 

a department.  Further, the likelihood of a dean being aware of research, and thus greater 

cognitive effort, should be greatest within the dean‟s area of specialization. 
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As stated, there are two intrinsic items that are necessary for a person to elaborate on a 

given subject: motivation and ability.  Specific to motivation, Petty and Cacioppo (1986) 

posited that people are motivated to hold correct attitudes.  Building on the work of Festinger 

(1950, 1954), it is believed that a person‟s drive to hold correct attitudes leads to behavior that 

informs if their attitudes are correct.  The result of this is people often judge their attitudes by 

comparing them to those of others.  A person‟s sense of validity in their attitude will increase if 

others hold similar attitudes (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 

As noted in Areni, Ferrell, and Wilcox (2000), there is research that shows group opinion 

does not have an effect on persuasion when elaboration likelihood is high (Axsom, Yates, & 

Chaiken, 1987; Maheswaran & Chaiken, 1991), and there is research that shows group opinion 

may, in fact, bias elaboration when elaboration likelihood is high (Burnstein, Vinokur, & Trope 

1973; Mackie 1987).  Adopting a position based on the latter suggests that group opinions serve 

as simple cues to the argument with low elaboration, and it can serve to bias elaboration when 

the likelihood of said elaboration is high (Areni, Ferrell, & Wilcox, 2000), providing additional 

support for the effect of previous rankings. 

 There are other important aspects of the motivation postulate.  Petty and Cacioppo (1986) 

stated that “perhaps the most important variable affecting the motivation to process a persuasive 

message is the personal relevance of the advocacy” (p. 81).  As personal relevance increases, 

people become more motivated to cognitively process issue relevant information.  And, as 

personal relevance decreases, people become less motivated to cognitively process issue relevant 

information.  For the purposes of this study, it is assumed that deans of colleges of education do 

have general personal relevance to the specialty program rankings, as they directly impact the 

environment in which they work. 
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 The personal responsibility one feels has an effect on the cognitive elaboration that 

occurs (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  It has been shown that people who feel they are the only 

evaluators of an item will be motivated to exert more cognitive effort on that item than those 

who believe they are one of many evaluators (Harkins & Petty, 1982; Petty, Harkins, Williams, 

& Latane, 1977; Weldon & Gargano, 1985).  In the presence of personal relevance and 

familiarity, the potential lack of personal responsibility may serve to mediate the level of 

cognitive elaboration.  Similarly, if there is low personal relevance or familiarity, the low level of 

personal responsibility should offer low cognitive elaboration, and thus a more peripheral route 

of processing the stimuli. 

 Brand extensions inform both perceived quality and brand associations with awareness in 

Figure 1.  Brand extensions in the context of brand associations with awareness are principally 

achieved through product category similarity, or the association that individuals assign to an 

extension of a brand.  There are different concepts that have been used to explain brand 

extensions from product category similarity, such as extension typicality (Boush & Loken, 

1991), logical consistency (Thompson, 1988), and fit (Park, Milberg, & Lawson, 1991).  Aaker 

and Keller (1990) demonstrated that brand extensions are stronger if there is perceived fit 

between the parent product and the extended product along one of the following dimensions: 

transferability, complementary, and substitutability.  These three dimensions are individual 

perceptions comparing the brand and the extended product, and are self-evident.  Kalamas, 

Cleveland, Laroche, and Laufer (2006) provided similar results, finding that the concept of fit 

has the greatest influence on the success of an extension.  It would seem that all three dimensions 

are present in higher education.  That is, the product (specialty program) is so closely related to 

the brand (university or college of education) that there is strong product category similarity.  
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Thus, it is more natural for an individual to extend a perception of the university or college to the 

specialty program. 

Categorization theory elaborates on this concept.  According to this theory, an individual, 

when confronted with a new stimulus, attempts to affectively match it to an existing category in 

their schema (Kalamas, et al., 2006; Lee, 1994).  As such, the categorized stimulus will share the 

affect of the category.  Lee (1994) stated “if an extension is very similar to the parent brand, 

attitudes toward the extension will be more similar to attitudes associated with the parent brand” 

(p. 99).  Thus, the fit of an extension has an effect on the strength of the association.  Similarly, 

brand breadth is the variability of products represented by a brand (Bousch & Loken, 1991).  If 

the products are perceived as similar, brand breadth is narrow.  Conversely, if the products are 

perceived as dissimilar, the brand breadth is broad.  Drawing on categorization theory, then, a 

narrow brand breadth will result in attitude associations that are more similar to the parent brand.  

Wu and Yen (2007) found that the strength of brand associations (measured by trust or affect) 

has an effect on individual preference of extensions relative to the brand breadth.  Individuals 

prefer extensions of a narrow brand breadth in a similar category if the associations are strong.  

Specialty programs within colleges of education constitute a narrow brand breadth, as the 

extension (specialty program) is similar to the parent (institution or college).  Both categories 

relate to educating students.  A broad brand breadth would be, for example, General Electric‟s 

portfolio of businesses, from aircraft engines to toaster ovens. 

Brand Loyalty 

Brand loyalty, as defined by Aaker (1991), “is a measure of the attachment that a 

customer has to a brand” (p. 39).  While the marketing literature frames brand loyalty in terms of 

sales in the face of competition, the manner in which brand loyalty can affect brand equity in 
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higher education is important.  When applying brand loyalty to higher education, it is reasonable 

to believe that the affective experience of attending or working at an institution may have a 

positive or negative impact on loyalty to the institution (brand).  This is corroborated by 

Lawrence and Green (1980), who spoke of an “alumni effect” (p. 10), where people performing 

the reputational rankings are more likely to give favorable rankings to their alma maters.  They 

further pointed-out that institutions producing the most doctoral graduates are also producing the 

most raters. 

At this point it is appropriate to note a distinction between objective and biased 

elaboration.   The ELM not only differentiates degrees of elaboration, it also differentiates 

between objective elaboration and biased elaboration.  It is noted that a person having an existing 

schema about an issue will most often produce biased elaboration (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  Of 

particular interest to this study is the possibility of loyalty forming an existing schema for the 

deans.  To this end, Petty and Cacioppo (1981) reported the results of one of their studies that 

“the opinions of other students apparently served as a schema or bias to guide the subsequent 

thinking in a particular direction” (p. 223).  As such, biased elaboration can positively or 

negatively, depending on the direction of the opinion, affect the manner in which we view 

stimuli.   

Similar to this is self-perception theory (Bem, 1972), which states that a person‟s attitude 

towards an object may be based on inference from their own behavior.  Relevant to this study is 

the possibility of the familiarity of institutions or specialty programs playing an affective 

(peripheral route) role to the deans‟ rankings.  Aaker (1991) noted “in the absence of motivation 

to engage in attribute evaluation, familiarity may be enough” (p. 65). 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 Research on reputation in higher education has identified many correlates to reputation; 

however, with the exception of faculty research there seems to be little direction to the body of 

work.  The present study utilizes an interdisciplinary approach to give direction to determining 

the variables that are in some way considered and have an effect on the reputational rankings of 

the specialty programs in colleges of education.  Further, this study serves to inform chairs and 

administrators of the specialty programs as to their activities to increase their program‟s 

reputational ranking.  The specific brand equity framework that is utilized is appropriate as a 

program‟s reputation is essentially the equity that deans and associate deans have for the 

program.  As such, this study seeks answers to the following questions: 

1. Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and associate 

deans when ranking specialty programs for overall quality? 

2. Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and associate 

deans when there is no knowledge of a specialty program? 

3. What are the group differences between those who rank with and without knowledge 

of a specialty program? 

4. What factors predict the motivation to elaborate? 

5. Is there a relationship between advertising and demographic characteristics? 

 This chapter presents the relevant information about the population being studied; 

information about the survey instrument and administration of the instrument; and methodology 

for each research question. 
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Description of the Population 

 The population of interest is the deans of colleges of education and the associate deans 

responsible for graduate education at United States education schools offering the terminal 

degree (N = 372), as used by the U.S. News & World Report for its annual survey.  The list of 

schools surveyed was obtained from the U.S. News & World Report without individual names 

and contact information, and is provided as Appendix A.  The list received from the U.S. News 

& World Report contains 278 doctoral granting institutions in the field of education; the 

population of 372 was arrived at upon identifying the dean of the college of education at each 

school with such a position (275), and the associate dean responsible for graduate education at 

each school with such a position (97).  In order to identify the appropriate respondent, a search of 

each college of education‟s and/or institution‟s website was conducted, yielding names and email 

contact information.  In cases where websites did not yield the appropriate information, a 

telephone call was placed to the appropriate college of education soliciting the information.  As 

can be deducted by the disparity in the number of deans and associate deans identified, 

approximately 35 % of the terminal degree granting colleges of education employ associate 

deans with direct responsibility for graduate education.  Further, it should be noted that the 

population is estimated, as the U.S. News & World Report would not disclose the names of 

participants; the publication only released the institutions surveyed and the positions of interest. 

Survey Participation and Distribution 

 Declining response rates to surveys have been a concern in recent years (Porter, 2004; 

Sheehan, 2006).   In fact, studying the email survey response rates of previous studies, Sheehan 

(2006) reported that the response rate was 61.5% in 1986, and only 24% in 2000.  Similarly, 

Porter (2004) observed that “as the demand for survey research has increased, however, survey 
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response rates have been falling, both in the United States and in Europe” (p. 5).  To this point, 

Ranchhod and Zhou (2001) cited studies using email with response rates from less than 1% to 

7%.  In a recent study of higher education journal ratings, Bray and Major (2008) surveyed 652 

higher education faculty from 134 programs.  From this population, similar in educational and 

professional characteristics as the present study, Bray and Major realized a 22% response rate 

with three email reminders. 

 Email was selected as the best tool for soliciting data for this study.  As the actual 

population of the current study is only estimated and not known, it is important to reach as many 

potential participants as possible.  The online approach allowed this study to do just that.  

Although the rationale to use an online survey for this particular study is sound, a low response 

rate, as has been seen in email survey research, was expected.  As such, nonresponse bias was 

explored.  

Survey Instrument Design and Collection of Data 

 The initial design of the survey instrument was composed of 55 items in 4 sections, and 

is provided as Appendix B.  The first section consists of 25 ten-point Likert-type items, with 

Item 26 allowing respondents to list three factors not addressed by the survey.  The Likert-type 

items ask participants to indicate the degree to which they consider different factors when 

determining the quality of a program.  The second section consists of 7 items, is a 10-point 

Likert-type design, and asks participants to indicate the degree to which they agree or disagree 

with statements regarding their rankings.  The third section consists of 16 items, is a 10-point 

Likert-type design, and asks participants to indicate the degree to which they consider different 

factors when determining quality of a program if they have no knowledge of the program.  There 
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is a 15th item (Survey Item 50) that allows the respondent to list up to three additional factors not 

considered by the survey.  The third section consists of five demographic items. 

 In order to identify and correct problems with the survey instrument, the concept of 

cognitive interviewing was employed.  As noted by Beatty and Willis (2007), cognitive 

interviewing is “the administration of draft survey questions while collecting additional verbal 

information about the survey responses, which is used to evaluate the quality of the response or 

to help determine whether the question is generating the information that its author intends” (p. 

287).  Given the proposed survey is a 10-point Likert-type instrument, the focus of the cognitive 

interviews was to determine if the questions were correctly interpreted, unambiguous, and 

generate appropriate information. 

Beatty and Willis (2007) noted there is no consensus as to appropriate sample size, 

interviewer characteristics, or participant background.  Similarly, DeMaio, Mathiowetz, 

Rothgeb, Beach, and Durant (1993) stated that cognitive interview samples “are not designed to 

be representative, but to reflect the detailed thoughts and problems of the few respondents who 

participate in them” (p. 16).  Finally, Beatty and Willis advocated for participants to be relevant 

to the topic at hand.   

Accordingly, five individuals were identified as the sample population.  Each participant 

possessed characteristics that were seen in the target population, college of education deans and 

associate deans in charge of graduate education.  Specifically, each cognitive interview 

participant possessed the terminal degree and each was, or had been, the dean of an academic 

college or the chief academic officer at a university. 

There are two paradigms generally used by cognitive interviews: thinking-aloud and 

probing.  As described by Beatty and Willis (2007), a thinking-aloud technique allows for a 
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participant to verbally convey their thoughts as they consider the question.  Probing, on the other 

hand, is where the interviewer asks specific, targeted questions of the participants.  As we 

generally do not think aloud when we consider survey items, there remains the possibility that 

the cognitive effort put forth to articulate one‟s thoughts could actually interfere with those 

thoughts (Beatty & Willis, 2007).   Beatty and Willis further suggested that probing after a 

participant considers an item may create less interference in the process than thinking-aloud.  

Beatty and Willis (2007) further stated “perhaps the strongest justification for the probe-based 

paradigm is that it generates verbal material that the questionnaire designers find useful…” (p. 

294).  Given this, and the Likert-type design utilizing short statements, the cognitive interview 

process employed the probing paradigm. 

Each cognitive interview followed the same path, employing the technique of probing.  

There were standard probes asked of each participant, with appropriate deviation as information 

was presented by the participants.  While the statements and questions posed in the instrument 

were generally correctly interpreted by the individuals, there were a few areas of concern. 

Each interview began with the participants being handed a hard-copy of the survey.  Each 

participant was asked to read the General Information page, which is the first page of the survey.  

The participants all accurately described the definitions presented in their own words, with the 

exception of the definition of “knowledge.”  Each of the participants noted this definition was 

confusing.  Specifically, the phrase “the span between loyalty and absence of knowledge” 

provided pause in some and outright confusion in others.  It is clear this phrase is not important 

to the working definition of knowledge, and only serves to confuse participants.  As such, this 

phrase was struck from the instrument.  The participants agreed that the remaining “knowledge 
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represents, at some level, being aware of a program‟s existence” is a more accurate and succinct 

definition. 

The participants were next asked to read the instructions of the first section of the 

instrument.  The instructions are “Please indicate the degree to which the following are 

considered by you in your overall consideration of program quality when completing the U.S. 

News and World Report‟s Peer Assessment Survey.”  Each participant was asked to describe, in 

their own words, what this statement instructs; each accurately articulated the purpose of the 

instructions, and stated the instructions are clear and easy to understand.  Additionally, each 

participant was asked what “program quality” means to them.  As expected, the answers to this 

varied, from “a composite grade of many factors” to “I can‟t define, but I know it when I see it.”  

This is consistent with the subjective nature of quality as described in the review of the related 

literature and, as such, was deemed appropriate for the instrument. 

The participants were next asked to read each item in Section 1 (Items 1 through 25).  

The question “do you see any patterns develop” was asked in an attempt to determine if the 

differentiation between specialty program, college, and institution was recognizable and clear, 

which is an important feature of the survey.  Each participant accurately recognized this pattern 

and knew I was interested in similar items at each level.  One participant in particular 

recommended that the order of Items 1 through 25 be arranged to keep the same order relative to 

levels.  For example, the order of each inquiry should be specialty program, college, and 

institution.  The participant noted that this is not the same order for each item of inquiry, and this 

could confuse some or lead to an assumption of order, rendering inaccurate information.  As 

such, the order was changed to be consistent for each item of inquiry, and the order is specialty 

program, college, institution. 
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Each participant was asked if there were any items that provided pause or ambiguity.  

Each participant responded that, in general, Items 1 through 25 were easy to understand, answer 

and the format was easy to follow.  There are three items, however, that were somewhat 

ambiguous to one or more participant. 

Item 13, relating to the quality of an institution‟s library, posed some difficulty for one 

participant.  This participant thought through what was to be included with an institution‟s 

library: physical holdings in the library and electronic resources.  The participant stated that he 

ultimately decided it meant both physical holdings and electronic resources, but that may not be 

the same for all individuals.  Other participants did not have any significant challenge in the 

interpretation of this question, and it seems reasonable that the quality of a library can relate to 

one or more features, as Zeithaml (1988) and Tsiotsou (2005) told us that quality is 

multidimensional and difficult to measure and define.  As such, each participant ultimately 

decides what factors to consider with quality, and Item 13 was not altered. 

Similarly, a participant defined alumni visibility as multifaceted: graduates making a 

mark in the field, on their campuses, in the public eye, etc.  The respondent questioned whether 

his interpretation was too broad.  As this is akin to quality, the same multidimensional factors 

apply and this question was not modified. 

Item 7, relating to specialty program student attendance at academic conferences, was too 

limiting for one participant.  This participant strictly interpreted this as students who attend a 

conference, and did not extend this meaning to students making presentations at the conference.  

Thus, the item was amended to include student presentations as well as attendance at academic 

conferences. 
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The participants were then asked to read the directions for Section 2, and Items 27 

through 33.  The first probe asked each participant their thought process for Item 27.  Each 

respondent indicated they understood the item with clarity, and correctly interpreted that the item 

relates to status as an alumnus/alumnae increasing one‟s perception of reputation. 

The respondents were asked what Item 31 means to them.  The item relates to the 

cognitive elaboration concept of people exerting more effort with the rankings when they feel 

their responses carry greater weight due to low participation.  While most correctly interpreted 

the item, one respondent did have trouble interpreting the question.  This particular respondent 

had difficulty with meaning of “few,” and felt that this one word did not accurately convey the 

potential impact of survey participants‟ responses.  This participant suggested that the item 

include the phrase “select few,” as it would more accurately describe the potential impact of their 

responses.  As such, Item 31 was changed to include “select few.”   Each participant gave 

responses that indicated there was good understanding of the other questions in this section. 

Each participant was asked to read the following statement: “Have you ever listed a 

specialty program in your top ten on the U.S. News and World Report‟s Peer Assessment Survey 

without having knowledge of the SPECIALTY PROGRAM‟S existence?”  Each participant 

indicated that they clearly understood what was being asked, with two participants 

acknowledging they are aware of this occurring with reputational rankings.  Three of the 

participants thought survey respondents may have trouble admitting they do this; however, they 

each thought the anonymity of the survey respondents could provide some level of mitigation.  

One participant suggested that a leading question be offered asking if the survey respondents are 

aware of any peer ranking a specialty program without knowledge of the program‟s existence.  



40 
 

Due to the clarity with which these instructions were interpreted, a leading question was not 

added. 

To close each cognitive interview, questions were asked about the items in the section 

relating to items considered when ranking a program without knowledge.  As these items are 

duplicates of those in the first section, the same concerns were voiced and similar decisions were 

made to like Items of 1 through 25. 

 The final version of the amended survey is presented as Appendix C, and was used for 

data collection.  The survey in Appendix C was electronically administered to the target 

population previously defined.  A link to an electronic survey service was provided via an 

electronic mail distributed to the population.  As the survey responses were intended to be 

anonymous, follow-up electronic mails were sent to the population encouraging the participation 

of those who had not completed the online survey.  The communiqué with the target population 

is presented as Appendix D. 

Methodology for Analysis of Data 

 To begin, it should be noted that Appendix E specifies the variables used in this study, 

along with a brief summary of the related methodology that is discussed herein for each research 

question.  While the aim of this study was to determine the variables considered by deans and 

associate deans when ranking programs solely on reputational perception, reputational 

perception itself is not a variable in the study.  Rather, reputational perception has been 

operationally defined by variables shown in previous studies to be correlates of reputation and by 

the brand equity theory employed in this research.  Specifically, the 28 variables that 

operationally define reputational perception in this study are listed in Appendix E. 
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 The first research question concerns itself with the variables that are considered by the 

population studied: 

R1: Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and 

associate deans when ranking specialty programs for overall quality? 

 This is an omnibus approach, with the variables being identified thorough prior research 

or being logical with the model of brand equity employed.  For this question, the items 

considered were Questions 1 through 29 of the survey instrument presented in Appendix C.  

From the 10-point Likert-type scale, SPSS was utilized to calculate the mean response and 

standard deviation of each item.  These descriptive statistics tell the relative importance of each 

item to deans and associate deans when ranking specialty programs for overall quality. 

 The second research question is specific to those who do not have prior knowledge of a 

specialty program: 

R2: Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and associate 

deans when there is no knowledge of a specialty program? 

 This question is concerned with the situation where a dean or an associate dean does not 

have knowledge of a program.  As previously defined, knowledge of a program is the span 

between loyalty and no awareness, and is represented in the brand equity framework as “brand 

associations with awareness.”  The adapted brand equity framework used in this study suggests 

that advertising, brand trust, product category similarity, and brand extensions all inform the 

brand associations with awareness dimension of brand equity. 

 The literature has been clear that brand extensions play a role in higher education 

reputational rankings when there is no knowledge of that being ranked.  As such, at specific 
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interest is the role that knowledge or reputation of the institution and/or college plays on a 

specialty program‟s reputation when there is an absence of awareness of said specialty program.  

 For Research Question 2 an omnibus approach was utilized, with the variables being 

identified through prior research or being logical with the model of brand equity employed.  For 

this question, the variables considered were Questions 34 through 50 of the survey instrument 

presented in Appendix C.  These questions were specific to deans and associate deans who have 

ranked specialty programs without knowledge of a program, and the section contains the same 

variables as Items 1 through 25 less items that presuppose knowledge of a specialty program.  

From the 10-point Likert-type scale, SPSS was utilized to calculate the mean response and 

standard deviation of each item.  These descriptive statistics tell the relative importance of each 

item to deans and associate deans when ranking specialty programs for overall quality when 

knowledge of said program is absent. 

 Research Question 3 is a natural extension of the first two questions, and it seeks to 

identify group differences between those who rank programs with knowledge of the programs 

that they rank, and those who rank programs without knowledge.  Research Question 3 is: 

 R3: What are the group differences between those who rank with and without knowledge 

of a specialty program? 

 As can be seen in Appendix E, there are fewer variables studied when one does not have 

knowledge of a specialty program as several of the variables considered when one does have 

knowledge presuppose said knowledge is necessary.  Specifically, any item that seeks 

consideration for the specialty program and Items 27 through 29 are not replicated in the third 

section of the instrument.  In order to appropriately compare the data when there is and is not 

knowledge of a program, the analysis for Research Question 3 only considered items that are the 
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same in the section that presupposes knowledge and the one that does not.  Thus, variables that 

presuppose knowledge of a program were not utilized in the analysis (Items 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 12, 14, 

20, 23, 27, 28, and 29). 

 The planned method of data analysis was to perform a principal components analysis 

(PCA) followed by a descriptive discriminant analysis (DDA); however, only twelve respondents 

indicated they rank programs without knowledge.  As such, independent samples t-tests were 

utilized to examine group differences on the variables of interest, including the demographic 

variables. 

 Research Question 4 is related to the ELM postulate that ability and motivation are 

required to have cognitive elaboration on stimuli.  In the ELM, there must be ability and 

motivation to elaborate in order for cognitive processing of various stimuli.  It is assumed that 

deans and associate deans have the ability to elaborate; therefore, the motivation to elaborate is at 

question.  The relevance to those wishing to positively affect their program‟s ranking is the 

importance of cognition to the formation of equity in a brand (specialty program).  Thus, greater 

knowledge of what affects motivation will allow department chairs the ability to better select 

activities to promote equity in their brand.  Research Question 4 is: 

R4: What factors predict the motivation to elaborate? 

 In order to elaborate on stimuli related to a specialty program, knowledge of the 

specialty program is necessary as a prerequisite.  As such, the variables considered for this 

question were Items 1 through 29 of the survey.  With the size of the population and a reasonable 

response rate, it was necessary to perform a PCA as a data reduction technique.  Stevens (2002) 

provided some considerations when determining the number of dependent variables, including 

that the power of multivariate tests generally decrease as the number of dependent variables 
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increase. Advocating for researchers to consider employing PCA for data reduction, Stevens 

(2002) stated that “given a large number of variables, one should always consider the possibility 

that there are a much smaller number of underlying constructs which will account for most of the 

variance on the original set of variables” (p. 245).   

  A multiple regression analysis was performed subsequent to the data reduction 

technique.  The constructs identified from the PCA were used as the independent variables, with 

the mean response of Items 30, 31, 32, and 33 used as a single dependent variable.  These four 

items measure the motivation one has when ranking the specialty programs. 

 Research Question 5 concerns itself with the role of marketing functions on brand equity 

in specialty programs.  Specifically, Research Question 5 is: 

R5: Is there a relationship between advertising and demographic characteristics? 

 The review of the related literature demonstrates that there is increased advertising on 

the part of higher education programs, aimed at improving rankings.  The ELM in the presented 

brand equity framework indicates that advertising can serve as an important peripheral cue when 

motivation is low, or it can serve as a direct cue when motivation is high.  This question tells if 

the advertising in higher education serves to effect reputational perception, and the effect by 

various demographic variables. 

 In order to analyze the data for this question, a DDA was performed for each of the 

following grouping variables (predictors): highest degree attained (5 groups), years in the 

profession (2 groups), gender (2 groups), age (6 groups), and current position (3 groups).  The 

dependent variables for each DDA were the three items specifically referring to advertising and 

marketing efforts, and are survey items 20, 21, and 22.  Sherry (2006) states that DDA is 
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beneficial when, among other considerations, one desires to understand the differences between 

groups.   

 In order to create an overall picture of the effects of advertising on different groups, the 

DDA was followed by a canonical correlation analysis (CCA). Sherry and Henson (2005) stated 

that “CCA is most appropriate when a researcher desires to examine the relationship between 

two variable sets” (p. 39).  And, that was the case for the second analysis component of Research 

Question 5, where an overall picture of the effects of five demographic variables on three 

different types of advertising was sought (see Appendix E).   
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Introduction 

 This research utilized an initial email invitation to the estimated population (N = 372) to 

participate in the study, with three follow-up invitations (Appendix D).  In order to encourage 

greater participation, a random sample of 105 potential participants was called by telephone 

between the second and third follow-up invitation (third and fourth overall invitation).  These 

participants were identified as every third person in the population. 

 Of the 372 in the population, 114 completed the survey instrument and, despite the 

anonymity of the survey, an additional 30 indicated that they do not participate in the U.S. News 

& World Report survey.  As such, the response rate to the invitations to participate was 38%.  

Without being solicited, an additional nine individuals indicated that they delegate the 

responsibility of completing the U.S. News & World Report survey to others. 

Reliability Analysis 

 As only 12 of the 114 participants indicated they rank programs without knowledge, and 

subsequently completed survey Items 34 through 50 (items relating to ranking programs with no 

knowledge of the program), there is an extraordinary amount of missing data from these items.  

For the reliability analysis, a listwise deletion method that included data from Items 34 through 

50 would have eliminated most of the data, and imputation would have been too great and posed 

a significant risk of misrepresenting the data.  As such, the reliability analysis was performed on 

the 32 items that presuppose knowledge (Survey Items 1 through 33) less Survey Item 26, which 

solicited open-ended responses.  This is appropriate as only Research Question 2 considers data 

from Questions 34 through 50. 
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 Two reliability analyses were performed: one without replacing missing values and one 

using linear regression as an imputation procedure.  Using SPSS, the reliability analysis when 

missing values were not replaced yielded 90 valid cases (78.9% of total) and 24 excluded cases 

(21.1% of total), with a Cronbach‟s alpha of .924.  Similarly, a reliability analysis using imputed 

data via linear regression resulted in 114 valid cases (100% of total), and a Cronbach‟s alpha of 

.920.  As can be seen, scores from this administration yielded reliable results regardless of the 

replacement of missing values. 

 An item analysis was conducted using the data that includes the missing items replaced 

via linear regression.  Survey Item 25, relating to input of faculty, is the only item that improves 

Cronbach‟s alpha if deleted (.922).  As the increase of Cronbach‟s alpha is small, the current 

Cronbach‟s alpha is good, and the item is important to the conceptual framework, Item 25 

remains in the analysis. 

Demographic Characteristics 

 The following demographic information was captured by the survey: current position, 

highest degree attained, gender, years of service, and age, and is provided as Table 1.   

 The current position of respondents is 58.3% deans of colleges of education, 34.3% 

associate deans of colleges of education, and 7.4% other.  As previously noted, nine individuals, 

without being solicited, volunteered that they delegate the responsibility of completing the U.S. 

News & World Report survey to others.  This potentially explains the 7.4% of individuals who 

listed their current position as other, given that invitations to participate were only sent to deans 

and associate deans. 

 In addition, the high number of associate deans completing the survey compared to the 

associate deans in the estimated population (34.3% versus 26.1%), is evidence that the actual 
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population completing the U.S. News & World Report survey contains a larger number of 

associate deans, and fewer deans, than the estimated population.  Parenthetically, there were six 

individuals who completed the survey and did not answer this question. 

Table 1 

 

Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents (n=114) 
 
Category       Number Percentage 

Current Position 

Dean        63  58.3 

Associate Dean      37  34.3 

Other        8  7.4 

Did not answer      6   

Highest Degree Attained 

Ph.D        83  76.1 

Ed.D        25  22.9 

M.A.        0  0 

M.S.        0  0 

Other        1  0.9 

Did not answer      5   

Gender 

Male        61  55.5 

Female        49  44.5 

Did not answer      4      

Years as Faculty and Dean 

Less than 5       23  20.9 

More than 5       87  79.1 

Did not answer      4     

Age in Years 

20-30        0  0 

31-40        2  1.8 

41-50        11  10.1 

51-60        58  53.2 

61-70        38  34.9 

Greater than 70      0  0 

Did not answer      5    
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Data Screening 

To begin, it should be noted that any treatment of data addressed in this section is 

applicable to Research Questions 3, 4, and 5.  Research Questions 1 and 2 utilize only 

descriptive statistics and, as such, all responses were considered in the original form.   

There were relatively few cases of missing data.  Table 2 shows, relative to the sample of 

114, the number of missing cases for each variable 1 through 33; there was no missing data from 

the 12 responses to Items 34 through 49. 

 Inspection of the responses reveals that Cases 1, 26, 34, and 79 did not answer any item 

after Item 25; and Case 90 did not answer any item after Item 20.  As these five cases contributed 

to most of the missing data and were substantially incomplete, they were deleted from the 

analysis.  Imputed data via linear regression was used to treat missing data after the 

aforementioned cases were deleted.  For demographic variables 51 through 55, values were not 

substituted as substitution does not reasonably represent dichotomous demographic variables. 

 The variables were then examined for univariate outliers.  A stem-and-leaf and boxplot 

were examined for each of the variables, Items 1 through 33.  From this method, the following 

were identified as outliers: Case 64 (item 1); Cases 21, 43, and 62 (Item 2); Case 75 (Item 12); 

and Cases 3 and 75 (Item 24).  Following the advice of Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003), 

it is best to leave outliers if they are less than 2% of N, and not extreme.  As the outliers in this 

study meet those conditions, they were retained for the analysis. 
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Table 2 

Missing Case Analysis for Items 1 through 33 

Variable     # Missing Cases 

Program Faculty Research    0 

College Faculty Research    0 

Institution Faculty Research    1 

Program Faculty Conf. Presentations   0 

Program Student Selectivity    0 

College Student Selectivity    1 

Institution Student Selectivity    1 

Size (Faculty) of Program    1 

Program Student Attendance at Conf.  1 

Program Enrollment     0 

College Enrollment     1 

Institution Enrollment     0 

Quality of Library     2 

Program Alumni Visibility    2 

College Alumni Visibility    0 

Institution Alumni Visibility    0 

Program‟s Previous Rankings    1 

College Overall Ranking    2 

Institution‟s Overall Ranking    3 

Cost of Institution     3 

Program Marketing     1 

College Marketing     2 

Institution Marketing     1 

Geographic Location     1 

Input of Faculty     3 

Effect of Being an Alumnus(ae)   5 

Effect of Current Institution    5 

Effect of Previous Employment   7 

Seek Input from Faculty    6 

One of Select Few Ranking    5 

Think About Impact of Rankings   5 

Gather Information to Assist    5 

 

 In order to detect multivariate outliers, each case‟s Mahalanobis distance was computed, 

and the values were compared to chi square distribution at an alpha of .001.  For the present 

study, at 32 degrees of freedom and p<.001, the chi square critical value is 62.487.  Thus, any 

Mahalanobis distance equal to or greater than the chi square critical value of 62.487 is a 
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multivariate outlier.  Case 85 has a Mahalanobis distance of  63.077 and Case 113 has a distance 

of 76.845.  As these two are multivariate outliers, they were deleted for Research Questions 4 

and 5, which require multivariate analyses.  Given the deletion of five substantially incomplete 

cases and two cases that are multivariate outliers, Research Questions 4 and 5 will utilize N = 

107.  

 Each variable was checked for univariate normal distribution.  Variables exhibiting 

skewness or kurtosis outside of a range from -1 to +1 were flagged.  The following variables 

exhibited skewness outside of the determined range: cost of institution (1.005) and geographic 

location (1.344).  Similarly, the following variables exhibited kurtosis outside of the determined 

range: faculty size of the specialty program (-1.017), quality of the library (-1.084), college 

alumni visibility (-1.036), institution alumni visibility (-1.180), and geographic location (1.322). 

 Data transformation was undertaken for each of the variables by using the log of the 

variable, with the new values being saved in SPSS.  Only quality of the library was successfully 

transformed using the log, with the kurtosis going from -1.084 to -.989.  Using the square root, 

the following variables were successfully transformed: cost of institution went from a skewness 

of 1.005 to .498; geographic location went from a skewness of 1.344 and kurtosis of 1.322 to 

.797 and -.288, respectively; faculty size went from a kurtosis of -1.017 to -.664; and college 

alumni visibility went from a kurtosis of -1.036 to -.647.  The only variable not successfully 

transformed with either the log or square root was institutional alumni visibility.  However, as 

the skewness and kurtosis of each variable outside of the defined range was slight, and the 

transformations were not dramatic, the variables in a non-transformed state were utilized for 

further analyses. 
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Nonresponse Bias 

As noted in Chen et al. (2009), “short of a 100 percent response rate, no single indicator 

provides sufficient evidence that a population estimate is truly unbiased” (p. 36).  As such, and 

given the observed response rate in the present study, the concept of nonresponse bias was 

considered.  Nonresponse bias is essentially the potential for biased data due to the population 

that did not participate.  Chen et al. (2009) observed that low response rates may not, in fact, 

represent bias.  Regarding the degree to which data is biased, the U.S. Office of Management and 

Budget (2001) told us that “nonresponse bias is a function of not only the nonresponse rate but 

also how much the respondents and nonrespondents differ on the survey variable of interest” (p. 

4-1).  As such, it is possible to have a relatively low participation rate and have data that is 

representative of the population on variables of interest, and therefore meaningful. 

 Groves (2006) presented five techniques for assessing nonresponse bias and suggested 

that multiple methods be used simultaneously.  Of the five techniques, two require comparing 

survey data to some external data on variables of interest.  There are no known databases or 

profile information of college of education deans or associate deans responsible for graduate 

education at doctoral-granting institutions to which the data can be compared.  As such, there are 

three remaining analyses that can be undertaken: response rate comparisons across subgroups; 

studying variation within the existing survey; and contrasting alternative post survey adjustments 

for nonresponse.  The design of this survey delimits the nonresponse bias assessments that can be 

undertaken.  Specifically, the anonymity of respondents does not allow for non-respondents to be 

identified in the population and, as such, a comparison of differences between respondents and 

non-respondents is not possible.  As such, the most practical nonresponse bias assessment 
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technique for this study is studying variation within the existing survey.  Specifically, early 

respondents were compared with later respondents. 

 Specific to this method, Groves and Wissoker (1999) told us “this is viewed as 

informative of the characteristics of nonrespondents (those never measured) under the 

assumption that respondents requiring much effort to interview will resemble those never 

interviewed” (p. 2.6).  Accordingly, “there is a serial autocorrelation in the characteristics of 

respondents interviewed over effort steps” (p. 2.6).  Groves and Wissoker noted that there are 

detractors of this method; there are those who believe that people who do not respond to survey 

requests are distinct from those who do with great effort.  Nevertheless, and given the 

delimitations of the present study, this analysis was utilized as the best tool to measure 

nonresponse bias.  

 Of the 109 cases retained subsequent to missing values screening, 52 (48%) responded 

after the first request to participate; 30 (27%) after the second invitation; 15 (14%) after the third 

invitation; and 12 (11%) after the fourth invitation.  Accordingly, some 48% of all responses 

were gathered after the first invitation, and 52% of responses were gathered for invitations two 

through four combined.   

 The first item to be probed is the demographic variables of respondents in each of the 

four groups (Table 3).  The groups are defined by the number of invitations before responding to 

the survey invitation.  Accordingly, Group 1 is the group that responded after the first invitation, 

Group 2 is the group that responded after the second invitation (two total invitations before 

response) and so on.  From this table, the only pattern that emerges is that the more invitations 

sent before response, the more likely they have been a dean for more than five years (years as a 

dean variable).  Extrapolating based-on the continuum-of-effort theory, the part of the population 
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not responding would be more likely to have been a dean longer than five years than the 

responding parties. 

Table 3 

Mean Demographic Characteristics by Response Group 

Item   Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 

Highest Degree 1.33 1.11 1.27 1.38 

Years as Dean 1.77 1.75 1.88 1.92 

Gender 1.42 1.54 1.31 1.46 

Age 4.17 4.25 4.38 4.08 

Current Position 1.43 1.61 1.40 1.46 

 

 To further examine those responding with minimal effort to those responding after 

greater effort, two additional analyses were considered.  One is comparing Group 1 against the 

other three groups combined on survey Items 1 through 33 (Table 4), and the other compares 

Group 1 against Group 4 (the first versus the last respondents) on the same survey items (Table 

5).  Independent samples t-tests were used for both analyses. 

 When comparing Group 1 versus the other three groups combined, there are no 

statistically significant mean differences on any of the measured items at α = .05 (Table 4).  This 

indicates that there are no differences in the responses of individuals (on Items 1 through 33) in 

the first group as compared to the other three groups combined.   

 In order to more stringently consider the early responders with the last responders (those 

who responded after much effort), Group 1 was compared to Group 4, ignoring Groups 2 and 3.  

On the comparison of means for each survey item (1 through 33), there was one statistically 

significant difference: Group 1 specialty program marketing (M = 4.13, SD = 1.961) and Group 4 

specialty program marketing (M = 2.85, SD = 1.676); t (63) = 2.176, p = .033, d=.548. 
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 Using the continuum-of-effort theory, we can deduce that nonresponders are different 

from responders on consideration of marketing of specialty programs.  Specifically, 

nonresponders are less likely than responders to consider marketing efforts of specialty programs 

when considering reputation.   

 If the population that did not respond is most similar to the population that responded 

after substantial effort, these results indicate that nonrespondents (via Group 4) are similar to the 

group that responded to the survey with minimal effort (Group 1), with the noted exception of 

consideration of specialty program marketing.  Accordingly, the effects of nonresponse bias 

seem to be minimal. 
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Table 4 

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Group1 with all Other Groups Combined 

Variable  df t p d  
Program Faculty Research 107 .586 .559 .113   

College Faculty Research 107 .663 .509 .127   

Institution Faculty Research 107 .924 .358 .179 

Program Faculty Conf. Presentations 107 -.539 .591 -.105 

Program Student Selectivity 107 .264 .793 .051 

College Student Selectivity 107 .214 .831 .041 

Institution Student Selectivity 107 .163 .870 .032 

Size (Faculty) of Program 107 .851 .397 .165 

Program Student Attendance at Conf. 107 -.593 .554 -.115 

Program Enrollment 107 .545 .587 .105 

College Enrollment 107 .582 .562 .113 

Institution Enrollment 107 .513 .609 .099 

Quality of Library 107 .377 .707 .073 

Program Alumni Visibility 107 -1.374 .172 -.266 

College Alumni Visibility 107 -.624 .534 -.121 

Institution Alumni Visibility 107 -.369 .713 -.071 

Program‟s Previous Rankings 107 1.875 .064 .363 

College Overall Ranking 107 .436 .664 .084 

Institution‟s Overall Ranking 107 -.225 .822 -.044 

Cost of Institution 107 1.032 .304 .200 

Program Marketing 107 1.553 .123 .300 

College Marketing 107 1.577 .118 .305 

Institution Marketing 107 1.847 .068 .357 

Geographic Location 107 .119 .905 .023 

Input of Faculty 107 -.742 .460 -.143 

Effect of Being an Alumnus(ae) 107 -.818 .415 -.158 

Effect of Current Institution 107 -.213 .832 -.041 

Effect of Previous Employment 107 .295 .769 .057 

Seek Input from Faculty 107 -.892 .374 -.172 

One of Select Few Ranking 107 -.378 .706 -.073 

Think About Impact of Rankings 107 1.252 .213 .242 

Gather Information to Assist 107 -1.189 .237 -.230 

Highest Degree Earned 106 1.050 .296 .204 

Years as a Dean 107 -.714 .477 -.138 

Gender 107 -.344 .731 -.067 

Age  106 -.571 .569 -.111 

Current Position 105 -.720 .473 -.141 
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Table 5 

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing Group1 with Group 4 

Variable  df t p d 
Program Faculty Research 63 1.343 .184 .338 

College Faculty Research 63 .539 .592 .136 

Institution Faculty Research 63 .853 .397 .215 

Program Faculty Conf. Presentations 63 .430 .669 .108 

Program Student Selectivity 63 .698 .488 .176 

College Student Selectivity 63 .110 .913 .028 

Institution Student Selectivity 63 .260 .796 .066 

Size (Faculty) of Program 63 1.162 .250 .293 

Program Student Attendance at Conf. 63 1.033 .306 .260 

Program Enrollment 63 .886 .379 .223 

College Enrollment 63 .121 .904 .030 

Institution Enrollment 63 .050 .960 .013 

Quality of Library 63 .187 .852 .047 

Program Alumni Visibility 63 .123 .903 .031 

College Alumni Visibility 63 -.095 .924 -.024 

Institution Alumni Visibility 63 .295 .769 .074 

Program‟s Previous Rankings 63 1.546 .127 .390 

College Overall Ranking 63 .857 .394 .216 

Institution‟s Overall Ranking 63 .553 .582 .139 

Cost of Institution 63 -.350 .727 -.088 

Program Marketing 63 2.176 .033 .548 

College Marketing 63 1.594 .116 .402 

Institution Marketing 63 1.094 .278 .276 

Geographic Location 63 -.504 .616 -.127 

Input of Faculty 63 -.479 .634 -.121 

Effect of Being an Alumnus(ae) 63 -.417 .678 -.105 

Effect of Current Institution 63 .644 .522 .162 

Effect of Previous Employment 63 .579 .565 .146 

Seek Input from Faculty 63 -.870 .387 -.219 

One of Select Few Ranking 63 -.611 .543 -.154 

Think About Impact of Rankings 63 .450 .654 .113 

Gather Information to Assist 63 -.808 .422 -.204 

Highest Degree Earned 63 -.287 .775 -.072 

Years as a Dean 63 -1.236 .221 -.311 

Gender 63 -.247 .806 -.062 

Age  62 .388 .699 .099 

Current Position 62 -.164 .870 -.042 
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Research Question 1 

 Restated from Chapter 3, the first research question concerns itself with the variables 

that are considered by the population studied: 

R1: Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and associate 

deans when ranking specialty programs for overall quality? 

 In order to test this question, the mean response and standard deviation of the items 

detailed in Appendix D are considered.  As this analysis involves nothing more than descriptives, 

the previous treatment of missing data and outliers was not applied.  Rather, missing data was 

treated by the utilization of pairwise deletion.  Pairwise deletion includes all cases with valid 

values in the analysis of a variable, even if the case has missing data on another variable 

(Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006).  As such, this treatment of missing data is appropriate for 

descriptive statistics.  The number of cases included for descriptive statistics of each variable is 

indicated, along with the descriptive statistics, in Table 6.  The variables in Table 6 are listed in 

order of importance, to the research participants, as determined by the mean of the variable.  

Additionally, respondents were allowed to list three additional items they consider, and the 

responses to this open-ended solicitation are contained in Appendix F. 

 When interpreting the mean of each variable, it is important to recall that each utilized a 

10-point Likert-type scale, with a score of 1 indicating a participant did not consider the variable 

in their consideration of overall program quality, and a score of 10 indicating a participant 

strongly considered the variable in their consideration of overall specialty program quality.  A 

score of 5 indicates that a participant considers the variable.  As such, scores from 5 (considered) 

to 10 (strongly considered) were interpreted as being meaningful to deans and associate deans 
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when considering overall specialty program quality.  In addition, many variables were tested at 

three levels: specialty program, college, and institution. 

Table 6 

 

Means, Standard Deviations, and N of Items Considered for Research Question 1   

      

    Standard 

Variable      N  Mean  Deviation 

Program Faculty Research    114  8.11  1.98 

College Faculty Research    114  7.39  2.30 

Input of Faculty     111  6.62  2.77 

Program Faculty Conf. Presentations   114  6.52  2.35 

Effect of Current Institution    109  6.41  2.22 

Program Student Selectivity    114  6.10  2.71 

Effect of Being an Alumnus(ae)   109  6.04  2.09 

Program Alumni Visibility    112  5.96  2.46 

Effect of Previous Employment   107  5.70  2.12 

College Student Selectivity    113  5.66  2.55 

Program Student Attendance at Conf.  113  5.64  2.39 

College Overall Ranking    112  5.50  2.42 

Size (Faculty) of Program    113  5.44  2.44 

Program‟s Previous Rankings    113  5.27  2.53 

Institution Faculty Research    113  5.26  2.82 

Program Enrollment     114  5.22  2.27 

College Alumni Visibility    114  5.18  2.46 

Institution Student Selectivity    113  5.08  2.65 

Institution‟s Overall Ranking    111  4.84  2.47 

College Enrollment     113  4.58  2.36 

Quality of Library     112  4.48  2.73 

Institution Alumni Visibility    114  4.25  2.53 

College Marketing     112  3.94  2.07 

Institution Enrollment     114  3.89  2.36 

Program Marketing     113  3.84  2.12 

Institution Marketing     113  3.44  2.08 

Cost of Institution     111  3.18  2.27 

Geographic Location     113  2.78  2.12 

   

 There were three variables that related to faculty research and publication activity 

(specialty program, college and institution).  Consistent with prior reputational research, faculty 

research productivity seems to be what is considered most important by deans and associate 
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deans when ranking specialty programs.  Specialty program faculty research/publications had the 

highest mean score (8.11), and the lowest variability with a standard deviation of 1.98.  In 

addition to a high mean and a relatively low standard deviation, specialty program faculty 

research/publications had a skewness statistic of -.929, further indicating that scores were 

clustered towards the high end of the scale.  Undoubtedly, this variable is the most important 

consideration of overall quality. 

 Specialty program faculty research/publications was followed by college faculty 

research/publications with a mean score of 7.39 and a standard deviation of 2.3.  As with the 

previously discussed variable, the high score coupled with the standard deviation and a skewness 

statistic of -.852 indicates that scores were tightly clustered around the high mean, and there is 

little doubt as to the importance of this variable.  Research by faculty at the institutional level did 

not fare as well, ranking 12 out of 25 variables, with a mean of 5.26.  On the whole, 18 of the 28 

variables tested in Research Question 1 report a mean score that indicated they were, at some 

level, considered (Table 6). 

Research Question 2 

 Restated from Chapter 3, the second research question concerns itself with the variables 

that are considered by the population studied when one does not have knowledge of a specialty 

program they rank: 

R2: Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and associate 

deans when there is no knowledge of a specialty program? 

 A question on the survey specifically asked participants “Have you ever listed a specialty 

program in your top ten on the U.S. News and World Report‟s Peer Assessment Survey without 

having knowledge of the SPECIALTY PROGRAM‟S existence?”  Twelve of the 114 



61 
 

participants, in response to this question, indicated that they do indeed rank programs of which 

they do not have knowledge.  These participants were then routed to Questions 34 through 50, as 

described in Chapter 3, of the survey.  Questions 34 through 50 measured similar variables as 

Questions 1 through 26, except variables that presuppose knowledge of a specialty program.  The 

number of cases included for descriptive statistics of each variable is indicated, along with the 

descriptive statistics, in Table 7. 

Table 7 

 

Means, Standard Deviations, and N of Items Considered for Research Question 2   

      

    Standard 

Variable      N  Mean  Deviation 

College Overall Ranking    12  5.92  2.88 

College Faculty Research    12  5.67  3.09 

Institution‟s Overall Ranking    11  5.45  2.91 

College Alumni Visibility    12  5.33  2.35 

Input of Faculty     12  5.25  3.19 

Institution Faculty Research    12  5.08  3.26 

College Student Selectivity    12  4.67  3.17 

Institution Alumni Visibility    12  4.33  2.31 

Institution Student Selectivity    12  4.25  3.02 

College Marketing     12  3.83  1.99 

Quality of Library     12  3.83  2.86 

Institution Marketing     11  3.55  2.16 

Institution Enrollment     12  3.17  1.85 

College Enrollment     12  3.08  1.93 

Cost of Institution     12  2.83  2.29 

Geographic Location     12  2.33  1.50 

 

 When interpreting the mean of each variable, it is important to recall that each utilized a 

10-point Likert-type scale, with a score of 1 indicating a participant did not consider the variable 

in their consideration of overall program quality, and a score of 10 indicating a participant 

strongly considered the variable in their consideration of overall specialty program quality.  A 

score of 5 indicates that a participant considered the variable. 
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 As can be seen, the mean score of these items were considerably less than the mean score 

of items when knowledge of the programs was known (Research Question 1), and the variability 

of the scores were, in general, greater.  The latter could be a result of the low number of 

responses.  Specifically, 6 of the 16 variables tested were in some way considered when there 

was no knowledge of a specialty program (Table 7). 

Research Question 3 

 Restated from Chapter 3, Research Question 3 is a natural extension of the first two 

questions, as it seeks to identify group differences between those who rank programs with 

knowledge of the programs that they rank, and those who rank programs without knowledge.  

Research Question 3 is: 

 R3: What are the group differences between those who rank with and without knowledge 

of a specialty program? 

 The variables tested in response to this question are the ones that do not presuppose 

knowledge of a specialty program, i.e. the variables that are not specialty program specific.  As 

there were only 12 respondents who indicated they do rank specialty programs without 

knowledge, there was insufficient data to perform a PCA and a subsequent DDA.  As such, 

independent samples t-tests were performed to investigate differences between the groups (those 

who rank specialty programs with or without knowledge of the program).  The results of the t-

tests are presented as Table 8. 

 As can be seen in Table 8, there was no statistically significant mean differences 

between the two groups at alpha = .05; however, there were three moderate effect sizes that 

deserve some consideration.  Specifically, input of faculty had a moderate effect size (d = -.340), 

as did age (d = .318) and college alumni visibility (d = -.342).  It appears, then, that those who 
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have ranked without knowledge are somewhat less likely to consider input of faculty, they are 

older, and they are less likely to consider college alumni visibility.  These results are not 

statistically significant, so the analysis failed to reject the null hypothesis that the means are 

equal; however, that may be due, in part, to the small sample size. 

 Despite this analysis, considerable caution is advised in interpretation, as there were 

very few (12) who indicated they ranked a specialty program without knowledge. 

Table 8 

Independent Samples t-Tests Comparing those Who Rank With and Without Knowledge 

Variable  df t p d 
College Faculty Research 105 -1.189 .237 -.232  

Institution Faculty Research 105 1.020 .310 .199 

College Student Selectivity 105 -.291 .772 -.057 

Institution Student Selectivity 105 -.494 .623 -.096 

College Enrollment 105 -.034 .973 -.007 

Institution Enrollment 105 .164 .870 .032 

Quality of Library 105 -.062 .950 -.012 

College Alumni Visibility 105 -1.750 .083 -.342 

Institution Alumni Visibility 105 .158 .875 .031 

College Overall Ranking 105 -.039 .969 -.008 

Institution‟s Overall Ranking 105 .748 .456 .146 

Cost of Institution 105 -.350 .727 -.068 

College Marketing 105 -.666 .507 -.130 

Institution Marketing 105 .378 .706 .074 

Geographic Location 105 .141 .888 .028 

Input of Faculty 105 -1.743 .084 -.340 

Highest Degree Earned 105 -.077 .939 -.015 

Years as a Dean 105 1.108 .270 .216 

Gender 105 -.166 .270 -.032 

Age  104 1.623 .108 .318 

Current Position 104 -.783 .435 -.154   

Research Question 4 

Research Question 4 is related to the ELM postulate that ability and motivation are 

required to have cognitive elaboration on stimuli. 

R4: What factors predict the motivation to elaborate? 
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 In order to address this research question, a PCA was performed as a data reduction 

technique.  Specifically, all variables considered, with the exception of those that do not require 

knowledge of a program, were included in the PCA (survey Items 1 through 29).  A multiple 

regression analysis follows the PCA with the identified constructs as independent variables, and 

the mean response of survey Items 30 through 33 as the dependent variable.  Items 30 through 33 

are designed to measure motivation to elaborate when ranking the programs, via effort given to 

the ranking process. 

Principal Components Analysis 

  A PCA was conducted on the data using SPSS.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of 

Sampling (KMO) was .799, indicating that factor analysis is appropriate.  The Bartlett‟s Test of 

Sphericity was significant (p < .001), rejecting the null hypothesis that the correlation matrix is 

an identity matrix.  All variables had high communalities (Table 9), which represents an 

adequate amount of variance in each variable being accounted for by the extracted components. 

Of concern with the data is the relatively small sample size used for the analysis (n = 

107).  Comrey and Lee (1992) provided a sample size guide as follows: 50 is very poor, 100 is 

poor, 200 is fair, 300 is good, 500 is very good, and 1,000 is excellent.  Meyers, Gamst, and 

Guarino (2006) recommended 10 participants for every variable.  Henson and Roberts (2006) 

noted, however, that “sample size rules of thumb fail to take into account many of the complex 

dynamics of a factor analysis” (p. 402).  To this end, MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, and Hong 

(1999) showed that sample sizes can be small if communalities are high (above .60) and each 

factor is defined by several items.  As communalities in the present study were high and each 

component had several items, the analysis continued. 
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Table 9 

Principal Components Analysis Communalities for Survey Items 1 – 29 

Variable       Communality 

Program Faculty Research      .833     

College Faculty Research      .805 

Institution Faculty Research      .759 

Program Faculty Conf. Presentations     .721 

Program Student Selectivity      .663 

College Student Selectivity      .585 

Institution Student Selectivity      .726 

Size (Faculty) of Program      .785 

Program Student Attendance at Conf.    .655 

Program Enrollment       .852 

College Enrollment       .697 

Institution Enrollment       .770 

Quality of Library       .574 

Program Alumni Visibility      .833 

College Alumni Visibility      .859 

Institution Alumni Visibility      .845 

Program‟s Previous Rankings      .755 

College Overall Ranking      .744 

Institution‟s Overall Ranking      .827 

Cost of Institution       .665 

Program Marketing       .804 

College Marketing       .807 

Institution Marketing       .792 

Geographic Location       .634 

Input of Faculty       .612 

Effect of Being an Alumnus(ae)     .807 

Effect of Current Institution      .793 

Effect of Previous Employment     .770 

The initial model extracted seven components with eigenvalues greater than 1, 

accounting for 74.902 % of total variance (Table 10).  Parallel analysis was employed in order to 

determine the appropriate number of components to retain.  Ledesma and Valero-Mora (2007) 

noted that parallel analysis provides superior results in determining components to retain as 

compared to the often employed Kaiser‟s eigenvalue-greater-than-one rule or visual examination 

of a Scree plot.  Parallel analysis involves a Monte Carlo simulation process, where eigenvalues 
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are generated “from random data sets that parallel the actual data set with regard to the number 

of cases and variables” (O‟Connor, 2000, p. 397).  Components are retained if they have an 

eigenvalue greater than the associated eigenvalue in the randomly generated data. 

Table 10 

Summary of PCA Eigenvalues and Variance Explained for Research Question 4 

Component  Eigenvalue  % of Variance  Cumulative Variance %  
1   9.883   35.296   35.296 

2   2.787   9.953   45.249 

3   2.143   7.655   52.904 

4   2.042   7.294   60.198 

5   1.687   6.026   66.224 

6   1.294   4.621   70.845 

7   1.136   4.057   74.902 

Table 11 

Summary of Parallel Analysis (N=107, Cases=28, Datasets=1000, Percentile=95) 

Root   Simulated Eigenvalue   
1 2.093 

2 1.918 

3 1.790 

4 1.681 

5 1.582 

6 1.492 

For the present analysis, SPSS syntax was recreated from O‟Connor (2000) in order to 

generate the random data for the parallel analysis.  Specifically, and mirroring the actual data, 28 

variables with 107 observations were randomly generated in 1000 data sets, yielding expected 

eigenvalues in the 95th
 
 percentile (Table 11).  As can be seen by comparing the randomly 

generated expected eigenvalues in Table 11 with the observed eigenvalues in Table 10, the 

observed eigenvalues are greater than the corresponding simulated eigenvalues through 

Component 5.  Component 6 has an observed eigenvalue less than the corresponding simulated 

eigenvalue.  As such, the appropriate number of components to retain for the subsequent analysis 
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was five.  Accordingly, items comprising Components 6 and 7 (survey Items 1, 2, 3, and 25) and 

survey Item 24 (geographic location), which was deemed to not fit with its component, were not 

retained for the remainder of this analysis. 

As the employed theory of brand equity assumes some level of correlation between the 

dimensions (see Figure 1), an oblique method of component rotation, direct oblimin (Δ = 0), was 

utilized.  Upon inspection of the rotated pattern (Table 12) and structure (Table 13) matrices, the 

five retained components fit with theory provided in the review of the relevant literature.  In 

addition, the component correlation matrix is presented as Table 14.  As can be seen, the 

correlations were small to moderate; however, the analysis continued with an oblique method as 

the theory in Figure 1 suggests the potential for a relationship between two of the three 

dimensions.  The five retained components follow, with the parenthetical notations denoting the 

dimension of the theoretical framework. 

1. Perceived Quality (Perceived Quality) 

2. Specialty Program Characteristics (Brand Associations with Awareness) 

3. Alumni Visibility (Perceived Quality) 

4. Brand Loyalty (Brand Loyalty) 

5. Advertising and Extensions (Brand Associations with Awareness) 

It is important to note that each of these components is reasonable and they address a 

specific dimension of the three dimension framework presented in Figure 1.  The relation of the 

components to the theoretical framework is discussed in Chapter 5.  Given the close alignment of 

the components with the presented theory, the five components were utilized in the remainder of 

the analysis.  In order to represent scores on each observation for each component, the mean of 

the variables within each component were utilized.  For example, for component one (perceived 
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quality) on observation one, the mean of variables 6, 7, 11, 12, 13, and 20 measured on 

observation one were utilized.  This procedure was repeated for each component on each 

measured occasion. 

Table 12 

Direct Oblimin Rotated Pattern Matrix for Research Question 4 

      Component 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5     
Institution Enrollment   .679 .080 .135 -.004 .216 
Cost of Institution   .650 .202 -.050 -.085 .285 

Quality of Library   .591 .227 .288 .064 -.140 

Institution Student Selectivity  .587 -.042 .019 .170 .059 

College Enrollment   .583 .287 .081 -.071 .274 
College Student Selectivity  .467 .203 .103 .115 .003 

Size (Faculty) of Program  .127 .785 -.090 -.025 .243 

Program Enrollment   .351 .776 -.057 .045 .069 
Program Faculty Conf. Presen.  -.022 .751 .043 .092 -.008 

Program Student Atten. at Conf.  .163 .657 .156 .074 -.006 

Program Student Selectivity  .208 .519 .315 .085 -.053 
College Alumni Visibility  .054 -.134 .925 .031 .038 

Program Alumni Visibility  -.174 .218 .894 -.008 -.016 

Institution Alumni Visibility  .216 -.264 .729 .020 .144 

Effect of Being an Alumnus(ae)  -.041 -.010 .107 .910 -.042 
Effect of Previous Employment  -.033 .031 -.029 .889 .018 

Effect of Current Institution  -.087 .000 -.109 .843 .067 

College Marketing   .082 -.039 .072 .056 .857 
Program Marketing   .084 .120 .030 .162 .760 

Institution Marketing   .349 -.162 -.007 .073 .700 

Program‟s Previous Rankings  -.224 .398 .109 .035 .682 

College Overall Ranking  -.167 .122 .125 .063 .608 
Institution‟s Overall Ranking  .011 -.178 .117 .020 .561 
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Table 13 

Direct Oblimin Rotated Structure Matrix for Research Question 4 

      Component 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5     
Institution Enrollment   .813 .272 .377 .257 .506 
Cost of Institution   .734 .319 .164 .114 .492 

College Enrollment   .724 .434 .309 .173 .516 

Institution Student Selectivity  .704 .163 .302 .383 .397 

Quality of Library   .649 .340 .447 .209 .154 
College Student Selectivity  .594 .369 .371 .290 .328 

Program Enrollment   .493 .841 .208 .211 .343 

Size (Faculty) of Program  .299 .823 .112 .147 .397 
Program Faculty Conf. Presen.  .155 .808 .264 .205 .215 

Program Student Atten. at Conf.  .333 .740 .358 .237 .243 

Program Student Selectivity  .392 .647 .524 .259 .239 

College Alumni Visibility  .268 .053 .912 .209 .190 
Program Alumni Visibility  .060 .347 .872 .139 .105 

Institution Alumni Visibility  .439 -.018 .803 .276 .345 

Effect of Being an Alumnus(ae)  .131 .066 .236 .879 .187 
Effect of Previous Employment  .147 .114 .149 .872 .256 

Effect of Current Institution  .098 .089 .068 .858 .278 

College Marketing   .377 .133 .221 .299 .881 
Program Marketing   .383 .280 .228 .376 .845 

Institution Marketing   .577 .034 .193 .323 .812 

Program‟s Previous Rankings  .116 .534 .277 .272 .728 

College Overall Ranking  .164 .321 .327 .320 .706 
Institution‟s Overall Ranking  .291 .059 .312 .304 .676 

Table 14 

Component Correlation Matrix 

      Component 

Component 1 2 3 4 5     

1     1.000 .155 .245 .204 .339 

2     .155 1.000 .195 .108 .189 

3     .245 .195 1.000 .202 .177 

4     .204 .108 .202 1.000 .285 

5     .339 .189 .177 .285 1.000 

 

Multiple Regression Analysis 

 In order to specifically address Research Question 4, a multiple regression analysis was 

performed with the five constructs identified from the PCA as the independent variables, and the 
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mean response of survey Items 30, 31, 32, and 33 used as a single dependent variable.  These 

four items measure the motivation one has when ranking the specialty programs. 

 A complete multiple regression analysis, including correlation analysis, was performed 

between the dependent variable (motivation) and the five predictor variables: perceived quality, 

specialty program characteristics, alumni visibility, brand loyalty, and advertising and 

extensions. 

 SPSS regression, graph, and frequencies were utilized to check for assumptions.  The 

data are linear with skewness and kurtosis measurements being within an acceptable range (+1 to 

-1).  By plotting the standardized predicted scores with the standardized residual scores in Figure 

4, the data appear to be reasonably homoscedastic.  In addition, SPSS collinearity statistics were 

used to test for multicollinearity, and none was found. 

 A summary of the correlation analysis is presented as Table 15, and a summary of the 

regression analysis is presented as Table 16.  The multiple R for the regression was .462, 

meaning that the combined predictors explained 21.4% of the variability of the dependent 

variable.  Further, the null hypothesis was rejected at F(5, 101) = 5.491, p < .001, indicating that 

the regression was statistically significant.  The only predictor variable that was statistically 

significant at the .05 level was specialty program characteristics.  This predictor was assigned the 

largest beta weight by the regression (.317), the largest effect size with the dependent in the 

correlation analysis (.430) and the largest squared structure coefficient (.865).  With the largest 

effect size, beta weight, and structure coefficient of any of the six predictor variables, specialty 

program characteristics was the best predictor of motivation to correctly rank the programs. 

 Despite no other statistically significant beta weights, the other predictive variables 

deserve consideration.  To begin, all variables did have statistically significant (α = .01) structure 
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coefficients, with the squared structure coefficient listed in Table 16.  Apart from the 

aforementioned specialty program characteristics, perceived quality had a large squared structure 

coefficient of .623, indicating that it did a very good job of explaining the variance of the 

predicted scores.  Further, perceived quality had the third largest beta weight from the predictive 

model of .109 (Table 16).  The two smallest squared structure coefficients were still moderate in 

size: brand loyalty (.240) and alumni visibility (.239). 

 A review of the correlation table (Table 15) provides some insight into the lack of 

representation for some variables via beta weights in the predictive model, and the moderate to 

large structure coefficients.  For example, advertising and extensions received very little credit in 

the predictive model (β = .007), yet it had a large squared structure coefficient of .387, and was 

highly correlated with perceived quality (r = .613).  This correlation with perceived quality and 

the large squared structure coefficient suggests that advertising and extensions is represented 

through perceived quality in the predictive model.  Similarly, alumni visibility had a low beta 

weight (.042), a moderate squared structure coefficient (.239), and moderate correlations with 

perceived quality (r = .462) and specialty program characteristics (r = .337).  It is likely, then, 

that alumni visibility is represented through these two variables in the predictive model.  

Interestingly, perceived quality has larger correlations with each of the other predictors than 

specialty program characteristics has with the other predictors, yet specialty program 

characteristics is the best predictor by beta weight, by structure coefficient, and by correlation 

with the dependent variable.  Perceived quality, though, is highly correlated with specialty 

program characteristics (r = .638), suggesting that the other variables are represented through 

perceived quality in both the model and in the relationship with specialty program 

characteristics.  As such, it seems that the other predictive variables are more closely related to 
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perceived quality than to specialty program characteristics.  The observed high correlations 

between advertising and extensions, specialty program characteristics, and perceived quality and 

the potential lack of unique variance are addressed in Chapter 5.  

 Given this, specialty program characteristics is the best predictor for motivation in this 

model, followed closely by perceived quality.  In fact, each component extracted by the PCA and 

used as a predictor variable was important for predicting the motivation to elaborate, despite beta 

weights on four of the variables that fail to reject the null hypothesis that they are equal to zero.   

Table 15 

Summary of Correlation between All Variables (N=107) 

    Alumni  Brand Perceived  SP Advertising 

  Motivation Visibility Loyalty Quality Charac. & Ext   

Motivation  1 .226 .227 .365 .430 .287   

Alumni Visibility .226 1 .205 .462 .337 .380  

Brand Loyalty  .227 .205 1 .259 .226 .373  

Perceived Quality .365 .462 .259 1 .638 .613   

SP Charac.  .430 .337 .226 .638 1 .487   

Advertising & Ext .287 .380 .373 .613 .487 1   

 

Table 16 

Summary of Regression Analysis for Components Predicting Motivation to Elaborate  (N=107, 

R=.462, R Square = .214, Adjusted R Square =.175) 

     

Variable   b  SE(b)  β  p  rs
2
  

Perceived Quality  .093  .113  .109  .413  .623 

SP Characteristics  .258  .095  .317  .008  .865 

Advertising & Ext  .007  .106  .007  .951  .387 

Alumni Visibility  .032  .076  .042  .676  .239 

Brand Loyalty   .102  .084  .115  .229  .240 
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Research Question 5 

 Research Question 5 concerns itself with the role of marketing functions on brand equity 

in specialty programs.  Specifically, Research Question 5 is: 

R5: Is there a relationship between advertising and demographic characteristics? 

As this considers categorical demographic variables, they were first scanned for missing 

values, of which there were not any (N=107).  Next, the data was inspected for outliers and, 

again, there were none.  As discussed in Chapter 4, this research question specifically utilizes 

five different DDAs, followed by a CCA.  Each of the five DDAs utilize the same dependent 

variables, which are the three items specifically referring to advertising and marketing efforts 

(survey Items 20, 21, and 22). 

 As previously discussed, each of the three dependent variables were univariate normal.  

The dependent variables were then checked for multivariate normality utilizing a procedure 

described in Henson (1999).  This procedure computes the Mahalanobis distance and chi-square 

for each case, and then “the Mahalanobis distances and paired chi-square values are plotted in a 

scattergram.  If the variables in question are multivariate normal, then the plots should form a 

straight diagonal line” (Henson, 1999, p. 206).  Said scatterplot for Research Question 5 is 

presented as Figure 5.  As can be seen, the plots form a reasonably straight line, and multivariate 

normality is reasonably inferred in this case. 

 The first DDA was conducted to evaluate whether marketing at the specialty program, 

college, or institutional level differed in effectiveness relative to highest degree attained.  The 

degree held by a dean or an associate dean utilized highest degree attained as the predictor 

variable.  The variance/covariance matrices of the dependent variables were homogeneous across 

the three groups, Box‟s M = 9.045; approximate F (6, 10740) = 1.431, p = .198. 
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 Because there were three groups on which data was obtained (Ph.D, Ed.D, other), two 

discriminant functions (k -1) were obtained.  The full model of both functions was not 

statistically significant (Wilks‟ λ = .962, p = .681).  As neither function was statistically 

significant and both yielded weak squared canonical correlations (Rc
2
 = .0361 and Rc

2
 = .0015, 

respectively), they were not interpreted.  As such, the variance in marketing functions is not well 

accounted for by different levels of degrees. 

The second DDA was conducted to evaluate whether marketing at the specialty program, 

college, or institutional level differed in effectiveness relative to the years served as a dean or an 

associate dean (predictor variable).  The variance/covariance matrices of the dependent variables 

were heterogeneous across the three groups, Box‟s M = 58.143; approximate F (6, 8599) = 

9.159, p < .001.  As such, the null hypothesis of homogeneity of variance /covariance matrices is 

rejected and this instance fails to meet the homogeneity of variance/covariance matrices 

assumption.  Regarding this violation, Meyers (2006) tells us that “the discriminant function 

analysis is robust to the violation of homogeneity of variance assumption, provided the data do 

not contain extreme outliers” (p. 270).  As outliers were previously treated, the analysis 

continued. 

  Because there were two groups on which data was obtained (less than five years, greater 

than five years), one discriminant function (k -1) was obtained.  This function was not 

statistically significant (Wilks‟ λ = .978, p = .507, Rc
2 

= .022).  As the function was not 

statistically significant and yielded a weak squared canonical correlation, it was not interpreted.  

As such, the variance in marketing functions is not well accounted for by different levels of time 

spent as a dean or an associate dean. 
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The third DDA was conducted to evaluate whether marketing at the specialty program, 

college, or institutional level differed in effectiveness relative to the gender of the respondent 

(independent variable).  The variance/covariance matrices of the dependent variables were 

heterogeneous across the groups, Box‟s M = 22.993; approximate F (6, 6.360) = 3.711, p = .001.  

As such, the null hypothesis of homogeneity of variance /covariance matrices is rejected and this 

instance fails to meet the homogeneity of variance/covariance matrices assumption.  As outliers 

were previously addressed, the analysis will continue consistent with the recommendation by 

Meyers (2006) previously discussed. 

Because there were two groups on which data was obtained (male and female), one 

discriminant function (k -1) was obtained.  This function was not statistically significant (Wilks‟ 

λ = .987, p = .710, Rc
2 
= .013).  As the function was not statistically significant and yielded a 

weak squared canonical correlation, it was not interpreted.  As such, the variance in marketing 

functions is not well accounted for by the gender of the respondents. 

The fourth DDA was conducted to evaluate whether marketing at the specialty program, 

college, or institutional level differed in effectiveness relative to the age of the respondents 

(independent variable).  The variance/covariance matrices of the dependent variables were 

heterogeneous across the groups, Box‟s M = 19.396; approximate F (6, 42330) = 3.113, p = .005.  

As such, the null hypothesis of homogeneity of variance /covariance matrices is rejected and this 

instance fails to meet the homogeneity of variance/covariance matrices assumption.  As outliers 

were previously addressed, the analysis will continue consistent with the recommendation by 

Meyers (2006) previously discussed. 

 Because there were four groups on which data was obtained, three discriminant functions 

(k -1) were obtained.  The full model of all three functions was not statistically significant 
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(Wilks‟ λ = .856, p = .069).  As none of the functions were statistically significant and all yielded 

weak squared canonical correlations (Rc
2
 = .0967, Rc

2
 = .0424, and Rc

2
  = .0098, respectively), 

they were not interpreted.  As such, the variance in marketing functions is not well accounted for 

by the age of the respondents. 

The fifth DDA was conducted to evaluate whether marketing at the specialty program, 

college, or institutional level differed in effectiveness relative to the position of the respondents 

(independent variable).  The variance/covariance matrices of the dependent variables were 

homogeneous across the groups, Box‟s M = 10.336; approximate F (6, 37560) = 1.660, p = .126. 

 Because there were three groups on which data was obtained, two discriminant functions 

(k -1) were obtained.  The full model of both functions was not statistically significant (Wilks‟ λ 

= .967, p = .760).  As neither of the functions were statistically significant and both yielded weak 

squared canonical correlations (Rc
2
 = .0243 and Rc

2
 = .0085, respectively), they were not 

interpreted.  As such, the variance in marketing functions is not well accounted for by the 

position of the respondents. 

The CCA for this analysis utilized the five collected demographic variables as 

independent variables, and the three items related to marketing as the dependent variables.  Three 

of the five demographic variables were categorical at more than two levels (highest degree 

attained, age, and current position).  These variables were coded in SPSS by using the label 

function, and assigning the corresponding numerical value to the label as indicated on the survey.  

For example, current position utilized a label of 1 for “Dean”, 2 for “Associate Dean”, and 3 for 

“Other”.  Similar coding was conducted for each categorical variable with more than two levels. 

The full model produced three canonical functions, and was not statistically significant at 

approximate F (15, 271) = .90673, p = .557.  As such, the model failed to reject the null 
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hypothesis that there is no relationship between the variable sets.  Further, the full model 

indicated that 12.65% of the variance between the predictor and criterion sets is shared (1 - 

Wilks‟ λ), and the squared canonical correlation is relatively weak (Rc
2
  = .09852).  As there 

appears to be little relationship between marketing and demographic variable sets, the canonical 

functions were not interpreted. 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Restatement of the Problem and Purpose of the Research 

The U.S. News & World Report‟s reputational rankings of specialty programs in colleges 

of education have an impact on the public perception of a program.  As described, the public 

perception of prestige that accompanies recognition, or lack thereof, has far reaching effects for a 

program.  These effects may include the quality and number of student applicants to the 

program, the quality and number of faculty applicants to the program, research money, funding, 

and effects on the professional opportunities for graduates.  As such, achieving a good ranking is 

an important part of the administration of a specialty program.  As the rankings are based 

singularly on the nebulous concept “reputation,” with no specific criteria to be used by those 

ranking the programs, where should program chairs focus their energies when attempting to 

improve a program‟s ranking?  What are the variables that are important to the deans and 

associate deans of colleges of education when they provide the rankings?  The lack of knowledge 

of the variables considered by the deans and associate deans of colleges of education when 

ranking the specialty programs was the problem addressed by this study. 

The purpose of this study was to determine the variables that are in some way considered 

and have an effect on the reputational rankings of the specialty programs in colleges of 

education.  This knowledge will inform administrators of specialty programs as to activities to 

improve said reputational ranking.  For a theoretical underpinning, this study applied the five-

dimension model of brand equity presented by Aaker (1991), and as modified to a three-

dimension framework by Yoo et al. (2000): brand associations with awareness, perceived 

quality, and brand loyalty.  The significance of the study, then, lies in this interdisciplinary 
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approach of applying a marketing framework to what is essentially a higher education marketing 

problem.  To this end, a comprehensive review of literature related to both reputational studies in 

higher education and the employed brand equity framework was conducted. 

The five research questions were designed to specifically address the variables 

considered by deans and associate deans of colleges of education when participating in the 

program rankings, and to probe deeper into the variables considered per brand equity theory.  In 

particular was interest in activities relating to the elaboration likelihood model of persuasion 

conceptualized by Petty and Cacioppo (1981).  Of particular interest with this theory was the role 

of motivation on the part of the dean or associate dean to correctly rank the programs and the 

role of advertising. 

Cognitive interviews were undertaken on the survey instrument as a means of addressing 

validity issues, and appropriate changes were made.  In line with recommendations by Henson 

(2001), a reliability analysis was performed on the test scores, yielding a Cronbach‟s alpha of 

.924.  Regarding what is considered an acceptable measurement, Henson (2001) stated that “the 

exact magnitude of the estimate will vary depending on the purposes of the research and uses of 

the scores” (p. 181).  Henson did, however, provide various rules-of-thumb, and the Cronbach‟s 

alpha in the present analysis is considered acceptable for each.  Subsequent to data screening a 

nonresponse bias analysis was undertaken, with the conclusion that nonresponders were similar 

to respondents with the exception that nonresponders are less likely to consider marketing efforts 

of the specialty program when considering reputation. 

The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics for the first two research questions, t-

tests for Research Question 3, and multivariate techniques for Research Questions 4 and 5.   
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Conclusions 

Conclusions regarding each research question are presented and responded to 

individually based upon the findings from Chapter 4. 

Research Question 1: Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and 

associate deans when ranking specialty programs for overall quality? 

As noted in Chapter 4, specialty program faculty research/publications was the most 

important predictor of reputation in this study.  This finding is consistent with the suggestion in 

Chapter 2 that faculty research productivity is the most important predictor of reputation, and it 

is consistent with prior studies that it is an important variable correlating with reputation 

(Cardinal, 1986; Cardinal & Drew, 1993; Conrad & Blackburn, 1985; Drew & Karpf, 1981; 

Grunig, 1997; Helmreich, 1980; King & Wolfle, 1987; Kroc, 1983; Stephen, 2008; Tan, 1990; 

Volkwein & Sweitzer, 2006; Williams & Van Dyke, 2008). 

The descriptives for the first research question begin to paint a picture of the importance 

of college-level variables to consideration of quality in specialty programs in colleges of 

education.  Specifically, the highest-ranking variable at the institution level was institution-wide 

faculty research.  Yet, similar variables at the specialty program and the college of education 

level fared better, suggesting that brand extensions for specialty programs may be present at the 

college level, but may not be as pronounced at the institution level. 

Another item of interest was that of brand loyalty.  For the purposes of this study, brand 

loyalty was represented by Items 27, 28, and 29.  These items dealt with an alumni effect, a 

current institution effect, and a past employment effect.  As expected, these items fared well with 

effects of current employment being the strongest loyalty variable.  This was followed closely by 
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the effects of being an alumnus/alumnae, and by the effect of a previous institution where one 

was employed. 

The finding that selectivity (M = 6.4, SD = 2.22) was more important in determining 

reputation than enrollment at any level i.e., program (M = 5.22, SD = 2.27), college (M = 4.58, 

SD = 2.36), or institution (M = 3.89, SD = 2.36), is consistent with the finding by Astin (1970) 

when he explored size and selectivity in relation to perceived quality, and found that selectivity 

is more important. 

Faculty input in the appropriate disciplines was important to those ranking the programs 

(M = 6.62, SD = 2.77).  As deans and associate deans consider input of faculty from the 

appropriate discipline, the population identified by the U.S. News & World Report, and 

considered in this study, may in effect extend to department heads and other faculty.  It is 

reasonable that a dean or associate dean would not have specific knowledge of programs outside 

of their discipline.  As such, and consistent with the findings of motivation to be discussed with 

Research Question 4, deans and associate deans confer with those who do have the knowledge. 

Research Question 2: Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and 

associate deans when there is no knowledge of a specialty program? 

Of particular interest in Research Question 2 is the role of brand extensions and halo 

effects.  Specifically, in the absence of knowledge it was expected that brand extensions would 

serve to inform the deans and associate deans.  Contrasting the responses from Research 

Question 2 (Table 7) with the responses from Research Question 1 (Table 6), the rankings of the 

college and institution played more prominent roles in perceptions of specialty program quality 

when there is no knowledge of the specialty program (M=5.92 and 5.45), than when there is 

knowledge (M=5.50 and 4.84).  While the means of each were somewhat larger when there was 
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no knowledge, the order of these as considerations relative to the other variables is of particular 

interest.  When there is no knowledge of a specialty program, the relative rank-order of the 

college‟s overall ranking is 1, compared to 12 when there is knowledge; and the order of the 

institution‟s overall ranking is 3, as compared to 19 when there is knowledge. 

Institutions with a strong brand identity “carry a halo of positive assumptions about 

them” (Anctil, 2008, p. 38).  Indeed, the strong brand identity built through rankings of colleges 

and institutions are the most important variables tested when there is no knowledge of a specialty 

program.  In addition, Graham and Diamond (2004) stated that “by magnifying the authority of 

academic „stars‟ such rankings create a „halo effect‟ that elevates the status of other individuals 

and programs within an institution” (p. 3).  This could explain the importance of faculty research 

at the college-level when determining quality of a specialty program without knowledge of the 

program. 

The conclusions from Research Question 2, however, should be considered with 

considerable caution.  Only 12 of the 114 participants indicated that they rank programs without 

knowledge.  As such, it is difficult to definitively draw conclusions that are transferable to the 

population. 

Research Question 3: What are the group differences between those who rank with and without 

knowledge of a specialty program? 

 In order to determine potential differences between the groups (those who rank with or 

without knowledge), only items that do not presuppose some level of knowledge of specialty 

programs were considered.  The results of the independent samples t-tests did not find any 

statistically significant differences at alpha = .05; however, there were three moderate effect 

sizes that deserve some consideration.  Specifically, input of faculty had a moderate effect size (d 
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= -.340), as did age (d = .318) and college alumni visibility (d = -.342).  It appears, then, that 

those who have ranked without knowledge are somewhat less likely to consider input of faculty, 

they are older, and they are less likely to consider college alumni visibility.  The failure to find 

statistical significance may be due to the small sample size considered.  Regardless, the moderate 

effect sizes for the three indicated variables deserve further discussion. 

  The potential that those who rank without knowledge are less likely to seek the input of 

faculty is what would be expected.  Less effort expended asking those who may have knowledge 

lends itself to lacking knowledge when ranking the programs.  Somewhat surprising and 

inconsistent with the presented theory of brand equity is that college alumni visibility (a form of 

brand extension) is less likely to influence those who do not have knowledge.  The employed 

theory suggests that, in the absence of stimuli that lead to a central route of processing, a 

peripheral route of processing is employed.  This peripheral route could include a form of brand 

extension.  This was not seen in the current analysis. 

 As with Research Question 2, results from Research Question 3 should be considered 

with considerable caution, as only 12 of the 114 participants indicated that they rank programs 

without knowledge. 

Research Question 4: What factors predict the motivation to elaborate? 

Although the focus of the research was on determining variables that are considered by 

deans and associate deans of colleges of education when ranking the specialty programs, an 

important finding of this study related to the employed theory of brand equity.  The review of the 

relevant literature noted a lack of direction in the several reputation studies in higher education, 

and this study employed brand equity theory to frame the present research.  In addition, it 

appears that previous reputational studies in higher education did not utilize a framework from 
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the field of marketing.  The PCA used for Research Question 4 was employed primarily as a data 

reduction technique; however, the components that the rotated model extracted validated the 

appropriateness of the variables considered in the context of the three-dimension theory of brand 

equity.   

Five constructs were identified from the PCA, with all five being specifically identified 

as either a dimension or informing a dimension in Figure 1.  The five components follow with 

the dimension of the theoretical framework (Figure 1) parenthetically noted: 

1. Perceived Quality (Perceived Quality) 

2. Specialty Program Characteristics (Brand Associations with Awareness) 

3. Alumni Visibility (Perceived Quality) 

4. Brand Loyalty (Brand Loyalty) 

5. Advertising and Extensions (Brand Associations with Awareness) 

Reputation in higher education is about perceptions of quality.  Deans and associate 

deans are asked by the U.S. News & World Report to rank programs based on quality.  As there 

are no objective measures to use, quality becomes an issue of perception.  As such, perceived 

quality, the first component extracted, is central to this study in particular, and higher education 

reputation in general.   

The second component extracted, specialty program characteristics, is general 

characteristics asked by the survey about the specialty programs.  Interestingly, similar questions 

about the college or institution levels were not included in this component.  Characteristics of the 

specialty program are brand associations with awareness through the awareness route: the dean 

or associate dean has an awareness of the program.  As conceptualized in the theoretical 

framework, this awareness is a prerequisite for a brand association.  It seems, then, that it is 
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important that deans and associate deans do consider characteristics of the specialty programs.  

In the multiple regression analysis run subsequent to the PCA, specialty program characteristics 

was the most important component in predicting motivation to correctly rank the programs.  This 

finding is reasonable, given that motivation to correctly rank the programs requires one to seek 

information of the program, which informs on the characteristics of the program. 

The third extracted component was alumni visibility.  Alumni visibility was of interest in 

the context of perceived quality.  Within the brand equity framework, it is noted that perceived 

quality can be a basis for a brand extension or for a price premium.  Aaker (1991) told us “a 

brand will have associated with it a perception of overall quality not necessarily based on a 

knowledge of detailed specifications….if a brand is well-regarded in one context, the assumption 

will be that it will have high quality in a related context” (p. 19).  The visibility of alumni 

directly affects the perception of a program.  This extracted component is comprised of the three 

variables relating to alumni visibility at each level. 

The fourth extracted component was brand loyalty.  Measures of brand loyalty were of 

interest as the ELM not only differentiates degrees of elaboration, it also differentiates between 

objective elaboration and biased elaboration.  It is noted that a person having an existing schema 

about an issue will most often produce biased elaboration (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  Of 

particular interest to this study is the possibility of loyalty forming an existing schema for the 

deans.  The fourth component is comprised of the three variables relating to loyalty in the 

survey: alumni effect, current institution effect, and previous institution effect. 

The fifth component extracted was advertising and extensions, which grouped together 

the variables related to marketing (at all three levels) and previous rankings (at all three levels).  

Variables related to marketing are the advertising component.  Advertising was of interest as a 
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brand association with awareness.  The presence of favorable brand associations is important in 

building strong brand equity (Keller, 2003; Power, Whelan, & Davies, 2007).  Aaker (1991) 

defined a brand association as “anything „linked‟ in memory to a brand” (p. 109).  Given this, 

and given the increase in advertising by programs in recent years, of interest was the effect 

advertising had on reputation. 

The extension component is previous rankings at the college and institutional level, 

which is a form of brand extensions.  This extension is where one is considering quality 

(perceptual or real) of something other than the specialty program and transferring that to the 

specialty program.  Similarly, previous rankings of the specialty program, which is a variable in 

this component, can be considered an extension as it is not a current ranking. 

As noted in Areni, Ferrell, and Wilcox (2000), there is research that shows group opinion 

does not have an effect on persuasion when elaboration likelihood is high (Axsom, Yates, & 

Chaiken, 1987; Maheswaran & Chaiken, 1991), and there is research that shows group opinion 

may, in fact, bias elaboration when elaboration likelihood is high (Burnstein, Vinokur, & Trope 

1973; Mackie 1987).  The findings of this study support the position of the latter, as the 

advertising and extensions component had a moderate, statistically significant structure 

coefficient of .387 and had a moderate Pearson r with the dependent (motivation) of .287 in the 

regression analysis.  As such, for this data group opinion does bias elaboration when elaboration 

likelihood is high. 

Of particular interest was the effect of motivation on the items considered, and this was 

explored in Research Question 4.  Specifically, in the ELM, motivation to elaborate is an 

important concept.  If one has the motivation and the ability to elaborate, there is a more central 

route of processing that occurs.  The manner in which a person processes information (central or 
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peripheral) affects the manner in which they conceptualize brand equity, for example.  It is 

generally agreed that a more central route of processing is important when the desire is for 

individuals to more carefully consider the merits of information.  As such, a more central route 

of processing is important in the reputation context to less-known schools and programs, where 

program specific information will be more important in determining how individuals perceive 

reputation than characteristics of the college or institution at more well-known venues 

(peripheral processing).  Specific to motivation, Petty and Cacioppo (1986) posited that people 

are motivated to hold correct attitudes.  Building on the work of Festinger (1950, 1954), it is 

believed that a person‟s drive to hold correct attitudes leads to behavior that informs if their 

attitudes are correct. 

Subsequent to the PCA, a multiple regression analysis was performed with motivation as 

the dependent variable and the constructs as the independent variables.  At the outset, there was 

general concern with the potential for predictors exhibiting collinearity or multicollinearity.  

Referring to the employed model of brand equity in Figure 1, two of the dimensions potentially 

inform each other (perceived quality and brand associations with awareness), as perceptions of 

quality cannot occur without being aware of a brand, complete with affiliated associations.  As 

such, variables that inform these two dimensions may be highly correlated.  In addition to the 

theory, several variables were measured at three levels: specialty program, college, and 

institution.  There was the potential of these being highly correlated with one another as well.  As 

a rule-of-thumb, Meyers, Gamst, and Guarino (2006) “recommend that two variables correlated 

in the middle .7s or higher should probably not be used together in a regression or any other 

multivariate analysis” (p. 181).  By using a PCA for data reduction, the analysis is potentially 

grouping these variables together in constructs, with the constructs not being highly related.  
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Still, the theory suggests that constructs of perceived quality and brand associations with 

awareness could be highly related.  

A review of the correlation matrix used in the regression analysis reveals perceived 

quality does have some multicollinearity with specialty program characteristics (r = .638) and 

advertising and extensions (r = .613).  While not rising to the level of multicollinearity 

recommend for exclusion by Meyers, Gamst, and Guarino (2006), these correlations do further 

add legitimacy to the employed model of brand equity.  Both specialty program characteristics 

and advertising and extensions address the brand associations with awareness dimension, as 

previously defined.  The strong correlation with perceived quality is explicitly depicted in the 

employed model of brand equity in Figure 1. 

The results of the regression analysis suggest that characteristics of the specialty program 

is the most important component when one is motivated to correctly rank the programs.  This is 

reasonable as it seems that seeking-out information specific to a specialty program follows the 

motivation to correctly rank programs.  As such, the cognitive processes with motivation are 

appropriately focused on issue-specific items.  In the context of the employed three-dimension 

brand equity framework, this is brand associations with awareness.  Again, this is appropriate as 

individuals who are motivated to correctly rank the specialty programs will seek to inform 

themselves of the specialty programs.  In addition to this component, Research Question 1 

suggests that one of the activities employed by deans and associate deans to inform themselves is 

seeking input of faculty in the appropriate disciplines. 

Somewhat surprising with the results of the regression was the role of perceived quality.  

Perceived quality was informed by two items in the conceptual framework: brand extensions and 

price premiums.  It seems if a central route of processing is to occur via motivation to correctly 
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rank the programs, this peripherally related dimension would rank near the bottom, yet it is an 

important construct in determining motivation.  A possible explanation may be the variables that 

comprise this component.  From the PCA, the following variables comprise the perceived quality 

component: institution enrollment, institution student selectivity, cost of institution, college 

enrollment, quality of library, and college student selectivity.  As many of these variables are 

easily located for each program, some of the efforts to correctly rank the programs may have led 

to the deans and associate deans locating this information. 

Finally, it seems that the placement of alumni visibility (perceived quality in the 

framework) and brand loyalty (brand loyalty in the framework), are appropriate in the regression 

analysis.  Items relating to alumni visibility are not easily accessible when seeking information 

about a specialty program and, as such, those who are motivated to correctly rank programs do 

not consider this information to the extent they do other presented information .  Similarly, 

information relating to brand loyalty requires little effort for the person who is motivated to 

correctly rank the programs, as the information is internal to an individual, and this is not 

considered to the extent of other presented information.  Not surprising, alumni loyalty seems to 

be the most important variable of brand loyalty (pattern coefficient = .910; structure coefficient = 

.879), followed by previous employment (pattern coefficient = .889; structure coefficient = .872), 

and current institution (pattern coefficient = .843; structure coefficient = .858).  As such, these 

administrators (deans and associate deans) have a vested interest in the rankings and are loyal 

first to their own education. 

Research Question 5: Is there a relationship between advertising and demographic 

characteristics? 
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Research Question 5 specifically considers relationships between the various 

demographic characteristics and the affect of advertising.  If advertising affects different groups 

in different ways, the potential exists for administrators to target the marketing they do to 

specific subgroups.  The findings from the five DDAs and the CCA clearly show that advertising 

and marketing do not affect the groups differently. 

This finding does not suggest advertising and marketing are not important for programs.  

Rather, it suggests there is no relationship on the consideration of advertising for reputation and 

demographic variables. 

Implications for Practice 

 One of the purposes of the study was to provide information for college of education 

specialty program administrators wishing to improve their programs‟ reputational ranking.  To 

this end, the study informs on several different matters. 

 First, the study confirms, consistent with prior research, that scholarly productivity by the 

faculty is the most important consideration of a good reputation.  As such, it is important for 

those wishing to improve their programs‟ ranking to have the faculty disseminate research, either 

through publishing or through conference papers and sessions. 

 The study demonstrated that the deans and associate deans ranking the specialty 

programs for the U.S. News & World Report are motivated to correctly rank the programs, and 

that the characteristics of the specialty programs is the most important predictor of motivation.  

As such, it is important for practice that specialty program specific information be easily 

accessible to the deans and associate deans ranking the programs.  It seems likely that these 

individuals will try to find information about the program; however, due to the sheer volume of 
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potential information about any given specialty program, it is recommended that the information 

be disseminated in the most likely locations where a dean would seek such information. 

 Variables of perceived quality were also an important predictor in the analysis and, as 

such, it is important that administrators include this type of information, if it is favorable to the 

program, when disseminating program-specific information.  These items include cost, student 

selectivity, and enrollment.  Further, it appears as if the deans and associate deans do rely on the 

input of their faculty in the appropriate discipline, so dissemination of information is also 

appropriate to faculty at institutions with a dean or associate dean who may participate in the 

rankings. 

 The study shows that deans and associate deans are motivated to correctly rank programs, 

and the data suggests that they, in part, rely on the input of faculty to correctly rank the 

programs.  As such, those wishing to improve rankings should consider marketing their 

programs to discipline-specific faculty in addition to deans and associate deans.  Further, this 

calls into question the methodology of the U.S. News & World Report rankings.  The rankings 

could be more meaningful by directly querying those in the respective disciplines. 

On the whole, deans and associate deans who are motivated to correctly rank the 

programs seek information about the specialty program first, and information that can relate to 

perceived quality at the institution or college level second.  The implications for practitioners is 

to ensure that information regarding specialty programs is easily accessible and presented 

favorably, as cognitive processing will occur when the information is located. 

While advertising is increasing for the programs, this study did not find that there are 

differences in the way advertising works among the demographic groups.  As such, it is 

recommended that those who undertake advertising provide consistency in message and make 
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attempts to reach all deans and associate deans at colleges of education offering a terminal 

degree (the ones ranking the programs).  In the context of this study, then, target marketing to 

specific subgroups is not practical. 

 Advertising at the college level is more important to those who are motivated to correctly 

rank programs than at the institution or program levels.  This finding tells the practitioner that 

relying on the reputation of the institution is not as beneficial as the reputation of the college.  As 

such, if the college is well regarded, it is important to craft a message around that regard and to 

not rely on brand extensions from the larger institution. 

 From the PCA in Research Question 4, a three dimension framework of brand equity is 

potentially appropriate for the study of reputation.  Not only did the constructs follow the three-

dimension model, the two dimensions that theoretically inform one another were highly 

correlated.  For practice, this finding could potentially give direction to a field of research that 

has generally lacked a common direction.  Further research on the applicability of this model of 

brand equity to reputation in higher education is needed. 

Questions for Further Research 

To begin, the issue of the generalizability of the study to other academic colleges within a 

university should be addressed.  Presumably, faculty are similar enough in general characteristics 

where conclusions and implications from this study could be transferred.  However, this cannot 

be conclusively stated without replicating this study to other academic colleges beyond 

education.  As such, it is recommended that future studies replicate the current study, including 

the brand equity framework, to other academic colleges.  One specific deviation may be the 

manner in which future studies assess ranking a program without knowledge.  As the response to 

this item in this study was poor, future studies that are similar may want to differentiate between 
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levels of knowledge, or the studies may want to inquire about knowledge for each of the 

specialty programs and not a general statement, as in this study.   

An interesting finding of the study related to motivation.  Motivation to elaborate is an 

important concept for central processing in the ELM, and Research Question 4 is specific to 

motivation.  An item, though, that was not explicitly explored but deserves consideration in 

future research relates to Petty and Cacioppo‟s (1986) position that people are motivated to hold 

correct attitudes.  Parenthetical to this study, the synthetic variable created in the analysis of 

Research Question 4 that represents motivation (mean of Items 30, 31, 32, and 33) had a mean of 

6.15, which is relatively high.  Specifically, are deans and associate deans of colleges of 

education more likely to be motivated to hold correct attitudes than the general population due to 

the relevancy of the reputational survey, thus the relatively high mean?  Or, does this simply 

follow Petty and Cacioppo‟s (1986) position that people are motivated to hold correct attitudes?  

Future research could focus on addressing these questions, as the answers will further help us 

understand the audience that ranks programs and how this audience processes information. 

The cost of the institution was a variable of interest from the marketing literature.  

Specifically, Aaker (1991) noted that price premiums play an important perceived quality role 

when objective information is not available.  In the present study, cost of institution ranked next-

to-last in terms of what is considered by deans and associate deans (M = 3.18, SD = 2.27).  

Considering the role of price as mentioned by Aaker, the small role cost plays in the present 

study suggests more objective data is considered.  Indeed, a look at the variables considered by 

deans and associate deans in the results of Research Question 1 show that more objective data is 

considered.  However, cost of institution also ranked next-to-last when there was no knowledge 

of the specialty program in Research Question 2 (M = 2.83, SD = 2.29).  It would seem 
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reasonable if there is no knowledge of a program there would also be a lack of objective data.  

This finding is subject to additional research in order to determine why price premiums in higher 

education, as seen in the present study, were not considered when there was no knowledge of a 

program.  Specifically, when there was no knowledge of a specialty program and the reliance on 

price premiums appears reasonable, was objective information of the college of education or the 

institution substituted for a lack of objective data for the specialty program, representing a form 

of brand extension?  This seems likely and, in fact, a look at the variables considered in Research 

Question 2 suggests this may be the case.  Future research could inform practitioners if price 

premiums do play a role in higher education reputation when there is no objective data. 

Although Research Question 5 did not find different effects of advertising and marketing 

by groups, it is clear that advertising still exists on the part of certain programs, as detailed by 

Sanoff (1998).  As programs continue to advertise, there is some presumable benefit in the 

rankings.  It is recommended that future research probe the exact benefit of advertising and 

marketing functions to the specialty programs. 

The study shows that faculty scholarly productivity is the most important variable 

considered by those ranking the program and, as such, it is important for programs to 

disseminate their research.  This conclusion leaves at least two unanswered questions, though.  

First, is there a correlation between size of the faculty in a specialty program and their 

reputational ranking?  Faculty in programs with few faculty are likely over-burdened with 

teaching, advising, and university governance responsibilities that prohibit them from 

researching in quantities, per capita, as compared to better-staffed programs.  Given this, there is 

likely a real advantage to the level of faculty staffing.  Future research could explore this 

potential link and provide additional guidance to administrators. 
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Similarly, does the quality of journal in which a faculty member publishes correlate with 

the academic reputation?  Is it enough to simply disseminate research, or does the perceived 

quality of the journal affect the manner in which programs are viewed?  While there has been 

some movement towards addressing this question, see Baier, Lamb, and Anderson (2009), 

additional studies are warranted. 

The finding that deans are motivated to correctly rank programs and will seek 

information suggests future research is necessary to determine exactly where that information is 

sought.  While the knowledge that those doing the rankings seek information is beneficial to 

administrators, exactly where that information is sought will provide further guidance to those 

wishing to improve their program‟s ranking. 

Finally, it is known that individuals do rank programs without knowledge, as 

demonstrated in Chapter 2, yet there were very few who admitted to this in the present study.  

Accordingly, it was difficult to draw specific conclusions about this population.  More needs to 

be known about why some individuals rank programs for which they do not have knowledge.   
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Figure 1.  Three dimension conceptual framework of brand equity for the present study, as an 

adaptation of Aaker (1991) and Yoo et al. (2000).  
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Figure 2.  Five dimension brand equity framework presented by Aaker (1991). 
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Figure 3.  Brand equity framework presented by Yoo et al. (2000) as a modified three 

dimensional model of Aaker‟s (1991) brand equity framework.  The three dimensions are 

represented by the “dimensions of brand equity.” 
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Figure 4.  Scattergram of standardized predicted values with standardized residual values. 
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Figure 5.  Scattergram of Mahalanobis distance and paired chi-square value for each case. 
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ARKANSAS 

University of Arkansas – Fayetteville 

University of Arkansas – Little Rock 

University of Central Arkansas 

 ALABAMA 

Alabama State University 

Auburn University - Main Campus 

Auburn University - Montgomery 

Samford University (Beeson) 

University of Alabama - Birmingham 

University of Alabama  

University of South Alabama 

 ARIZONA 

Arizona State University - Main Campus 

Northern Arizona University 

University of Arizona 

 CALIFORNIA 

Alliant International University - San Diego 

California State University - Fullerton 

California State University - Los Angeles 

California State University - Long Beach 

Cal Poly - San Luis Obispo 

Chapman University 

Claremont Graduate University 

Fielding Graduate University 

Loyola Marymount University 

Mills College 

Pepperdine University 

San Francisco State University 

San Diego State University 

Stanford University 

University of California – Berkeley 

University of California – Davis  

University of California – Irvine  

University of California – Los Angeles  

University of California – Riverside  

University of California – Santa Barbara  

University of California – Santa Cruz  

University of LaVerne  

University of San Diego  



103 
 

University of San Francisco 

University of Southern California (Rossier)  

University of the Pacific  

 COLORADO 

Colorado State University  

University of Colorado – Boulder  

University of Colorado – Denver  

University of Denver (Morgridge)  

University of Northern Colorado  

 CONNECTICUT 

Central Connecticut State University  

Southern Connecticut State University  

University of Bridgeport  

University of Connecticut (Neag)  

University of Hartford  

Western Connecticut State University  

 DELAWARE 

University of Delaware  

Wilmington College 

 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

American University 

Catholic University of America  

Gallaudet University  

George Washington University  

Howard University  

 FLORIDA 

Barry University (Dominican)  

Florida Atlantic University  

Florida A&M University  

Florida Institute of Technology – Melbourne  

Florida International University  

Florida State University  

Lynn University  

Nova Southeastern University (Fischler)  

University of Central Florida  

University of Florida  

University of Miami  

University of North Florida  
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University of South Florida  

University of West Florida  

 GEORGIA 

Clark Atlanta University  

Emory University  

Georgia State University  

University of Georgia  

University of West Georgia  

 HAWAII 

University of Hawaii – Manoa  

 IDAHO 

Boise State University 

Idaho State University  

University of Idaho 

 ILLINOIS 

Aurora University  

Concordia University  

DePaul University  

Illinois State University 

Loyola University Chicago  

National-Louis University  

Northern Illinois University  

Northwestern University  

Roosevelt University  

Southern Illinois University – Carbondale  

University of Illinois – Chicago  

University of Illinois – Urbana-Champaign  

 INDIANA 

Ball State University  

Indiana State University 

Indiana University – Bloomington  

Purdue University – West Lafayette  

 IOWA 

Drake University  

Iowa State University  

University of Iowa  

University of Northern Iowa  
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 KANSAS 

Kansas State University  

University of Kansas  

Wichita State University  

 KENTUCKY 

Spalding University  

Western Kentucky University  

University of Kentucky 

University of Louisville  

 LOUISIANA 

Grambling State University  

Louisiana State University – Baton Rouge  

Louisiana Tech University  

University of Louisiana – Monroe 

University of New Orleans  

 MAINE 

University of Maine – Orono  

 MARYLAND 

Johns Hopkins University  

Morgan State University  

Towson University  

University of Maryland – College Park  

University of Maryland – Eastern Shore  

 MASSACHUSETTS 

American International College  

Boston College (Lynch)  

Boston University 

Harvard University  

Lesley University  

Tufts University  

University of Massachusetts – Amherst  

University of Massachusetts – Lowell  

 MICHIGAN 

Andrews University  

Eastern Michigan University  

Michigan State University  
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Oakland University  

University of Michigan – Ann Arbor 

Wayne State University  

Western Michigan University 

 MINNESOTA 

Bethel University  

Hamline University  

University of Minnesota – Twin Cities 

University of St. Thomas  

 MISSISSIPPI 

Delta State University  

Mississippi State University  

University of Mississippi  

University of Southern Mississippi  

 MISSOURI 

St. Louis University  

University of Central Missouri  

University of Missouri – Columbia  

University of Missouri – Kansas City  

University of Missouri – St. Louis  

Washington University in St. Louis  

 MONTANA 

Montana State University  

University of Montana  

 NEBRASKA 

University of Nebraska – Lincoln  

University of Nebraska – Omaha  

 NEVADA 

University of Nevada – Las Vegas  

University of Nevada – Reno  

 NEW HAMPSHIRE 

University of New Hampshire  

 NEW JERSEY 

Montclair State University  

Rowan University  
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Rutgers State University – New Brunswick  

Seton Hall University  

 NEW MEXICO 

New Mexico State University  

University of New Mexico  

 NEW YORK 

Binghamton University  

CUNY – Graduate Center  

Cornell University  

D‟Youville College  

Fordham University  

Hofstra University  

New York University (Steinhardt)  

St. John‟s University  

SUNY – Albany  

Syracuse University  

Teachers College, Columbia University 

University at Buffalo – SUNY  

University of Rochester (Warner)  

Yeshiva University (Azrieli)  

 NORTH CAROLINA 

Appalachian State University (Reich)  

East Carolina University 

Gardner-Webb University  

North Carolina State University – Raleigh  

University of North Carolina – Chapel Hill  

University of North Carolina – Charlotte  

University of North Carolina – Greensboro  

Western Carolina University  

 NORTH DAKOTA 

North Dakota State University  

University of North Dakota  

 OHIO 

Ashland University (Schar)  

Bowling Green State University  

Cleveland State University  

Kent State University  

Miami University – Oxford  
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Ohio State University  

Ohio University  

University of Akron 

University of Cincinnati  

University of Dayton  

University of Toledo  

Youngstown State University  

 OKLAHOMA 

Oklahoma State University  

Oral Roberts University  

University of Oklahoma  

 OREGON 

Lewis and Clark College  

Oregon State University  

Portland State University  

University of Oregon  

 PENNSYLVANIA 

Arcadia University  

Drexel University 

Duquesne University  

East Stroudsburg University of Pennsylvania  

Indiana University of Pennsylvania  

Lehigh University  

Pennsylvania State University – Harrisburg  

Pennsylvania State University – University 

Park  

Robert Morris University 

St. Joseph‟s University  

Temple University  

University of Pennsylvania  

University of Pittsburgh  

Widener University  

 RHODE ISLAND 

University of Rhode Island/Rhode Island 

College (Feinstein)  

 SOUTH CAROLINA 

Clemson University (Moore)  

South Carolina State University  
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University of South Carolina – Columbia  

 SOUTH DAKOTA 

University of South Dakota  

 TENNESSEE 

East Tennessee State University (Clemmer)  

Tennessee Technological University  

Tennessee State University  

Trevecca Nazarene University  

Union University  

University of Memphis  

University of Tennessee – Knoxville  

Vanderbilt University (Peabody)  

 TEXAS 

Baylor University  

Lamar University  

Our Lady of the Lake University 

Sam Houston State University 

Stephen F. Austin State University  

Tarleton State University  

Texas A&M University – College Station  

Texas A&M University – Commerce  

Texas A&M University – Corpus Christi  

Texas A&M University – Kingsville  

Texas Christian University 

Texas Southern University 

Texas State University – San Marcos  

Texas Tech University  

Texas Woman‟s University  

University of Houston – Main Campus  

University of North Texas 

University of Texas – Pan American 

University of Texas – Austin  

University of Texas – El Paso  

University of Texas – San Antonio  

University of the Incarnate Word 

 UTAH 

Brigham Young University – Provo  

University of Utah  

Utah State University  
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 VERMONT 

University of Vermont  

 VIRGINIA 

College of William and Mary  

George Mason University  

Liberty University 

Old Dominion University (Darden)  

Regent University  

Shenandoah University  

University of Virginia (Curry)  

Virginia Commonwealth University  

Virginia State University  

Virginia Tech  

 WASHINGTON 

Gonzaga University 

Seattle Pacific University  

University of Washington 

Washington State University  

 WEST VIRGINIA 

Marshall University  

West Virginia University 

 WISCONSIN 

Cardinal Stritch University  

Edgewood College  

Marquette University  

University of Wisconsin – Madison  

University of Wisconsin – Milwaukee  

 WYOMING 

University of Wyoming 
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Thank you for your time and effort with this research project.  As indicated in the cover email, your responses are strictly 

confidential, and you cannot be identified by the researcher. 

 

For the purposes of this survey, the following four definitions are important: 
 

1. Institution – the college or university with which a college of education or a specialty program is affiliated.  For example, 

the University of North Texas. 
 

2. College – the college or division of education at a particular institution. 
 

3. Specialty Program – one of the ten specialty programs within a college of education for which the U.S. News and World 
Report seeks to rank: 
 

 Education Administration and Supervision 

 Education Policy 

 Educational Psychology 

 Elementary Teacher Education 

 Secondary Teacher Education 

 Higher Education Administration 

 Special Education 

 Technical/Vocational Teacher Education 

 Student Counseling and Personnel Services 

 Curriculum and Instruction 

 

4. Knowledge – the span between loyalty and absence of knowledge.  Knowledge represents, at some level, being aware of 

a program‟s existence.  
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Please indicate the degree to which the following are considered by you in your overall consideration of program quality when completing the U.S. 
News and World Report’s Peer Assessment Survey: 

            
 Not        Strongly 

 Considered Considered   Considered   

1.  Specialty program faculty research/publications                           1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  

2.  Institution faculty research/publications 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3.  College faculty research/publications 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

4.  Specialty program faculty conference presentations                                     1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

5.  Specialty program student selectivity                                                            1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

6.  Size (faculty) of specialty program                                                               1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

7.  Specialty program student attendance at academic conferences                    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

8.  Institution student selectivity                                                                          1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

9.  College student selectivity                                                                                1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

10.  Enrollment at the institution                                                                          1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11.  Enrollment in the college                                                                                1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

12.  Enrollment in the specialty program                                                            1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

13.  Quality of institution's library                                                                      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

14.  Specialty program alumni visibility                                                             1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

15.  College alumni visibility                                                                                1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

16.  Institution alumni visibility                                                                           1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

17.  Institution's overall ranking                                                                          1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

18.  Cost of institution                                                                                          1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

19.  College's overall ranking                                                                              1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

20.  Information pieces/marketing efforts of the specialty program                   1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

21.  Information pieces/marketing efforts of the college                                       1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

22.  Information pieces/marketing efforts of the institution                                1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

23.  Specialty program’s previous rankings                                                        1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

24.  Geographic location of institution                                                                 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

25.  Input of your faculty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 
 

26.  Please list up to three additional factors that you considered:________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements:  

            

 Strongly                   Disagree                Agree                       Strongly  

         Disagree                                                                                     Agree   

27.  My alumnus status would positively affect my                      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

       consideration of specialty program quality at my alma mater                                                                           

28.  The affiliation with my current institution would positively affect               1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10          

my consideration of specialty program quality at the institution                                                                                                       

29.  Past employment at an institution would positively affect                            1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10          

my consideration of specialty program quality at the institution 

30.  I seek faculty input from the appropriate specialty area                                1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10    

31.  When completing the U.S. News and World Report rankings,                      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10           

I feel that I am one of a few ranking the programs  

32. When completing the U.S. News and World Report rankings, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 I think about the impact of the rankings. 

33. I gather information to help me compete the U.S. News and World 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 Report rankings. 

 

Please answer items 34 – 50 only if you listed a specialty program in your top ten on the U.S. News and World Report’s Peer 

Assessment Survey without having knowledge of the SPECIALTY PROGRAM‟S existence.  If you have knowledge of the 

existence of all the specialty programs that you listed, please go directly to item 51. 
 

Please indicate the degree to which the following are considered by you in your overall consideration of program quality when you do not have 

specific knowledge of a specialty program: 
Not        Strongly 

         Considered             Considered   Considered   

34.  Institution faculty research/publications 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

35.  College faculty research/publications 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

36.  Institution student selectivity                                                                       1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

37.  College student selectivity                                                                             1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

38.  Enrollment at the institution                                                                         1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

39.  Enrollment in the college                                                                               1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

40.  Quality of institution's library                                                                      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

41.  College alumni visibility                                                                               1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

42.  Institution alumni visibility                                                                          1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

43.  Institution's overall ranking                                                                         1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

44.  Cost of institution                                                                                         1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
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45.  College's overall ranking                                                                               1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

46.  Information pieces/marketing efforts of the college                                      1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

47.  Information pieces/marketing efforts of the institution                                1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

48.  Geographic location                                                                                       1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

49.  Input of faculty                                                                                              1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

50.  Please list up to three additional factors that you considered:________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Please circle the best answer to the following items: 
 

51.  Highest degree attained                                                                     Ph.D                          Ed.D                       M.A.                       M.S.                        Other 

52.  I have been employed as faculty and a dean for:                              less than 5 years   more than 5 years 

53.  Your gender                                                                                            Male                                            Female                                   

54.  Your age in years                                                                                    20-30                    31-40                 41-50               51-60               61-70               >70             

55.  Your current position                                                                              Dean               Associate Dean  Other              
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT SUBSEQUENT TO CONGNITIVE INTERVIEWS 

USED FOR COLLECTION OF DATA 
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 College of Education Specialty Graduate Program Rankings 
 

General Information 
 

Please Read the Following Information 
 

Thank you for your time and effort with this research project. As indicated in the cover email, your 
responses are strictly confidential and you cannot be identified by the researcher. 
 
For the purposes of this survey, the following four definitions are important: 
 
1. Institution - the college or university with which a college of education or a specialty program is 
affiliated. For example, the University of North Texas. 
 
2. College - the college or division of education at a particular institution. 
 
3. Specialty Program - one of the ten specialty programs within a college of education for which the U.S. 
News and World Report seeks to rank: 
 
• Education Administration and Supervision 
• Education Policy 
• Educational Psychology 
• Elementary Teacher Education 
• Secondary Teacher Education 
• Higher Education Administration 
• Special Education 
• Technical/Vocational Teacher Education 
• Student Counseling and Personnel Services 
• Curriculum and Instruction 
 
4. Knowledge - knowledge represents, at some level, being aware of a program's existence. 
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College of Education Specialty Graduate Program Rankings 
 

Please indicate the degree to which the following are considered by you in your overall 

consideration of program quality when completing the U.S. News and World Report's Peer 
Assessment Survey: 

Not        Strongly 
Considered Considered    Considered 

1. Specialty program  О О О О О О О О О О 
faculty 
research/publications 

2. College faculty  О О О О О О О О О О 
research/publications 

3. Institution faculty   О О О О О О О О О О 
research/publications 

4. Specialty program  О О О О О О О О О О 
faculty conference 
presentations 

5. Specialty program  О О О О О О О О О О 
student selectivity 

6. College student  О О О О О О О О О О 
selectivity 

7. Institution student  О О О О О О О О О О 
selectivity 

8. Size (faculty) of  О О О О О О О О О О 
specialty program 

9. Specialty program  О О О О О О О О О О 
student attendance 
and/or presentations 
at academic 
conferences 

10. Enrollment in the  О О О О О О О О О О 
specialty program 

11. Enrollment in the  О О О О О О О О О О 
college 

12. Enrollment at the  О О О О О О О О О О 
institution 

13. Quality of   О О О О О О О О О О 
institution's library 

14. Specialty program  О О О О О О О О О О 
alumni visibility 

15. College alumni О О О О О О О О О О 
visibility 

16. Institution alumni  О О О О О О О О О О 
visibility 

17. Specialty   О О О О О О О О О О 
program's previous 
rankings 

18. College's overall  О О О О О О О О О О 
ranking 

19. Institution's    О О О О О О О О О О 
overall ranking 



119 
 

20. Cost of institution  О О О О О О О О О О 
21. Information    О О О О О О О О О О 
pieces/marketing 
efforts of the specialty 
program 

22. Information    О О О О О О О О О О 
pieces/marketing 
efforts of the college 

23. Information    О О О О О О О О О О 
pieces/marketing 
efforts of the 
institution 

24. Geographic    О О О О О О О О О О 
location of institution 

25. Input of your  О О О О О О О О О О 
faculty 
 

26. Please list up to three additional factors that you considered: 

 
Factor 1___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Factor 2___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Factor 3___________________________________________________________________________ 
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College of Education Specialty Graduate Program Rankings 
 

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 

Strongly       Strongly 
 Disagree Disagree Agree  Agree   

27. My     О О О О О О О О О О 
alumnus/alumnae 
status would positively 
affect my 
consideration of 
specialty program 
quality at my alma 
mater 

28. The affiliation with   О О О О О О О О О О 
my current institution 
would positively affect 
my consideration of 
specialty program 
quality at the 
institution 

29. Past employment   О О О О О О О О О О 
at an institution would 
positively affect my 
consideration of 
specialty program 
quality at the 
institution 

30. I seek faculty   О О О О О О О О О О 
input from the 
appropriate specialty 
area 

31. When completing   О О О О О О О О О О 
the U.S. News and 
World Report ran kings, 
I think I am one of a 
select few ranking the 
programs 

32. When completing   О О О О О О О О О О 
the U.S. News and 
World Report ran kings, 
I think about the 
impact of the rankings 

33. I gather    О О О О О О О О О О 
information to help me 
complete the U.S. 
News and World Report 
rankings 
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College of Education Specialty Graduate Program Rankings 

 
Have you ever listed a specialty program in your top ten on the U.S. News and World Report's 
Peer Assessment Survey without having knowledge of the SPECIALTY PROGRAM'S existence? 

 

О Yes 

О No 
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College of Education Specialty Graduate Program Rankings 

 
Questions 34 - 50 are specific to those who answered "yes" to having ranked specialty programs without 
knowledge of the specialty program's existence. 
 
Please indicate the degree to which the following are considered by you in your overall 

consideration of program quality when you do not have specific knowledge of a specialty 

program: 
Not        Strongly 
Considered Considered    Considered 

34. College faculty    О О О О О О О О О О 
research/publications 

35. Institution faculty    О О О О О О О О О О 
research/publications 

36. College student    О О О О О О О О О О 
selectivity 

37. Institution student    О О О О О О О О О О 
selectivity 

38. Enrollment in the   О О О О О О О О О О 
college 

39. Enrollment at the   О О О О О О О О О О 
institution 

40. Quality of     О О О О О О О О О О 
institution's library 

41. College alumni    О О О О О О О О О О 
visibility 

42. Institution alumni    О О О О О О О О О О 
visibility 

43. College's overall    О О О О О О О О О О 
ranking 

44. Institution's      О О О О О О О О О О 
overall ranking 

45. Cost of institution    О О О О О О О О О О 
46. Information       О О О О О О О О О О 
pieces/marketing 
efforts of the college 

47. Information     О О О О О О О О О О 
pieces/marketing 
efforts of the 
institution 

48. Geographic     О О О О О О О О О О 
location 

49. Input of your    О О О О О О О О О О 
faculty 
 

50. Please list up to three additional factors that you considered: 
 
Factor 1___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Factor 2___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Factor 3___________________________________________________________________________
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College of Education Specialty Graduate Program Rankings 
 
Please indicate the best answer to the following items 
 
51. Highest degree attained 

О Ph.D 

О Ed.D 

О M.A. 

О M.S 

О Other 

 

52. I have been employed as faculty and a dean for: 

О less than 5 years 

О more than 5 years 

 
53. Your gender 

О Male 

О Female 

 

54. Your age in years 

О20-30 

О 31-40 

О 41-50 

О 51-60 

О 61-70 

О greater than 70 

 
55. Your current position 

О Dean 

О Associate Dean 

О Other 
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(Email to college of education deans and associate deans responsible for education school 

graduate education at the institutions listed in Appendix A) 

 

 

 

Dear (insert salutation and surname): 

 

I am a candidate for the Ph.D at the University of North Texas (UNT).  As you are aware, the 

U.S. News and World Report annually publishes rankings of ten graduate program specialty 

areas in colleges of education. The rankings are entirely based on respondents‟ determination of 

educational quality without the use of measurable data.  The purpose of my research is to 

identify the variables considered by those responding to the U.S. News and World Report survey.  

The results of this study will aid our understanding of reputation in higher education, and will 

specifically benefit administrators at colleges of education wishing to positively affect specialty 

program rankings.  

 

Completion of the questionnaire is voluntary and you may discontinue participation at any time.  

By accessing the questionnaire at the provided link, you are giving consent to participate in the 

study.  The link to the questionnaire is: 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=jm_2bF1zAMyyoUGtlv1Eu5LQ_3d_3d. 

 

The questionnaire has been designed so that you remain anonymous.  Moreover, there is no 

method used to collect your name, employing institution, or other personally identifiable 

information.  There are no foreseeable risks involved in this study.  The questionnaire should 

take no more than ten minutes, and I would greatly appreciate participation at your earliest 

convenience. 

 

Should you have any questions concerning this research project, you may contact me at 

keith.lamb@mwsu.edu; or Dr. Jack Baier, University of North Texas dissertation committee 

chair, at (940) 565-2045 or at jack.baier@unt.edu.  This research study has been reviewed and 

approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT IRB can be contacted at 

(940) 565-3940 with any questions regarding the rights of research subjects. 

 

I offer you my very sincere appreciation for assisting me with the valuable experience of 

conducting research. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Keith W. Lamb 

Doctoral Candidate 

Program in Higher Education 

University of North Texas 

Denton, TX 

  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=jm_2bF1zAMyyoUGtlv1Eu5LQ_3d_3d
mailto:keith.lamb@mwsu.edu
mailto:jack.baier@unt.edu
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(Follow-up email to college of education deans and associate deans responsible for education 

school graduate admissions at the institutions listed in Appendix A) 

 

Dear (insert salutation and surname): 

 

Two weeks ago, you should have received an email concerning the variables considered by those 

participating in the U.S. News & World Report‟s annual ranking of graduate specialty programs 

in colleges of education.  The purpose of my research is to identify the variables considered by 

those responding to the U.S. News & World Report.  The results of this study will aid our 

understanding of reputation in higher education, and will specifically benefit administrators at 

colleges of education wishing to positively affect specialty program rankings. 

 

If you have already responded to my request, I am very appreciative of your assistance.   If you 

were a respondent to the U.S. News & World Report and you have not responded to my request, 

I respectfully ask that you access the survey at: 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=jm_2bF1zAMyyoUGtlv1Eu5LQ_3d_3d. 

By accessing the questionnaire at the provided link, you are giving consent to participate in the 

study.  

 

If you designate another individual to complete the U.S. News & World Report survey, please 

consider forwarding this request to them.  If you do not respond to the U.S. News & World 

Report survey, I respectfully ask that you reply to this email stating such, and you will not 

receive further requests from me. 

 

Should you have any questions concerning this research project you may contact me at 

keith.lamb@mwsu.edu; or Dr. Jack Baier, University of North Texas dissertation committee 

chair, at (940) 565-2045 or at jack.baier@unt.edu.  This research study has been reviewed and 

approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT IRB can be contacted at 

(940) 565-3940 with any questions regarding the rights of research subjects. 

 

The questionnaire has been designed so that you remain anonymous. There are no foreseeable 

risks involved in this study.   I again offer you my very sincere appreciation for assisting me with 

the valuable experience of conducting research. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Keith W. Lamb 

Doctoral Candidate 

Program in Higher Education 

University of North Texas 

Denton, TX 

  

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=jm_2bF1zAMyyoUGtlv1Eu5LQ_3d_3d
mailto:keith.lamb@mwsu.edu
mailto:jack.baier@unt.edu
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 (Second and third follow-up email to college of education deans and associate deans responsible 

for education school graduate admissions at the institutions listed in Appendix A) 

 

Dear (insert salutation and surname): 

 

I am a candidate for the Ph.D at the University of North Texas (UNT).  Within the last three 

weeks, you should have received invitations to participate in a study concerning the variables 

considered by those participating in the U.S. News & World Report’s annual ranking of graduate 

specialty programs in colleges of education.  The purpose of my research is to identify the 

variables considered by those responding to the U.S. News & World Report.  The results of this 

study will aid our understanding of reputation in higher education, and will specifically benefit 

administrators at colleges of education wishing to positively affect specialty program rankings. 

 

As the questionnaire has been designed so that you remain anonymous, you are receiving this 

follow-up email even though you may have already responded to my request.  If this is the case, I 

am very appreciative of your assistance.  If you have not responded to my request, I respectfully 

ask that you access the survey at: 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=jm_2bF1zAMyyoUGtlv1Eu5LQ_3d_3d. 

By accessing the questionnaire at the provided link, you are giving consent to participate in the 

study.  The questionnaire should take less than ten minutes to complete. 

 

If you designate another individual to complete the U.S. News & World Report survey, please 

consider forwarding this request to him or her.  If you do not respond to the U.S. News & World 

Report survey, I respectfully ask that you reply to this email stating such, and you will not 

receive further requests from me. 

 

Should you have any questions concerning this research project you may contact me at 

keith.lamb@mwsu.edu; or Dr. Jack Baier, University of North Texas dissertation committee 

chair, at (940) 565-2045 or at jack.baier@unt.edu.  This research study has been reviewed and 

approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT IRB can be contacted at 

(940) 565-3940 with any questions regarding the rights of research subjects. 

 

There are no foreseeable risks involved in this study.   I again offer you my very sincere 

appreciation for assisting me with the valuable experience of conducting research. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Keith W. Lamb 

Doctoral Candidate 

Program in Higher Education 

University of North Texas 

Denton, TX   

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=jm_2bF1zAMyyoUGtlv1Eu5LQ_3d_3d
mailto:keith.lamb@mwsu.edu
mailto:jack.baier@unt.edu
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Operational Definition of Reputational Perception 

 

Reputational perception, as the equity one places in a brand, is operationally defined in this study by the variables in the following 

table.  It is understood that the variables relate to awareness of these activities on the part of the respondent.  It is important to note that 

the following variables have either been identified in the literature as predictors of reputation in higher education or they are consistent 

with the brand equity framework employed. 

 

 Variable 

1 Specialty program faculty research/ publications 

2 Institution faculty research/ publications 

3 College faculty research/ publications 

4 Specialty program faculty conference presentations 

5 Specialty program student selectivity 

6 size (faculty) of specialty program 

7 student attendance at academic conferences 

8 Institution student selectivity 

9 college student selectivity 

10 Institution enrollment 

11 college enrollment 

12 Specialty program enrollment 

13 Quality of institution‟s library 

14 Specialty program alumni visibility 

15 College alumni visibility 

16 Institution alumni visibility 

17 Institution‟s overall ranking 

18 Cost of institution 

19 College‟s overall ranking 

20 Information pieces/marketing efforts of the specialty program 

21 Information pieces/marketing efforts of the college 

22 Information pieces/marketing efforts of the institution 

23 Specialty program‟s previous rankings 

24 Geographic location 
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25 Alumnus status  

26 Current affiliation  

27 Past employment  

28 Faculty input 
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Research Question 1 

 

R1: Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and associate deans when ranking specialty 
programs for overall quality? 

 
The following variables will be tested for question one, with the mean response and standard deviation of each item being 

reported. 

 

Variable DV Scale Source 

Specialty program faculty research/ publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution faculty research/ publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

College faculty research/ publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program faculty conference publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 

Size (faculty) of specialty program 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program student attendance at academic conferences 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 

College student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

College enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

Quality of institution‟s library 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

College alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution‟s overall ranking 10 pt Likert Survey 

Cost of institution 10 pt Likert Survey 

College‟s overall ranking 10 pt Likert Survey 

Information pieces/marketing efforts of the specialty program 10 pt Likert Survey 

Information pieces/marketing efforts of the college 10 pt Likert Survey 

Information pieces/marketing efforts of the institution 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program‟s previous rankings 10 pt Likert Survey 
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Geographic location 10 pt Likert Survey 

Alumnus status  10 pt Likert Survey 

Current affiliation  10 pt Likert Survey 

Past employment  10 pt Likert Survey 

Faculty input 10 pt Likert Survey 
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Research Question 2 

 

R2: Which variables considered by the study are most important to deans and associate deans when there is no knowledge of a 
specialty program? 

 

The following variables will be tested for question two, with the mean response and standard deviation of each item being reported. 

 

Variable DV Scale Source 

Institution faculty research/ publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

College faculty research/ publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 

College student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 
Institution enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

College enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

Quality of institution‟s library 10 pt Likert Survey 

College alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution‟s overall ranking 10 pt Likert Survey 

Cost of institution 10 pt Likert Survey 

College‟s overall ranking 10 pt Likert Survey 

Information pieces/marketing efforts of the college 10 pt Likert Survey 

Information pieces/marketing efforts of the institution 10 pt Likert Survey 

Geographic location 10 pt Likert Survey 
Faculty input 10 pt Likert Survey 
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Research Question 3 

 

R3: What are the group differences between those who rank with and without knowledge of a specialty program? 

 

A principal component analysis (PCA) will be utilized as a data reduction technique.  The variables that will be considered for the 

PCA are: 

 

 Variable DV Scale Source 

1 Institution faculty research/ publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

2 Institution faculty research/ publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

3 Institution student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 

4 College student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 

5 Institution enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

6 College enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

7 Quality of institution‟s library 10 pt Likert Survey 

8 College alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

9 Institution alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

10 Institution‟s overall ranking 10 pt Likert Survey 

11 Cost of institution 10 pt Likert Survey 

12 College‟s overall ranking 10 pt Likert Survey 

13 Information pieces/marketing efforts of the college 10 pt Likert Survey 

14 Information pieces/marketing efforts of the institution 10 pt Likert Survey 

15 Geographic location 10 pt Likert Survey 

16 Faculty Input 10 pt Likert Survey 

  

Subsequent to the PCA, a descriptive discriminant analysis (DDA) will be run with knowledge (2 groups, “yes” or “no”) as the 

grouping variable (independent), and the constructs from the PCA as the dependent variables.  Should a PCA fail to produce 

reasonable constructs, independent samples t-tests will be used to test group differences. 
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Research Question 4 

 

R4: What factors predict the motivation to elaborate? 
 

A principal component analysis (PCA) will be utilized as a data reduction technique.  The variables that will be considered for the 

PCA are: 

 

Variable DV Scale Source 

Specialty program faculty publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution faculty research/ publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

College faculty research/ publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program faculty conference publications 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 

Size (faculty) of specialty program 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program student attendance at academic conferences 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 

College student selectivity 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

College enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program enrollment 10 pt Likert Survey 

Quality of institution‟s library 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

College alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution alumni visibility 10 pt Likert Survey 

Institution‟s overall ranking 10 pt Likert Survey 

Cost of institution 10 pt Likert Survey 

College‟s overall ranking 10 pt Likert Survey 

Information pieces/marketing efforts of the specialty program 10 pt Likert Survey 

Information pieces/marketing efforts of the college 10 pt Likert Survey 

Information pieces/marketing efforts of the institution 10 pt Likert Survey 

Specialty program‟s previous rankings 10 pt Likert Survey 

Geographic location 10 pt Likert Survey 
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Alumnus status  10 pt Likert Survey 

Current affiliation  10 pt Likert Survey 

Past employment  10 pt Likert Survey 

Faculty input 10 pt Likert Survey 

 

Subsequent to the PCA, a multiple regression analysis will be performed, with the constructs from the PCA as the independent 

variables, and the mean response of items 30, 31, 32, and 33 as the dependent variable.  These items measure motivation, and as such 

they will be collapsed into one score for the analysis. 

  



137 
 

Research Question 5 

 

R5: Is there a relationship between advertising and demographic characteristics? 
 

In order to obtain individual group information, the following five DDA‟s will be performed: 

 

DDA#1: 

Dependent Variable DV Scale Grouping Variable IV Scale Data Source 

Information 
pieces/marketing efforts of 

the specialty program 

10 pt Likert Highest degree attained (5 
groups) 

Categorical Survey 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 
the college 

10 pt Likert    

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 

the institution 

10 pt Likert    

 

DDA#2: 

Dependent Variable DV Scale Grouping Variable IV Scale Data Source 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 
the specialty program 

10 pt Likert Years in the profession (2 

groups) 

Categorical Survey 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 

the college 

10 pt Likert    

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 

the institution 

10 pt Likert    

 

DDA#3: 

Dependent Variable DV Scale Grouping Variable IV Scale Data Source 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 

10 pt Likert Gender (2 groups) Categorical Survey 
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the specialty program 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 
the college 

10 pt Likert    

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 

the institution 

10 pt Likert    

 

DDA#4: 

Dependent Variable DV Scale Grouping Variable IV Scale Data Source 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 
the specialty program 

10 pt Likert Age (6 groups) Categorical Survey 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 

the college 

10 pt Likert    

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 

the institution 

10 pt Likert    

 

DDA#5: 

Dependent Variable DV Scale Grouping Variable IV Scale Data Source 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 
the specialty program 

10 pt Likert Current position (3 groups) Categorical Survey 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 

the college 

10 pt Likert    

Information 
pieces/marketing efforts of 

the institution 

10 pt Likert    
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In order to create an overall picture of the effects of advertising on different groups, a canonical correlation analysis (CCA) will follow 

the DDA.  The variables for the CCA are: 

 

Dependent Variable DV Scale Independent Variable IV Scale Data Source 

Information 
pieces/marketing efforts of 

the specialty program 

10 pt Likert Highest degree attained Categorical Survey 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 
the college 

10 pt Likert Years in the profession Categorical Survey 

Information 

pieces/marketing efforts of 

the institution 

10 pt Likert Gender Categorical Survey 

  Age Categorical Survey 
  Current position Categorical Survey 
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APPENDIX F 

RESPONSES TO SURVEY ITEM 26 
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My faculty knowledge of college and institution 

Interactions with dean/director of the college/school 

Notable grants awarded 

Faculty I know 

Specialty program student diversity 

Philosophical orientation 

Job potentials on graduation 

Awareness of the program through personal visits or contacts 

Research output of faculty 

Perceived impact upon institution's/college's community by that institution 

or college 

Research initiatives in the college 

Grants and extramural funds 

International/global focus 

Reputation for innovation in programs/research 

Program completers employed 

National or regional reputation 

Personal knowledge of programs and the quality of their graduates 

Faculty attendance/presentations at conferences 

Who the dean is and whether I know them and/or their work. 

Personal knowledge of faculty and their contributions 

Graduates now professors in well regarded programs 

Maturity of program 

Reputation of dean 

Admission scores 

Personal knowledge of institution and dean 

Faculty credentials 

Recognition by other external agencies 

Personal familiarity with college/program faculty 

Personal interactions with specialty area faculty 

College and program faculty participation in national organizations/efforts 

Stability of program and program faculty 

General reputation of the specialty program 

External funding 

Funded research 

Input from specialty department head 

Research  I've used in my specialty 

Graduate outcome data 

Reputation for quality practitioners 

Overall reputation of the specialty program 

Student engagement 

External funding 

Types of research of the specialty program faculty 

Grants 

Faculty reputation 

Research grants 
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Job placement of graduates 

Impact of programs 

How much do I know about the program 

Mission 

None 

Faculty funding for research 

Institution's Carnegie classification 

Visibility of dean on a national level 

US DOE grants 

Whether I have even heard of the institution 

Visibility at professional conferences 

Research articles by program faculty 

College student diversity 

National impact/influence on profession 

Equity issue 

Leadership of alumni in national movements 

Policy impact of faculty 

Scholarly reputation 

Reputation of dean 

Research productivity 

Diversity 

Retention of program completers 

Familiarity with colleagues or alumni 

Accreditation status of programs 

Faculty engagement in professional organizations 

College curriculum and delivery design 

Dissertation quality of graduates 

Impact of program on direction of the field 

Grants 

Rank and status of faculty 

Extent of impact of research (e.g., used in practice) 

Visibility of college/program faculty in relevant professional associations 

Reputation for innovation 

Research status of institution 

Faculty to student ratio 

Some indication of impact in field 

Quality of graduates we've interacted with 

Quality of curriculum with regards to standards, etc 

Amount of external funding 

Overall reputation of the college 

Student retention 

Use of research publications by our specialty program faculty 

Student satisfaction 

Editorships 

Dept chair reputation 

Leadership of faculty 
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Distinctiveness of curriculum 

Reputation for teacher quality 

What do my faculty in the field think of the program 

Degree of community interaction and involvement 

Personal knowledge of specific faculty 

Specialty area doctoral student production 

Community outreach efforts and research 

Body of research in specialty area 

Individual comments from people already in program 

Research impact of graduates of the program 

Pedagogical reputation 

Faculty members prepared at the institution 

Honors and awards of the faculty 

Impact of graduates in the market place 

Faculty engagement in journals and publishing 

Impact of program on educational policy 

Institutes 

University financial support 

Regulations for teacher certification in home state of 

institution 

Number of doctorates awarded 

Faculty leadership in professional organizations 

Degree to which program engages in continuous 

improvement 

"Fit" between the mission of the college and the specialty 

program 

Technology 

Competitiveness in attracting grad students 

Student success in careers related to their education 

Student placement 

Positions of alumni 

What have they done recently; are they living on their 

reputation. 

Degree of faculty engagement with PK-12 schools 

None 

Personal knowledge of program 

Impact on local, state, national, & international level 
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