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The Purpose of the Study

The goal of this research was to identify those program ele-

ments and their levels of fulfillment in community college cooperative

education programs which are essential if the success of an employ-

er's contribution to a student's training is to be reasonably assured.

The primary purpose was to determine if statistically significant dif-

ferences in the perceptions of employers' concerns and expectations

existed between the employers and the coordinators who have partici-

pated in community college work experience programs. Specifically,

the objectives of this study were to: (1) determine, using the Delphi

technique, a consensus by experts from business and industry on the

identification and delineation of the concerns and expectations an



employer might have about continuing company participation; (2)

develop a survey questionnaire based on the consensus of the Delphi

panel; and (3) determine by the analysis of the questionnaire's re-

corded data if there were differences among the perceptions of the

training sponsors and coordinators regarding their expectation, con-

cern, expectation fulfillment, and concern alleviation.

The Procedures

The study's instrument was developed by a review of the litera-

ture, a consensus of 10 Delphi panelists from business and industry,

a pilot test, and a California employer mini-profile and information

base. Divided into five categories, the instrument consisted of 51

statements of which each was accompanied by two six-point Likert

type scales, ranging from 5.0, very high, to 0.0, none: one, for

expectation, and the other, for its level of fulfillment.

The sample for the study consisted of 54 randomly selected,

participating employers and 59 percent of the post-secondary coordi-

nator population. The respondents were selected from lists supplied

by the program directors of eight of 13 community colleges which

offered their students 15 or more separate cooperative work experi-

ence programs.

The t statistic was used to determine contrasts among the mean

scores of the two groups of respondents for each program element at



the .05 level. Boole's inequality was also utilized to provide a re-

fined estimate of the significance probability for each of the study's

four null hypothesis tests. Thus, these probabilities evolved from

not just the degrees of freedom but also the questionnaire's number

of statements. In each category, the Spearman rho rank-difference

coefficient was used to identify relationships between the ranking of

the program elements by both groups. The hypothesis tests for zero

correlation were conducted at the .05 level.

Selected Findings and Conclusions

The results of the t tests indicated that substantial differences

existed among Oregon's training sponsors and coordinators regarding

their perceptions of concern, expectation, and expectation fulfillment.

Furthermore, each of the program elements evidenced significant

concern. In concern alleviation, however, the responses of both

groups were generally alike. Only three elements were found which

indicated a significant difference between the groups in the effort re-

quired to eliminate concern.

A ranking of the program elements in each of the five categories

by their highest and lowest mean expectation scores showed that the

training sponsors and coordinators scored 17 elements above 4.0 and

27 elements between 3.5 and 4.0. The hypothesis tests for zero cor-

relation indicated a significant relationship for the elements of



program planning. However, no other relationships were found in the

four remaining categories of elements.

The program element which was judged highest in expectation

by both groups of respondents stated that both suitable academic ex-

perience and practical work experience are necessary to develop a

well-rounded student who is prepared for employment. The element

which was scored as least beneficial by the training sponsors stated

that training sponsors and their companies should receive recognition

for their participation in work experience programs.
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A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF CONCERNS AND EXPECTATIONS
OF COORDINATORS AND EMPLOYERS FOR SELECTED

COOPERATIVE WORK EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS
IN OREGON COMMUNITY COLLEGES

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Prior to the 1960's, a majority of the Nation's institutions of

higher learning tenaciously clung to the position ". . . that almost

their entire concern should be with increasing the academic back-

ground of students (Adams and Stephens, 1970, p. 47). However,

several colleges and universities, Cincinnati, Antioch, and Fenn (now

Cleveland State University), to name a few, operated outside this man-

date by conducting extensive programs in cooperative education

(Wilson in Knowles, 1971, pp. 4-8). During the decade of the sixties,

concern remained for the academic development of students, but

II. . . an increasing number of students . . . were . . . questioning

the value of their academic experience, except as it . . . was . .

related to a work experience" (Adams and Stephens, 1970, p. 47).

Consequently, one task of higher education as seen by an increasing

number of institutions has been to retain their concern for the aca-

demic background of students but at the same time, provide meaning

readily grasped by students. In other words, integrate student aca-

demic studies with work experience pertinent to their tentative career
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choices--the essence of cooperative education (Wilson, 1970, p. 8).

Nonetheless, there is increasing evidence that poses a serious

challenge to cooperative education. Undergirding contemporary

American public education is an assumption that is as essential as it

is fundamental:

That the general education needed by every student will be
supplemented by specialized education which is needed by
some students but not by others, and that the totality of
general education and specialized education received by
each student will enable him to cope successfully with his
environment and to feel confident that he can do so (Evans,
1971, p. 52).

The focus of cooperative work experience programs is the student's

goals or tentative career choices (Mason and Haines, 1972, p. 121).

Although every attempt is made to provide those classroom and occu-

pational experiences that are either directly or indirectly related to a

student's career choice, one question persists: To what extent does

formal education affect how well an individual performs a job ? Speci-

fically, are higher earnings due to superior performance arising from

more education and training?

"Educational requirements for employment continue to rise.

Employers are convinced that, by raising their demands, they will be

more likely to recruit an ambitious, disciplined work force that will

be more productive than workers who have terminated their schooling

earlier" (Ginzberg in Berg, 1970, xiii). However, Berg's investiga-

tion fails to validate this widespread employer practice.
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Re-examining and re-calculating the data obtained by the United States

Department of Labor about workers' characteristics and employers'

requirements, Berg sought to determine the extent and the affect of

changes in the required skills and in the corresponding formal educa-

tion for a variety of occupations. Teachers, traffic control person-

nel, insurance agents, bank tellers, secretaries, technicians in a

paper company, textile workers, utility company installers, and

hosiery production plant workers were among the types of personnel

scrutinized. Using promotions, merit pay increases, employer evalu-

ations, absenteeism, turnover, and dollar value of insurance sold,

Berg found that the better educated employees performed as well as
1their co-workers who had less formal education (Newman et al.,

1971, p. 39). In short, Berg points out that as yet the contribution of

formal schooling to occupational performance remains outside our

scope of understanding (1970, p. 192).

Additional evidence tending to support the indictment of formal

education emerges from the demands of prospective trainees. In his

study of technicians in Illinois, Schill found that a majority of the

State's technicians had taken one or more classes at the post- secondary

'In the chapter, The Credentials Monopoly, they argue against the
over-reliance on credentials by the employers and the Nation's col-
leges and universities. Central to their argument is this conclusion
(of conformation) arising from their review of Berg's findings.
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level. However, his findings imply that coursework was selected on

the basis of perceived direct application in careers. Coursework

which was required for degrees, e.g. , Associate of Arts, was avoid-

ed (1965, p. 35). Evans notes that ". . . many adult education stu-

dents in secondary schools and community colleges have a similar

orientation" (1971, p. 101).

Education needs to be reformed in America by strik-
ing a balance between "too much" for some and "not enough"
for others. The tendency on the part of employers to raise
educational requirements without careful assessments of
their needs, in both the short and the long run, can benefit
neither managers nor the system they extol (Berg, 1970,
p. 190).

Newman et al. suggest the means by which Berg's "balance" might in

part be achieved. De-emphasize grades, provide more independent

work, grant credit for off-campus experience, and expand the use of

equivalency examinations (1971, p. 43). Comfort, however, clearly

identifies basic s:

Almost all skills worth learning are learned by doing; the
introduction to doing de-academizes the subject, motivates
the novice to read and study, as he would never otherwise
do, and early eliminates people who should never have been
there in the first place (1974, p. 25).

Venn recommended that "all levels of education and particularly post-

secondary education, must move quickly to assume greater responsi-

bility for preparing men and women for entry into a changed and

changing world of technological work" (1964, p. 1). But to best serve
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this end, what must be the form of the preparation? Heermann points

out that:

Philosophies of education impinge upon the orientation of
cooperative education, and it is critically important for
community college educators to guard against the mistaken
notion that cooperative education is a single nondifferenti-
ated program with one central mission. This is simply
not the case. Cooperative education can be shaped and
structured to fit particular missions whether it be career
exploration, personal development, 2 upgrading, career
preparation, or programs serving the disadvantaged. The
burden of the decision rests with the community college
administrator. . . (1973, p. 14).

Irrespective of mission, the need for cooperative work assignments

remains unabated.

"Absolutely essential in the development of cooperative educa-

tion have been the employers. " Wilson wrote further, "without them,

a good idea would have remained just that" (Knowles, 1971, p. 8).

Lupton fully concurs, stating:

The employer role is so very important that a failure here
can be as effective (or more so) in disrupting a successful
program as a failure on the part of the students or educa-
tors . . . We need to continue to share ideas among all of
us that will add enlightenment and understanding to the
co-op process so that all will benefit as they should (1969,
p. 51).

However, the quality of a company's contribution does not emanate

from the mere fact that it is willing to employ cooperative students

(Heermann, 1973, p. 90). Wallace points out that employers should

2 Personal development refers to intellectual exploration, goals iden-
tification, or basic skills development.
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view themselves as part of the "downtown faculty. " Moreover,

"training sponsors [should] be selected from among those who expect

to sacrifice the usual productivity for educational significance, and

who show a willingness to utilize their production as a vehicle for

education (1970, p. 26). But what should employers expect of their

participation in cooperative education? What should be their con-

cerns? And are the coordinators aware of these concerns and expec-

tations?

Statement of the Problem

Since the introduction of cooperative education into the junior

and community colleges, coordinators have sought to identify and

describe the benefits of participation to their community's employ-

ers. However, two factors exist in work experience programs that

are not alluded to or included in lists of employer benefits--employer

expectations and employer concerns. The underlying concept behind

these two factors is that when an employer's expectations are fulfilled

and concerns are reduced to the extent practicable, both the work

experience student and the employer/training sponsor benefit. The

student becomes the recipient of supervision which is more career

oriented and the employer/training sponsor senses improved effi-

ciency in providing the work experiences sought by the student. Thus,

knowing the expectations and concerns of employers and their
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respective levels of fulfillment and alleviation, coordinators are bet-

ter able to assist training sponsors in improving effectiveness of

their training stations.

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study was to determine if statis-

tically significant differences in the perceptions of employers' con-

cerns and expectations existed between the coordinators and the

employers who have participated in post-secondary cooperative work

experience programs. Specifically, the objectives of this study were:

1. To determine, using the Delphi technique, a consensus by experts

on the identification and delineation of the concerns and expecta-

tions an employer might have about company participation in a

post-secondary cooperative work experience program.

2. To determine if there were differences in the perceptions of what

an employer's concerns and expectations should be between the

coordinators and the employers in post-secondary cooperative

work experience programs.

3. To determine if there were differences in the perceived levels to

which employer expectations were being fulfilled between the co-

ordinators and the employers.

4. To determine if there were differences in the perceived levels to
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which employer concerns were being alleviated between the co-

ordinators and the employers.

The applications of this study's outcomes are three-fold. As

previously noted, the differences between employer/training sponsor

expectations and concerns and those of coordinators require formal

inquiry and classification. This inquiry and classification provide an

information base by which the content in coordinator-training pro-

grams may be up-dated. Knowing what employers expect will enable

coordinator-guide and textbook writers to better emphasize those fac-

tors that deal with employer participation at the community-college

level. And to coordinators already in the field, this information base

may be useful in that it provides a reference by which the limits of

employer participation can be anticipated. The quality of a training

station as well as its need for up-grading may thereby be placed in

perspective with greater certainty.

Definitions of Terms

The following definitions were included for purposes for stan-

dardizing the use of terms in the study. Other terms or phrases used

in the study are considered to be self-explanatory.

1. Achievement--See Level of Achievement.

2. Alleviation--See Level of Alleviation.

3. Benefit -- Helpfulness of any kind, and see Level of Benefit.
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4. Career--An occupation followed as one's lifework (K. B. Hoyt,

1972, p. 2).

5. Company Supervisor--See Employer.

6. Concern--An expectation whose level of achievement is lower

than its level of benefit. Feelings of marked uncertainty or ap-

prehension about a present condition or possible future develop-

ment affecting the participant's welfare or well-being (Cushman,

1967, p. 1).

7. Concern Alleviation--See Level of Alleviation.

8. Cooperative Education--See Cooperative Work Experience Pro-

gram.

9. Cooperative Plan--An organizational pattern for preparatory

instruction which involves regularly scheduled part-time employ-

ment that gives students an opportunity to experience theory in

practice while developing competencies through supervised train-

ing on the job related to their occupational objectives (Navara,

1974, p. 9).

10. Cooperative Work Experience--Work experience acquired by

enrollment in a cooperative work experience program.

11. Cooperative Work Experience Program--A program of voca-

tional education for persons who, through a cooperative arrange-

ment between the school and employers, receive instruction- -

including required academic courses and related vocational
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instruction--by the alternation of study in school with a job in

any occupational field. These two experiences must be planned

and supervised by the schools and employers so that each con-

tributes to the students' education and to their employability.

Work periods and school attendance may be on alternate half-

days, weeks, or other periods of time. Common examples of

this program include distributive education, office occupations,

off-farm agricultural occupations, wage-earning home econom-

ics, trade and industry, and special needs (Navara, 1974, p. 9).

12. Coordinator--The main responsibility of the coordinator . . . is

to place all trainees in proper training stations and provide the

necessary coordination between (1) the employer and the teacher

of the related instruction class, and (2) the employer and the

counselor. See also Teacher-Coordinator (Mason and Haines,

1972, p. 128).

13. Delphi Technique - -A management technique by which it is possi-

ble to extract a consensus from a diverse group.

14. Employer--A company or organization which has been or is pro-

viding a community college with one or more training stations,

and/or see Training Sponsor.

15. Expectation--An element in work experience programs which is

a benefit to the employer and/or the student. Feelings of marked

anticipation or of hope about a present condition or possible
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future development affecting the participant's welfare or well-

being (Cushman, 1967, p. 1).

16. FulfillmentSee Level of Achievement.

17. General Education--That part of education that is needed by

everyone for the purpose of transmitting a way of life, to im-

prove that way of life by training for effective critical thinking,

and to meet the needs of individuals in the basic aspects of living,

the life roles (Evans, 1971, p. 52).

18. Level of Achievement--The perceived level of effort that has

been made toward the accomplishment of a potential expectation.

19. Level of Alleviation--Feelings of the amount of effort required

to eliminate a concern as indicated by the difference between the

perceived levels of benefit and achievement.

20. Level of Benefit--The perceived level of helpfulness or impor-

tance of a potential expectation or concern.

21. Quality--The concept of quality refers to a complex, sometImes

elusive and often highly personal set of criteria (Lauver and

McNabb, 1975, p. 80).

22. Significant Concern--A concern whose mean benefit and fulfill-

ment levels were different as shown by a hypothesis test at the

.05 level (See Ch. 3, p. 86).

23. Teacher-Coordinator--The individual who is responsible for

vocational instruction in the school as well as supervision of the
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trainee and the interrelationships of the vocational class and

on-the-job training. In addition to his classroom teaching as-

signments, he is provided time to work directly with employers,

student trainees, and training sponsors in the community. He

has a coordinating responsibility to insure that the program runs

efficiently (Munkres, 1974, p. 5).

24. Tentative Career Choice--A potential student career goal.

25. Training Agreement--An outline of learning experiences an em-

ployer agrees to provide for a student-learner enrolled in the

various cooperative work experience programs (American Voca-

tional Association, 1971, p. 21),

26. Training Plan--A plan that indicates what is to be learned by a

specific student-learner and whether it is to be taught in the

classroom (group or individual instruction), shop, or laboratory

(on-the-job or project). The plan is derived from a realistic

analysis of the tasks, duties, responsibilities, and occupational

objectives of the student-learner (Navara, 1974, p. 11).

27. Training Sponsor--The individual selected by the employer to

supervise the student trainee. The individual to whom the stu-

dent learner looks for instruction and training on-the-job or in

the project laboratory. The on-the-job training sponsor may be

the owner or manager or a responsible individual appointed by

management (Navara, 1974, p. 11).
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28. Vocational EducationThe term "vocational education" means

vocational or technical training or retraining which is given in

schools or classes (including field or laboratory work and reme-

dial or related academic and technical instruction incident there-

to) under public supervision and control or under contract with a

State board or local educational agency and is conducted as part

of a program designed to prepare individuals for gainful employ-

ment as semiskilled or skilled workers or technicians or sub-

professionals in recognized occupations and in new and emerging

occupations or to prepare individuals for enrollment in advanced

technical education programs. . . , including vocational guidance

and counseling (individually or through group instruction) in con-

nection with such training or for the purpose of facilitating occu-

pational choices; instruction related to the occupation or occupa-

tions for which the students are in training; job placement; . .

(P. L. 90-576, 1968).

Assumptions

This study was based upon the following assumptions:

1. A significant representative sample of the population was

available to properly conduct the study.

2. Community college cooperative work experience coordina-

tors with two or more years of experience can provide reasonably
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reliable perceptions of the on-going expectations and concerns of em-

ployers.

3. Employers with one or more years of experience participa-

ting in community college work experience programs are sufficiently

experienced to provide reasonably valid and reliable information about

their on-going expectations and concerns.

4. That a questionnaire constructed by the Delphi technique can

with reasonable accuracy (a) identify the factors of expectation and

concern that employers have, and (b) determine their levels of ful-

fillment and alleviation in post-secondary work experience programs.

Hypotheses

Specifically, the following null hypotheses were established for

measuring purposes:

HI: For each of the possible expectations as shown by responses

reflecting benefit and achievement, there was no significant

difference between the mean scores of the employers' responses

and the corresponding responses of the coordinators.

H2: For each of the possible concerns as shown by the responses

reflecting benefit and achievement, there was no significant

difference between the mean scores of the employers' responses

and the corresponding responses of the coordinators.
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H3: For each of the levels to which the possible expectations were

being fulfilled as shown by responses reflecting benefit and

achievement, there was no significant difference between the

mean scores of the employers' responses and the corresponding

responses of the coordinators.

H4: For each of the levels to which the possible concerns were being

alleviated as shown by responses reflecting benefit and achieve-

ment, there was no significant difference between the mean

scores of the employers' responses and the corresponding re-

sponses of the coordinators.

There exists some varied perceptions as to what an employer's

concerns and expectations should be to effectively participate in co-

operative work experience programs. The first two hypotheses in-

directly describe the present level of communication between the

employers and the coordinators. Rejection of the null hypotheses,

in each case, suggests potential communication deficiencies about

which the employer and/or the coordinator may be unaware. The

remaining two hypotheses relate indirectly to the quality of evaluation

in existing cooperative work experience programs. Rejection of the

null hypotheses, in each case, suggests the existence of areas for

improvement about which neither the employer and/or the coordinator

may be aware.
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Rationale for the Study

The need for this study was, in part, alluded to in Oregon's

Fiscal Year 1975 State Plan for the Administration of the Vocational

Education Amendments of 1968. To provide more specialized on-the-

job preparation, post-secondary cooperative work experience pro-

grams are expected to be increased from their present capacity of

6,000 students to 11,000 students by 1980. No fewer than 10 com-

prehensive program evaluations were to be conducted during the fiscal

year 1975-76 (p. 258).

The expansion sought by the year 1980 places additional impor-

tance on employer guidelines and the resulting interdependence be-

tween the schools and the business community. So essential was the

role of the employer to the Cooperative Education Association, that

the association developed and strongly supported a set of general

guidelin'es for employers. These guidelines were designed to evolve

a partnership between the school and industry. Only through a part-

nership can the efforts of both the coordinator and the training spon-

sor be effectively integrated. Those guidelines were:

1. A realization on the part of the employer that
cooperative education is first and foremost an educational
program integrated with practical experience. From an
educational viewpoint, the employer should give consider-
able importance to the meshing of particular academic
experiences with practical factors at the working site; a
series of coordinated experiences for the student as he
returns to the employer in succeeding employment
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periods; the placing of the student in those areas of employ-
ment which will be most conducive to the learning process;
and the consideration of the long-range objectives of both
the student and the employer.

2. A genuine interest in integrating and developing
the cooperative student as a "team member" in the organi-
zation.

3. A top-level management commitment that the
cooperative education program will be an important pro-
gram in the personnel development of the corporation.

4. The appointment of a well-qualified company
coordinator who understands and is in agreement with the
objectives of cooperative education. He must have a good
knowledge of the colleges and universities with which he
will be working and of their academic programs. He
should have a recognized position that will enable him to
develop the program throughout the corporation.

5. Close attention to the supervisor of cooperative
students, with emphasis on placing the students under
supervisors who can see their roles as "educators" as
well as supervisors.

6. Establishment of a separate budget for salaries
paid to cooperative students, enabling the student to be
placed in any appropriate department. This avoids the
imposition on normal operating budgets and tends to be a
financial safeguard for the program.

7. A philosophy within the organization that the
program will be sustained to a reasonable degree through
normal fluctuations in economic conditions.

8. A well-planned series of experiences for the
student, creating an attractive and viable program which
will cause a favorable reaction and contribute to his per-
sonal development.

9. The payment of a salary to the student which is
fair and competitive.
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10. While the granting of fringe benefits is not a
requirement for participation in a cooperative program, it
is desirable to give the student as many advantages as pos-
sible. The more 'the looks like" a permanent employee,
the most likely he is to think in terms of permanent asso-
ciation with the employer (Hunt in Knowles, Handbook of
Cooperative Education, 1971, p. 172).

More specifically, Lupton points out five key areas of the co-

operative work experience program wherein the training-sponsor

should be an integral participant:

1. Planning a co-op program
2. The employment process
3. Student orientation
4. Student supervision
5. Student evaluation

Areas of less frequent participation are:

6. Extra curricular assistance to the student, and
7. Professional affiliation (1969, p. 51).

In terms of program success or failure, Lupton ranks student super-

vision the most important and holds coordinators responsible for

training sponsor development:

The importance of supervision should be evident yet there
are many instances where a supervisor [training sponsor]
seems to believe he is out of the [educational] process . . .

The importance of training supervision cannot be overlooked.
It is very important that supervisors receive instruction in
leading co-op students, and campus coordinators can be
ideal resource participants in training programs for super-
visors (1969, p. 55).

Compounding the difficulty encountered by a cooperative coordi-

nator regarding sponsor orientation and training is the fact that the

institutions of which the coordinator and the sponsor are a part are
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striving toward different goals. The employer's goal is virtually

always economic in nature and one which demands the availability of

qualified personnel for production and/or service purposes. Whereas

educational institutions focus on human resource development, em-

phasizing individual student needs, transferability of skill and knowl-

edge, and opportunities for geographic and occupational mobility

(Evans, 1971, p. 97, p. 270). These different thrusts make it im-

perative that the coordinator proceed with considerable caution to

develop, to operate, and to evaluate sponsor training programs. And

as Wallace (1971, p. 10) considers it important that the coordinator

be responsible for the selecting of training sponsors and training sta-

tions, all these activities must be mutually compatible. However,

the effective integration of these three basic areas of coordinator

responsibility requires a series of interdependent decisions. To

insure that the appropriate decisions are rendered, the coordinator

requires considerable employer as well as student background infor-

mation, of which some may be very detailed. One important compo-

nent of the information called for may be classified under two head-

ings: employer concerns and employer expectations. To Cushman

et al., it is only with a thorough knowledge of an employer's concerns

and expectations that the coordinator is able to maximize the effective-

ness of a student's cooperative work experience (1967, p. 29).

Today, the question of utmost importance to cooperative
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education is not whether a knowledge of an employer's concerns and

expectations is essential but whether or not the ubiquitous societal

changes, precipitated by technology, have possibly affected the em-

ployer's concerns and expectations. Thus, the coordinator's ability

to identify and to minimize the employer's concerns while recognizing

and maximizing his expectations remains one of the dependent vari-

ables in the success of a cooperative work experience program.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The role of this chapter was to review the documents pertinent

to occupational cooperative education work experience programs.

Although this chapter evolved from an extensive review of the publi-

cations written since the early nineteen-sixties, no attempt was made

to mention or cite every publication which relates to this study. How-

ever, those references which are cited indicate the breadth and scope

of most of the available documentation and provide a basis for the

study. This chapter presents the following sections: An Historical

Sketch; The Advantages and Values of Cooperative Plans; The Role of

the Coordinator; The Role of the Employer; The Key Ingredients of

Cooperative Plans; The Delphi Technique in Education; and a

Summary.

An Historical Sketch

Experimental in nature, the first cooperative work experience

program was the inspiration of Herman Schneider, an engineering

professor at the University of Cincinnati. Formerly of Lehigh Uni-

versity, he possessed the notion in 1903 but was not given the authori-

zation to initiate his revolutionary plan until 1906. Although he en-

countered considerable employer resistance, his conviction of the
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program's merit, his enthusiasm for it, and his persistence enabled

him to persuade several Cincinnati firms to hire his students on a

part-time basis. At this time, two criteria justified the program's

structure: It satisfied the needs of students for state-of-the-art work

experiences and for money. Basically, classroom learning was re-

inforced by job responsibilities (Park, 1943).

Initially, job responsibilities were thought to contribute to

career development only when the work assignments closely corre-

sponded to the academic curriculum; the concept that cooperative

education was little more than an extension of the college laboratory

prevailed. However, through early research:

It became increasingly clear that cooperative education
experiences contribute to the developing sense of identity
and sense of worth of the student, because, for perhaps
the first time in his life, he relates to adults as an adult
and because he learns important lessons about relating
to other persons from many different backgrounds; that
he typically achieves better in his academic program
because - -among other reasons--he changes his attitudes
toward himself; organizes his time and work better, as
a result of meeting work obligations; finds greater rele-
vancy and hence greater motivation for his studies; is
able periodically to have a change of pace from the lock-
step of academic pursuits; and worries less about
finances, which might distract him from his studies
(Wilson in Knowles, 1971, p. 5).

In 1909, Northeastern University (known then as the Polytechnic

School of the YMCA Evening Institute) became the second institution

to initiate a cooperative engineering plan. By 1920, seven other

baccalaureate institutions and one technical institute initiated
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cooperative work experience programs (Wilson in Knowles, 1971,

p. 6).

Until 1922, when Riverside Junior College in California began

its program, there was no commitment to cooperative education which

was evidenced by the two-year colleges. At Riverside, correlated

work experience was available to students in nursing, library science,

architecture, engineering, and other occupation areas. In Boston,

Garland Junior College initiated (in 1924) its own cooperative program

tBarbeau, 1972, p. 99). Another program was begun by Marin Junior

College in California. Implemented in 1928, San Francisco banks,

steamship companies, and railroads provided the bulk of the work

experience available to students (Heermann, 1973, p. 4). In the

period from 1931 to 1945, which encompassed both the Great Depres-

sion and World War II, only five programs (baccalaureate included)

were begun. However, due to the need to accelerate the educational

process during World War II, thirteen institutions suspended all co-

operative program operations (Smith, 1946). And by 1960, only ten

two-year colleges had established operational cooperative programs,

bringing the total number of programs to seventy-one (Collins, 1970).

Cooperative education grew slowly in the beginning- -
at the rate of less than one program per year in the first
35 years of its existence, because the country was not
ready for co-op in the first half of this century. It was
not until egalitarianism was legitimized in higher educa-
tion through historical evolution that co-op could come
into its own . . . Cooperative education does what people
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think education should do in an egalitarian era. It provides
the kind of education that is useful and practical for people
from all walks of life. It offers, in a very direct way, the
opportunity for social and economic equality (Cross, 1975,
p. 12).

In 1958, the Fund for Advancement of Education (FAE) granted

$95, 000 to conduct a two-year national study to appraise the claimed

advantages and feared disadvantages of cooperative education. A

study committee was assembled and a staff was employed. When it

concluded its study in 1960, the committee's major finding was that:

. . . Cooperative education has important values for col-
leges and universities, for students and employers. These
values should be given wide publicity and cooperative pro-
grams in American higher education should be greatly
extended (Tyler in Knowles, 1971, p. 14).

This outcome in no small measure was responsible for the develop-

ment of the National Commission of Cooperative Education (NCCE).

Since its creation in 1962, the NCCE has worked to expand pro-

gram development and implementation. As a result of this effort, a

provision of Title III of the Higher Education Act of 1965, entitled Aid

for Developing Institutions, was enacted, making funds available to

qualifying institutions seeking to establish cooperative education pro-

grams. The National Commission was also instrumental in the devel-

opment and enactment of the 1968 amendments to the Higher Education

Act of 1965, making still more funds available for qualifying institu-

tions. Although it is primarily responsible for the passage of Title

IV, Part D, of this act, the NCCE played no part in the development
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and passage of the 1968 amendments to the Vocational Education Act

of 1963. However, under Title I, Part G, Section 171, funds were

also authorized for cooperative education (Wilson in Knowles, 1971,

p. 15). And again, under the auspices of the "continuing resolution, "

the Educational Amendments of 1972 had authorized the continued

funding of cooperative education at increasing rates until 1976. In

addition, funds were made available through the Division of College

Support of the U. S. Office of Education (Wilson in Knowles, 1971,

p. 17). Since 1965, these sources of funds have been instrumental in

the rapid growth of cooperative education throughout the country.

Funded by the FAE in 1965, Northeastern University established

the first of four leadership development centers for cooperative edu-

cation. Their purpose was two-fold: To provide specific aid to those

institutions seeking to establish programs and to train coordinators.

By 1969, the other centers, located at the universities of South

Florida and Detroit and at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, and that at

Northeastern University also offered training in cooperative education

through workshops and summer institutes (Knowles, 1971).

To Wilson:

Cooperative education has had both a long and short
history. It has had a long history in the sense that the
idea was first propounded and implemented over sixty-
five years ago. It has had a short history in the sense
that only in the past ten years has the idea of cooperative
education captured the imagination of hundreds of colleges
and universities throughout the country. The number of
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cooperative programs established during this brief period
has increased the total number by nearly fourfold . . . (In
Knowles, 1971, p. 16).

Today, cooperative education is in a state of rapid expansion

that is almost mind-boggling. In 1972, 350 cooperative work experi-

ence programs were in operation, of which 40 percent were in two-

year colleges (Heermann, 1975, p. 5). However, by 1973, all 13

campuses of the Oregon community college system offered their stu-

dents cooperative work experience (Leadham, 1973) and by 1975, 99

California community colleges had operational programs (Bennett et

al. , p. 3), suggesting a rate of increase in the programs being imple-

mented that has yet to level off.

By 1980, Bennett predicts that 25 percent of all California stu-

dents will be enrolled in cooperative education programs (In Heer-

mann, 1973, p. 8). Also, " . . . by 1980, junior colleges will con-

stitute a much larger proportion, even the major proportion, of

higher institutions' operating programs of cooperative education"

(Wilson, 1971, p. 794).

The Advanta es and Values of Cooperative Plans

Brockmann (1971) conducted a longitudinal study which was de-

signed to critically examine a secondary-level cooperative work ex-

perience program during the early years of cooperative education in

the United States. The program's appraisal was based on the
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perceptions of respondents who had completed the program during the

14 year period, from 1930 to 1944. From the 254 women and 169

men (ranging from 44 to 57 years of age) who had participated in the

study, Brockmann found that the most important items were

. . . learning to get along with employers and employees,
broaden their understanding of the occupational world and
working conditions, learning the fundamental ideas or
background of business, and gaining knowledge and atti-
tudes necessary for successful job performance (p. 56).

He implied that contemporary work experience program emphasis

should focus on the students' vocational development. "Job surveys

are very important but a survey of students' vocational interests and

aptitudes should come first" (p. 61). Brockmann also pointed out

that ".. . . there is a real need to give very serious attention to the

concept that [all] school programs should be related to experiences

in the community" (p. 61). Considerably expanding this concept, the

Carnegie Commission on Higher Education stated that:

Society would gain if work and study were mixed throughout
a lifetime, thus reducing the sense of sharply compart-
mentalized roles of isolated students v. workers and of
youth v. isolated age. The sense of isolation would be re-
duced if more students were also workers and if more
workers could also be students; if the ages mixed on the
job and in the classroom in a more normally structured
type of community; if all members of the community valued
both study and work and had a better chance to understand
the flow of life from youth to age. Society would be more
integrated across the lines that now separate students and
workers, youth and age (1971, p. 2).

Cross (1975) stated that:
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. . . with the new emphasis on lifelong education, enlight-
ened employers will be looking for ways to help all their
employees continue to learn and develop on the job. We
may find that the new co-op student is a worker who wants
to add education to his experience, rather than a student
adding work to his education (p. 14).

Although she does not suggest that this new student orientation is the

one most (or least) probable, she described a basic concept in coop-

erative education which in fact may be held by many students as well:

It is not a question of whether academic content is more
respectable or more important than applied learning.
Rather, the well-educated individual needs both, and
cooperative education has the mechanism to provide this
balance (p. 13).

Evans (1971) points out that there are inherent occupational ad-

vantages in cooperative vocational education due to its experiential

emphasis. He states that "most studies have shown that vocational

graduates get jobs faster, earn more money per hour, and are em-

ployed more hours per year than comparable graduates of other cur-

ricula" (p. 104). Evans is so strongly convinced that he goes on to

state parenthetically that "possibly they take jobs away from gradu-

ates of other curricula, rather than reducing total unemployment,

though we are not sure of this" (p. 104).

The United States Congress is on-record as having discussed

and recognized some of the more frequently cited advantages of co-

operative programs. Under Title I, Part G, of Public Law 90-576,

Section 171:
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The Congress finds that cooperative work-study programs
offer many advantages in preparing young people for em-
ployment. Through such programs, a meaningful work
experience is combined with formal education enabling stu-
dents to acquire knowledge, skills, and appropriate attitudes.
Such programs remove the artificial barriers which separate
work and education and, by involving educators with employ-
ers, create interaction whereby the needs and problems of
both are made known. Such interaction makes it possible
for occupational curricula to be revised to reflect current
needs in various occupations (p. 23).

Conducted by the San Mateo Community College District and

funded under the Higher Education Act of 1965, the New Horizons in

Cooperative Education project (1974) was designed to (among other

things) research trends of the future especially in the western United

States. Using a nine item questionnaire, 146 employers working in

post-secondary cooperative work experience programs in three Cali-

fornia community colleges rated their programs for the fiscal year

1973-74. The finding was that employers continue to be highly re-

ceptive to community college cooperative education after a period of

program demonstration and promotion.

Regardless of world-wide problems which have occurred
during 1973-74 with regard to the energy crisis and a weak
employment market, employers continue to provide strong
support for cooperative education.

Positive employer response to the program is indicated by
the fact that about 50% of "good prospect" employers,
screened from response letters to development literature,
actually become employers of cooperative education stu-
dents. A total of 1,200 business, industry, and commun-
ity agencies have employed the 2,303 students enrolled
in community college cooperative education during the
1973-74 school year.
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Employers are becoming aware of the fact that community
colleges are the largest local labor pool of young, talented
employees with high potential for advancement to technical
and management positions. The co-op plan is the answer
to many of their recruiting and screening problems.

Students, as well as employers, benefit from the effective-
ness of cooperative education to open wide new areas of
employment traditionally not available to beginning work-
ers. Recruitment, as well as options for continuing in
school and on the job, are mutually beneficial (p. 8).

Other authors have written extensively about the advantages

and/or values of cooperative education. Among these are Butler and

York (1971), Law (1970), Tyler in Knowles (1971), and Bennett et al.

(1975). Numerous other textbooks and reports could be cited that

emphasize these aspects of cooperative education. Perhaps the most

representative of these in both breadth and scope was delineated by

Heermann.

Heermann (1973) states that the continued growth of cooperative

education at the community college is conditioned upon demonstrable

values--values to the student, to the employer, to the college, and to

the community:

Values to the Student
1. Helps the student decide on a career.
2. Increases potential placement, advancement, and

remuneration.
3. Accentuates the importance of assuming responsi-

bility.
4. Sensitizes students to academic performance and

staying in college.
5. Instills cognitive and attitudinal skills critical to

successful job performance.
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6. Provides a matching of job to personal needs.
7. Sensitizes students to interpersonal relationships.
8. Supplements financial resources.
9. Decreases the sense of isolation of the culturally

and economically deprived student.
10. Provides direct contact with practitioners.
11. Demonstrates the importance of formal education

to work performance.
12. Fosters understanding of the subtleties of the

managerial activity in problem solving.
13. Facilitates a study-work intermingling for lifelong

learning.
14. Bridges the generation gap.
15. Allows for the development of critical social skills

in a work setting.
16. Aids the adjustment to work and the achievement

of higher-level needs.

Values to the Employer
1. Provides students who have occupational experi-

ence and who may become permanent employees.
2. Allows for careful screening of trainees.
3. Provides a training program.
4. Reduces employee turnover.
5. Provides a trainee with a curriculum geared to

his employment area.
6. Allows the employer to influence the tenor of the

college program.
7. Provides a highly motivated source of temporary

or seasonal part-time employment.
8. Contributes in a positive way to community good

will.
9. Provides a professional counseling staff for

trainee s.
10. Provides a means of recycling employees who are

in need of additional educational training.
11. Releases highly trained employees from basic or

elementary tasks.

Values to the College

1. Provides a college-community interchange.
2. Improves student retention.
3. Provides outside facilities that cannot easily be

duplicated on campus.
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4. Achieves greater responsiveness to need.
5. Facilitates counseling.
6. Clarifies the college function to the community,
7. Familiarizes employers with the skills of commun-

ity college students.
8. Focuses on the student process of making career

choices.
9. Provides for an ongoing self-renewal of faculty.

10. Makes for effective use of resources.
11. Allows for immediate feedback regarding program

success..

12. Recruits new students.

Values to the Community

1. Provides a pool of college-educated workers.
2. Increases rapport between college and community.
3. Increases students' sense of citizenship and re-

sponsibility.
4. Increases the likelihood that students will remain

in the community.
5. Introduces students to community opportunities.
6. Provides preparatory training for middle-

management, semi-professional, and technical
employment (pp. 36-44).

The Role of the Coordinator

Students who enroll in cooperative work experience programs

have certain commonalities:

They are inclined to be career-oriented, with goals already
clearly defined or seeking educational experiences to help
them define these goals. They place a high value on educa-
tion, particularly on education that prepares them for vo-
cational or professional career opportunities. They have
a keen appreciation of the educational value of off-campus
work experience, travel, research, or independent study
related to their major fields of study (Miller in Knowles,
1971, p. 155).
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In this context, Miller characterizes the cooperative coordinator as

follows:

Crucial to the cooperative plan of education is the
coordinator--a person whose responsibility it is to advise,
counsel, and place students in off-campus assignments.
To function effectively, a coordinator must appreciate his
students as individuals; listen to their problems and offer
help where possible; encourage them to accept challenging
coop assignments; to help them to appraise their own
progress on the job; and work to find jobs for his stu-
dents which are both well-paying and of a highly educa-
tive nature (Miller in Knowles, 1971, p. 156).

A study conducted by Wilson (1969) of the beliefs of thirty co-

operative education staff members at Northeastern University re-

vealed that " . . . sensitivity to student feelings, interest in the

student as a person, and a readiness to listen to student problems"

were found to rank highest (pp. 49-50). He further characterizes

the coordinator as one who typically is in charge of approximately 50

students (sometimes as many as 150 students), visits his students on

the job at least once each semester or quarter, holds a masters

degree and has several years of work experience, has faculty rank,

and has probably been employed less than five years in a cooperative

work experience program (1970, 1971, 1972). Mosbacher (1969)

points out that the matching of students and jobs has evolved into an

important coordinator counseling role. "In order to assist each stu-

dent to reach the fullest potential within his career area, the total

career counseling function has become the major role of the
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coordinator (p. 32). The cooperative coordinator should not be con-

sidered a vocational guidance counselor but should be viewed as a

central force in assisting each student to reach his ultimate
objective of preparing himself for a personally satisfying
career . . . The matching functions, in fact, may become
more and more the function of the machine, and less and
less that of the coordinator (p. 32).

Bostwick (1972) takes a different tact, hinting that the true

scope of the coordinator's responsibilities may be in fact best char-

acterized by the nine-tenths of the iceberg which is always hidden.

He states that:

Mere attainment of a particular level or receipt of an
academic degree in a specific discipline will not assure
the coordinator's success or failure in obtaining challeng-
ing and popular job assignments, especially when the
economy is operating at a low ebb. Similarly, a speci-
fic number of years of industrial work experience does
little to insure the coordinator's ability to relate to the
changing needs of students and their environment (p. 49).

Heermann (1973) views " . . . the qualities which identify an out-

standing prospective cooperative education coordinator" as follows:

1. He should possess competence in guidance and coun-
seling, employer relations, occupational outlook,
placement procedures, public relations, administra-
tive practices, employment standards, instructional
skills, and competence in enlisting teaching faculty
and work supervisors in the student's learning process.

2. Personally, he should have a contemporary appearance,
people orientation (over and above a simple task orien-
tation), self-confidence, empathy, strong motivation,
organizational and administrative sensitivity, and a
friendly, personable style.
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3. His educational preparation would ideally include a
masters degree (and most desirably in the field of
community college and cooperative education). He
should have educational awareness and knowledge in
the technical areas he coordinates and in professional
subjects such as testing, counseling, and coordination,
and the teaching-learning process (p. 88).

Bennett et al. (1975) state that the coordinator should possess

the following knowledge, abilities, and understandings:

1. A knowledge of federal, state, and other regulations
governing the employment of individuals in industry.

2. A knowledge of state and local college regulations
governing Cooperative Work Experience Education.

3. A background of the economics of labor organizations
in the economy.

4. Be familiar with job placement methods and practices.

5. Understand vocational counseling techniques.

6. Be able to make presentations to community groups
and clubs.

7. Be able to make periodic followup evaluations of
Cooperative Work Experience Education programs.

8. Administer, preferably through actual on-the-job
experience, in fields other than teaching, problems
faced by beginning workers.

9. Understand the goals and objectives of the program.

10. Be able to communicate with the employers, school
administration and other agencies concerning the
organization and functioning of the Cooperative Work
Experience Education program.

11. Certificated persons are assigned as coordinators for
the operation of the Cooperative Work Experience Edu-
cation program (p. 83).
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G. H Miller outlines the scope of the coordinator's relations with

their students as follows:

1. Students should receive adequate orientation into the
concept, philosophy, and the mechanics of the coopera-
tive education program.

2. Students should be adequately prepared for participation
in the program, through instruction regarding inter-
view techniques, acceptable appearance, appropriate
work habits.

3. Students should be interviewed to determine their
interests, goals, background, abilities, and personal-
ity.

4. Students with special problems should be referred for
further assistance in the following areas:
a. Vocational information
b. Interest and aptitude testing
c. Psychological or psychiatric counseling
d. Financial aid

5. The following problems might affect consideration of
specific cooperative assignments:
a. Economics. If the student is totally dependent on

cooperative earnings to continue in school, there
will be salary and location restrictions on his
placement.

b. Transportation. Without private means of getting
to work, job locations may be restricted to areas
with public transportation services.

c. Married student. A married student finds it ex-
tremely difficult to move to a distant work loca-
tion on a periodic basis. The alternative of long
periods of separation is equally unattractive.

d. Apartment Leases, Students with leases must
either sublet or pay extra living expenses if they
accept an out-of-town cooperative assignment.

e. Housing. Adequate housing near job assignment
may be limitedparticularly true in rural or
semirural areas.
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f. Academic work. The necessity for a student to be near
education facilities to do make-up work might dic-
tate work locations.

6. The following problems might arise while the student
is on a cooperative assignment:
a. Problems between the student and his employer

need the attention of the coordinator for adjust-
ment. Such problems might involve personality
conflicts or misuse of the student's services.

b. Family problems might develop that the student
feels have priority over his work assignment. He
might, for instance, have to provide full-time
nursing care for an ill parent or take over the
family business in an emergency.

c. The student on an away-from-home assignment
might become seriously ill.

d. The student might have difficulties with the law
while working in a strange city.

e. Students in unfamiliar locations could have diffi-
culty meeting friends.

f. In some states, auto registration and drivers'
licenses might be considered invalid (In Knowles,
1971, pp. 157-158).

Mason and Haines (1972) state that the coordinator must be

recognized for the fact that he is a unique educational person who is

at one time or the other:

1. a teacher who must be among the best.

2. a public relations man who may come in contact with
more important taxpayers and voters than the super-
intendent does.

3. a counselor who deals firsthand with educational,
social, occupational, and personal problems.

a successful employee who knows a trade and the
language of the trade and has the employer's respect
for it.
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5. an administrator who keeps reports and records and
arranges the schedules of others.

6. an evaluator who engages not only in classroom mea-
surement but in measurement of students on the job
and of the contributions of his program.

7. a planner, organizer, and manager of an instructional
system (p. 126).

The decision, however, to undertake or continue to operate a

cooperative work experience program without faculty participation

makes very real the possibility that the faculty will assume a position

that is actively against cooperative education and its intrusions on

curriculum or course offerings. Knowles (1971) writes: "one of the

difficulties encountered in cooperative education programs over the

years has been the lack of support, and at times outright hostility,

toward the system itself on the part of some faculty members"

(p. 228). To overcome this problem, Heermann states that:

. . . effective communications coupled with faculty par-
ticipation are imperative. The task force advisory com-
mittee . . . is an excellent vehicle for achieving a limited
faculty involvement. In-training faculty programs and
orientation sessions should be regular endeavors, and
the regular faculty should be encouraged to visit with the
cooperative staff in their meetings and attend cooperative
education conferences. The faculty member needs to be
recognized as an invaluable resource in maximizing the
cooperative education experience, and to this end he
should be encouraged to participate in giving perspec-
tive and direction to the program (pp. 96-97).

Clearly, Heermann suggests that this often overlooked aspect of the

coordinator's role should be overtly pursued and not just buried in

"lip service. "
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Of potential importance to the cooperative coordinator are the

concerns and expectations of the cooperative student and employer.

If known and understood, these factors can markedly influence a

cooperative program's potential for improvement and upgrading.

Cushman et al. (1967) concluded that:

When the participation of students . . . and em-
ployers in a directed [ secondary-level] work-experience
program is initially solicited by the teacher [coordina-
tor]. . . it can be anticipated that they will evidence
certain concerns or feelings of uncertainty, anxiety, and
apprehension. Likewise, it can be anticipated that stu-
dents . . . and employers will have certain expectations
or feelings of anticipation or hope. Specifically, it can
be anticipated that:

1. A majority of the students will be concerned as to
whether or not the work which will be required of
them on-the-job will be worthwhile educationally.
Furthermore, a substantial minority of the students
will share concerns about the possible interference
of work with home and school activities; the neces-
sity of buying tools; whether or not the employer will
be fair, pleasant, and helpful; whether they will be
delegated as much responsibility as they would like . .

2. A majority of the employers will share two concerns:
Whether or not the students will work long enough at
a time to make their work worthwhile and whether or
not employers will have a voice in selecting the stu-
dents who will work in their businesses. In addition,
a notable minority of the employers will share such
concerns as the need to meet specified wage require-
ments, the amount of time required of them, the ade-
quacy of the training to be provided by the school . . .

3. A majority of the students will expect that: specific
training for an occupation will be provided; credit
toward graduation will be given for directed work
experience; the employer will be fair, pleasant, and
helpful; at least the minimum wage will be paid;
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directed work experience will be provided. Further-
more, a large minority of the students will expect the
teacher of agriculture to coordinate the program and
solve problems that arise . . .

4. A majority of the employers will expect the students
to perform varied types of work, and to have good
work habits and desirable personal attributes; they
will want the school to provide specific training for
the occupation; they will insist that the students work
long enough at a time to make it worthwhile . . .

(pp. 26-27).

Specifically, they implied that:

1. Guidelines and procedures to be used by teachers
[coordinators] in initiating and operating directed
work-experience programs must, if they are to prove
effective, be strongly oriented to strategies for over-
coming the concerns and fulfilling the expectations of
students . . . and employers.

2. The degree of success or failure achieved by the
teacher [coordinators] in initiating and operating
directed work-experience programs will depend to
a very large degree on his effectiveness in overcom-
ing the concerns and fulfilling the expectations of
students . and employers (p. 29).

Commenting on the Cushman study, Butler and York (1971)

point out one potentially ominous defect in cooperative education pro-

grams: "Employers viewed the student essentially as a part-time

worker . . . Students expected the experience to have educational

significance" (p. 12). Since employer participation and involvement

is absolutely essential to the achievement of the program's objectives,

Heermann (1973) states that employer development is essential (p. 94).

In urging training sponsor development, Meyer (1969) writes,
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"employers often tend to assume that the learner can perform a task

after being told and shown once how it should be done. " Here, Meyer

identifies at least one potential employer expectation and perhaps as

many possible concerns. He recommends a sponsor development

program which focuses on four fundamental teaching tasks: preparing

the learner; presenting the material; applying the learning; and check-

ing on the learning (pp. 67-69). More specifically, many employers

need to know and understand that all cooperative education students

require at least some assistance in adjusting to the role of an em-

ployee and in learning the tasks of their jobs. The Oregon Board of

Education's Cooperative Work Experience Coordinator's Manual

(1972) states that the students should be understood, taught, encour-

aged, and respected.

1. Understand them - -They are growing up physically and
mentally. They have learning ability but lack judgment.
They are striving for independence but feel insecure.
They want to conform yet value their individuality.

2. Teach them--Make your orders clear and concise.
Start them on jobs they can do quickly and well.
Teach them safe practices. Answer their questions
and explain their mistakes.

3. Encourage them- -Make them welcome. Praise them
when they deserve it. Help them stand on their own
feet. Show them your enthusiasm.

4. Respect them -- Listen to their ideas. Give them re-
sponsibility when they can take it. Help them find
opportunities for teaching and education. Promote
them when you can (p. 21).
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To many authorities, program success is further assured when co-

ordinators tactfully inform their training sponsors by personal meet-

ings, workshops, or seminars that as teachers, these four aspects

will improve their efficiency. A thorough knowledge of employer

concerns and expectations will assist coordinators to place the scope

of the challenge posed by the disposition of their employers in per-

spective.

The Role of the Employer

Heermann (1973) states that "there is little doubt that the coop -,

erative employer (whether he offers wages or unpaid learning experi-

ence) is a key ingredient in cooperative education . . . " (p. 90).

More specifically, Lupton (1969), in discussing the role of the em-

ployer, wrote that his role is "so very important that a failure here

can be as effective (or more so) in disrupting a successful program

as a failure on the part of students or educators" (p. 52).

Mason and Haines (1972) described the areas of the employer's

contribution to cooperative education. They stated that:

The training sponsor is in a sense the counterpart
of the teacher-coordinator. He must be first a job super-
visor for the employer, who oversees the trainee's per-
formance and ensures that he is a productive employee.
At the same time, his role becomes quite different--an
instructor who shows and tells how an operation is car-
ried out, a planner of experiences which are varied and
related to the student's progress, and an evaluator not
only of job productivity but of progress toward a defined
job goal (pp. 228-229).
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Basically, the tasks of the cooperating employer can
be reduced to three essential elements: providing the neces-
sary background and knowledge for the student to perform
his task efficiently (participating in the definition of learn-
ing objectives); supervising the cooperative student during
his work period; and evaluating the student's accomplish-
ments (Heermann, 1973, pp. 90-91).

However, of no less importance to Heermann is the employer's

ability, . . to be sensitive to student needs; to creatively corn-

municate job training to the student, given his learning capability; to

work with the coordinator in planning work outcomes and gearing ex-

perience to the student's occupational or personal objectives; to

demonstrate interest in the student and in the achievement of his

educational goals; to perform in a socially responsible manner so as

to elicit respect and a professional sensitivity from the student"

(1973, p. 91). He further points out that some employers do not or

cannot satisfactorily contribute to the students' occupational develop-

ment and/or to the achievement of the cooperative program's objec-

tives. For these reasons, employers' responsibility also entails

their acceptance of the results of periodic but tactful supervision

performance evaluations based on these aspects of their involvement

with cooperative students.

Miller in Knowles (1971) identifies several specific employer

responsibilities. He suggested that:

Employers should be explicit about the type of student
wanted, the qualifications expected, the salary that will be
paid, and the work to be performed. They should also
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make prompt decisions on applications for employment, so
that students can be satisfactorily placed before the onset
of the coop work term.

Employers should make every effort to bring stu-
dents into their organization through a well-thought-out
orientation program and introductions to key people in
diverse departments. Supervisors of coop students
should be made fully familiar with the purposes and ob-
jectives of the coop program, in order that the students'
experiences will be meaningful. The employer should
make efforts to talk with the student periodically about
his job, his progress, his problems, and his accomplish-
ments (p. 158).

The CEA's (Cooperative Education Association) set of guide-

lines for employers wishing to establish cooperative work experience

programs were stated in detail in Chapter I (pp. 16-18). However,

much more detail about employer participation was provided by

Lupton (1969). "In any sort of endeavor, " he writes, "success and

satisfaction for an individual rests on two important elements--know-

ing what one's job is and then doing it" (p. 51). Specifically, the

employer's role can be identified in five different and necessary

areas as follows: (1) planning a co-op program, (2) the employment

process, (3) student orientation, (4) student supervision, and (5) stu-

dent evaluation (p. 51). Among these five essential areas, Lupton

described 18 factors relevant to employer participation. They were

delineated under their areas of classification as follows:

Program Planning

1. A successful program will provide for a sequence of
planned student activities and involvement with pre-
planned steps of movement from one activity or level
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to another as soon as student has indicated his ability to
so move.

2. A pre-planned pay schedule is also provided commen-
surate with these successive steps to reward the student
and acknowledge his upward movement in terms of use-
fulness to the employer and challenge of the job.

3. A single member of the employer organization (the
"contact official") should assume the full responsi-
bility of the overall direction of the program. While
he can delegate to others the duty to train and super-
vise the co-op student, he cannot delegate the full
responsibility of the program.

4. Others participating in the program in some delegated
area must be trained to be responsive to the objectives
of cooperative education so the student will not be neg-
lected altogether or treated as a 90-day wonder--both
potential evils of any co-op program.

5. The contact official and others supervising the program
must maintain a regular communication system of checks
and balances so that all parties know what is going on and
appropriate counseling can be instituted before serious
problems arise. The employer's resources as well as
the school's are available to keep a bad experience from
developing but these resources must be brought into play
before the explosion has occurred (p. 52).

Employment_

6. Clear and concise information must be provided the
school so the campus coordinator will know the type of
student wanted, the minimum qualifications he should
have, the salary he will be paid, and the type of pro-
gram he will participate in including, in a general way,
activities in the initial and subsequent training periods.

7. A student's application must be quickly reviewed and a
decision made so a student rejected by one employer
will have an opportunity for consideration in a second
round with another employer.

8. It is best for all communications to be processed
through two people--the contact official for the
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employer and the college coordinator on campus. Should
correspondence ever go directly to the student, a copy
must always be sent to the college coordinator since he
originates the process and must be fully aware of what
is happening at all times (p. 53).

Student Orientation

9. First and foremost, all procedures should be completed
for bringing the student into the organization. This in-
cludes payroll authorization, and a system of introduc-
ing the student to key people. All those to participate
in the program must be primed beforehand about the
student's arrival.

10. The entrance interview should be designed to be help-
ful and informative to the student. It is a good time
to establish with the student that the contact official is
interested in him personally and in his progress with
the employer. It is a good time to inform the student
the contact official's office is an appropriate place to
discuss strengths and weaknesses of the student or the
program. The contact official should assume the role
of the on-the-job counselor and advisor because of his
direct relationship with the school which sent the stu-
dent there in the first place.

11. Orientation should include a broad spectrum of infor-
mation including the business of the employer, the
area or public he serves, as well as specifics of the
group within the organization to which the student is
assigned and its place in the total employer organiza-
tion. A student wants to become a member of the
team rather than a perpetual visitor and a thorough
orientation is a first step in that direction (p. 54).

Student Supervision

12,. The supervisor must understand the objectives of a
co-op program so he will assign duties to the student
commensurate with this understanding and these ob-
jectives.

13. The supervisor must be constantly familiar with the
student's work and progress in the program.
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14. The supervisor must maintain a regular communication
with the contact official about the progress of the stu-
dent. If there are early signals of problems, these
must be made known to the contact official so he or the
school can do the necessary counseling or take the nec-
essary steps to alleviate the problem.

15. The student and employer will profit by pre-planned and
regularly scheduled review conferences at least once
each month unless there are problems in which case
these conferences should be more frequent. Partici-
pants in these conferences should be contact officials,
the supervisor or supervisors, and the student. Most
schools visit each student each time he is out and one
of these conferences should coincide with the visit by
the Coordinator from campus (pp. 54-55).

Student Evaluation

16. The evaluations must be honest! If a student is to fail,
the best time to do it is in a co-op program where
everyone recognizes the student has much to learn
and failure may be a necessary experience to achieve
the maximum learning. A student who is evaluated as
being satisfactory who should have failed has learned
a bad lesson--a lesson that teaches that he can do
failing work but still be considered as performing
satisfactorily. He may have to undo that lesson at
some later time when the cost could be enormous.

17. The contact official must review all evaluations and
should sign or initial the evaluation to record that he
has reviewed it.

18. If more than one person is involved in evaluation, all
names should be noted thereon so the student will know
it has been fairly and thoroughly completed (p. 55).

However, an esoteric factor of the employer role may have far-

reaching significance. As was alluded to previously, Cushman et al.,

(1967) conducted a study to obtain first-hand information about certain

reactions which students, parents, and employers are likely to
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evidence when their participation in secondary agricultural work ex-

perience programs is solicited by a teacher-coordinator. 1

. . . Two specific types of reactions were deemed
to be of particular significance in formulating workable
guidelines and procedures for use by teachers [coordina-
tors]. . in initiating and operating directed work-
experience programs: One referred to as "concerns".. .
[and] The second, referred to as "expectations". .

Answers were thus sought to two closely related
questions:

1. What concerns are students, parents, and employers
likely to evidence when their participation in directed
work-experience programs is initially solicited by the
teacher [coordinator] of agriculture?

2. What expectations are such prospective participants
likely to evidence in the same context (p. 1) ?

"A patterned interview procedure was used to gather information about

the concerns and expectations of students, their parents, and employ-

ers, who were likely participants in a cooperative off-farm agricul-

ture program" (Wallace, 1970, p. 25). Commenting on the findings

of this study, Wallace (1970) described ". . . the pervasive dilemma

of cooperative vocational education (p. 26).

The findings of the Cushman study . . . illustrate the
pervasive dilemma of cooperative vocational education. The
employer expects productivity while the student expects the
activity to have educational significance. But as the produc-
tivity of the student increases, the educational significance
of the activity drops off (p. 26).

1 The expectations and concerns of the parents were not included in
the study's conclusions listed on pp. 39-40.



49

Although Cushman et al. offer no solutions, Wallace (1970) points out

that:

They might have recommended that training sponsors be
selected from among those who expect to sacrifice the usual
productivity for educational significance, and who show a
willingness to utilize their production as a vehicle for edu-
cation. Or possibly they might have recommended that,
in promoting and developing the program, the prospective
employers should be persuasively encouraged to accept
this philosophy, viewing their role as an educational
one . . . (p. 26).

Clearly, one aspect of the role of cooperative employers is that they

not only need to know the expectations and concerns of the students

they supervise but also need to honestly articulate their own expec-

tations and concerns and still remain committed to the objectives of

the cooperative program. Although many might doubt, few would

reject outright that other possibly more subtle phenomena exist with-

in the dynamics of employer participation. Mason and Haines (1972)

wrote:

It may seem like an easy task to list the responsibilities
of the training sponsor or the employer, but the real dif-
ficulty lies in how to "reach" the sponsor to show him
what these responsibilities really are (p. 229).

The Key Ingredients of Cooperative Plans

Student Goals, Jobs, and Correlated Classes

Ranging from as few as five to more than 20 items, the litera-

ture is replete with lists of elements or characteristics essential to
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the success of cooperative work experience programs. Such lists

are readily found in most textbooks, state and federal guides, and

journal articles describing cooperative vocational education.

Law (1970) discussed five common elements in cooperative

work experience programs. They were:

1. The systematic progression of skills and techniques
through a definite pattern of learning experiences on
the job.

2. Occupational orientation and job counseling, together
with related technical instruction in school.

3. Coordination of school and work activities through
job visitations by school personnel.

4. Cooperative school and employer development of
appropriate classroom work and job experience.

5. School credit for combined employment training and
related schoolwork (p. 1).

Basically, ". . . student learners receive supervised payroll ex-

perience as a part of the school curriculum" (p. 1).

To Mason and Haines (1972), a successful plan of cooperative

education exhibits the following set of characteristics:

1. Instruction in School--Two kinds of instruction are
necessary: (a) basic related instruction--those con-
cepts, knowledges, skills, understandings, and atti-
tudes needed by all the students as basic to occupa-
tional preparation--and (b) specific related instruction- -
those concepts, skills, and attitudes needed by the in-
dividual student-learner to handle the duties and re-
sponsibilities at his training station and to prepare
for advancement toward his career objective.
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2. Selected Training Station--A cooperating business or
industry is selected according to criteria which mea-
sure its ability to provide the opportunities for those
supervised educational experiences which prepare the
student for his intended career objective.

3. Student-Learner with a Career Objective--A student-
learner is a person who has enrolled in the cooperative
education program for the expressed purpose of pre-
paring for an occupation or an area of occupations.

4. Preparatory Courses--A program of instruction is
necessary that includes a planned series of courses
which develop occupational information and those skills,
concepts, and attitudes needed before a placement of a
person as a cooperative student-learner.

5. Step-by-Step Training Plan--This is a written plan
indicating what is to be learned by a particular student-
learner and whether it is to be taught in the classroom
or at the training station.

6. Adequate On-the-Job Supervision--This involves the
appointment of a training station sponsor (an experi-
enced employee, supervisor, or manager) who is
directly responsible for the occupational learning
experiences of the student-learner on the job as ex-
pressed in the step-by-step training plan.

7. A Qualified Teacher-Coordinator--The teacher-
coordinator is a person employed by the school dis-
trict to operate the cooperative education program.

8. Adequate Coordination Time - -There must be adequate
time, depending upon the number of student-learners
and the geographical distribution of the training sta-
tions, for the coordinator to carry out efficiently the
organized program of activities that unite the training
station experiences with the classroom learning ex-
periences of each student-learner into one meaningful
program.

9. Suitable Classroom Facilities and Instructional Materi-
als--Facilities and materials adequate for teaching
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vocational information, skills, and attitudes are
necessary to occupational preparation.

10. Well Defined School Policies Regarding the Pro-
gram--A local plan of administration and operation
should be prepared regarding student-learner re-
cruitment and acceptance to the program, class
scheduling, school credit for both the classroom
phase and the on-the-job phase of the program,
minimum essentials for training stations, respon-
sibilities and duties of the teacher-coordinator, and
so forth.

11. Well Organized Program Records--A planned pro-
gram records system with physical facilities to
accommodate it should be arranged to maintain
current records on students and training stations
and follow-up records on graduates. Library ref-
erences, text materials, and individual instruc-
tional materials should be catalogued and syste-
matized.

12. Use of an Advisory Committee--A committee repre-
senting students, school, parents, business, and
industry should be appointed to serve in an advisory
capacity to the superintendent and teacher-coordi-
nator (pp. 108-110).

These characteristics are generally applicable to both secondary and

post-secondary levels of instruction. However, there are some fac-

tors which modify this plan when it is used in career specialist

curricula.

1. Student Maturity--The post-secondary student
generally is in the 19- to 25-year-old range, but
many are older. Even the 21-year-old may pos-
sess considerable occupational or military experi-
ence.

2. Academic motivation--Post-secondary coordina-
tors say that students typically are more highly
motivated than those in high school and are more
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eager to profit from the cooperative experience. How-
ever, the related course activities must be structured
so as to clearly be perceived as meeting needs.

3. Higher-level cooperative placements--The post-
secondary curriculum aims at mid-management,
supervisory, and semi-professional positions. The
cooperative plan student may therefore be more high-
ly regarded at the training stations as a potential
member of the firm.

4. Variable class-work schedules--Unlike the standard-
ized daily schedules of the high school, the post-
secondary curriculum allows different combinations
of work and class hours which better suit the needs
of the cooperating employer. The age of students
usually avoids problems of labor laws applicable to
those below the age of majority.

5. Specialized curricula--The post-secondary institution
is often specialized and directed at a specific job title
or one type of business, e.g. , agricultural equipment
sales and service. The student perceives this direct
relationship between courses, job training station,
and career goal. A greater use of individual prospects
is required as well as flexibility in student elective
choices.

6. Faculty loads--In the post-secondary institution of
the collegiate type, faculty loads are usually based
on credit hours, e.g. , 15 per term, or some equiva-
lent such as laboratory contact hours. Faculty time
available for coordination and for student consultation
is constrained by the varied daily teaching schedule
and other academic responsibilities, including the
time given to committee and administrative assign-
ments. Non-scheduling of coordination activities
must allow the time for coordination visits suited
to the employee's schedule (Mason and Haines, pp.
12,1-12Z).

In a similar fashion, Butler and York (1971) discussed in detail

the 13 elements which they felt were essential if a cooperative
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program was to be successful and of high quality. Among these were

surveying student interests and needs, developing and coordinating

strategy, working with the administrator, promoting the program,

surveying community resources, evaluating the program, and devel-

oping cooperative training stations. In particular, they state that

"the selection and development of on-the-job training stations is as

important as the in-school instructional program, since a large por-

tion of the student's learning experiences will be gained on the job"

(p. 9). The importance Butler and York associated with these ele-

ments is exemplified by the following list of questions which they

identified as training station selection criteria:

1. Does the proposed area of employment meet or relate
to the career objectives and abilities of the student-
learner ?

2. Does the training station sponsor show an interest in
providing instruction on the job and not merely part-
time employment for the student?

3. Does the training station sponsor express a willing-
ness to match learning experiences to individual
student capabilities?

4. Will the training station offer a well-rounded variety
of learning experiences for the student-learner?

5. Does the sponsor indicate willingness to develop a
step-by-step training plan in cooperation with the
potential student and the teacher-coordinator?

6. Can the sponsor arrange time to confer periodically
with the teacher-coordinator?

7. Can the training station sponsor work closely with
the student-learner or provide another employee
to offer personal and effective instruction?
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8. Will the student-learner be employed during the entire
school year?

9. Will the training sponsor discuss career possibilities
with student-learner?

10. Is the physical and moral environment of the training
station appropriate and beneficial for the student-
learner ?

11. Are the hours for on-the-job training moderate and
arranged within the framework established by the
local and state programs?

12. Is the training station accessible for the student-
learner in terms of location and available transpor-
tation?

13. Is the training station located within an up-to-date
and progressive business?

14. Is the equipment at the training station adequate,
reasonably modern, and in good condition?

15. Do the business, owner, and employees have accept-
able reputations in the community in regard to social
factors, economic factors, and labor relations?

16. Is the business currently observing all state and
federal laws relating to employment of minors [if
applicable] ?

17. Will the student-learners be employed at wages
comparable to those paid to similar beginning
workers or at the student-learner rate established
by the U. S. Department of Labor?

18. Do the employer and his personnel understand and
appreciate the importance of the occupational work
experience portion of cooperative vocational edu-
cation programs?

19. Would the employer be willing to provide reports on
student attendance, evaluation of work done, and the
personality development of the student?

20. Does the business have an ongoing training program
that seeks to develop the maximum occupational
growth of its regular employees (pp. 10-11)?
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From just a cursory inspection of these criteria, it is readily appar-

ent that no small amount of attention should be given to the work ex-

perience component if the program is to be very successful.

In 1973, the Oregon State Department of Education published a

set of cooperative work experience assessment guidelines entitled

An Assessment for Cooperative Work Experience Education. This

guide was specifically designed to provide a performance profile of

the key elements in a cooperative program. The guide lists 18 ele-

ments or program characteristics that must be periodically evaluated.

The elements included were: (1) Written Local Policy Statement, (2)

Advisory Committee, (3) Community Survey, (4) Training Station,

(5) Student Selection, (6) Student Placement, (7) Training Plan, (8)

Training Agreement, (9) Facilities, (10) Related Classroom Instruc-

tion, (11) Training Station Visitation, (12) Records and Reports, (13)

Classroom and On-the-Job Evaluation, (14) Follow-up, (15) Program

Evaluation, (16) Personnel, (17) Public Relations, and (18) Youth

Organizations. Illustrations of the emphasis and detail placed on

student goals, jobs, and related classes may be found in Appendix A.

Although this list is more comprehensive than that set forth by Butler

and York (the 13 elements alluded to above), careful scrutiny of both

lists yields little in terms of substantive differences.

Other prominent authorities in cooperative education stipulate
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similar sets of elements if a viable program is to evolve. Leven-

dowski (1969) identified nine ingredients:

1. Development of occupational competencies is the pri-
mary goal.

2. Students have occupational objectives.
3. Students may have received related instruction prior

to enrollment in the program and receive directly
related instruction correlated with employment ex-
periences: instruction is provided by a teacher-
coordinator in a class limited to students enrolled
in the program.

4. Program utilizes as training stations businesses
which can provide a variety of planned learning
experiences. Students are employed in jobs direct-
ly related to their occupational goals.

5. Student employment experiences are coordinated by
a teacher-coordinator.

6. Students are screened on the basis that they desire
and can benefit from the directly related instruction
and employment experiences.

7. Students receive school credit for their related in-
structions and employment experience.

8. Students are paid wages comparable to wages paid
to other beginning employees.

9. Co-curricular club program activities to supplement
classroom instruction and employment experiences
are utilized (pp. 5-6).

To more fully identify the important elements of a cooperative

vocational education program, Wallace (1970) developed a list of

tasks that "must be performed effectively" if the program is to de-

velop and function properly. The tasks were:

1. Develop a system for recruiting, selecting, training,
and constantly upgrading the performance of effective
teacher-coordinators.
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2. Develop a system for providing and maintaining the
facilities and resources required for effective opera-
tion of the program.

3. Develop and maintain an effective advisory committee.
4. Develop and maintain an effective public relations

program.
5. Provide for recruiting and selection of students.
6. Develop a program of vocational guidance including

appropriate placement services and activities.
7. Develop a system for integrating the cooperative

program with the education and training preceding
and following it.

8. Develop a system to provide appropriate personal
counseling, remedial or advanced instruction, or
other special services as required by individual
students.

9. Provide for effective selection and development of
training sponsors and training stations.

10. Provide for the development and utilization of
appropriate on-the-job training plans for each
student.

11. Develop and maintain a program for utilizing the
educational resources of the community to supple-
ment and enrich the institutional program.

12. Provide for appropriate co-curricular activities
including student organizations patterned after the
professional and trade associations in the occupa-
tional areas served by the program.

13. Develop and maintain an effective program of re-
lated instruction which is geared to the needs of
youth in their first contact with real employment
and the world of work and effectively articulated
with specific technical instruction and with the on-
the-job training component of the program.

14. Develop a system for assessing and evaluating
student performance, and for utilizing this infor-
mation in appropriate program revision, vocational
and personal guidance, training plan revision, etc.
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15. Develop and maintain a continuous program evaluation
system including appropriate communication and im-
plementation activities directed toward constant up-
grading of the effectiveness and efficiency of the
program (p. 10).

Harris (1971) conducted a study involving coordinator and em-

ployer practices as they relate to the operation of cooperative dis-

tributive education programs. The essential activities that Harris

identified and listed included the following:

1. A schedule developed by the coordinators and training
sponsor for training each student.

2. An advisory committee, comprised of members
representative of the business community, to ad-
vise school officials on program operation.

3. Assignment of a specific individual to serve as an
on-the-job training sponsor for each distributive
education student.

4. Training session to prepare training sponsors for
their role in training distributive education students.

5. Classroom instruction having a relationship to the
learning experiences of a student in his training
station.

6. Training materials for the student to study in
school, which are related to his training-station
experiences.

7. Participation by business representatives in the
classroom instruction phase of the program, i.e. ,
speaker, etc.

8. A written training agreement that establishes the
responsibilities of student, school, and employer.

9. Participation in DECA youth group activities, i.e.,
serving as judges for competitive events, making
field trips, attending employee-employer banquets
(p. 35).
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As can be ascertained from these cited references, cooperative

education authorities generally agree on the basic elements required

to conduct a successful cooperative work experience program. "Co-

operative occupational experience programs have as their central

purpose the development of occupational competence, using employ-

ment in a real-life job as a source of learning" (Mason and Haines,

1972, p. 15). However, the inclusion of the Harris study raises a

potentially important question: Is it possible to generalize from the

guidelines for planning and conducting cooperative work experience

programs in DE (distributive education) to those which would be

appropriate for T and I (trade and industry) or agriculture?

In 1966, Anderson posed this question. Using a rather large

sample of teachers (n=317) representing each of these areas (DE,

T and I, agriculture), he found that each of the three groups listed

the procedural elements of cooperative programs in the following

order of importance: (1) coordination, (2) student selection, (3)

program promotion, (4) student evaluation, (5) teacher-coordinator

visitations, (6 ) instructional materials, (7) training station selection,

(8) records and reports, (9) classroom instruction, (10) program

evaluation, (11) policy, (12) facilities, (13) employer evaluation,

(14) follow-up, (15) training plans, (16) surveys, (17) school-

employer agreements, and (18) advisory committees. Since there

was no significant difference among the three groups of instructors
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regarding the order of importance (or priority) of these statements,

Anderson concluded that the teachers were apparently quite familiar

with the basic guidelines.

Heermann (1973) points out that "a critical ingredient of the

work experience aspect of the community college cooperative educa-

tion program is the student's placement" (p. 100). He completely

supports Mason and Haines' contention that a student job should be

selected "primarily as a training medium rather than merely as an

opportunity for remunerative employment for the student or for an

employer to obtain part-time help" (1972, p. 219). To Heermann,

this aspect of program emphasis is unique in post-secondary coop-

erative work experience programs in that 70 percent of the students

entering cooperative work experience programs have a previously

acquired job (Dawson, 1971, p. 11). However, his list of essential

elements for program success was similar to that written by Wallace.

In an effort to provide community college cooperative work

experience administrators and coordinators easy access to the

materials and procedures of cooperative work experience programs,

the San Mateo Community College District sponsored a project that

was designed to prepare a comprehensive work experience resource

guide. Completed by Bennett et al. in 1975 and called a Resource

Guide for Administrators and Coordinators of Cooperative Work

Experience Education in California Community Colleges, this guide
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was assembled in cooperation with the California Community College

Chancellor's Office and was funded under provisions of the Vocational

Education Act as amended in 1968. No fewer than 24 elements were

identified as the vital components of a comprehensive model for

cooperative work experience education. The elements comprising

this model were college administrative support, labor market infor-

mation, advisory committees, articulation with secondary schools

and four-year colleges and universities, college work-study, and

placement coordination, just to name a few (p. 221).

Under the rubric of college work-study, the resource guide's

emphasis on related work emerges. However, the scope of this

emphasis was described by the assumption that undergirds the ele-

ment of job development and placement. Bennett et al. (1975) state

that "cooperative education and job placement have long worked to-

gether in serving the best interests of students. So much so, that

each has become an indispensable part of the other" (p. 150). Thus,

employer participation is essential. They further stated that:

A vital and essential function of a successful
Cooperative Work Experience Education program is
a high degree of cooperation, support, and understand-
ing with employers. The community college district
must engage in a continuous effort to inform the com-
munity (business, industry, student) regarding the
purpose, objectives, operation, and accomplishments
of the Cooperative Work Experience Education program.

The success of job development/placement de-
pends on the mutual satisfaction of both students and
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employers. The problem of integrating work experience
with classroom studies requires continual attention.
Through this process, the student is given the oppor-
tunity to engage in productive employment under the
competitive conditions of life in a realistic environ-
ment while enriching his/her educational experience.
On the other hand, the employer who desires continuity
and stability is given the opportunity to have a continu-
ous supply of students (employees) who have been se-
lected and "matched" to the job assignment (p. 153).

The source guide identifies the following procedure by which a job

development and placement program can be implemented:

1. A job market data development process can be esta-
blished whereby Average-Annual-Job Openings are
determined for local projection purposes by combin-
ing data from SMSA Bureau of Labor Statistics
sources assessed in relation to the local labor
force.

2. An occupational program output-measure process,
as determined by the level of student participation
can be established in the form of:
a. full-time equivalent enrollments (FTE);
b. student enrollments (unduplicated count); and
c. SE-FTE Index data, combining FTE and stu-

dent enrollments.

Although labor market needs and occupational output
measures are not comparable directly, it is appropriate
to develop statistical relationships which are useful in
projections for the planning of future occupational pro-
grams (p. 156).

Although many additional references could have been cited,

those chosen clearly indicate that the student's career goal must

first be determined and a relevant training station acquired. "The

employment situation must be truly a training station where the firm

understands and accepts its teaching responsibility and where an
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individual is given time to act as a training sponsor. " Furthermore,

"the kind, extent, and sequence of the training station learning ex-

periences are correlated closely with the kind, extent, and sequence

of the in-school learning experiences" (Mason and Haines, 1972, pp.

16-17).

Program Quality

Crucial to the survival of any program is its quality. In this

regard, cooperative education is no exception. Lauver and McNabb

(1975, p. 80) take the position ". . . that success in a co-op program

can best be measured by evaluating the quality of the co-op experience

for all participants. " However, quality has many nuances. Quality

judgments, Marshall (1974, p. 9) points out, frequently depend upon

implicit qualitative elements that have been quantified by some

means, e.g. , a Likert scale. To provide focus for purposes of

application, Lauver and McNabb suggest the following procedure:

"One way of viewing qualitative elements is to consider them as those

attributes of a situation which we experience as meeting expectations

of which we may be unaware or which may complement or extend our

consciously held expectations" (1975, p. 80). More specifically,

Lauver and McNabb point out in their model of functions incorporating

program quality judgments that:



65

Faculty, student and employer concerns about
quality focus on the job setting . . . Placement occurs
in expectation that the needs of each member of the
triad will be met and the ensuing job experience pro-
vides data supporting or disconfirming these expecta-
tions . .

. . . the critical coordinator functions are:
1. to clearly identify the needs and expectations of

employer, faculty, and student participants;
2. to assist each in understanding the expectations and

needs of the others, and
3. to negotiate job descriptions which leave little room

for misunderstanding (1975, pp. 80-82).

In the last several years, the use of competent supervisors of

students in work experience programs has been recommended with

ever-increasing frequency. Adams and Stephens (1970, p. 11) sug-

gest that an important nexus exists between the development of lead-

ership in work experience students and competent supervision:

. . . the able, full-time supervisor will provide
opportunities for students to assume leadership roles
of a lesser nature. Where continuity is not needed for
work completion, students should be placed in major
supervisory roles if they are competent to handle the
responsibilities. Under any circumstance, competent
supervision is virtually an imperative.

Kesterson (1974, p. 1) strongly supports the development of a pro-

fessional bond between the cooperative coordinator and the training

sponsor:

The management at the training station should select
this person and guide and support his efforts as a teacher.
It is the coordinator, however, who must train the candidate
to be an effective supervisor. The sponsor development
program is the plan by which this goal is achieved.
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Moreover, Lynn (1972, p. 103) points out that:

Being a training sponsor will very likely be a duty
which will supplement the regular activities and responsi-
bilities of the employee who will not usually be reimbursed.
This means that the employer, in selecting a training spon-
sor, will choose someone who, he feels, will be willing to
spend time "teaching" not because he will be reimbursed
but because he wishes to do a thorough job.

However, the basic thrust of the Kesterson and Lynn papers was to

suggest guidelines and procedures for the development of qualified

training sponsors.

Employer Expectations and Concerns

To develop guidelines and procedures for directed work experi-

ence programs in secondary-level agricultural occupational education,

Cushman et al. (1967, iii) assessed

. . . the concerns and expectations of students,
parents, and employers at that point in time when they
first enter into dialogue with the teacher about participa-
tion . . . Such an undertaking was deemed important in
order to devise procedures for initiating and operating
directed work experience programs which would be com-
patible with expectations and would minimize the initial
concerns of students, parents, and employers.

Cushman's interpretation and application of the role of concerns in

the development of work experience program guidelines and proce-

dures appears to have been used in a much more recent study.

Munkres (1974, p. 1) dealt specifically with two questions:

1. Could coordinators identify the major concerns an
employer might have regarding his involvement with
their CWE program? and
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2. Of the major concerns identified was there a correla-
tion between the ranking of importance by coordinators
and employers?

Although no guidelines are specifically outlined in this study, Munkres

(1974, p. 74) provides a list of "practical considerations" regarding

the involvement of employers in cooperative education. But listed in

the same chapter are six suggestions for further study. The most

crucial suggestion reads as follows:

A sample of a larger population should be conducted
with a standard procedure developed for answering the
questions (1974, p. 76).

Adams and Stephens (1970, p. 152) remind us that ". . . too

often, the working student is thought to need the same supervision as

a full-time employee, which is actually not true in most instances . . ."

It must be remembered that the student comes to the work station with

different goals than those of a full-time worker and a lack of general

work experience or specific work experience in the assigned job.

Commenting on the Cushman study, Butler and York re-iterate this

potential flaw in work experience programs:

Employers viewed the student as a part-time
worker . . . Students expected the experience to have
educational significance (1971, p. 12).

To Heermann, this ominous defect means that "employer participa-

tion and involvement is absolutely essential to the achievement of

program objectives. " In other words, "employer development is

crucial . . . " (1973, p. 94).
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The contemporary perceptions of concerns and expectations of

industry/education have yet to be documented at the community col-

lege level in Oregon. In order for the number of institutions offering

cooperative vocational work experience programs to grow in size, in

quality, and also in number, the foundations of the employer/coordi-

nator relationship must be carefully scrutinized.

The Delphi Technique in Education

In the absence of an accepted theory, knowledge, and/or experi-

ence, expert opinion can be summoned to provide the nexus in a set

of events or the most desirable course of action when more than one

are confronted. At this point, however, several seemingly unrelated

questions arise: Should more than one recognized expert be con-

sulted? If so, should they function as a team ? or as independent in-

formation sources ? And if two experts can be more objective than

one, would not three be more effective than two? To the decision-

maker, these questions become little more than that many more un-

certainties with which coping is essential if decisions are to be made.

Helmer and Rescher (1960) pointed out that any kind of

committee-like activity is influenced by ". . . certain psychological

factors, such as specious persuasion, the unwillingness to abandon

publicly expressed opinion, and the bandwagon effect of majority

opinion" (p. 33). They also noted that in debate there are several
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pitfalls. For example, at the time an issue is discussed, every

effort is usually made to conclude a stand or position at that en-

counter. Rarely, if ever, are the debators afforded sufficient time

and/or the opportunity to reconsider their stand and discreetly alter

it in the event that through inadvertence an earlier weighing of fac-

tors was erroneous. Moreover, such an inadvertence would have

virtually no chance of discovery by feedback evolving from a com-

puted consensus of the other debators. Przybylek (1974) implies that

advisory boards consisting of diverse constituencies would benefit

markedly if such reconsiderations were to accompany their delibera-

tions. But the fact remains that:

. . . the expert has at his ready disposal a large
store of mostly inarticulated background knowledge and
a refined sensitivity to its relevance through the intuitive
application of which he is often able to produce trustworthy
personal probabilities regarding hypothesis in his area of
expertise (Helmer and Rescher, 1960, p. 21).

Designed to enable scientists at the Rand Corporation to develop

short-range forecasts, the Delphi method evolved as a management

technique by which it is possible to extract a consensus from a di-

verse group. Helmer and Rescher (1960) stated that although experts

working in groups come to them with various idiosyncrasies,

decision-makers can enhance their prospects for consensus by

employing the Delphi technique and still draw from each member

of the group trustworthy judgments. Furthermore, group or panel
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members not only work in complete anonymity but are also able to

reconsider their judgments based on feedback derived by a computed

consensus evolved from the group's previous response. To the in-

exact sciences which includes the biological and applied physical

sciences and most of the social sciences, they further state that the

Delphi method is a means by which epistemological inquiries may be

made. The fact that explanation and prediction do not exhibit the

same logical structure in the inexact sciences calls for the develop-

ment of predictive instruments through innovative methods when no

other information sources are available.

Weaver (1971) suggests that although the Delphi technique was

developed for the purpose of making scientific short-range forecasts,

its educational applications are more probable in the following areas:

1. A method for studying the process of thinking about
the future,

2. A pedagogical tool or teaching tool which forces people
to think about the future in a more complex way than
they ordinarily would, and

3. A planning tool which may aid in probing priorities
held by members and constituencies of an organiza-
tion.

Helmer (1966) further described this technique as a systematic

method of expert opinion solicitation and collection. In this context,

he pointed out the technique's potential role in educational planning.

In particular, the Delphi technique was used to identify long-range

forecasts with proposals in educational methods and budget
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allocations. Since then, numerous educational studies involving the

Delphi methodology have been conducted.

Przybylek (1974) utilized the Delphi technique to determine the

program goals of a community college's community services division.

Using two diverse groups, one off-campus and the other on-campus,

the method produced a marked reduction in the initial dispersion of

opinion, using a structured instrument and three rounds. Not only

was the dispersion reduced with the groups but among the groups as

well. Based on these findings, he implied that advisory committees

of diverse constituencies can evolve useful guidelines in spite of their

public proclamations.

Using the Delphi technique, Dunham (1971) conducted a study to

establish the guidelines for the development of an Oregon community

college teacher education program. Through a literature search, he

obtained a list of potential components that appeared to have a rela-

tionship to the program's development. Each potential component

was assembled on a questionnaire and assigned a five point Likert

scale whereby the members of two panels of state and national author-

ities could respond according to his or her perceived view point.

Following the determination of those statements that drew a consen-

sus based on acceptance by two-thirds of the respondents (three or

above), he revised the instrument, placing on it only those statements

from the first round that failed to receive a consensus. Following
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the second round, he determined a percentage of agreement for each

statement. Based on these results, the program's developmental

guidelines were assembled.

Dalkey (1969) conducted a study on group information processes,

based on the results of ten experiments using 154 university students.

Almanac-type information was used to generate each of the items.

Comparing the results of the face-to-face discussions to those of the

Delphi rounds, he found that the controlled feedback of the Delphi

technique generally raised the accuracy of group estimations, and

thus, validated the use of the Delphi technique when only partial in-

formation is available.

Syhlman (1973) directed a resource project designed to identify

the in-service teacher education needs of fourth, fifth, and sixth

grade career education teachers. He utilized three Delphi rounds to

obtain a list of possible in-service development needs from three dif-

ferent questionnaires. The revisions and additions of new statements

provided a comprehensive search for what elementary teachers might

consider to be important or not important in a procedure of in-service

professional development. Eighty-four need statements representing

the following eight major areas in career education: (1) individual

self-awareness, (2) economic and social awareness, (3) educational

awareness, (4) awareness of careers, (5) decision-making abilities,

(6) work understanding and job skills, (7) work aptitudes and
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appreciations, and (8) other areas qualified for final inclusion, on the

basis of a 70 percent or higher acceptance response from the panel.

Martin (1975) conducted a study to determine if there were dif-

ferences among the opinions of participating employers, previous-

participating employers, and non-participating employers concerning

their views of cooperative vocational education. She utilized the

Delphi technique to obtain a list of potential values, objectives, pro-

gram elements, and a future direction of cooperative vocational educa-

tion. At the end of the second and final round, 110 items were se-

lected for the questionnaire by a panel response of 67 or higher

percentage of acceptance.

By a series of rounds, the Delphi technique enables its panel

members to call upon their best intuitive judgment concerning goals,

objectives, opinions, beliefs, values, needs, and priorities, inde-

pendent of the inherent limitations of face-to-face confrontation. The

present study utilized the Delphi technique to develop the questionnaire

sent to the coordinators and the employers identified.

Summary

The value, breadth, and scope of employer concerns and ex-

pectations in post-secondary cooperative work experience programs

have not been fully identified or proven by research. However,

several research reviews and studies strongly indicate that these
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factors can influence the efficiency and the effectiveness of the stu-

dents' learning environment. Both program efficiency and effective-

ness are essential if the programs' goals and objectives are to real-

istically lie within the grasp of the students. The questions that need

to be answered are whether employers really know the scope of their

responsibilities, and if so, what should employers expect in order

that the serious participation of the student and the employer can

generate acceptable benefits for both. Such information will assist

coordinators in assessing the experiential merits of their cooperative

programs.

The intent of this survey of the literature was to provide back-

ground information pertinent to the opinions and beliefs of various

cooperative program authorities. In this regard, the writers gen-

erally agreed that cooperative coordinators and employers alike need

to articulate and understand the relevant operant expectations and

concerns.

Chapter IV describes the results of the survey of the percep-

tions of employer concerns and expectations of employers and coordi-

nators in Oregon post-secondary cooperative vocational programs.
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CHAPTER III

THE DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Through the review of the related studies and literature, infor-

mation regarding the determination of the expectations and concerns

of post-secondary cooperative education employers was extracted and

compiled. This chapter presents the following sections: The Depen-

dent Variables; The Development of the Instrument; The Statistical

Design; The Selection of the Sample; and The Data Collection Process.

The Dependent Variables

The sample's respondents were asked to carefully read each of

the instrument's statements of potential expectation and concern.

Below each statement, they were asked to indicate the level of bene-

fit which they associated with the statement--a potential program

element in community college work experience programs. Specifical-

ly, the respondents were asked to identify the degree to which each of

the instrument's items represented and should be an employer's ex-

pectation by indicating the level they felt that the item was a benefit

(helpfulness of any kind) to the student and/or the employer. In addi-

tion, the respondents which included both employers (training spon-

sors) and coordinators, were requested to indicate their perception

of the degree to which each potential expectation had been achieved
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(or fulfilled). Thus, each statement required the respondents to

make two separate responses which were to be placed on separate

six-point Likert-type scales. The list of potential employer expec-

tation and concern statements may be found in Appendix D. Each item

was scored independently, yielding a total of 51 dependent variables.

As indicated by the statement numbers in Appendix D, the in-

strument contained 67 validated items prior to the field test. How-

ever, 16 statements were not included in the field-tested version.

Listed in Appendix H, these statements did not demonstrate signifi-

cant concern (see p. 11 and Appendix I).

Preparation of the Instrument

The pooling of the opinions and judgments of designated and/or

recognized experts from business and industry was utilized in the

development of the instrument for this study. The statements of

potential employer expectation and concern were compiled by the

intuitive evaluation and judgment of the Delphi panelists. Through

a series of two rounds, the Delphi panel reacted to a spectrum of

expectation and concern statements, altering as well as generating

new statements. In all, only one set of statements was processed by

the Delphi panel.

The initial set of potential employer expectation and concern

statements was obtained from Cushman (1967) and Heermann (1973).
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These sources were further augmented by Lupton (1969), Dawson

(1975), and Cross (1975). Interviews of participating work experi-

ence employers provided the writer with additional insight into

employer-student interaction, and additional statements emerged.

A list of potential panel participants from business and indus-

try was compiled from the following sources: Dr. Pat H. Atteberry,

Professor Emeritus, Oregon State University and Dr. Robert Bennett,

Assistant to the Chancellor, Superintendent for Resource Develop-

ment, and Project Director of the San Mateo Junior College District,

California. Identification was based upon the "business expert's":

1. length of active service in community college cooperative educa-

tion,

2. local and/or statewide recognition by peers,

3. active participation in business activities as a supervisor, and

4. recognized understanding and appreciation of community college

cooperative work experience programs.

The above specialists identified and approved persons from business

and industry as qualified to serve on the Delphi panel. A copy of the

letter sent to each of the above indicated specialists in cooperative

education may be found in Appendix B.

From the resulting list of 17 business experts, each having the

qualifications enumerated above, ten were randomly selected for

panel service. The Delphi panel members are listed in Appendix C.
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However, a minimum of seven panel members was considered suffi-

cient to insure acceptable reliability of each of the Delphi rounds, in

the event the responses were delayed or unavailable. The rounds

provided and validated the items used in the instrument.

During Round One, each of the Delphi panel members responded

to the original list of employer expectation and concern statements.

Statement consensus was determined by seven or more acceptance

responses. Those which received a consensus qualified for final in-

clusion. Those remaining, including the new statements generated

by the panel members, were then listed for submission in Round Two.

Also, a complete tally was made for the panelists so that they could

compare their response on each statement with those of the other

members.

Round Two consisted of a review by each panel member of the

outstanding (remaining and new) statements and of the Round One

tally. Modified versions of Round One statements were also scruti-

nized. In this round, each statement required a mean of 4. 0 or more

(on a six-point Likert scale, ranging from 6.0, very high, to 1.0,

very low) to qualify for final inclusion. Again, the results were tal-

lied and a new list of the remaining statements was compiled and

reviewed.

A tentative instrument was then constructed, consisting of all

those items which had qualified for final inclusion. Although more
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than 130 items were validated during the scrutiny in the two Delphi

rounds, only 67 items survived the formal review by the resource

group and by pilot-testing.

Prior to pilot-testing, several tentative forms of the proposed

instrument were reviewed by the resource group. The resource

group consisted of the following three specialists in Industrial Edu-

cation from San Francisco State University, San Francisco, Califor-

nia: Dr. George Champion, Dr. John Dierke, and Mr. Robert

Krolick. Their recommendations dealt with the proposed instru-

ment's directions, the clarity and information gathering potential of

its items, and the degree of content overlap in its items. However,

the form and content of the instrument was only tentatively finalized.

Not until the instrument had been reviewed by 15 educators and busi-

ness supervisors and their suggestions scrutinized was this reduced

version finalized.

The instrument was then re-submitted to the Delphi panel in

lieu of Round Three. Asked to respond as training sponsors, the

panel developed a mini-profile and information base. The perfor-

mance of each item was subjected to a statistical test to ascertain

each item's potential for measuring concern. A further recommen-

dation from the resource group was that the final form of the instru-

ment should include those items which not only had potential for
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expectation identification but also reflected a high potential for con-

cern identification.

The test statistic,

t =

XB -XA

s2 2
s

A

nB nA

with nB + n
A

- 2 degrees of freedom, was considered appropriate

for two reasons: First, by definition (p. 9), concern had to be mea-

sured by the difference in the means, where X
B

is an item's

BENEFIT mean and )TA is the item's ACHIEVEMENT mean.

Second, the t-value for each item could be satisfactorily approxi-

mated. Based on a .05 critical level, 16 of the 67 items failed this

test (see Appendix H and Appendix I).

One additional practical reason prompted the use of this item-

reducing procedure. Information from the program directors of the

selected community colleges urged that the instrument's completion-

time be set to no more than 20 minutes:

The Statistical Design

The major purpose of this study was to determine if statistically

significant differences in the perceptions of employers' concerns and

expectations existed between the coordinators and the employers who
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have participated in post-secondary cooperative work experience

programs.

The design of this study included the following:

1. The population for this study consisted of the coordinators and

employers who worked in the work experience programs of

Oregon's community colleges. A random sample of randomly

selected employers and of the coordinator population generated

the data by completing the 51 statement questionnaire, which was

directly mailed to each respondent.

2. Each respondent was asked to record a level of benefit and a level

of achievement (or fulfillment) for each statement on the question-

naire. Their responses on each item were placed on two six-

point Likert-type scales. Both scales which accompanied each

statement ranged from 0 (no) to 5 (very high). Specifically, the

first scale, which dealt with the statement's benefit, identified

the respondent's perception of the statement as an expectation.

The second, which dealt with the employers' perception of the

statement's achievement, identified the respondent's perception

of the expectation's fulfillment. These two judgments on each

statement were predicated on the degree to which the respondents

perceived the potential expectations as benefits to either their

companies and/or their cooperative students and on the amount
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of effort that the respondents perceived had been made toward the

fulfillment of the expectations.

3. Specifically, there was a potential communication problem if sig-

nificant differences existed between the mean scores of the two

groups (the employers and the coordinators).

The hypotheses tested in this study are as follows:

H
1:

For each of the possible concerns, there was no signifi-

cant difference between the mean scores of the employ-

ers' responses and the corresponding responses of the

coordinators.

Hz: For each of the possible expectations, there was no sig-

nificant difference between the mean scores of the em-

ployers' responses and the corresponding responses of

the coordinators.

H3: For each of the levels to which the possible concerns

were being alleviated, there was no significant difference

between the mean scores of the employers' responses and

the corresponding responses of the coordinators.

H4: For each of the levels to which the possible expectations

were being fulfilled, there was no significant difference

between the mean scores of the employers' responses and

the corresponding responses of the coordinators.
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As there were four independent factors, concerns, level of

concern alleviation, expectations, and level of expectation fulfillment,

four separate sets of "t" tests were performed to determine the con-

clusions pertinent to each hypothesis. The general format of each

test was as follows:

For the first factor, concerns, two independent samples

emerged: one sample of m employer mean scores, and the other,

m coordinator mean scores, or one pair of mean scores per concern.

The significance probability was determined for each pair of mean

scores, using the unbiased estimators of the population means and

variances, X 2
l' X2, s

1,
and s 2,2

, respectively, and the test statistic

)71 -
2

ti =
2 2 1/2

sl s2
+

n1 n2,

at n1 + n
2

- 2 degrees of freedom. Thus, for the it pair,

Pr fi ti I > t I p.i1 = p.i2}, i = 1, 2, 3, ... m,

(1)

equals the significance probability. Since the significance probability

(in this context) identifies the region in the t distribution that deter-

mines a test of the hypothesis that no difference exists between the

population mean scores of the employers and coordinators on just the
.th concern, a significance level a /m must be established before the

hypothesis
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Hi:

can be tested. But before the details of such a test was pursued, the

hypothesis

HO' P-11 P-12, P21 = 22 ,.,Pm1 = Pm2

was tested at the 100a percent significance level.

By Boole's inequality, the probability of a Type I error can be

written in the following form:

where

Prqlti I > }U { Itz > az}U...L) {Itm I > am} 1 Ho is true)

< a
1
Im + a

2
im . . . = a im = a, (2)

a = a =
1 2

=0! = a . Although it was not possible tom
demonstrate that the m concerns were completely independent (or

mutually exclusive), Boole's inequality remained valid (Brunk, 1965,

p. 23).

The following process was used to determine the smallest sig-

nificance level at which the H
0

could be rejected. Initially, the pair

of means generating the largest ltd value (by Formula 1) was used

to establish the lowest level of significance at which H could be re-

jected. Once its value was determined, the corresponding signifi-

cance probability was found on a highly detailed t table. However,
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when n1 + n2 2 > 40, the distribution of the t statistic approximates

a normal curve. Thus, a Z table can be used with negligible error.

This probability, when equated with aim, evolved a , the test's true

significance level. 1

If H
0

was rejected ( a < . 05), the conclusion which can be drawn

is that there was at least one pair of means which were significantly

different. To find other pairs of significantly different mean scores,

the t statistic (Formula 1) was used to test

iH.:=
12

, 1, 2, , m.

The critical region for these tests was also established by

Pr { I ti I > ail < . 05,

where t. was defined by Formula (1) and a. was the table value of

the t statistic at nl + n2 2 degrees of freedom. Again, H. was

rejected if it.
I

> a.; or the test failed to reject Hi if < ai.

The above form of I t. I
was selected as it was required when

sample sub-sets are of unequal sizes. Furthermore, it was difficult

to justify the assumption that the variances of the population of em-

ployers and that of the coordinators were the same. However, a

1 Since m = 51, Pr { I tynax I > 3.46} < .0002(51) = .0102 at 60 df.
For a two-tail test, this result was determined from a t table.
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slightly simpler version emerges when n1 = nz.

The remaining three factors of expectation, expectation fulfill-

ment, and concern alleviation were treated in a similar manner. By

definition, items which received mean benefit levels greater than zero

not only qualified as expectations but also as concerns when their

mean achievement levels were lower than their mean benefit levels.

Thus, the employer concerns evolved from expectation statements,

and the hypothesis test used for each concern was the same one used

for each expectation (see Definitions of Terms, pp. 8-13).

The hypotheses tests for expectation fulfillment utilized only

the mean achievement levels of the items. However, tests for signi-

ficant differences in concern alleviation required the differences be-

tween the benefit levels and the corresponding achievement levels of

each item. Although these differences reflect degrees of concern,

they constitute levels of alleviation which are referenced to the items'

benefit levels.

Augmenting the above tests, three additional hypothesis tests

were performed on the data for the purpose of extracting information

which otherwise could not have been presented in this study: (1) A

hypothesis test for significant concern at the .05 level was conducted

on each of the questionnaire's 51 statements. The t tests were iden-

tical to those used for concern identification (see p. 79). (2) Hypo-

thesis tests for zero benefit difference at the .05 level were conducted
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among the responses of the Oregon employers and the Delphi panel-

ists. These t tests were identical to those used for employer expec-

tation among the respondents in the Oregon field test. And (3) a

hypothesis test for zero correlation at the .05 level was conducted

among the ranked items in each of the five classifications of state-

ments on the questionnaire. The Spearman rho was calculated for

each of the classifications which were ranked by mean benefit scores.

These tests were also performed on the ranking in these same classi-

fications by the Oregon employers and the Delphi panelists (see Ap-

pendix Q).

Upon the outcome of these tests rested the conclusions and

implications in this study.

Selection of the Sample

The members of the population for this study were identified by

their affiliation with Oregon community colleges. In particular, the

members were the coordinators and the employers who had partici-

pated in these community college work experience programs. Al-

though each community college offered their students work experience,

only eight of the thirteen campuses provided their students with the

option to enroll in one of 15 or more different occupational work ex-

perience programs. This breadth of program offering provided a

broad base of operational experience in cooperative vocational
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education. Providing an additional measure of operational experience,

each member of the population was or had been a coordinator with at

least two years of experience or an employer/training sponsor with

at least one year of experience in these work experience programs.

The names of the schools and the number of programs offered were

obtained from lists supplied by the Oregon State Department of Edu-

cation. The community colleges that participated in this study are

listed in Appendix E.

The employers were randomly selected on the basis of their

affiliation with the eight selected colleges. All of the coordinators

of these schools were sought as respondents. The total sample con-

sisted of 94 coordinators and employers. No attempt was made to

extract a sample which when analyzed would show a distribution of

employers and/or coordinators proportional to the actual number who

were affiliated with each college. Thus, no correlation between the

responses of the coordinators and those of the corresponding employ-

ers per college was possible.

The names of the coordinators and employers who had the above

indicated work experience in community college work experience pro-

grams were obtained in the following manner:

1. The names of the cooperative program directors were supplied by

the Oregon State Department of Education. Those of the
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coordinators were obtained from the program directors of the

selected colleges.

2. The names of the employers were obtained from records of em-

ployers supplied by the directors of the selected colleges.

Data Collection Process

The data collection process encompassed several steps. In

that the study's implications could be significant in work experience

program development and up-dating in Oregon, Oregon State Univer-

sity provided direct support in gathering the information sought from

the sample of coordinators and employers. The State Specialist in

Cooperative Work Experience at the Oregon State Department of

Education, Mr. Jerry Leadham, supported the study, as did the dis-

tributive education (DE) specialist at the University. The DE Work

Experience Specialist, Dr. J. Hlebichuk, further supported the study,

signing one of the explanatory letters accompanying the questionnaire

sent to each respondent. A copy of this letter may be found in Ap-

pendix D.

The questionnaire, the cover letters, and a self-addressed,

stamped return envelope were mailed to each of the members of the

sample. The data were collected by return-mail over a period of

eight weeks.

Two methods of questionnaire follow-up were used to obtain the
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delinquent responses. Those who did not respond within the first

four weeks were sent an additional questionnaire and a follow-up

letter which again urged that they complete and return the question-

naire. Copies of the follow-up letters may be found in Appendix F.

Approximately two weeks following the mailing of the follow-up letter,

a telephone call was made to each sample member who had yet to re-

spond.

The last step in the data collection process was to check and

code the data on each of the returned questionnaires. The code which

was used may be found in Appendix G. The data from each question-

naire were then punched on IBM cards for computer processing.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS

In this chapter, the data obtained from the sample are pre-

sented. The analysis of the data and the significance tests which

were pertinent to both the null and the additional hypotheses cited

earlier are also included. More specifically, this chapter is divided

into nine major sections: Demographic Data of the Sample; The t

Test of the Null Hypotheses; Findings Related to Program Planning;

Findings Related to Student Orientation; Findings Related to Student

Employment; Findings Related to Student Supervision; Findings Re-

lated to Student Evaluation; Findings Pertinent to the Delphi Panel;

and Summary of the Findings.

Demographic Data of the Sample

Fifty-four companies randomly selected from lists provided by

the cooperative program directors of eight of Oregon's 13 community

colleges which offered 15 or more work experience programs and 40

coordinators provided the data for this study.

Of the 94 respondents, 57 percent classified themselves as

training sponsors, 26 percent indicated that they were coordinators,

and the remaining 17 percent declared themselves teacher-

coordinators.
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Each company had more than one year of experience in com-

munity college work experience programs, and each was located

within the service-radius of its work experience student's college.

Of these companies, 11 percent of the training sponsors indicated

less than one year of student supervisional experience, 20 percent

indicated more than one year but less than two years of experience,

and 69 percent indicated more than two years of experience.

In response to the amount of time associated with work experi-

ence programs, five percent of the coordinators indicated less than

one year of experience, eight percent indicated more than one year

but less than two, and 87 percent indicated that they each had more

than two years of experience. Upon further inquiry, it was found that

each of the five respondents who indicated less than two years of ex-

perience, had in fact, more. They had either indicated only the

amount of time in their present position, omitting prior experience

at other colleges, or failed to include their fractional assignments.

Of the 94 respondents, 47 percent were working in parallel work

experience programs, 10 percent were working in alternate programs,

and 30 percent were working in both parallel and alternate programs.

Of the remaining 13 percent, five percent wrote in the additional cate-

gory "part-time, " and seven percent made no response.

Thirty-four percent of the 94 member sample indicated that

their students received pay from their work-experience jobs, 33
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percent of the sample indicated that their students did not receive

pay, 30 percent indicated that they worked with students in both cate-

gories, and three percent made no response.

In response to the question regarding the size of company with

which the training sponsors were associated, 26 percent worked for

companies with five or fewer employees, 22 percent worked for com-

panies with 6 to 20 employees, 22 percent worked for companies with

21 to 50 employees, and 30 percent worked for companies with more

than 50 employees.

In response to the question regarding the number of students

under supervision, 68 percent of the training sponsors supervised 2

or fewer students, 20 percent of the training sponsors supervised

3 to 5 students, and 12 percent supervised more than 5 students. By

contrast, 27 percent of the coordinators were assigned 10 or fewer

students, 40 percent of the coordinators were assigned 10 to 30 stu-

dents, and 33 percent were assigned more than 30 students.

Seventy-three percent of the respondents indicated that they

wanted to receive a copy of the study's findings.

The t Test of the Null Hypotheses

In order to statistically test the null hypotheses that there were

no significant differences among the perceptions of the employers and

coordinators regarding their expectation, concern, expectation
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fulfillment, and concern alleviation, the responses to each of the

questionnaire's items were subjected to a t test at the .05 level.

This level of significance was used to determine where specific dif-

ferences existed among the mean scores of the two groups. Specifi-

cally, the t test was used to test the hypothesis that two population

means were equal, even though their population variances and sample

sizes were unequal (see pp. 83-85).

By definition, each of the questionnaire's items was an expec-

tation. (A quick scan of the benefit means in Tables 1, 2, 3, 4, and

5 will confirm this fact. ) For the factor of employer expectation, the

computed Itil value was less than the critical value of 1.96 at the

.05 level of significance for 32 dependent variables and greater than

the critical value for 19 variables. From this t test at the .05 level,

the transforms of five out of 100 statements would be expected to lie

in the critical region if the hypothesis of no difference was correct.

Thus, the null hypothesis--for each of the possible expectations as

shown by responses reflecting benefit and achievement, there was no

significant difference between the mean scores of the employers'

responses and the corresponding responses of the coordinators--was

rejected. Moreover, the largest It. I value was 7.0563. Thus, by

Boole's inequality, this test's significance probability was less than

.01 (see p. 84). Furthermore, by definition, each item was also an

employer concern. (Again, a quick scan of the benefit and
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achievement means in the aforementioned tables will attest to this

fact.) Thus, the null hypothesis--for each of the possible concerns

as shown by responses reflecting benefit and achievement, there was

no significant difference between the mean scores of the employers'

responses, and the corresponding responses of the coordinators- -

was rejected. Again, by Boole's inequality, this test's significance

probability was also less than .01. The findings for the factor of

employer concern were identical to those for the factor of employer

expectation.

For the factor of expectation fulfillment, the computed I t.

value was less than the critical value of 1.96 at the .05 level of sig-

nificance for 28 dependent variables and greater than the critical

value for 23 variables. From this t test at the .05 level, the trans-

forms of five out of 100 statements would be expected to lie in the

critical region if the hypothesis of no difference was correct. Thus,

the null hypothesis--for each of the levels to which the expectations

were being fulfilled as shown by responses reflecting benefit and

achievement, there was no significant difference between the mean

scores of the employers' responses and the corresponding responses

of the coordinators--was rejected. Moreover, the largest It. I value

was 4.9578. Thus, by Boole's inequality, this test's significance

probability was less than .01.

For the factor of concern alleviation, the computed I t. I value
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was less than the critical value of 1.96 at the . 05 level of significance

for 48 dependent variables and greater than the critical value for

three variables. From this t test at the .05 level, the transforms

of five out of 100 statements would be expected to lie in the critical

region if the hypothesis of no difference was correct. Thus, the null

hypothesis--for each of the levels to which the concerns were being

alleviated as shown by responses reflecting benefit and achievement,

there was no significant difference between the mean scores of the

employers' responses and the corresponding responses of the coordi-

nators--was retained. Moreover, the largest ti I value was 2.7496.

Thus, by Boole's inequality, this test's significance probability was

less than 0.51.

Findings Related to Program Planning

Of the 51 statements on the questionnaire, 14 statements dealt

with the elements of program planning as identified on the original

instrument for the Delphi panel's response and confirmed by the

panel's mini-profile. (This profile can be found in Appendix I.) The

sample's respondents were asked to record their perceptions of bene-

fit and of achievement for each of these elements on separate six-

point Likert-type scales, ranging from 5.0 (very high) to 0.0 (no

benefit, or no achievement). Each of these judgments which were
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based on the respondent's experience and intuition is numerically

illustrated in Table 1.

By the t tests of the 14 program planning elements, the null

hypotheses for the factors of expectation and concern were retained

for 10 of the 14 statements and were rejected for four statements,

numbers 12, 14, 16, and 17. The null hypothesis for the factor of

expectation fulfillment was retained for seven of the 14 statements

and was rejected for seven statements, numbers 1, 3, 7, 8, 9, 12,

and 14. In addition, the null hypothesis for the factor of concern

alleviation was retained for 12 of the 14 statements and was rejected

for two statements, numbers 8 and 9. Statements 2, 10, and 15

failed inclusion during the development of the mini-profile of the

instrument by the Delphi panel. These statements are included in

Appendix H.

An inspection was made of the mean benefit scores of the em-

ployers and the coordinators. For the training sponsors, the high

mean benefit score was 4.4815 and the range was 1.7778. For the

coordinators, the high mean benefit score was 4.6410 and the range

was 1.5897. Furthermore, there were five statements which re-

ceived mean scores above 4.0 from the training sponsors whereas

10 of the 14 statements were judged above 4.0 by the coordinators.

The training sponsors scored six statements between 3.5 and 4.0

and the coordinators scored three statements in this range. Below



TABLE 1. Elements in Work Experience Program Planning.

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores
Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

1 The central goal of a work experi-
ence program should be the achieve-
ment of the student's educational
objectives.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

3 Both suitable academic experience
and practical work experience are
necessary to develop a well-rounded
student who is prepared for employ-
ment.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

4 Company supervisors should utilize
the work environment as an educa-
tional laboratory.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

92 3.9808 4.2250 -1.5968 Retain
92 3.3269 3.6250 -2.0022 Reject*
92 .6538 .6000 .2803 Retain

93 4.3962 4.6000 -1.3678 Retain
93 3.5094 3.9250 -2.4710 Reject*
93 .8868 .6750 1.1524 Retain

94 3.7037 3.8750 -0.8673 Retain
94 2.9815 3.1500 -0.7816 Retain
94 .7222 .7250 -0.0124 Retain



TABLE 1 (Cont'd)

State- No. of Mean Scores Null
ment Statement Respon- Employ- Coordina- Computed

Hypo -
No.No. dents ers tors thesis

5 Work experience students should
develop the to a vari-ability perform
ety of tasks which encompass two or
more related occupations.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

6 One of the objectives of a work experi-
ence program should be to assist the
student in the development of good
work habits, i. e. , conscientiousness,
courteousness, willingness, and am-
bition.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

7 Where possible or practical, work
experience students should be provided
with parallel classroom instruction on
the procedures and techniques involved
in a given job.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

94 3.5185 3.5750 -0.2270 Retain
94 2.7407 2.6250 .4273 Retain
94 .7778 .9500 -0.7182 Retain

94 4.4815 4.4750 .0400 Retain
94 3.4630 3.6750 -1.0123 Retain
94 1.0185 .8000 1.2053 Retain

94 3.9074 4.1000 -0.8361 Retain
94 2.6481 3.3250 -2.4880 Reject*
94 1.2593 .7750 1.9281 Retain .0

.0



TABLE 1 (Cont'd)

State- No. of Mean Scores
ment Statement Respon- Employ- Coordina-
No, dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

8 Work experience students should re-
ceive classroom instruction that is
generally related to their on-the-job
training experiences.

9

11

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

Student daily working hours should
be long enough to make their time
profitable to their employers.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

Company supervisors should attend
state and local work experience con-
ferences.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

92
91
91

93
92
92

93
91
91

3.9057
3.0192

.8846

4.0556
3.4074

.6481

3.3519
1.9434
1.4151

4.0513
3.7179

.3333

4.1795
3.8684

.2895

3.0513
1.5526
1.5789

-0.8105
-3.2955
2.7496

-0.6100
-2.1896
2.

1.1048
1.3004

-0.5216

Retain
Reject*
Reject*

Retain
Reject:-'4
Reject*

Retain
Retain
Retain



TABLE 1 (Cont'd)

State-
ment
No.

12

Statement
No. of Mean Scores
Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents e rs tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

Company supervisors should know
and understand the specific goals of
work experience programs.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

13 There should be one or more confer-
ences each year whereby school and
company personnel can discuss and
become familiar with the philosophy,
purpose, and problems in work ex-
perience programs.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

14 Company supervisors and their com-
panies should receive recognition for
their participation in work experience
programs.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

92 4.0566 4.6154 -3.6187 Reject*
92 3.0189 3.6154 -2.4437 Reject
92 1.0377 1.0000 .1653 Retain

93 3.7963 3.7436 .2191 Retain
93 2.1111 2.0000 .3251 Retain
93 1.6852 1.7436 -0.1783 Retain

93 2.7037 4.3590 -7.0563 Reject*
93 1.8519 3.2051 - 4.9578 Reject*
93 .8519 1.1538 -0.9590 Retain



TABLE 1 (Cont'd)

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores

Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

16 Company supervisors should be re-
sponsible for providing adequate
safety instruction.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

17 The college district should reach an
agreement with local unions concern-
ing the status of work experience stu-
dents prior to the actual placement
of the students on the job.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

93 4.2407 4.6410 -2.8348 Reject*
91 3.6111 3.8919 -1,3289 Retain
91 .6296 .7297 -0.5851 Retain

88 3.4200 4.1316 -2.5331 Reject*
81 1.9783 2.6000 -1.7861 Retain
81 1.4348 1.4571 -0.0674 Retain

* The significance level for testing the null hypothesis was set at .05. Since the degrees of freedom
for the above t tests is greater than 40, the t statistic is approximately equal to the Z statistic
which is 1.96 for each of these two-tail tests.
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3.5, the training sponsors identified three statements and the coordi-

nators identified one statement. For further comparison, the ranking

of the highest and lowest mean benefit scores and the rank-difference

coefficient (Spearman rho) for both groups can be found in Appendix

J. The additional hypothesis test for zero correlation between the

ranking by both groups was rejected at the .01 level (see Appendix Q).

Another hypothesis test at the .05 level was performed on each

program element to further assess the degree of concern present

(see p. 86). The training sponsors indicated significant concern on

all of the program elements whereas the coordinators indicated sig-

nificant concern on 12 of the 14 elements. Two elements, numbers

8 and 9, showed no significant difference between their population

means of benefit and achievement (see Appendix 0). But as indicated

above, these two elements did show a significant difference when they

were tested for concern alleviation, an indicator of difference among

the implied levels of effort required to eliminate concern. For the

training sponsors, the high mean alleviation score for the program

planning elements was 1.6852 and the range was 1.0556. For the

coordinators, the high mean alleviation score was 1.7436 and the

range was 1,4541. These scores and their accompanying t tests

can be found in Appendix P.
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Findings Related to Student Orientation

Of the 51 statements on the questionnaire, six statements dealt

with the elements of student orientation as identified on the original

instrument for the Delphi panel's response and confirmed by the

panel's mini-profile. (This profile can be found in Appendix I.) The

sample's respondents were asked to record their perceptions of bene-

fit and of achievement for each of the elements on separate six-point

Likert-type scales, ranging from 5.0 (very high) to 0.0 (no benefit,

or no achievement). Each of these judgments which were based on

the respondent's experience and intuition is numerically illustrated

in Table 2.

By the t tests of the six student orientation elements, the null

hypotheses for the factors of expectation and concern were retained

for five of the six statements and were rejected for one statement,

number 22. The null hypothesis for the factor of expectation fulfill-

ment was retained for three of the six statements and was rejected

for three statements, numbers 22, 24, and 26. In addition, the null

hypothesis for the factor of concern alleviation was retained for five

of the six statements and was rejected for one statement, number 24.

Statements 19, 20, and 25 failed inclusion during the development of

the mini-profile of the instrument by the Delphi panel. These state-

ments are included in Appendix H.



TABLE 2. Elements in Student Orientation.

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores

Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

18 Company supervisors should assist
coordinators with job counseling and
job orientation.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

21 Work experience students should
understand that those who do not
quickly demonstrate the potential
to become satisfactory employees,
i.e., work cooperatively with other
employees, assume responsibility,
and develop work skills, should have
their work experience terminated.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

93 3.5660 3.7000 -0.5108 Retain
92 2.5577 2.5750 -0.0685 Retain
92 1.0192 1.1250 -0.4447 Retain

94 3.9074 3.7000 .8846 Retain
93 2.9815 3.0513 -0.2802 Retain
93 .9259 .6410 1.4130 Retain



TABLE 2 (Cont'd)

State-
ment
No.

Statement No. of Mean Scores
Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

22. Work experience students should
expect their classroom activities to
complement their work experience
in order that they are better able to
understand work-task procedures
and techniques.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

23 Students should expect specific
training and experience from each
work experience task.

a, Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

24 Company supervisors will be made
aware of the existence of any per-
sonal problems which might inter-
fere with a student's job performance.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

94 4.0556 4.3750 -2.3035 Reject*
93 3.2453 3.7750 -2.9098 Reject*
93 .8113 .6000 1.0809 Retain

94 3.7778 3.6500 .5971 Retain
93 3.1509 3.1750 -0.1118 Retain
93 .6038 .4750 .6918 Retain

94 3.7593 3.6250 .5850 Retain
94 2.. 6296 3.1750 -2.0617 Reject*
94 1.1296 .4500 2.6904 Reject*



TABLE 2 (Cont'd)

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores
Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

26 Mutually agreeable penalties should
be determined which will be auto-
matically imposed when a work ex-
perience student fails to meet com-
pany tardiness or sickness expecta-
tions.

a. Benefit 93 3.7037 3.9487 -1.1118 Retain
b. Fulfillment 93 2.6296 3.3077 -2.6691 Reject*
c. Alleviation 93 1.0741 .6410 1.6267 Retain

The significance level for testing the null hypothesis was set at .05. Since the degrees of freedom
for the above t tests is greater than 40, the t statistic is approximately equal to the Z statistic
which is 1.96 for each of these two-tail tests.
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An inspection was made of the mean benefit scores of the em-

ployers and the coordinators. For the training sponsors, the high

mean benefit score was 4. 0556 and the range was .4896. For the

coordinators, the high mean benefit score was 4. 3750 and the range

was .7500. Furthermore, there was one statement which received

a mean score above 4.0 from the training sponsors and one of the six

statements was judged above 4. 0 by the coordinators. The training

sponsors scored five statements between 3.5 and 4. 0 and the coordi-

nators scored five statements in this range. For further comparison,

the rank of the highest and lowest mean benefit scores and the rank-

difference coefficient (Spearman rho) for both groups can be found in

Appendix K. The additional hypothesis test for zero correlation be-

tween the ranking by both groups was retained at the .05 level (see

Appendix Q).

Another hypothesis test at the . 05 level was performed on each

orientation element to further assess the degree of concern present

(see p. 86). The training sponsors indicated significant concern on

all of the orientation elements whereas the coordinators indicated

significant concern on five of the six elements. One element, num-

ber 2.4, showed no significant difference between its population means

of benefit and achievement (see Appendix 0). But as indicated above,

this element did show a significant difference when it was tested for

concern alleviation, an indicator of difference among the implied
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levels of effort required to eliminate concern. For the training

sponsors, the high mean alleviation score for the student orientation

elements was 1.1296 and the range was .5258. For the coordinators,

the high mean alleviation score was 1.1250 and the range was .6750.

These scores and their accompanying t tests can be found in Appen-

dix P.

Findings Related to Student Employment

Of the 51 statements on the questionnaire, eight statements

dealt with the elements of student employment as identified on the

original instrument for the Delphi panel's response and confirmed

by the panel's mini-profile. (This profile can be found in Appendix

I.) The sample's respondents were asked to record their perceptions

of benefit and of achievement for each of these elements on separate

six-point Likert-type scales, ranging from 5.0 (very high) to 0.0 (no

benefit, or no achievement). Each of the judgments which were based

on the respondent's experience and intuition is numerically illustrated

in Table 3.

By the t tests of the eight student employment elements, the

null hypotheses for the factors of expectation and concern were re-

tained for six of the eight statements and were rejected for two state-

ments, numbers 29 and 34. The null hypothesis for the factor of

expectation fulfillment was retained for six of the eight statements



TABLE 3. Elements in Student Employment.

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores

Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

28 Work experience students should be
primarily responsible for the iden-
tification and development of their
career goals and types of work
experience sought.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

29 Pro spective work experience students
seeking jobs in their chosen vocational
field should be interviewed as though
they were applying for a full-time job.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

30 Before their job interview, prospec-
tive work experience students should
know whenever possible what general
work experiences are available.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

94 3.8889 4.0250 -0.7953 Retain
92 3.3269 3.5500 -1.1133 Retain
92 .5385 .4750 .2939 Retain

93 3.9811 4.5000 -2.8422 Reject*
93 3.1132 3.8250 -2.5898 Reject*
93 .8679 .6750 .7869 Retain

93 3.8868 4.0750 -0.8667 Retain
92 3.0385 3.6000 -2.2959 Reject*
92 .8462 .4750 1.6112 Retain



TABLE 3 (Cont'd)

State-
ment
No.

31

Statement
No. of Mean Scores

Re spon- Employ- C oo rd ina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

Prospective work experience stu-
dents should be genuinely interested
in the work experience they seek and
should be able to support their de-
sires with brief descriptions of the
value of such experiences.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

32 Prospective work experience stu-
dents should be aware of the fact
that job assignments may include
menial or low priority tasks approach-
ing 25 percent or more of their total
working assignment.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

34 Prospective work experience students
should be shown how their employment
will contribute to the company.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

94 4.1296 4.2750 -0.7962 Retain
93 3.1132 3.4000 -1.1117 Retain
93 1.0189 .8750 .5585 Retain

94 4.1852 4.1500 .1766 Retain
92 3.3774 3.4615 -0.3864 Retain
92 .7925 .7179 .3644 Retain

94 3.7037 4.1500 -2.1472 Reject*
94 2.8519 3.2250 -1.6541 Retain
94 .8519 .9250 -0.3624 Retain



TABLE 3 (Cont'd)

State- No. of Mean Scores Null
ment Statement Respon- Employ- Coordina- Computed

Hypo -
No.No. dents ers tors thesis

35 Work experience students should
exhibit good working characteris-
tics, i. e. , conscientious, courte-
ous, willing, industrious, before
being accepted into a work experi-
ence program.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

39 Company support and participation
in work experience programs should
be free of the effects of economic
prosperity or recession.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

94 4.1481 3.7750 1.6103 Retain
94 3.3519 3.4000 -0.1846 Retain
94 .7963 .3750 1.4398 Retain

90 2,9038 3.4474 -1.7261 Retain
85 2.5000 2.5946 -0.2920 Retain
85 .4375 .8919 -1.5424 Retain

The significance level for testing the null hypothesis was set at .05. Since the degrees of freedom
for the above t tests is greater than 40, the t statistic is approximately equal to the statistic
which is 1.96 for each of these two-tail tests.
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and was rejected for two statements, numbers 29 and 30. However,

the null hypothesis for the factor of concern alleviation was retained

for all eight statements. Statements 27, 33, 36, 37, and 38 failed

inclusion during the development of the mini-profile of the instrument

by the Delphi panel. These statements are included in Appendix H.

An inspection was made of the mean benefit scores of the em-

ployers and the coordinators. For the training sponsors, the high

mean benefit score was 4.1852 and the range was 1.2814. For the

coordinators, the high mean benefit score was 4.5000 and the range

was 1. 0526. Furthermore, there were three statements which re-

ceived mean scores above 4.0 from the training sponsors whereas

six of the eight statements were judged above 4.0 by the coordinators.

The training sponsors scored four statements between 3.5 and 4. 0

and the coordinators scored one statement in this range. Below 3.5,

the training sponsors identified one statement and the coordinators

identified one statement. For further comparison, the rank of the

highest and lowest mean benefit scores and the rank-difference coef-

ficient (Spearman rho) for both groups can be found in Appendix L.

The additional hypothesis test for zero correlation between the rank-

ing by both groups was retained at the .05 level (see Appendix Q).

Another hypothesis test at the .05 level was performed on each

student employment element to further assess the degree of concern

present (see p. 86). The training sponsors indicated significant
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concern on seven of the eight employment elements and the coordina-

tors indicated significant concern on seven of the eight elements. One

statement, number 39, the training sponsors judged not significant;

one statement, number 35, the coordinators judged not significant.

But as indicated above, none of these student employment elements

showed a significant difference when they were tested for concern

alleviation, an indicator of difference among the implied levels of

effort required to eliminate concern. For the training sponsors, the

high mean alleviation score for the student employment elements was

1.0189 and the range was .5814. For the coordinators, the high

mean alleviation score was .9250 and the range was .5500. These

scores and their accompanying t tests can be found in Appendix P.

Findings Related to Student Supervision

Of the 51 statements on the questionnaire, 12 statements dealt

with the elements of student supervision as identified on the original

instrument for the Delphi panel's response and confirmed by the

panel's mini-profile. (This profile can be found in Appendix I.) The

sample's respondents were asked to record their perceptions of bene-

fit and of achievement for each of these elements on separate six-

point Likert-type scales, ranging from 5.0 (very high) to 0.0 (no

benefit, or no achievement). Each of these judgments which were
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based on the respondent's experience and intuition is numerically

illustrated in Table 4.

By the t tests of the 12 student supervision elements, the null

hypotheses for the factors of expectation and concern were retained

for seven of the 12 statements and were rejected for five statements,

numbers 40, 41, 42, 44, and 53. The null hypothesis for the factor

of expectation fulfillment was retained for nine of the 12 statements

and was rejected for three statements, numbers 40, 41, and 53. For

each of the 12 statements, however, the null hypothesis for the fac-

tor of concern alleviation was retained. Statements 45, 47, 52, 54,

and 55 failed inclusion during the development of the mini-profile of

the instrument by the Delphi panel. These statements are included

in Appendix H.

An inspection was made of the mean benefit scores of the em-

ployers and the coordinators. For the training sponsors, the high

mean benefit score was 4.2075 and the range was .6306. For the

coordinators, the high mean benefit score was 4.6000 and the range

was .6256. Furthermore, there were six statements which received

mean scores above 4.0 from the training sponsors whereas 11 of the

12 statements were judged above 4.0 by the coordinators. The train-

ing sponsors scored six statements between 3.5 and 4.0 and the co-

ordinators scored one statement in this range. For further compari-

son, the rank of the highest and lowest mean scores and the rank-



TABLE 4. Elements in Student Supervision.

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores

Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

40 Following their hiring, work ex-
perience students should discuss
their specific goals with their com-
pany supervisors and firm-up a list
of obtainable objectives for the com-
plete work assignment (semester or
quarter).

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

41 A list of objectives for the complete
work assignment should be formalized
with a written document and signed by
the student, coordinator, and company
supervisor.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

42 Company supervisors should discuss
and demonstrate the procedures and
techniques of a new or intricate work
task and briefly outline the criteria
for evaluation.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

94 3.9259 4.6000 -3.9905 Reject*
94 2.8519 4.0000 -4.8180 Reject*
94 1.0741 .6000 1.9585 Retain

93 3.6415 4.5000 -4.2213 Reject*
91 2.5686 3.9500 -4.6358 Reject*
91 1.0588 .5500 1.8728 Retain

92 4.1538 4.4500 -1.9624 Reject*
90 3,3800 3.4250 -0.1978 Retain
90 .7400 1.0250 -1.3685 Retain



TABLE 4 (Cont'd)

State- No. of Mean Scores Null
ment Statement Respon- Employ- Coordina- Computed

Hypo -
No.No. dents ers tors thesis

43 Following the instruction of a new
process or technique and after a
specified period of time, the stu-
dent's proficiency should be tested.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

44 The student's performance on each
assigned task should be spot-checked
and evaluated upon completion for
quality of workmanship.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

46 Any employee selected by the employer
as a supervisor should be capable of
functioning effectively in a work experi-
ence program.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

92 3.7547 4.1282 -1.8795 Retain
92 3.0566 3.2564 -0.7922 Retain
92 .6981 .8718 -0.7724 Retain

93 4.1321 4.4500 -1.9925 Reject*
92 3.5000 3.7000 -0.8962 Retain
92 .6154 .7500 -0.6174 Retain

91 4.1132 4.2632 -0.6549 Retain
89 3.4902 3.3947 .3722 Retain
89 .5882 .8684 -1.3940 Retain



TABLE 4 (Con.Cd)

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores

Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

48 Student supervision should not inter-
fere with regular company produc-
tivity.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

49 Both pay and experience should pro-
vide the necessary incentive required
by students to perform at satisfactory
levels throughout their work assign-
ment.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

50 Company supervisors should be capable
of recognizing student learning limita-
tions.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

93 4.2075 4.2750 -0.2691 Retain
91 3.7059 3.8000 -0.4599 Retain
91 .4902 .4750 .0627 Retain

90 4.0000 4.0000 0.0000 Retain
89 3.3333 3.4211 -0.4262 Retain
89 .6863 .5789 .4701 Retain

92 4.0377 4.1026 -0.3406 Retain
90 3.4231 3.3158 .5742 Retain
90 .5962 .7632 -0.7554 Retain



TABLE 4 (Cont'd)

State-
ment
No.

51

Statement
No. of Mean Scores

Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

Company supervisors should develop
work schedules with variety designed
to maximize student motivation.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

53 Work experience students should re-
ceive classroom instruction when
recommended by the company super-
visor.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

56 Coordinators should confer with com-
pany supervisors at least bimonthly to
obtain brief progress reports and noti-
fication of potential problems.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

91 3.5769 3.9744 -1.7271 Retain
90 2.9804 3.0769 -0.4334 Retain
90 .6078 .8974 -1.3365 Retain

92 3.6981 4.2564 -2 6896 Reject*
92 2.4906 3.3077 -2.9565 Reject*
92 1.2075 .9487 1.0438 Retain

91 3.7500 4.0769 -1.2423 Retain
91 2.7115 3.2564 -1.7987 Retain
91 1.0385 .8205 .7618 Retain

The significance level for testing the null hypothesis was set at .05. Since the degrees of freedom
for the above t tests is greater than 40, the t statistic is approximately equal to the Z statistic
which is 1.96 for each of these two-tail tests.
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difference coefficient (Spearman rho) for both groups can be found in

Appendix M. The additional hypothesis test for zero correlation be-

tween the ranking by both groups was retained at the .05 level (see

Appendix Q).

Another hypothesis test at the .05 level was performed on each

supervision element to further assess the degree of concern present

(see p. 86). The training sponsors indicated significant concern on

all of the supervision elements whereas the coordinators indicated

significant concern on 11 of the 12 elements. One element, number

48, showed no significant difference between its population means of

benefit and achievement (see Appendix 0). But as indicated above,

these elements did not show a significant difference when they were

tested for concern alleviation, an indicator of difference among the

implied levels of effort required to eliminate concern. For the

training sponsors, the high mean alleviation score for the student

supervision elements was 1.2075 and the range was .7173. For the

coordinators, the high mean alleviation score was 1.0250 and the

range was .5500. These scores and their accompanying t tests can

be found in Appendix P.

Findings Related to Student Evaluation

Of the 51 statements on the questionnaire, 11 statements dealt

with the elements of student evaluation as identified on the original
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instrument for the Delphi panel's response and confirmed by the

panel's mini-profile. (This profile can be found in Appendix I.) The

sample's respondents were asked to record their perceptions of bene-

fit and of achievement for each of these elements on separate six-

point Likert-type scales, ranging from 5. 0 (very high) to 0.0 (no

benefit, or no achievement). Each of these judgments which were

based on the respondent's experience and intuition is numerically

illustrated in Table 5.

By the t tests of the 11 student evaluation elements, the null

hypotheses for the factors of expectation and concern were retained

for four of the 11 statements and were rejected for seven statements,

numbers 57, 58, 59, 61, 63, 64, and 65. The null hypothesis for the

factor of expectation fulfillment was retained for three of the 11

statements and was rejected for eight statements, numbers 57, 58,

59, 60, 61, 62, 63, and 65. However, the null hypothesis for the

factor of concern alleviation was retained for each of the 11 state-

ments. None of the statements failed inclusion during the develop-

ment of the mini-profile of the instrument by the Delphi panel (see

Appendix H).

An inspection was made of the mean benefit scores of the em-

ployers and the coordinators. For the training sponsors, the high

mean benefit score was 4.0926 and the range was .6398. For the

coordinators, the high mean benefit score was 4.4615 and the range



TABLE 5. Elements in Student Evaluation.

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores

Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

57 Company supervisors should evalu-
ate work performance based on the
student's declared objectives for the
program.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

58 Company supervisors should have a
set of specific objectives which can
be achieved on a given schedule and
by which a student's performance
can be evaluated.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

59 Within the first month, the student,
coordinator, and company supervisor
should agree to a list of work experi-
ences to be completed and evaluated.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

92 3.4717 4.1026 -2.4510 Reject*
89 2.7600 3.5641 -3.0903 Reject*
89 .7600 .5385 .9587 Retain

92 3.4528 4.2051 -3.4355 Reject*
91 2.5769 3.4359 -3.0776 Reject*
91 .8654 .7692 .3815 Retain

92 3.7736 4.4615 -3.6133 Reject*
91 2.8269 3.8974 -3.8801 Reject*
91 .9615 .5641 1.5960 Retain



TABLE 5 (Cont'd)

State- No. of Mean Scores
ment Statement Respon- Employ- Coordina-
No. dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

60 To be effective, employer evaluations
of students must be based on profes-
sional judgments and not merely a
rank-order appraisal.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

91
89
89

4.0377
3.2941

.7451

4.2368
3.7632

.4737

-1.1343
-1.9898

1.3836

Retain
Reject*
Retain

61 Coordinators should develop a method
by which company supervisors can
rapidly evaluate student performance.

a. Benefit 92 3.5849 4.3077 -3.2292 Reject*
b. Fulfillment 90 2.6471 3.6667 -3.9175 Reject*
c. Alleviation 90 .9608 .6410 1.2739 Retain

62 Before the evaluation form is finalized ,

its contents and procedures should be
agreed to by the company supervisor.

a. Benefit 89 3.7200 4.1026 -1.5917 Retain
b. Fulfillment 86 2.6596 3.6154 -2.9994 Reject*
c. Alleviation 86 1.0000 .4872 1.9530 Retain



TABLE 5 (Cont'd)

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores
Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents ers tors

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

63 A company supervisor's evaluation
should be formalized through the use
of an itemized list of student objec-
tives, including a performance scale
ranging from "unsatisfactory" to "ex-
cellent" with a space for brief com-
ments.

a. Benefit 91 3.5962 4.1795 -2.4732 Reject*
b. Fulfillment 88 3.2041 3.9231 -3.1379 Reject*
c. Alleviation 88 .4898 .2564 1.1837 Retain

64 At the end of the student's work ex-
perience assignment, company
supervisors should use a proficiency
scale for the student's final evalu-
ation to designate the student's (1)
present work performance, (2) po-
tential work performance, (3) ability
to be promoted and accept additional
responsibility, and (4) a brief narra-
tive of the student's strengths and
weaknesses.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

94 4.0185 4.3750 -2.0118 Reject*
93 2.9057 3.0500 -0.5102 Retain
93 1.1132 1.3250 -0.8124 Retain



TABLE 5 (Cont'd)

State-
ment
No.

Statement
No. of Mean Scores

Respon- Employ- Coordina-
dents er s for s

Computed
t

Null
Hypo-
thesis

65 Company supervisors should provide
a copy of all evaluations to the student
and to the coordinator.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

66 Work experience students should be
expected to be as productive as other
employees of comparable work ex-
perience.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

67 Within the first week of employment,
work experience students should dem-
onstrate initiative such as notifying the
company supervisor when in-between
work assignments.

a. Benefit
b. Fulfillment
c. Alleviation

94 3.7963 4.4250 -2.7990 Reject*
93 3.0377 3.9500 -3.1800 Reject*
93 .7358 .4750 .9977 Retain

94 4.0926 4.2000 -0.6987 Retain
93 3.5283 3.7500 -1.2498 Retain
93 .5472 .4500 .5521 Retain

90 3.8846 4.2368 -1.9263 Retain
89 3.2549 3.6053 -1.6724 Retain
89 .6078 .6316 -0.1187 Retain

The significance level for testing the null hypothesis was set at .05. Since the degrees of freedom
for the above t tests is greater than 40, the t statistic is approximately equal to the Z statistic
which is 1.96 for each of these two-tail tests.
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was .3589. Furthermore, there were three statements which re-

ceived mean scores above 4.0 from the training sponsors whereas

each of the 11 statements was judged above 4.0 by the coordinators.

The training sponsors scored six statements between 3.5 and 4.0

and below 3.5, they identified two statements. For further compari-

son, the rank of the highest and lowest mean benefit scores and the

rank-difference coefficient (Spearman rho) for both groups can be

found in Appendix N. The additional hypothesis test for zero corre-

lation between the ranking by both groups was retained at the .05 level

(see Appendix Q).

Another hypothesis test at the .05 level was performed on each

student evaluation element to further assess the degree of concern

present (see p. 86). The training sponsors indicated significant con-

cern on 10 of the 11 evaluation elements whereas the coordinators

indicated significant concern on eight of the eleven elements. Three

elements, numbers 62, 63, and 65, showed no significant difference

between their population means of benefit and achievement (see Appen-

dix 0). But as indicated above, these elements did not show a signifi-

cant difference when they were tested for concern alleviation, an

indicator of difference among the implied levels of effort required

to eliminate concern. For the training sponsors, the high mean al-

leviation score for the student evaluation elements was 1.1132 and

the range was .5660. For the coordinators, the high mean alleviation
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score was 1.3250 and the range was 1.0686. These scores and their

accompanying t tests can be found in Appendix P.

Findings Pertinent to the Delphi Panel

Of the 67 statements on the original questionnaire, 16 state-

ments failed final inclusion on the 51 statement instrument. The

Delphi panelists were asked to record their perceptions of benefit and

achievement for each of the elements on separate six-point Likert-

type scales, ranging from 5.0 (very high) to 0.0 (no benefit, or no

achievement). Each of these judgments which were based on the re-

spondent's experience and intuition is numerically illustrated in

Appendix I.

In order to statistically test the additional hypothesis that there

were no significant differences among the perceptions of the Oregon

employers and the California employers of the Delphi panel, the re-

sponses to each of the questionnaire's 51 items were subjected to a t

test at the .05 level (see p. 86). By the t tests of the 51 elements,

the hypothesis of no significant difference between the mean benefit

levels of the Oregon employers and those of the Delphi panel was re-

tained for 31 of the 51 statements and was rejected for 20 statements,

numbers 14, 16, 21, 24, 26, 29, 30, 34, 39, 40, 42, 43, 53, 57, 58,

62, 63, 65, 66, and 67. From this t test at the .05 level, the trans-

forms of five out of 100 statements would be expected to lie in the
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critical region if the hypothesis of no difference was correct. The

hypothesis was rejected. Moreover, the largest ltd value was

4.5473. Thus, by Boole's inequality, this test's significance proba-

bility was less than . 01 (see p. 85). The mean benefit scores and the

corresponding t values of the two groups of respondents can be found

in Tables 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10.

An inspection was made of the mean benefit scores of the

sample's employers and those of the Delphi panelists. For the train-

ing sponsors of the sample, the high program planning mean benefit

score was 4.4815 and the range was 1.7778. For the Delphi panelists,

the high program planning mean benefit score was 4.8000 and the

range was 1.6000. There were five statements out of 14 statements

which received a mean score above 4.0 from the sample's training

sponsors and 10 of the 14 statements were judged above 4.0 by the

Delphi panelists. The training sponsors scored six statements be-

tween 3.5 and 4.0 and the panelists scored three statements in this

range. Below 3.5, the training sponsors scored two statements

whereas the panelists scored one statement. In Table 6, the program

planning statements were ranked as shown in Appendix J.

For the training sponsors of the sample, the high student orien-

tation mean benefit score was 4.0556 and the range was .4896. For

the Delphi panelists, the high student orientation mean benefit score

was 4.7000 and the range was 1.0000. There was one statement out



TABLE 6. Program Planning Elements: Sample Employers and Delphi Panelists.

Statement
Number*

No. of
Respon-
dents

Mean Benefit Scores

Employers Panelists
Computed

t

Hypo-
thesis
Test

Employer
Rank

Panelist
Rank**

6 64 4.4815 4.7000 -1.2041 retain 1 2

3 63 4.3962 4.5000 -0.4078 retain 2 3

16 64 4.2407 4.8000 -3.2123 reject 3 1

12 63 4.0566 4.3000 -0.8396 retain 4 5.5
9 64 4.0556 4.4000 -1.3137 retain 5 4

1 62 3.9808 4.1000 -0.4746 retain 6 9

7 64 3.9074 4.1000 -0.6114 retain 7 9

8 63 3.9057 4.2000 -1.0514 retain 8 7

13 64 3.7963 4.1000 -0.8840 retain 9 9

4 64 3.7037 3.7000 0.0088 retain 10 11

5 64 3.5185 3.6000 -0.2383 retain 11 12

17 60 3.4200 4.3000 -1.8984 retain 12 5.5
11 64 3.3519 3.2000 .2690 retain 13 14

14 64 2.7037 3.5000 -2.0236 reject 14 13

* For the statements, see Appendix J.
'°' Rank-difference coefficient = . 846
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of the six statements which received a mean score above 4.0 from the

sample's training sponsors and five of the six statements were judged

above 4.0 by the Delphi panelists. The training sponsors scored five

statements between 3.5 and 4.0 and the panelists scored one state-

ment in this range. In Table 7, the student orientation elements were

ranked as shown in Appendix K.

For the training sponsors of the sample, the high student em-

ployment mean benefit score was 4.1852 and the range was 1.2814.

For the Delphi panelists, the high student employment mean benefit

score was 4.6000 and the range was .9000. There were three state-

ments out of eight statements which received a mean score above 4.0

from the sample's training sponsors and six of the eight statements

were judged above 4. 0 by the Delphi panelists. The training sponsors

scored four statements between 3.5 and 4.0 and the panelists scored

two statements in this range. Below 3.0, the training sponsors

scored one statement. In Table 8, the student employment elements

were ranked as shown in Appendix L.

For the training sponsors of the sample, the high student super-

vision mean benefit score was 4.2075 and the range was .6306. For

the Delphi panelists, the high student supervision mean benefit score

was 4.6000 and the range was .7000. There were six statements out

of 12 statements which received a mean score above 4.0 from the



TABLE 7. Student Orientation Elements: Sample Employers and Delphi Panelists.

Statement
Number

No. of
Re spon-
dents

Mean Benefit Scores

Employers Panelists
Computed

t

Hypo-
thesis
Test

Employer
Rank

Panelist
Rank**

22 64 4.0556 4.4000 -1.4270 retain 1 3.5

21 64 3.9074 4.7000 -3.6451 reject 2 1

23 64 3.7778 4.2000 -1.3019 retain 3 5

24 64 3.7593 4.4000 -2.2812 reject 4 3.5

26 64 3.7037 4.5000 -2.5104 reject 5 2

18 63 3.5660 3.7000 -0.3015 retain 6 6

For the statements, see Appendix K.
Rank-difference coefficient = .406



TABLE 8. Student Employment Elements: Sample Employers and Delphi Panelists.

Statement
Numbe r*

No. of
Re spon-
dents

Mean Benefit Scores

Employers Panelists
Computed

t

Hypo-
thesis
Test

Employer
Rank

Panelist
Rank**

32 64 4.1852 4.0000 .3500 retain 1 6

35 64 4.1481 4.2000 -0.1259 retain 2 4.5

31 64 4.1296 4.2000 -0.2526 retain 3 4.5

29 63 3.9811 4.6000 -2.8889 reject 4 1

28 64 3.8889 3.7000 .3926 retain 5 8

30 63 3.8868 4.4000 -1.9968 reject 6 3

34 64 3.7035 4.5000 -2.5104 reject 7 2

39 62 2.9038 3.8000 -2.0136 reject 8 7

For the statements, see Appendix L.
Rank-difference coefficient = -. 036
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sample's training sponsors and 11 of the 12 statements were judged

above 4.0 by the Delphi panelists. The training sponsors scored six

statements between 3.5 and 4.0 and the panelists scored one state-

ment in this range. In Table 9, the student supervision elements

were ranked as shown in Appendix M.

For the training sponsors of the sample, the high student evalu-

ation mean benefit score was 4.0926 and the range was .6398. For

the Delphi panelists, the high student evaluation mean benefit score

was 4.6000 and the range was .5000. There were three statements

out of 11 statements which received a mean score above 4.0 from the

sample's training sponsors whereas 11 of the 11 statements were

judged above 4.0 by the Delphi panelists. The training sponsors

scored six statements between 3.5 and 4. 0; below 3.5, the training

sponsors scored two statements. In Table 10, the student evaluation

elements were ranked as shown in Appendix N.

For further comparison, the rank of the highest and lowest

mean scores for each of the five classifications of program elements

can be found in Tables 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10. Furthei lore, the rank-

difference coefficient (Spearman rho) for the two groups was deter-

mined for the elements of each classification. The additional hypo-

thesis test for zero correlation between the ranking of the program

planning elements of Table 6 by both groups was rejected at the .02

level whereas each of the hypothesis tests for zero correlation for



TABLE 9. Student Supervision Elements: Sample Employers and Delphi Panelists.

Statement
Number'``

No. of
Re spon-
dents

Mean Benefit Scores

Employers Panelists
Computed

t

Hypo-
thesis
Test

Employer
Rank

Panelist
Rank"

48 63 4.2075 4.5000 -1.0632 retain 1 3

42 62 4.1538 4.6000 -2.2161 reject 2 1

44 63 4.1321 4.3000 -0.5827 retain 3 6.5

46 63 4.1132 4.2000 -0.2630 retain 4 9.5

50 62 4.0377 4.2000 -0.5256 retain 5 9.5

49 62 4.0000 4.0000 0.0000 retain 6 11

40 64 3.9259 4.5000 -2.2351 reject 7 3

43 63 3.7547 4.5000 -2.7833 reject 8 3

56 62 3.7500 3.9000 -0.3650 retain 9 12

53 63 3.6981 4.3000 -2.2303 reject 10 6.5

41 63 3.6415 4.3000 -1.7472 retain 11 6.5

51 62 3.5769 4.3000 -1.9403 retain 12 6.5

For the statements, see Appendix M.
Rank-difference coefficient = .262



TABLE 10. Student Evaluation Elements: Sample Employers and Delphi Panelists.

Statement
Number*

No. of
Re spon-
dents

Mean Benefit Scores

Employers Panelists
Computed

t

Hypo-
thesis
Test

Employer
Rank

Panelist

66 63 4.0926 4.5556 -2.3109 reject 1 3

60 63 4.0377 4.3000 -0.8003 retain 2. 8.5

64 64 4.0185 4.4000 -1.2894 retain 3 5.5

67 62 3.8846 4.4000 -1. 9840 reject 4 5.5

65 64 3.7963 4.6000 -3.4527 reject 5 1.5

59 63 3.7736 4.4000 -1.8369 retain 6 5.5

62 60 3.7200 4,4000 - 2.4050 reject 5.5

63 62 3.5962 4.6000 -4.5473 reject 8 1.5

61 63 3.5849 4.1000 -1.4146 retain 9 11

57 63 3.4717 4.3000 -3.0388 reject 10 8.5

58 63 3.4528 4.2000 -2.2070 reject 11 11

' For the statements, see Appendix N.
Rank-difference coefficient = . 455
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the other four classifications of elements, shown in Tables 7, 8, 9,

and 10, were retained at the .05 level (see Appendix Q).

Summary of the Findings

Statistical testing of the perceptions of the sample's community

college work experience employers and coordinators and the employ-

ers of the Delphi panel revealed the following:

1. All 51 of the questionnaire's statements represented program ele-

ments which were judged beneficial to the employers and/or the

students by the employers and the coordinators. By definition,

each of these statements was found to be an employer expectation.

2. All 51 elements received mean achievement scores which were

below their mean benefit scores. Again by definition, each ele-

ment was found to be an employer concern.

3. For 38 of the 51 elements, the mean expectation and expectation

fulfillment scores of the coordinators were greater than those of

the employers.

4. Elements in program planning:

The mean expectation (and concern) scores ranged from a high of

4.6410 to a low of 2.7037. Although the hypothesis for zero rank-

difference correlation was rejected, a significant difference in

expectation (and concern) was found among the employers and the

coordinators for four of the 14 elements.
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The mean expectation fulfillment scores ranged from a low of

1.552.6 to a high of 3.9250. For six of the 14 expectations, a sig-

nificant difference in expectation fulfillment was found among the

employers and the coordinators. The mean concern alleviation

scores ranged from a high of 1.7436 to a low of .3333. Although

the employers indicated significant concern on all elements and

the coordinators showed significant concern on 12 of the 14 ele-

ments, a significant difference in concern alleviation was found

among the two groups for only two elements.

For the sample's employers and the Delphi panelists, the hypo-

thesis for zero rank-difference correlation was rejected and a

significant difference in expectation was found for two of the 14

elements. The mean expectation scores ranged from a high of

4.8000 to a low of 2.7037.

5. Elements in student orientation:

The mean expectation (and concern) scores ranged from a high of

4.3750 to a low of 3.5660. Although the hypothesis for zero rank-

difference correlation was retained, a significant difference in

expectation (and concern) was found among the employers and the

coordinators for one of the six elements.

The mean expectation fulfillment scores ranged from a low of

2.5750 to a high of 3.7750. For three of the six expectations, a
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significant difference in expectation fulfillment was found among

the employers and the coordinators.

The mean concern alleviation scores ranged from a high of 1.1296

to a low of .4500. Although the employers indicated significant

concern on all elements and the coordinators showed significant

concern on five of the six elements, a significant difference in

concern alleviation was found among the two groups for only one

element.

For the sample's employers and the Delphi panelists, the hypo-

thesis for zero rank-difference correlation was retained and a

significant difference in expectation was found for three of the six

elements. The mean expectation scores ranged from a high of

4.7000 to a low of 3.5660.

6. Elements in student employment:

The mean expectation (and concern) scores ranged from a high of

4.5000 to a low of 2.9038. Although the hypothesis for zero rank-

difference correlation was retained, a significant difference in

expectation (and concern) was found among the employers and the

coordinators for two of the eight elements.

The mean expectation fulfillment scores ranged from a low of

2.5000 to a high of 3.825. For two of the eight expectations, a

significant difference in expectation fullfillment was found among



139

the employers and the coordinators.

The mean concern alleviation scores ranged from a high of

1.0189 to a low of .4375. Although the employers indicated sig-

nificant concern on seven of the eight elements and the coordina-

tors showed significant concern on seven of the elements, no

significant difference in concern alleviation was found among the

two groups.

For the sample's employers and the Delphi panelists, the hypo-

thesis for zero rank-difference correlation was retained and a

significant difference in expectation was found for four of the eight

elements. The mean expectation scores ranged from a high of

4.6000 to a low of 2.9038.

7. Elements in student supervision:

The mean expectation (and concern) scores ranged from a high of

4.6000 to a low of 3.5769. Although the hypothesis for zero rank-

difference correlation was retained, a significant difference in

expectation (and concern) was found among the employers and the

coordinators for five of the 12 elements.

The mean expectation fulfillment scores ranged from a low of

2.4902 to a high of 4.0000. For three of the 12 expectations, a

significant difference in expectation fulfillment was found among

the employers and the coordinators.
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The mean concern alleviation scores ranged from a high of 1.2075

to a low of .5500. Although the employers indicated significant

concern on all elements and the coordinators showed significant

concern on 11 of the 12 elements, no significant difference in con-

cern alleviation was found among the two groups.

For the sample's employers and the Delphi panelists, the hypo-

thesis for zero rank-difference correlation was retained and a

significant difference in expectation was found for four of the 12

elements. The mean expectation scores ranged from a high of

4.6000 to a low of 3.5769.

8. Elements in student evaluation:

The mean expectation (and concern) scores ranged from a high of

4.4615 to a low of 3.4528. Although the hypothesis for zero rank-

difference correlation was retained, a significant difference in

expectation (and concern) was found among the employers and the

coordinators for seven of the 11 elements.

The mean expectation fulfillment scores ranged from a low of

2.5769 to a high of 3.9500. For eight of the 11 expectations, a

significant difference in expectation fulfillment was found among

the employers and the coordinators.

The mean concern alleviation scores ranged from a high of 1.3250

to a low of .2564. Although the employers indicated significant



141

concern on 10 of the 11 elements and the coordinators showed sig-

nificant concern on eight of the 11 elements, no significant differ-

ence in concern alleviation was found among the two groups.

For the sample's employers and the Delphi panelists, the hypo-

thesis for zero rank-difference correlation was retained and a

significant difference in expectation was found for seven of the

eleven elements. The mean expectation scores ranged from a

high of 4.6000 to a low of 3.4528.

9. For 48 of the 51 elements, the mean expectation scores of the

Delphi panelists were greater than those of the sample's employ-

ers.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Purpose Restated

The primary purpose of this study was to determine if statisti-

cally significant differences in the perceptions of employers' concerns

and expectations existed between the coordinators and the employers

who have participated in post-secondary cooperative work experience

programs. Specifically, the objectives of this study were:

1. To determine, using the Delphi technique, a consensus by experts

on the identification and delineation of the concerns and expecta-

tions an employer might have about company participation in a

post-secondary cooperative work experience program.

2. To determine if there were differences in the perceptions of what

an employer's concerns and expectations should be between the

coordinators and the employers in post-secondary cooperative

work experience programs.

3. To determine if there were differences in the perceived levels to

which employer expectations were being fulfilled between the

coordinators and the employers.

4. To determine if there were differences in the perceived levels to

which employer concerns were being alleviated between the co-

ordinators and the employers.
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Procedures

A review of the related literature served as an information base

during the initial phase of the questionnaire's development. Following

this phase, a Delphi panel adjudicated and augmented the proposed

statements for the questionnaire. The validated items were also re-

viewed by a resource group, which evaluated the content, format, and

clarity of the questionnaire's instructions and statements. Upon the

recommendation of the resource group, the instrument was further

scrutinized by pilot-testing, which confirmed the resource group's

review. The final form of the instrument emerged following its sub-

mission to the Delphi panelists for the purpose of (1) validity confir-

mation, and (2) developing a mini-profile and information base.

The 51 item survey questionnaire containing 14 program plan-

ning elements, six student orientation elements, eight student employ-

ment elements, 12 student supervision elements, and 11 student

evaluation elements was designed to retrieve the study's recorded

data by mail. The respondents of the sample made two judgments on

each statement: (1) to denote their perception of benefit, and (2) to

denote their perception of the effort made toward its achievement in

their programs.

The study's population utilized the community colleges in

Oregon which offered 15 or more different occupational work
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experience programs for the school year 1975-1976. Eight commun-

ity colleges were identified that provided this scope of program offer-

ing. The sample of the study consisted of 54 employers and 40 coor-

dinators, for which the employers were randomly selected and the

population of coordinators was sought as respondents.

The data obtained from each of the return-mailed questionnaires

were checked, coded, and transferred to IBM cards for computer

processing.

Analysis of Data

The test statistic used to determine the contrasts among the

population means of the two groups was the t statistic at the .05

level, where the population variances are unequal and where the

sample sizes are also unequal. In addition to the four null hypo-

theses, two additional hypotheses were tested: One, for items of

significant concern for both groups, which utilized the t test just

enumerated, and the other, for relationships, which utilized the

Spearman rho statistic for correlation between both groups.

For purposes of further analysis, the questionnaire's statements

were grouped into categories. During the process of instrument de-

velopment, the statements were assigned to categories which were

assumed to be indicative of their nature.
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Conclusions

The review and analysis of related literature and the interpre-

tation of the data in this study culminated in the following conclusions

for subsequent inclusion in operational community college work ex-

perience and coordinator-training programs:

1. The 51 statement questionnaire, utilizing two Likert-type six-

point scales per item, satisfactorily recorded the study's data.

2. In general, the statements of the questionnaire constitute employ-

er expectations and concerns in post-secondary work experience

programs.

3. A substantial difference appears to exist between the employers

and the coordinators in their perceptions of what an employer's

concerns and expectations should be. Of the 51 statements, there

were 19 rejections of the hypothesis tests. Furthermore, there

were as few as one and as many as seven rejections of the hypo-

thesis tests in each of the five categories of program elements.

4. Another substantial difference appears to exist between the em-

ployers and the coordinators in the perceived levels to which

employer expectations were being fulfilled. Of the 51 statements,

there were 23 rejections of the hypothesis tests. Furthermore,

there were as few as two and as many as eight rejections of the

hypothesis tests in each of the five categories of program elements.
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5. Except for two elements, significant employer concern appears to

exist in all five categories of program elements.

6. However, there appears to be very little difference between the

employers and the coordinators in the levels to which the employ-

er concerns were being alleviated. Of the 51 statements, there

were only three rejections of the hypothesis tests. A congruence

of judgment existed for 48 items between the two groups.

7. There appears to be a substantial difference between the Oregon

employers and the California employers of the Delphi panel in

their perceptions of what an employer's concerns and expectations

should be. Of the 51 statements, there were 20 rejections of the

hypothesis tests. Furthermore, there were as few as two and as

many as seven rejections of the hypothesis tests in each of the five

categories of program elements. In other words, the employers

of geographically different locations appear to have generally dif-

ferent expectation and concern perceptions.

8. Although there appears to be a relationship between the employers

and the coordinators for program planning, no relationship was

indicated for the remaining four categories of program elements.

In each of these four categories, the hypothesis test for zero cor-

relation was retained. In other words, the priorities of the two

groups appear to be generally dissimilar.
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9. Again, although there appears to be a relationship between the

Oregon employers and the California employers of the Delphi

panel for program planning, no relationship was indicated for the

remaining four categories of program elements. In each of these

categories, the hypothesis test for zero correlation was retained.

Again, the priorities of the two groups appear to be generally dis-

similar.

Recommendations

Although the training stations of most community college work

experience programs could become greater contributors to the co-op

process if efforts toward the fulfillment of any of the employer expec-

tations were stepped-up, the recommendations were the direct result

of the significant findings and the conclusions in this study. Thus,

their implementation in on-going work experience and coordinator-

training programs could affect the growth, development, and the

efficiency of the employers' contribution to post-secondary coopera-

tive education in the State of Oregon.

In program planning, this researcher makes the following

recommendations:

1. Training sponsors should attend state and local work experience

conferences. During these conferences, training sponsors and
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their companies should receive appropriate recognition for their

participation in cooperative education.

2. There should be one or more conferences each year whereby

school and company personnel can discuss and become familiar

with the philosophy, purpose, and problems in their work experi-

ence programs. The training sponsors indicated the need for

more formal information: (1) about the specific goals of work

experience programs, (2) about the student's educational objec-

tives, (3) about the academic experience deemed necessary to

prepare a student for employment, (4) about the problems (if any)

being encountered in providing students with classroom instruc-

tion that is related to their on-the-job training, and (5) about their

responsibility for providing adequate safety instruction.

3. One of the objectives of a work experience program should be to

assist the student in the development of good work habits, i.e.,

conscientiousness, courteousness, willingness, and ambition.

Both the training sponsors and the coordinators indicated that

more effort needs to be directed toward the objective's fulfillment.

4. Since the training sponsors indicated substantial concern, student

daily working hours should be long enough to make their time pro-

fitable to their employers. The coordinators should formally

address this program element with each employer during the for-

mation of each work assignment.
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5. As indicated by both the training sponsors and the coordinators,

each college district should increase its efforts to reach an agree-

ment with local unions concerning the status of work experience

students prior to the actual placement of the students in union

shops. Although the employers participating in this study were

not designated in terms of the worker they hired, union or non-

union, the training sponsors indicated a moderate to high respect

for union influence.

During student orientation, this researcher makes the following

recommendations:

6. Training sponsors should be more frequently called upon to assist

the coordinators with job counseling and job orientation. During

this time, the training sponsors should be informed of any per-

sonal problems which might interfere with the student's perfor-

mance. Furthermore, mutually agreeable penalties should be

determined which will be automatically imposed when a student

fails to meet company tardiness or sickness expectations.

7. Work experience students should expect their classroom activ-

ities to more often complement their work experience in order

that they are better able to understand work-task procedures.

Thus, if specific jobs are assigned which cannot be complemented

with formal study, students should be informed prior to the on-the-
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job assignment (preferably during the finalization of the training

plan).

During the student's attempt to secure employment, this re-

searcher makes the following recommendations:

8. Prospective work experience students seeking jobs in their chosen

vocational field should be interviewed as though they were applying

for a full-time job. They should be genuinely interested in the

work experience they seek as determined by an interest-assess-

ment process and be better able to support their desires with

brief descriptions of the value of such experiences.

9. Whenever possible, prospective work experience students should

be shown how their employment will contribute to the company,

but they should be made aware of the fact that job assignments

may include menial or low priority tasks approaching 25 percent

or more of their total working assignment.

In student supervision, this researcher makes the following

recommendations:

10. Following their employment, work experience students should

more thoroughly discuss their specific goals with their training

sponsors and agree to a list of obtainable objectives for the entire

work assignment. Furthermore, the complete agreement should

be formalized with a written document and signed by the student,

coordinator, and the training sponsor.
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11. Training sponsors should be more frequently assisted by the

coordinators in the development of work schedules with variety

designed to maximize student motivation to the extent possible.

In addition, the training sponsor should be further encouraged

to spot-check each assigned task and evaluate upon completion

for quality of workmanship, based on previously identified

criteria.

12. Since the needs of students vary from student to student, both

the training sponsors and the coordinators indicated substantial

concern about the timing of employer-recommended formal in-

struction. But to the extent possible, work experience students

should receive classroom instruction which would augment the

regularly scheduled content presentations when recommended by

the training sponsor.

And in student evaluation, this researcher makes the following

recommendations:

13. Greater effort by the coordinators should be expended so that by

the end of the first month of a student's assignment, the student,

the coordinator, and the training sponsor have agreed to a set of

specific objectives which can be achieved on a given schedule and

by which the student's performance can be evaluated. Further-

more, coordinators should increase their efforts to develop an

efficient method by which training sponsors can quickly evaluate
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student performance which is based on the student's declared

program objectives.

14. Substantial concern about the general content of the training

sponsor's final evaluation form was indicated by both the co-

ordinators and the employers. With the assistance of one or

more members of the advisory committee, coordinators should

attempt to augment this final evaluation form to include not only

the student's present work performance but also the student's

(1) potential work performance, (2) ability to be promoted and

accept additional responsibility, and (3) a brief narrative of the

student's strengths and weaknesses. Furthermore, training

sponsors should be further encouraged to provide a copy of this

and all other evaluations to the student and the coordinator.

To the extent that these recommendations are able to improve

operational training stations in the field, they can be expected to do

no less for the appropriate content areas in coordinator training pro-

grams. However, in the area of training station implementation and

development, the identification of expectations may be of greater im-

portance. Another application of this study's findings and conclusions

may be to facilitate sponsor development program implementation

decisions. The further delineation of this study's recommendations

will point toward the necessity of one factor without which virtually
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all development programs can be expected to terminate with unsatis-

factory results.

According to Lauver and McNabb, program quality also requires

the coordinator to assist each of the triad's members in the under-

standing of the expectations and needs of the others (see Ch. 2, p. 65).

But evidenced by the employers' concern profile (which was substan-

tially confirmed by the coordinators' concern profile), the need for

improvement extends throughout the five categories of program ele-

ments (see Appendix 0). Thus, it is difficult to conceive of a suc-

cessful solution, unless it is one which is formally implemented and

one which will operate over a period of several years. The imple-

mentation of a sponsor development program at many of the commun-

ity colleges seems to be the obvious answer. The training sponsors

could be taught to become more effective student supervisors. Fur-

thermore, training sponsors would respond more confidently to the

student's needs from an educational rather than the employer's

economical viewpoint.

But as Lynn pointed out, training sponsors are rarely reim-

bursed for their supervision of work experience students, and this

situation is unlikely to change appreciably in the foreseeable future

(see Ch. 2, p. 65). Nevertheless, what appears to be needed as

shown by this study's findings is for the training sponsors to undergo

some change. However, this change will not easily emerge through
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the use of development programs without there first being established

a professional bond of deep respect for and awareness of one anothers

vocational responsibilities among the coordinators and the training

sponsors. Unless this bond is at least moderately entrenched prior

to implementation, the programs' practical results will hardly be

inspiring let alone lasting. Not only would there be little likelihood

that job descriptions which leave virtually no room for misunderstand-

ing can be developed but also that training sponsors will enthusiasti-

cally schedule their time to undergo the auspices of these programs.

Suggestions for Further Study

Based on the review of the literature and the findings and con-

clusions in this study, the following suggestions for further study are

proposed;

1. A field test of the enclosed 16 statements which were found valid

but which failed inclusion due to their inability to demonstrate

significant concern during the Delphi panel's development of the

mini-profile should be conducted.

Z. A replication of this study's instrument should be conducted in

another geographical location to ascertain if variations in expec-

tation and concern do exist in addition to those identified among

the Oregon employers and the California employers on the Delphi

panel.
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3. Further research should be conducted requiring specifically iden-

tified responses to ascertain perceived areas of accepted and re-

jected responsibility as designated by the factors of expectation

and concern.

4. A replication of this study should be conducted at the secondary

level to identify the operant employer expectations and concerns.

5. Further research is required to explore the potential differences

of expectation and concern among the perceptions of the teacher-

coordinators and those of the coordinators.

6. Additional research should be done to further identify and quantify

the expectations and concerns of employers.

7. A study should be made to explore the potential differences among

the perceptions of training sponsors of union shops and those of

non-union shops.

8. Additional research is recommended to assess the variations of

expectation and concern among employers and their work experi-

ence students.
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APPENDIX A

PARTIAL ASSESSMENT GUIDE

FOR

COOPERATIVE WORK EXPERIENCE EDUCATION



ElementStudent Selection

PHILOSOPHY:
Student selection should be an outgrowth of recruitment to ensure that all potential cooperative
students are familiar with the program. Student selection should be composed of three ele-
ments. These three elements are (1) student application forms that provide background infor-
mation, (2) the student's personal cumulative record which provides such information as school
grades and credit, vocational goals and interests, and (3) the student interview, conducted
after all other pertinent data have been compiled.

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA:

A. The school has a definite plan for screening and
ASSESSMENT KEY REMARKS

selecting students into the program. 5 4 3 2 1 0

B. The teacher-coordinator conducts personal inter-
views with each interested student. 5 4 3 2 1 0

C. Interested students fill out an application form. 5 4 3 2 1 0

D. Students having an occupational goal in the area
of training. 5 4 3 2 1 0

E. Students are at least sixteen years old when
on-the-job training begins. 5 4 3 2 1 0

F. The school counselor has been consulted in deter-
mining capable and qualified students. 5 4 3 2 1 0

AVERAGE TOTAL ASSESSMENT

Source: An Assessment for Cooperative Work Experience Education (1972), p. 7.



ElementAdvisory Committee

PHILOSOPHY:
A functional community advisory committee can greatly facilitate the effective operation of a
cooperative work experience education program. Some of the functions performed by a local
advisory committee include: (1) assisting with community surveys, (2) publicizing the pro-
gram, (3) locating training stations, (4) assist in development of curriculum, (5) assisting in
evaluation. It is very important that the committee is only advisory in character. It has no
administrative or policy-forming power.

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA:

A. A local advisory committee has been organized to
give guidance and direction to the program.

B. The local advisory committee:
1. Includes representatives of business, labor,

students, and the public.
2. Is involved in determining community situ-

ations and needs.
3. Is involved in publicizing and promoting the

program.
4. Is involved in evaluation of the program.
5. Advises on program objectives and course

content.
C. Duties and responsibilities of advisory committee

members are outlined in writing and are being
followed.

D. Minutes of advisory committee meetings are to
be sent to the appropriate administrators.

AVERAGE TOTAL ASSESSMENT

ASSESSMENT KEY REMARKS

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0
5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

Source: An Assessment for Cooperative Work Experience Education (1972). p. 4.



ElementTraining Stations

PHILOSOPHY:
The training station is the business establishment in the community where the student partici-
pates in on-the-job activities. Not all business establishments are appropriate as training
stations, and not all employers make good training sponsors. The cooperative work experi-
ence teacher-coordinator muse evaluate potential training stations, considering students° needs,
interests, and abilities.

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA:

A. A well planned and systematic method of selecting
training stations is being used.

B. The advisory committee is involved with the selec-
tion and approval of training stations.

C. Personal contacts are made with all firms wanting
approval as a training station.

D. The employers have an interest in training the
student.

E. The training stations have a good reputation and
are accepted by the community as reliable,
respected firms.

F. The training stations provide opportunities for
well-organized and varied learning situations.

ASSESSMENT KEY REMARKS

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0



ElementTraining Stations (Cont'd)

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA: ASSESSMENT KEY REMARKS

G. Employers are thoroughly informed concerning the
purposes of the cooperative work experience pro-
gram.

H. The training station provides the student-learner
with adequate supervision by the on-the-job in-
structor.

All training stations have signed a memorandum
of agreement.

J. The training stations pay the minimum wage for
the student-learners.

K. The training stations offer opportunities for
advancement within the establishment.

AVERAGE TOTAL ASSESSMENT

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

Source: An Assessment for Cooperative Work Experience Education (1972). p. 6.



Element--Related Classroom Instruction

PHILOSOPHY:
The term "related instruction" refers to an in-school program of instruction for students en-
rolled in the cooperative work experience education program. It refers to instruction that
correlates with the student's work environment. In cooperative work experience education
programs two major types of related instruction are used. The first consists of units of study
that relate to the student's job and includes the technical knowledge they need to fully develop
technical competency. The second type consists of units related to the student-learner work
and includes the study of human relations, job applications, and other areas.

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA: ASSESSMENT KEY REMARKS

A. The school provides sufficient instructional materi-
als to supplement the teaching of related classroom
instruction.

B. A library which provides up-to-date reference
materials related to areas of work in which stu-
dents are being trained is provided.

C. Books and references are located in the classroom
or adjacent to it.

D. A definite budget has been established for purchas-
ing of books and reference materials.

E. Related instruction consists of both individual and
group instructional procedures

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0



ElementRelated Classroom Instruction (Cont'd)

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA:

F. Related instruction is organized so material rele-
vant to all students is presented and time is still
available for individual instruction in the specific
occupations.

G. Related instruction is based upon individual
need s.

AVERAGE TOTAL ASSESSMENT

ASSESSMENT KEY REMARKS

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

Source: An Assessment for Cooperative Work Experience Education (1972). p. 12.
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POTENTIAL DELPHI PANEL PARTICIPANTS
FROM BUSINESS AND INDUSTR Y
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September 19, 1976

To: Dr. Joel Galloway, Chairman
Dr. Pat H. Atteberry
Dr. Robert Bennett

From: Ted W. Kirsch, Project Director

As you are already aware, the first important step in conducting
my study regarding employer expectations and concerns is the forma-
tion of an industry-oriented Delphi panel to validate the Study's instru-
ment. The following criteria should be used to identify prospective
panelists:

1. Panelists should have active service in community college
cooperative occupational work experience programs.

2. Panelists should be recognized locally and/or nationally by
their peers.

3. Panelists should be or have been in business or industry and
have work experience in a supervisory capacity.

4. Panelists should have a broad understanding and appreci-
ation of community college cooperative occupational work
experience programs.

The following list of prospective participants was compiled:
1. Sears

Mrs. Mildred Wade
Personnel Manager
Tanforan Center
San Bruno, California

2. Volunteers in Probationary Services
Mr. Vernon Johnson, Director
Brisbane, California

3. Stanley Works
Mr. Richard Stoker
Distribution Center Manager
Brisbane, California

4. Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Mr. Dennis Cook
Electrical Substation Supervisor
San Francisco, California
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5. Hickory Farms
Mr. Phillip Sullivan
Owner and Manager
Tanforan Center
San Bruno, California

6. Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Mr. Ronald Rhoades, Supervisor
District Customer Services
San Francisco, California

7. U. S. Civil Service Commission
Mr. Donald Robbins
Regional Recruitment Manager
San Francisco, California

8. NASA, Ames Research Center
Mr. John Leveen
Employer Development Officer
Moffett Field, California

9. Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Mr. Robert Olaque
Gas Service Foreman
Daly City, California

10. Hewlett-Packard Company
Mr. Allen Richardson
Corporate Management Professional Recruiting
Palo Alto, California

11. Macy' s
Mrs. Betty Birch
Personnel Manager
Serramonte Center
Daly City, California

12. Lockheed Corporation
Mr. George Barton, Supervisor
Sunnyvale, California

13. IBM Corporation
Mr. Gaylord Mance, Supervisor
San Jose, California

14. United Airlines
Mr. Glen Pierson, Supervisor
San Francisco International Airport
San Francisco, California
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15. Lawrence Livermore Laboratory
Mr. George Upchurch, Supervisor
Livermore, California

16. Underwriters Laboratory
Mr. Frank Fratto, Supervisor
Santa Clara, California

17. California Parking
Mr. Richard Puccinelle, Supervisor
San Francisco, California

I concur that the people indicated on this list meet the above
stated criterion.

/s/ Robert L. Bennett
Dr. Robert L. Bennett
Director of Research
San Mateo Community College District
San Mateo, California

I acknowledge that any ten of these persons meet the criterion
for the Delphi Panel as outlined in the Study's design.

/s/ Pat H. Atteberry
Dr. Pat H. Atteberry
Professor Emeritus
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon

I acknowledge that any ten of these persons meet the criterion
for the Study's Delphi panel and further acknowledge that the order of
the above list of prospective panelists was determined by randomiza-
tion in accordance with the Study's design.

/s/ Joel D. Galloway
Dr. Joel Galloway, Chairman
Department of Industrial Education
Oregon State University
Corvallis, Oregon
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DELPHI PANEL



DELPHI PANEL

Mrs. Betty Birch
Personnel Manager
Macy' s
1 Serramonte Center
Daly City, California

Mr. Dennis M. Cook
Substation Engineer
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
6000 Third Street
San Francisco, California

Mr. Vernon D. Johnson
Administrator: Court Referral

Program and VIPS
San Mateo County Probation Dept.
21 Tower Road
Belmont, California

Mr. John E. Leveen
Employee Development Officer
National Aeronautics and

Space Administration
Ames Research Center
Moffett Field, California

Mr. Robert J. Olaque
Gas Service Foreman
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
450 Eastmoor Avenue
Daly City, California
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Mr. Ronald R. Rhodes
District Customer Services

Supervisor
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Room 606
245 Market Street
San Francisco, California

Mr. Allen D. Richardson
Corporate Management

Professional Recruiting
Hewlett-Packard Company
1501 Page Mill Road
Palo Alto, California

Mr. Donald N. Robbins
Regional Recruitment Manager
U. S. Civil Service Commission
450 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco; California

Mr. Richard G. Stoker
Distribution Center Manager
Stanley Works
320 Valley Drive
Brisbane, California

Mr. Phillip P. Sullivan
Owner and Manager
c/o Hickory Farms
216 Tanforan Park
San Bruno, California
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April 25, 1977

To Whom It May Concern:

At the present time, community college students enjoy a wide spec-
trum of work experience opportunities. However, if these opportun-
ities are to be improved, those of us in education need to know and
understand better the employers' view of the various elements in
work experience programs.

The enclosed questionnaire consists of a series of items that were
specifically developed to describe an employer's present opinion of
the elements in a community college work experience program. In
particular, each of the items was independently reviewed or generated
by a jury (Delphi panel) of employers who have amongst them more
than 35 years of experience in college-level programs. However,
this panel's opinion is not necessarily representative of employer
viewpoints in general. That is why we need your assistance.

More specifically, this questionnaire consists of statements of pro-
gram elements which are thought to be important because their ac-
complishment is considered beneficial to the employer or the student
or to both. In other words, if these elements are important to the
employer and/or the student, they constitute specific expectations or
concerns that should be an integral part of a successful work experi-
ence program.

For these reasons, I strongly encourage your participation in this
study by Mr. Ted W. Kirsch by completing the questionnaire. Only
in this way can we hope to construct an accurate assessment of what
an employer's expectations and concerns are.

Very sincerely,

/s/ Joseph F. Hlebichuk

Joe Hiebichuk, Specialist
Cooperative Work Experience Programs
Oregon State University
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Since 1970, Oregon's community colleges have developed and
implemented extensive work experience programs. The training and
work provided students by the employers participating in these pro-
grams have enabled students to add relevant on-the-job experiences
to their formal education. In fact, this joint-venture by business and
education has become so successful that most students now entering
these programs can fully expect that their efforts will be directed
toward the achievement of their vocational goals. However, to help
insure the future educational significance of these work experience
programs, "we need to continue to share ideas among all of us that
will add enlightenment and understanding to the co-op process so that
all will benefit as they should. "

You have been selected from a list of persons who have been in-
volved in a successful college-level work experience program. This
questionnaire takes only a short time to complete and can be easily
returned in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. Although
your name will not be made public in the final report, you will receive
a summary of the findings for your participation. I believe you will
find the questionnaire and the summary to be informational and help-
ful. Your contribution is vital to the success of this project.

This project consists of a state-wide questionnaire survey of
employer expectations and concerns in community college work ex-
perience programs. The questionnaire is designed to develop an
information-base by which the content of coordinator-training pro-
grams may be up-dated. Those responsible for these programs will
be better able to emphasize those factors that deal with employer
participation. As a participating partner, this information should be
useful in that it will identify specific characteristics of employer
participation that are important to the employer and the employer-
education relationship.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and support.

Very truly yours,
/s/ Ted Kirsch
Ted Kirsch, Project Director
Oregon State University
Department of Industrial Education
Corvallis, Oregon 97331
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April 25, 1977

Dear Work Experience Coordinator:

Since 1970, Oregon's community colleges have developed and
implemented extensive work experience programs. The training and
work provided students by the employers participating in these pro-
grams have enabled students to add relevant on-the-job experiences
to their formal education. In fact, this joint-venture by business and
education has become so successful that most students now entering
these programs can fully expect that their efforts will be directed
toward the achievement of their vocational goals. However, to help
insure the future educational significance of these work experience
programs, "we need to continue to share ideas among all of us that
will add enlightenment and understanding to the co-op process so that
all will benefit as they should."

You have been selected from a list of persons who have been
involved in a successful college-level work experience program. This
questionnaire takes only a short time to complete and can be easily
returned in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope. Although
your name will not be made public in the final report, you will receive
a summary of the findings for your participation. I believe you will
find the questionnaire and the summary to be informational and help-
ful. Your contribution is vital to the success of this project.

This project consists of a state-wide questionnaire survey of
employer expectations and concerns in community college work ex-
perience programs. The questionnaire is designed to develop an
information-base by which the content of coordinator-training pro-
grams may be up-dated. Those responsible for these programs will
be better able to emphasize those factors that deal with employer
participation. As a participating partner, this information should be
useful in that it will identify specific characteristics of employer
participation that are important to the employer and the employer-
education relationship.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and support.

Very truly yours,
/s/ Ted Kirsch
Ted Kirsch, Project Director
Oregon State University
Department of Industrial Education
Corvallis, Oregon 97331
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Instructions:
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THE QUESTIONNAIRE

The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather
specific information concerning Community College
Work Experience Programs so that recommenda-
tions can be formulated to improve the efficiency
and effectiveness of these programs.

This questionnaire records your viewpoint of specific elements
of a work experience program. Carefully consider each item,
and for each item, make two responses:

1. Judge the BENEFIT of an item (helpfulness of any kind) to
the student and/or the employer, and circle the appropriate
level on the BENEFIT scale (5,4,3,2,1 or 0) which repre-
sents your feeling.

2. Indicate your feeling concerning the item's present level of
ACHIEVEMENT (or the amount of effort that has been made
toward the item's accomplishment) in your program. To
show this, circle the appropriate number on the ACHIEVE-
MENT scale (5,4,3,2,1 or 0).

The rating scales should be interpreted to mean the following:

5 - very high
4 high
3 - moderate
2 - - low
1 - - very low
0 - - no

There are no right or wrong answers. Your response to each
item should be based upon your intuition and experience. It is
important that you answer ALL of the items. You are encour-
aged to use the space provided at the end of the questionnaire
for your comments or suggestions.



Example:

1. Company supervisors* should provide the
same orientation to work experience stu-
dents that would be given to new employees.
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a. Benefit 5 C.) 3 2 1 0
b. Achievement 5 40 2 1 0

In circling "4" on the BENEFIT rating scale,
this person felt that the accomplishment of
this item would be of high benefit to the em-
ployer and/or the student. And in circling
"3" on the ACHIEVEMENT rating scale, this
person felt that a moderate effort has been
made toward the accomplishment of the item;

OR
a. Benefit
b. Achievement

If "0" had been circled on the BENEFIT
rating scale, the person would have felt that
the accomplishment of this item would be no
benefit to the employer and/or the student.
And if TO had been circled on the ACHIEVE-
MENT scale, the person would have felt that
no effort had been made toward the accom-
plishment of the item.

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

Any company employee responsible for supervising work experience
students.



Que stionnaire Item s

Elements in Work Experience Pro ram Plannin
1. The central goal of a work experience pro-

gram should be the achievement of the stu-
dent's educational objectives.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

3. Both suitable academic experience and
practical work experience are necessary
to develop a well-rounded student who is
prepared for employment.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

4. Company supervisors should utilize the
work environment as an educational
laboratory.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

5. Work experience students should develop
the ability to perform a variety of tasks
which encompass two or more related
occupations.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

6. One of the objectives of a work experience
program should be to assist the student in
the development of good work habits, i.e.,
conscientiousness, courteousness, willing-
ness, and ambition.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

7. Where possible or practical, work experi-
ence students should be provided with
parallel classroom instruction on the pro-
cedures and techniques involved in a given
job.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement
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5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0
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5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 0



8. Work experience students should receive
classroom instruction that is generally re-
lated to their on-the-job training experi-
ences.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

9. Student daily working hours should be
long enough to make their time profit-
able to their employers.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

11. Company supervisors should attend state
and local work experience conferences.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

12. Company supervisors should know and
understand the specific goals of work
experience programs.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

13. There should be one or more conferences
each year whereby school and company
personnel can discuss and become famil-
iar with the philosophy, purpose, and
problems in work experience programs.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

14. Company supervisors and their com-
panies should receive recognition for
their participation in work experience
program s.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

16. Company supervisors should be respon-
sible for providing adequate safety in-
structions.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement
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17. The college district should reach an
agreement with local unions concerning
the status of work experience students
prior to the actual placement of the stu-
dents on the job.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

Elements in Student Orientation

18. Company supervisors should assist
coordinators with job counseling and
job orientation.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

21. Work experience students should under-
stand that those who do not quickly
demonstrate the potential to become
satisfactory employees, i.e., work
cooperatively with other employees,
assume responsibility, and develop
work skills, should have their work
experience terminated.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

22. Work experience students should expect
their classroom activities to comple-
ment their work experience in order
that they are better able to understand
work-task procedures and techniques.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

23. Students should expect specific training
and experience from each work experi-
ence task.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement
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24. Company supervisors will be made aware
of the existence of any personal problem
which might interfere with a student's job
performance.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

26. Mutually agreeable penalties should be
determined which will be automatically
imposed when a work experience student
fails to meet company tardiness or sick-
ness expectations.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

Elements in Student Employment

28. Work experience students should be pri-
marily responsible for the identification
and development of their career goals
and types of work experience sought.

a. Benefit
h. Achievement

29. Prospective work experience students
seeking jobs in their chosen vocational
field should be interviewed as though
they were applying for a full-time job.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

30. Before their job interview, prospective
work experience students should know
whenever possible what general work
experiences are available.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement
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31. Prospective work experience students
should be genuinely interested in the work
experience they seek and should be able to
support their desires with brief descrip-
tions of the value of such experiences.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

32. Prospective work experience students
should be aware of the fact that job assign-
ments may include menial or low priority
tasks approaching 25 percent or more of
their total working assignment.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

34. Prospective work experience students
should be shown how their employment
will contribute to the company.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

35. Work experience students should exhibit
good working characteristics, i.e., con-
scientious, courteous, willing, industri-
ous, before being accepted into a work
experience program.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

39. Company support and participation in
work experience programs should be
free of the effects of economic prosper-
ity or recession.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

an
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Elements in Student Supervision

40. Following their hiring, work experience
students should discuss their specific
goals with their company supervisors and
firm-up a list of obtainable objectives for
the complete work assignment (semester
or quarter).

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

41. A list of objectives for the complete work
assignment should be formalized with a
written document and signed by the stu-
dent, coordinator, and company super-
visor.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

42. Company supervisors should discuss
and demonstrate the procedures and
techniques of a new or intricate work
task and briefly outline the criteria for
evaluation.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

43. Following the instruction of a new pro-
cess or technique and after a specified
period of time, the student's proficiency
should be tested.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

44. The student's performance on each
assigned task should be spot-checked
and evaluated upon completion for qual-
ity of workmanship.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement
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46. Any employee selected by the employer as
a supervisor should be capable of function-
ing effectively in a work experience pro-
gram.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

48. Student supervision should not interfere
with regular company productivity.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

49. Both pay and experience should provide
the necessary incentive required by stu
dents to perform at satisfactory levels
throughout their work assignment.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

50. Company supervisors should be capable
of recognizing student learning limita-
tions.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

51. Company supervisors should develop work
schedules with variety designed to maxi-
mize student motivation.

a. Benefit
b . Achievement

53. Work experience students should receive
classroom instruction when recommended
by the company supervisor.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

56. Coordinators should confer with company
supervisors at least bimonthly to obtain
brief progress reports and notification
of potential problems.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement
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63. A company supervisor's evaluation should
be formalized through the use of an item-
ized list of student objectives, including
a performance scale ranging from "unsat-
isfactory" to "excellent" with a space for
brief comments.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

64. At the end of the student's work experi-
ence assignment, company supervisors
should use a proficiency scale for the
student's final evaluation to designate
the student's ( 1 ) present work perfor-
mance, (2) potential work performance,
(3) ability to be promoted and accept
additional responsibility, and (4) a brief
narrative of the student's strengths and
weaknesses.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

65. Company supervisors should provide a
copy of all evaluations to the student and
to the coordinator.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

66. Work experience students should be ex-
pected to be as productive as other em-
ployees of comparable work experience.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

67. Within the first week of employment,
work experience students should dem-
onstrate initiative such as notifying the
company supervisor when in-between
work assignments.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement
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Demographic Information

Please check (X) the appropriate situation(s):
68. You

)

)

)

are a(n):
Employer/Company Supervisor
Coordinator
Teacher-coordinator

191

69. Number of years that you have been involved with work experi-
ence programs:
( ) less than one year
( ) less than two years but one year or more
( ) two years or more

70. Type of work experience programs:
( ) parallel (half-day at work, half-day at school) or
( ) alternate (3 to 6 months at work full-time, 3 to 6 months

at school full-time)
( ) both

71. Financial remuneration:
Students receive pay, or
Students do not receive pay
both

72. Number of work experience students under your supervision:
73. Size of your company (if employer/company supervisor):

( ) 1 to 5 employees
( ) 6 to 20 employees
( ) 21 to 50 employees
( ) more than 50 employees

74. To verify that you want a summary of the results, check here:
75. Optional:

(Your name)

(Name of company, organization, or college)

(City and Zip Code)

Criticisms, comments or suggestions concerning this study.

THANK YOU SO VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND PARTICIPATION.
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SELECTED COMMUNITY COLLEGES USED IN THIS STUDY
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Chemeketa Community College
P. 0. Box 1007
Salem, Oregon 97308

Clackamas Community College
19600 S. Mollalla Avenue
Oregon City, Oregon 97045

Clatsop Community College
16th and Jerome
Astoria, Oregon 97103

Lane Community College
P. 0. Box 1-E
Eugene, Oregon 97401

Linn-Benton Community College
6500 S.W. Pacific Blvd.
Albany, Oregon 97321

Mt. Hood Community College
26000 S. E. Stark
Gresham, Oregon 97030

Rogue Community College
3345 Redwood Highway
Grants Pass, Oregon 97526

Southwestern Community College
Box 518
Coos Bay, Oregon 97420
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FOLLOW-UP LETTERS MAILED TO RESPONDENTS
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June 15, 1977
Dear Work Experience Coordinator:

Recently, you were sent a questionnaire that dealt with what
may be important elements in community college work-experience
programs. These elements were identified by a panel of 10 Califor-
nia employers with a combined experience of more than 35 years in
college-level work experience programs. But as you know, the views
of panels can be narrow and short-sighted. And as work experience
programs are amongst the most important in education today, this
information should be thoroughly verified. In short, a large field
test is essential.

To substantiate this information, eight community colleges,
located throughout Oregon, were selected to identify those persons
who are qualified to participate in the necessary field test. Of the
more than 1000 work supervisors and college coordinators who have
participated in the work-experience programs of these colleges, you
are among 200 who have been contacted by mail and asked to complete
this questionnaire. In spite of heavy schedules and much higher pri-
orities, the results of the first mailing are very encouraging--a 40%
return: Our hope, however, is that we will receive upwards of 60%
or more. This level of return would make the results of the survey
more reliable, especially to those of us in education whose job is to
provide the necessary support so that the student and the work super-
visor (or employer) can benefit. This is why your assistance is still
so necessary. Furthermore, as a respondent in this survey, the re-
sults promised you will not only be informative but also may specifi-
cally provide you a basis for improvement.

Enclosed for your convenience is another copy of the question-
naire and a return mailer. During the questionnaire's developmental
stages, we found that respondents generally required from 15 to 45
minutes to complete it, depending on the number of interruptions
and/or the amount of thought that was given to each item. But by
responding to each item from only your own view point, you will not
only minimize the time required but also enable us to provide you with
a clearer picture of what the importance of each of these elements is
thought to be.

Thank you so much for your reconsideration. Hope to hear
from you soon.

Very truly yours,
/s/ Ted Kirsch
Ted Kirsch, Project Director
Department of Industrial Education



196

June 15, 1977
Dear Work Experience Employer:

Recently, you were sent a questionnaire that dealt with what
may be important elements in community college work-experience
programs. These elements were identified by a panel of 10 Califor-
nia employers with a combined experience of more than 35 years in
college-level work experience programs. But as you know, the views
of panels can be narrow and short-sighted. And as work experience
programs are amongst the most important in education today, this
information should be thoroughly verified. In short, a large field test
is essential.

To substantiate this information, eight community colleges,
located throughout Oregon, were selected to identify those persons
who are qualified to participate in the necessary field test. Of the
more than 1000 work supervisors and college coordinators who have
participated in the work-experience programs of these colleges, you
are among 200 who have been contacted by mail and asked to complete
this questionnaire. In spite of heavy schedules and much higher pri-
orities, the results of the first mailing are very encouraging--a 40%
return! Our hope, however, is that we will receive upwards of 60%
or more. This level of return would make the results of the survey
more reliable, especially to those of us in education whose job is to
provide the necessary support so that the student and the work super-
visor (or employer) can benefit. This is why your assistance is still
so necessary. Furthermore, as a respondent in this survey, the re-
sults promised you will not only be informative but also may specifi-
cally provide you a basis for improvement.

Enclosed for your convenience is another copy of the question-
naire and a return mailer. During the questionnaire's developmental
stages, we found that respondents generally required from 15 to 45
minutes to complete it, depending on the number of interruptions
and/or the amount of thought that was given to each item. But by
responding to each item from only your own view point, you will not
only minimize the time required but also enable us to provide you
with a clearer picture of what the importance of each of these ele-
ments is thought to be.

Thank you so much for your reconsideration. Hope to hear
from you soon.

Very truly yours,

/s/ Ted Kirsch
Ted Kirsch, Project Director
Department of Industrial Education
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CODING OF DATA CARDS

Data for each of the respondents were coded on two cards as
follow s:

Card Column Code

1 1-51 Respondent's judgment of benefit - -0 to 5.

2 1-51 Respondent's judgment of achievement- -
0 to 5.'

1 & 2 72-80 Identification of respondent

1--Employer Benefits, random number
2--Employer Achievements, random

number
3--Coordinator Benefits, random number
4--Coordinator Achievements, random

number

For each of the four factors of expectation, concern, expecta-
tion fulfillment, and concern alleviation, the following summations
were outputed for each of the questionnaire's items:

N = Item number

n = Number of respondents; nE' C

5cE = Employer mean response

5c
C

= Coordinator mean response

sE = Employer standard error

sc = Coordinator standard error, and

The item's test statistics.

A number, seven, was used to represent omitted responses to the
items.
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APPENDIX H

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS THAT FAILED INCLUSION



Rejected Questionnaire Items

Elements in Work Experience Pro ram Plannin
2. The central goal of the employer should be

the development of a productive employee.
a. Benefit
b. Achievement

10. One employer benefit in a work experi-
ence program should be a lower em-
ployee turn-over.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

15. Work experience students should receive
academic credit for their work experi-
ence.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

Elements in Student Orientation

19. Work experience students should receive
pay and benefits comparable to that re-
ceived by other part-time employees.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

20. Fringe benefits should be provided to
work experience students.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

25. Prior to any absence, a work experience
student will personally notify the super-
visor that illness or some other event
will prevent his/her making the work
shift.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement
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Elements in Student Employment

27. A student's vocational goal should be
clearly stated in writing prior to a job
interview.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

33. Prospective work experience students
should submit a job resume and expect
to take any test requested by the em-
ployer.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

36. Students should be interested in even-
tually seeking full-time employment
with the company that has provided them
with a work-experience opportunity.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

37. The employer should clearly indicate in
writing the period of employment for
which the work experience student is
being hired.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

38. Salaries for work experience students
should be based on the level of respon-
sibility students are capable of assuming.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement

Elements in Student Supervision

45. Students should expect personal counsel-
ing from company supervisors.

a. Benefit
b. Achievement
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47. Close supervision by company supervisors
should prepare students to become produc-
tive workers.

52.

54.

55.

202

a. Benefit 5 4 3 2 1 0
b. Achievement 5 4 3 2 1 0

Company supervisors should make allow-
ances for a student's need of independence,
individuality, pride, sense of belonging,
and accomplishment.

a. Benefit 5 4 3 2 1 0
b. Achievement 5 4 3 2 1 0

Company supervisors should be able to
criticize student work in terms of the
company's profit margin.

a. Benefit 5 4 3 2 1 0
b. Achievement 5 4 3 2 1 0

Company supervisors should attempt to
schedule student work assignments with
relationship to classroom studies.

a. Benefit 5 4 3 2 1 0
b. Achievement 5 4 3 2 1 0
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THE DELPHI PANEL
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Mini- Profile

During the development phase of the study's instrument, the
Delphi panel was surveyed to assess each statement's potential as an
expectation and as a concern indicator. Although 67 items were sur-
veyed on this instrument, its directions and scales were identical to
those used during the sample's survey.

The results of this survey of the 10 member Delphi panel are as
follows:

Statement
Number

Benefit
Mean

Achievement
Mean

Computed
t

Hypothesis
Test'

1 4.1 3.1 3.397 reject
2 4.1 3.5 1.555 retain
3 4.5 3.1 4.332 reject
4 3.7 2.8 2.197 reject
5 3.6 2.2 3.549 reject
6 4.7 3.3 6.832 reject
7 4.1 2.1 4.064 reject
8 4.2 2.6 4.057 reject
9 4.4 3.5 3.251 reject

10 3.9 2.67 2.032 retain
11 3.2 1.5 2.486 reject
12 4.3 2.7 3.558 reject
13 4.1 2.0 4.801 reject
14 3.5 2.1 2.906 reject
15 4.3 3.5 2.138 retain
16 4.8 3.8 3.536 reject
17 4.3 2.1 4.017 reject
18 3.7 2.4 2.723 reject
19 4.3 3.6 1.467 retain
20 3.8 3.0 1.177 retain
21 4.7 3.4 2.600 reject
22 4.4 2.8 4.800 reject
23 4.2 3.2 2.607 reject
24 4.4 2.2 6.025 reject
25 4.3 3.4 1.985 retain
26 4.5 3.4 2.704 reject
27 3.5 2.3 2.129 retain
28 3.7 2.5 2.207 reject
29 4.6 3.2 3.550 reject
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Appendix I (Cont'd)

Statement
Number

Benefit
Mean

Achievement
Mean

Computed
t

Hypothesis
Test*

30 4.4 2.8 4.800 reject
31 4.2 2.6 4.503 reject
32 4.0 2.5 2.496 reject
33 3.8 3.1 1.467 retain
34 4.5 2.8 4.636 reject
35 4.2 2.7 4.770 reject
36 3.4 2.7 0.996 retain
37 4.4 3.5 1.777 retain
38 4.2 3.5 1.353 retain
39 3.8 2.7 2.351 reject
40 4.5 2.9 5.580 reject
41 4.3 3.0 2.751 reject
42 4.6 3.2 6.642 reject
43 4.5 3.3 3.882 reject
44 4.3 3.2 3.351 reject
45 3.4 2.8 1.039 retain
46 4.2 2. 6 3.795 reject
47 3.8 3.4 1.341 retain
48 4.3 3.3 2.357 reject
49 4.1 3.1 2.762 reject
50 4.2 3.1 3.104 reject
51 4.3 2.7 3.558 reject
52 3.7 2.9 1.409 retain
53 4.3 2.5 4.469 reject
54 3.0 2.0 1.399 retain
55 2.8 2.2 0.866 retain
56 3.9 2.2 3.400 reject
57 4.3 3.1 3.433 reject
58 4.2 2.7 3.845 reject
59 4.4 3.0 3.500 reject
60 4.3 2.9 3.429 reject
61 4.1 2.7 3.047 reject
62 4.4 3.1 4.044 reject
63 4.5 2.8 6.530 reject
64 4.3 2.8 3.382 reject
65 4.5 3.3 3.207 reject
66 4.4 3.4 3.462 reject
67 4.4 2.9 3.638 reject

*The significance level for testing the hypothesis of zero concern,
H0:11, (Benefit) = p. (Fulfillment), for each potential element was set
at .05. For 18 degrees of freedom, the critical value of the t
statistic was 2.101. However, the actual value used was greater
than 2.129. Only the rejected items indicated significant concern.
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RANKING OF ELEMENTS IN PROGRAM PLANNING



Appendix J. Ranking of Elements in Program Planning

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores

Employers Coo rdinators
Employer Coordinator

Ranking Ranking''`

6 One of the objectives of a work
experience program should be to
assist the student in the develop-
ment of good work habits, i. e.,
conscientiousness, courteousness,
willingness, and ambition.

3 Both suitable academic experience
and practical work experience are
necessary to develop a well-
rounded student who is prepared
for employment.

16 Company supervisors should be
responsible for providing adequate
safety instruction.

12 Company supervisors should know
and understand the specific goals
of work experience programs.

9 Student daily working hours should
be long enough to make their time
profitable to their employers.

1 The central goal of a work experi-
ence program should be the achieve-
ment of the student's educational
objectives.

4.4815 4.4750 1 4

4.3962 4.6000 2 3

4.2407 4.6410 3 1

4.0566 4.6154 4 2

4.0556 4.1795 5 7

3.9808 4.2250 6 6



Appendix J (Contrd)

Statement Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator
Number Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking'''

7 Where possible or practical, work
experience students should be pro-
vided with parallel classroom in-
struction on the procedures and
techniques involved in a given job.

8 Work experience students should
receive classroom instruction that
is generally related to their on-
the-job training experience.

13 There should be one or more con-
ferences each year whereby school
and company personnel can discuss
and become familiar with the phi-
losophy, purpose, and problems in
work experience programs.

4 Company supervisors should utilize
the work environment as an educa-
tional laboratory.

5 Work experience students should
develop the ability to perform a
variety of tasks which encompass
two or more related occupations.

3.9074 4.1000 7 9

3.9057 4.0513 8 10

3.7963 3.7436 9 12

3.7037 3.8750 10 11

3.5185 3.5750 11 13



Appendix J (Cont'd)

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking

17 The college district should reach
an agreement with local unions
concerning the status of work ex-
perience students prior to the
actual placement of the students
on the job.

11 Company supervisors should attend
state and local work experience
conferences.

14 Company supervisors and their
companies should receive recog-
nition for their participation in
work experience programs.

3.4200 4.1316 12 8

3.3519 3.0513 13 14

2.7037 4.3590 14 5

* Rank correlation coefficient = .6879.
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RANKING OF ELEMENTS IN STUDENT ORIENTATION



Appendix K. Ranking of Elements in Student Orientation

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking'

22 Work experience students should
expect their classroom activities
to complement their work experi-
ence in order that they are better
able to understand work-task pro-
cedures and techniques.

21 Work experience students should
understand that those who do not
quickly demonstrate the potential
to become satisfactory employees,
i. e. , work cooperatively with
other employees, assume respon-
sibility, and develop work skills,
should have their work experience
terminated.

23 Students should expect specific
training and experience from each
work experience task.

24 Company supervisors will be made
aware of the existence of any per-
sonal problems which might inter-
fere with a student's job perfor-
mance.

4.0556 4.3750 1 1

3.9074 3.7000 2 3.5

3.7778 3.6500 3 5

3.7593 3.6250 4 6



Appendix K (Cont'd)

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking

26 Mutually agreeable penalties should
be determined which will be auto-
matically imposed when a work
experience student fails to meet
company tardiness or sickness ex-
pectations.

18 Company supervisors should assist
coordinators with job counseling
and job orientation.

3.7037 3.9487 5 2

3.5660 3.7000 6 3.5

"'Rank correlation coefficient = .2609
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RANKING OF ELEMENTS IN STUDENT EMPLOYMENT



Appendix L. Ranking of Elements in Student Employment

Statement
Number Staternent Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking''

32 Prospective work experience stu-
dents should be aware of the fact
that job assignments may include
menial or low priority tasks ap-
proaching 25 percent or more of
their total working assignment.

35 Work experience students should
exhibit good working characteris-
tics, i.e. , conscientious, courte-
ous, willing, industrious, before
being accepted into a work experi-
ence program.

31 Prospective work experience stu-
dents should be genuinely inter-
ested in the work experience they
seek and should be able to support
their desires with brief descrip-
tions of the value of such experi-
ence.

29 Prospective work experience stu-
dents seeking jobs in their chosen
vocational field should be inter-
viewed as though they were apply-
ing for a full-time job.

4.1852 4.1500 1 4

4.1481 3.7750 2 7

4.1296 4.2750 3 2

3.9811 4.5000 4 1



Appendix L (Cont'd)

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores

Employers Coordinators
Employer Coordinator
Ranking Ranking'

28 Work experience students should
be primarily responsible for the
identification and development of
their career goals and types of
work experience sought.

30 Before their job interview, pro-
spective work experience students
should know whenever possible
what general work experiences
are available.

34 Prospective work experience stu-
dents should be shown how their
employment will contribute to the
company.

39 Company support and participa-
tion in work experience programs
should be free of the effects of
economic prosperity or reces-
sion.

3.8889 4.0250 5 6

3.8868 4.0750 6 5

3.7035 4.1500 7 3

2.9038 3.4474 8 8

Rank correlation coefficient = .2619.
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Appendix M. Ranking of Elements in Student Supervision

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking

48 Student supervision should not inter-
fere with regular company produc-
tivity.

42 Company supervisors should discuss
and demonstrate the procedures and
techniques of a new or intricate
work task and briefly outline the
criteria for evaluation.

44 The student's performance on each
assigned task should be spot-checked
and evaluated upon completion for
quality of workmanship.

46 Any employee selected by the em-
ployer as a supervisor should be
capable of functioning effectively
in a work experience program.

50 Company supervisors should be
capable of recognizing student
learning limitations.

49 Both pay and experience should
provide the necessary incentive
required by students to perform
at satisfactory levels throughout
their work assignment.

4.2075 4.2750 1 5

4.1538 4.4500 2 3.5

4.1321 4.4500 3 3.5

4.1132 4.2632 4 6

4.0377 4.1026 5 9

4.0000 4.0000 6 11



Appendix M (Cont'd)

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking

40 Following their hiring, work ex-
perience students should discuss
their specific goals with their
company supervisors and firm-
up a list of obtainable objectives
for the complete work assignment
(semester or quarter).

43 Following the instruction of a new
process or technique and after a
specified period of time, the
student's proficiency should be
tested.

56 Coordinators should confer with
company supervisors at least
bimonthly to obtain brief progress
reports and notification of potential
problems.

53 Work experience students should
receive classroom instruction
when recommended by the com-
pany supervisor.

3.9259 4.6000 7 1

3.7547 4.1282 8 8

3.7500 4.0769 9 10

3.6981 4.2564 10 7



Appendix M (Cont'd)

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking*

41 A list of objectives for the com-
plete work assignment should be
formalized with a written docu-
ment and signed by the student,
coordinator, and company super-
visor.

51 Company supervisors should de-
velop work schedules with variety
designed to maximize student
motivation.

3.6415 4.5000 11 2

3.5769 3.9744 12 12

.,.'' Rank correlation coefficient = .3328.
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Appendix N. Ranking of Elements in Student Evaluation

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking'

66 Work experience students should
be expected to be as productive as
other employees of comparable
work experience,

60 To be effective, employer evalu-
ations of students must be based
on professional judgments and
not merely a rank-order apprais-
al.

4.0926 4.2000 1 8

4.0377 4.2368 2 5.5
64 At the end of the student's work

experience assignment, company
supervisors should use a profi-
ciency scale for the student's
final evaluation to designate the
student's (1) present work per-
formance, (2) potential work
performance, (3) ability to be
promoted and accept additional
responsibility, and (4) a brief
narrative of the student's
strengths and weaknesses. 4.0185 4.3750 3 3



Appendix N (Cont'd)

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking"

67 Within the first week of employ-
ment, work experience students
should demonstrate initiative such
as notifying the company super-
visor when in-between work as-
signments.

65 Company supervisors should pro-
vide a copy of all evaluations to
the student and to the coordinator.

59 Within the first month, the stu-
dent, coordinator, and company
supervisor should agree to a list
of work experiences to be com-
pleted and evaluated.

62 Before the evaluation form is final-
ized, its contents and procedures
should be agreed to by the company
supervisor.

3.8846 4.2368 4 5.5

3.7963 4.4250 5 2

3.7736 4.4615 6 1

3.7200 4.1026 7 10.5



Appendix N (Cont'd)

Statement
Number Statement Mean Benefit Scores Employer Coordinator

Employers Coordinators Ranking Ranking'

63 A company supervisor's evaluation
should be formalized through the
use of an itemized list of student
objectives, including a perfor-
mance scale ranging from "un-
satisfactory" to "excellent" with
a space for brief comments.

61 Coordinators should develop a
method by which company super-
visors can rapidly evaluate stu-
dent performance.

57 Company supervisors should
evaluate work performance based
on the student's declared objec-
tives for the program.

58 Company supervisors should have
a set of specific objectives which
can be achieved on a given sched-
ule and by which a student's per-
formance can be evaluated.

3.5962 4.1795 8 9

3.5849 4.3077 9 4

3.4717 4.1026 10 10.5

3.4528 4.2051 11 7

Rank correlation coefficient = .3059.
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Appendix 0. Employer and Coordinator Concern Profiles

Statement
Number

Employer s
Computed t

Hypothesis
Test'

Coordinators
Computed t

Hypothesis
Test'

1 4.2618 reject 4.0434 reject
2*
3 5.1435 reject 4.6856 reject
4 3.4119 reject 3.5942 reject
5 3.3546 reject 3.3276 reject
6 5.6530 reject 4.1224 reject
7 5.2469 reject 2.9404 reject
8 4.6153 reject 1.6595 retain
9 3.1938 reject 1.4759 retain

10*
11 5.2060 reject 4.9646 reject
12 4.6074 reject 5.5300 reject
13 6.5047 reject 5.3159 reject
14 3.2059 reject 4.7532 reject
15*
16 3.2307 reject 4.5932 reject
17 4.8164 reject 4.6078 reject
18 4.4872 reject 3.9248 reject
1 9*

20*
21 3.9468 reject 2.6054 reject
22 4.6509 reject 4.0434 reject
23 3.0303 reject 2.1398 reject
24 4.5493 reject 1.8221 retain
25*
26 4.1059 reject 3.0329 reject
27*
28 3.5339 reject 2.2606 reject
29 3.3933 reject 3.2384 reject
30 3.7816 reject 1.9957 reject
31 4.4813 reject 3.9754 reject
32 4.2159 reject 3.0657 reject
33*
34 3.4945 reject 4.9683 reject
35 3.7782 reject 1.3489 retain
36*
37*
38*
39 1.2762 retain 2.6451 reject
40 4.8822 reject 3.1225 reject
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Statement Employers Hypothesis Coordinators Hypothesis
Number Computed t Test1 Computed t Test'

41 3.7881 reject 2.4613 reject
42 3.6900 reject 5.8633 reject
43 2.9860 reject 3.9609 reject
44 3.0030 reject 4.2624 reject
45*
46 2.6491 reject 3.4624 reject
47*
48 2.3519 reject 1.9520 retain
49 3.7596 reject 2.7735 reject
50 3.5504 reject 3.8780 reject
51 2.5020 reject 4.1975 reject
52*
53 4.6183 reject 4.1965 reject
54*
55*
56 3.8754 reject 2.7472 reject
57 2.7216 reject 2.1028 reject
58 3.2665 reject 3.3119 reject
59 3.5523 reject 2.7741 reject
60 3.1631 reject 2.6857 reject
61 3.3865 reject 3.1603 reject
62 3.6184 reject 1.7979 retain
63 1.7820 retain 1.0492 retain
64 5.0895 reject 5.2524 reject
65 2.8908 reject 1.8792 retain
66 3.5216 reject 2.6234 reject
67 2.8897 reject 3.6565 reject

* Not tested by the study's sample.

1 The significance level used for testing these hypotheses was .05,
and since the degrees of freedom for each of these tests was greater
than 40, the critical value of t was 1.96. Only the rejected items
indicated significant concern.
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Levels of Concern Alleviation

In this study, alleviation was defined as the amount of or level of
effort required to eliminate a concern. Thus, a concern's level of
alleviation must be measured by the difference between the respon-
dent's perceived levels of benefit and achievement, making the re-
spondent's benefit level a reference point.

Statement
Number

Mean Alleviation
Employers Coordinators

Computed
t

Null
Hypothesis)

1 .6538 .6000 .2803 retain
2*
3 .8868 .6750 1.1524 retain
4 .7222 .7250 -0.0124 retain
5 .7778 .9500 -0.7182 retain
6 1.0185 .8000 1.2053 retain
7 1.2593 .7750 1.9281 retain
8 .8846 .3333 2.7496 reject
9 .6481 .2895 2.0847 reject

10*
11 1.4151 1.5789 -0.5216 retain
12 1.0377 1.0000 .1653 retain
13 1.6852 1.7436 -0.1783 retain
14 .8519 1.1538 -0.9590 retain
15*
16 .6296 .7297 -0.5851 retain
17 1.4348 1.4571 -0.0674 retain
18 1.0192 1.1250 -0.4447 retain
1 9*
20*
21 .9259 .6410 1.4130 retain
22 .8113 .6000 1.0809 retain
23 .6038 .4750 .6918 retain
24 1.1296 .4500 2.6904 reject
25*
26 1.0741 .6410 1.6267 retain
27*
28 .5385 .4750 .2939 retain
29 .8679 .6750 .7869 retain
30 .8462 .4750 1.6112 retain
31 1.0189 .8750 .5585 retain
32 .7925 .7179 .3644 retain
33*
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Statement
Number

Mean Alleviation
Employers Coordinators

Computed
t

Null
Hypothesis'

34 .8519 .9250 -0.3624 retain
35 .7963 .3750 1.4398 retain
36*
37*
38*
39 .4375 .8919 -1.5424 retain
40 1.0741 .6000 1.9585 retain
41 1.0588 .5500 1.8728 retain
42 .7400 1.0250 -1.3685 retain
43 .6981 .8718 -0.7724 retain
44 .6154 .7500 -0.6174 retain
45*
46 .5882 .8684 -1.3940 retain
47*
48 .4902 .4750 .0627 retain
49 .6863 .5789 .4701 retain
50 .5962 .7632 -0.7554 retain
51 .6078 .8974 -1.3365 retain
52*
53 1.2075 .9487 1.0438 retain
54*
55*
56 1.0385 .8205 .7618 retain
57 .7600 .5385 .9587 retain
58 .8654 .7692 .3815 retain
59 .9615 .5641 1.5960 retain
60 .7451 .4737 1.3836 retain
61 .9608 .6410 1.2739 retain
62 1.0000 .4872 1.9530 retain
63 .4898 .2564 1.1837 retain
64 1.1132 1.3250 -0.8124 retain
65 .7358 .4750 .9977 retain
66 .5472 .4500 .5521 retain
67 .6078 .6316 -0.1187 retain

* Not tested by the sample.

1 The significance level for testing the null hypothesis was set at .05.
The degrees of freedom for each of these tests was greater than 40.
Thus, the critical value of the t statistic is approximately 1.96.
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The Rank-Difference Coefficient

In this study, the rank-difference coefficient (Spearman rho)

was used to test for relationship among (1) the sample's employers

and coordinators and (2) the sample's employers and the Delphi

panelists. Since the sample size of the data was small in each appli-

cation, this coefficient was used to test the hypotheses of zero cor-

relation (Guilford, p. 308).

The expression used for the calculations of the coefficients was

rho = 1

i= 1

2
1),

where D is the square of the difference between ranks and n is the

number of pairs of measurements (Guilford, p. 306).

The results of the calculations and hypothesis tests were as

follow s:



Appendix Q (Cont'd)

n

Coordinators of the Sample
Spearman Hypothesis

rho Testi-

Delphi Panelists
Spearman Hypothesis

rho Testi-

Program
Planning*

Student
Orientation*

Student
Employment*

Student
Supervision*

Student
Evaluation*

14

6

8

12

11

.688

.261

.262

.333

.306

reject

retain

retain

retain

retain

.846

.406

-.036

.262

.455

reject

retain

retain

retain

retain

* Elements of . .

1 The significant level used for testing these hypotheses was .02. Since the critical value of rhois a function of n, each hypothesis test was adjudicated by use of the appropriate table value(Guilford, p. 593).


