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\i;: -y Since the first modesé beginnings of the senetal College"
i —h Extended Programs--now called the Baccalaureate Programs--
C:Q" v student and faculty experiences in, and their attitudes ,
LLJ<\ . toward, four-year programs in the General College have

Z

Z.

FE DOE

. been a subject of intense interest, not only among General
grllege staff‘memberv but also in the academic community
t

&
3
large. An early participant in the-Extended Programs’
's they developed Atas Mark Ludlow, who served as an advisor
for many©°four-year students-and who undertook the first fox-

mal study of student and faculuy attitudes towdrd the Ex-
tendeq(Programs. ' : ’

In the 9pring of 1973‘ Mr. Ludlow dévised-a questionmaire
and distributed it to a population consisting of General _
College faculty members, General College four-year stu-
deénts in residence during the spring of 1973, and former
General College students who had finished ,one or the other
"of the Jeneral College four-year degrees. His full study--
anluding a formal statement of the problem, design of the )
study, methods and procedures, etc.--was ultfmately titled
"The Baccalaureate Programs of the General” College A .
Survey of Faculty and Graduate Att\;udes about\Advislng,
Internship,*and Evaluasl Chapter IV of the full study,

"Findings and Diseussion"', combrises this issue of ‘The |
Generadl College Studies.

. .o~

. . '-}9‘ -
~The author of this report is an instructor of

studies in the General College Division of fatdral Seience,
ilathematics, and Business-Studies. Copies .of Ilr.,Ludlow's

complete ‘8tudy .pay be obtained from him or from the
fGeneral. College Research Office.
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The Bacc&laureate Prcgrams of the Seneral Colle : A Shrvey of Facultye
~and Grad%ate Att@\nﬂes about Advisingk\lntgrnship, and Evaluation
\Y

- a - Chapter I
L. 3 * . ¥ " . . v '
-~ N\ - S . -W Findings and [Discussion
5 PR P @ . .. . . ) N . i X E i
. . By’ ' - - T , ) ¢
o g . Mark Ludlow - -
L . R . t c
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u'/ " The findings and discussion in this settion are divided fnto S ‘.
- _ , three parts: (1) the questionnaire ‘to faculty advisors, (2) the
o questibnnairc to ~graduates, and. (3) a comparison of common ite&~~ n

on both questionnaires of the study. ,

1. Findings of the Questlonnaire to Faculty Advisors *

. _ Sixty of the 133 (45.1 percerit) facuﬁty-advisor questionnaires
were veturned to the investigator w~Zhere is no way of knowing what )
percentage of the ﬁizylty advisors in the College are represented C .
by the return of sikty questionnaires; many faculty mémbers who re- .
turned questionnaires may be advisors to students enrolled in Ex- L

tended, Progrpms but some ‘may not be. ﬁﬁ, L

. " The queRtionnaire to faculty advisors included queatrons in .
two areas: personal data and data related’ to Extendéd’ Programs. o
Personal data items asked about, the advisor's (1) division member- ¢
+ship, (2) number of advigees, (3) type of degree being pursued ,
by his advisee, and (4) advisee areas of concéntration. Data re- -
+ lated to Extended Programs items polled theé faculty advisorgs' feel- .
gs abdout the meaning of internships, some suggested’ guidéifh _
%F aid in adyising, and the Extended Programs in general. . ‘ »
Pergonal Data Table I, 'Advisor's Unit Representation and
Rumber of Advisees", summerizes the data by the number of advisors(

,respondling from anch unit of the College and their reported number )
"6f advisees. - , . 4

.
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TABLE I, ,

ADVISORS' UNIT REPRESENTATINW AND NUYBER OF ADVISEES

: 1
4 .
Number of) , Average Wumber

Respondents: - of Advisees.
({' . . - 19 .

——— —
v

Literature, Comﬁunication
and Philosophy

Psychology and Family Studies

Natural Science and.
. 11lathemat ics

+* Business Stud}eﬁ

Social Studies

S

Studeht Personnel §ervicés,‘.
* Administration )
Consolidated HELP Center.

Jeneral- Arts
. .

. @
Tqtals

- College Unit
Liferature, Communigation
‘and Philosophy

.
_—— e e o et

Psychology and Family Studies

Mafural Science and.
'tfathematics

- Business Studies
SocialkStudies
Student Personnel Services
Administration , °
Consolidated HELP Center

seneral Arts -

Totals

e

2o

\

1.1
3.9 *
Q\.'.‘ 4.0

" R

9
5 X 7.6
6 ..
. 5 .\ 3.0
3 5.3
4 2% B
; ,

5.0

1

—

3.3

,
. |
. ,

AN | ‘
- . ‘ .

Number of_Advigees

\
v 2.0 o

- o - - ) ‘N
0 -1-3 4-§ 7_2’ 10 or verr
117 6 : ,
1.5 1 1
1 s 21 -
11 2
3 .2 1 .
3
7 1 2 .
9 1 !
1 1 1 -1 \
1 7
19 2 10 2
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' Most of the advisors respanding to the item about the number of -
. advisees had from one to three advisees (24 respondents). Although
. s 'nineteen of those responding had no advisges, their comments on other
| L, parts of‘the questionnaire were considered Vvalid since as faculty
... .. . members they are eligible to be advisors. - Only five of the sixty , .
' ’ ' resporidents had ten or more wdvisees, even though an informal College )
> policy states that no one should have over five Ek%tendedl Programs _ g
- adviseés, Jen of the respondents reported having four to six advisees.

it}

, The investigator wanted to report on the average number of ,
adviseestadvisors from each College unit had. On thé questidpnairg,
advisors could select frem f?ve choices to report the number of ad- ) Tl
- visees. These choices were 0, 1-3, 4-6, 7-9, and 10 and over._ The
investigator- took the upper limit of each choice (with the exception
of choice five where the number ten was used) and multiplied the upper-
limit figure by the number of responses to the choice by.respondents ,
in each College unit. The last column-in Table I, "Average Number of Y
Advisees" represents the results jof this computationsl procedure. It '
., . was found that the '"Business Studies' unit-within the College had the
. largest average number (7.6) of advisees per respondent from that unit,
) The smallest number (1.3) of advisees per réspondent per collegiate
unit wag found in the "Literature, Communication and Philosophy" unit.
The averagé number of advisees for all responderts in the study was
three fqd three-tenth (3.3).

¢
\ " >

) The advisor-respondents -were asked whether their advisees were
pursuing the BGS or BAS degree. ' The respondents were dlso dsked to.
list the major areas of concentration of their advisees. The re-
sponses vere summarized in eight categories and are. reported in
Table II, "Areas of Concentration of Advisees as Stated by Advisots'.
Adyisors responded that the .greatest number of their .advisees were
pursuing "Business', with twenty-three'of the sixty-five responses
(35.4 percent) in that category. "Social Service" followed next, with

~ twelve responses; and "Criminal fustice and Legal Studies' areas ranked

. thira, with nine responses. Six of the responses were in "Health’
Sciences", five in "Symbolic Systems', and the remaining responses
in "Physical and Biological Sciences', Behavioral Sciences", and the

"Arts": four, four, and two re4ponses, respectively, in these ’
. categories. ‘ v
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ey ahould be gained through. "credits and performance - .

o select two statements that best expressed their feelinge about intern-

‘\ "checlta" incorrectly placed by thirteeen advisors were counted and the

" in ernship was cbnsidered a “performance" in which.proficiency should .

-

. The Extenddd Programs guidelines (1; the "requirements for gradua- .
tion" sectiofd) note that a student is to develop a 1eve1-of proficiency °
""in his area of concentratdion. The guiﬂelines-state that proficiency

.~"\
Y . .

Th% 1nVestigator was curioug gt&ut whether or not advisors felt
be developed. In one.questiomdaire item, respondents were asked to

ships,.,. If the twe ‘statéments preeented did not express their feelings,
respondents could write in other definitions. for the term’ ‘"Ynternship'.

 Fifty-geven of the sixty respondents‘completed'the item. Twenty-two
advisors responded affirmatively to: | "Enternships are designed to
develop a level of proficilency or competency in specified tasks or p
understandings." Eighteen advisors responded affirmativgly to: - )
"Internships are designed to provide a student.with a series of
meaningful experiences " fTwelve of the advisers checked both state- -
ments on the questiomnnaire. Four advisors wrote definitions that
esfentially combined -the two statements. Taking those respondents

- checking hgth statements (12)-and those writing definttions (4) that '
essentially compined the two statements, it was found that the fifty-
six responses to the item are almost equally distributed between the
three alternatives, with a slight favor (22 to 18 to 16). toward the
gtatement expressing the idea that inte%nships-were to develop pro-
ficiency '

The 1nygatf§ator ﬁ%ﬁ also interested in the- adequacy of present .
guidelines for adviging Qdents and wrote an item designed to elicit .
opinions about the guidel . TPorty-five advisors gaid they would
have liked more guidelines. fSk advising students abgut internships.

Only five advisors felt they dfd not need mote ‘guidelines for advising
interns and ten respondents did }bttcomplete the item.

Thoaé advisors (45) who respon ed "yeg" to” the question about the
néed for more guidelinee were asked lfwthey would indicate the importance

.. they placed on having some advising "eodln" that would assist them in ad-
vising otudents. Five "tools" were liste& nd the respondents were ‘asked
to rank the importance of them with the numbag "one" being most important, :
number "two" being next most important, and 80 on., ‘Most advisors followed
the panking-instructions, but thirteen of the forty -five placed.ona.or

Smore check marks in the spaces deeigned for placing the rankiig numerals.

A summary of theladvigors ranking 16 found in ggble TII. The numefals v
(one through five) used by the respondents for Tanking were given a

‘weighting so that a rank-order of the five '"todls" offered as alterna-
tives could be ebtablished. & six weight was given to each rank number _a.
"one", a five for each rank number "two", and so on ‘down to & two weight- '
ing given for pach number 'five" ranking by .the faculty advisors. The

freqﬁbncy (f) of checked '"tools'" was placed in Table III.
\ |
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The investigator felt that' even though. some advisors had not
followed directions, their.opinions on the importance of the "tools"
were significant ifi the intérpretation*of the item. A weighting
factor of five (5) was given to the check marks and added to the sum
of the weighted rankings. to see if it would influente the rank- -
position of the '"tools”. .It did not. A weighting factor of three (3) -
was given to the eheck marks for the same reason; it did not influence the
rank-position of the "tools". ' :
N <
. The/faéulty-;espondencé"rankings revealed that they would like to .
have some kind of format to use whenfthey advised students about intern-
ships.\ The advisee would .complete a proposal outlining  the objectives ‘
of, and formulating a procedure for, his intern experiences. Secondly,
the advisors also expressed a desire for 4 listing of available intern- . .
ships. In third place was the reapondents' desire for a standardized '
.method for evaluating internship experiences. Ranked fourth was the
need for a standardized proposal form for internships to be completed
by the students. Findlly, the faculty also expressed an interest in
a list of other faculty members who may. know of available 1nternsh1p€.

.~ - . ] ‘

Three fatulty members wrote out. their own ideas about guidelinmes..
One of thé write-ins was a caution about the inflexibility of some ..
standardized forms. Another write-in mentioned .the importance of .= -
evaluaticn of internship exferiences by the student and the supervisor,
as well as by the advisor. A third faculty respondent stated that in-
dividuals involved with Exterded Programs ought to‘consider advice from
the community about what, kinds of attributes they should look ﬁzr in an

intern. '

Summary of the advisor questionnaire. findings. The findings of
this portion of the study seem to indicate that soge units within
the College work with more Extended Programs students than others.
In fact, some individuals within particular units exceed the College's ° v
. recommended number of advisees by 100 percent. A majority of thé
respondents' advisees is pursuing the Bachelor of Applied Studies- .
(BAS) degree. : ‘ "

\

i . ‘

. \\

X The respondents seem to feel that internships are designed to, "
develop a student's proficiency in his area of congentration, although) .
some felt internships should be a series of meaningful experiences. ~ ’
Most of the respondents (90 percent). would like more guidelines in
working with stlidents prepgiing for internships. -
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. TABLE III
. o ADVISORS' RANKING OF TOOLS TO- ASSIST IN ADVISING'STUDENTS R
_ ; UDE
—_— y - et ' ’ = ‘ .
o - . Ranlk ~ Number of Times Item danked
- _Items, _Order _ “*First Second Third
By f : .

-«

A format for the student
wvhereby he/she would #rite
vhat he/she expects from -an
internship experience and ;
then use that ag a -basis
. " for formulating the ex-,
" . ,perience L ) 1 - 8 9 9

A listing of:internships
- ‘ available’ to students in - ' P
. ) , different dreas °* .2 © 10 5 - 4 o

. 4 standardized method for
evaluating internship . 0
. experiences . 3 4 : 9 °

1]

A standardized form for' .
1Internships similar to the ) *
Individual Study Form - ' 4. "4 .5 o7

. A listing of other faculty ‘ . . : . )
. members who may lknow of . .
Savailable internships . 5 1 2 -3

-

!
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II. Fin&ings qf-tﬁe Questioﬁnéire te 3raduates
¢ . R r

' The queationneires Bent to Extended Program gtqguates focused on’
their present epployment, experiences during internship, and feelinon
about the overall Eftended Progyrems. Thirty-five of the fifry- three
questionnaires sent to greduatea (66 0 percent) vere returned to the
investigator. A

b [

The first item on the questionnaire asked abaut the graduate 5
preeent employment. Twenty=-sik ‘of ‘the _thirty-five respondents ‘(74,3
percent) vere employed in the area deeigneted by thém as their. area
of concéntration at the time of thelr acceptance into the Extended
Programg, Of the nine not employed in their area of concentration,

" two wera continuing their education and seven were employed in a -

field unrelated to their arca of concentration;-none was unemployed
Assuming the graduates who did not respond to the questionngire’ were
not employed in their areas of concentration, the conclusion seems

- to be that 49.1 percent of those students graduated from Extended

Progreme through June 1973 were employed in their area of concentration,

Twenty nine of the graduates (82, 8 percent) re9ponﬂed to the = «
question about-the internship proposal Twenty-three said they had
written a proposal for their internship and six %aid they had not
wvritten a proposal. The respondents were asked to comment on the
proposal. Ten graduates mentioned writing a proposal outlining the
objectives and goals of their internship i7ith an advisor. There were
seven comments about how the proposal gave direction to the internship,
and three graduates reported vriting summaries of their internship
activities. One graduate commented that his internship was a report
on past work eunperience which did not take place while he was enrolled-
in the Extended Programs. Table.IlV, '"Comments Relating to Advisees
Proposals", summarizes the comments relating to the advisees' proppsals
for internship whilé they were enrolIed in the Extended Programs.

Table V, "Meetinge with Faculty Monitor during Internship",
summarizes the number of advisor-advisee meetings that tool- place
during the time' of the advieee's intership expericnce.  Almgst
thirty-five percent of the reporting advisees (10 reported) met with
their advigors over ten times during the course of their intetnship
expericnce. Twenty percent (6 reportéd) mentioned meeting with their .
advigors seven or eight times during their internship., Only ode re-
spondent stated he had never met with his advisor during intermship,

Tables VI, VII, VIII; and IX deal with the internship -experience.
Table VI discusses the guidance ‘desired by otudents fram their advisorg.
Table VII looks at evaluation procedures' set up by advisors as recalled
by ‘the advisees. Table VIII reflects responses related ¥o vhat advisees

did during their internships. Table IX- ‘notgs the redpondents' feelings

about what they learned during their interpah}p extperiences.
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. ' ’ . P ., ) o B
. . COMMENTS -RFLATING TO ADVISEE'S PROPOSALS
- i il - =)
M . ) ~ I - -
' Question - " esponse
. ) / ! 4
° A\l
. Yes . No .
Did you write a proposal - , )
. for internship? 23 6
Comments on detail of". ' P.ré'posal gave dfr_:qction ,
, . proposal and/or feelings to my internship
T ' agi:;@:‘;i 'pT‘tOPQBa]__ T~ ™ lade a report of past:
‘9 . °, work expérience’
. , N o ' : ) 'Thorough; objectives
- : e - and goals outlined .
M i . " Wrote'a summary of
- . _ .activities after com-
ot & . pletioy of internship °
, s ) . ’ PR ’ B T <.
: . . ) .
Note: .29 of the 35 respondents ansvered this item.
s . . M ‘ ]
7
‘ .
a
b a t
, o ¥
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[y P - . " L ) . A, :'o
. . . * N MEETINGS WITH PACULTY MONITOR .
e ) . . DURING }NTERNSHIP v
- . ) ' 2 .
T Number of Meetings . , Per Cent >
With Adyisor . ° N of Sample
M Y ; - = - A ! - .
. 0 N 1 3.4
s @ 1-2 4 p 13.8
. &
f%a 3-4 4 13.8 €
- ‘ 5-6 4 13.8 -,
N 7-8 6. 20.7 0
' 9-10 N, 0 ‘  ea-
over 10 - 10. . 34.5
A - T
. Totals 29 100.0
. ' S
) : NOTE: 29 of the 35 respondents 5nsweréh
' this item. . : ‘ )
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. - Table VI, "Adv1sor ;uidance_guring'lnternshxp categoriZes “the s
feelings of advisees about advisqr guidance.. Over. seventy.percent N

o
*

_of)the respondents (19 of 26 responding to the: item) in the study
uf felt that their adv}ssrs gave- them adequate direction and,guidance’--
o i. duving their ‘internship experience. One .of- the questions asked 1f°
) inter;ns«- would have liked less ﬂ’irecti,on bh the part’ of tthe *advisor :
during the internship, no former interns,  answered th1s question .in the
affirmative. ‘Eighteen 1nterns~_gid tbé1¥ adv1sor s direqtion atded-
. qin the it competency development ; déven responses indicated the =« -
‘ directfon of the~ advisor was £bout right; and seven respohdehts
- said ‘that all advice' by their advisors centered on the baccalaureate .
'degree~requirements., When asked wHat type nf directlon they .would - .7,
. have\llked ttwo-thirds of the respondents ‘said the’ direction they .
RS .had ‘received was adequate. Only one respondent felt the guidance
L ) glven | ‘by* the advigor. was inadequate.. It would seem-that the interns -
1t generally satisfled with the guidhnce they had received: during ’
_theit ihternship, \ . , - .. .o -
v .v o . g . , - e * .
. Twenty six.of the thirty -five gradu tes ?zsponded to the forced- _
: choice and free-response item on evaluation’ methods .established by .. N
the' advisor.’ This data is recorded in’ Table VII, “Evaluakion of
- Interns‘ Experiences " oy, ver nigegt rcent of the graduates reSpondrng _
to the ifem (24 '0f 26) stated tha't the advisor had set ap "evaldation
methods for their ipterpship experience., Seven respondents stated
'that the evaluation methods were oral and seven stated that _the
“ewvaluation methods were ‘written.” Nine noted that the’evaluation -
mekhods used were both written and oral. ThHirteen responses in-, - -
¢ "= Aicated that an evaluation was made by the supervisor of the
: ““internship- experience, ten respondents said that they spoke often
with their advisor, Tand six noted that evaluation procedures were
" measured agajnst egtablished "objectives. Some of the respondents -
) {6) wentioned thay{ they were asked to summarize their’ internshlp '
:actrvities in % itten report. i : : ,

v Y Table VIII, "Activities During Internsﬂip , reports on the type

of activities participated ¢n by respondents during their intetnships.
> hoSt of the respondents (20 of 24 responding to the item) stated that
»they worked at a job related to their area of concentration. Three
~respondents completed pro;ects, and one made observations and visita- *
. tions related to his area&of concentration_ﬂﬁﬁle enrolled in the ~
e y;. internshlp,
RERSY 3 Tabke IX, "Outcomes of Internsﬁip\, summarizes the data reported °
~ . ° by the gradgates when asked the question, '"What do you feel you learned
: ‘{that, 1s, what were the haneflte to you) from your internship experienceV"
‘Twenty-two of .twenty-nine respondents reported that their improved
technical. compexency in an area of concentration was the result of

v

eXpefience ring the internship. Four responses indicated a positive
— attitude ¢ ge, toward- people, .and two responses referred to the o
~>apportunity® to apply Echool principles to Field practice. One responsé

f noted, that” it is not only important to know what to do on a job, but
"‘how to get a” job. .
C e
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T TABLE VI = . e .
T ol e R . .
. .. - ADVISOR GUIDANCE DURING INTERNSHIP " -

. How would you rate the amount .,  More dires -ion needed 7
> of direction you. received from o

your advisor? a s o oo L
- : , oo . Less direction needed 8 <\
M - . . R - . L +
) P - Adéquate direction
e . received . 1
- ® Total respéndents 76 -

What kind. of direction did » Competency development 18

you rEceive? . / . o= o/ ,
- o, < . ;’Degree requiréments ’y , 7
. : ’, ” . ' | Very little (positive) , 1
: - i ‘ .- | Very 1ittle (negati@e) ] T ‘
B S o F

Ty . ‘ . . = o s
4 v 1. , )
What kf@% of direction would 7' Mpre guidance on proposal. -2
you havé liked to receiye? ST ‘ - ] )
‘ More help in gaining,

e technical skill . 2
o . ,‘ o More feedback . "1
, ' More help in course :
) , selection 19
N . )
. . Q_é’.
. v .
N . |
. : 3 . " ,
a
// L}
/
-12- ' B
0




« \ . ‘ ‘ 7 o 1 - 5
3 s - d * 1'
E (‘,. )’/ . ~ , 1 \T\ . - i + .
. .5 ‘ . “ \
v
v R ' ! s ° T .
. " : L4 - = -
!_‘ . ’ ! . 4 ’ ) ’ .
‘ TABLE VII - " .
- /N o e L EVALUATION OF INTERN'S EXPERIENCES - . R
. i Ce - Tme_o'f Evaluatioﬁ“ . ‘Number” of Responden’ts o
Did your advisor set up any R S ’ :
i method for evaluating your . x )
7 experiences? " ", Written : 7 .
) . . m, ‘ Oral ) ;L K o
v . . -~ o . Both Written & /_
. o FAPEEES : 9 _ < Oral .
g S . T Not specified .
) - No ldethod - ‘ L 2 co
. - ‘ : " Total- - : 26 | '
v . ! / . 3 . 3
- ‘1- - i - ) r
v * i > ) - & .
: . : o i Type of Evalua-_tion i
o o . ‘ ‘Written , Qral Not Epecified co
\\ . Evaluation by N ' - - _ -
' L Field Supervisor 10 ° : 3 " -
’ Discussion with Advisor e - 10 . ©T
Evaluation against . ' - ’
) " established objectives 2 . 1 ’ , 4 .
:&: ‘Summary o‘f@lnte'rnship : ) ' S . |
’ dctivities ‘ 6 - - é J
. __/ 4 ) . K .
& . l .
j . T 1
- . : g
. ) \
N . | ‘
" N N £ )
\‘\ N - 4
. . , -y / »,
i g ’ . g
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'.1 and derived benefits from the internship. The majority of graduates

, Summaég. Most gfaduates made ﬁrit;qn‘proposals for théit*}ntetJ-
ship experiences, found their advisors helpful during the internshit,

worked on jobs related to their areas of concentration as their in- .-
ternship experience. Only two of ‘the graduates responding said no,
formal evaluation procedures were set up for the .internship. .

-

I1I. A Comparison of Gommon Items of Both Questidnn&ires ’ CoL,

. Both questionnaires asked the respondents. to state the- "ouistancing) .
strongest- characteristic' and "yeakest characteristic! of the Extended. -
' Programs. Two tables were constructed to summarize the responses tc'
these items. Table X, "Outstanding Characteristiés of Zhe Extendea
Programs", summarizes ‘the wesponses faculty and student . made abopt the
outstanding . (strongest) characteristics of the Extended Programs. o
Table' XI, "Weakest Characteristic of the Extendéd’Prog:ams";—summafiZE;,
the responses by-faculty and.graduates relating to the weakest charactei-
isiles ?f the Extended Programs. - . ~ o L
Outstanding characteristics. The outstanding characteristies
mentioned by respondents from both questionnaires were s rized mund~>x
eleven topics. Both faculty and graduatesypentioned with lmost equal
frequency (8 graduates and 9 faculty) that the "flexibility' was an out-
standing characteristic Sf Extended Pxograms. Other outstanding
characteristics mentioned byugpoth faculty and graduates were: (1) tie
practical experiences offered by the program; ' (2) the ability to develop
individualized programs; and (3) .the aid, cooperation, and involvement
of instructors and advisors in the pr%gggm.. . . .

Only graduates mkntioned as outstanding characteristics the
policy of having students on tlie admissions committee, the wide range
of courses available to students enrolled, and the idea of a demonsiru-
tion of proficiency. ) . ’ L.

Faculty advisors also mentioned some items not found in the
graduatea% respénnes. Six. faculty members responded positively abouc
_the opporﬁg;if& to be involvéd with students over a long period of tiin.
Four faculty advisors mentioned the high motivation of students, and
two advisors liked the idea of having advisees with the same academir

or vocational goals as their owm. T Vo . "’\
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TABLE\“’?III

: ' ACTIVITIES DURING INTERNSHIP .

. '_ R g '

-

4Question - Response _

* Number of
> Responses

e — —

What did you do during °’ . -
internship? - Worked a job~-(with or
- without ‘pay) related.
fo my area of eon~-’

P ) centratiow

~ . Completed project related .
' : to area of_ concentra-
tion

‘ ' o Observationg, visitations
P . -

s

S

20

~3

NOTE: 24 of 36 responded to this ifem.
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TABLE IX oo

| ~OUTCOMES OF INTERNSHIE .  /

-

e

, -

r

+Question

I|‘
—i

.« .
)

.

Responge .

Number of

- Responses

What do you fgel you learned
from your internship’ :

JImproved technical compe~
tencies related to the
‘area of concentration

Changed my attitude
. (positively): toward

'-1 people -

Opportunity to apply school
principles to field
practices

Should learn how to get
job, not just what to
do affer you have it

/-

¢ 22

N

¢

26 of 35 responded to this item.
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TABLE X .
) N . .
OUTSTANDING .CHARACTERISTICS .
- OF THE EXTENDED PRO3RAMS
. - - V
’ Résponse ™ 'Graduates Fatulty N
Opportunity to develop 1nd1vidua11zed :
program ) 14 5 .19
Flexibility « o _ 8 9~ 17
'Program offers practical experiencee . "6 4 10
Aid cooperation, and involvemént of )
1nstructors and advisors in the - .
program 6" 3 9
Having students on the admission committee 1 1
Demonstxa;ion of proficiency . 1- 1
Wide range of courses - ~ 1 "1
Personal involvement and chance to wqrk ~
.with students over a fairly extende :
period _ _ 6 6
Students‘are highly motivated o 4 ‘4
Advisees in the same area as thelr advisor 2. 2
Quality of’ outside superviscrs : ‘1 1.
T : . e .
. P
~x
4 / .

=17~ ' ’
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. Weakest characteristics. Faculty advisor and graddate responses
about the question the "weakest characteristics of Extended Programs'
.were quite varied and-could not be gummarized in less than twenty-one
topics. The 5most frequent responseg (made by three graduates gnd
thirteen faculty membérs) concerned the “lack of Extended Programs
guidelines'.- Other-"weakest characteristics' regarding the structure
,of the program were: (1) two advisors and tiro graduates mentioned

. an "inadequate means of evaluatien" (2) two graduates and. one faculty
advisor mentioned the "mandatory demonstration of proficiency"}

(3) one graduate and one faculty member mentioned the "inequities in

Y

granting credits for work experience" (4) four vespandents mentioned
the "lack of in-depth (3-level) courses ': and (5) one graduate men-
tioned the lack -of job placement. . / , . )

A number qf respondents mentioned items related to communications
in the Extended Programs. Six respondents (five graduates and one
faculty member) hoted there was-a "lack of communication betieen, those

_ invplved"; three respondents said the "programs were not well publicized";

and one graduate mehtioned the "lack 6f.unity with thdse .already in the
programs"., Two additional communication problems were mentioned by the
graduates: the 'poor image of the Generil College and its students";
and the "lack of coordimation of the- Extendéd Programs with other
\ colleges within the University"'.
Of the items mentioned by graduates only, the cancern for the,

"Seneral College image" and the "lgck of organization of the Extended
Programs'' were mentioned most frequentlyl Graddates also mentioned

a "lack of unity with those already in the Programs' and the desire
for a "full-time Extended Programs coordinator/counselor .

Faculty members also pointed out some exclusive areas of Twedkest
characteristics't, Three advisors felt that more emphasis should be
klaced on the BGS-degree, and two adwisors felt that the distribution

f advisees among the availablq ‘staff was inequitable. Four respondents '

mentioned not seeing enough of their advisees and a lack of student
initiative in the Programs. : ¢

Summary. The respondents had a variety of thoughts about the
"outstanding, strongest chardcteristics' and 'weakest characteristica"
of the Extended Programs, and it is difficult to generalize about
them. Such variety of response is understandable in view of the
many opfions available to students enrolled in the Extended Programs.
The factor most often mentloned as an outstanding characteristic of
the programs was flexibility. .Another outstanding characteristic
mentioned by the respondents was the ability of individuals to develop
their own programs. Flexibility~and individuality, however, can cause
problems, and the wealtest characteristic most frequently mentioned was
the lack of guidelines. Other than the three above-mentioned
characteristics of the Programs, no sirgle category contained more
than six responsesg by thie respondents. .
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TADLE XI

ST CHARACTERISTICS «
EXTENDED PRO3RAMS
b S
* Response Graduates Faculty N
. N\ ) ‘n} ‘
Lack of program guidelined™ ’ -3 13 16
,Lack of communication between those involved 5, 1 .0
Inadequate means of evaluation 2 2 4
Lack of in;depth'(jilevel) courses i 1 3 4 -
Program pot well publicized . | , ‘2 M | 3
Handatory demonstration of proficiéncf 2 1 3
Inequities inm granting credits for work '
experience 1 . 1. 2
Lack of pr gram organization N 4 . 4
Bad stereotype of- Jeneral College and
students ‘ - o2 2
No job plapement ' 1 . 1
Lack of full-time, permaﬁent Extended 2 .
Programs counselor/coordinator 1 1
Lack of coordination with other colleges - ‘
within the University . 1 1
Lack of unity with those already in the )
Program , 1! 1
Student's lack of knowledge about the field B
he would like to work in 1 1
‘Lack of emphasis on BGS ' :?%f 3 3
Students don't see advisors often enough ﬁ,'t 2 2
Distribution of advigees among staff 4;:' 2 2
Lack of initiative of some students B 2
Lack of commitment by the faculty - . 1 1
College's tendency to stack requirements . .
on the Programs ° 1 1
Students seem overwheimed by the proposal 1A 1
Iy




