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DEGREES OF SUCCESS? 

MPA's and MBA's from Elite Universities 

and 

Career Success in the Federal Government 

by 

McRae c. Banks II 

(ABSTRACT) 

Since Woodrow Wilson 1 s seminal essay "The Study of 
Administration, 11 when he called for educating 
administrators in administration in hopes of making 
government more business-like, scholars have been 
investigating the differences and similarities between 
government and business. Largely ignored was the 
education for administration; should it likewise be more 
focused on business? 

Despite the development of specialized public 
administration degrees, the Master of Public 
Administration (MPA) and its equivalents, many managers 
trained in business schools are employed in federal 
government. This, alone, should make one question 
whether or not graduate education in public 
administration is truly any better or more appropriate 
for public sector management careers than other graduate 
degrees, notably the MBA. 

The present study addresses the issue of degree 
appropriateness by comparing federal sector managers who 
are MPA-trained with those who are MBA-trained on ten 
career success indices. Data to construct the indices 
were collected via a mailed survey questionnaire sent to 
the population of federal sector managers holding the 
MPA or MBA from selected universities. A variety of 



statistical procedures in SPSS were used to analyze the 
data .. 

Analysis of the data indicates that few 
significant differences exist between MPA's and MBA's in 
career success, as measured in the short term. Possible 
explanations for these findings are explored. A cohort 
analysis and t-Test indicates that MBA's receive higher 
starting salaries than MPA's but MPA's surpass their MBA 
peers approximately twelve years after completing the 
master's degree. A hypothetical fourth (older) cohort 
of MPA's would be significantly higher paid now than 
MBA's. 

Implications for individuals, institutions, and 
society, based on the findings, ~ere discussed, along 
with limitations to the study and future topics of 
research. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

In his work "The Stud.)' of Administration,• Woodrow 

Wilson supported civil service reform, a prominent issue 

of his da.)'. He agreed that government must be more 

efficient and effective and, to do that, civil servants 

must be non-partisan. However, he viewed civil service 

reform as part of a larger effort of administrative 

reform. To be successful, he argued, such reform must 

be rooted in the development of a science of 

administration that aspiring civil servants should 

study. Studying constitutional government was no longer 

sufficient grounding for running a government because it 

focused our attention on making 11 ••• government just and 

moderate •.. 11 rather than making it efficient and 

effective. The latter requires a more business-like 

approach, 11 [c]onsequently, we have reached a time when 

administrative study and creation are imperatively 

necessary •.. 11 and 11 [a] technically schooled civil 

service will ..• become indispensable." (pp 198-201) 

1 



2 

Wilson 1 s work is the antecedent of much that has 

been studied in public administration. Two 

complementary lines of study that are of particular 

interest for this study are the call for a separation of 

administration from politics, later known as the 

politics-administration dichotomy, and the call for 

incorporating business-like methods into government 

administration. 

Much of the early study dealing with a separation 

of administration from politics searched for common 

principles of administration. This paradigm highlighted 

both the need for government administration apart from 

politics and similarities between government 

administration and business administration. Examples of 

this paradigm are works by W.F. Willoughby and Luther 

Gulick and Lyndall Urwick. 

Subsequent works by such scholars as Dwight Waldo 

and Paul Appleby challenged both the separation of 

administration from politics and common principles of 

administration. They argued that the political syste:n 

is embedded in government administration, making 

government administration inherently different from 
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business administration. As Appleby phrased it, 

government is different. 

Appleby's work, like Wilson's, sparked much 

debate. Again, studies focused on the two complementary 

issues of separating administration from politics and 

similarities between government and business. Despite 

many years and numerous studies, debate continues. ~e 

have still to settle the questions raised by Wilson 

about administrative study and education. 

Perhaps Wilson's concern for administrative 

education was lost on recent studies because we have 

public administration degree programs. As a discipline, 

public administration was legitimated by the New York 

Bureau of Municipal Research (BMR), established in 1906 

to promote the study and practice of municipal 

efficiency. Five years later the BMR established its 

Training School for Public Service to train 

professionals in the study of public administration. 

Additional impetus for the developing discipline came 

from the American Political Science Association which 

established in 1912 the Committee on Practical Training 

for the Public Service {CPTPS). Two years later the 
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CPTPS recommended establishment of special professional 

schools and degrees for training public administrators 

which led to a new organization, the Society for the 

Promotion of Training for the Public Service, the 

forerunner of today's American Society for Public 

Administration. 

Following a lull in activity created by the Great 

War, public administration education began another 

growth period. T h e U n i v e r s i t"y o f C a l i f o r n i a b e g a n 

offering advanced training for public administrators in 

1920 and in 1924 Syracuse University established the 

first school devoted to public administration, the 

School for Citizenship and Public Affairs. 

As more colleges added schools and programs in 

public administration, concern grew that these programs 

accomplish their intended goals, a concern that exists 

even today. George Graham (1941) skirted this issue in 

Education for Publ·ic Administration. Graham had public 

administration graduates identify courses that had the 

greatest value to their public administration work, a 

beneficial exercise, but it does not address degree 

efficacy. 
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George Grode and Marc Holzer (1975) came closer to 

the mark in their study, •rhe Perce;ved Util fty of MPA 

Degrees.• They found that 80 percent of MPA graduates 

surveyed believed their degree to be the most useful 

degree available for public administration. 

Unfortunately, Grode and Holzer stopped short of 

providing us with a true test of degree efficacy because 

they had no comparative basis for their findings. Their 

study was further weakened by assuming that perceptions 

of usefulness equal useful.ness. 

That the education issue continues to exist is 

demonstrated by Garth Jones, who found that during the 

1960s and 1970s nearly equal numbers of people holding 

the Master of Public Administration degree (MPA) and the 

Master of Business Administration degree (MBA) accepted 

positions in the public service. While he attributes 

this to a dearth of public administration trained job 

candidates, it is significant to note that approximately 

6000 people holding each degree were hi red (Jones, p.21; 

NASPAA, p.v). Jones also points out that performance 

differences between these two degree groups have not 

been investigated. 
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Using Jones as a springboard, Gregory Lewis (1987) 

explored performance differences of these two groups. 

Measuring success by salary and level, Lewis found that 

MBA's outperform MPA's on salary but not level. Neither 

difference, however, is significant. 

Lewis's study is significant in that it is th~ 

first empirical exploration of the dual presence in the 

public service workforce of these two kinds of master's 

graduates. It is only a snapshot, however, inadequately 

addressing possible long-term returns to education. It 

is that which lays the basis for the problem 

investigated in this study. 

Problem Statement 

As noted in the introduction, a specialized study 

of and for public administration has developed. That it 

has not yet achieved legitimacy as the preparation for 

public service careers is evidenced bf the hiring 

pattern noted by Jones. Indeed, it may not deserve 

legitimacy because other degree holders may perform as 

well as public administration degree holders. It is the 

purpose of this study to examine the legitimacy of 
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public administration education by comparing the career 

success of MPA-trained managers with that of MBA-trained 

managers in the public sector. 

Unstated to this point is an assumption that each 

degree category is sector specific; 

designed to help one understand 

that is, each is 

the functions, 

processes, and context of management in government or in 

business. This assumption is made by such authors as 

Lloyd M. Short (1958) who write that the goal of 
11 ••• institutions offering instruction in public 

a d m i n i s t r a t i o n [ i s ] t h e p r e p a r a t -; o n o f t h e 

administrative generalist and the staff specialist who 

may find employment at any level of government." { p.27) 

On the other hand, G.D. Eppen et. al., tiave argued that 

the MBA is intended for the management generalist in 

business. They also point out that the MPA is 

similarly oriented, but for public sector managers 

{pp.34-36). 

Others concur with these assessments that the MPA 

and MBA are specific to government and business 

respectively. James F. Wolf (1983) says 11 [s]chools of 

public administration and affairs design their programs 



8 

specifically to meet the interests of professionals in 

public agencies ••• 11 (p.26) Donald C. Stone (1981) makes 

the point somewhat more forcefully, though in a 

different fashion. 11 Business schools are not 

appropriate for an appendage of programs designed for 

the general purpose of preparing public executives and 

managers. 11 (p.16) Stone recognizes commonalities and 

differences, noting that some business schools are quite 

appropriate for government employees of regulatory 

agencies, commercial operations, or endeavors which 

require substantial contact with, and knowledge of, the 

private sector. (p.16) He also recognizes, however, 

that public managers face contextual constraints and 

ambiguities not found in business (p.33) and for these 

chal 1 enges the public manager must be prepared through 

specialized, public-oriented education. 

Another method of substantiating differences 

between MPA programs and MBA programs is to compare 

curriculum content. In their 1977 study of National 

Association of Schools of Public Affairs and 

Administration (NASPAA) members, A. J. Mackelprang and 

A. Lee Fritschler found that common core courses for MPA 
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programs were organization theory and/or behavior, 

public management/administration, public policy, public 

finance and budgeting, quantitative methods, and 

economics (p.491}. A study conducted by Jennifer 

Lantrip of Virginia Commonwealth University in 1978 

found somewhat different core offerings. According to 

Lantrip, common core courses were: introduction to 

public administration, statistics and research methods, 

evaluation and policy analysis, organization theory, 

management theory, personnel administration, 

administrative law, public sector economics, and public 

financial management. Core courses identified by both 

studies conform to NASPAA's core elements of: 

-political and legal institutions and processes 
-economic and social systems and forces 
-organizational and managerial skills and practices 
-concepts and techniques of financial administration 
-techniques of analysis (NASPAA, 1984, p. 3) 

For business schools the American Association of 

Collegiate Schools of Business (AACSB) is the driving 

force in establishing core curriculum content. Because 

AACSB is an accrediting body, something NASPAA has only 

recently voted to become, there is considerably more 

uniformity in business core offerings. Typical of these 



10 

are: business research and reporting, managerial 

accounting, organizational behavior, quantitative 

methods, financial management, marketing management, 

administrative policy, and managerial economics. 

One can see that the emphasis in MPA programs, 

while somewhat varied, is almost always E~~l1~ 

administration. Courses such as Public Administration, 

Public Management, and ·Public Personnel Administration 

are common. MBA programs are also somewhat varied but 

always emphasize business, as evidenced by courses such 

as Financial Accounting and Marketing Management. 

Because of these differences in intent and 

content, it is appropriate to assume that each degree 

places a distinct emphasis on developing skills 

necessary to operate in its particular sector. Yet, 

Jones noted that a 1 most as many MB A's were hi red i n to 

public sector employment in the 1960s and 1970s as 

MPA's. This indicates that public personnel officers 

did not know, did not care, or did not believe that 

differences existed between MPA's and MBA's. 

While exploring the above possibilities would 

serve as a nice research project, that is not the focus 
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of this study. Of greater interest here is exploration 

of performance differences between the two groups. That 

is, have MBA-trained managers been able to perform as 

well as MPA-trained managers in the public sector? If 

the answer is no, then our assumptions have been 

substantiated. If the answer is yes, our assumptions 

have been called into question. 

Another assumption made by this study is that if 

performance differences exist between these two groups 

they are likely to be reflected as career success 

differences. As the term "career 11 implies, there is a 

temporal dimension to success (or lack thereof). 

Promotions today are not based upon one's performance 

yesterday but on one's performance history with the 

organization. The result is a smoothing of one's 

career, minimizing both gaffs and heroics. Tl'lus, over 

time we should be able to see emerging patterns of 

success which can be attributed to education. 

For this study, career success will be measured 

objectively and subjectively. Objective measures such 

as change in salary or level can be determined readily 

from reports of salary and level at various points in 
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one's career, they exist for all performers, and they 

all have the same base, making aggregation and 

comparison relatively simple. t~hile one subjective 

measure, satisfaction, is used in this study, such 

perception-based measures are difficult to work with 

because we do not know what events might be influencing 

the respondent when answering the questions. For 

example, a respondent who is now completing the 

questionnaire was told thirty minutes ago that she 

deserves a promotion but there is a promotion freeze in 

effect and it is not expected to be 1 ifted for at least 

eighteen months. That person is likely to respond 

negatively to questions about job satisfaction when 98 

percent of the time she is extremely satisfied with her 

job. 

The reader is reminded that the point of using 

such data is to determine career success differences. 

Earlier, it was pointed out that a finding of no 

performance differences would call into question our 

assumption of differences between MPA and MBA degrees. 

It is entirely possible that no differences will be 

found between the career success of managers based upon 
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degree type. Such findings will not diminish the 

contribution of this study, for then it is appropriate 

to ask ~.!!l there are no differences, determine the 

associated implications, and develop strategies for 

helping graduate education in public administration 

address the career needs of aspiring public managers 

more fully. 

Chief among the possible implications is that the 

need for a specialized public management education will 

cease to exist. MPA programs nationwide would suffer 

enrollment losses as aspiring public managers decide to 

pursue MBA degrees. 

This study seeks three specific objectives: 1) to 

compare the career success of MPA and MBA degree holders 

who work in the federal government; 2) to determine if 

there is a difference in the career success of these two 

sets of public sector managers; and 3) to determine 

what, if any, implications emerge for the appropriate 

education of public managers at the federal level. 
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Hypotheses 

The underlying, basic hypothesis of this study is 

that career success is affected by type of master's 

education. More specifically, it is hypothesized that a 

difference in career success will be found for those 

with different master's degrees - MPA or MBA. As noted 

earlier, in light of longstanding professional education 

traditions in this country, we assume that an MPA is 

appropriate for career success in ·public sector 

management and that an MBA is appropriate for career 

success in private sector management. To organize 

research on this question we make the following 

hypothesis regarding MPA superiority for government 

service: 

Hl: Career success of federal government managers 

who are MPA-trained is greater than that of those who 

are MBA-trained. 

Rather than using a single measure of career 

success, the present study identifies and uses ten 

measures. A complete description of each success 

measure and its origin is presented in Chapter III. 
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Two follow-up hypotheses to this inain hypothesis 

are pursued in this study. One of these concerns career 

plateauing. In "The Myth of the Well-Educated Manager," 

J. Sterling Livingston (1971) cites a study by Lewis B. 

W a rd of Harvard Un i v er s i ty. Ward questioned graduates 

of Harvard University's MBA program about their careers 

and found that median salaries " .•. plateau approximately 

15 years after they enter business and ... do not increase 

significantly thereafter." (Livingston, p.80) Though 

all of Ward's respondents were not private sector 

employees, the vast majority were. 

That plateauing occurs in public employment, as 

over against business employment, seems even more 

likely, especially at the federal level. It is well 

documented that federal employment has suffered salary 

caps and promotion and hiring freezes during the 

nineteen eighties. From a plateauing standpoint this 

situation is worsened by the fact that from the mid-

fi fties until the late-seventies public sector 

employment increased by almost three times (Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, 1982). Such expansion, necessary to 

cope with increased demands created by baby boom-induced 
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population increases, created a disproportionate number 

of boom-aged employees in government (Wright, 1980). As 

a result more employees were competing for a small 

number of upper-level openings by the time of the 

eighties. 

As James F. Wolf(1983a) points out, career 

plateauing is not a new phenomenon. Pyramidal 

organization structures dictate that one 1 s travel up the 

1 adder of author i ty and resp on s i bi l i ty w i 11 become more 

difficult because of decreasing numbers of positions at 

higher and higher levels. What is particularly da~aginJ 

for federal officials is that this natural plateau 

tendency coincides with the boom bulge and with Reagan 

Administration fiscal policies which have reduced 

employment opportunities even further. The result is 

that 11 opportunities for career success ... wil 1 diminish. 11 

(Wolf, 1983a, p. 162) 

While there are no empirical studies, such as 

Ward's, of how long it takes MPA's to plateau, 

comparative plateauing of MPA's and MBA's in federal 

employment remains a viable topic. Ward established 

that MBA's plateau just as Wolf and Wright demonstrate 
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that federal government employees are subject to 

plateauing. If one assumes a superiority of MPA 

training over MBA training for federal employment, one 

is led to conjecture that MBA's should plateau in 

federal employment prior to MPA's. Thus, a second 

hypothesis of this study is: 

H2: Federal government managers who are MBA-

trained will reach an earnings plateau before those who 

are MPA-trained. 

Livingston posits that " ... highly educated men 

fail to build successful careers in management [because] 

they do not learn from their formal education what they 

need to know to perform their jobs effectively." (p.32) 

His point is that most managers are not appropriately 

educated for the jobs they perform, a point very much 

related to this study. Earlier, an assumption of degree 

appropriateness was explained. According to that 

assumption and the interpretation of Livingston's 

statement above, MPA's, based on their education, should 

be better equipped to perform effectively in public 

sector management than MBA's. Stated differently, it 

becomes the third hypothesis of this study: 
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H3: Federal government managers who are MPA-

tra i ned will find their education more useful in the 

performance of their jobs than will those who are MBA-

trained. 

On the surface Hypothesis Three appears to be 

quite similar to Hypothesis One but there are two key 

differences. First, the present hypothesis looks 

specifically for differences in the practical usefulness 

of what was learned in the degree program. Second, it 

looks at self-reported perceptions whereas Hypothesis 

One looks primarily at objective measures of education-

r elated success, plus one subjective measure 

(satisfaction) that was not explicitly tied to career 

success in the questionnaire. It should be pointed out 

that this hypothesis opens the present study to the same 

charge leveled earlier at Grode and Holzet·, that 

perceived usefulness does not necessarily equate to 

usefulness. Keep in mind, however, that Hypothesis 

Three is only one part of this study and, as the reader 

will see, it is later tied to other findings. 
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Method 

To investigate the above hypotheses a survey 

questionnaire was developed and, after pretesting, 

mailed to federal government managers holding the MPA or 

MB.L\. Those receiving the questionnaire were graduates 

of schools which offered both MPA and MBA degrees on, 

primarily, a full-time basis. The programs were similar 

in prestige, higher rather than lower, to minimize 

differences which might result from comparing graduates 

of a high prestige program with graduates of a low 

prestige program. MPA and MBA programs at thirteen 

schools were asked to participate in the project and 

nine of each type (MPA and MBA) accepted though there 

~as not one-to-one correspondence between schools. The 

number of MPA and MBA holders who met the specific 

requirements is 294 (198 MPA and 96 MBA), of which 227 

were located. Completed questionnaires amounted to 168 

but only 143 were usable (107 MPA and 36 MBA). Data 

were coded and analyzed using SPSS. 
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Delimitations and Definitions 

Though the reader has been told what this study 

is, there are many things which this study is not, and 

that warrants discussion. In addition, several terms 

need to be defined. 

First, this study is about master's education and 

federal government careers, but not all master's 

education; only master's degrees in public 

administration and business administration are being 

considered. As Wolf (1983b) points out, while the MPA 

and MBA frequently certify preparation for public 

management careers, they are not exclusive preparations 

(p.26). Sherwood (1983) concurs, noting that public 

administration has never been 11 owned 11 by a single 

discipline (p.48). There may be other master's degrees 

that are as appropriate or more appropriate than these, 

but no evidence of this exists in the literature. 

Second, these degrees are not being compared 

across the employment spectrum, or even the public 

sector employment spectrum. Onl.f the appropriate degree 

holders employed by the federal government as a whole 

are being considered and compared. While it would be 



21 

possible to collect this information through the same 

methods and sources used to construct this study, scope 

increases considerably. 

Third, though this study is using career success 

as a major dependent variable for comparing master's 

degree holders, it is not my purpose to construct a 

theory of career success or develop new measures of 

career success. Rather, available measures of career 

success developed by.others will be used as a means of 

determining whether or not these master's degrees are 

different in career impact. These measures will be 

discussed in greater detail in Chapter Three. 

T he t e r m s 11 p u b 1 i c a d m i n i s t r a t i o n 11 ·a n d 11 b u s i n e s s 

administration, 11 in connection with master's degrees are 

rather ambiguous in meaning. At the same time, many 

specific degree names are used. For this study 11 MPA 11 

will be used to encompass a variety of public 

administration/affairs/policy degrees such as Master of 

Arts in Public Administration (MAPA), Master of Science 

in Public Administration (MSPA}, and Master of Public 

Policy (MPP), in addition to the more generic MPA. 
11 MBA 11 will be used to encompass a variety of business 
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administration/management degrees such as Master of 

Management (MM}, Master of Science in Business 

Administration (MSBA}, and Master of Science in 

Management (MSM), in addition to the more generic MBA. 

Framework for Remaining Chapters 

In addition to this introductory chc1pter five 

chapters comprise this study. Chapter Two discuss~s the 

relevant literature, focusing first on broader materials 

and working _down to literature which relates 

specifically to this study. Chapter Three explains the 

methodology used, including development of career 

success indices, selection of target groups, 

questionnaire design, data collection, and data 

analysis. Chapter Four provides a partial analysis of 

the data, starting with a brief discussion of the 

respondents, moving then to an examination of univariate 

results and career success results, and each of the 

three hypotheses. Additionally, conclusions drawn from 

the findings are discussed. In Chapter Five, multiple 

regression and unhypothesized findings are discussed and 

conclusions are drawn. Chapter Six summarizes the study, 
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discusses its limitations, and develops recommendations 

for future study. 

Summary 

To summarize, the purpose of this study is to 

compare MPA degree holders and MBA degree holders 

working for the federal government to see if there is a 

difference between these groups in their degree of 

career success in the federal government. If there are 

differences, and if those differences favor MPA's, then 

it is argued that the MPA degree is doing what it is 

intended to do - prepare people for careers in 

government. If there is no difference, or if the 

difference is in favor of MBA's, it is argued that there 

is something wrong with the MPA and that corrective 

action must be taken. 



Chapter II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In his essay uThe Study of Administration,• (1887) 

Woodrow Wilson wrote of the need to separate the study 

of government administration from the study of 

constitutional government. He noted that the 

..• admirable movement towards ... political 
education ••. will multiply the number of 
intelligent critics of government, but it 
will create no competent body of admin-
istrators. It is an education which will 
equip legislators •.. but not executive 
officials (pp. 215 - 216). 

Wilson argued "[t]he field of administration is a field 

of business. It is a part of political life only as the 

methods of the counting-house are a part of the life of 

S 0 Ci e ty II ( p • 2 0 9) • He hoped to develop an administrative 

science of government that was more businesslike than 

politically based administration, thus we have the 

foundations of two apparently complementary movements, 

the politics/administration dichotomy and administration 

as business. 

Frank Goodnow 1 s Politics and Administration (1900) 

added to the movement Wilson started. Goodnow argued 

24 
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there are two distinct functions of government, politics 

and administration. Regardless of the type of 

government, the former constitutes an expression of will 

and the latter is the execution of that will (pp. 8-11). 

Goodnow noted that his conceptualization was not 

original, that Montesquieu discussed the same 

distinction in Esprit des Lois. Nor was Goodnow the 

last to make the distinction. Leonard D. White, in his 

Introduction to the Study of Public Administration 

(1926), based many of his ideas on the works of Wilson 

and Goodnow. His contribution is accorded additional 

significance because it was the first textbook· devoted 

to the study of public administration, effectively 

legitimating Wilson's call for a separate discipline. 

While White agreed with Wilson that government could be 

more businesslike, he al so noted there are significant 

differences in accountability that managers in each 

sector experience. 

Building on the above works were writers such as 

W. F. Willoughby, Luther Gulick, and Lyndall Urwick. 

Often called the principles-of-administration paradigm, 

such works sought and articulated common principles of 
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administration. Willoughby's Principles of Public 

Administration (1927) was the first of these, agreeing 

with earlier works that politics and administration are 

separate and arguing that government administration 

could, and should, be compared to business 

administration if the comparison is made to the 

corporate form of business (Willoughby, pp. 4-5). 

Lyndall Urwick, in 11 0rganization as a Technical 

Problem, 11 published as part of the Papers~ the Science 

of Administration (1937), agreed with Willoughby that a 

dichotomy between politics and administration exists and 

11 ••• there are principles which can be arrived at ... which 

should govern arrangements for human association of any 

kind .•. irrespective of the purpose of the enterprise" 

(p.49). These authors were saying, in effect, there is 

no difference between government administration and 

business administration. 

A third period, what Barry Bozeman calls the 
11 Rapprochement with Pol itics 11 (p.35), was a challenge to 

the politics/administration dichotomy and the principles 

of administration. Works in this pefiod argued that 

p o 1 i t i c s i s a m a j o r p a r t o f g o v e r n m e n t a d m i n i s t r· a t i o n 
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and cannot be separated as a field of study from 

political science. For that reason, the concept of 

principles which could be equally applied to government 

and business was flawed. Government and business were 

different - public administration is, in some way, 

"pol iticized. 11 

Fritz Morstein-Marx's Elements of Public 

Administration (1946), an edited volume of readings by 

public administration practitioners and former 

practitioners, challenged the politics/administration 

dichotomy. Broadly stated, the contributors found that 

administration was rife with politics. Dwight Waldo, on~ 

of Morstein-Marx's contributors, raised a furtt1er 

challenge to the politics/administration dichoto:ny in 

The Administrative State (1948) by questioning the 

validity of common principles of administration and the 

de-emphasis of people oriented concerns in the 

administrative process. Of greater importance, however, 

was Big Democracy (1945) by Paul Appleby. Appleby 

recounted his experiences in government administration 

and compared them to his experiences in private 

industry. Based upon this comparison he said that 
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government work was different than that of business 

because the political system is embedded in the 

performance of government work. As such, 

there are no principles which could be 

he argued, 

applied to 

government and business and administration could not be 

divorced from politics. 

Though it is not the purpose of this paper to 

examine the politics/administration dichotomy, it is 

necessary to mention these works because thej are 

antecedents of public administration education and 

numerous comparisons between business and government. 

From the argument over the dichotomy came questions such 

as, Is government really different from business? What 

~public administration? If government is different 

from business, how should we educate for ~~~ll£ 

administration? 

With Appleby's works as a focal point of 

discussion, numerous writers began to make comparisons 

to test the government-is-different thesis. Some were 

conceptual treatises at the organizational level while 

others were empirical studies at the individual level. 
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Organizational Level Treatises and Studies 

In his article "Comparing Public and Private 

Management: An Exploratory Essay,• (1975) Michael Murray 

rejects the government-is-different thesis. He argues 

that elements of management such as planning, 

organizing, selecting, motivating, controlling, and 

various analytical techniques are generic and common to 

each sector. In addition, as many government 

organi za ti ons are concerned with the 11 bottom 1 i ne 11 as 

business organizations are concerned with internal 

politics. While admitting a separation between business 

and government, real or imposed, Murray suggests there 

is " ... increasing convergence in management 

processes ... 11 and that management should be viewed a:; 

generic and not bound by sector. (Murray, p.371) 

James D. Thompson's essay, •common and Uncommon 

Elements in Administration," (1962) supports that view. 

Writing for the Pittsburgh Area Committee on Common 

Elements in Administration to the National Conference on 

Social Welfare, Thompson indicated that Amertcan 

corporations are changing, that there is emerging 11 ••• a 

di ff used type of control and ad m i n i s tr at i on i n the 
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business firm which is more like what one finds in 

government or institutional life than in the corporation 

of past years. As a consequence, differences in 

administrative characteristics tend to decline, and 

common elements tend to increase. 11 (p.1$34} Thompson 

goes on to indicate that the least common element is 

nomenclature, which is so different that the Committee 

first had to identify the functions of administration in 

various fields and then focus on behavior of those 

holding major organizational responsibilities. 

An interesting difference is found in c·omparing 

Thompson's explanation of commonalities between public 

and private administration and the explanation of other 

authors. Thompson, remember, cited the changing 

corporation for this convergence. More commonly cited 

for this convergence is the engagement of government in 

activities formerly considered in the private domain. 

Though the reason(s) for convergence are not the purpose 

of this study, it is worth noting that regardless of the 

reason, it is commonly accepted that some level of 

convergence has occurred. Of course, as Hal Rainey, 

Robert Backoff, and Charles Levine (1976) point out, 
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"[a] distinction can be blurred and still be 

meaningful." (p.95) Partially for that reason, and 

partially in response to Murray, these authors examined 

the recent empirical literature for consensus on the 

differences between public and private organizations. 

The results, contained in their article °Comparing 

Public and Private Organizations," are that few 

definitive statements are warranted. They did conclude, 

however, that public administrators have less 

f 1 ex i b i 1 i ty i n def i n i n g o r g an i z at i on a 1 p u r pose , 

objectives are harder to specify, long-term planning is 

more difficult, there are more constraints on selection 

and control of subordinates, subordinates have a 

different set of needs and motivational problems, and 

results are more difficult to measure (p.105). 

Rainey (1983) conducted further studies on the 

differences between the public and private sectors. In 

•public Agencies and Private Firms: Incentive 

Structures, Goals, and Individual Roles,• he concludes 

once again that his "results are consistent with 

frequent assertions about differences between public and 

private organizations and their employees. 11 (p.105) 
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Howard Mccurdy (1978) examined the nature of work 

performed by public agencies and programs in "Selecting 

and Training Public Managers: Business Skills Versus 

Public Administration." His investigation found 
11 [ f] i f ty - n i n e per cent of the fed er a 1 person n e 1 ••• whose 

agencies were examined •.. worked in operations that 

resemble private sector operations or were run as a 

business would be run. 11 (p.575) This led him to 

conclude that a substantial amount of work in the public 

sector is not significantly different from that 

performed in the private sector. Graham Allison (1979), 

however, points out in •public and Private Management: 

Are The1 Alike in All Unimportant Respects?" that while 

there are similarities between public and private 

management, important distinctions exist on such aspects 

as time horizons, accountability and scrutiny, 

individual and program performance measurement, and 

career systems. The most important difference, however, 

is one which he calls a constitutional difference; our 

Constitution demands that the functions of general 

management in the public sector be spread among 

competing institutions while these same functions in the 
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private sector organization are vested in one person, 

the Chief Executive Officer. 

Though he does not address constitutional 

differences as does Allison, Jam~s Charlesworth 1 s (1968) 

work supports the idea of important differences between 

business and government. 

In government administration, as contrasted 
with business administration, the scope of 
the mission is different, the objectives of 
the organization are different, and methods 
(above the level of routine operations) are 
different. Internal controls and responses 
are different; external controls and re-
sponses are different. Nothing important is 
comparable. It is true that gifted men have 
been leaders in business and have become 
leaders in government and administration; 
there are exceptions to every general-
ization ... (p.333) 

Finally, Joseph Bower, in The Two Faces of 

Management, (1983) finds similarities and differences in 

private and public sector management, but concentrating 

on these is not of paramount importance. Rather, 

because today's issues cross indi 11iduals and 

institutions, managers must be grounded in the 

management practices and fundamentals of both sectors. 

Based upon the above discussion, the reader should 

have a feeling for the equivocation which exists in 
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organization level studies and treatises of the 

government-is-different thesis. The next section 

discusses this thesis through studies which concentrate 

on the level of the individual. 

Individual Level Treatises and Studies 

One of the earliest tests of the government-is-

different thesis at the personal level is James Guyot's 

•Government Bureaucrats Are Different• (1961). Using 

David McClelland's (1953, 1961) work on achievement, 

affiliation and power needs as a framework, Guyot 

sampled federal sector middle managers and private 

sector middle managers. He found little difference in 

the Power needs of each group, but they were 

significantly different on Achievement and Affiliation 

needs. Interestingly, government man·agers demonstrate 

higher Achievement needs and lower Affiliation needs 

than their private sector counterparts. These findings 

led Guyot to pronounce that, at the personal managerial 

1 evel, government ~ different. James Rawls, Robert 

Ulrich, and Oscar ~Jelson (1975) tested Guyot's findings 

on two groups of college students, one group planning 
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public management careers and the other planning 

business management careers. Their findings replicated 

Guyot 1 s results. Continuing with the needs theme, ,J. B. 

Rhinehart, et. al. (1969) compared business and public 

managers on needs satisfaction. In both groups 

satisfaction increases with authority level, but 

government managers are less satisfied than business 

managers. 

Bruce Buchanan (1974, 1975) has published several 

studies which compare public and private managers. In 

"Government Managers, Business Executives, and 

Organizational Commitment, 0 Buchanan found that private 

managers exhibit more favorable attitudes toward their 

organizations than do government managers. He 

interprets this to mean that the former are more 

committed to their organizations. In •Red Tape and the 

Service Ethic: Some Unexpected Differences Between 

Public and Private Managers, 11 Buchanan found that mor·e 

business managers than public managers perceive their 

organizations to be bound in red tape. Furthermore, 

business managers exhibit a higher concept of duty and 
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loyalty than do public managers. Both f.i n di n gs are 

opposite to what Buchanan expected to find. 

Three other studies compare public and private 

managers on their attitudes and values. Barry Posner 

and Warren Schmidt (1982) found that values, both 

personal and occupational, are substantially the same 

for public and private managers. James Driscol 1, Gary 

Cowger, and Robert Egan interviewed high ranking 

managers in both sectors to discern what stereotypical 

views each group held about the other. Each group felt 

that the other experiences fewer time pressures, less 

resp on s i bi 1 i ty, fewer soc i et a 1 demands , and fewer 

consumer demands. The authors then surveyed MIT and 

Harvard graduates working in each sector to determine if 

they concurred with these stereotypes and to find out if 

differences existed between them on personality traits, 

job characteristics, and descriptions of leadership 

behavior. Their findings showed that th~ stereotypes 

are held by each group, but that both groups display 

remarkably similar responses to questions on 

personality, job characteristics, and leadership 

behavior. By contrast, John Nalbandian and J. Terry 
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Edwards (1983) found significant differences in value 

preferences of prospective public managers, private 

managers, social workers, and lawyers. Most relevant to 

this inquiry, however, are the differences and 

similarities between the MPA group and the MBA group. 

While both value professionalism, management, and 

planning, as might be expected of managers, there are 

significant differences on other values: MPA's are much 

less concerned with scientism (analytical, rational 

activities) and much more concerned with empathy 

(emotional interdependence), innovativeness (change, 

creativity), and the public interest (common good) 

(p.122). 

While the above studies do address the government-

i s-di fferent thesis, they are doing so by comparing 

public organizations to business organizations, public 

managers to business managers, or public administration 

students to business administration students. It is 

important to keep in mind that our discussion of this 

issue stems from our interest in the most appropriate 
I 

means of study i n g pub 1 i c ad mini strati on. An important 
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question that remains unanswered is "What is the 

appropriate education for a public administrator?" 

Some of the literature exploring public/private 

similarities and differences indicates no differences 

exist between the sectors. If true, pairing off MPA's 

to government and MBA's to business makes no sense. The 

degree that is "superior" would be superior in either 

sector. In this instance career success in government 

would be an important issue to be studied in terms of 

degree appropriateness only as a generic phenomenon. 

Other literature· finds many differences between 

sectors. In this case it makes sense to pair off MPA's 

to government and MBA's to business because each is 

distinctly qualified to perform in their respective 

arenas. Studying MBA versus MPA success in government 

is an important issue here because sector-speci fie 

usefulness is at stake; a null finding calls into 

question preparation provided by our MPA programs. In 

this study, we are assuming initially that the sectors 

differ; hence, we compare the two degrees to determine 

whether or not a null finding holds. 
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Educating the Public Administrator 

As one might guess, there is a vast amount of 

literature on educating the public administrator and the 

transitions it has experienced. In "The Education and 

Training of Public Managers, 11 Frank Sherwood (1983) 

provides an excel 1 ent overview of this literature. In 

addition to reviewing the government reform movement and 

development of early public administration programs and 

sch o o 1 s, Sher woo~ al so exp l a i n s the dy n am i cs of · pub 1 i c 

administration in-fighting over politics and 

administration. 

Sherwood starts his discussion of public 

administration by breaking out the component parts 

public and administration, noting that programs 

emphasizing public concentrate on " .•. institutions, 

processes, and values that undergrid a democratic 

society." (p.51) He continues, noting that when 

administration is emphasized, commonalities in managing 

are foremost. A third type of education program, policy 

analysis, appeared in the late 1950s and early 1970s, 

emphasizing what governments do rather than how they do 

it. The result was a diminishing of political-oriented 



40 

programs and management-oriented programs in favor of 

those emphasizing this new approach. But even policy 

analysis was not a panacea for public sector education; 

as attention turned to implementing policy, management 

concerns were once again raised. This played into the 

hands of many business schools which had begun, in the 

1970s, to emphasize similarities between public and 

private management. This so alarmed public 

administrationists such that they began emphasizing the 

unique context of public management (p.51)._ 

Much of the literature on public administration 

education is concerned with establishing a need to study 

public administration or its proper placement in the 

academic setting. Much of it is theoretical rather than 

empirical and normative rather than descriptive. George 

Graham's 1941 study is one of several exceptions. In 

Education for Public Administration, Graham surveyed 

graduates of seven public administration programs. A 

key thrust of his research was to learn which courses 

were perceived as having the greatest value for public 

administration work and which courses should be included 

in a MPA program. Graham's respondents selected 
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Economics, Accounting, Principles of Administration, 

Statistics, and Personnel Management as the courses of 

choice. A shortcoming of Graham's study was that he did 

not examine degree efficacy. 

In •rhe Perceived UtilitJ' of MPA Degrees," {1975) 

George Grode and Marc Holzer did examine degree 

efficacy. Surveying three groups - MPA graduates of NYU 

a n d Joh n J ay C o l 1 e g e , r a n do m l y s e 1 e c t e d M PA de gr e e 

holders who were members of the International City 

Management Association (ICMA), and randomly selected 

members of ASPA's New Jersey Chapter - Grode and Holzer 

hoped to make a determination as to the perceived 

usefulness of the MPA degree. Approximately 30% of their 

respondents indicated that, given their work, the MPA is 

the most useful degree available. Five percent believe 

that another degree would benefit them as well as the 

MPA, and fifteen percent believe that another degree 

would have been more useful. 

Like Graham, Grode and Holzer also asKed about the 

most valuable courses in the respondent's program. 

Responses indicated that courses perceived as most 

significant were: 
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Political Nature of Public Administration 
Organization Theory 
Problems in Public Administration 
Personnel 
Budgeting 
Planning 
Urban Studies 

While Grode and Holzer do build on Graham and do 

investigate the efficacy of public administration 

education, they do not have a basis of comparison. 

Their three samples are homogeneous with respect to 

training. Would they have received similar responses 

from public sector managers who had received different 

training? One does not know. Furthermore, they did not 

measure degree efficacy, only self-reports of it. 

Though not an empirical effort, Garth Jones's 

article 11 Business School Professionals in Public 

Management: New Issues in Servicing the Public 

Personnel Function 11 (1982), explicitly recognizes that 

not all public administrators receive their training in 

public administration. In his opinion the MBA does not 

prov-ide appropriate skills for managing public 

personnel, but neither does the MPA. He attributes this 

condition to semi-structured and interdisciplinary 
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programs, saying that the problem will be resolved only 

by establishing " ••. autonomous schools of public 

administration, with appropriately designed 

curricula."(p.21) 

Though Jones provides a theoretical comparison of 

MPA and MBA degrees as preparation for public sector 

management, it is only theory. In his article he asks 

how these managers from business are faring in public 

management and answers his own question by sayjng 

" ..• little concrete evidence exists."(p.26) 

Gregory Lewis (1987) takes that extra step in his 

study "How Much is an MPA Worth? Public Administration 

Education and Federal Career Success.• Lewis used 

Central Personnel Data File (CPDF) data for two years, 

1974 and 1982, in calculating career success outcomes as 

measured in salary and level (grade). In addition to 

the MPA and MBA, he looked at master 1 s degrees in social 

sciences, other fields, and the J.D. degree. Lawyers 

outdistance all others on both measures, MPA's were 

second on salary and third on level while MBA's were 

third on salary and second on salary. Differences 

between MPA's and MBA's were not significant. 
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Lewis also regressed each career success measure 

against degree, age, race, sex, and years of experience. 

His findings indicate that the MPA contributes almost 

six steps and $1861 compared to only three steps and 

$916 for the MBA. Other findings are that experience 

explains 2.3 steps and $1130, age explains 1.6 steps and 

$1016, and race combined with sex (white male) explains 

4.4 steps and $2101. 

Lewis has made a significant contribution to our 

field by demonstrating that our graduates are 

benefitting from their education. His findings only 

explore these differences with a snapshot approach - one 

point in time. Additionally, he uses only two measures 

of success, salary and level. An improvement on his 

study would look at more measures of success for greater 

sophistication and adopt a longitudinal perspective of 

the issue. 

In sum, there has been and continues to be 

considerable controversy over whether or not important 

differences exist between public organizations and 

private organizations. This study is important whichever 

may be the case; but it is initially predicated on the 
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assumption of sectoral differentiation. If important 

sector differences prevail, this necessitates different 

forms of education, forms that we assume we have in our 

MPA and MBA degrees. If differences do not exist between 

public and private organizations, we need to know if a 

particular degree is generally superior to another. 

This study looks at two degree programs, MPA and MBA, to 

find out if these performance differences exist. 



Chapter III 

METHODOLOGY 

The primary hypothesis of this study is that 

federal government managers holding MPA degrees 

experience greater career success outcomes than federal 

government managers holding MBA degrees. It is 

predicated on the reasoning that the MPA is designed to 

help meet the specific needs of public sector managers 

and, as such, is more beneficial to their careers than 

is the MBA. To test this and other hypotheses a survey 

questionnaire was mailed to federal government managers 

who were MPA or MBA graduates of various universities. 

Responses were coded for statistical analysis using SPSS 

on a mainframe computer. This analysis included various 

data transformations to develop career success outcomes 

for each respondent and to transform salary figures to 

constant dollars. T-values were calculated by comparing 

mean values for the various career success measures for 

MPA 1 s and MBA 1 s. For several variables measured 

ordinally a Mann-Whitney U test was used and descriptive 

statistics were subjected to the chi-square test of 

46 
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significance. Also, multiple regression was used to 

determine what explanatory power existed for each 

success index. This chapter explains the methods used in 

detail. 

Selecting Target Groups 

The target groups for this study were MPA's and 

MBA's from selected universities who were employed by 

the federal government in a non-exempt position. Non-

exempt positions are those filled as a result 0f 

competitive examination results, education level, and 

skill rather than political contacts. 

In developing these target groups it was necessary 

first to establish rules that would help ensure that 

they were comparable in several respects. First among 

these was that any person selected and included in the 

study must work for the federal government in a non-

exempt position. It would be inappropriate to compare 

federal government employees with state and local 

government employees because of likely career system 

differences which might affect advancement in level and 

salary. Furthermore, non-exempt status was necessary to 

reduce the distortions in salary and level which might 
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result from combining information from competitive and 

non-competitive appointees. 

A second set of rules applies to the selection of 

universities represented in the study. The document 

Programs in Public Affairs and Administration, published 

by the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs 

and Administration (NASPAA), shows that a great many 

programs have a substantial part-time student 

population. If a part-time program was selected, 

difficulties might arise in measuring career success. 

For example, one person might pursue his degree in a 

full-time program and, upon graduation, start at a 

higher level than a person who is pursuing a master's 

degree on a part-time basis. Meanwhile the person 

pursuing the part-time degree continues to track through 

a career, attaining an even higher career level upon 

graduation. In such a case is one measuring career 

success based upon the master's degree? Probably not. 

To minimize this factor schools selected were limited to 

those programs that enrolled at least three-fourths of 

their students on full-time status. A similar effort 

was necessary for MBA programs. Because a publication 
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corresponding to the NASPAA document could not be 

located for MBA programs, various types of listings were 

consulted. One was The Gou rm an Report ( 1981), a ranking 

of the top fifty MBA programs in the United States. 

Those programs were examined to see which were 

predominantly full-time. 

Another rule in selecting schools for the study 

was that their MPA and MBA programs must be of similar 

stature and prestige. The reason for this -Nas to· 

minimize distortion that might occur by comparing 

graduates of a high prestige institution with graduates 

of a low prestige institution. By concentrating on 

universities with similarly high prestige levels for 

both programs this distortion was avoided. Applying 

this set of selection rules resulted in the set of 

universities listed in Table 3-1. 

Alumni information was requested from the targeted 

universities to identify MPA and MBA graduates employed 

by federal government. Schools often have directories 

of alumni which provide work addresses in addition to 

degree(s) awarded and the year(s) awarded. Ultimately, 

alumni information was received, or otherwise obtained, 
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Table 3-1 

Schools Meeting Selection Criteria 

Carnegie Mellon University 

Columbia University 

Duke University 

Harvard University 

Indiana University 

New York University 

Ohio State University 

University of California at 

University of Chicago 

University of Michigan 

Berkeley 

University of Texas at Austin 

University of Virginia 

University of Wisconsin at Madison 
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for eleven schools, but not all programs. Table 3-2 

summarizes the schools for which information was 

obtained and the number of federal government employees 

identified by program. The reader will note that not 

all target schools are represented in the schools used. 

This was because some schools or programs refused to 

provide information and alternative sources were not 

available. 

Measures of Success 

Because the major thrust of this research is to 

determine if the career success of MPA degree holders is 

greater than the career success of MBA degree holders in 

the federal government, concrete measures of career 

success were obviously needed. Examining the literature 

yielded two types of pertinent studies, one dealing with 

the development or use of success measures, rates, and 

indices, and the other concerned with predicting 

success. 

Defining career success is difficult. nouglas 

T. Hall {1976) notes that 11 ••• [c]areer success or 
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Table 3-2 

Schools Used in Study 

School 

Carnegie Mellon University 

Duke University 

Harvard University 

New York University 

Target 

MPA 

16 

0 

116 

8 

Ohio State University 7 

University of California (Berkeley) 16 

University of Chicago 1 

University of Michigan 

University of Texas 

University of Virginia 

University of Wisconsin 

Totals 

17 

15 

2 

0 

198 

Population 

MBA 

3 

9 

36 

0 

4 

2 

29 

10 

2 

0 

1 

96 
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failure is best assessed by the person whose career is 

being considered rather than by other[s] ... "(p.3) 

Admitting there are no definitive criteria for judging 

success, he points out that use of external criteria are 

contradictory to 11 ••• the emerging ethic of personal 

choice ••. "(p.4) In effect, Hall is pursuing Kurt 

Lewin 1 s (1936) concept of psychological success. Lewin 

said that success is a property unique to each 

individual because it is a manifestation of personal 

feelings, not of some externally imposed standard. 

Mariann Jelinek and Anne Harlan (1979), in a study 

of gender-based success differences, followed Lewin and 

Hall. They noted that career success is a personal 

evaluation; people judge their success based upon their 

goals and aspirations - intrinsic factors. Because of 

this, only surrogate measures of success exist and only 

those which address goal achievement in some form are 

valid. Jelinek and Harlan propose career satisfaction 

as an appropriate measure because it includes achieving 

one's goals and realizing one's aspirations. (p.9) 

Gabriel Jaskolka, Janice Beyer, and Harrison Trice 

point out in their recent article, 11 Measuring and 



54 

Predicting Managerial Success" (1985), that success is 

always an evaluative concept. It requires a judge or 

judges and at l east one ·c r it e-r ion for judgment. At 

times we are interested in having people assess their 

own success and in such cases their aspirations and 

goals constitute important criteria. In other cases 

more objective criteria are needed (p.189). 

John P. Campbell, Marvin Dunnette, Edward Lawler, 

and K~rl .Weick in effect examined managerial success in 

the i r book Man ager ; a 1 Be ha v. f or. Per form an c e. and 

Effectiveness (1970), though they most often referred to 

it as. managerial effectiveness. The authors had 

difficulty defining success, especially in objective and 

quantifiable terms. Perhaps their greatest contribution 

is the recognition that successful managers use internal 

and external resources for the long-term sustenance of 

the organization {p.105). Implicit in this is the point 

that managerial success is first reflected in 

organizational outcomes which, if reward systems are 

operating effectively, will provide returns to the 

manager. These returns, manifest in such payoffs dS 

promotions, salary increases, bonuses, and special 
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awards, thus become measures of success in organizations 

and organizatio~al careers. 

To grasp and hold this slippery term, success, it 

is perhaps best to resurrect R. M. Guion (1965). He 

defined what was, in his opinion, a successful manager. 

This is one who provides coordinated efforts which lead 

to meeting major organizational goals. Guion also notes 

that it is difficult to assess goal attainment from 

inside the organization and nearly impossible to assess 

it from outside the organization. Because of these 

difficulties, he says we need to use surrogate measures 

of success that are easy to find, such as level or 

salary attained or changes over a given period 

(p.466). 

Many studies which operationalized career success 

measurement sought to predict success. Two early 

studies attempting to predict managerial success were 

carried out by Frank J. Williams and Thomas W. Harrell 

c•Pred;ctfng Success ;n Business,• 1964) and Alan G. 

Weinstein and V. Srinvasan c•Predfctfng Manager;al 

Success of Master of Business Admfn;strat;on Graduates,• 

1974). The former measured success two ways, first, by 
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salary, and second, by a composite of salary, 

organizational level of authority, and degree of 

participation in guiding company-wide policies (p.164). 

The authors tested fifteen predictors of business 

success so defined, including a variety of grade point 

ave r age s , fa c u 1 ty r a ti n g s , m ea s u r es o f ex tr a c u r r i c u 1 a r 

activities, and likes and dislikes among various 

activities as measured by the Strong Vocational Interest 

Blank (SVIB), a commonly used career counseling tool 

which helps identify preferences among a wide variety of 

activities which are then related to particular.types of 

jobs. (Heneman, et. al., p.283) For all respondents, 

the only variables to correlate significantly with 

success were leadership positions held as an 

undergraduate, grade point average in graduate elective 

courses, masculinity on the SVIB, and undergraduate 

professors' ratings. Factoring out self-employed 

individuals gave results in which only scores on the 

SVIB scale for Personnel Directors correlated highly 

with success. 

Weinstein and Srinvasan used salary as their only 

success measure when they tested thirty predictors of 
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managerial success on graduates of Carnegie-Mellon 

University (p.208). Predictors included a variety of 

grade point averages and standardized test scores and 

numerous ratings and weighted values. Their results 

showed a strong positive correlation between graduate 

grade point average and salary for line managers (weaker 

for staff managers) and a strong positive correlation 

between years of experience and managerial success for 

staff managers (weaker for 1 i n e man a·g er s). It i s 

significant to note that the strongest relationships 

existed for those managers who had completed their 

degrees three to ten years earlier. 

The Weinstein and Srinvasan study fits well with 

Gloria Lee's results in her book, Who Gets to the 

Top?(1981). In an extensive study of managerial success 

among British managers, Lee used as her measure of 

success a composite of organization size, level in the 

hierarchy, and age. She found that education had its 

greatest impact on success in the first ten years after 

graduation. 

Mary Anne Devanna (1984) measured success solely 

on income when she studied gender-based career 
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differences. She rejected such constructs as level, 

title, and number of job moves because they may not have 

the same meaning within different organizations. Also 

rejected was job satisfaction, the measure used by 

Jelinek and Harlan, because Devanna found a correlation 

between salary and job satisfaction for males but not 

for females. This rejection is puzzling because it 

seems to point to a gender-based difference. Also, it 

serves to point out the ambiguity that exists in how to 

measure success and why those measures are chosen. 

Additional studies are also important. 

•characteri sties of Career Success: An Additional Input 

to Selecting Candidates for Profession al Programs,• by 

Nancy Howes {1981), employed three measures of success: 

a single score of perceived job satisfaction, a single 

score of perceived success in reaching employment goals, 

and an index of the weighted contributions of 22 job 

variables related to satisfaction, vocational stability, 

and organizational stability. {p.280) Unfortunately, 

Howes does not divulge the specific construction of her 

measures. 
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In an attempt to correlate grades and success, 

Gordon L. Marshall (1964) used three measures of 

success, title, salary, and satisfaction. Though his 

sample was homogeneous, consisting of 1000 graduates of 

the Harvard Business School, Marshall found little 

association. The only significant correlation he found 

was between success so defined and grades in elective 

courses. 
• 

In jet another study, Christopher Orpen, in 

•Effects of MBA Training in Managerial Success,•(1992) 

employs three success measures, including salary, level 

in the company hierarchy, and a self-assessment of job 

satisfaction (p.153). As with Howes 1 s study, the 

operationalization of these measures is not explained. 

In all of these studies success is partly measured, we 

note, as job satisfaction. This is a subjective measure, 

obviously. Any self-defined measure of success is 

likely to create validity problems. 

Finally, •careers in a Corporate Hierarchy: A 

Longitudinal Analysis of Earnings and Level 

Attainments,• by James Rosenbaum (1981), does not 

specifically address success; rather, it seeks 
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correlates of earnings and hierarchical level over time. 

Implicitly, however, Rosenbaum defines success in terms 

of salary and position and he is seeking to determine 

which factors correlate with those measures over tirne. 

Two important points to draw from Rosenbaum's work are, 

first, education level has an impact on earnings, but 

that its impact diminishes over time; and second, school 

prestige has an impact on earnings and entry level, but 

only when the school is proximate to the company. 

Several of the above studies address a related 

issue, the connection between education and career 

success. It is important to discuss this further 

because the internal validity of the present study 

hinges on this connection. 

Two schools of thought exist with respect to the 

connection between education and career success. The 

first holds there isl ittle or no relationship between 

the two. This viewpoint is often called the credential 

theory. Its proponents include Lotte Baylin and Edgar 

Schein (1976), Randall Collins (1978), Douglas Hall 

(1976}, Robert Hauser (1973), and Ivar Berg (1971), who 
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argue that education is merely a background factor, 

contributing to obtaining one's first job. 

The second s·chool holds that a continuing 

relationship exists between education and career 

success. In addition to authors such as Weinstein and 

Srinvasan, Lee, Orpen, and Rosenbaum, et. al., cited 

above, all of whom argue there is a connection bet·11een 

education and career success, Donald Bridgman (1930) 

found a similar connection in studying AT&T managers. 

Edgar Schein's (1967) study of what business executives 

and university facul"ty perceive to be important 

components in educating for business careers also 

supports this school. Schein found that while the two 

di ff er i n what they fee 1 are important corn pone n ts, the 

differences were appropriate. Education, he says, is 

not a skills-oriented endeavor which teaches the student 

how to perform successfully the mundane aspects of one's 

job; rather, it is a future-oriented activity which 

prepares the student for later responsibilities. Yet, 

what business executives want are the technicians, not 

the long term thinkers. Weinstein and Srinvasan and Lee 
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confirm this in their studies when they found there was 

a longitudinal impact_ by education on career success. 

Jeffrey Pfeffer (1977) examined the impact of 

socioeconomic origin and degree (MBA) on salaries of 

business school graduates. He found that there is a 

significant effect for the MBA degree on starting 

salaries, but not on current salaries, and that 

socioeconomic origin has a greater impact on post-

bachelor starting salaries than on post-master starting 

salaries. The latter led him to conclude that the MBA 

substitutes for membership in a social group (p.704). 

George Dreher, Thomas Dougherty, and Bill Whitely 

replicated Pfeffer's study using graduates of three 

large state universities. They also found a significant 

positive relationship between socioeconomic origin and 

post-bachelor starting salaries, between the MBA and 

starting salaries regardless of social origin, and 

between current salary and social origin (p.769). 

Based on the above studies, some of which confir~ 

a relationship between education and career success and 

others of which do not, where does one turn? Ellis B. 

Page· (1973) clarifies the situation somewhat. He 
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contends that whether or not a relationship exists 

between career success, which he calls benefit, and 

education depends upon how one measures the benefit. He 

points out that economists might measure benefit in 

income, sociologists in socioeconomic status change, and 

humanists in appreciation of life and culture. If, for 

example, the humanist finds no appreciation for life and 

culture in educated individuals, 

relationship between education and 

there must be no 

s u cc e s s e·v en though 

there may have been a significant positive impact on 

income (p.159). The point, of course, is that various 

studies have various viewpoints which will affect their 

findings. The present study adopts the viewpoint that 

career success can be measured objective 1 y and i''S best 

reflected in indicators such as salary and level. While 

other views of how success should be measured are not 

wrong, they fall outside mainstream organizational and 

individual practices for evaluating organizational 

careers. 
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Data Collection 

Data were collected through a mailed survey 

questionnaire. Appendix A contains copies of the 

questionnaire and cover letter. The method followed was 

modified from Donald Dillman's Mail and Telephone 

Surveys: The Total Design Method (1978). Dillman 

recommended organizing the questionnaire such that 

important information was completed first, thus 

sustaining the respondent's enthusiasm. This was 

followed. Dillman also recommended that a finished 

format smaller than 8-1/2 by 11 be utilized for the 

questionnaire and that it be printed and collated like a 

book. Because Dillman's concern in recommending the 

smaller size was to keep mailing costs down (by 

obtaining the same amount of information in less space), 

and the questionnaire for this study was short, the 

smaller size was decided against. The questionnaire was 

printed on 11" x 17" paper that was folded into a four 

page questionnaire measuring 8-1/2" x 11". 

A cover letter was sent which explained the study 

and why it was important to the researcher and to the 

person receiving it in the mail. Also, the letter 
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ensured anonymity and explained how to return the 

completed questionnaire to the researcher. 

Two weeks after the original mailing, a second 

mailing was made to every member of the sample. This 

item was a postcard which explained that a questionnaire 

was sent and why it was sent. It reaffirmed the 

importance of the study, thanked those who had 

responded, and requested a response from those who had 

not. The text of this piece is also found in Appendix A. 

Two weeks after the postcard was mailed a second 

letter was sent to all who had not yet responded. 

Dillman recommends numbering the questionnaires and 

explaining that the number is merely for mailing 

purposes. Because of the possibility of diminishing the 

response rate, a decision was m~de not to code the 

questionnaires~ Also, it was likely that responses 

could be identified by the interaction of school, 

degree, year, and ernployer. The second letter {Appendix 

1) reaffirmed the importance of the study and the 

importance of the individual to obtaining usable 

results. A questionnaire was included as was a postage 

paid return envelope. 
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Questionnaire Development 

The questionnaire developed to pursue the impact 

of administrative master's degrees on career success was 

divided into three parts, labeled Career Development 

Information, Employment Information, and Background 

Information (Appendix A). Respondents were requested 

to respond to questions by selecting the most 

appropriate response or completing open-ended questions 

with the most accurate information available. The 

remainder of this section explains each question and its 

purpose in the study. 

Ques~ion One concerned the extent to which the 

respondent makes use of knowledge gained in the graduate 

program in the performance of his or her work. Five 

responses were provided: Extensive, Considerable, 

Occasional, Little, and Not at all. This question was 

designed to determine how useful respondents believe 

their master's degrees to be and connected to the study 

by Grode and Holzer (1975) cited earlier. Furthermore, 

because the cover letter explained that the study was 

examining the impact of master's degree on career 
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development, the question helps the respondent relate to 

the study. 

The second question asks respondents to select 

from a list of MPA and MBA courses the three most 

helpful to his or her federal service career, 

identifying the most helpful with a 11 111 , the second most 

helpful with a 11 2 11 , and the third most helpful with a 

11 3 11 • In addition, three lines were available for 

courses not included in the list. This question was 

included to provide some insight into the types of 

courses each group (MPA's and MBA's) considered helpful 

and to facilitate comparison to Graham (1941) and Grode 

and Holzer. 

Question Three was open-ended and continued to 

make the respondent think critically about his or her 

master's program and its importance to his or her job. 

Specifically, the question asked "If you were asked to 

make changes in your master's degree program to make it 

more directly related to your job, what would those 

changes be?" It was expected that responses to the 

question would provide insight into the practitioner's 

desired direction for a graduate program that was 



68 

intended to prepare him or her for a federal service 

career and, once again, enable comparison to Graham. 

Questions Four through Seven used the same five 

responses as Question One in seeking to det~rmine the 

extent that a variable had an impact on satisfaction or 

career development. As noted earlier, Howes (1981) and 

ethers have argued that career success is best 

determined by the amount of job satisfaction a person 

experiences. Because conventional job satisfaction 

questionnaires are long {e.g. Bray"field and Rathe, 

1951), a single question, 11 To what extent is your job a 

source of personal satisfaction to you?", was used. 

This is a slight modification of a question developed by 

J. H. Maher, Jr. and C. E. Kur (1983). Many writers 

have posited that fortuitous circumstances have a great 

deal to do with career success {Grandjean, 1981; Lee, 

1981; Rosenbaum, 1979; Janowitz, 1971; and Downs, 1967). 

Thus, Question Five asked "To what extent has luck 

{being in the right place at the right time) played a 

part in your career development?" Other writers have 

emphasized the importance of a mentor (Bass and Burger, 

1979; Janowitz, 1971; and Coates and Pellegrin, 1965). 
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Question six asked "To what extent has another person, 

in the form of an advisor or mentor, been a key factor 

in your career development?" Finally, Morris Janowitz 

(1971) argued that personal contacts had a direct 

bearing on movement up the career ladder. Question 

Seven asked "To what extent have your personal contacts 

been a factor in your career development?" 

Part Two of the questionnaire sought employment 

information. Some questions were included because 

previous writers had indicated· that a relationship 

existed between a particular variable and career 

success. Others were included because they were 

necessary to calculate career success. Still others 

were included as a check on other responses. 

Question Eight asked for the year in which the 

respondent first became a full-time employee of the 

fed er a l govern men t. Responses w o u l d prov i de two types 

of information, one concerning whether or not the 

respondent was employed before or after completing the 

master's degree. The second type of information allowed 

calculation of change in grade/step and salary over the 

entire period of employment. 
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Question Nine was a two part question somewhat 

related to Question Eight. Part one asks if the 

respondent has been continuously employed full-time by 

the federal government. For those responding no, the 

second part asks the number of months not employed by 

the federal government. This question ensures that an 

original employment date is used in any calculations 

related to length of tenure. Because the number of 

months out of federal em.ployment is provided, it is 

possible to calculate adjusted length of tenure results. 

Respondents were asked in Question Ten to name the 

de pa r t m e n t o r ·a g e n c y for w h i c h they w o r k • Th i s p r o v i de d 

a means of comparison with Howard McCurdy 1 s (1978) 

findings that many agencies, by the nature of their 

work, require business skills rather than public 

management skills. The question also provided a means of 

validating responses to Question Eleven (size of the 

organization} which was necessary for calculating the 

Bass and Burger success measure. 

The next five questions were necessary to 

calculate various success measures. Question Eleven was 

necessary for calculating the Bass and Burger success 
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measure. It asked for organization size based upon size 

categories. Questions Twelve and Thirteen dealt with 

levels of authority in the organization. The former 

asked for total levels of authority and the latter asked 

for the number of authority levels below the respondent. 

This information was also required for the Bass and 

Burger measure. 

Grade/step information was collected in Question 

Fourteen. Part one asked for entering grade/step, part 

two for grade/step when master's was completed, and part 

three asked for current grade/step information. This 

information was required to calculate success in terms 

of position {current grade/step) and its change over 

time. 

Salary information was collected in Question 

Fifteen for the same three periods as above. This 

information was required to calculate success in terms 

of current salary and its change over time. It also 

enabled a conversion to constant (1972) dollar values. 

Questions Sixteen and Seventeen were included to 

find out if the respondent was employed prior to 

completing the master's. Question Sixteen asked about 
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prior federal government employment and Question 

Seventeen asked about any prior full-time employment. 

Both questions also asked "yes" responses for the amount 

of time employed, in years. These questions were 

designed to determine if respondents were tracking 

through a career, in or out of federal government, prior 

to comp l et i n g the mas t er 1 s. T·h i s co u l d have a 

confounding effect on career success. 

Part Three of the questionnaire asked for various 

items of background information. Questions Eighteen 

through Twenty-three involved the respondent, including 

sex, race, marital status, spouse's occupation if 

married, date of birth, and veterans preference. The 

last three questions deserve additional comment. 

Spouse's occupation was requested because it is possible 

that one's spouse is in a position to influence career 

success. Date of birth was necessary to calculate two 

success measures, Bass and Burger and Salary/Age. 

Veterans preference information was requested because of 

its possible impact on career success. 

The next three questions pertained to 

socioeconomic background. Question Twenty-four 
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requested father's and mother's education in years and 

highest degree. Question Twenty-five asked for father's 

and mother's usual.occupations during the respondent's 

youth. Average family income during the respondent's 

youth was requested in Question Twenty-six. 

Question Twenty-seven requested undergraduate and 

graduate education information. This included 

institution, degree, year received, undergraduate major, 

grade point average, and undergraduate varsity sports 

played. 

As a means of ending the questionnaire, 

respondents were given an opportunity to provide any 

other information about their career development and 

factors which influence it. This was included based 

upon Dillman 1 s preferred questionnaire design to allow 

respondents to record their thoughts on issues that the 

questionnaire did not address or that it addressed 

incompletely. 

Data Analysis 

To analyze the data, responses were coded and 

entered into a Data General MVKlOOOO computer. Copies of 
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the data were run, edited, and corrected to ensure their 

accuracy. SPSS was used to analyze the data. 

Because this study was attempting to determine the 

effect of education on career success, the primary 

independent variables were the two types of master's 

degrees and the major dependent variable is career 

success. As defined earlier, the MPA was used as the 

common designation for a master's degree in public 

administration areas, even though the actual degree may 

have been an M.S. or an M.A., and the area may have been 

policy or management rather than administration. The 

same was true for the business master's degree, which 

may have been an M.S. or M.M.; all business or 

management degrees were referred to as MBA. 

Career success was the major dependent variable. 

Earlier, when career success was discussed, seven 

success measures were identified in the literature. All 

of these measures are employed in the present study. 

These are: (1) current salary; (2) current salary 

divided by age (Salary/Age); (3) change in salary after 

the master's degree divided by the number of years since 

the master's degree was completed (QSalary/~T); (4) 
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change in grade/step since the master 1 s degree divided 

by the number of years since the master 1 s degree was 

completed C6Grade/Step/6T); (5) a composite developed by 

Bass and Burger (1979) in which the proportion of 

hierarchical authority levels is divided by age, and the 

result is multiplied by the size index and 100 (Bass & 
Burger); (6) current grade/step; and (7) the 

satisfaction response. In addition to the above, those 

measures calculated based upon salary values (one, two, 

and three) were transformed into constant 1972 dollars, 

effectively creating ten success measures {table 3-3). 

T-Tests were the primary statistical test used to 

analyze the data. This test is appropriate when 

examining interval data, such as the career success 

indices, for group mean differences. In the present 

study we are looking for differences between MPA 1 s and 

MBA 1 s. Thus, to test the major hypothesis of the study 

that there is a difference between career success of 

MPA 1 s and MBA's, a t-Test was performed on each of the 

ten success measures for each degree group, MPA 1 s and 

MBA's. T-Tests were also performed o-n year first 

employed by the federal government, department/agency 
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Table 3-3 

Career Success Measures Defined 

Current Salary - The respondent's current salary 

Salary/Age 

. ,4Sal ary//!JT 

.6Grade/Step/~T 

Bass & 
Burger 

Current Salary 
Current Age 

turrent Salary - After Master's Salary 
Current Year - Year Master's Completed 

Current G/S - After Master's G/S 
Current Year - Year Master's Completed 

(Levels Below/Total Levels) 

Age 
(Size) (100) 

Cufrent Grade/Step Respondent's current grade step 
(level) 

K Sal/Age 

t\K S a 1 a r y I AT 

Current Salary in constant 1972 dollars 
Age 

Same as AS a 1 a r y I 6T except i n constant 
1972 dollars 

K Current Salary Same as Current Salary except in 
constant 1972 dollars 

Satisfaction Response to Question Four 
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size, and age, to determine if differences existed 

between MPA's and MBA's on these factors, many of which 

are thought to be correlates of career success. 

Other analyses were also performed. For 

descriptive statistics, a chi-square test for 

significant differences between MPA's and MBA's was 

used. In order to determine if salaries of MPA's and 

MBA's were plateauing, converging, or diverging, both 

groups were divided into three cohorts and t-Tests were 

performed on the data. The Mann-Whitney U-test, the 

nonparametric equivalent of the t-Test, was performed to 

test for differences between groups on nonparametric 

variables such as contacts, mentor, luck, use of 

graduate knowledge, and usefulness of degree. To examine 

the possibility of predicting career success regression 

analysis was performed. 

independent variables 

This involved using continuous 

such as level and salary to 

explain the variance in each career success measure. 

Summary 

In perusing the literature relating to career 

success, ten commonly used measures were identified and 
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used. Using Dillman's Total Design Method, a survey 

questionnaire was developed and mailed to federal 

government managers holding the MPA or MBA from selected 

schools to collect career, background, and other 

information which could be used to establish career 

outcomes for each respondent. 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS CONCERNING HYPOTHESES 

To collect data for this study, 294 survey 

questionnaires were mailed to MPA or MBA degree holders 

of selected universities. Sixty-seven questionnaires 

were non-deliverable (43 MPA, 24 MBA), based upon first 

class mail returned, leaving 227 possible responses. 

Completed questionnaires returned numbered 168 for a 

response rate of 74 percent, but twenty-five responses 

(16 MPA, 9 MBA) were not usable because of insufficient 

information or the respondent was no longer employed in 

federal government. Of the 143 (70.8 percent response 

rate) usable responses, 107 were MPA's and 36 were 

MBA's. Accounting for non-deliverable and unusable 

questionnaires, 77 percent of MPA's responded versus 

57 percent of MBA's. 

This differential in both raw numbers and 

percentage of respondents between the two groups is not 

unexpected. The schools selected for the study are high 

prestige institutions and MBA graduates from such 

schools have many job opportunities available to them in 

79 
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both sectors. Because they entered business programs it 

is reasonable that most of them would choose private 

sector careers over public sector careers. 

In this chapter findings initially hypothesized 

are presented and discussed. We start with a short 

description of respondents (complete information is 

available in Appendix B), followed by univariate results 

for each group (MPA's and MBA's). The chapter conclud~s 

with a discussion of career success calculations, 

corresponding t-Tests, and Mann-Whitney results. 

SURVEY RESPONDENTS 

The ty pi ca 1 respond en t w a s a w hi t e ma l e , mar r i e d, 

almost 41 years old, who never served in the military 

and who's wife is not employed by the federal 

government. These same generalizations hold for 

responding MPA's and MBA's, though the former are 

slightly younger. As we are aware, however, "typical" 

is a generalization. Appendix B provides detailed 

results concerning all aspects of respondent background 

information. 
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Employment background information was collected 

also. The departments for which respondents worked 

varied considerably though the most "popular" were EPA, 

HHS, Agriculture, OMB, and Transportation. Fully one-

third of responding MBA's worked for EPA with OMB second 

(16.7 percent) and HHS third (11.1 percent) while MPA's 

worked for HHS (15.9 percent), OMB (13.1 percent), and 

Agriculture (11.2 percent). The typical respondent has 

been continuously employed in federal government since 

1969, worked in a department with an average of 5.76 

levels of authority, and has 2.58 levels of authority 

below him. The mean current salary is $51,699. 

Respondents also supplied undergraduate and 

graduate education information. Appendix B provides a 

list of undergraduate institutions and the number of 

respondents who attended each school. The reader will 

note that there is considerable variety among 

undergraduate institutions attended, with 131 schools 

represented. Only the University of Michigan received 

more than five responses. From other undergraduate 

information we find that MPA's typically majored in 

P.A./Political Science, Humanities, Social Science, 
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Science, or Business, while MBA 1 s majored in 

Engineering, Business, Science, or the Humanities. The 

strong technical orientation of MBA 1 s compared to MPA 1 s 

may explain why the former tended toward technical 

departments and agencies. Appendix B provides other 

undergraduate and graduate degree information. 

Another component of background information about 

survey respondents is family information. Over one-half 

of respondents indicated that their father had a high 

school education or less, even though the mean years of 

education was 13.74. Approximately 47 -percent of 

respondents• mothers had a high school education or less 

and mean years of education was 13.28. Parents' 

occupations varied widely for fathers, but 66 percent of 

mothers were housewives. Mean family income was $16,994 

(30 percent did not respond). 

Univariate Results 

Respondents were asked to respond to several 

questions concerning the usefulness of their master's 

degree, the most helpful courses, suggested changes in 

the degree program, and the impact of different factors, 
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such as mentors and luck, on their career success. 

Results of each are discussed below and illustrated in 

the accompanying tables. 

Question: To what extent do you make use of the 

knowledge you gained f n your graduate program fn the 

performance of your work? 

As noted in Chapter III, response categories for 

this question were Extensive, Considerable, Occasional, 

Little, and Not At All. The modal response was that the 

knowledge gained in the respondent's graduate program 

was used to a Considerable extent while the mean 

response fell between Considerable and Occasional. Few 

respondents felt that they used their graduate knowledge 

Little or Not At All, and 13.7 percent felt that they 

used that knowledge Extensively. As can be seen in 

table 4-1, results for the two groups are similar to the 

overal 1 findings, with a slightly higher percentage of 

MBA's responding Extensive and Occasional but a slightly 

lower percentage responding Considerable. 

Question: Please identify the three courses you 

completed f n your graduate program that have been most 

helpful fn your federal service career. 
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Table 4-1 

Extent of Graduate Knowledge Use 

MPA 
Response # 

Extensive 13 

Considerable 49 

Occasional 34 

Little 4 

Not At All 4 

No Response 3 

Total 107 

x2 = • 678 

12.2 

45.8 

31.2 

3.7 

3. 7 

2.8 

100.0 

MBA 
# % 

6 

15 

12 

1 

1 

1 

36 

16.7 

41. 7 

33.3 

2.8 

2.8 

2.8 

100.1) 

Overall 
# % 

19 

64 

46 

5 

5 

4 

143 

13.3 

44.8 

32.2 

3.5 

3.5 

2.8 

100.0 

Note: To simplify the reader's task, 100.0% was used 
for totals representing al 1 responses. Column totals 
may be more or less than 100 due to rounding. 
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Respondents were provided 40 specific courses to 

consider and three other spaces for courses found 

helpful but not listed. To find the most helpful courses 

all responses were totaled and the courses were rank 

ordered. The most frequently chosen courses were 

Economic Analysis for Decision Making, Organization 

Behavior, Organization Theory, Policy Analysis, 

Quantitative Analysis, Bureaucratic Politics, Operations 

Research, and Business Policy. Table 4-2 provides 

specific information about course choices. 

The reader will note a similarity in choices of 

MPA's and MBA's. The former chose Economic Analysis, 

Policy Analysis, Quantitative Analysis, Organization 

Behavior, Bureaucratic Politics, and Organization Theory 

while MBA's chose Economic Analysis, Quantitative 

Analysis, Organization Behavior, Business Policy, 

Operations Research, and Organization Theory. Four of 

six courses chosen by both groups were identical and 

another choice of each group, Policy Analysis for MPA's 

and Business Policy for MBA's, represent the curriculum-

specific policy courses. The major difference between 

groups is found in their fifth choices; MPA's chose 
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Table 4-2 

Most Helpful Graduate Courses Taken 

MPA MBA overall 
Course # % * % * % 

Econom1c 
Analysis 32 29~4 18 51. 4 50 34.7 

Policy 
Analysis 32 29.4 3 8.6 35 24.3 

Quantitative 
Analysis 21 19.3 9 25.7 30 20.8 

Organization 
Behavior 17 15.6 8 22.9 25 17. 4 

Business 
Policy 0 o.o 8 22.9 8 5.6 

Organization 
Theory 11 10.1 5 14.3 16 11.1 

Bureaucratic 
Politics 14 12.9 1 2.9 15 10.4 

Operations 
Research 3 2.7 6 17.1 9 6.3 

x2 = 18.66, p < .os (does not include Business Policy) 
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Bureaucratic Politics, a course typically designed to 

explore and explain the inner workings of government 

departments and agencies, while MBA's chose Operations 

Research, a quantitative methods course. 

Question: To what extent is your job a source of 

personal satisfaction to you? 

Response categories were Extensive, Considerable, 

Occasional, Little, and ~Jot At All. The mean and mode 

responses were that the job is a Considerable source of 

personal satisfaction. Every respondent answered the 

que_stion and very few, only 5.6 percent, indicated that 

they received little or no satisfaction from their jobs. 

Table 4-3 shows that group resul.ts were similar to 

overall results. 

Question: To what extent has luck played a part 

in your career development? 

Response categories were the same as above. All 

respondents answered the question with the mean response 

falling between Considerable and Occasional. The mod a 1 / 

response was Considerable. As can be seen in table 4-4, 

aggregate percentage results of the top three categories 

for each group were similar, however, more MPA's than 
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Table 4-3 

Satisfaction Provided by Respondent's Job 

MPA MBA Overall 
Response # % # % # % 

Extensive 31 29.0 12 33.3 43 30.1 

Considerable 50 46.7 13 36.1 63 44.1 

Occasional 20 18.7 10 27.8 30 21.0 

Little and 6 5.6 1 2.8 7 5.6 
Not At All 

Total 107 100.0 36 100.0 143 10(). 0 

x2 = 2.36 
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Table 4-4 

Luck as a Career Component 

MPA MBA Overall 
Response # % # % # % 

Extensive 9 8.4 3 8.3 12 B.4 

Considerable 46 43.0 12 33.3 58 40.6 

Occasional 37 34.6 15 41. 7 52 36.4 

Little and 15 14.0 6 16.7 21 14.7 
Not At All 

Tota 1 107 100.0 36 100.0 143 100.0 

x2 = 1.12 
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MBA's felt that luck played a Considerable part in their 

careers while more MBA's than MPA's felt that luck 

played an Occasional role in their careers. 

Question: To what extent has another person, in 

the form of an advisor or mentor, been a key factor your 

career development? 

Response categories were the same as above. The 

modal response was Occasional and the mean fell between 

Considerable and Occasional. Results for MPA's and 

MBA's were similar to overall results. Table 4-5 shows 

that all response categories were represented. 

Questf on: To what extent have personal contacts 

been a factor 1n your career development? 

Responses categories were the same as above. As 

with other questions, most respondents chose 

Considerable and Occasional with the latter as the modal 

response. An interesting differen~e was that few MBA's 

{2.8 percent) felt that personal contacts have had an 

Extensive impact on their careers while 14.2 percent of 

MPA's felt that way. At the opposite extreme, only 2.8 

percent of MPA's felt that personal contacts were Not At 
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Table 4-5 

Mentors as a Career Component 

MPA MBA Overall 
Response # % # % # % 

Extensive 10 9.3 3 8.3 13 9.1 

Considerable 33 30.8 10 27.8 . 43 30.1 

Occasional 36 33.6 11 30.6 47 32.9 

Little 23 21. 5 7 19.4 30 21.0 

Not At All 5 4.7 5 13.9 10 7.0 

Total 107 100.0 36 100.0 143 100.0 

x2 = 3.51 
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All a factor in their careers while 16.7 percent of 

MBA's felt that way. This is not uneKpected because 

professors of MPA's are more likely to have contacts in 

government than professors of MBA's. Furthermore, more 

classmates of MPA's are likely to work in government 

than classmates of MBA's, providing another base of 

contacts. Table 4-5 provides a complete breakdown of 

responses. 

Career Success Results 

Ten surrogate measures of career success, 

identified earlier, were used in the study. Nine of the 

ten are common measures and the other is a composite 

measure using advancement based upon total authority 

levels, authority levels below the respondent, age, and 

organization size. Table 4-7 provides mean, median, and 

range information for each measure, as well as the 

number and percent of cases which could not be 

calculated. 
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Table 4-6 

Personal Contacts as a Career Component 

MPA MBA overall 
Response # % # % # % 

Extensive 15 14.0 1 2.8 16 11. 2 

Consider.able 37 34.6 13 36.1 50 35.0 

Occasional 34 31.8 12 33.3 46 32.2 

Little 17 15.9 4 11.1 21 14.7 

Not At All 4 3.7 6 16.7 10 7.0 
and 

No Response 

Total 107 100.0 36 100.0 143 100.0 

x2 = 9.94, p < .05 
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Table 4-7 

Results of Career Success Measures 

Raf r!a1cu1a51e 
Measure Range Mean Median -# % 

AS a 1 a r t72IT 
MPA -750-11975 3503.13 5612.5 16 15.0 
MBA 777-4208 3017. 23 2492.5 6 16.7 
Overall -750-11975 3382.66 1370.5 22 15.4 
4K Salary/IJ.T 
~A -36.5-59.42 8.94 8.09 10 7.0 
MBA -7.4-38.13 6.93 7.05 3 8 . .3 
Overall -36.5-59.42 8.43 7.61 13 9.1 
AGS/liT 
MPA -3.33-6.67 .674 .31 10 7.0 
MBA .08-8.57 1.099 .29 4 11.1 
Overall -3.33-8.57 .779 .31 14 9.8 
Salart/A2e 
MPA 705-5444 1370.85 1272.0 0 o.o 
MBA 822-4231 1445.06 1333.0 1 2.8 
Overall 705-5444 1389.14 1272.5 1 0.7 
K Salar:t/A2e 
RPA 3.15-8.81 5.67 5.53 0 o.o 
MBA 3.68-8.03 5.78 5.53 1 2.8 
Overall 3.15-8.81 5.69 5.53 1 0.7 
Bass & Burger 
~ - 14-68620 23782.02 11448.0 40 37.4 
MBA 20-60860 20326.24 10159.5 11 31. 6 
Overall 14-68620 22842.95 11448.0 51 35.7 
Satisfaction 
MPA 1-5 3.981 4.0 0 o.o 
MBA 2-5 4.000 4.0 0 0.0 
Overall 1-5 3.986 4.0 0 o.o 
Current Salary 
MPA 23088-69900 50958.04 52000.0 0 o.o 
MBA 37000-69000 53965.40 55000.0 1 2.8 
Overall ·23088-69900 51699.29 52589.0 1 0.7 
K Current Salary 
RPA 103.3-312.8 228.05 232.7 0 o.o 
MBA 165.6-308.8 241. 51 246.1 1 2.8 
Overall 103.3-312.8 231.37 235.4 1 0.7 
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Table 4-7 (cont'd.) 

Results of Career Success Measures 

Not Calcula51e 
Measure Range Mean Median -# 

Current Graoe7Step 
MPA 
MBA 
Overall 

Definitions: 

i1Salar1/IJ.T 

Io-17 14.55 14.6 0 
13-16.5 14.9 15.5 0 
10-17 14.64 14.9 0 

Current Salar1 - After Master's Salar1 
Current Year --Year Master's Completed 

~ 

o.o 
o.o o.o 

AK Sal ar1/Ct.T Same as above except salaries were in 
constant 1972 dollars. 

~Grade/Step/'1T 

Sal art/Age 

K Sal/Age 

Current G/S - After Master's G/S 
Current Vear---vear Master's Coiiij)Teted 

Current Salart 
Current Age 

Same as above except constant 1972 
dollars. 

Bass (Levels Below/Total Authority Levels) 
& Burger ------------------------------------(Size)(lOO) 

Age 

Current Salart Current Salary 

K Current Salary Same as above except constant 1972 
dollars. 

Current Grade/Step Current Grade/Step 
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Statistical Analysis and Findings 

In Chapter I the major hypothesis of this study 

was developed and explained. In this section it is 

discussed in terms of test results. Testing for all but 

one measure, satisfaction, was by means of a t-value 

based upon the mean responses or values for MPA 1 s and 

MBA 1 s. The satisfaction measure was tested using a Mann-

Whi tney U-test, a nonparametric alternative to the t 

test for independent samples (Huck, Cormier and Bounds, 

p.209). While total N possible is 107 for MPA 1 s and 36 

for MBA 1 s, responding N will vary for each item due to 

non-response. 

Hypothesis 1: Career success of federal government 

managers who are MPA-trained is greater than that of 

those who are MBA-trained. 

To test this hypothesis, mean results of the ten 

surrogate measures of success were calculated for MPA's 

and MBA's. Means were then compared for significant 

differences by calculating t-values for nine of the 

measures while ranks were compared using the Mann 

Whitney U for the 1 ast measure. 1 As can be seen in 
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tables 4-8 and 4-9, only one of the career success 

indices, ~Salary/AT, showed a significant difference 

between MPA's and MBA's. 

Tables 4-9 and 4-9 demonstrate that only one of 

the success measures shows a significant difference 

between MPA's and MBA's. On most measures, values are 

actually higher for MBA's than MPA's. Exceptions to 

this are found in the first two measur~s, change in 

salary divided by years. since completing •the degree and 

constant dollar salary change over time, and Bass and 

Burger's Rate of Advancement career success measure. 

In attempting to ex plain these results, t-val ues 

were calculated for component parts of each measure, 

where appropriate, to see if significant differences ,. 

existed. For the first measure, mean values for MPA's 

and MBA's were compared on both salary change 

(numerator) and time change (denominator) since 

completing the master's degree. Table 4-10 shows that a 

significant difference exists between MPA's and MBA's on 

the time variable; it has been longer since MBA's 

completed their master's degrees, as a group, than 

MPA's. Thus even though 
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Table 4-8 

Success Differences Between MPA's and MBA's 

Measure Degree N Mean SD t Va 1 u e 

ASal ary/ZST MPA ( 91) 3503.13 1562.53 
2.31*1 

MBA {30) 3017.26 723.80 

6K Salary/AT MPA { 91 } 8.94 12.04 1 1. 1 
MBA ( 30} 6.93 7.77 

AGS/AT MPA { 97) .674 1.250 
-1. 0 1 

MBA ( 3 2} 1.099 2.283 

MPA {107) 1370.85 656.49 
Salary/Age -0.58 

MBA ( 35} 1445.06 664.65 

Constant MPA ( 107) 5.67 1. 01 
Salary/Age -0.52 

MBA { 35} 5.77 .99 

MPA { 67) 23782.08 21657.37 
Bass &Burger 0. 7 3 

MBA { 25} 20326.28 16057.96 

MPA ( 107) 50958.04 10980.99 
Current Salary -1. 45 

MBA ( 35) 53965.40 9491.09 

Constant MPA ( 107) 228.05 49.16 
Current Salary -1. 45 

MBA { 3 5) 241. 51 42.49 

MPA { 107) 14.55 1·.26 
Current GS -1. 5 2 

MBA ( 36} 14.90 1. 00 

p < . 
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Table 4-9 

Mann-Whitney U Test for Differences 

in Satisfaction Betweerl' MPA's and MBA's 

Group n Mean Rank z 

MPA 

MBA 

107 

36 

72.01 

71. 96 
1924.5 -.0074 
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Table 4-10 

Differences Between MPA's and MBA's on Salary Change and 

Time Change Since Completing the Master's Degree 

Variable Group Mean SD t 

MPA ( 91 ) 32414.33 15187.84 
4Salary -1.42 

MBA ( 30) 36472.58 13628.33 

MPA ( 107) 9.196 4.113 
6Time -3.94** 

MBA (36) 12.306 4.048 

** p < .01 
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overall salary change since the master's degree is 

greater for MBA's than MPA's, the latter have had fewer 

years of service with their degrees and so they have had 

1 es s opp or tun i ty to re a 1 i z e the f u 11 return to the 

degree. In this case, then, we see that the measure of 

salary change adjusted for time elapsed presents an 

accurate picture. Nevertheless, it is possible that 

time will allow MPA's to close this gap. 

Outcomes from converting salary to constant 

dollars and plugging the values into the change equation 

above can be explained in a similar fashion. Obviously, 

flT remains the same, but even though MBA salaries 

increased more than MPA salaries in constant dollars, 

the difference is not significant. 

A similar examination of the third success 

measure, grade/step change divided by time change since 

the master's degree was completed, indicates that 

slightly different forces were at work. For this 

measure, Grade/Step change, though higher for MPA's than 

MBA's, was not significantly different (table 4-11). 

Again, AT remains the same. 
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Table 4-11 

Differences Between MPA's and MBA's on Grade/Step 

Change Since Completing the Master's Degree 

Group 

MPA { 97) 

MBA { 36) 

Mean 

3.00 

2.88 

SD 

1.84 

1. 50 

t 

.46 
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Table 4-8 shows that current salart is higher for 

MBA's than for MPA's, though not significantly so. When 

adjusting salart by age, the fourth success measure, we 

find that current salary differences are diminished. 

This is because MBA's are slightly, but not 

significantly, older than MPA's (table 4-12). Salary 

differences are diminished even more when converted to 

constant dollars, but the outcome is the same - no 

significant difference between MPA's and MBA's on salary 

adjusted for age. 

Breaking out Bass and Burger's Rate of Advancement 

success measure is somewhat more di ffi cult because of 

the number of variables involved. While MBA's work at 

higher levels in their organizations than MPA's, this 

difference is not significant and probably results from 

the l a r g er nu m be r o f a u th o r 1 ty 1 eve l s i n o r g a n i z a t i on s 

for which MBA's work (table 4-13). This means that 

MBA's have greater opportunity to move higher in the 

hierarchy but the resulting level may carry no more (and 

perhaps less) authority than that accorded to one in an 
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Table 4-12 

Age Differences Between MPA's and MBA's 

Group 

MPA (107) 

MBA ( 36) 

Mean 

40.62 

42.17 

SD 

7.81 

6.22 

t 

-1.07 
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Table 4-13 

Differences Between MPA's and MBA's on 

Bass and Burger Component$ 

Variable Group Mean SD t 

MPA ( 70) 2.39 1. 31 
-1.oal Levels Below 

MBA (27) 3.07 3.21 

MPA (89) 5.56 1. 53 
-1.391 Total Levels 

MBA (32) 6.31 2.92 

1 F significant at .05; separate variance test used. 
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organization with fewer authority levels. To adjust for 

this Bass and Burger used a percent of 1 evel value where 

the levels below are divided by total levels. Looking 

at this component revealed no significant differences. 

Furthermore, when adjusted by age (older employees have 

more years to move higher), MPA's fare better than MBA's 

because the former are younger. This difference is not 

significant nor is the next step which multiplies the 

dividend by a categorical value of size. 

T h e 1 a s t f o u r m e a s u r e s , c u r .r e n t s a 1 a r y , c o n s t a n t 

current salary, current grade step, and satisfaction 

cannot be disaggregated because they are single values. 

Examination of the success measures indicates 

there is only one significant difference between MPA's 

and MBA's. Disaggregating these measures shows no 

i nexpl icabl e reasons for the results, thus, at this 

time, we must accept the outcome that MPA's and MBA's do 

equally well in federal government care~rs. Examining 

the other hypotheses may help us determine if any 

caveats apply to this outcome. 
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Hypothesis 2: Federal government managers who are 

MBA-trained wf 11 reach an earnings plateau before those 

who are MPA-tratned. 

To test this hypothesis, respondents were divided 

into three cohorts based upon when they received their 

MPA or MBA. Cohorts were 1965 to 1970, 1971 to 1976, 

and 1977 to 1982. Table 4-14 demonstrates that each 

cohort consisted of more than five observations, 

enabling valid comparisons between MPA's and MBA's 011 

salary. Data were transformed to form cohorts usi119 

SPSS, which was also used to determine and compare mean 

current salary for each degree group. Table 4-15 shows 

that no significant differences were found between 

degree groups within each cohort and that current salary 

continues to increase. A graph of the mean current 

salaries for each cohort (figure 4-1). however, shows 

that MBA's in the newest (1977) cohort have higher 

current salaries than their MPA counterparts but in the 

latest cohort (1965) the reverse is true. For the 1971 

cohort mean values are very similar. Both groups show a 

steady increase in salary with almost equal increases 

for MBA's ·from 1971 to 1977 (3623.66) and 1965 to 1971 



Degree 

MPA 

MBA 
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Table 4-14 

MPA's and MBA's by Cohort 

1965 

21 

14 

1971 

39 

16 

1977 

47 

6 

Total 

107 

36 



Cohort 

MPA 65 

MBA 65 

MPA 71 

MBA 71 

MPA 77 

MBA 77 
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Table 4-15 

Differences Between MPA's and MBA's on Current 

Salary by Degree Cohort 

n Mean SD t df p 

21 59951.05 8984.00 
.95 33 .347 

14 56886.5 9782.70 

39 52943.21 8348.65 
-.04 52 .966 

15 53053.33 8740.29 

47 45292.62 10589.43 
-.91 51 .369 

6 49429.67 9937.32 
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(3833.17) and for MPA's from 1971 to 1977 (7650.59) and 

1965 to 1971 (7007.84). Note, however, that increases 

for MPA's are approximately twice those for MBA's. 

A two way analysis of variance (table 4-16) was 

used to examine the main effects, master's degree and 

cohort, on current salary. The analysis showed that 

there are no significant differences in current salary 

based upon master's degree but· significant differences 
• 

do exist b·ased upon cohort. Additionally, the 

interaction between master's degree and cohort is not 

significant. This confirms the earlier findings based 

upon t-Tests and plots of mean current salary values for 

each degree cohort. 

Though the" increase in both MPA and MBA salaries 

indicates that neither group has reached an absolute 

earnings plateau, it is also clear that MBA's are 

relatively plateaued compared to MPA's. To explore this 

trend further, a hypothetical fourth cohort was 

developed which assumes that we have data from a still 

11 01 der" group. This group's "characteri sties" were 

developed to make them similar to the earlier cohorts. 

First, "members" received their degrees between 1959 and 
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Table 4-16 

Analisis of Variance of Current Salari 

Source SS df ms F 

Degree (A) 262113 1 262113 .003 

Cohort ( B) 3446163725 2 1723081862 19.16* 

A x B 169823147 2 84911574 .944 

Within 136 89915220 

Total 141 

* < • 05 p 
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1964, making them an "older" cohort than the others. 

Second, we assumed 15 held MPA's and 10 held MBA's, 

these numbers being slightly less than those of the 1965 

cohort but in the same proportion. Finally, standard 

deviations of 9000 and 9700 were used for MPA's and 

MBA's respectively, again based upon values of the 

previous cohort. As Table 4-17 demonstrates, a t-Test 

shows significant differences between MPA's and MBA's in 

this hypothetical cohort; that is, MPA's have 

significantly higher current salaries than MBA's. 

For Hypothesis Two, therefore, technically we must 

accept the null hypothesis and reject the idea that 

MBA's will reach an earnings plateau prior to MPA's. 

Given the existing trends for MPA's and MBA's, as 

demonstrated in Figure 4-1, and the near significant 

differences when the trend lines are extrapolated to 

another, older cohort, it appears that MPA's surpass 

MBA's approximately ten years after completing the 

master's degree and continue to distance themselves. 

This is an encouraging sign for MPA holders and 

institutions, especially in light of the disappointing 
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Table 4-17 

Differences Between MPA's and MBA's on Current 

Cohort 

MPA 59 

MBA 59 

= p < 

Salary for a Hypothetical Earlier Cohort 

n 

15 

10 

Mean 

67280.27 

60614.92 

SD 

9000 

9700 

t 

1.759* 

Assumptions: 15 MPA's and 10 MBA's 

Calculations: 

Standard Deviations of 9000 and 9700 based 
on values for previous cohorts 

MPA = [(59951.05 

MBA = [(56886.50 

45292.62)/2] + 59951.05 = 67280.27 

49429.67)/2] + 56886.50 = 60614.92 

t =(Xi- X2)/Sx, - xl= 6665.35/3788.6 = 1.759 

where: (X 1 - x2 ) = 67280.27 - 60614.92 = 6665.35 and 

s- -x, - x 2 
.---------:--------------:--------:------------------------= J( 15 - 1) 9000 + ( 10 - 1) 9700 1 + 1 

\[ - 1 5 + 1 0 - 2 i5 10 

= 3788.6 
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results based upon nine of the ten career success 

measures. 

One possible explanation for these differences is 

suggested by the courses each group deemed most helpful. 

Table 4-18 shows that although considerable overlap 

exists between the top six courses for each group, one 

course stands out for MPA's that no MBA's selected -

Bureaucratic Politics. While this course alone is not 

likely to make a difference between MPA's and MBA's, it 

may reflect the tenor of MPA programs. Such programs 

might provide students with a better appreciation of 

government and how it operates than do MBA programs, 

leaving graduates of the latter locked into skills-

oriented positions with 

beyond the low GS-15s. 

limited room for advancer.rent 

It is also possible that MPA's 

learned from this course how to work the system. 

Another possibility is that MPA's selected 

generalist career tracks which typically allow one to go 

higher than the more technical career tracks chosen by 

MBA's. While this study did not examine technical 

versus generalist tracks, it has been noted that MBA's 

selected more technical courses as most helpful and 86.1 
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Table 4-18 

Most Helpful Graduate Courses 

Course 

MPA MBA 

Economic Analysis-----Economic Analysis 

Policy Analysis ~Quantitative Analysis 

Quantitative An~:~:::,X"Organization Behavior 
Organization Behavior Business Policy 

5 Bureaucratic Politics ? Operations Research 

6 Organization Theory . Organization Theory 
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percent of all participating MBA's have undergraduate 

degrees in business, engineering, or the sciences (see 

Appendix B.10). 

Another issue that bears on this discussion is the 

possibility that the cohort findings gloss over 

differences attributed to one degree or another being in 

vogue at a particular time. As an example, we know that 

MBA's were highly valued and sought after by the second 

Nixon administration and the effort was continued under 

President Ford. Some might suggest that such fadishness 

resulted in a situation where MBA's earned more and 

advanced faster than MPA's hired during the same period. 

We must discount this. For all cohorts, MPA's have 

lower master's salaries than their MBA counterparts. 

In the most distant cohort MPA's have surpassed MBA's; 

in the middle coho~t, that under the influence of Nixon-

Ford hiring policies, MPA's have equalled MBA's; and in 

the most recent cohort MPA's have begun closing the 

salary gap. All of this indicates that despite 

fadishness, the MPA is clearly experiencing greater 

long-term returns than the MBA. 
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Hypothesis 3: Federal government managers who are 

MPA-trained will find their education more useful in the 

performance of their jobs than those who are MBA-

trained. 

Readers will recall that this hypothesis resulted 

from Sterling Livingston's contention that managers fail 

to learn in their formal education what they need to 

know to perform effectively on the job. This was 

operationalized as usefulness of one's master's degree 

to one's work. This hypothesis was tested using a Mann-

Whitney U Test which compares mean ranks for each group 

(MPA's and MBA 1 s). 

As seen in table 4-19, the mean ranks for MPA 1 s 

and MBA's were very similar and resulted in no 

significant difference between the two groups on the 

usefulness of graduate degree to job performance. In 

this case the null hypothesis is retained. The finding 

is important, however, because we learn that both groups 

feel that their degrees are Const derabl.v useful, even 
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Table 4-19 

Mann-Whitney U Test for Differences Between MPA's and 

MBA's on Usefulness of Graduate Degree to One's Job 

Degree Groups 

MPA 

MBA 

(104) 

( 35) 

Mean Ranks 

69.32 

72.01 

u z 

1749.5 -.368 
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though the degrees are supposed to accomplish different 

purposes. 

Course differences, discussed earlier, may al so have 

a bearing on this hypothesis. MBA's selected technical, 

skills-oriented courses more often than MPA's. If MBA's 

are working in technical capacities it is expected that 

they will find their degree useful, more so than MPA's 

who work in technical capacities but who aspire to more 

interpersonally-oriented positions. This cannot be 

substantiated by the present study because res po nde n ts 

were not asked for their titles, a description of their 

typical duties, or to identify their aspirations. It 

may be recalled, however, that Mccurdy found that the 

majority of activities in many federal government 

agencies are of the skills-oriented variety commonly 

found in business. This lends support to the above 

postulate and certainly indicates there is a basis for 

future study. 

Summary 

In this chapter we failed to confirm all three 

hypotheses, indicating that there are no significant 
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differences between MPA's and MBA's. At the same time 

there are some returns to MPA education that are 

manifested only over a long term. One example of such a 

return is that MPA's receive lower starting salaries 

than their MBA peers but their salaries increase much 

faster. Constructing a hypothetical cohort of earlier 

degree recipients showed that, had data been collected 

for such a group, MPA's should, £Y!!. the long-term, earn 

significantly greater salaries than MBA's. Finally, in 

attempting to explain these differences, it was 

suggested that courses such as Bureaucratic Politics, 

found useful by MPA's but not even taken by MBA's, may 

be indicative of differences in tenor between the two 

programs, with MPA's developing more political 

sophistication that aids them throughout their federal 

government careers. 
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Endnotes 

1 Intercorrelations for the success measures are 

provided below for interested readers. 

Measure 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 Sal/Age .261 .273 .069 .306 .004 .13 .155 .261 .091 

2 Cursal .974 .089 .585 .077 .013 .155 1.0 .077 

3 Cur gs .075 .62 -.104 .041 .193 .974 .062 

4 Sa tis .27 -.048 .034 .236 .089 -.099 

5 Kcursal/Age -.105 .331 .485 .585 -.269 

6 "'GS -.078 -.056 -.077 .17 

7 "'Ksal • 911 .013 -.173 

8 ... Sa 1 .155 -.223 

9 Kcursal .077 

10 B & B 1.0 

1 p < .05 
2 p < .01 3 p < .001 



This 

exploring 

CHAPTER V 

OTHER FINDINGS 

chapter is devoted to 

findings that resulted 

explaining and 

from multiple 

regression analyses of each of the success indices and 

some serendipitous findings that came from the study. 

The former is valuable because regression can help 

p.redict or explain results. The latter is valuable 

because such findings may provide information for future 

studies on the same or related topics. 

REGRESSION ANALYSES 

The reader will recall that many studies have 

attempted to predict or explain career success. Because 

apparent differences in success between MPA's and MBA's 

surveyed for this study were few, regression analysis 

represents an opportunity to determine if a predictive 

relationship exists; that is, can we use independent 

variabl~s such as age, prior experience, and beginning 

salary (for example) to predict career success outcomes? 

Furthermore, regressing the independent variables wil 1 

123 
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help us determine if one's master's degree has any 

predictive relationship with career success. 

As noted in Chapter III, a variety of different 

factors were examined as correlates of success. Using 

SPSS, these factors were developed into a correlation 

matrix and, by means of the forward stepwise procedure, 

regression equations were developed for each success 

measure. Table 5-1 presents summarized regression 

results. 

Although all independent variables presented were 

significant at the .01 level, not all of the resulting 

equations {beginning below) were acceptable. Those in 

which the correlation coefficient {R) was greater than 

o r e q u a l to • 5 0 w e r e AK S a 1 a r y I AT ( w h e r e K r e f e r s t o 

constant), K Salary/Age, Current Salary, K Curreflt 

Salary, and Current Grade/Step, and only two met the 

more stringent standard of .71. 

Asalary/AT 

For this measure four variables were significant 

enough to enter the equation. As the coefficients 

indicate, age and beginning salary are negative. This 

means that younger employees have more years to achieve 
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Table 5-11 

Regression Results for Career Success Measures 

Dependent Independent t 
Variable Variable 

dSalary//lT Age -.546 - 3.761** 
Satisfaction .250 2.383* 
Masters GS .352 2.466* 

Beginning Salary -.217 - 2.009* 

AK Salary/Jl.T Age -.600 - 4.206** 
Beginning Salary -.513 - 4.709** 

Beginning GS .473 3.140* 
Satisfaction .230 2.373* 

Government Experience .370 2.070* 

L\GSl6T Beginning Salary .689 5.261** 
Beginning GS -.465 - 3.491** 

Masters Salary -.260 - 2.218* 
Prior Experience .268 2.214* 

Salary/Age None 

K Salary/ Beginning GS .638 5.604** 
Age Satisfaction .345 3.768** 

Prior Experience -.409 3.593** 

Bass & First Year -.334 - 3.043** 
Burger 

Satisfaction Usefulness .420 3.850** 
Beginning Salary .238 2.179* 

Current 
Salary Masters GS .580 7.645** 

Cohort -.413 - 5.443** 
Satisfaction .186 2.457* 
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Table 5-11 (Cont'd.) 

Regression Results for Career Success Measures 

Dependent Independent t 
Variable variable 

K Current 
Salary Masters GS .580 7.646** 

Year Deg2 -.413 - 5.443** 
Beginning GS .186 2.459* 

Current 
Grade/Step Masters GS .541 6.632** 

Cohort -.402 - 4.934** 
Satisfaction .171 2.109* 

* p < .05 
** p < .01 



127 

success and the lower one's starting salary is the more 

room one has to improve it. At the same time the more 

satisfied one is and the higher one's grade/step upon 

completing the master's degree, the more success is 

likely. The regression equation for this relationship 

i s : 
..... 
Y = 3884.52 - 117.22X1 + 488.08X2 + 234.76X3 - .025X4 

where 1. x2 
x3 

4 

= Age, 
= Satisfaction, 
= Master's GS, and = Beginning Salary. 

Despite the significant beta values, multiple R is low 

(.488) with a multiple R2 of .238, indicating that 

this combination of variables explains very little of 

the variance in this success measure. 

K Salary/AT 

When constant dollar salary changes over time are 

regressed, a different set of variables becomes 

significant. The equation now is: 
~ 

Y=20.31-.855X1 -.0004X2 + 1.SlX3 +2.96X 4 +.619X5 

where x1 = Age, 
x2 = Beginning Salary, x3 = Beginning GS, 
x4 = Satisfaction, and x5 = Government Experience. 
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As the reader can see, th;s measure shows that success 

comes to those who are younger, have lower beginn;ng 

salar;es but h;gher beg;nning grades, more satisfaction, 

and greater government experience. Multiple R at .59 

(mult;ple R2 = .35) is greater for the constant dollar 

salary change figure than for the real dollars success 

measure, but the relationship remains weak. 

liGS//JT 

Four variables, Beginning Salary, Beginning GS, 

Masters Salary, and Prior Experience loaded on this 

success measure. The equation 
.... 
Y = 1.41 + .00006X1 - .156X2 - .00003X3 +.077X4 

where x1 = Beginning Salary, x2 = Beg;nning GS, 
X3 = Masters Salary, and x4 = Pr;or Experience, 

shows that Beginning Salary and Prior Experience are 

positively related to success while Beginning GS and 

Masters Salary are negatively related to success. 

Despite significant t-values for this equation, however, 

multiple R2 is too low (.327) to accept this equation as 

a good predictor of career success. 
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Salary/Age 

No prediction equation is possible for this 

measure because no variables, singly or in combination, 

were found to be significant. 

K Salary/Age 

When converting the numerator from the previous 

equation to constant 1972 dollars and regressing the new 

variable against independent variables in this study, 

Beginning GS, Satisfaction, and Prior Experience enter 

the equation as significant. For this equation, 
A 

Y = 2.480 + .206X1 + .024X2 - .033X3 

= Beginning GS, = Satisfaction, and 
= Prior Experience. 

In this case prediction is higher than in previous 

equations with multiple R = .609 and multiple R2 =.371, 

but the result still is not high enough for us to have a 

substantial degree of confidence in it. 

Bass and Burger 

For the Bass and Burger measure only First Year 

proved significant with the multiple regression routine. 

Because multiple regression is inappropriate for one 

independent variable, Pearson's r was used to examine 
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the actual correlation between these two variables. This 

yielded a correlation coefficient of -.312 which, while 

significant, is not sufficiently strong such that 

predication can be based on it. 

Satf sfactf on 

As with other measures, regressing this intrinsic 

measure of success resulted in a low multiple R2 (.184) 

and little confidence in the resulting equation as a 

predictor of success. Significant variables were 

Usefulness and Beginning Salary and the resulting 

equation was 
,. 
Y = 2.712 + .347X1 + .OOOOlX2 

where x1 
X2 

= Usefulness and 
= Beginning Salary 

Current Salary 

In this case the resulting equation was 
,.. 
Y = 80307.37 + 2741.74X1 - 974.30X2 + 2564.93X3 

where x1 = Masters GS, 
x2 = Cohort, and 
x3 = Satisfaction. 

Multiple R reveals a high positive (.769) relationship 

with Multiple R2 = .591. In disaggregating this 

equation we find that knowing one's grade/step after 
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completing the masters, knowing one's cohort (in this 

study 65, 71, or 77), and knowing one's response to the 

satisfaction question allows us to predict one's success 

in terms of current salary. One caveat applies to this 

equation; using satisfaction as a predictor is widely 

accepted but an assumption inherent in its use is that 

satisfaction is static rather than dynamic. It is 

flawed to believe that a satisfaction response ~hen one 

completes one's masters degree will be the same five, 

ten, or fifteen years later. 

K Current Salary 

In this measure the predictive reliability of the 

equation 

"' Y = 359.33 + 12.27X1 - 4.36X2 + ll.49X3 

= Masters GS, 
= Cohort, and 
= Satisfaction, 

is relatively high (multiple R2 = .591). This is an 

interesting result because these are the same variables 

which are significant predictors of the real dollar 

salary measure. Furthermore, multiple R and multiple R2 

are almost exactly the same for this and the previous 

equation. 
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Current Grade/Step 

Because of the high correlation between current 

Grade/Step and Current Salary (.975), it was expected 

that the same three factors would load on both measures. 

That did happen, with the resulting equation 
" Y = 18.05 + .294X1 - .109X2 + .272X3 

where x1 =Master's GS, 
x2 = Cohort, and 
x3 = Satisfaction. 

Multiple R and multiple R2 are somew~at lower, .727 and· 

.528 respectively, but still in the high positive 

correlation range. 

In reviewing the regression results, a high degree 
' 

of variance (greater than .50) was accounted for in only 

two success measures, Current Salary and Current 
A 

Grade/Step. The variables loading on both measures were 

the same - Masters GS, Cohort, and Satisfaction - and 

the direction (positive and negative) of each of these 

was the same on both measures. The result of the 

regression findings, then, is that if we know a person's 

grade/step in federal service when he completed the 

master's degree, what his satisfaction response is, and 

his cohort, we should be able to predict, within certain 
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limits of probability, his salary and grade/step at some 

future point. This holds true whether or not he 

received an MPA or an MBA. 

Two outcomes based upon the regression results 

are apparent. First, having an MPA rather than an MBA 

(or vice-versa) is neither an advantage nor a 

disadvantage in one's career with respect to career 

success. Second, with the basic information discussed 

above, one can project the future salary or level of a 

federal government manager. 

Findings Not Hypothesized 

Several interesting findings appeared during the 

data analysis that were not part of one of the major 

hypotheses of the study. 

Significant differences appeared between MPA's and 

MBA's on government job experience prior to receiving 

the master's degree (Table 5-2) and on non-government 

experience prior to receiving the master's degree (Table 

5-3). In the former case MPA's had more government 

experience than MBA's while in the latter case MBA's had 

more non-government experience. In a related finding, 
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Table 5-2 

Differences in Prior Government Experience 

Group Mean SD t 

MPA (107) 5.477 6.180 
3.76* 

MBA (36) 2.083 4.052 

F significant at . 0 5; separate variance test used. 
* p < .05 
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Table 5-3 

Differences in Prior Non-Government Experience 

Group Mean SD t 

MPA (107) 2.486 3.12 
-3.8* 

MBA (36) 6.778 6.50 

F significant at .05; separate variance test used. 
* p < .05 
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MPA's as a group were found to have started working for 

the federal government significantly earlier than MBA's 

as a group (Table 5-4). Also, MBA's started at 

significantly higher levels than MPA's (Table 5-5) and 

received their master's degrees sooner than MPA's {Table 

5-6). Finally, the Mann-Whitney U Test results for a 

difference between MPA's and MBA's on the impact of 

personal contacts on career success showed that MPA's 

placed significantly more value on the importance of 

contacts to career than did MBA's (Table 5-7). Let us 

discuss this last finding about contacts now, and then 

turn to the other findings as an interrelated group. 

MPA's place significantly more value on the 

importance of personal contacts to one's career than 

MBA's. This is not surprising. All students develop 

friendships in their graduate programs, some of which 

are maintained over the years and become contacts as 

peers rise in power and influence. The difference is 

that comparatively fewer MBA's go into federal service 

and most of their peers enter the private sector. 

Furthermore, MPA students often have the benefit of 

contacts their professors have made and a network of 
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Table 5-4 

Differences in Year First Employed 

in Federal Government 

Groups Mean SD t 

MPA (107) 1969.346 7.967 
-1.65* 

MBA (36) 1971.286 5.228 

significant at .05; separate variance test used. 
p < .05 



138 

Table 5-5 

Differences in Beginning Grade/Step 

Groups 

MPA (103) 

MBA (34) 

* p < .05 

Mean 

8.062 

10.862 

SD 

3.039 

3.015 

t 

-4.67* 
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Table 5-6 

Differences in Year Master's Degree Received 

Groups 

MPA (107) 

MBA ( 36) 

. * p < • 05 

Mean 

1974.804 

1971.694 

SD 

4 .113 

4.048 

t 

3.94* 



Groups 

MPA (106) 

MBA ( 36) 

* p < • 05 
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Table 5-7 

Mann-Whitney U Test on Impact 

of Contacts on Career Success 

Mean Ranks 

74.97 

61. 28 

u 

1540.0 

z 

-1.801* 
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earlier graduates from the institution, neither of which 

is usually available to the MBA. 

Both MPA's and MBA's had work experience prior to 

completing their degrees. As one might expect, MPA's 

worked primarily in government while MBA's worked 

primarily in the non-government sector. The amount of 

prior experience for each group was about the same when 

looked at in this manner. A difference between the 

groups appears when one compares the first year of 

federal employment with the year when the degree was 

completed. MBA's started working in federal government 

about the same time they completed their degrees, 

whereas MPA's were previously employed in federal 

government. Thus, MPA's were committed to federal 

government before receiving their degrees while MBA's 

made a career change. This could indicate a commitment 

by the MBA graduates to government careers, unlike their 

fellow MBA students who did not enter government. If 

true, then self-selection may have been at work, but 

then the question of why these MBA's did not take more 

public sector courses arises. It cannot be explained 

away by saying that their decision was made after 
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leaving school because we saw above that employment date 

and degree ~ate were substantially the same. Apparently 

this MBA group wanted a federal government career but 

did not feel it was necessary, as a rule, to take public 

administration courses. 

Taken together, these findings seem to reinforce 

our earlier findings (see Chapter IV} that, over the 

long-term, returns to the MPA exceed returns to the MBA. 

Here are MBA's who wanted a federal government career, 

who started at higher 1 evel s than their MPA peers, but 

who are falling farther and farther behind in their 

careers as measured in terms of salary. 

Summar,t 

Regression analysis of the success indices 

indicates that only two of the indices account for a 

high degree of variance. While the var.tables loading on 

both indices are the same, master 1 s degree was not one 

of those variables. Furthermore, whether or not success 

can be predicted depends upon the measure of success 

chosen. 
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Other findings that were not hypothesized 

nevertheless seem to support the conclusions reached in 

Chapter IV, that long-term career returns to the MPA may 

exceed those to the MBA. 



CHAPTER YI 

CONCLUSIONS ANO SUMMARY 

In this chapter, conclusions will be drawn from 

the previously discussed findings. Following that, the 

entire study will be summarized, and, finally, 

limitations to the study and directions for future study 

wi 11 be discussed. 

Conclusions 

Based upon the findings relating to the three 

hypotheses of this study (Chapter IV) and the regression 

analyses (Chapter V), three levels of implication exist. 

First among these is a career implication for each 

degree group. Th i s type o f i m p 1 i c a t i o n i s both 

individual and group oriented because it suggests that 

individuals or groups of individuals can take certain 

actions to enhance their careers. Institutional 

implications are discussed next, emphasizing the impact 

on MPA programs and the actions they can take to improve 

the positioning of their graduates vis-a-vis MBA 

graduates. Finally, societal implications exist because 

144 
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government policy, developed to promote the general 

welfare of the people, is influenced by those who 

implement it - federal government employees. 

The findings suggest that MPA's do not receive the 

early returns to education that their MBA counterparts 

receive. Because MBA's seem to enter federal government 

at higher levels and because they are more technically 

oriented t.han MPA's, the latter would be well advised to 
• develop a technical specialty within their degree 

programs. This should not displace necessary courses in 

interpersonal relations, bureaucratic politics, or 

policy analysis, but should be in addition to them·. 

This may allow MPA's to enter (or re-enter) federal 

service at higher levels while maintaining their ability 

to respond to a political environment. 

MBA's apparently lack the political skills and 

knowledge of their MPA peers. MBA's can enhance 

themselves and their 1 ong-term career positions by 

devoting part of their coursework, or additional 

classes, to courses such as bureaucratic politics. This 

is not to suggest that one course will make them experts 

in the political machinations which exist in a 
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bureaucracy; it will not. Several courses should be 

taken with the intent that they will provide a 

foundation for understanding our bureaucratic· system. 

Another alternative for MBA's is to take an MPA in place 

of, or in addition to, their MBA degree. 

While the hypotheses do not address graduate 

institutions specifically, the findings have 

implications for them. Even though no significant 

difference exists between MPA's and MBA's for any of the 

hypotheses, this is a negative for MPA programs. 

Because they are educating students for careers in 

government, MPA students should have a starting 

advantage over students w i th other types of education. 

One could postulate that this condition has resulted 

from poor marketing of MPA graduates but the results 

indicate there are different orientations (technical 

versus process) that may account for at least a portion 

of this difference. In either case, MPA institutions 

can enhance the career prospects of their graduates. By 

incorporating technical specialties into their degree 

programs, while maintaining the integrity of their 

public sector orientation, MPA institutions can increase 
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their graduates' short-term returns to education while 

maintaining the existing long-term returns. Also, by 

stressing that an MPA education adds value to employees 

and prospective employees because they not only have 

technical specialties but also understand the special 

responsibilities of public service, MPA institutions can 

begin to create an awareness of MPA value in the 

government marketplace. 

There are societal implications from these 

findings as well. If short-term returns to education 

for MPA's continue to be below those for MBA's, it is 

likely that fewer and fewer students will enter MPA 

programs. Lewis has a 1 ready noted that current feder a 1 

employees without master's degrees are more than twice 

as likely to choose an MBA as an MPA degree. {1987, 

p.412) The result will be fewer process-oriented 

individuals available for upper-level positions, 

creating increased pressure to promote technical-

oriented individuals. Because the latter are 

inexperienced in the pulling and hauling of politics 

which surrounds upper level bureaucrats, policy 

implementation will suffer and so will society. 
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The regression findings suggest several 

conclusions at the individual and institutional levels. 

Individuals who are federal government career aspirants 

should push for the highest grade/step and salary 

possible, given their experience and recently completed 

degree. After all, a four grade movement from GS-9 will 

not provide the returns that a four grade movement from 

GS-11 will provide. 

While the burden for pushing for a higher grade 

clearly rests on the individual, graduate institutions 

have a responsibility to inform prospecti~e graduates of 

the important role After Master's GS and Salary play in 

future career success. 

Perhaps society has a responsibility here as well. 

That is to rewa.rd its committed public officials 

properly, both tangibly and intangibly. This means not 

only salaries and responsibilities that are competitive 

with the private sector, but also an appreciation for 

the very difficult role of federal bureaucrats. 
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Summary 

Purpose and Objectives 

Although this study was not intended to, and did 

not, examine the differences between business and 

government, that debate served as its root. A survey of 

the literature indicated there has been considerable 

debate over the differences between business and 

government. One study indicated that, in recent years, 

almost as many MBA's as MPA's were hired into public 

service positions. Because each degree purports to 

impart sector-specific knowledge, studying career 

success of federal government managers from each group 

could help us determine if holding one degree or the 

other makes a difference. 

The purpose of this study was to examine career 

success outcomes of federal government managers holding 

MPA's or MBA's to see if there were differences between 

the two degree groups. Specific objectives of the study 

were 1) to compare the career success of MPA and MBA 

degree holders who work in the federal government; 2) to 

determine if there was a difference in the career 
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success of these two sets of public sector managers; and 

3) to determine what, if any, implications emerge for 

the appropriate education of public managers at the 

federal level. 

Methodology 

To collect data for the study, survey 

q~estionnatres were mailed to the population of federal 

government managers who met several selection criteria. 

In addition to holding the MPA or MBA from selected 

universities, participants were non-exempt employees, 

meaning that they were part of the competitive career 

system rather than the political appointment system. 

The questionnaire collected information on career 

development, employment, and background. Career 

development information included questions about the 

extent of impact various factors had on the respondent's 

career. Employment information included questions on 

such topics as agency name and size, authority levels, a 

v a r i e ty of gr ad e I step d a ta , a n d l en gt h of em pl o .Y me n t. 

The last part, background information, included items 
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such as age, sex, race, marital status, and specifics 

about education. 

Statistical analyses of the data were conducted 

using SPSS on a mainframe computer. The primary testing 

procedure was the t-Test, which examines the data for 

differences between two groups based upon comparison of 

means. Other procedures used were frequencies, multiple 

regression, and the Mann Whitney U-test. 

Findings 

Ten measures of career success were used, but only 

one measure, salary change after completing the master's 

degree, displayed a significant difference. MPA 

graduates experienced a significantly greater salary 

increase after completing their degrees than did their 

MBA counterparts. 

While the above finding is important, it is 

equally important to note there were no significant 

differences on the other nine career success measures. 

This indicates there is little difference between MPA's 

and MBA's and calls into question the value of the MPA 

as preparation for federal government careers. 
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Next, three cohorts were developed for each degree 

group. These cohorts were compared wi tl1i n and across 

degrees on current salary to determine if a trend 

existed. MPA's were found to have lower starting 

salaries than MBA's. But, ten to twelve years after 

receiving their degrees MPA's are on par with MBA's and, 

after that, move ahead. While differences were not 

significant, a hypothetical fourth cohort indicated a 

significant difference. This finding suggests that the 

MPA degree may not be as highly valued initially as the 

MBA, but, over the long-term, returns to the MPA were 

greater. 

Despite the second major finding, MBA's stil 1 

found their degree as useful in their careers as MPA's. 

One possible explanation for this finding is that MBA's 

are working in technical capacities that call upon their 

technical backgrounds while MPA's are working in more 

interpersonally-reldted positions. 

Limitations 

All studies have limitations, some of which are 

imposed and some of which result from omissions. This 
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section reviews the latter, the former having been 

discussed in Chapter I. 

One omission limitation relates to questions 

about the respondent's job. While respondent's were 

asked to identify their agency, its size, authority 

levels (total and below them}, and their current 

grade/step, they were not asked to specify whether they 

were line or staff, their principal job duties, and 

their job titles. The first of those may have been of 

little consequence to the study because some 

respondents, when asked how many authority levels were 

below them, left the question blank and wrote "staff" 

off to the side. Even where they did not respond 
11 staff 11 , respondents who prov i de d to ta l author. i ty 1 eve l 

information, but not levels below information, were 

assumed to be staff. Still, a separate q1Jestion asking 

whether the respondent was line or staff would have been 

more appropriate. 

Asking respondents to provide title and job 

description information would have been useful also. 

Such information could be useful for further classifying 

respondents for additional comparisons. For example, 
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respondents with the same titles could be compared to 

determine if career success differences exist. .A 

s i m i 1 a r com pa r i s o n , b a s e d up o n j o b ty p e s , w o u 1 d a 1 s o be 

possible. Additionally, such information would have 

provided more background material on respondents, which 

could have been of interest. 

Another omission was that respondents were not 

asked if they were specialists or generalists. While 

this might be answered by a job description, given the 

apparent returns to education based up_on the more 

specialty-oriented MBA group over the MPA group, it 

would have been useful to have a specific question for 

respondents to answer. 

Career aspirations of respondents was another line 

of questioning which should have been explored and was 

not. The purpose of this would have been to see what 

respondents hoped to accomplish in their careers. Those 

with relatively low career aspirations would not be 

expected to achieve as much career success as those with 

relatively high expectations. Thus the career success 

index results could have been analyzed based upon the 

aspiration response. 
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After the data were collected a colleague asked if 

respondents worked in fast-track or slow-track agencies. 

Apparently some in federal government believe that 

agencies differ in how rapidly they move employees up 

the career ladder. Those which move employees rapidly 

are considered fast-track agencies while those which 

move employees slowly are considered slow-track. Because 

no discussion of this concept was found in the 

literature and the point was not raised in the pretest, 

no question was included which would address this issue. 

In order to make such a determination it would be 

necessary first to identify the two {or more) types of 

agencies, then i f there are these types one co u 1 d 

explore which agencies fall into which classification, 

if they prefer MPA 1 s or MBA's, and if there are any 

short- or long-term career differences which result from 

being employed in one of them. 

Finally, one could have asked information that 

sheds light on personality type. One such piece of 

information is whether the respondent has a Type A or 

Type B personality. While we might infer personality 

type from other answers, such as the career asp i ration 
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response, devoting part of the survey instrument to 

~uestions which are designed to help make that 

determination would have opened another line of inquiry. 

The purpose, of course, would be to determine if Type A 

individuals, that is, those who are hard-driving, 

aggressive, energetic, and ambitious, are more 

successful in federal government than the more passive, 

Type B individuals. 

Recommendations for Future Study 

There are many directions future studies, based 

upon this effort, can take. Certainly all of the 

limitations noted above constitute opportunities for 

further research. There are also variants of this study 

which should be fruitful for researchers. It is the 

latter to which this section will be devoted. 

One limitation placed on the present study was 

that each institution had to be of similar prestige. 

When combined with other criteria, what emerged was a 

group of high prestige institutions and a small target 

population. Expanding the population by including a 

cross-section of schools based upon several levels of 
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prestige could improve the general i zabi 1 i ty of the 

findings. Furthermore, prestige-based comparisons could 

be made within the MPA group, within the MBA group, and 

across groups. It may be found that those with MPA 1 s 

from less prestigious institutions experience greater 

returns to education than any of the other groups. 

A methodological problem raised by such a study is 

the comparison of part-time students who continue 

pursuing thSir careers with full-time students who have 

placed their careers on hold. One solution is to use 

that point as a basis for compa~ison; do the two groups 

differ on career success outcomes? Different points in 

time could be used. For example, assuming a full-ti:ne 

program to be two years in length, data could be 

collected from the beginning of the degree program and 

every two year period thereafter. Comparisons could 

show how each group fared for each two year period to 

determine what impact part-time status has on career 

success. Naturally, comparisons could be made across 

degrees, too. 

Bernard Ross, in a recent issue of Public 

Administration Times, indicated that some MPA graduates 
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are pursuing alternative career choices, including some 

in business, because of poor hiring conditions in 

government (Ross, 1986). Al Zuck, Executive Director of 

the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs 

and Administration, in a personal communication with the 

author, indicates that experienced city and county 

managers are being lured away by businesses which found 

their experience to be exceptional and their monetary 

requirements low compared to corporate executives wit~ 

similar levels of experience (Zuck, 1984). Based upon 

these assessments, a mirror image study may be possible; 

that is, a comparison could be made of career success of 

MPA and MBA degree holders in the private sector. While 

the present study assumes that no differences between 

the two degrees reflects poorly on the MPA degree, a 

mirror study would assume that no differences would 

reflect poorly on the MBA degree. Such a study could 

have tremendous marketing implications for MPA programs 

if the results were favorable for MPA degree holders. 

Mention of c i ty a_ n d county ad mi n i st rat ors g i v es 

rise to another possible study. Will these same results 

hold when comparing MPA's and MBA's who work in 
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municipal or county administration, or even in state 

government? Organizational and interorganizational 

politics may be even more important at these levels than 

at the federal level, so if MPA's are more politically 

astute we should find substantial and significant 

differences in career success. 

Certainly not all federal government managers hold 

master's degrees. Perhaps bachelor's degrees are the 

real source of career success differentiation. A study 

very similar in design to the present study could be 

conducted on this topic. 

Finally, there are likely to be other 

administrative master's degrees which some in federal 

government hold. One such degree is the Master of 

Education with an emphasis in administration or policy. 

Again, a similar research design could be used to 

determine if differentiation exists based upon these 

other degrees. 

Continued research on this topic of the MPA will 

be beneficial at all levels. Individuals will learn 

more about what actions do or do not contribute to 

career success and institutions will learn more about 
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how to improve the chances of career success for their 

graduates and can use that knowle~ge as a source of 

differentiation. Society may also benefit from continued 

study of the MPA. For the broader public good, the real 

question to be studied may not concern differences 

between levels of career success and the nature of 

sector attributes, but whether or not the MPA degree 

serves society. 

Prospect for the Future 

It is clear that public administration practice 

and education have suffered in recent years. In 

addition to what has become commonplace public scorn and 

ridicule, public administration has become a whipping 

boy in the larger political picture of our nation. 

Presidential candidates promise to cut the bureaucracy 

and make government more businesslike. Congress looks 

for the few examples of public administrators turned bad 

or, more likely, who made mistakes, and waves them in 

·front of the press and public as evidence that 

government is inept. The result is nothing less than 

self-doubt on the part of our practicing public 
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administrators; self-doubt that they are doing a good 

job, self-doubt that they are educated to do a good job. 

Public administration education has suffered also. 

When such scorn and ridicule are socialized into the 

young of our nation, how can our educators not be 

affected by it? And they have! Witness the controversy 

and doubt over the appropriate role of public 

administration education and whether public 

administration is a profession. Furthermore, the best 

and the brightest of the young seek careers in fields 

other than government, or at least other degrees, points 

which are noticed in the classroom. All of these things 

feed on themselves; how can we expect our public 

administration students to begin their careers with 

positive attitudes when they sense and expereince the 

doubts and confusion of their teachers? 

At the very least this dissertation dernonstrates 

that public administration education and practice is in 

better repair than is commonly believed. Our MPA 

graduates in the federal government are up against 

graduates of a well-oiled machine, that is the MBA, 

which, by and large, commands tremendous public respect 
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and support. Yet our graduates are performing as well 

as MBA's and there is evidence that, over the long-term, 

they outperform MBA's in terms of career success. In 

this regard our MPA programs are serving their graduates 

well • 

This study can mean more, however. While it 

demonstrates that the situation is not as bad as it 

seems, fn individual outcomes, there remains a problem 

with public administration's image. There must be a 

concerted effort to change the public's negative 

perceptions of public administration and administrators 

and this project can serve as both a rallying point and 

a tool for that effort. The dissertation demonstrates 

that there is positive value in the MPA degree and, by 

implication, MPA education. 

alike can use this to 

Educators and practitioners 

begin promoting public 

administration within their own groups and to society at 

large; eventually, public administration will gain the 

respect it deserves. 
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Appendix A.l 

First Letter 

Dear 

I aM a-doctoral candidate at Virginia Tech in Blacksburg, 
Vir~inia and ~n Assistant Professor of Business at Radford 
Un1Yersity in Radford, Virginia. For MY dissPrtation I aM con-
ducting a study on the iMpact of Master's degrzes Qn career 
cieYelopMent of federal sector eMployees. As an adyanced degree 
holaer and a federal governMeAt e~ployee, you ha~e been selected 
as one o~ the people to be asked to provide infcrMation on this 
topic. 

InforMation for the study is being collected by Maans of a sur-
vey questionnaire. I hope you will take ~bout ten Minutes to 
coMplete the questionnaire because the success cf the study 
depends on your cooperation. Nat~rally, yo~r anonyMity will be 
preserved. After ccMpleting the questionnair~, s1Mply place it 
1n the mnclosed postage paid envslope and drop it in a Mailbox. 

lhis study is iMportant to M~ because it will help Me ta ccM-
plete the final stage of ~Y Ph.D. prograM. lhis study May be 
iMport~nt to gou because it May help identify soM~ previously 
owerlooked factors in career developMent which will help you in 
your career. In return for your help, I will send you a s~MMary 
oF the results of ~Y study. 

My sinc2re thanks in advance. 

Sincerely, 

McRae C. Banks II 
Assistant Professor of Business 

i:l 't 't achMen ts 
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Appendix A.2 

Questionnaire 

Please respond to the following qu~stions by circling the number of the most 
appropriate response or by completing the blank with the most accurate information 
available. 
A. Career Development Information 

1. To what extent do you make use of the knowledge you gained in your graduate 
lro~ram i~ the performance of your work? (Circle number) 

xtens1ve 
2 Considerable 
3 Occasional 
4 Little 
5 Not at all 

2. Please identify the three courses you completed in your graduate program 
that have been most helpful in your federal service career. Use 1 to in-
dicate the most helpful, 2 for the next 1110st helpful, and 3 for the third 
most helpful. · 

Economic Analysis for 
- Decision Making 

Quantitative Analysis 
- Operations Research 
- Pruduction/Operations 
- Management 

Research Methods 
- Management Information Systems 
::: Database Management 

Evaluation Research 
- Financial Accounting 
- Governmental Accounting 
~ Managerial Acco~nting 

- Budgeting 
- Governmental Finance 

Financial Policies 
- Conteptual Foundations of 
- Public Administration 

Conceptual Foundations of 
- Business 

Business Law 
- Ethics 
- Political Economy 
- Administrative Law 

Business-Government Relations 
- Organization Theory 
- Organization Behavior 
- Organization Development 
- Personnel 
- Labor Relations/Collective 
- Bargaining 

Labor P.elations in the Public 
- Sector 

Public Management 
- Public Personnel Management 
- Marketing Management 
- Program/Project Management 
- Strategic Planning 
- Business Policy 
- Policy Fot"lllUlation 
- Policy Implementation 
- Policy Analysis 
- Bureaucratic Politics 
- Political Administration 
- Fieldwork/Internship 
- Other 
- Other -----------
=Other -----------

J. If you were asked to make changes in your master's degree program to m~ke it 
more directly related to your job, what 1110uld those changes be? 
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4. To what extent is your job a source of personal satisfaction to you? 
(Circle number) 
1 Extensive 
2 Considerable 
3 Occasional 
4 Little 
5 Not at all 

5. To what extent has luck (being in the right place at the right time) played 
a part in your careerifevelopment? (Circle number) 
1. Extensive 
2 Considerable 
3 Occasional 
4 Little 
5 Not at all 

6. To what extent has another person, in the form of an advisor or mentor, 
been a key factor in your career development? (Circle number) 
1 Extensive 
2 Considerable 
3 Occasional 
4 Little 
5 Not at all 

7. To what extent have your personal contacts been a factor in your career 
development? 
1 Extensive 
2 Considerable 
3 Occasional 
4 Little 
5 Not at all 

B. Employment Information 

a. In what year did you fir$t become a full-time employee of the federal 
government? 

9. Have you been continuously employed full-time by the federal government 
since that time? (Circle number) 
1 No If no, for how many months were you not employed by the federal 

government? 
2 Yes 

10. Please name the department or agency for which you work (e.g. Department of 
Agriculture, NASA): 

11. How many people are employed by the department or agen~y for which you work? 
(Circle number) 
1 1 - g 4 1,000 - 4,999 
2 10 - 499 5 5,000 - g,999 
3 500 - 999 6 10,000 - 49,999 

7 50,000 + 
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12. How many levels of authority are there in your department or agency? 

13. How many levels of authority are below you? 

14. Please provide the following past and present grade and step information: 

Grade 
Step 

When entered When completed Now 
federal ser~ice master's degree 

15. Please provide the following past and present salary information: 
Salary when entered federal service Salary when completed your master's .. d-eg_r_e_e ________ _ 
Salary at present 

16. Did you work in federal government prior to completing your master's degree? 
(Circle number) 

17. 

1 No 
2 Yes If yes, how many years? 

Did you 
degree? 
1 No 
2 Yes 

have any full-time work experience prior to completing your master's 
(Circle number) 

If yes, how many years? 

C. Background Information 

18. Your sex: (Circle number) 
1 Female 
2 Male 

19. Your race: {Circle number) 
1 American Indian or Alaskan Native 
2 Asian/Pacific Islander 
3 Black 
4 Hispanic 
5 White 

20". Your marital status: (Circle number) 
I Divorced 
2 Married 
3 Never Married 
4 Spouse Deceased 

21. If married, does your spouse work for the federal government? (Circle 
number) 
1 No 
2 Yes If yes, what is his/her grade/step 

department/agency 
22. Your date of birth: 
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23. Are you entitled to veterans preference? (Circle number) 
1 No 
2 Yes, five point 
3 Yes, ten point 

24. Your parents' education in years and highest degree attained: 
Father years degree 
Mother years degree 

25. Your parents' usual occupations during your youth: 
Father 
Mother 

26. What was your family's average annual income during your y-0uth? 

27. Education information (Undergraduate ~nd Graduate) 

Institution 
Attended 

Degree Major Miner Year 
Received 
Degree 

Grade 
Point 

Average 

Varsity 
Sports 
Played 

28. Please list any honors, special awards, or fellowships you have received 
as a result of your 
a, undergraduate work: 

b. graduate work: 

C, JO : 

ls there anything else you would like to tell me about your career develop-
ment and factors which influence it? If so, please use this space for that 
purpose. 

If you have completed all the questions, please return the questionnaire in 
the attached postage-paid envelope. Thank you for taking the time to complete 
this questionnaire. Your contribution to this effort is ver!' _greatly appreciated. 

If you are willing to discuss your responses to the above questions with n~, 
please identify yourself below (please print). · 
Name Phone Conven1ent bme to ca 11 ....__..._ _________ _ 

Please be assured that the confidentiality of your responses will be preserved, 
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Appendix A.3 

Post Card Follow-up 

Last week a questionnaire seeking your input on factors 
affecting career development of federal government employees 
was mailed to you. Your name was drawn in a random sanple 
of federal government ~loyees who hold. master's degrees. 
If you have already ~OlllPleted and returned it to me, please 
accept my sincere thanks. If not, please do so today. Because 
it has been sent to only a small but representative sample of 
federal government employees who hold master's degrees, it is 
extremely important that yours also be included in the study 
if the results are to represent accurately the characteristics 
and opinions of the larger group. 
If by some chance you did not receive the questionnaire or it 
was misplaced, please call me now at 703/731-5457 and I will 
get another one in the mail to you today. 

Sincerely, 

McRae c. Banks 
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Radford University Radford. Virg1n1a 24142 Department of Business 

Appendix A.4 

Follow-up Letter 

About r.nrec w~eks ago I wrote you seeking your input on factors 
affecting career development of federal government employees. 
As uf today I have not yet received your completed 
sucstionnaire. 

l am writing to you again because of the significance each ques-
tionnaire has to the usefulness of this study. Your name was 
urawn in a random sample of federal government employees who 
hulcl ma::;ter' s degrees. Because your response represents 
nun1erous other federal government employees in addition to your-
self, it is extremely important that your responses be included 
in the results. 

'lhis study is important for two reasons. First, the data 
generated by the questionnaires will help me complete the final 
stage of my Ph.D. program. Second, the data may help identify 
some previously overlooked factors in career development which 
will help you in your career. But if nothing else, the study 
enables you to air your opinions on career development in the 
federal government. 

ln the event that your questionnaire has been misplaced, a 
rc~lacement has been enclosed. If you have previously completed 
~nd returned the questionnaire, I apologize for this intrusion. 

Curdially, 

~cRac c. B~nks II Assistant Professor of Business 

P.S. A number of people have written to ask when results will 
be available. l hope to have them out sometime next 
rr.cmth. 



Sex # 

Female 23 

Male 84 

Total 107 

x2 = 3.139 

MPA 
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Appendix B.1 

Respondents by Sex 

MBA 
% # % 

21. 5 3 8.3 

79.5 33 91. 7 

101).0 36 100.0 

Overall 
# % 

26 18.2 

117 81.8 

143 100.0 
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Appendix B.2 
Respondents by Race 

MPA MBA Overall 
Race # i # '.t # % 

White 100 94.3 31 88.6 131 92.9 

Non-White 6 5.7 6 11.4 10 7. 1 

Total 106 100.0 35 100.0 141 100.0 

x2 = 1.14 
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Appendix B.3 

Respondents by Marital Status 

MPA MBA Overall 
Marital Status # # % # % 

Divorced 6 5.7 5 13.9 11 7.8 

Married 77 72.6 23 63.9 100 70.4 

Never Married 23 21. 7 8 22.2 31 21.8 

Total 106 100.0 36 100.0 142 100.0 

x2 = 2.63 
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Appendix 8.4 

Spouses Employed by Federal Government 

Federal MPA MBA Overall 
Employee # % # % # % 

Yes 15 19.2 4 18.2 19 19.0 

~Jo 63 80.8 18 81.8 81 81. 0 

Total 78 100.0 22 100.0 100 100.0 

x2 = .0123 
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Appendix B.5 

Respondents Veteran Status 

Veteran's MPA MBA Overall 
Preference # % # % # % 

No 79 73.8 20 55.6 99 69.2 

Yes 28 26.1 16 44.4 44 30.8 

Total 107 100.0 36 100.0 143 100.0 

x2 = 4.23, p < .05 

(Only one M PA, and no MBA's, qualified for ten point 
preference.) 
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Appendix B.6 

Employing Department 

MPA MBA Overall 
Department # % # % # tJf 

10 

Agriculture 12 11. 2 2 5.6 14 9.8 
Commerce 5 4.7 3 8.3 8 5 . I) 
Education 4 3. 7 0 o.o 4 2.8 
Energy 4 3.7 0 0.0 4 2.8 
EPA 10 9.4 12 33.3 22 15.4 
GSA 1 .9 1 2.8 2 1. 4 
HHS 17 15.9 4 11.1 21 14.7 
HUD 6 5.6 1 2.8 7 4.9 
Interior 5 4.7 1 2.8 6 4.2 
Justice 3 2.8 0 o.o 3 2. 1 
Labor 6 5.6 0 o.o 6 4.2 
NASA 3 2.8 0 o.o 3 2. 1 
Navy 0 o.o 2 5.6 2 1. 4 
OMB 14 13.1 0 o.o 14 9.8 
DOT 7 6.5 6 16.7 13 9. 1 
Treasury 3 2.8 3 8.3 6 4.2 
Other 7 6.5 3 8.3 10 7.0 

Total 107 100.0 36 100.0 143 100.0 

x2 = 13.07 (Excludes cells with zero frequencies.) 
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Appendix 8.7 

Respondents Continuously Employed 
by 

Federal Government 

Continuously MPA MBA Overall 
Employed # % # % # % 

No 19 17.8 3 8.3 22 15.4 

Yes 88 82.2 33 91. 7 121 84.6 

Total 107 100.0 36 100.0 143 100.0 

x2 = 1.836 
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Appendix 8.8 

Undergraduate Institution Attended 

American 
Benjamin Franklin 
Bradley 
Brigham Young (2) 
Brooklyn 
Brown (2) 
Bucknell 
Carnegie Mellon (4) 
The Citadel 
Clemson 
St. Francis • 
William & Mary (2) 
Cornell College 
Co r n e 11 Un i v e r s i ty ( 2 ) 
Davidson 
DePauw 
George Washington (2) 
Gonzaga 
Harvard (2) 
Indiana 
Johns Hopkins (2) 

... Kent State 
Kings 
LaGrange 
Lehigh 
MIT 
Mexico City College 
Miami University 
Michigan State 
Mills 
Montana State 
Murray State 
Nebraska Wesleyan 
New College 
New Jersey Tech 
North Carolina State 
Northeastern 
Northern Michigan 
Oberlin 

Princeton (2) 
Rutgers (3) 
St. John's 
St. Patrick's 
San Diego State 
Southeastern 
Southern Illinois 
Stanford (2) 
Texas A&M 
Texas Tech 
Trinity 
Alabama 
California-Berkeley (5) 
California-Santa Cruz (2) 
Dayton (2) 
Georgia 
Illinois (4) 
Kansas 
Maine 
Maryland (2) 
Michigan (12) 
Minnesota 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
Notre Dame (2) 
Oklahoma (2) 
South Carolina 
Texas (4) 
Toledo 
Tulsa 
Utah 
Virginia 
Wisconsin-Stevens Point 
Vassar 
Virginia Tech 
Wellesley 
West Virginia (2) 
Westminster 
Winona 
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Appendix B.8 (Cont.) 

Undergraduate Institution Attended 

Ohio State (2) 
Ohio 
Oregon State 
Penn State (2) 
Polytechnic Institute 
of New York 

Pomona 
West Point 
Suffolk 
Grinnell 
Washington State 

Wooster 
Xavier 
Yale (3) 
Youngstown 
Lake Forest 
California-Santa Barbara 
Loyola 
Annapolis (2) 
Washington University 
Iowa State 
Hawaii 

Top Four Undergraduate Schools Attended 

MPA 

Michigan(lO) 
California-Berkeley(4) 

Texas(4) 
Carnegie Mellon(3) 

MBA 

Michigan(2) 
Illinois(2) 
Rutgers(2) 

Yale(2) 
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Appendix B.9 

Undergraduate Degree 

MPA MBA Overall 
Degree # % # % # % 

B.A. 74 69.8 11 30.6 85 59.4 
B.B.A. 1 .9 2 5.6 3 2.1 
B • S • 32 30.2 23 63.9 55 38.5 

Total 107 100.0 36 100.0 143 100.0 

x2 = 17.575, p < .05 
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Appendix B.10 

Undergraduate Major 

MPA MBA Overall 
Major II '.t II % II % 

Agriculture 10 9.7 0 o.o 10 7.2 
Business 11 10.7 10 27.8 21 115 . 1 
Education 1 1.0 0 o.o 1 • 7 
Engineering 9 8.7 12 33.3 21 15.1 
Humanities 19 18.5 4 11.1 23 16.6 
P.A./Political 

Science 31 30.1 0 o.o 31 22.3 
Sciences 11 10.7 9 25.0 20 14.4 
Social Sciences 11 10.7 1 2.8 12 8.6 

Total 103 100.0 36 100.1) 139 100.0 

x2 = 21.05, p < .05 (Excludes zero frequencies.} 
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Appendix B.11 

Year Undergraduate Degree Received 

MPA MBA Overall 
Year # % # % # % 

1940 - 1949 2 1.9 1 2.9 3 2.1 
1950 - 1959 18 16.8 3 8.6 23 1 t;. 2 
1960 - 1969 40 37.4 27 77.1 69 48.6 
1970 - 1979 47 43.9 4 11. 4 51 35.9 

Total 107 100.0 3-5 100.0 142 100.0 

x2 = 17.521, p < .05 

... 
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Appendix B.12 

Graduate Information of Respondents 

Master's Degree Number Percent 

Business 
MBA 32 22.4 
MSM 4 2.8 

Public 
MPA 78 54.6 
MAPA 1 • 7 
MSPA 11 7.7 
MPP 17 11. 9 

Total 143 101).0 
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Append;x B.13 

Father's Education Information 

Highest MPA MBA Overall 
Level Completed # % # % # % 

< High School 26 24.3 7 19.4 33 23.1 

High School 29 27.1 12 33.3 41 28.7 

< College 11 10.3 3 8.3 14 9.8 

College 15 14.0 4 11.1 19 13.3 

Master's 9 8.4 3 8~3 12 8.4 

Doc tor 17 15.9 7 19.4 24 16.8 

Total 107 100.0 36 100.0 143 100.0 

x2 = 1.147 
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Appendix B.14 

Mother's Education Information 

A1ghest MPA MBA Overall 
Level Completed # % # % # % 

< High School 15 14.2 5 14.3 20 14.2 

H i g h S,c ho o 1 34 32.1 13 37.1 47 33.3 

< College 22 20.8 6 17.1 28 19.9 

College 20 18.9 8 22.9 28 19.9 

Master's 13 12.3 3 8.6 16 11. 4 

Doc tor 2 1.9 0 o.o 2 1.4 

Total 106 100.0 35 100.0 141 100.0 

x2 = L22 (Excludes zero frequencies.) 



202 

Appendix B.15 

Father's Occupation 

MPA MBA Overall 
Occupation # % # % # % 

Unskilled laborer 12 11. 5 5 13.9 17 12.1 
Small Business Owner 7 6.7 6 16.7 13 9.3 
Farmer 13 12.5 0 o.o 13 9.3 
Architect/Engineer 8 7.7 2 5.6 10 7.1 
Skilled Laborer 8 7.7 2 5.6 10 7.1 
Government Employee 4 3.9 5 13.9 9 6.4 
Mid-level Manager 6 5.8 2 5.6 g 5.7 
Salesman 5 4.8 2 5.6 7 5.0 
Teacher (non-college) 5 4.8 1 2.8 6 4.3 
Teacher (college) 5 4.R 1 2.8 6 4.3 
Military Officer 4 3.9 2 5. I; 6 4.3 
Executive 4 3.9 2 5.6 6 4.3 
Attorney 3 2.9 1 2.8 4 2.9 
Doctor 2 1.9 2 5.6 4 2.9 
Clerk 2 1.9 1 2.8 3 2.1 
Foreman 3 2.9 0 o.o 3 2.1 
Scientist 2 1.9 1 2.8 3 2.1 
Banker/Accountant 3 2.9 0 o.o 3 2.1 
Supervisor 2 1.9 0 o.o 2 1.4 
Custodian 1 1.0 0 o.o 1 • 7 
Police Officer 1 1.0 0 0. f) 1 • 7 
Mid-size Bus. Owner 1 1.0 0 o.o 1 • 7 
Dentist 1 1.0 0 o.o 1 . 7 
Minister 1 1.0 0 o.o 1 • 7 
Pharmacist 1 1.0 0 o.o 1 . 7 
Journalist 0 o.o 1 2.8 1 • 7 

Total 104 100.0 36 100.0 140 100.0 

x2 = 7.14 (Excludes zero frequencies) 
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Appendix B.16 

Mother's Occupation 

MPA MBA Overall 
Occupation # % . # % # % 

Housewife 70 66.0 23 65.7 93 66.0 
Teacher (non-college) 15 14.2 4 11.4 19 13.5 
Clerk 6 5.7 4 11.4 10 7.1 
Saleswoman 3 2.8 0 o.o 3 2.1 
Nurse 2 1.9 1 2.9 3 2.1 
Unskilled laborer 2 1.9 0 o.o 2 1.4 
Small Business Owner 1 .9 1 .9 2 1.4 
Social Worker 0 o.o 2 5.7 2 1.4 
Skilled laborer 1 .9 0 o.o 1 . 7 
Custodian 1 .9 0 o.o 1 . 7 
Teacher (college) 1 .9 0 o.o 1 . 7 
Government Employee 1 .9 0 o.o 1 .7 
Musician 1 .9 0 o.o 1 . 7 
Banker/Accountant 1 .9 0 o.o 1 • 7 
Librarian 1 .9 0 o.o 1 • 7 

Total 106 100.0 35 100.0 141 100.0 

x2 = 1.98 (Excludes zero frequencies) 
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