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PREFACE

The purpose of this report is to explore the role.of cooperative
..

.education in the career.aevelopment of,*outig adults.* It is the hope of

the Cooperative Education Researclt Center Oat.theseltitdings will be.
.

useful to-the college,personnel'wh ? work witlh or Vdlate'to cooperAtive
.

education stvglents.
-1 1

Ibis research was.,suppotted by a grant from the U,S. Office of :
'4 ., .

Education (G 007602265). I am particularly grateful forital,sup-
,

port,'but 10.71 to make, it clear that the Office of Educlitio,is.in'n Way
./ . ..

responsible for the substance of this report. Jltr

Any arge arch project requires the efforts And expetise o

Iliany people. I m pleased to take ttiis opportunity to thank some of lise
. . /

1people for their contributions. First, I would like to expreSsiny Ap
. .,

ciation to Northeastern University's Chancellor Asa S. .KnaWres for his

active support.of this research effort. I wOUld alSO like thk the'

.

Ditector of the'Cooperative Education ResearCh Center, Dr..Sames W. Wilso

\,.

.
1 for his encburagement and coullsél, and the t'est of the .Center S4alf,.

G. Ruth Kukiela Bork,-Etsuko Kumai,, Cynthia J. Whitten,:for their many.
...

: ' .

constructive suggestions throughout this projec1\ Withbo,t the organiZa-
s'.' ,

.... .

1

tional abirity of Ms. Priscilla Wilfong and the-patience-.ef a number of
!

Work-Study students and part-time employees, the data .cOuld never have.

been coded e squiekly and'accuratelylas was; Special:thanks are due

Miss Diane M. Kemski Who.prepared this final manuscript end whOse, assistance.

in 1/phases of, Chis rosearch effort.was invaluable. .

411



4 Finally, i am grateful to the Directors of, Alumni Affairs and, of

course, the many.alumni who tooW time froM, their busy 'schedules to help

make.this project pos'sible. I. sincerely.hope thi'S report will jdstify

, their cd'operation..

). Northeastern University
Boston, Massachusetts

If

<

4

Sylvia J. Brown
December, 1976

%
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCW
p

Research Problem

.

The growth of-cooperative educationIduring recent years has been

remarkable. The 1976 estimated population of cooperative education pro-. -

grams is 1056, over five times,ds many programs as there wete in 1970.
1

One impetus in recent years to the growth add expansion of cooperative
4

eaucation'has been the claim that piiticipation in cOoperative education

contributes to stUdent career development.
2

In order to 6camine this statement more-carefully, one must firdt -

ask what is meant;by the ph/rase "career development." A usefdl definition
..

- isithat career deireloptent is the process Offiaking,d'vocational.choice.
3

_

,

tMpiicit in that statement is he continuing g h and development, of

'one's-career thrJughout ones lifetime w do colleges helpStudents

in./their career decision-makinvtasks? w can colleges smooth a Student's

_ i
transition Yrom school to the world of. Work!? How can collegeSprepare

,

their students for full-time employment?. Cooperative educato s c aim

t

that cooperative eduCation can serve these and other functions and,

fbre, can make an observable diffeLnce in the career development o

college students.

67

1
Data takenitrom the CooperatiVe Education Research"Cenrer's

:file oforloperative education PrograM information.
,

v

there-

computer:

y.: Tyler,'Iraiuetand OideatiVes,"10- Handbook Of Cooperative,
.gducatiOn, by'Asa S'..Knowles and ASsociAtesSeri Yrancisdo:, josseyBass,
Tric.., 1971), R. 20.

3
Samuer H. Osipow, Theories of Career Development, (New Jersey:

Penrice-Hall, Inc., 1973), p. 307.



Literature Review

A review of the laerature was conducted to determine what evidence

cooperative educators hadto indicate that Participation in cooperative

edueation enhanced carev\°,development of undergraduates. The liter-

7ature review focusapd specifi\elly on atudies of alumni of coOperative

education programs for two reasons. First, an ongoing study which addreased

'particular aspects of undergraduate career growth was already in progresp

, as a separate venture by'the Cooperative Edutation Research Center staff.

Second, in order to look at career developthent s a process which On-

tinued after graduation, one had to study aluMni..

The most comprehensive Study of alumni of cooperative education'pro-°-

\grams waa conducted by James, W. Wilson and Edward H: Lyons 1 1959' as \

,part of a nat.-tonal study of cooperative education which waa supported.by\

the Fund for the Advancement of Education'of'the Ford Foundation, This

study compared the employment experiences of cooperative education and

non-cooperative education graduates. It was specifically concerned with .

their feelings abou how well they were prepared by their eollegesfor
.

employment., the relationship between their college education and their

employment, their feelings about the jobs they hold, ond the income they

-

have received from.employment.
4

.The researchsample consisted of 2476 alumni responsesto h tailed

:questionnaire. Approximately 68'percent of these responses were from
#

. /-
.

aluMni of engineering prog.Tams, 17 perdent,yere from graduates of business
,

programs, and 15 percent were alumni of liberal arta programa:- ,erLpereent

'of the reaponses-Wefe froniJemale:graApates, à11. 5f--W4om had been.liber4

arts 'majors.

/.
11.

4
, James W. Wilsonand Edward H. Lypns, Work-,Study College'Prggrams:

'Appraisal ;and.Report, of The Study of COoperatiV.e',Aduoation.: (New York;
Harper'and BrOthers,/1961), p. 17.

8
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Although this research effort was invaluable..in Pointing 'Jilt the

values and, ptepoblems of'cdoperative eduCation, it'is obvious that the

.research sample, while represeritative of cooperative education.alumni

during that time, is not representative of the population of students

in cooperative education today. The number of wOmen participating In
...
/

cooperative education has increased considerabl /y, ,s.have.the nUmber of

non-engineering students. The study by Wilson and Lyons was very signif-

icant in the promotion and growth of coOperatiye'education in the 1960's

and provided the,much neided researchbased facts lor,this growth.. How-
.

ever, in orderto examine the role of cooperative education in:the career

development of today's population of student4 a new study of alumni was
.

necessary.

' A review of literature on cooperative.education produced no,other .

comrrehensive national study of cooperative education alumni. Studies
p.

by.,Epting; sore and kodes wee all specifically related to alumni of one

5-
institution. A doctoral dipertation by Yenscoaincluded input rom eight

colleges' alumni bUt was concerned only wiih engineering Vora.6. ',Mos.,

backer's studies on Women in cooperative educationprovided some much

.

needed research on/this subject, but, again, did not meet the need for

.a.,.current comprehensive, study of the effects of cooperative education

. .

5
Luther Epting, ',Survey Analysis of Mississippi State University,

Cooperative Education Graduates.From 1970-74," JOUrnal,of.CooPerative
Education, XI, 2 George J. Gore,PCO-op Veraus Non-Cp-op
Revisited," Journal f Cooperative Education, IX; 1. (Novem6er 1A72);

4 'Harold. E.. Rodes, "The After Effects of Cooperatiye°Education," Journal'
of:Cooperative Education, IV, 2 (May 1968).

64illiam R. Yensco;:"A Comparative Analysis of nginiering Gradu- .

.

. . .

ates Froth CeoperatiVe and Regular ProgramsCareer stijp and Attainment
of 1962 and 4985 BaCcalauieate GraduateS;" UnpUblished doctoral'disser-

ytatiop (UniversitY of.Michigan, 1970). :..



'on the career development oft alumni.
]

It was
,

author to tonduct such a study.

Research Goals

-
Mord specifically,,the primary goal of

the following facets of career. development:

the intention of this.

thisatudy was to examine

-/

Views to%4ard undergraduate
/

'career preparation; characteristics Of alumni's first full-time J7q

1111racteristics of cuirent employmfnt situation. There was a coacern,that

these views and eiperiences'might vary according to sex, racet year of

'graduation, and major of the alumni. The research was, therefore, designed

so as to measure any differences that might occur within or among, these

groups. Any changes in the possible effects of cooperative educatiom

over a period of time,:for eXaMple, cbuld,be.measured bylexamining resOonses

according to year of graduation. Similarly, Particular attention vac!
'

he Paid'to repone patterns of female,-minority6,and liheral arts aluthni

-when examining claims made by aome Tsperative educators-that'. participa-

8tion in cooperative education has unique beneats lor;.thise groups.

In addition to this explordtialf career 'deveiOpment, the alumni. ,

studY undertook to explore two other areas of interest./ Do'the attitudes

of Cooperative education alumni toWard.their dims mater.differ from that

of other.alum40.'There have beehtonceins exPressed by someeduCators

:that participation in cooperative education, esOecially.an alternating
.

. ,
cooperative education program,,tende to decrease a ittudents enthusiasm.

,

.7
Ws

.!. ..

tda B. Mosbacker, .''Women In Co-op," Jdurnai Of'Cooperative EduCa-
iion, X, 1 (November:19.73).

. .

..
,

.: g

,Harriet P.- Van Sickle, "Professional DpveIopment of'Women,",in
,HanCiboOkr Cooperative Education% by Asa S. liowles and.AsiOciates,
;(SaiOrencisco:' JOsserf-Bass, Inc.? 1970),:PP.- 267-:268.
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for'and inierest in their alma.mater. Another and much Mbre pragmatic

.reason.for.this. line 07 inquiry was the desire ,to help ihe many Directors

:of Alumni Affairs, whose desistance in this atudy was invaluable, to
. 4 .. ...,

learn more about thlir alumni's' perceptione of their undergradUate

experience.
II

.. ) / .'

.
. The ther area Of.interest .referred to. above Whs. the avocational

. .

*aet,ivities of the alumni. It was fejA,'especially if this study 1000
4 4 ,

4' differences in the Career development of cooperative education and

non-cooperative education alumni, that it wo*Ild be,useful to know,whether,

' cooperative and non-cooperative.alumni.also pursued difSeremt avoCational
. .

activitkes.

,

0
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CHAPTER TWO

RESEARCH DESIGN

..

.-Once the research goals had been formulated, the next step.was eo.
.

detaign a pnin to achieve those ioals. It was decided thdt a-comparative

- .

study.of alumni of cooperative and notp-cooperative programs, using
. - .

rpailed questionnaire, would be the best method of obtaining the data.:

. .

If the undergraduate insti.tutions of these alumnl%wene simgar in most

respectS, then.one cpuld assume viith some confoidence that prlsignificantf

differences in alumni responaes to the'questionnaire related. to particilia-
.

tion in cooperative education:- Thus, the criteria for inclusiun in the

research.sample-was quite important and ahall now ke explained.

Sample Selection

;
4

There were a number of criteria uaed in the selection of
4

the institu-

tions Whose plumni particOated in this-study. At this stage Of the

.sampling, only cooiierative education institutions were beinvae1ented1
!

Once these institutions had kbeen selected and had agreed to oartiCipave,

'in the study,.the comparative non-cooperative institutions were ghosen.
A.

One of the goals of this research effort was to determine whether

the effects of cooperative educglion:laated'over a period of time. It

was therefore decided to.do a cross-sectignal sample of Alurani one, five,
. .

)

and ten years after their graduation from college. Since the study was
,

. .

,begun in 1975, this meant sampling alumni frOm the diasaes'of 1974;.:1970,

and.1965. Thus the first criterion estahlished was Chat-the cooperative

,9

, The,term cooperative education", for the purposes of.this studyi,
included:field experience programs,in which the.field WorIc is:cOnsidired
'an integral part of all etudents' cureiculum.

p.



. -
1

educaticprogrAMInust.7.hay4 been fUnetioning for at.least 12 years fox

f4O--yelfintitlition,Obd 14 94'30.yeaiSfor'a'fo4 Or:five.yearAnStitu
- .

1,4as necegsaxy in oitdej have daduated.'alumni witir cooPera-
: '

.

tPel eFlu5ptioh experience .ftipm theb.class of 1965.. the Cptputek ffle of
a

d4ta maintained by, the:ftoperaiive Edueation Ressorch Center wda utilized
1

, .

" 'pto obtain 4 listineof intitti s with cooOratiVe education programs
-.. . ,,. . ) '7 ', ' f-..A,

= .

. ,

inigipaliVe6i ptioro71965:16,.X total of 90 in4titutiona.met this require-
.

.,...

;7C

ment:16:

In order to havtan approximately' equal sample of' cooperative educa.-:

t1o44nd non-cooperative education graduates, only.colleges with mandatory

. .
,=.4

prOgrams were included. Ihe rationale for this 'decision was

,

that optional programa would:almost certainly haVe,,An unequal distribution

olcooperative- 4nd non7COoperativt'graduatea.. Thus., if only mandatory

0
programs 4ere Chosen, all alumni-would have had Cooperative edUcatiOn angoa

non-cooperative7edtiCaton saMple of equal size could then betaken frOm:

.10.

.coMparable institutions whic did not havea'cooper4tive progrant.'. 'Using
;

,

this:secorld Criterionhe n9nber ofcooperativeeducation -institutions

,
eligible for partiCipation_in the alumni study was reduced to 21.

A few of'these21 colleges were eliminated.beCause eheir.programs.,

were -tie1tin with one'paftiCular industry.andwould not be representative
4.

7..

of the majoiiti of cooperative education programs in this country_today.

A feW 'vire were excluded becalise, althoughthey have had viable programs

,Ibt,'more'than:12 years, their programs 4ere So'small thatehe number of

alumni availableit6 fill.out questionnaires would be TheJinal.
.-

number of cooperative education institutions-. selected for participation

in the alumni study was twelve.

The next stage of the research design was to ask the twelve institu-

C'
tions that had been selected if-they would agree to Participate in the

'13..



, study. After consulting with.an alumni officer at NortheAstern Univers?,5

it vae..greed that the President of. the twelve institutiona,should be

'COntaAed by-letter by:Norttleastern University's President.':
IL

XA..copyaf
.-

. . ,
.

... ..
. 4 - r

, - . 11,
d

...'thleXettet'serit-to the CallegeS:ie.,:attached as Appendix 4)...Thekin'eention

6' - : , ' ' ' f .

. . .
)0

of the letter was to explain .the,pdrpose of tbe study-and tile planded-.

:
I

..reeearch'd6sign, and to 4uggeat a, lials64 Peraan., usually the Director

of Alumni Affair's, to wOrk Vith the4eSearch Center:On.this project.
,

The letters ta.the cooperative edutation-institutions were sent out inL.
!

the Spring and Summer.Cirf 19,75...,':Ouly One of ihe institutions decline&tO:

participate... .A substitute inititutin Ves:.chosen a0d. agreed to partiCi- .

.g

Once the.cooperative education instituti4s-werg designated, a

parable group of non-cooperative idgtituti #e?were selected and contacted.:im
4

Three decline&to participate en0.three substitute samples,Were found-.

An attempt was made to find institutions,compafable inaizeocation,
,

control (either public or private), academic.vtajora offeied; characteristics

the student body, and competitiveness of admission. The chart, included

as ApPendix B, demonstrates that the samplelinstitutions Chosen were indeed

comOlrable inelmoioall of these aspects.

The next stage of the research design was to'contact the liaison

person at each instivution in order to make the specific arrangements for

the study; Ideally, it was hoped that e.yh institution could provide

sets of mailing labels, one for mailing the questionnaire and one for a
,, .

; f011owup.postcard, for all alumni.from the classes of 1965, 1970, and-

two

1974. n Some.insances,'howeVer,..thivinstitutIons could provide only

typed.li

/ 1 .

In order to ensure a large enough sample, it'was decided ta teke,!
. , .V,

..

wherever possible, a random sample'of 60 alumni from each class, for a--
\ ,

,_

14



total Of 1B0......frO1i1 vOCH!institptiOn. .This Would:haVe,resulted:in a saMple
, .

. . , .

'-'.. ' . /,. . ''. .:-.:. :::- ' 'IL,Ik''' ',..4'..,

OV..4320'wicil:With'en.eatimated response rate of ..33X,w,guldjeaVe Orb:7, ,.
/,. .

.

vided data froim_1426 alum
: 4, -----. . . 0. 41

.'Actually, 'the samp4ng technique was somewhUt more cOmplex. For

.

r
ose institalbns w emandatory-CooperatiVe education programs existed.

i two. Or threecur engineering4nd biAiness, a

stratified random;sample Nas taken; that4s, 30 alumni frOML,each of es.,

two programs we're chosgn rather than 60,aluini. from both.Orog ams'tOgeiher.

-The treason £ of stratifying the sample in this faShion was t .be sure ,that

the Vard,OUVMAjOis weke as well jtepresented as possible in.:theinal sample
= /

..ln!:choosyig samples,fromliberal.arts programs with students inmany

majora r'from univeraiiieS Which offere8 cooperstive,edUCation in more:.

three Majots, a Strict y randot.!sa le of-60..aluMni from,,eadh ClaSs

wa selected.

, Becagse the s were randomly selected, it was important to

determine wiletherosjagSaMples'eelected"were, in faEv, representative of
.0 4

the popula64On frOM OwliCh they.were drawn.Thus, for each sample.ch

the gendef andMajok of each alumnus wet* recorded: The 406-infOtmatiOn
-

.
,

w4s reCOTded fot the population from whicheaMPle was drawn. ..As the

:table in Appendix C demonstrates, the'stratgidation'ofesample resulted :

in a sample:which was not_exactly representative of the-population from

which-it was drawn.: Females were arer-repreSented as. were liberal arts
4

jors.while males and all othet majors were under-represented. jn,..,a11'
.

41A

.casegc hoWeVet, the diffeience,between.representation in the sample and

lation was less than'ten percent, In gdditinn,, the oVer-representation
.?

stilteein i'greater nuMber of4emales and liberal arts major,, which

IL

.140e twO roups. this research was particularly interested in st yint.
-

15



Design of Research Instrument

r

The iritent of 44rer Alumni Questionnaire was to obtain:ott,

..1

Convenient and clear format, from a aamOle 45f alUmni. thEip.mas large enough
... ...

top .PrOvidt Significant resurts.. Potential.queStiOnnkireitems,were-reviewed

1.
. '.. '

,byLall meMbers.qf the Cooperative EducatiOnliese rch Center statf,.and.in

L.-:' /.
,

.

.,1". .'-. .X.' - -

1975j. :final draft nf the qu tionna e had been:aeVisedTn-

:or*.r determine whether the forMat:pf the_questionnaire WAS tea7dablei',

whether the eluestioal Were:clear, whether,the.:timePNV-o compret
. . -

full-questionnaire A:resOnable,',and Whether the databeing obtained
,

waS resppnaive to the reaearch goals a-field-,test of'the,Alumni. Question,

'): 4

using a..

..naire was undertaken:

,

A sample of aiumni who.Woul not',be included,in the research study
--, .

1.
.

.

-,

_JAwere sent queStionhair alio. wee-aaked' to comiete_them.:.and comment on
:. _ 7._ ,

.

theth:- majority Ptcipli-. returning. the completed questIOnnaires

lelt that both the lengthlof the'questionnaire and the time necesary"tO

fill it out were reasonable. However, the suggesatoris.of 'these alumni

iff tither areas did lead to a number of constructive changecieboth the

format and the content of the questionnaire. The, final version of the
Y c,

questionnaire may be found as Appendix, D.
-

In depiding to upe a mailed questionnaire as the technique for

gathering data, it was understood that the results Auld bebiased by

fact-that.only c rtain types of people wpuld complete and return the

-
questionnaires. Howevero it was felt that this factor would not

David J. Fox, The Research Process in Education, EW York:. ffolt;

Rinehart andlYinston, Inc.,- 1969), p. 337.

a



signficantly

coOperatiVe a
(

i luence the comparison between coopexative ahd non-\

umnidlbeeause both groups wou d be 'eUblect to Ole same bias.li -4,

'There i. the possibility, whenever a cross-sectional deeign is

y changes found over tiie.could be attributed to.faCtorsUsed;. that

5,

other tha

socia

have an

ones being examined. For example, the rise of a particular
,.

ethent/durini one of-the three time periods being sampled:Cool:4d

ffect4on..the,tespongee of aftimni Ofjhatfperiod%.

.

Ole fac, that ...cooperative and LuOn-cpogadtive,alUmni were
. .

the aame social factors permits, the conclusion Tihdf any differ-.
-7

.

etween the two,;grqupe were due- tei'other

..exO,Pe

encea

r

Mailing of the .QuestionnaireS

-

clue Jres were mailed inSeptembet,' 1975-: Due to the fact

that tw colleges,were over sampled-in order:to' adequately represent-
.

particu ar.majOrs, 4387 questibnnaires were sent out, 67 more than Orfgi--

. 1

nally p ojected'. The majority.of these questionnaires were returned within

' 'one mont of the original mailing. One follow-up reminder,, 'postcard,
,. .

was sent out which resulted in a small surge in thenUmber of returne;
, -

-The numbe of returns had:almost diminished tb zero by the end of November;

'two Month after the'Oiginal tailing.

Of. th 4387 questionnaires mailed to alumni, 6.5 percent were

returned "a.dressee unknown" and 4.6 percent were returned with addrese

cotrections.

Oesti nair s were forwarded. In those cases where thejuimber of:
-

1
.

enye peS retUrned "a'ddressee unknown" exceeded five percent fbi'
- .

aninstitu-

In all ipstances where address changes were received the

\

i\

tiOn an addit onal sample of alumni was chosen in order tq coMpensate.

442.
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°.for Ihis 'decrease in the'original sample. There w4re five institutions

FOr the remaili)ng.-where this additional
. r

sampling procedure was necessary.
limAr

18 institutions that were-not re-sampled, a*,total

returned "addressee unknown."

.138,enmelo.p'es

yro determifte the respionge rate, the base figure of 4249 questionnaires

was LsidCo, relitesentithe'numper of questionnaires received by alumni.

.r (This figure is obtained b1 ,sub4ratting., the mmmber of questionnaites that
..

.

t 4 .

,

did rf teach their destinatidn from the number Of milesetonnaires viginally
.

.

mailed out). Thenumber of retUrned useable questionnaires'was 147:
i.

.

response rate of 33,8 petcent. An additional .9'petcent'of the question N.

.t.lairestfeceived were not, liseablefor vatibus-reasons such as the alUmni
, , . ., ;t

1

never actually graduated fiom col** ot attended on a. part-time basis-
,. .

. *. .

only. Theresponse rate co-op and non-co-op was 31.8 percent and 33.2'

4St

. percent respectively.

Method of Data Analysis

.1)esign of Cbding.SyStem

The most appropriate teasure4of relatibnship between the nominal-
,

,4
level variables being measured by the Alumni Questionnaire was the chi

square analysis. The most efficient method for producing the many varied'

chi square analyses desired waa to use the trograms available in the

Statistical Package for the Social,ScienceS.
11

In order to make use of this Tackage,'it was necesgary to devise a

coding system for as many of the itets from the Alumni Questionnaire as

....feasible. In some in8paryes .the codes were already provided on the
-

Alumni QUestionnaires. For, example, question number six, lo.you have

any children?'". Iscoded "1" if th4 petsOn responded !lies" and "2" if the'

11
Norman H. Nie et:al., StatisticaLPackage for the Social Sciences,

.

,
.'

Second Edition,'(New York: McGraw-Hill Bookompany, 1975).

. ,..-:..,
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perSbn responded nnoP In cases of.Open-encled questións, hoeVer, the,
.4

codes were devised after Ihe questionnaires were returned. Responses.

.

swera reviewed and the most frequent responSes became respo e categories:.
.

.et.-

An example of this is ..the coding scheMeAevOoped 40 %lei:14o
.

21
.

....,-

\,...._
. ,

:

.

. .

which asked alumni tO describe the most be4eficial-aspect ofg. heir cooperar.
. .

.:-.-,,: ,.
..., ,. . '4...,.-. t

tive education, field'term4r internship program. 't6re.were 1.3 different-
. .

,
.

response-cetegoties created for thiS'iteMZ'sudidafiOncial as.SiPtance'i

.or "reta4ng-theory f'dprectice"''et,d the-rpspipftses Alie'coded accordingly..

. ya,,4

.
11; At*

The-Coddng system waSreviied'and.retineda,U Thumber of times. , e-
*

.41P

.f,ine)1 SCheme resulted in Approximately-180 columns,or two keypUndied IBM

cardsbeing prOdqced fbreach queStiOnnaire. Hence;. a total of 2854
. ,

, -
cards had talbe correctlY coded:and.keyPunched.. Th order to control for'

.

'coding and keypunching errors, a random sample of cards4. approxitately

One out of four, were checked-for their accuracy, and, where necessary,

!cieti: Ae an additional check on the ccuracyof the coding and key-

1. -,.

.hing,:a frequency listing was run for.each,School', A Manual tabulatiiin
,

w-
/

done far one key queation and comar ed-with the .resulta of the computer-
, .

p-..3
. ,

o'

-of- A.ned frequency Hating. In each comparison.,case, the resulis,were the
_.

The final 'check, for accuracy was the frequency listing of all:the.
- .

.' ,

alumni reaponses. The few keypunch errors which appeared were orrecred.

Treatment of Missink'Data

a

-There were, for almost any question on the alumni questionnaire, a

number of alumni who did not respond tothat question. The posible ;reasons;

for not answering aparticular qu2stion varied. SoMe alumni chose not to

answer certain questions such as,Nhat is your race? Others did not,
.1;,,,. ..

.

ansWer-qUeStions because the item was no applicable tp their situation.

For-example, a'question on current job satisfaction was irrelevant if the

\ 1 9
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:...person was not working. The coding system did not differentiate among

.

the:various reasons for.pot responding tcv an item: all missing responses

were coded zero and.were.not included'Aniany of the data an yses. Thus,

'the total nutber Of. i responses to each item on the quest onna'irs.....

Itm
.varied considerably, For instance, of.. the 1427' alumn4 who were participants )

.......
. ' A4

in the study, 1426 answered the'question on Marital statua 1378 rloopondedl.
:.,

to the questiOn on sorrces ofcareerinformation, and;1241 responded to
. .'

questions on.the first Cull-time job'after graduation.. The percentages-

cited in Lach able Were Computed using only' hcise alumni whoresponded
.:. .'..0

/

. . .
.

,,
.

:, :. d:.

to that item.

Use of Siatistical Analyses

)
In order to, analyze the ata-As completely as possible, a number of

statistical analyses were done. Initially, a comparison was made, using
,

the chi square statistic,'between the responses of all cooperative educa-

tion and all non-cooperative education alumni. From,this'point On, it

will e more convenient to call this group the total aluinisample:. Thus,
1

. .

a.co parison of alumni in the total alumni sample is a comparison of all

cooperative alumni witn'all non-cooperative alumni.

One of the concerns ol this reSearch is the possible effecta of

participation in cooperative education on particukar groups of people, such

as Women or minorities.. Therefore,-Separate analyses of the responses of

wthese groups, or subsamples' as they Shall' now be'called, were conducted.

The four subsample types that were examined were sex (male and female sub-1*

sagtples), race (White and.minority subsamples), year of graduation4(class
-

of 1965, -1970, and 1974 subsamples), and-major (liberal arts, business,

and engineering sgiasamples). Cooperative'and.non-cooperative alumni were
*

compate&w)..thin each of. subsamples. In these comparisons, the chi

square'statistic was again employed.



One other tyPe of statisti sis was Pseal. When comparinv

across the subsample membership, for emeiTigei a comparison of all coopera-:

t4ye.education female responses with all cooperative education male

..eeSponses,-a;t test was used to determine whether or not-the respoeSes

of-the males and the females were siatiStiCally alike.
12

This,is in .

contrast to the .chi s,quare analysis, which can be used to compare responses
z.

del . k
within a subSaM such as cooperative education and non-7COoperative

education female respon s to a questionnaiee item.

Allirdatnd stat stiCal-analyses from.the Xot'l alumni sample Will

A 4

be presented 4n tablet included inz the.bodY of -the ort. In addition,.

-

any data that is patticulariy relevant regarding the responses of sUb--
11 ,

sample members will alSo be included within the main.body of the'repOr
.%

9 All-Other sig ificant data will be included as Appendiees. This will -

'hopefully make this reportreasier,to read while still'inludingeither.

in the tepört orAn_an Appendix,.all the

-
were based,

12
J.P. Guilford, F damental Statistics In Psychology,a6d, Education,

raw data upon which the dnalses'"0"1".1.

-

Third Edition, (New Yo : McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1965)..
.

(
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CHAPTER THREE

DESCRIPTION OF ALUMNI SAMPLE

Sample Representativeness

As mentioned earliex in this repbrt,.thrs research sought, in yart,

to update tile national.study of graduates.conductea by Wilson and, Lyons

in 19,61-i Of pAticular importance in this effort was the desire to have

An alumni'saMplewhieh wouldmbe more representative of tOdlaypopulation

of cooperative educat4pn participarlts.vAs the date_in Table 1 show,

.

Wilson and Lyons'-research samplecon4sted largely of male engineering'

TABLE 1
Characteristics of Aimni Sampled In

13.
Wilson and Lyons' Coope tive Educatian:Prokrams

Major

Liberal Arts, 188 .

'Engineering '789
.

Busi&ss - 222

(16%) Pt Male 1079 /90%)
(66 Female 120 (10)
(18 )

7

'Today's pOpulation,of cooperative education programs as shoWn in

Table 2, includes a much more even distribution of coOpeative education

students in the areas of liberal arts, eng4leering, buSpiness, And to a

lesserektenthe tiCval.c:tnal arts and technologies. It also includes a

higher'percentage of female participants than in the past.

13
James W. Wilson and. Edward H. Lyon0,. Work-Study College Programs:

ApprAisal and keport of the Study of Cooperative Educatron, (New York:.
Harper and Brothers, 1961), p. 24.

/
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TABLE 2
Characteristics 12ferCurrent Tidergraduates

7._Cooperative Education14
in

Liberal: Artd . 27885
Engineering u 21635_
lusiness 28166'
4Educatian 5574
Vocationdl Arts and
Technologies , 15499

Others --36022.

Male
Epmalp

Sex

83564. (dt%)
(38 )

A. "An examination of the data in Lable sl4ws thit the samplelie
,

atiumni chosen to participate in the 4umni study, within the parameters

of the:SaMpling procedures, was q representative of the current popula-
,

tion af Ceqpe'ratiVe educatidn programs_than the Wilson and Lyons sample.

The fact th4 mOst tvi =year institutions' Cooperative educatiOn programs-
.

were too new to be included in the research sample did resUlt in an under-

4'.rep-resentation of vocational arta-4nd .technolOgy programs. However, the,

,
saMple does adequately represent a mni of' engineering, business, and

rliberal arts curricula, The percj tage of mans and females who were

chosen for participation in the alumni Study is a4nos1 exactly the same

as the percentage of males and females who actually participate in coopera-

tive education today.

TABLE 3
Characteristics af Cooperative Education Alumni

Sampled for this Research

_Major Sex _c

Liberal Arts 2175 (49.6%) Male 2748 (63%)
Engineering 675 (.15.4 ) Female 1615 (37 )
Business 1015- (23.1 )
Other 5231 (11.9 )

'14
Data taken from-the Cooperative.Education Research Cente'r's

file of Cooperative eduCation Program inaaation.
,

.

.23
comput..e-
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.

tharacteristicsb the Total Alumni Sampte- .

The previous analysis.showed that the selected research sample was

4

fairly representative of the Current populationAU.Ropperatte education

'--AseudentS with regard- to'major and sex. The foilpwini.discusSion will foc.us
.

.-on-the:pfiaAapteristios Of-thOSe alumni who yere samOied ana-4 actually':

- returned the questionnaire. The purpose of this discussion is two-fiftd:

.td, provide more,detailed information'about the sample of.responde

)

and toCompare the PfigracEe istics of cooperative and natAllibopé ive
.r-

4 .

'respondents. Such knowledge is necessary to-Interpret subsequent analyses.

\It is further needed in order to characterize the generalizatiility of the
.

research findings,:

'

the characteristIcS,that will'be.discussed are age, sex, race, mari-

. ,

tal Status, age at, marrigte,. 'number, of children, location, year of gradua-.

tion, and undergraduate major of all alumni respondents. Most respondents

were between the ages of 21 and 33. As Table 4 shows, slightly-more

than half of the total alumni sample were males and most were white.' Of

1 diPSe alumni who were married, most got married between the ages pf 21

and 26. The majority of the married alumni reported they did not haVe.

children. Most alumni were found to reside in urban or suburban areas.

The one characteristic in, which cooperative education and non-cooperative

education alUbini differed significantly was in their undergraduate major.

The cooperative sample contained a higher percentage Pf engineering majors

and the non-cooperative sample included a higher percentage of liberal'
A

arts-majors.

Although there was only minimal variation'betWeen cooperative and

non-cdoperative within the total alumni sample, it was hypothesized

that cooperative and non-cooperative'charatteristics might well vary within

the subsamples of undergraduate currict_hum, year of graduation, sex, and

4t,

2 4



TABLE 4
--::characteriStiAt_Pf T4ta1

Co-op Non-'00,==olv Total

Sex' *-

356 (54.7%) 441 (65.90 797 (56.0%)
' Female 295 (45.3 ) 334 (43.1 ) 62/9 ,(44.0 )

2
X ....619 P > .05 '

Mace ' ' 'y

:. White . .587 (92.2%) 717 (94.1%) 1304 .(934.2%).

'Minprity (Black, r.I50 (..7.8 ) 45' ( 5.9 ) 95._ *( 6.8 )
.Asian, and Spahr,x2H. 1.7.X .

1.ah' surnamed)
.

> -,'. 05-
,..,

4%.

,,..
.

.rMarital Status' °

..

' Single 283 ( 3.5%) 0 309 (39.1%) 592 (41.5%)
Married 368 ( 6.5 ) 466 (60.1 ) ' 834 (58.5 )

1.744 p , .05

A
Age at-Marriage

20 or lest 360 ( 9.4%) 54 (11.2%) 90
. 21 to 22

23 to 24
133 (34.6 ).
106 (27.6 )

171 (35.6 )
132 (27.5 )

304
238

p,
(35.2 ).

:.(27.5 )
25 to 26 67 (17.4 ). 73 (15.2 ) 140 (16.2)
2g to.28

)
25 ( 6.5 ) 32 .( 6.7 ) 57 ( 6.6 )

- 29 and above 17 ( 4.5 ) 18 ( 3.7 ) 35 ( 4.1 )

X
2
= 2.238 p > .05

Children
- Yes 231 (36.7%) 297 (39.6%) 528 '(38.3%)
No 399 (63.3 ) 453 (60.4 ) 852 (61.7 ),

2
X = 1.126 'p >.05

Number of Chiidren
4. One 78 (33.8%) 107, (36.1%). 185 (39.6%)

' Two 118 (51.1 ) 123 (44.6 ) 241 (51.6 )
Three and above 35 (15.2 ) 66 (22.3 ) 41 ( 8.8 )

X
2
= 6.242 p < .05

Locaton ,

Urban 257 (39.9%) '324, (41:9%) 581 (41.0%).
Suburban 274 (42.5 ) 342 (44.2 ) 616 (43.5 )
Rural 113 (17.5 ) .., 107 (13.8 ) 220 (15.5 )

3.683 P > .05 '

/

Major ,

..*

Business 113 (17.3%) 139 (18.0%) 252 (17.7%)
Engineering 149 (Z-9 ) 77(. (10.0 ) 226 (15.9 )r
Liberal Arts 290 (44.5 ) 423 (54.9 ) 713 (50.1 )
Other ma3ors -100 (15.3 ) 132 (17.1 ) 232 (16.3 )

2 '

= 45.208 p < .001

-19- 25
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,
race. A separate analysisvas, therefore, completed for -eagh pU these

-subsamples.

An examinavion of the responses of the thre4 major undergraduate'

Curricula; as shown in Table 5, does paint ouesame differences from the

general pattern of alumni characteristics.just described. The engineering
.

,,

.alumni *ha responded to-the questionnaire were almost exclusively whiteA

males. Respondentsjram' the business alumni group also Included a high&

percentage of males that(41a the toeral-alumni mple Mikhitheie'twO:
,

4

aubsamples,'cooperatiVe and nan-cooperative alumni- did.not differaignifi7

cantly. Cooperative and, non-:cooperative alumni in.the liberal art$ group,

howeyer,did differ. The cooperative liberal arts group included a

significantly 'higher percentage.of miinorities ani fem.S4es than either the. -

business or en ieeering subsamples, both. cooperatiye'and non-cooperative,
.

-or the non-cooperatiVe-liberal arts sample.

In order to.better appreciate the subsequent discussion

a's

of the relearch

findings; one should first understand the influence of the uneven distribu-

tion of particular characteristics. To be specific-, the fact,that there,

as a higher percentage of.engineering majors, which is a latKely white

male group, in the cooperative education.sample must becOhsidered in

each analysis where cooperative and non-cooperativecompared. Simirarly,

it is useful when wnsidering the da,ta analyses to remember that the non,-

cooperative.sample included larger percentage of arta,opajors
. '

than the cooperativeaample.,.,In order to Ire sure that.the datalpresented

for alumni sample'is representative, in fact;-bf.all of the alumni,

each analysis will also consider the reaponses of the subsamPlea.2.

data analysis and discUssion will take into account any biases that

ight haveheen introduced by.the 'samp4.6 ofalumn.,i respqndents.

/it is stil.i,uSeful to reallze ht. the outset that guch bidsea CoUld exsist.

2 6



TA1LE_5

' CharactériS tics of Alumni .Subsamples CUrricula

Business . , Etgineeriq

Co-0 Non-Co-op Co-op 4imp-Co-Op , 'Co-op Nik.Co-op

Liberal Arts

Se*

Male 95 (84.1%) 116 (83.5%) '143 (96:0%), 76 (98.7%)

) 23 (16.5 ) 6 ( 4.0,) 1 ( 1.3 )

p ) .05 X 111 .514 ;05

Female

0

99 (34.1%) 219 (51.7%)

191 (6509 ) 205 (48.3 )

a 20.680 P .op1

ce

Vhite

Minority

i
10311,93.6%) 130 (950%) . 145 (99.3%) 73,(96.1%) 251 (p.4%) 392 193.8%1
7-"( 6..3) 6 ( 4.4.)( 1 ,( .7 ) '' 3 ( 3.9 ), '.3,3 (11 8) ' 26 ( 6.1 )

.55 p > .05 X2''' I, 1;4 ' i. .05 2 a 5,021 p ( .02

`4

rit4 Status

e

&tried ,

39 (34.6%) 46,(3341%) 44 (29.5%)1' 23 (29.9iP

74 (65 5 ) 93 (66.94' 105 (70.5 ) 54 (70.1 1

.011 p r .u5 X
2

a .010 p > ,0

157 (54.1%) 184 (43.4%)

03 (45.9) , 240 (56.6 )

2 .

siv 7.5i9 p * .01

Children

Yes

:No

52 (48.6%) 63 (47.0%)

55 (51.4 ) 71 (510 )

= .013 p 05

73 (51.0%) ,,36 (49A;) 67 03,6%) 139 (33.g)
70 (49,0 )° .37 (50.7) " 214'(76.2 274 (66.3 )

2
X2 = .009 p ..05' 7.252 p ( .01

16ber of Children

One

Three and above

1,6 (31.4%) '20 (31.7Z) 20 (27.8%) 16 (44.0t)

29 (56.9 ) 29 (460 ) 39 (54.2 ) 13 (36.1.)

6 (11.7 ) 1(19.1 ) 13 (18.1 ) 7 (19 5 )

X2 = 1.564 ) .05 X2.= 3.64 p> .05.

,
, 30 (44.1%) 47 (34.3%).

.. (41.5 50 (42.3.)

5 ( 6.4'.)
32 (23.3.)

.2

a 8.007 p ( .02

t4-

Location

irban

Suburban

49 (43.4%) 65 (46.8%)

57 (50.4 ) 62 (44.6 )

7 (6.1.), 12, (.8.6

p .05
2"

410(27.5%) 28 ,(36..4%)

79 (5340 ) 0 41 (53A )

29 .(19.t)8 )

- J.855 .05

143 (49

93 (32.4

51 (17.8

16 (46.3%)

165 (39.0 )

(14.1 )`

) .05..



tALUMNI PERCEPTIONS OF UNDERCRADUATE.EXPERIENCE

.Change of Major as Undergraduate

\

: 4 The first broa&topic.to be explored via the AIUmni Questionnaire
.1

.

.
.

. . ....------
. .

'. WAS the effect,A.f.anyv af participation in cOoperative eduCaiion op the ,.
.

\, . ,

undergraduate experienee , particularly s tudent career developme;nE..4.C:One
.r. ..u.).. -'''

Ilidex:Ol'ille7ersistence of
,-

. ". -

. has chang d'majar.aSan

voCational choicOs:whether or not a student.'

. It was fadpd that approximately
,

th cocip and!non-co-Op had changed

undergraduate.

one-thi d of the total alumni sample,

majors as undergraduates. One could assume,therefore, that one-third of

all.undergraduates had changed their career direction to-soMe extent..

It has been claimed by many cooperative educators that participetOn
./

in co-ap heistudents to explorTaAd test their Career choice. 15

this is true, then one would expect that at lease.'soMe:.alumniwould 1

r .

co-op .es the ageyt '91..thange tp their 'deCItsion to change majors.

the most common reason cited by 'co-opS and non-co-ops for changing one's

«c

major was ,that their "intekests changed." A comment as general.as "interests

changed" does not give anyjnfarmation regarding what specifically gaused

the change of interest. Thus, even though go-op may have resulted in a

changed at inte4st, there is -no-way_to determine whether-this was the,case.-
.

.
::.

;!t're were,. however, Sape Ca-ap etndents who didrespond speaficaIlythst.':
,. . -

they changed majors beCause of their co-opexperience. An examination of

,Jahle 6 shows this to be a small.percentage:;i6',d7) of the reasons given

15 g.

Ra1ph. W. Tyler, "Valuegand Objectives," in Ha.dhook of Cooperative
Educatiaby Asa'S.Knowles and Associates, (San Fr1Q . -Joesei-p,pss,
.Inc4A971), pp. 19-20:

1*
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change of'Major. Further analysis uf subsample responses does show

ehai more cs:-Op engineering alumni (18.5%)

..

1-,experiencefwasithe reason they,changed majors than
..

,

reported that their cc-op

curriculum subsamples.

spy. of the other
*fir; '..7.1

In summary, the value of co-pp.with regard to changing majors seems

to-vary according to undergradnate major. A more accnrate determinAtiOn

of 'the ambunt of this variance could be.found if, ih future research, the
. . . . . .;

caifsof "friteresteYChenge4 .4.114,ber.e0plaine4

to

y

\

nfer,-frOtii..the:researCh,eidingi, however,.th

.does act, for aome alumni, as an agent of change

,majors and, concomitantly, career direction.

TABLE 6
,

% Change of Ma or: Responses sof T6Ea1 Alumni §ample

further. it is reasonable

t participation Am co-op

in the decision to change.

(''a there change of
;=as-UndersiSdUate?

Yes
No

Co-op, 'Non-Co-op

312 (32.6%)
4 439 (67.4 )

1, .814

269 (35.0%),
500 (65.0 ) r'

)' '.1)5

BeaNns for change of major
411.

Zo-op work'experience
Learned more about
major
o pr,pare'better for
lob maikst'

Disliked the courses
interests changed '

Poor grades .

Other reasons .

( 6.8%)

13 ( 6.3 ) 31.

'21 (10.2 ) .. 37
12 ( 5.8 ) 29

101 (49.0 ) 102 ..,

23 (11.2 ), ' 29
22 (10.7 ) 33

. 90" X2 = 29.657 p < .001

( 0.0%)

.0



Types of Undergraduate Work Experiences

In order to determine Whether do-op aldinni did,-infact, have aiquu

kind of undergraduate work experience, the types of nonTco-op work experi-
, !

enceErtiliit b th co-op and non co-op students had were compared. An

examinatio4,

sunnier jOb., a

other h'and; tic.e.as many

fl4b.47.shows that more nonrco-ops held a part-tiill'ejob.;(4.,

d/or.an internship job than.did:011::e T 'students. On:the

co-ops had a .poilegi:Mork=Study job as underr

ItAcAparent that, althOugh almost

eXperiande as an undergTadtlate, co-op

graduates than\ did the non-

all the 4umni bad sometype of work

and* 4o4=co-op Alumni did 4104 aubstaotially different kinds

ences.

TABLE 7 -

ilqiesitof Undargraduate Work Eximrenced
7-"Kesponses',,of Total Alumni SImple

of work experi- 4.1
:

Work-:Study'job
,

4

Yes , 323 (50.6%) 155. (23.5)-,
No 315 (49.4 ) '504 (76.5-)

;

2'=
101.187 p < .001

Summer Job
Yes 422 (66.6%) 650 (95.WX)
.No 212 (33.4 ) 29 ( 4.3 ) ,

X
2

184486 p < .001 .4

Internship Job
Yes 96 (15.31) 136 (20.8%)

'No 532 (84.7 ) 518 (p9.2 )

A
6.192

31



Thadi'trends varied somewhat for particular subsampled. Fewer

, engineering co-op majors worked on College Work-Study, summer, or internL

ahip_jobs lhan other,co-op. majdrs. The major which had the highsr per-

centage of students working on internships or College Work-Study robs,
-

regarOless of whether students Were-cd.lOp oi non-7.co-op, was liberal arts.,
.

.

In 'thealiniiriy:aubsample, co-op students wereoless apt t 'Work on part-.

time Jolla. SUnificantly more minorifies, both co-op and non-co-op.,. were

V

likely to work _on College Work-Study jobs than members of\the white sub-

_sample. The male and female subsamples were much the same in their response

.patternexcept for tht fact that mote females,,botA co-up. and nono.97op,
lk. ,

parti.cipatOln, trer fact is.,1not surprising considering
!7- -.1.; ; :

the number of females in auch fields as nursing, education, and the social.

sciences; which often have internship components.

One of the interesting' outoomes'of the4dnalyaia.of the.types o work,

experiences thae undergradUated hied ws ategiscovary thax.aligher per-,

centage Of.co-ops.had College Work-Study experiences as t4e11.. This .,p,, e,..,
.occurraCce'might be explained bythe7-fact that some'có-op jobs hie soported..e -.5

, ",...

,. jbx Coll,pgv Wdrk-Study lunds,-.. In,6 c ns tAnces , ..j opfithat qualify for
,

-izIN ,Ak
. .

, both the institution's requirements for a co-op position and for participa-

tiOn in the goVernment'a Work-Study Program,.can be fillecle,by qualified
,

: 4
,

AV.4;co.7op s$udents Itha pOints out ekp, poasi
1

billity that,at,least some student*
C
4.,

c ; ,°' . 1,4-:.

whO are eligible fdr WorkStudy .itiids, ana"th'refdttchave some-financ. ,

.

probleps, are attracted,to,gprative educat n by the potential to' earn
,

money 7
,

\':'
Relationship of Undergraduate

Work EXperiance to )r.Cademic Majet

lk All alumni were asked to indicafehow well theii'Undergraduate.wqk
!

.

. ,.4 -''' . J!
v.

1,!. 4 C' .4 , ...
..t

ex04.ience was related their t'he'data ittTable 0
..,

-o , .. ,

JO ;v,..e.::',0
4t..;.4i:.- .; t..,. -...p.;

_

/
.

3..2'.
.
. .. .....

-.., ,



--gt 1-4 {Iloi

At14'.
.bshows, Coop and non-crop alumni differed signifiCantly in this regard.

Apprioximatelv-wice as many co-op alumni-as nqn-cd=op alikrail-Said that all

0/ most of their work.assignments were, related to their major:

.TABLE 8
Relationship of UndergradUate'Work,to Academic Major:

Reiponses,of Total Alumni Sample

I

Co-op "
All work related 121' (18.6%) 54' ( 7.8%)
Most work related 241 (37.0 ) 102 (14.7 )
Some work related 166 (25.5 ) 153° (22.0 )
Little work related 68 (10.4 ) 125 (18.0 )
No work related 55 ( 8.4 ) 261 (37.6 )

2
= 232,446 p

'All'examination Of the rebpOnse,s'of alumni in the curriculum subsamples
..v.

showed the same overall pattern. There were, howemer, clear differences

.P.;

aMOng.husiness,,engineering, andOliberal lrts majors with respect to the,.

,
V*112,ent bt related jobso. .0ver twrce as many eIllgneeringo-op majors stated"

.. .'
a . ,

"all or.most" of their,jobs were related to their aeademic-majoraas',A8,47.
. .

.

liberal arts majors. ,The fact that-twice as many,engineering co-ops
,

reporp0 that their jobs were relevt to their major as compared to
.

.. . .:...ot' -14*

liberal arts majors is probably an odt&owth qhf hoth the different'Ohildso-
.. . . .

,

'phies held by eachprogram.type and the job opportunities available to eath

uMdor. 'According to the 1974 Cooperative Education Research Center study....

qf Oop,rativvducation programs across the country, the objective of A

,

cooPerat,ive education program in libertil ar:ts are.Mbre2ofien aoncerned with

16%;
students".personal,grAtht 'EnginveringA)r ramso in 600perativeeducation

halikt.radttionaily been more concerned with ca er development. It is thUs

4..16 17.4 ,
/4- "

o...tames W. WilsoR et al.',, Implementation of:Cooperative' Educa
lito§rams:,. (Boston: Cooperative EducatiOn Research-Center, 1975)s. .

;;, ,i/L. Ala A; 1

...!,,,..,
. a.314; .:

..'7".''.
33 .'770



cOOdistenp:with thes6'redearch'findings to diseever that the engineering-
.

. . ,

6 .. ,
. %, .

majors were mor&.apt to have co-op jobs closely related to their, field of
/%.1

study. It is most important here to remember that Ognificantly:more'of

theco-op alumni, no matter what their major, had at least SoMerelated
,

4.

Jobs ,when* 'compared to alumn

Salaries

, .14

Who he'd nqn-co-op tYpes of wererience.

for Undergraduate Work Experience
'* ..,.v. /, ..

.!
..4.

% .!f-'
waW.foild in the responses of alumni (*Anothei- S*igitifiOtnt .difi..fetier;e

to elle question WhiCh asked WheAer.,bhe gRdergraduate work'experiences

were paid or not. Th data-showed that more.co-ops held vollunteer

than did non-Co-ops although the vast majority.of both groups Were

positiOnsubsampleanaliypis shoTled that more malesthan
.-( Sr
paid for their underiraduete work experience. The fact t

more females in particular, received no p

positions

in-

females ere

is undoubtedly accounted for by the higher number of voluntee

,or field placements
.4:4

that these two groups

TABLE 9
Ondergaatiate

Responses of Total Alumni Sample

participate

,
-ops

r work

nships

o'-op

Usuay
Usually volunteer 62

Some paid, some
volunteer 15.

" 6

(886n)
( 9.5 )

( 2:3 )

= 10.919

Non-Cd-Op

.642 .(91.1%)
35 1:1;5.1

11 ( 1.6 )

,

were

.4

.,

. J

'St

Effect of Under raduate WOrk '

Exper4ctice ion Choice of Jeb After draduation
44

-
To centinue the

aSked. in
f.

f t

exploration of undergraduate work, experience,
,

N
ant-op:pm-ended question to explain. t6-Wet extent . .

3 4
i

alumni

did
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. .

,your work experience in 'college affect ypitr choice of job after.graduation."%

An analysis of the responsesikto.the qUistion showa that twice as m y non-
.

-63-ops as co-Ops felt their work.experience hgd little or no effect o
4. .

their choice of Job. On'the'other hand, as an asmination of Table 10

Aemonstrates, morefOrMer:co-opatudeots thannon7co-ops.said their work

:experietCeS confirmed their career. choice,. taught them more about job

,414tuations, ,ctlaaged areer choice, became their full-time jobs after-
,-

gr&aeignfhlped Chem fi aftorgraduatiOn,inCreaped Oteirakilis

in'Oteascidtheitaelf oWledge:' Tbese:agtalndiate-cieariy,thatqier
4

75 pereetOf thefOrmer cooperlitiVE'edUdatian Sebdents felt their Work
0;,,i

.
experienc5aAaa 8ome tkpactOn.NelfxchOide 6fjob after -,giaduation, Legs'

"
.

than 50'percent of the former non-co-ops expressed similar'feelings.
,

"TAKI10
Effect of Undergraduate Work Experience on Choice of

Job After Graduation: Responses of Total Alumni Sample

,

Effects Cited Co-op

Little or no effect 147 (23.9%)
'tonfirmed,carger choice §.05 4s, (17.1 )
Learned more about jobs 94 wi(15.3 )

fl Changed career Choice , 73 (11.9i)
Became job after

,,.7

gradugtion_ 91 . .(l4.8 )
'11,e1Pfui in finding job g 2i ,
after'graduatiOn 32 C5.2 )

qncreased sk4lls. o. 37 ' '( 6.4 )
'Jancieased self-knowledge 1J ! (2.1 )
Other effects. 22 ( 3.6 )

-..

Non-Co-Op
*
357 (56.0%)

90 .k14.1

44 , .( 6.9 )
, 34 ( 5 3 )

30 ( 4.7 )
76.1% ,

28 ( 4.4 )
28 ( 4.4 )
112 1.9 )
14 ( 2.2)

X
2
= 154.697 P <

44.0%

Subsgmple ara1yJ.s showedthet a higher perdentage of non-co-op males

4Claimedtheir undergraauate work-lqxperience had little or no effeci.on-
-

th ir job chAice than did the,now.co-bp-females:' It8 reasonable
t-O

assnme that this difference wa a,result of:the greater participation? by
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40n-co-op feaifles, in .internship experiences. Thii affirms the findings

from the total alumni sample: participation in major-related work expgri-

ence, as-an undergraduate, does affect ond's choice of job after graduation..

,completeness of Career Information

. A significantly higher percentage Of the cor.OP alumqi stated theY,

'had received adequate career information in,college than did the nönz-

co-OpaIumni 'Ihisaasesement,Aiaieiter seems to,haVeChanged osier time.

" ,
7'

Thedif4etence0,betweenco-qPJOIWon-nopp.alumni40.:gssepament of,o4reer
v

. -
'inforMation,were siglificant beyOnd the.'.01 level for,the years of 1965 and

... v
,y".,

1970, ueffell short of,the,05 level of significance foe the year 1974,

This could h a sign that'recent efforts'toward improving career-education,
4

,t

for all.coliege students, are beginning to have an effect.

TABtE 11
Completeness of Undergraduate Career

Information: Total.Alumni SaMpleResponse,'
,

c. r

674 Non-Co;-op

4
'Adequate
pmewhat adequate
Inadequate

299
.206
'-144

k.

(46.1%)
(31.7 )
C22.2 )74

= 12.602

254
- 242
-262

<

(33.5%)
(31.9 )

''(34.6 )

.0001

A comparison of turriculum-subsamples shows. that averalli. liberal

arts majors flit the received less adequate cdreer information'than did ,

1

engineeTing or business majors. Within the_group of liberal arts respon-

4,

A

dents, co-opsmales expressed greater satisfaction with the career informs-

iiOn they have receive& thali did.either the'non-Co-op maie's or.Che co-op.

and non-co-op females. This finding-suggests the possibility that partici-.

pation in cooperative ,educption.may bave special benefits for male libera1m
.

36
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. arta studentif.. This possibility will be re-examined'in later sections

11

1

'

of the report.

T

,.06.11 with 'the .ptwious iteM more -co-op

-
fairly'Weirinfordid upon graduation about

Information Available AbOut Job_Opportunities

F ,

4Lou-co-ops. Again,

than liheral arts

alumni felt they. Npre very or ,

job opportunities than did the

significantly more engineering and buiiness majore:.

majors Andicated they were very

..InAtddition, mare liberal arta co-op males were,v,

than Co-op females; 'Thip.ia consistent withAhe fi 4ing, discussed in.
J

or fairly' well informed.

y or fairly wep inforMed

the previous section, that cooperative education mav play'a'perticular

role in the career development, of liberal arts males.

- 7-

TABLE 12
InforMation.Available About Job Opportunities:

Responses of Total Alumni Sample

Co-op Non-Co-op

Very well informed
Fairly well informed
.Not too well informed
Very poorlyinformea

142
266

143

1 =

(22.3%)
(41.7 )
(22.4 )
(13.6Y-

19.490

108

309
216

126

'<

(14.2%)

(40.7 )
(28.5 )
(166')

.001

.
4

Sources of Career In orma ion

'A possible exOlnation for the differences in degree of career prepaa

tion reported by co-op and non-co-op alumni may be found by examining the

snrCes Of.caretgr inforeatilin cited Weadh group; Almost half Of.the

co-op graduates reported' that either their co-op coordlnatdr or the people

-... they met on their Jobs were their p

. undetiiaduate. ille non-co-op sample, o ever,, received caree;.information

e source of career informaeion as an

7
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(
<

lorgely.frpm the teaching faculty or, to a lesser extent, from the Senior

Plaoement Uffice. Tn.addition,--twice us many non-co-ope7-indicatud- they

had not received career.information at all.
. 8

?".

,
TABLE 13.: ..,

Sourted'Of Undergraduate-Career. .1nformatton: -

Responses of Total Alumni Sample
7

Co-op 'Non-Co-op

Faculty .178 (28.3%)'
Senior Placement Office 64 (10.2.)

counselling Office 24 ( 3.8.)

Co-op; field, 'or internship
'cOordinator 143 (22.7

44.-22
,People on job: 135 (21.5 ),

No one. .36 ( 5.7
Other,- 49 ( 7,8 )

204.598 -

306 (40.9%)
138 (18.4 )
40 ( 5.3 )

16

85 (11.3 )
83 (11.1 )

81 (10.8 )

p < .001

Although subsample analysis showed that the engineering and.liberal

arts co-op responses were not statistically different, the sources of career

information' cited by the two groups were different enoye to indicate

certain trends. For example, almost tWice ad many 2ibera1 arts co-op

alumni as engineering co-op alumni reported tbat the teaching faculty was

their primary source4of career infd-rmation, On the other hand, the Senior
.y.

Placement Orffice and the co-op placement Coordinators were a stronger,

.influence for the engineering cO-ops, 'This finding is consistent with the

fact thet greater emphasis id placed, in liberal arts co-op programd, on

faculty participation in cooperative education.
17

o-op AluMni Perceptions Of Their Corop Experienced

Alumni of co-op programs were asked what they felt was the most

beneficial aspect of participation in cooperative eddcation. Tht. most

17
Jamesnk1. Wilson et Implementation of Cooperative Educatfon

Programs, (Boston: Cooperative Education Research Center, 1975).

38



frequertt r

-32-

,

sponse by far was that the actual work experience was of

greatest be efit to them; that is,'learning about the work environment,

<
'..,. IR

Alaministest ve strUcture, end job responsib1litiee in ipec,ific career

areas. Actu

revealed som

arts and non-

secondary impo

institutious w

On ihe other ha

colleges in the

penflence and expo

None of the libe

benefit.

1 responses Ray be fOund,in Appendix E. Data analysis

interesting differences between the responses of liberal

iberal arts institutions regarding otber benefits. Of

tante to the alumni of the seven non-liberal'arts co-op

s the ability to earn Money.to help defray costs of tuition.-

, the alumni of the five basicalry 1.16eral arts co-op

tudy responded that the development of feelings of inde-

ure to the "real world" were of secondary importance.

r 1 arts majors menttbned the ability to etirn money as a

In order to cover some of the probiems encountered by co-op

students,.alumni we e.asked to inditate whai they felt was.the least

beneficial aspect of participation in cooperative education. Approxi-

mately one fifth of e alumni said that their experiences were totally

beneficial "and did not comment further. Of those alumet who 'did mention

problems, the complaint most commonly reported was that the wOrk was

"too boring" or was "not relevant enough." The alumni of the nonliberal
AO.

arts institutions were also concerned with the extra year of school

required-of all

hand, expressed

co-op_students. The liberal arts alumni, on the other

concern about the problems involved in relocating for

their jobs% These findings are consistent with the data on Co-op program

types and their relationship to Program objectilies which is reported in

Implementation of Cooperative EducatiOn Programs.
18

18- dr ..
, ,James W. Wilson et al., Implementation of C perative Education

1_11:ofirafins, (Boston: Cooperative Education Research Center, 1975).



These perceptions of the co-u hiumni concerning their ,cei-up expert-
.1 ;

enCea arc consiatant with the findings presented on.fheaffects of under...
. ,

, .

,

graduate work experiences. lia60 ehow that participation in co-pp

experiences, overall, results in more advanced,career de'velopment'than

participation in other forms,of undergraduate workaxperient!e.
.;

Alumni Attitudes ToWard Their Alma Mater

Another issue this research sought to exploee was wh*tliari pareccipa-

tion in co-op would affect one's satisfaption with the undergraduate

experience as a whole: Co-op and non-co-olf alumni responded.similarly:

over half 10 both groll'Os indicated theY'were ful* satisfied With their.,

undergraduate education. An analysis of subsample responses shOwed:stmilar
,

reaction5 for ail but the minority aubaample. In the.minoritY subsample,

the minority co-ops showed more satisfaction than the minorty non-co-opa

and the co-ops and non-co-ops in the total:alumni sample.'While'this

.

difference was not quite statistically significant, due to the small.size

of ihe minority subsample, it is large enough to auggest a decided trend

As a_sOmewhat more indirect measure of satisfaction with wider-

,

graduate education, alumni were asked whether they would like a.member

. _

of their family to attend thir alma mater (asSuming the institution

offered the appropriate flildof study). The majority Of both co-op and

non-co-op alumni responded theywould.. Alumni reiporises-to. this and .the
. . :,;

previous item fndicete- that participation in cooperative edhcation does

not seem to have an effect on the oveiall satisfaction with their alma

mater.

In spite 1,.f, this professed satisfaction Vith aleir alma mater,

approximately halj of the total aluMni samplethad not maintained-any
1

relationship at-all with thei'r underg'reduate instituxions.' Of the

4 0
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,

gpOroximataly-35,perceat:that:did remaikin-contaeti 'only'. a stall per

4Cen4age actively Participated in alumni. adtivities; the rest.donated
k

Mphey-s...Not unexpectedly,- significantlY.tore-alumni from the class of

. ,
A96$ danatedi.monWihan th*a.frot,the.Class of 1974.;..An improvemehtia

.'aime's:.financial.statUS has 'a direct'relatiOnshiP to alumni dilnations.
.i'.

.,

TAB,L,En

Alumni Attitudes Toward.Alma Matar:
Responses 'of. Total Alunini'Sample

.4
to

-Safisfaction with alta mate

Non -Co-;.op

Fully satisfied 339 (53.0%) 407 (53.47)
Partl.ally s9tisfied \,.278 (43.4 ) 328 (43.0 )

-Dissatisfied 23 ( 3.6 ) 27 ( 3.5 )

2.
,

X, = .028

Wouielike family. member to
-.:.attend alma mater'

508 (82%2%) 617 (83.0%)
110 (17.8 ) '126 (17.0 )

X2 = .113 p > .05

Partidipation in alumni'
activities

Active participation
Give.money only
No.participation

57 ( 8.9%) 81 (10.6%)
-200 (31.1 ) 310 (40.7 )
386 (60.0 ) 370 (48.6 )'

2
X = 18.451 P 4( .0i

I.

A cOmparison of co-00- and non-co-op alumni responses.in.the total

alumni sample showea statistically Significant differences.in die level.'
, ,

of participation in alumni activitieS: Fewer co-op. *alumni participated

in alumni activitlies or donated money than did the non-co-op alumni. One

4 1



E,
explanation for ihis restatjs that participatiOn in operative_eclUcation,

.

hicequireestudents tO leave catpUs :fOr perioda, time, doeslbOsen

the students' fies to the college.

The data presented in this seCtion showed_ that co...op'arid non-co-op

alumn,idonotdiffer greatIyAm their basfc-OtitUdes toward their alma.

k,-.1,-,....

asser,.. ,Thu4, although;.participation in cooperative edUCatiopeems 4

-,,,..,., ,

-.Wect:alumni'S'per04ptions of theit'Undergraduatevkareer-deyeloPient,
:

s.. . ,
-: - ,,0

t doea not deem to affect,the.,view of their.overall educational
..

. . --
; . I/

1



cmptER FIVE
-

)POST-GRADUATIOMEXkkIENCES.OF ALUM ,

Types o ActivitieS Pursued'.

The_next series of questraps examine which types of activities co-Op

and non-co-op alumni were Most apt to engage in after graduation'from

their undei.gradUate inst4tution: full-timereMplayment; graduate school;

part7timeemployment; travel; homemaking; military service. AS an examina..-'

tiOn of Table 15 shows, alumni of .co-op and non-co-Op programs had j

significantly different Vost-graduation actiVities. Most noteworthy was
0

the findinglhat more co-op.aluMni secured full-time employment than. dia

n-co-ap alutInk. A corallary of this statement is that more non-

er
,

alumni engage&in the Oth activities listed. .The
r
following

seCtions'will describe, where applicable; any pertinent variations in the
,

-

responses of subsample members ta this es Of questibbs.
,

.

%.

-TABLE 15
,g Post-Graduation'Activitiesi
Responses of'Total_Akumni Sample

Full-time emplayment

ir.

Graduate School

Part-time emploYtent

Co-op Non -Coop

547 -(85.2%)

X'4 4.997

603

< .05

;

(80.5%)

286 (45:5%)

.015 v

376

< .05

(51.8%)

'171

2

(27.. %)

54487

238

<

,

.02

(33.4%)

-36-
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TABLE 15 (cogtinued)

avel

HOmemaker

. Co- p

12 (34.0%)

= 2026, np

.4A

126 (20.1,i

X
2

= 8.751

Non-Co-op

-272 (38'.2%)

> 05

-194 (27.5%)
f .

p < .01.

AilitarY '52 (8.4%)

2 ,

X -= 4.507

85 (12.1%)

p < ;05-
\

Full-Time EMployment
1

:Although it is evident that there were 'differences in.the preportions
. .

N.
f co-op and non-co-bp.aluMal.who woKked. full-time after graduation,
_

,
d

Loser examination it becomes.aPparent thet
cp

articular subsamples diOplayed
,

these differences More clearly than others. For instance, femalego-op

.
upon

and non-co-op aluMni did not differ with tegerd to
el

working full-tfte'after Staduation: In con

male dbn-co-ops report they were employed full-time

r

6 s. 7)either male co- s or co-op and non-co-op females.

however, is the fact that more co-pp males in liberal arts'(70.1%)\peported
I 0

'they werd employed than dithnon-co-op males (61.7%). This is an additional

the percentage of alumni

bificantly .fewer

graduation than

Of rtiCular interest,

piece o evidence.to support the

fits for.ihera1 arts males.

Graduatt $chool.

notion that tO,op.may have special bene'

The total alumni sample results indicated that more non-co-op alumn

attended graduate school after college than co-op alumni. 'Again, an
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'i,..
# ..

eXaminition Of, Subaample results presents a clearer
,- .' ,..t.

'.

'..4..

at the curricilluM subsampies one can see that:while this difference

picture. LOoking
. ,

between co-op tad non-co-op aluthni is true for members of the liberal

arelsubpample, it is,not true for egther business ot engineering.aluMni.

Although the sample size was too small to produce a reliable difference,
'

.

acomparison of the:racA OUIAamples showed A distinctly higfier percentage

41.of miporiey alumni pursuing graduate education after coldge than white

This'is,largely dle to the fact. that there wereAre -Ube al
,

tors in the minority,subsample than in the white subsample, .
't

Part-Tithe Employthefit

As with the post-graduation aCtivity,of.fUll-time employment, the
,

respondents in the spx and curriculuM subsamples diffe&d.M6Eit regarding

part-time employment Mord females reportedithey LOrked part=time:after
. .

graduation than did males: A higher pertentage-of liberaeartS majors

reported they,workedpart-time.aftergraduation than either business or

.engineering majors. lnddition, significantly more nOn-do-vii males
-

repor'ted they.worked p rt-time after graduation when comparecrto co7op

males.'

Homemaker,

Significantly fewer co-op alumnae (20.4%) reported they became

homemakers after grAduation froM0'..c9llege than did the noncopp alumnae
I

(25,5%)., Becatise the.statistical probability that this difference wculd 4
.occhr by chance is low (.01) and because this resea ch project is con-

F. .

cerned with possible effectS of particiO4tionin peratiye education

upon-females, additional analyses of data were undertakeri In particular,

4 5
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..%an antlysis was made of he responses of alumnae in the claSses of:1965, 4

100, and 1974 with regard'to their marital. status and number ofchildren.
tr\

Although not quite reaching a level of statistiCal significance
,!.

tbere were decidedly mire single fetale combps in the classes of 1970 and.

r; than, there were single female now-colLVBs. Of those alumnae iii,-011e-
/-

. .

Classes of?1970 and 1974 who were married, a higher percenxage of non-co-ops

got married'prior to the age of 25. In addition, a significantly Nogher
10 ,A

pencentage of. non-co-op alumnae in the class of 1970 repotted having

children as compared to the- co7op fem.ales in the same Class.',JRtetwipgn,

co-op and non-eo-op alumnae frbm the class of 1965 did not differ.signifi-
.

ntly in,these characteristics.
J.

When the marital statuseof alumnae was compared to that of *ale

.4,1-umni, it became'apparent that, while there was no difference between the
40'

male-and'female non-coop alumni, there was a difference. betwer male and
A

female co-op alumni. Significantly more female co-ops reported they were

single than either non-co-op females'cr cocip and non-to-op. males. SiMi-
.

"larly, signifiCantly fewer female co-ops reported they had children than

did the pon-co-6p females or the co7op and non-co-op males-

These data suggest-that co-op.alumhae who participated in this study

marry and have children later .0 life.than do females who have not partici-
s

pated in cooperative education. In addition, fewer co-op w6men became

Ahomemakers after c011ege. 011ie data further showed that by the time a woman

'Iliad been out of College for tev years, approximately`equal proportiOns

of co-op and non-co-op women were married and had children, Thus, th,p

differences noted between co-op and non-co-op alumnae disappeared over

time. An explanation of these.data may Well be the fact that as,a, result

of participation in cooperative edutation, women may perceive pur ing

s

a career as a viable.alternative tothe more traditional post-grad tion

pattern of marriage and homemaking:

4 6
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,TABLE

Characteristics

6 ,

emale Respondents

Marital Status

Singfe
.

Married'

3 Class

Co-op.

f1.9t5

Non-Co -o

glass of 1970
,

Co op Non4Co-o

Class of 19 4 ,

Co-op Non-Co-6

21 (31.8%) , 18 (39,2%)

45 (68.2 ) 71 )

'Age At marriage

20 cir less

21 to 22

23 'to 24

25 to 26

27 to 28 /

28 and yp.i

,

children

Yes

No

a.

= 1.600 p )4 .10

40 (43.0%) 34 (35.5%) t

53 (57p0 ) 62 (64.5 ).

.846 p) 05

5 L'9.8%) 61( 7.8%)

20 (39.2 ) 27:.(35.1 )

14 (27.5 ) 25 (32.5 )

7 (13.7.) 1/3 (16,9 )

( 3.9 ) /4 ( 5.2 )

3 ( 5. ) / 2 ( 2.6 )

X2 Z.525 p ) .05

40 (61.5%) , 63 (72.4%)

25.(38.5 ) 24 (27.6 )

2' /

x = 1.547 p ) .05

'

51-9.1%)

20 (36.4 )

10 (18,2 )

16 (29.1*)

'4 ( 7.3 )

7- -7-

,2

X = 15.663

4 ( 6.5%)

34 (54.8 )

.18 (29.0 )

4 ( 6.5 )

1; (111.6 )'

1 ( 1.6 )

p ( .05

4

23 (25.0%) 38 (40.4%)

69 (75.0 ) 56 (59.6 )

00~

X = 4.341 p

lir4

84 t'72.4%) 65 (60.2%)

32 (27.6 ) 43 (39.8 )

.226 p > .05'

4

6 (18.2%) 11 ( 0%)

18 (54.5 ) 28 (63 t) )

7. (21.2 ) 5 (11.4 )

1 ( 3.0 )

1 ( 3.0 )

4.498

..4i

irso'

p. > .05

'

7 ( 6.4%), 8.( 7.8%)4

103 (93.6 ) 94 (92.2 )
A

X
2

= .023 p

41

48



Extent Alumni Felt Prepared for First Job

.
,...

A chi quare analysis showed significantly'different responses from
.C'61,0

..3

-op and n -4.c.o-op alumni, wit more:former co-ops stating that thei44'
- . ;

, ,..

reparation for their first j b was excellent 5han did the non-co-opt.

This is cOnsistent with t.tle. findings, .cited-earlier in thisreport, which
- .

demonstrate4 that co-op
,

alumni felt better ineorthed about poste-graduation

job Opportunities, in addition to other types Ofcareer information, than
p.., . .

41d th% non-co-op alumni.

TABLE 17
Extentof 4reparation for Eirst Fu11-Tim's JOb:

, Respopes .of Total*Alumni Sample

EXcellent.
Adeqpate
Inadequate'.

210
302
71

Co-op

' (36.0%)
(51.8 )
(12.2 )

156 (23.4%)
402 (60.2 )
110 (16.5 )

24.914 s .001

amination of subsample responses revealed some intereiting,

.-

yariations frdM the total aleir sample response ktern. Co-op and non-.

.co-op engineeiid Majors'did not differ significantly with regard to the

ektent they f,elt prepared forthein first jOh. *Co-ops and non-co-ops in
. ,

,
liberal arts did differ significantly bUt tiasegr response .patterns falloWed

. .;
... . . . .. .

the Same Crehd Seti3y the total alumni sample. A comparison of co-op and

non,co-op business majors, on the other hand, revealed a marked difference

between the numbers wha felt they received exeellent preparation for.their

I

first full-time job: twice as many cd-ops.as non-co-opsApprted eXcellent

career preparation.



ationship Between Tirst Job and Undergraduate Major.

' 4

,
, Owe again, statistically significant,differences were found between

;the responsai of co-op and hon-co-op 0.umni. -As the data f4 Table 18

demonarete,theco-op alumni were more conterned with,finding.jobs which

vould'utilize the knoWledge and skills gained in college and, in fact;

mpre mope successful in finding;relevant jobs.

0. .

TABLE 18
Relationship of.First.Job to Undergraduate Major:

Responses Of Total Alumni Sample

Extent Job' Related tp Major Co7op Non-Co-op
. .

, 4

Much 232 09.6%)
Some 249 (42.5 )
Very little 105 (17.9 )

2

230
262-

't82

(4.1%)
)

7.0 )

=1 ' 14:924 < .001

Extent Wanted Job to
Relate to Major Co-op --Non-Co-op

Very important 273 (46.8%) 270 (40.3%)
Hoped it was related 227 (38.9 ) 236 (35.2 )
Did not care 83 (14.2 ), 164 (24.5 )

2
X = 20.813 p .001

-Of particular interest, the observation that non-co-op males, once

again: responded quite differently from Co-op-males and all females.

Non7co-op Males indicated aignificantlr less concern with finding a.

related job after-college and, in fact, fewer.fqund relevantApbs. This

finding wagh.consistentfor males in all three curriculum subsamples..

Anothet result, which is compatible with firevious research findings,

.

'that co-op businegs majors expressed gribater interest in and success in

finding a related job after graduation than their non-co-op counterparts

5 0
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--
-or members of other curriculum subsamples. Overall, liberal arts ma

.

were leait likely to want or o secure a related first job.

Time,,of First Job

1

The majority of alumni in the t6tal alumni sample 1 tind their first

job.within six months afterlgraduation from their undergraduate institution.

It is interesting to note, however, that a higher percentage of the co=op

alumni sample (76.3%) got their first job within six months after gradtit:

tion than the non-co-op alumni sample (69:4%) ('

Characteristics of First Job

The next seriestof iteps on the, Alumni-Questionnaire explored various

'characteristics of the alumni's. first.job: job.title; job locatiOn; type

of empl ; starting salary; method of fintling.job; satisfaction wl

job; number (if any) of raises and promotiOris receivedr-dith the exception

of the alumni's first job title, co-op and non-co-op graduates differed
-

with regard to these characteristics. The following sections will describe
4

these differences.

Relocated for First Job

Over one-third of all alumni in the:total alumni sample relocated

in order to get their first job-. An'examination of'the Subsample responses,

however, did veal a number of differenced-between co-op and non-co-op

alumni. Althou5h there was only a minimal dffference between the .kercentage

f co-op. males and females whO re cated, 18 percent more of the non-co-op

male s relocated when compared to the non-co-op feniales. One interpretation

.0
of these findings is.that the co-op experience encourages feffiales to b e

as receptive as males to the' idea of relocating for a job. Anotfier

explanatiOn is that fewer non-co-op females relocated because for some

5 1
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I ,

unknown rgason this group waa more successful in finding employment
r

.locally and, therefore, felt no need to' relocate. ObvioUsry the data

qrs

cannot' subStantiate either of these interpretations, which suggests the

need for.further 'research.

LE 19 .

.

Eelocat d for Job:. P
Responaes of To al Alumni Sample .

o- --Non-Co-op

Yes 215 (37.1%) 247 (36.5%)
No' 364 (62.9 ) 42 (63.5 )

2
X = .025 p < .05

,
7

JAspection of the data in the other subsamples shows tpat alumni

of the Class oE 1965 were considerably more likely to telocate.for their

first job than alumni of the Class of 1974. Of the three curriCulum sub-

samples, business majorsliere leastlikely to relocate and engineering

,

majors, eapecially the non-co-ops, were most likely to relocate.

"e

Type of Employer

TheAuestion asking alumni to identify the type of employer they

worked for revealed.minimal differences between co-op.and non-Co-09p gradu

ates. The majority of the members of the total aluthri/ saTple woiked for

either a large private company (100 or more employees). or a social agency.

More co-op alumni worked for the larger private companies while more non-

co-op alumni worked at social agencies.. ,Tbese tendencies were undoubtedly

due to the fart that there were more engineering majors in the co-op

sample and there were more Lfteral arts majOrs in the non-en-of; sample.

Approximately three times aa many of the engineering alumni wirked in larger,

,

privary Companies as did the liberal ,arts alumni, marq, of whom worked in

social agencies. 5 2
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TABLE gl,Y
Type bf EEO:Oyer

Responses of:Totial Alumni Sample.

Co-op Noa7Co-rop

Private company - 100
or more employees '236 (41.0%) 236 (34.9%)

Private company - fewer
than 100 employees 78 (13.6-) 87 (12.9 )

Self emOloyed f .

5 ( .9 ) 11 ( 1.6 )
Government 81 (14.1 ) 112 (16.6 )
Social agencies (i.e.,
schools, hospitals) 148 (25.7 ) 205 (30.3 )

Military 1. .11 ( 1,9 ) 11 ( 1.6 )
Other - 16 ( 2.7 ). 14 ( 2.1 )

X
2

= 8.961 p .05

.
_Method of LecatinfeFirst Job

)
Responpes shew that one-fourth of the total co-op alumni sample worked

for a former co-op employer.' #t review of the responses of the subsample,

bdwever, showed that signiftcaney more co-op males worked fot forMer

co-op employers than did co-op females. ThAs resultis related io the

fact that there were fewer females'in business or engineering carricula,

where almost 40 percent of the first jobs were with former co-op employers.

These data subStantiate a report published by the Detroit Institute of

Technology's Cooperative Education Research Center
19

which shows a 49

percent retention rate of c(5-ops at graduation. This somewhathigher

retention rate is- uhdoubtedly a reflection of the fact that the majority

of the partic.ipants in the Detroit study were males and engineering majors. ,

The Detroit 'Institute of ..1'echnology" findings also help to substantiate

19
Richard A. iiayes and Jill H. Travis, Employer Experience With

Cooperative Education: Analysis of Costs and Benefits, (Detroit: Detroit
institute of Technology, 1976), p'.7.
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the statements made-by alumni,participating in tnis research who repOrted .

that cooperative edUcation is valUable in finding job.opportunities'after,

eiaduation.

TABLE 21
HO; Located First Job

Responses of Total Alumni SamPle
t

Co-op , Non-Co*cip

Graduate Placement 102 (17,6%)
Employment Agency 4,2 ('7.3 )
Former co-op or intern-

129

42

(19.1%)
,( 62 )

ship job ' 146 (25.3 ) 53 ,( Y.8 )

Via'contact person 108 2 (18.7.) (27.7 )

Ad in newspaper,
journal, etc. 58 (10.0 )

187

62 it ( 9.2 )

z

.Faculty 31 ( 5.4 ) 35 ( 5,2 )

..Former part-time or
summer em*oyer :9 ( 1.6 ) 20 ( 3.0 )

.Contacted*ompany. ( 9.5 ) 92 *(13.6 )

Other methoAS, 27 ( 4.7 ) , 56 ( )

,,;)!
X
2
= 84.625 p < .001*

The. Method of iinding a job whith was selected-most often b'y the non-,

alumni, arid setond most often by the co-op alutni, was "through. a

- .

relative, .or Other contact person." Utilization of the c011ege'se,

,1$enior Iacement Office ranked Second or third as a method of finfing

. Whereas the co-op and non-co-op alumni of the Class of 1965 cited

the Senior Placement Office services as the most common method of finding

a job, the Class of 1974 non-co-op alumni ranked this method second and-

the co-op alumni gave it third place. Perhaps it is a reflection of the

current job market that more alumni, especially non-co-ops, turn to personal

contacts instead of to the Senior Placement Office.

Salary Levels on first Job

In order to provide data that Would address the claim that graduates

))

of c -op programs receive higner starting salaries than do graduates of
. 5,1



other,Underg;aduate programs,:all:aluMni'Stre asked,to indicate their

6 .

starting algity on their first job.-: While about.three fourths of the

total alumni sample reported,their stetting salaries tb be iess than .

4
$011,0060/yeari a .atatisticalry significant, proportion of the co-op altanni

-

earned more than $16000. Thia,difference-is particularly noticeable in
o

the .$10,00 to 411,090...bra44 'lliCh.includes seven percent more co-op
.4. t -

/

atiSMnOthan,non-coOp

'

TABLE 22
Salary-Levels-on-First Job:

Responses of Total Alumni Sample
r

Co-op Non-Co-op

$ 5,999 or below, 125 (22.30 160 . (24.9%)
6,000 - 7,999 158 (28.2 ) 204- (31.6 )

; 8,000 7 '99999 129 (23.0 ) 145 (22.6 )"
10,000 - 11,999 96 (17.1 ) 66 (10.2 )
12,000 - 13098 35 ( 6.2 ) " 50 ( 7.8 )
14,000 and above 17 ( 3.3 ) 19 ( 3.0 )

13.59; p < .05

Analysis of subsample responses yielded 6he following additional salary,

.data: females earned significantfy less than.males, even in comparisons

/ 11pales and females in the same majors; liberaliarts alumni earned the

-
least ind engineers-eagle the moq0000iarting salary letT1i hve increaaed

. !

44from 1965.tp 1974.

Because of:ihe:itiention given to ithis purported benefit of coopera-

I

.tive education;-. an additional anafysit fi the data was done. It was

hypothesized that Otose alumni who werejcd7bp students and who remairied with

their first full-time jobs might eaitvh ghei dtarting salaries than those

who did not stay at-their undergraduate co-00 jobs. Due to the limitations
V

_

of.the samplesize and thud, the availabledata, tbe analysis-is based

.only upon the.responses of businesp and ngineeiing alumni. For t Pe two
;

' 55



groups of alumni, data analysis showed that the hypothesis was icorrec,t.

f.those tdcop.alumni Who remained with their-former-co-op.employer,N

percent were earning.$11,000 a, yearorAnore. -Cinthe other hand, of those

co-gp a1uinriLiho did not remain at their former co-op jobs, only 21 percent

were.earni41111,000 per'Year ar more. This diffetence is statistically'

significantnd points out 64the starting salary of a'graduiti of a

coe-op ?rograft.iivhigtjest if that graduate:remains,witOes undergraduate
.4 .

employer. Nevertheless, even if a CO-Op does not stay with his former

4i

co-op employer, the data from the total alumni sample indicate, that the

starting salary level of all co-ops is
O'f

non-co-ops. .41a, 4
,

somewhat higher than that of the

It is interesting to compare the data obtained in 'this study oh the
. 4

sub,ject of startin, salar Y levels with some of the findings of othet

research studies. In the national study of alumni conducted by Wilson

and Lyons, the salary differences between co7ops and non-co-ops were fojnd

to be statistically gpgligible one 'year and three years after their gradua-
l"'

.

.

-
tian. A'study'conducted Py.Goresimmarized in the November of '1972

.

...'

Journal of Cooperative Education, showed no differente in the starting

salary levels of co-hp and non-co-op students, That study only included

alumni from one institution and the results, therefore, cannot be generalized.
0

Data supporting the findingl of this study can be found in.the doctoral

dissertation by William Yensco. He compared engineering alumni from eight

engineering Programs and found'the starting salary...of the co-op alumni to

. be higher thk that of the non-co-op alumni.

Considehng both the findings of this research study and the results

of other research projects, it can be Said that participation in co-op

gefterally leadstn a higher starting salary for at least engineering and

business majors. The advantage gained by co-op participants is further

.5 6
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Ar

..enhanced when the co-Op student remains with his

se.

las

4.1

er undergraduate

co-op employer on a full-time basis4fter graduation% Thus, one could.

conclude that co-op cont4butes to this particulafaSpect of career develop7
0c

ment. Y'

'Sitisfact on With First j

I

_ApproxiMately 85 percent of the total dlumni sample, both co-op and

A
indiCa ed thar they were fully or partially satisfied,with

ifle.LL fat full+time jobs. sUbsamgIe respondes showed that liberal arts

majors and minorities, many of whom are liberal arts majors, -Were noticeably

fess satisfied with their first jobs than'were the other alumni. The

dissatisfaction, particularly of libefal arts majors, may well be a

reflection of,,a Oat; market, whichhas led to an irrelevant or unchel-
;.

lenging job. Participation in cooPerative education does not seem to have

:ayffect o alumni'S feelings of satisfaction with their first jobs,

-either in the total aluinni -sample or\in particular subsamples.

TABLE 23
Satisfaction With First Job:

Responses of Total Alumni Sample

cb-op Non-Co-op

Fully satisfied
Partially satisfied
Dissatisfied

240
256
86

(41.2%)
(44.0 )"
(14.8 ),

301
274

.
99

(44.7%)

(40.7 )
(14.7 )

.
q

X
2

= 1.672 P ) .5

Promotions and Raises on First Job

In order to determine whether participation in cooperative education
.

.,

hid an effe t on the number of promotions or merit pay increases, alumni

were,asked 1k they had received either promotions or Merit pay increases,

5 7
'7



-50-

the number of each, the dates they

change. Unfortunately, many alumni

., 1965, were not able to recall much

that were recorded, as sumMarized

.between co-op dhd non-co-4 alumni

Pay raises on their first j d . Of

raises, significantly more non-co-o

.were,unable tovgive increased thah

the'fatt that more non-cp-Op aTitinAlni

were received, and the reasons for the
4

, especially those from the class of

of this information. Those rwonses.

nlable 24, shp0 no'appreciabie difference

in the number of promotions or merit

r
those respond*nts'who did Or receive

p alumni indicated that their employers

did ihe co-op alumni, a reflection bf,

,,,e,kiii,ins
,ik

Cial asens4ps..
,......

TABLE 24
Promotions and.. Raises on Firét Jobl
Responses of Total Alumni Sample.

Co-op Non-Co-op.

Any promotions on job
Yes ,

No
250
323

X
2

=

NuMber of promotions
One.

Two "k

Three
Four, or more

135
52

31

14

AO raises- onya.
Yes
No

316
26

=

Number of raised
One'

Two'

Three
Four or more

log
43

26
38

X =

Is employer able to give
raises
Yes
No

89
121

2
X =

(43.6%)
(56.4 )

.184

(58.2%)
(22.4, )

(13.4 )
( 6.0 )

1 p .05

(57.0%)

(17.3 )
,.(10.4 )

(15.2 )

1.C69

128
43

,11-

34

'13 > .05

281 (42.3%)
384 (57.7 )s.

p .05

150 (59.1%)
61 (24.0 )
26 (10.2 )
17 ( 6.7 )

(54.9%) 338 (50.7%)-
(45.1 ) 329 (49.3 )

2.008 p > .05

(54.2%)
(18.2 )
(13.1 )
(14.4 )

(42.4%) 88 (31.3%)
(57.6 ) 193 (68.7 )

5.910 p ( .05

5 8
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. Although there were only minimal differences between:co-op and non-

co-op alumni regarding the number of raises yr promotions r'eceived there

'were significant differences betWetn.subSamples. Once again; femalea and

liberal arts majors received fewer raises or-promotions. This is consis-
..)4!

-tent with the 'data which show that many of the emploYers.of females and
.tf

liberal arts:majors were noras able to gime raises or. promptions. Of

those alumnt who said.that they did receive raises and/or,promotions,-hoth

sexes and all majors were quite similar in the actual numbers of raises'

.
4'

..110-i-ortiattpas

The findings of the Detroit Institute of. Technology study,-discussed

previously,: do reveal differences between.co-op and non-co-op employees in

their salary and j)romotion histories. *ever, their data pre based oh a,

select group composed primarily of male engineers who are working for

former co-op employers. For other co-op graduates, who may not remain with

a former co-op employer, participation in co-op does not seem to affect

the number of raises or promotions received on the first job.

,0014.4 Employment Patterns

3

the.1235 members of the. total alumni sample_who indicated-they

ad worked on e full-time job after graduatidWalmost two-thirds were no

'longer working at their first place of employment. This proportion,varied

/ b .

.' i
significantly among the subsamples. Liberal arts majors and fethales, many

_,._....
f

_
of whom were liberal arts majors, were least likely to have remained at

, Q..

.. ..* -___-___-___- ' 'frl
---

.- - ........
their first place of employment. Fewer non-co-op males in liberal arta. .' ,. ,,.

remained at 'their first_Riac.e.:_af.,. oyement-i-when comparetth co-bp : 4.

V 0, W .

*, male liberal arts alumni; This lAter findingadds:to the'evidence:which.,

indicates that participation in co-ovallY have- special.effects for'MaCe
-v 11 4

liberal arts studenta._____
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, Responses of

Still at first place
of employment

Yes
No

Now at other job
,Yes
No
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- 5 2

BLE 45
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tal Alumni Sample
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I/
laid ff returnlng to graduate school, and mire females left the

..

yurk world to get married, to relocate, to have babies, or to return

to iaduate school.
'

bf special interest is the fa9t that more ofthe co-op females (50.8%).

thil the non-co-op-females (40.8%) who were no longdr at their first place

,

ofemOloyment were still employed, although in different Jobs. In contrast,

significantly more non7co-,op females were no longer employed because they

had left their Job to .have a baby. Thus, a significant'proportion of

the female co-op alumni_pursued difiarent paths aftwx Opliege-when'com-

Pared to the non-co-op females. /Tris,,is consistent with the findings

reported earlier which indicated that co-op women might choose less

traditional post-graduatiOn

One other finding concerning the deCision to leave'a first place of

employment is noteworthy: fewer liberal arts alumni, when compared with

other majors, continued working full-time and more.returned to graduate

school.

The next question on the Alumni Questionnaire asked alumni to record

the nuMber of jobs they had held since their first full-time job. The

majority of the alumni in both co-op and non-co-op had worked at one

*
or two job8 since the first one.

Approximately two-thirds of the alumni who indicated that they were

no longer at their first place of employment, reported that they had expert-

enced at least some change in their career direction. The most stable

subsample in this regard was the .co-op.engineering alumni.

Promotions and Raises Since First Job

,.

AlPinni were asked to record th rnimber of rafsvs.and.promotiOns
-... . .

.

.1,
.

they had received since their firsrjob. In the total alumni sample, abou

-

half of the alumni indicated that they had received either,raises or

6 1
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promotions. Consistent with previous subsample.analyses, fewer females.

.-and liberal arts majOr5ereeefved Merit raises or promotions. Those females

who did, generally received fewer raises.or promotions than Aid-members

of the male aubsample or'the business and engineering subsamples. Althoigh

the minority subsample was too small to produce statistieally significant

data on this question, almost twice as many cO-Ops In the minority sub-

sample, when compared to the non-co-ops in that subsample, indicated,that

they had received merit raises ahd/or promotions. It would be useful to

study, using larger sample size, patterns f minorities'_resPenaes

' order to determine whether or hot ehis outcome was part of a larger career

. development pattern for co-op and non-co-op minoeities.

TABLE 26
Promotions and Raises Since First Job:

Responses of Total Alumni Sample

'Co-op ' Non-Co-op

Raises since first job
Yes
No

179 (55.2%)
145 (44.8 )

X
2
= .628 p

207

191

> .05

0 )

Number Of raises received
One 45 (33.8%) 57 (40.7%)
Two 32 (24.1 ) 28 (20,0 )
Three 17 (12.8 ) 19, (13.6 )
Four 16 (12.0 ) 13 ( 9.3 )
Five or more 23 (17.3 ) 23 (16.4 )

X2 = 3 . 923 .05
t o

Promotions since first job
Yes 157 (49 7%).

-
169 (43.7%

No 159 (50.3 )10i 218 4 (56.3 )
2

X
.

= 2.294 p > .05
,

Number of promotions
received

One 59 (47.6%)
. 78 (57.8%)

Two 1 38 (30%6 ) 26 (19.3 )

Three 19 (15:3 ) 16 (11..9 )

Four and up 8 ( 6.4 ) 15 (11.1 )

X
2

= 13.700 p < .05



-

There. was also a significant difference betw .n the percentage of

male and female non-co-ops,who received merit raises, whereas there wns

no such difference between male and female co-ops. Perhnps.participatlon.

.111 co-op served as an equalizing effect for women In Aspects of their

calker development.

(;)



CHAPTER SIX

CURRENT ACTIVITIES OF ALUMNI SAMPLE

Current Employment.Situbtion

Job Title

In contrast to the data presented earlier regarding alumni's first

'job, nOticeably more alumni in the total sample are currently working in

managerial positions. Although generally there are only minimal differences

between co-ops and .pon-co-ops with regard to the types of joIT they hold,

there are a couple of exceptions whichtshould be explained. Co-op nd

nOn-co-op males diffeied significantly according to a chl-square analysis

of the data. A higher percentage of male co-ops worked as professional

emp1oyees, whereas more male non-co-ops worked as managwrial, clerical,

and-sales personnel. This Tattern exists for males in all three curriculum

subsamples.

Res

t.

TABLE 27
Current Job Titles:

20

onses'of Total Alumni Sample

Co-op Non-Co-op

Professionals 328 (67.0%) 326 (59.9%)
Managers 87 1).7.8 ) 118 (21.7 )

Clerical workers 32 41P6.5 ) 49 ( 9.0 )

Salesworkers
traftspeople, operatives,
laborers, service _

workers

19

23

( 3.9

.( 4.7

)

)

30

21

1 5.5

( 3.9

)

)

.X-- ,.,7.916 p > .10

'
20
Classification scheme taken from the 1974 Omnibus Occupation Code.

-56- 64
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There'Were also some noteworthy differences between the responses

of co-op and non-to-op females. Because some cooperative educators have

claimed that participation in cooperative education may encourage females

to pursue non-traditional career8,
21

1 special analysis was conducted on

the types of jobs held by co-op and non-co-op females. Jobs were classi-
.

fied either as jobs Vtaditionally held by women,sqch as teacher, nurse,

librarian, social wOrker, or secretary, or.jobs non-traditionally held by

2
women, ouches doc.tor, manager, engineer, lawyer, or technician. Co-op

and non-co-op females were then compared to determine whether there were

,differences in the numbers working in non-traditional jobs.

Although there were no real differences between co-op and non-co-op

females in the classes of 1974 and 1970, there was a noteable difference

for the class of 1965 females. Due to Ae small sample size, the difference

was not quite statistically significant. However, an examination of Table

28 clearly shows that many more.of the class of 1965 co-ops are currently

working in non-traditional jobs than are the non-co-ops. This provides

additional evidence that a significant proporron of 6.1e females who

participated in cooperative education followed different, more career-

oriented paths th'an the non-co-op females. Further study, however, is

needed to determine whether the generally'still low numberS of females in

these fields is due to a lack of, interest on the part of females in pursuing ,

non-traditional careers, to a lack of effectiveness on the part of Jaators

in encouraging women to pursue new types of careers, or to both.
. .

21
Harriet P. Van Sickle, "Professional Development of Women,"in Hand-

Nbook of Cooperative Educatift, by Asa S. Knowles and AssoCiates, (San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1971), p. 267.

22
Dixie Sommers, "Occupa

iALMonthly. Labcdpview, (reP
k,

al Rankings for Men and Women by Earnings,'
t 2908 from Amgoet 1974).
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TABLE 28
Traditional and Non-Traditional Job Titles:

Responses of Femalei

Female Co-op

(1)Class of 1965

Female Non-Co-2p

(2)

Traditional jobs 20, (57.12) (80.9%)
"*Non-traditional jobs 15 (42.9 ) (19.1 )

t test of (1) verses (2) 1.823 P .05
A

Class of 1970
Traditional jobs
Non-traditional jobs

66

13

(3)

(83.5%)
k. (16.5 )

.

81

9

(4)

(90.9%)
(10.0 )

(3) Versus (4) 1.141t test.of

Class'of 1974 (5) (6)

Traditional jobs 66 (79.5%) 66 (759%)
Non-traditional jobs 17 (20.5 ) 21 (24.1 )

t test of (5) versus (6) .494 > .05.

111a difference was found between them. .M co-op males (81.7%) were found

to be working in jobs traditionally held by males, (jobs that were previ-
4

ellusly labeled as now-traditional for females), than the non-co-ops (69.0%).

This outcome may he associated with the fact that there were more engineering

majors in the co-op sample. Overall, however, three times as many males

were working in types of jobs traditionally held by males as compared to

female respondents.

There is one other result from:11e analysis of the alumni's current

job titles which, though not conclusive, should be mentioned. There was

A corresponding analysis was done co-op and non-co-op males and
4

an appreciably higher percentage of minor ty alumni working in clerical

positions than white alumni. Also, t1ére were fewer minority co-ops in

managerial positions than minority,non co-dps nr,white co-opErjand non-
(

,
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co-ops. Whether these deta sre reflections of variations due to a very

small sise or actual differences within the Minority sUbsample eau only

be verified by future study.

Tipe Of EMployer

The only and most obvious difference in the kinds of first job

employers . which were previously discussed, Is that many more 'alumni, both

co-op and non-co-op,Are now self-employed. Otherwise, those trende that

were recorded earlier regarding types of first job employbrs still hold

true for the current employment situation.

TABLE 29
Type of Current Employer:

Responses of Total Alumni Sample

Co-op Non-Co-op

4Private'company - 100 or
more employees 103 (34.3%) 95 (28.G)
Private companyo- fewer
than 100 employees 32 (10.7 ) 48 (14.4 )

Self-employed 34 (11.3 ) 25 ( 7.5 )
Government 40 (13.3 ) 60 (18.0 )
Social agencies (i.e.,
schools) 56 (18.7 ) 89 (26.6 )

Military 5 ( 1.7 ) 8 ( 2.4 )
Other 30 (10.0 ) 9 ( 2.7 )

X
2
=.26.659 p < .01

Salary Level

An analysis of the dataior the total alumni sample shows no.signifi-
,

cant Alfferences.between the current salary levels of co-op alumni versus

non-co-op alumni. The starting salary differential has disappeared over

the period of time considered in this research. In fact, the only sub-

sample Where thil'e is still a significant.difference between co-ops and'

6 7
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non-co-ops Is the male muhsample. in this group, a highor percent/1ga Nf

_-

en-op males ear/over $16,000 a year than the noa-voop qpien. find-.

lng is consistent with (;oro's conclusion that University ortOcionati

tinniness co-op alumni who hove been out of college tor ahoot 061 years

earn sigsificantly higher salarica than non-co-op 'alumni.
21

As with Ow

saisry leveltufor alumni's first toh, ma) es earn more than females, wid

6nsiness 4nd engineering majors earn more than liberal arta malors.

TABLE 10

Reaponsea
Curuent Salary:

of Total Alumni

Co-op_

S.ample

Non

---
,o-o

.14

$ 5,999 or below 44 ( 9.2%) 16 ( 6177)
6,000 - 7,999 ( 5.4 ) 37 ( 6.9 )
8,000 - 9,999/ 64 (13.3 ) 65 (12.2 )

10,900 7 11,999 55 (11.5 ) 78 (14.6%)
12,000 - 13,999 78 (16.1 ) 89 (16.7 )

14,000 - 15,999 55 (11.5 ) 83 (15.5')"
16,000 - 17,999 32 ( 6.7 ) 38 ('7.I )

18,000 - 19,999 40 ( 8.3 ) 26 ( 4.9 )

20,000 and above 86 (17.9 )' 82 (15.4 )

2
X = 13.854 P

Perceptions Rel_arding_ Discrimination

-
In:order.to learn whether particular groups of alumni f 1 thqt they

had been subjected to discrimination, alumni were asked "To whatTxtent

do you feel that you'have not/wen given promotions or salary increases

because Of sex, age, race, or other non-ability related factors?" There,

were virtuaLly no differences between co-'op and non-co-op'responses in\rfe

.total alumni sample, with approximately 70 percent stating that they had

423
GeOrge J. Gore "Co-op VAlifisus Non-C6,..op Revisited," in JoUrnal of

oCooperative Education, IX, 1 (Nlivember, 1972).

C8
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-1131i104.ty subSample and the lemale èubsamle did show significantly greater

'feelings of being.discriminated against than the white subsample and the

Male subsamole. Participafion in cooperative education did not seemto

. 'alieiriate7these feelings Of,the minorities and females; to the contra4y.,

)

there ia slight,tendency for the non-to-ops,in both of these subsamples
A

jilD register fewer cdMplaints of discrimnation than the co,ops. This may

bebecauee the non-co-ops had'less expsure.tW the world of work and,
.

'therefore, less opportunity to experie ce discrimination.

-'A"' TABLE 31
Feell.ngs of BeinvDiscrimiFlated Against:
MO. Responses of TOtarAlumni Sample

1

Coop * NonCo-op

To a great extent
Somewhat
Hardly at all
Not at all

28 ( 5.1%)
75 (13.7 )
62 (11.3 )

384 '(69.9 )

X
2

= .186

. 27 ( 4.4%)
79 (13.0)
60 ( 9.9 )

441 (72.7 )

Sa.,iisfaction With Job

4. 4

Over three-fOurths of the:totat:alumni..samp essed at least some
,

the business Absample was the only.

. one Where co7ops and non-Coopg ,diffeAd significantly. In the business
r

subsample, more co.7ops (55.7%) indioated,that they were "very satisfied"

satisfaction with their current .161*;,

with their jobs non-co-opg (39.0%). Thi-g- idkonsistent with some of

phe data presented earlier in this report, f.ihich revealed especially

favOrable 4Omments ft:9m co-op busineas majors..



Alesponses of Total Alumni Sample.

Co-op Non-Co-op .

Very satisfied 236 (5-3I) 257 (44.1%)

SOme satisfaction 172 ' (33.0 ) 224 (38.4 )

Indifferent - 25 ( 4.8 ) . 28 ( 4.8 )

tome disAtiSfaction -67 (12.9.) 47 ( 8.1 )

Very dissatisfied 21 ( 4.0 ) 27 ( 4.6 )

X1 = 8.69693 p > .05

Reasons For Working

40
Ik0

almost all aluiniwork to earn money and to gain personal satisfaction.

An exaMinatiOn of the :reasons which alumni gave for. workirig shows that

P
Significantly more,non7coopa work ."to help people" than do co,-ops btsf

this IS a reflection of .:-.the.higher:percentage,:.of liberal arts majors-in

the non-co-op sainple.

TABLE 33
Reaspns 1Working:

Respohses of Tot Alumni Sample
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.

Thenext series of questions foqueed on specific job characteristicS.
.

Alumni''Were aSked to indicate the-frequency with which they eXperiended

the following in their current jobs: supervise work of'others; responsibil-
. .

ty in several phases of work; plan...own work; opportunity for advancement;

usefuineSs ill society; sOcial standing and prestige.24''
e

:The Only statisticallTsignIficantadifferrce regarding the. vtent

td.Which alUmni sUperVised theliedik of Otheri'mas foUnd between co-ops in.

liberal arts as compared to co-op's in engineering; tile liberal arts`co-opS

wird lees 1 e y to supervise others than the engineeringco-Ops; Other-

'wise, respon es of co-ops and non-co-ops were basically alike. :An analysis

of the data alsoi4evealed, a one might expect, that alumni of the class

of 1965 supervised others more regularly than members of the cliagses of-.
1970 and 1974--

The. next characteristic.that wasexamined was "responsibility in

several,phases of work." Althvgh,generally the alumni r.sponses

EeeM were much-the same, there Were.a couple ot,differences between co-ops

and non-co-ops that.should be mentiOned sitniFicaptly more co-op business

majgrs repbrted that they regularly.had.responsibilityAn several. phases

....of work than did the non-co-op business majors. In thesanority subsample,

the reverse trend seemed to occur: fewer'co-ops reported that they

egbleriy had responsibility- in-several Phases of their work than did the

,,now.Co-ops. 'bue to the small Size of'the minority subsample, the difference

is not statistically sigiificant but it is large enough, however, to deServe

further. study.

Theseusharacteristics were adopted from College Work-Study 'Programs.
by Wilson aria' ons.



Responses of Total Al Sample

Co-op

.Supervise uthets.
Regularly 248 (42.4%)

OcCalicnally 217 (37.1 )
it' 'Never', 120 (20.5 )

2
X = 4.341

Non-Co-

317 (48.2%)
222 (33.8 )
118 (18.0 )

p > .05

Responsibility in several
phases of work

Regularly
Occasionally .

Never

489
83
14

X2. =

Plat,.own work
'Regularly
OccasiSnally
ever

469
98
18

, X
2

=

Opportunities for
advancement

Regularly
Occasionally
Never

201
266
101

UsefulneSs to society
Regularly
Occasionally
Never

366
181
30

.422

(83.4%)
(14.2 )
( 2.4 )

p >

545
99
13

.05

(80.2%) 529
(16.8 ) 103
( 3.1 ) 26

.902 p > .05

(35.4%) 231
(46.8 ) '300

(17.8 )- 113

.033 p > .05

(63.4%)
(31.4 ) 147
( 5,2 ) , 39

X
2
= 1 .539

(80.4%)
(15.7 )

( 4.0 )

(35.9%)
(46.6 )
(17.5 )

(71.2%)
(22.8 )

02

Social standing and
prsstigt

Regularly 243 (42.973
Occasionally 240 (42.4)
Never 83 (14.7 )

2
X =4.045

290 (45.5%,),3%

278 (43.6 Y''s
69 (10.8 )

p .> .05



apparent between several subsamples. Significantly fewer Co-op liberal

arts majors regularly planned their own work as coMpared to eo-op- business
,

majors. Also, the percentage of alumni regularly anningjtheir own wor)
4

t

II ,

increased significantly from the class of 1974 to the.claseres of 1970

and 1965.

Basically there were no differences between co-op and non-co-op

assessments of the opportunities to advance in their current job. More

alumni in the business subsample, however, especially the co-ops, indicated

they regularly saw oppostunitis for advancement than alumni in other
A

majors.

The alumni evaluations.of th hxtent to which they felt.us5ful to

C-----

s iety in.their current jobs provided some interesting data. Those sub-
,

samples which had the highest percentage of alumni who regularly felt useful

to society were members of the liberal arts subsample,' or the female and

. .

minority subsample,.both of which include a large number of liberal arts

majors. In addition, the non-co-ops in both the liberal arts and female

subsamples felt useful to society more regularly Chan did the non-co-ops.

,This finding is consistent with Wilson's fi'nding that co-op stuOnts in

liberal arts become less interested in service careers than non-co-ops. 25

The decreased orientation toward service careers cited by Wilson could

very well lead to decreased feelings of usefulness to society.

The final job characteristic that was studied was the soCial standing-

and prestige connected with the alumni's current job. More business majors
fr.

felt that their jobs regularly had social Standing and prestige than did

41.
James W. Wilson, Impact of Ceoperative Education Upon Personal

Development and Growth of Values: Final Report to The Braitmayer
Foundation, (Boston: Cooperative Education Research Center, 1974).

/41.
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least frecrekt
.

14creas

ree'vtupric4iAtm.subsamples.,!Peelings of job
, ..

x..
cAps of.19,65 to the,clasSes of 1970 and

. .

A

e-,onTS'.; Subsemple where
.

. .
. 1,

d tion-.co-ops differed significantly

hpIliberalftXs 'snbssfre. 'A;higher-percentage of'hen- o-ops felt
, .

. ) , t
- that their .jo.sther'rlaiyoz

q?,

'ing and pretige tharL4id, t o-oP4:

The conclusion is. 1%aciled after studyl g.the findings just pre-

casionally offered the social stand-

-

.sented is that jobs currently held by co-op and non-co-op alumni generally

do not d1ffer with respect to the§s specific job characteristics. These

findings are similar to those Threported by Wilson and Lyons. eir data

suggested that certain characteristics, namely, supervision of others

and planning one's own worki are related to age and experience. This

research found,the exact same relationship to be true. Aside from this

particular finding, however, it is apparent that participat.ion in coopera7

dye education does not seem'to have a long term_ ffect on these particular

aspects of career development..
4

Futuee work Plans

W
Most alumni said that their future-plans were to eitif ontiniue in

.the:same type of work or to work in the same field but in a ore advanced

position. A smaller percenta$e said they would be working in a new

Career area; some were not sure what they would be doing.

The data from the classes of 1965, 1970, and 1974 show blat reliably

m6re of the non-co-op alumni changed over time regarding\their future

career plans,40hereas the Co-op alumni displayed grealer stability In this

Significantly more non-co-ops from the class of 1974 said they.



19b). Although the co-op alumni did show a similar response pattern,

the change over time was considerably sma4et. Thus, one could conclude

that although participation in co-op did not affect the types Of jobs

.heid by alumni or the job's characteristics, it may well be related to

stability of career choice.

TABLE 35
7 Future Work Plana:
Responses of Totgl Alumni Sample

Co-op Non-Co-op

Same type of work 217 (35.9%) 284 (39.64
Same career but more
advanced'job 209 (34.6 ). 206 (28.7 )

New career field I

1

104 (17.2 ) 134 (18.7 )
Unsure 65 (10.8 ) 76 (10.6 )

Don't plan to work 9 ' 4 1.5 ) 18 ( 2.5 r

, X
2

= 6.842

A;rocational Activities

The purpose of sking questions about avocational activities was to
t

ne whether the co-op and non-co-op alumni were similar in this non-

ect of their lives. All alumni were asked to indicate how

they participated in thg following: church-related activities;

communiti:4siivfties; political activities; travel; reading; social

activities; cultural activities; athlettra.

The leas equent activity was found to be participation in

rj
p itics,

irt*

WIth over.tw 'third& of the total alumni sample indicating the n ver

participated in political altivities. Although there were no sig cant

differences between co-op and non-co-op alumni in this regard, tjyre were
' J .l,

Ilidifferences among the subsamples. More liberal arts majors partic ated



engaged it political activities than engineering majors. A higher

percentage of females and minorities reported at least occasional political

activity than did males or whites.

Community activities were pursued somewhat more often than political

activities. Again, co-ops and non-co-ops did not differ in their degree

of participation, engineering majors showed the least amount of partici---

% patir-and females and minorities reported greater levels of participation

4gp did,males and whites. The data also showed that participation in
A ,

comEttunity activities increased significantly from the class of 1974 to

- the ;clias of 1965.

Approximately one-half of all respondents participated in church,

,..
related activities; 86 percent engaged in cultural activitiesj and'_82-.

percent:participated in athletips at least occasiomailly. ,Non-co-ops.,,
.,

:,...:

pairticipated in athletics more frequently than co-ops but the two groups

responded quite similarly otherwise. The resi7lonse patterns of subsample

membets were like those of the .total sample and, henCe, are Jmot discursed
)

turther.

The moet frequently cited/avocations were reading (98%), .travelling

(92%), and socializing (957). Non-co-op alumni engaged in social activities,

more often than the co-op alumni. Otherwise; coop-:and non-co-Op'respOnses
TP'.

, .

Were the samegi Responge patterns of Subsamples were similar to those

..---,

ye , ,* '
.

of the total, alumni sample.

A number of alumni listed Other,non-warkacti-vitie-s they participated
. /

,

in: fraternit and sordrity activiti; social club's; artiatkc endeavors;
;

',-,,,,,__ _,., _ . .

outdoor activities; and hOusehold activities. ItJs-generally true that

0*-op and non=cor-op avocations were the same-



Co-op NOn-Co-op

Political activities
-

Oftea / 28

r.

( 4.4%) 33
.

( 4.3%)
Occasionally 167 (26.3 ) 217 (28.4 )
Never ior rarely 441 (69.3 ) 515 (67.3 )

A-/ X
Z
= .777 p .05

Community ictivfties
Often - 77 (12.1%) 79 . (1-6.3%)
Occasionally 278_ (43.7) 345 !. .T4501w1 )

Never or rarely 281 (44.20 ) 341 '(44.6 )
_

1

X2 = 1.15l p > .05-6

Chtirch activtties or.
-:-/-

Attendance
. Often 182 (28.6%)

Occasionally° 140

10
(22.0 )

Never or rarely 115 (49.5. )

, w 2
16 = 1.255

203 (26.5%)
185 (24.2 )
377 (49.3 )

p > .05

Cultural activities -10

Often 179 (27.9%) 214 (28.0%)
gs.smgonally 376 . (58.7 ) 438 (57.3 )

liCier or::;tarely - 86- (13.4 ) 113 (14.8 )

sionally
ever or tarei.y,

i

4

,

X
2
= .571. >i .05

220 - (34.6%) 322 (4210%)
294 (46.3 ) 310 (40.4 )
121 (19.1 ) 135 (17.6 )

X
2
= 84028 p < .05It'

Zt?..,

Travel
Often 221 (34.4%) 281 (36.7%)
Occasionally 371 (57.7 ) 426 (55.6 )
Never or rarely 51 ( 7.9 ) 59 ( 77 )

2 °
.

X = .817 .05

7 7



Co-op Non-Co-op

Soc' activities
Often 259 (40.52) 344 (44.9%)

I.
Occasionally .354 (55.3 ) 377 (49.2 )

Never or rarely 27 ( 4.2 ) 46 ( 6.0 )

6.238 p < .05

__Reading.

Often
Occasionally
Never or rarely

' 437
,191

14

(68.1%)
(29.8 )
.(1k.2 )

-1

543
206
18

(76.'8%)

(26:9 )

( 2.3 )

;
= 1.454 p > .05

Other Significant College Experiences

The final question: on the Alumni Questionnaire asked respondents to

list."other significant college experiences which influenced ydur career

decisions and which Ate not covered in the questionnaire." Very few

alumni Chose to complete (his section. Of those who did, experiencts with

faculty,..the benefits of meeting new potopte on campus, and participation

in College clubs were those experiences most frequently cited. Co-op and

non-co-optalumni did not differ:in 4heir responses to this qUestion.



1....UnUbUblVD1b

The purpose of this research was.to eXamine the career'development

patterns of cooperative and non-cooperative alumni. It was pairticularly

directed to 'career development at the undergraduate level, the firA job

*situation, 4nd the current employment position. Analyses were therefore

conducted to determine if and how- cooperative and non-cooperative alumni

differed at these stages of career development.

In order to more fully understand the impactiof cooperative educat on

,-and work experiehce upon the career patterns of college graduates,1;analyses

were also made of several cooperative and non-cooperative subsamples. The

variables which determined theaubsamples were sex, race, year of gradua-

tion, and college ajor. These analyses provided insights not only into

the impact of cooperative education op the career development of students

in general; liut into the differential impacts it has.for men and women,

for graduates of different undergraduate programs, and for minority members.

It .41so gave information op the effects of time on these outcomes.

The following conclusions were drawn from.the findings ofsthe national

. study of alumni:

1. Both cooperative and non-cooperaCTe alumni viewed their overall

undergradua4e experience yery pivorably. Less than five percent indicated

dissatisfaction with their alma mater and most alumni would encourage a

member f their family to attend their undergraduate institution. Fewer
v174

cooperative alumni, however., participated in alumni activ,ities.

2. In the non-profssional aspects of their,lives, such as participa-

tion in politicaj or church activities, there were no differences between

the activities of cooperative and non-7cooperative alumni.

7 9



0

tion programs reported more complete ,career information and more adequate

information about job. opportunities after college than alumni of non-
)

cooperative education programa.,

4. Those cooperative alumni who remained with their former codipera-

. .

tiye employer after college received Meer starting salaries thaeldid

those cooperative edueition gra4uates who worked for d different employer.

In addition, cooperative education alumni generally earned higher starting'

salaries than alumni of non-cooperative programs.

5. Genefhlly, the impact of participation in cooperative education

upon student careey development diminished over time. Although cooperative

alumni showed greater stability in their overall career choice than non-

cooperative alumni, these two groups were otheiwise virtually the same

respect to their current employment'situation.

6. ffhere were some indications that participation in cooperative

education did have diaerential effects on the career development of

minorities:. .A considerably larger sample size is needed, however, to draw

any_ definitive conclusions.

7. There were specific outcomes associlted with A Significant pro-

('

portion of the women who participated in cooperative education: they

Alarrieelater; :they had children later; they pursued careers .for longer

:periods of time prior to starting a family; and they were employed ten

years after graduatiorIin more nan-tradiiional jobs than the non-cooperative

educaxion alumnae.

8. Cooperative edtation students who majored in business accrued

particular benefits from their participation in cooperativeoeducation when
*

compared with'non-cooperative business majors. A higher percentage of

cooperatiVe business majors reported: ekcellent preparation,for their

ev



,ascr.s. WIJ I. cal4U LVISUicas.

Opportunities to advance with current employer.

9. Participation in cooperative education was associated with the

following effectA for liberal arts cooperative education mares: greater

satisfaction with undergraduate career information; more alumni-employed

full-time after graduation; more alumnt remaining at first place of

4106
loyment. In contrast to these geperally positive effects, fewer liberal

?

arts cooperative males perceived their current jobs as being useful to

society when compared to non-cooperative liberal arts alumni.

In summary, the findings of this research make clear that student

participation in an undergraduate program of cooperative education has

an impact upon their after-graduation career goals, expectations, and

actual experiences. They further suggest that there are differdntial

a

effects of cooperative work experience for students in differeht curricula,

for men and women students, and for minority students. Finally, aside

from greater career choicce stability; the impact .of cooperative work

experience appears to diminish over time.

%It
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AkPENDIX A

'.,IxER sten :TO COLLEGE PRESIDENTS REQUESTING PARTICIPATION IN ALUM STUDYe.
.

NORTHEASTER.N UNIVERSITY
360 HIR9TiNCTON AVENUE

BOSTON, 1VASSACHUSETTS .p?Ii;

. .

. OFFICE OP THE PILESJOE14T

Name of President
Name
Addre of In itution

Dear Pr ident:

Date

f

tit
The Cooperative. Education Research-Center at N rtheaStern UniversitY has
received funds from the federallgovernment e.41Y-6? iCooperitive
Education) to conduct a ytmparative sUdy o ldnni of- institutiohs having
coOperattve education' ar field experfinek. ograms and alumni of institu-
tions.'wht do not have sucfi prograMs:d urpose of She study is to
determine -the effects, ir any, that p icipation in coopetative educa-
tion' and fierd experi ce programs- has on dig, career ,developmenr CliQice
of 4,wocation, and att tudes. toward the 41ma'inater of the' alumn-i- T1%.also Vish to det4min if thee& effects las; evei, ktiosl ote...t.tie
nm wiitin$ to nsk if your. institution. Would agree to participate in th

-

Alt sure** : ,'The. Researchaffinter hopes* to obta.l.h m e Ch ciP . ng oollnge eri_s
of alumni from tile classep ocz1974, 1970, 'atials045: :''PhS.7Projact Director 46 ..-at the.Sesearch Center will dien Write ti-i-a raripm samOle of ilullini frost , Z
each school,/ Ech alumnua.selected will rdceivoidan.explantirory letter,
ktquestiAnnaire, nd a re rn stampedlamielope.7-11ave 4,*:,,Ipsed a..Etampil,,,,..
of the. letter:and 'the quest noire with this letter- Ple noW, ,that 0:2_
the Center is in eisted .ih ge ral,,trends' and not in' liktivia ual.TeiookrIses ,i". j.±
Therefore, they are not asiing he :respondents to wiiii their Jiame on `tlie . 'TA'
ituestionnaire N.form. Eurtber:nore, "the name of" the 1,hdividgairpar.M.iPa,nts.,.;.
in thestudy will not be retained; Once itilt,-14.01,,tgs are Compleie4:

.?"e.- ,

do hope you will agree to partiipate iA this important research Project.
If *u.do choose to participate, please notify the Preject-,bffect<in,

Drown, 408 Churchill Hall, Nctipheasihrn Dnivera4y.,].3-490p, mA, it,
as soon as possiblet; bn the' assumptiOnshat she Would be AlEking

with the Director of Alum* Affairs, fis AtrOviiir win 'con-
-taCt him/hir'in order 'to make more speatfic arrangements. Of..dourse.) the
ReVearch penter will be delightedAto share the final report with your

titution. We lOok forward to'lreving from you shortloy

:"Sinecerely,..

be S. Knowles
sPregident
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,TABLE B-P
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Non4.6-o.

,

,
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\
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41
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0
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X
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X
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X
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X
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ABLE B, 'Cu

1,1

Institution No, Other

Co-op

14

15

)7

Stmi-Urbantn-cP-01) Public

Atmi-Olban

Ckp Large \. ban Private

Non-Co4p Large'. Urban.. .Private

Co-op., tar. lirban Private

r

,Non-Co- Lare g Urban Publics

Co-op

, ,

ii 4411 1.,Rural f Private

, 44.

Non=Cc.Kp
'Small , Private

Co-pk

41

Sciences, DP

4

Others 4

4
r

Non-Co-op Large

mailCo-pp

Urbat ?Avate

Urban

..." \\'.,,,. ....../P.

kale (over 5,000) 4,

Medium '(1,0.00.,-:..4,999t

Auuder 1400) 2,
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4
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4

44

II!Highly cdtpetiti + ,Q 7P,0 out of state

4

RaCkground
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\\. '
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751 New,Yotk State,
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42 other states
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comute
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1
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1,

.40% .7ew-York, 6utof

state,..FoTeign

492)1ew,York
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APPNDIX C

Sir,PRESENTATIVENES* Of Malin SAMPLE

o

:4341,

. TABLE C-1
, Sample Representativenaes

Set
tittle
Fenthe

. Number and
Percent ie,eSample

. .

2748 (63.07.) '424651 4 (71.3%)
. 1615, (37.0 ) 9O8 (28.7 )

Number a d
Percent in Po illation

4 .

BUSine88 . 101S (234.1%) 9a7v (24(.87 )

Engineering 675 (1$. 4 ) '.61110 :.(17.7 )

tral Arts., = 2175 . C ) 22 .0:4 )
r lik 53:. (1 . ) 44r i (0. 0- ),..,,

W'''' ., *i :Itp 41., : 47''' . , 0 l'. .',1. ;,.1,
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dr- ALumNI QUESTIONNAIRE
* ,



INSTRUCTIONS

NORTHEA RN UNIVER4ITY
CooperatiVe TAncatiOn-Iteseltch Center

Boston, MA 02115 ,

ALUMNI QUESTIONNAIRE

Some of the following questions bay 40 responded to by writing* the
answer-on bite line provided; for exampleijiluestion number one, which.asks your

age. Other questions,, such as number thVbe, will be Answered by selecting a
single response from among those provided:. You Should answer these hy selecting

the one response which best answers the question for_you. Write thelKumber or

letter of that response in.the box located at the right of the question.

1. What, is your age?

2. What is your race?

3. What tp paur sex?
A

(1) Male .

() Female

4. What is your matital status?

(1)214.ngle
_

(2)1111irried

,...
(a) . Oiher,41 ase specify): IIP

5% If 'à u are m
"

.4111110

6. Do you have

.(1) Yes'

(;)

rried, at what age did.you:get mattied?

,!..if

any'aildien

;

41

W),Ou
:thildren, what is the'year of birth:of each

.4.1,
tbe area you now 'live in?,4

410-41thim (over 165;040 peo0e).iii

12)7106erbarir (YanTrei6,000 people)

(3)...1nril (itI poi ple)

o
#

! 9.41,164ae name tile city an stsEe in which you live:

10. Ighit is the name Of the un'dergradOate isiatitulba;froleich you,gra

11. In idlat year did yOugradnate from t

What waa ag a zraduSting senior?



Did you change your major during ydur college years?'

14. f you did chang
major,.what did'

"-you 'changed mfj,

'0,0 es 41liajor

majors as an undergfaduate, what waa your original
ou change to,, and wfedia. you'make rhishangi?

00441 taiah atitte;Vlea§d' eilplain the Meason for eadh'

16W'; C

t.

JO an, undergradua , did you have

(2) No

any type of Woik expeiience?

IF YES, PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING SERIES .01!#QUESTIONS

.4*

IF NO, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 2.
4 ...

-40

a

16. Ifilyou did have work experience as an undergraduate, wpich of; tjhe
f,01tMl4ng types of work ekperience have you hid? (IV each tyPe Ofr

_ iitili experiende lipted belOw, select the. response, !okes." or "no.,74.

vhfh indicates wherher You have participated in that plpe of workl. .

e rience aid wri*e 'the number of that response in-the:lox at
4'

rigOt of the item). .4.

,(1),Ye

(2) NO

(a) Part job (ndY College Workrpeudy)

(b) Calle ,Work-Stn41, jot(

Summer.jobv either full-time or part:Iiime
-(d) cooperative eduCation, aisignment. (Cooperat e

is. an edunt ionalollian consisting If t rnatin

. ;-

of full-time scho . end full-time wo
(e) fteld period assignment (Field perto

stusifts leavv the ampule,
as a t.outr.,fbr aillOcified period, of tip ,

once a year ina glArep academic yeamio
AflitilterninWOn internship is a non-Paidrk e
hich ustially rigOives Asademic credit and is t

fulfill coure0AOKquirementa).'

-r

(g) Othe. r rease



17. Was your work exPerience as an undeigraoduate relatea,to yout

m4jor?
7`c

(1) All Of my WOrk experienCes weie related tb My major.

'(2) Most of my work experiencea were'related.to my major.
(3) Some of my work experiences were related to my major.
(4) 'A few of my work experiences were related to my Major.
(5)- None of my work experiences 'were reined to my major'.

4
6

18. If any of,your work eX0ariences were'relaied to your academic major,
briefly explain.the nature of your work experience(s) and how the

Volk related to your major.

2
academic ,

19. Wdre your work exicieriences as an undergraduate generally:

Ito
(I)

(2) Yianntary

20. To WhIA extent and in what ways,-If any, did your work experience in

college af&Ct.y9ur Choice of job- after graduation?

21. If.you did partiCiOate"in a cooperative education,..field term, or
internship program, whht.would you say was the6mciaT beieficial

-

aspiet for'you?

22...tf you did
internshin

. aspect for

pitrttcipate in a coOperative educatieli
program, what Wouldoyou sayomas the .k,...._

you?
.

?field .team, or
efjial 40,

.it

,

.4.01plow.would you rite-the Completeness of career 'informaiton,that.you have

ived. in college?
. .

7 .

Adequate
(2) .SoMendiat inaddquate,

(3)..Inadequate



4, From what aource did.YOu'rec 41.re most of your career information while
5ollege?

. ,
(1) From the teaching facukty
(2). FrPM'the senior placement office
(3) FrOM the counseling offkce .L.

(4) From a cooperative'education, field placement, or
internship coordinator at my college

(5) From Co-wVkers or.i.uperilsors'on a.lob
(6) 44her (Please explain)

25. How. well-informed were you as
opportunitiea? ..

informed 'V
*ell informed

rY PodTlY inform,01,

11.

a graduate about theavallable employMent,

dO.yoU feel your alMa mater prepared you fqr lifeafter graduatiOit
other than carler d lopment, such as person* and social.grow4P

111101
A

ieSt_..extent

rilly at all .

- .

eiiaaiwyour reagOns foaT:your rea

!

to41,0 frovious nUestion:

it

118, _How sattsfied are you with.,te overall
ma9erf

(1) FullY satisfied
(2) Partiilly satisfied,

(3) Dissatiafied'.

education.;rec4ved at-your alma

- .

29. PleaSe explain the reasons
c
for your.response to the previous questIon:

,

.' .d,-4,,...:'-' :., . . .

4,. '30.....-.mhich of the fo ing phrases beat:deacrikes your degree of
- In'a/umn* activi s? A .

4

. (1) Act ve paiticipaatiNk
.

alk

-(2)!In ve, blot donate to alumni fun4:.

(3).D0 'participate in' lumdi matters,. including Itnatioi
vof. ey

partic4pation



31t Wqu18.you-l1ke a mgmber of your family to consider attending your alma
mater-t,aseuming the institution offered the apPropriate field of gtudy?

(1) Yes 1

(2) No

Please 4Plain the reason for your response'to,the previous question:

3 . :Are you currently enrolled in a graduate professional degree program?

''(1) Yes

(2) No
,

34. .If you are currently enrblled in a gra ateor professibilaldegree program,
please Answer the following,quesioris:

(-)
35.

.(1) What is,your Major?
0. 1f2) What aegree are you woi-king toward?

,(1) What is the name and location Of your

(4) trTwhat year do you expA-to graduate.?
:'(5) Are'you a'full-time or part-time stuclent?
(6) In wbat.month and year did you begin your

liege?

Have you.alteady completed ohe (or more) gradu

(1)'. Yes
.

(2) No

v

36. Tf you have already tompleted one (or morel gradu te degrees, please
answer'the following luestions for each degree e ed:

.(1) What was your major?

(2) What type'of degree (i.e., M.Ed.: D.:D.S.) did you earrC?

(3) Waat is the name'a d location-of the cokege?
. 4.1

egree progrSm?

te degrees?

.00, In what year did you earn'thiS d ree?
Did you attend on:a full-time or Rart-time basis?

(64 Tri what'-month aooi.year did you begin your degrke'program?

. Have you had any other education sfnCe 'graduated?

Ye
(2) No -* A .

* -

38. -If you have had other .educAion sinde you gradUated, did,w,participate in:

(1) Adult (c.ontinuing)' educatgiOn

(2) 101herspecialized training (pleaserexplain)
\.

-36-

II



30. WhiChiof:the following activities did you pursue'after you gracltit ed Tfrow:'
your undergraduate inapitution? (For each activity, select thOresponse
"yes" or "no",'which indicates whether or not you have pursued that

'activity, and write the number of that response in the box at the right. of'
'the item).

(1) Yes
(2) No

(a) Full-time eMployment
(b) Graduate gr pqfessional sChool
(c) Part-time employment
(d) Travel'.

(e) Homemaker :

(f) Military.Sirvice
(g) Other 4please specify)

. /

IF YOU. HAVE NOT WORRED ON A FULL-TIME .ffig SINCE.GRADUATION, PLEASE SkIP THIS
AND TURN'TO QUESTION 78.

40. Towhat extent did college

(1) EXcellently
(2) Adequately -
(3) 'Inadequately

epare you for

. 4'41. To what extentwas

! /

stifull-/ Lme j b related tq your college major?
/

4

your fitst full-time job?
1.

(1) I atiplie0 much
(2) I applied)some
(3), I. applied)ver

.42. ,To what 94ent

f yl.e

little

id you,Want
ol).ege!majoe/ / '

/ v
/ t

It was vety/important
, major //

I hoped my. first

willing/to compro
) I did aat care:w

/

43. In what onth and

knowleo

,knowl

nf t

e and skill gained
ge and skillAgained
knowledge and skill

in college
in college
gained in aollege

°Ur first full-timejob to relale ta your

that my first job be related to my

related to my major, but wasj wopld be

ether
. .

my first jobl,was related to my major

ear id you goeStour first-full-time

0

your,first full-trenejob within a few months.after
you do prior to aftepting your first.fu -time job?

44. If y u did not egin
at drd

45.

grttion ,' w

Q
after college?

What was

What Was
D.

the spetific title of,your job?

the location of this job? (Please indicate,towre or city and state ):

a



'55. WFil

47, Did you relocate.in order.to accept this position?

(1) Yes ,
"(2) No

For what type of employer did you work?

.(1.) Private company with tgo or more employees
(2) Private company with fewer than 100 employees
(3) Self-employed (please,explain)
(4) Federal, state, or 16cal government-
(5) Social agencies, including hospitals and educational institutions
(6) Other (please explAn)

49., What was your starting salary? (Please give figure in annual amount)

50.: How did you locate this first job/i

(11 Through.graduate placement ffice at college
(2) Through outside employment agency
.(a) It was, thi same.place I h d worked as a cooperative education,

.field term, or internshi student
(4) Through a friend, relat e; or Othercontact person
(5) Throrgh'ar;. ad in a new aPer, professional.journal, etc.
(6) Other (please explain)

51. Why did you take this'

52: How satified wete ou with Olis position?

.(1) Fni*, satisf d

(2) Partially sa isfiel
,(3) Dissatisfie

53. While''on this job; did youreç4 ve any promotions?

(1) Yes.,
7

(2) No.

IfyouAi redeive any prIamotions; how many promotions did you reccikve,
andat ere the dates, reasons, and nature of these promotions?

on,flits.first job, did: you receive any merit pay increases?
'

es 4

r

or



*. , : .. .

56.: If rou..did receiye meKit pay increases, pleage 'indicate the qpte nd
amount of increases r6,ceived:

#

If'you did not receive Merit pay increases, is.yOur. employer able to
give merit increases?

58. Are you 'still working at Your Eirst place of employment?

(1) Yes
(2) No

IF YES THAT IS, IF'YOU ARE STILL WORKING AT YOUR FIRST PULL-TIME PLACE
OF EMPLOYMENT -74THEN PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 72.

IF NO --,THAT.IS, YOU ARE NO LONGER WORKING AT YOUR FIRST FULL-TIME PLACE
OF.EMPLOYMENT --;THEN PLEASESONTINUE WITH THE F014LOWOG QUESTIONS:

04(

59:1 If you axe no longer working at your first place offtmployinent,: are you
now workAng, full-time at another job? ' . -

/

(1) Yes
(2).. No

IP'YES, PLEASE SKIP-TO QUESTION 62.

,IF NO, PLEASE GONTINUE W.IT THE EOLLOWING QUE

60. Wl'y ,did you stoP working?

61. In what year did you stop working?

, ,

62. How_manyjull-timg jobs have you ha-d.
job?" .

63. Have you

TTN
f
(1) Yes
(2) No

had any

. A

ce isout not including) your fifst
,

e.S1/4,

merit salary.incre ents-sincelxour fi,at job?

'64, -.If you 1.1'aV'e hAd any merit salary increasesplease list the salary
'.(inannua.1 amount), year, apd reason for e'ach merit-'1hvementT

4

Stk.'
65. Have you received any job proMotions nce you left our_first pjace.of

employment?

(1) Ye$
(2) No

-39-
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66..,If you hve received any job promotions since yoil left your first lace of

emiSloyment, please listfthe.date of promotthn, change in responslb lities

4 .fOr each promotiOni.

67. In/addition to changing jobs, have

0
'(2) Somewhat
(3) Not at all.

you also changed your career direction?,

6. If you have changed your career direction, please indicate what your
new caree direction is:

/
694 Ef you ha,ve changed your

*.
. ,

. 7
.,.

70. Have yoU relocated for
/
any of thejobs you have had since your first-full- l

time jOb?.
. :

career dfrection, what c.iused this change?

(E) Yes'
(2)No

71. For what. type of employer are you working?

(1) Private company Wlth 100-or more emp.loyees
(2) Private company. with* fewer than 100 employees
(3) Seif-eMployed .(please expiain)
(4) Federal, state;orjocal government'
(5) Social agencies, ineluding-hdspieal.s, and educatibnal institutions
(6) Other,.(011ease explain)

4.

* .

/72. What is your current j b title? (Please be specific)

,
.

..

t
-73.

,.. , .

What'is you'r, current Sadary? (In annual amount)
A

1

*-'
a

74. To what extent do you,feel that you have.not been givenyromotions or salary

increases because of sex, age, race, or other non-ability related factors?
'

- : -,
. '

_

(1) To a great extent.
(2) Somewhat
(3) Hardly at all 40.'

s(4) Not at all

1.

p.

-90-
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I .

7.5. How would you rate your current I,evel of job satisfaerion?/

:
(1) Veu sati,sfied with the job
(2) Somewhat satisfied with'the job
(3) lndifferbnt
(4) Somewhat dissatisfied with the job
.(5) Very dissatisfied with the job

a.

.76. What are the principal reasons fbr the degree of,job satisfaction expressed
above?

77. Which of the following reasons for working best describes your reason for
working? (For each reason listed'below, select the response "yes" or wrto,

4 which indicates Whether that reason for working is appli,cable for you, and
write the number of that response. in the box at the righpeef the item).

t'

(1) Yes
(2) No

(a)-To earn
(b) To gain pers al satisfaction
(c) To help other ople

(d). Other (please expikin),

are not now working full-tiwe,

money

78. ,If .you

(1) Yea
(2) No

79. If 'you re working part-time, iplease answer the following:

)1

are you working part-time?
,

N
(1) Whar is your specific job title?
(2) What is your salary?

80. re-you n w doing volUnteer work?

(1) Yes
(2) No

81. If you are now doing volunteer work, what are you doirig?.

4

82. If you pre oW.doing volunteer work, how long figVe"you.been doing thisr.
type of vol nteer work? 4..7-

'
83. If you are ot 'currently working on a full-time job, are you:.

(1) Current y looWking for full-time employment
(2) Hope tolook for a job next.year K
(3) Have no!!planik to find a full-time job

^



Why afe yon not working, working past-tiny, ori'working on- a :volunter
bilais'rather tha:n working full-time? . ,

#
4110

85g. :PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWW QUESTI6N, -WHETHER YOU ARE WORKING.FULL-TiME,.
PART7TIME, ORON A;VOLUNTEER BASIS. 'What is the extent to which the
following job charlIcteristics -occur in yoqr present position:

- Supervise the work of o,thers:

(1) Regularly"
(2) Occasionally
(3) Never

Responsibility i severe phases of wqrk

(1) Regularly
(2) Occas,ionally
(3) Never.. ,

Plan own work

(I) Regularly '

(2) Occasionally
(3) Never- ,

Oppors,Aleity for advancemnt

(i) Regularly
(2) Occasionally
(3) Never

Usefulness to society

(1) Regularly
(2) Occasionally
(3) Never

ial standing.and prestige

) Regularly'
( Occasionally
(3 Never

A

, 86. What t pe of.work do you expect to be doing in the future?

-9?



.87.. Which of tlie following activities do you participate 'in? (FOr oath aCtivitv,.
select, the re;ponse'which most accuratolSi describes the degree to which you
havc, parxicipat41,sand write she number ot that eesponse in the box, at th.e,..

right of the 1..tem).
1

( I) of t en

(2) Oceasionally
(3) Never'or almost never

(a) Church attendance and/or churcil-related.activities.
(b) Community activities
(c) Political activities
(d) Travel
(e) Reading,
,(f) Social actiNifties, parties, et,c.
(10 CultUral aCtiViLles, such as museums, 'plays, lectures. .

(h) Athletics . '
;

(1) Other (please explain)_____
88. If there were other.signiflcant college experiences which .influenced yoRkr

career decisions and which Were nbi: covered-in the questionnaire?, would
you please list them here:

,44

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPADION.IN THIS,STUDY, IF YOU WOULD LIKE A COPY
: OF THE RESULTS'OF THE .STUDY, PLEASE WRITE YOUICNAME AND ADDRESS,BELOW.
..11.HISLTORM WILL SE DETACHED, FROE4 THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN ORDER TO UNURE,
YaiitT-CONFADENTIALITY. P

4

NAI11/4

ADDREW-,
Stre'et

City or Town: Zip Code
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TABLE F.-1;

Charactoristl ot Alnmni kub!;amplv

Male

Co-op Non-Co-op

Race

Sex

Female.

Co-op Non-Co-op 4
-

White 127 (94.:.57.) 4b9 (94.5p 260 (89.3%) 309 (93.6%)
Minority. 19 ( ) 24 ( 5.5 ) 31 (1.0: ) 21 (

(!4
)

= .016 p > .05 LIR)
4

Marl al status

S41. gic (15.1Z) 174 (39.47) 158 (51.6%) 135 (40.4%).
23.1 (64.9 ) 268 (60.6 ) c137 (46.4 ) 199.,(.59.6 )

.Martlied
"

1.347 p > X
2

= 10.348' < .05

C1, 1 1dron
e
,Yes
'No

156

186

'

(4ii.6%)

(54!4 )
173

256

..

(49.3Z)
(59.7 )

75

,2P2

,

(26.1Z).

(73.9. )

134
198

(38.5%)

(61.5 )

X = 1.964 .11 > .05% X = 10012 < ..05
f .

Number of childrso
One

,

45 (29.2%) 67 (38.77) 31 (.42.9%) 40 (32.5%)
,....

Two. 85 (55..2 ) 64 (37.0 ) 33 (42.9 ) (48.0 )
Three and s

59

above '').4 (15.6 ) 42 (24.3 ) 14 (14.3 ) 24 (19.5 )

2 2 *X = 11.124 .P X = 2.394 p >

Location 1

Urban 131 (36.9%) 204 (46.2%) 126 (43.6%) 121. (36.4%).
Suburlian 167 (47.0 ) 178 (40.3 ) 107 (37.0 ) 164 (49.4 )
Rural ; 57 (16.1 ) 60 13.6 ) 46 (19.4 ) 47 (14,2 )

2
X 6.921 < .05 X

2
= 9.947 < .05

Major,
.

Business 95 (261.7%) '1115' (26:5%) 18 ( 6.1.) ' 23, ( 6.9 )

Engineering 143 (40.2 ) -76. (17.4 ) 6 -( 2.0 ) 1 ( .3 )
Liberal Arts.
Other majors

99

19

,(27:11-)

( 5.3 )
219,

27
(50.0 )
(-6.1 )

191 (64.1 )

80'.(27.2 )

205 (61.4 )
105.(31.5,).

= 61.4_49
2

X '= 5.658 > ;05

c,
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Male
Fethale

-96-

. /// yAur E-2
Ch'aract:eristics ut Mum( Subsample Race

: aCte

Co-op Non.-Co-up

-.

327

260

)

marit.at statuS

4
X =

:Single. 249

Marr'ied 338

X- =

Childrn
sfe'5.; 216

No 5'40

Number of
one. 69

.

Tw 114o

Three "3'3
.

1

=

Location
Urban '
Suburban

. Rural

225

254

.101

'

X
2

=

Major
Busi)!v,ss 103.

Engineering 1.45

Liberal Arts 251

Other majors 88

=

e.

4 Minority

N011.4:0-01,co-0)

J55.77) 409-07.0%) 19 (38.0%) 24 (53.371
(44.'%3 ) 309 (4 5.0 ) . (62.0 ) 21 (46.7 ),31

.159.
'

p, > .0.5
2X = 1.671 p > .05

(27.57)
(57.6 ).

4.111

..."1-0'.._.

275 (KW.)
44 1., (61.7 )

> .05

28 (56.0%)
'22 (44.0 )

2
,X = .165

28 (62.27)
. -17 (31.8 )

(18.2'1.) 277 (39.77)% 12 (24.0%) 16 (38.1%)

(61.8 ) 420 (60.3 ) 38 (76.0 ) 26 (61.9 j

.264 p ..05
2

X = 1.528 ).! .05

(31.9%) 96 (34.97) 8 (66.77) 9 ('52..9%)

(52.8 .). .). 118 (42.9 ) 2 (16j ) 4 (23.5 )

(15.4 ) 61 (22.3 ) 2 (16.7 ) 4 (33.5 )
4 ..

5.822 p > .05 = 6.043' < .05

(38.870/ 289' (40.3%) 26 (52.67) 31 (70.5%)
(43.8 ) 326 (45.5 ) 1.6 (32:0 -) 9 (2q.5 )

(17.4 ) 102 (14.2 ) 8 (16.0 ) 4 ( 9.1 )

2.468 p .05 3.362 p > .05

(17,57) 130 (18.2%)
.

7 (14.0%) 6.(13.34.)

(24.7 ) 73 (10.2 ) 1 (, 2.0 ) 1( 6.7 )

(42.7 ) -392 (54.9 ) 33 (66.0,) 26 .(57.8 )

(15.0 119 (16.7 ) 9.(18.0 ) 10 (22.2 )

50:554 p. < .05 X
2
= 1,702 .

.
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4'..11,,.

1Y65 I. 9 4

11 410 118fIlr 0.)..4.%

a , N

CO-oV: Nog-Ca-op
1 g 0

, i
7'

4.

ok' e 114"*.ft'g " " ylI4. a,'4* t ' $

', eJ,-,' 't , 1
''si P.' ' 4 (.%;"" "' ' '.11

,

t .a.I'kIlle',..' ', . ' 1.. 95 ,(59`.'4%) 115,4.47). ' 0 (56.33%) 14,11 j5951) r 144.11-8 % 4P5 (57,.3.)x wr
it, , I- 1 v

, Female ..a, ., i4t,. 4 ".. (4,.5. '%).:, n (ti3 ) i'3 ,(43.7 ) r(4b.S"? *4 ,,116 (51.1 ) k 108 (42.7

;V"i V ' '

I 4'
1

,220 . .., - ,138 I'', ;. .05. 1. X 44..: 3.073. 4 p ) .05 ,.
,.,4$ ,f, t. -i,. . p- .05 i

. ' , I
il / l

i Ile ) ' . i ! ( `e , ,fm.,

' I, ',' eo, .,, ,/, Lice i . ' I% 0 ' , V . t
co'. ., y . t '14 . t

, ,
. $ ' 1 1:tai . '' ' '.

,
. . A - ,h :, ,. -0 . ii

,

,, , i. 0 .,, ,
.

'4 ', f'.4., \l' ' 46'
' IP 2 .1 : r 01

4, 4"Marikeal status
, ,. ,,,,

7 49"14 :

K platacyrist4S afAlumni Subsample

t

32i:(20:0A ", 39 (19.,1%) 73 (34..3%) 8 (32.9%)

Married 8. (8O.0 ) 1.65'4(809 ) 0 140 (65.74 )' 159 (671 )4' . I
,,/

p > .05 X
2

.042 p ) 05

.

''Children

Yes

,,

155 (68.3%) .163 ,(64.4%.,) ,

72 (31.7) (35..6 )

05

118 .(73.3%) 149 ,(72;74, 78 (37.5%) 87 (38.0%) 17 (.8..07.) 26 (10.7i)

.43 ) 56 (27.3, ),' 130 (62.5 ) 142 (62 0 ) 195 (92.0 )° '217 )

X .0001 p 05 X = 00005 ) .05, X = .663. p ) .05

Number of children

One ,

Two

Three'

Location

Urban

Suburban

Rural

23 (20.0%) 33 (22;3%), 42 (53.8%) .48 (56.5%) 8150';:()%)

66 (574) 72 (486'.,) .33 (42...3 ) 26 (30.6) ') '*'(,3_)\2 0, )

26 (22.6 ) (29:1 3 ( 3.8 ) (12.9 ) 1 ( ) 3 (t.,.,0 )

= 24'28 j .05 X, 5..511 p ) .05 K2 =.,764, p ) .05

'41

_

62 4(39.0%) 72 (354), 87 (41.0%) 105 (44.3%) 92 (40.,/%) ,2%)

,62 (39.0, ) 99 (48.3.). 90 (42.5 ') 109' (46.0 ) 101 (44.7 ) i5 (37,5 )
35 (22.0 ) 34(16.6 ) 35 (16.5 ), 239( 9.7 )' 13 (14.6 ) 41 (16,2 )

,X = 31507. p ) .05 X "-- 460 p .05
".X2=

2.525 p > .05 11/ .
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TABLE

Reaions ForAmge, ofillajOr dergraduitet.'

onses of, Ciirriculte Subs e'

I

BtIinéss.

0/ C2,-4 p

Co-op work experience 2 ( 5,.0%) 0 ( 0.0%) _ 5
4 .

Learned mut about

0

major 6-( O A ) 9 (17 6 ) 2 ( 4 ) 2 (12.5 )

To prepare betterfor I
,

jobarket 7 (17. 5) 6 (11.8 ) 3 11.1 ) 3 .(18.8.)

Disliked courses 2 ( 5.0 )1 5 (.9.8 ) 1 ,( 3.7 ) 2 (12.5 ).

Interests changed 19 (47.5 ) 20 (39.2 ) 9 (33.3 ) 5 (31.3 )
Poor grades .5 (120 ) iff( 9.8 ) 5 (18.5 ) 2 (12.5 )

Other reasons 5 (12.5 ) li 6 (11.8 ) 2 ( i.4 ) 2 (12.5 )

Engineering

Co-op

(18.5%)

Liberal Arts

Non-4Co-op C'o-p 'Non-COI
,

so

A

rZ
05 X, ir, 5.294 p .05

.6'(,5.670). 0 ( 0 0%)

9 ( 8.3 ) 16 ( 5 ) .

7 ( 6.5 ) 24 (1 3 )

5 ( 4.6 ) (1 1 ),

t (56.5 ) 5.67 (3 9 )

( 7.4 ) 20. ( 9 )

2 jai ).
'

X 23.036' .001

112
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TABLE

Types' of Undergraduate Work, Eicperiences:.\'

Responses of Cirriculum Sul*kples

Business

I, Co Non- o-o

4179..(71 8%) ,'92' (84.0%),

.31 (28.2 ), 23 (20.0 )

'Pett-time job

Yes

No '

= 1 639.

Bn,4ineering

Co-o Non-Co-o

Liberal Arts
I

Co-o Non-Co-.o

I

79 .(53k0%0 n (72,5%) 172 (60.6%) 241 (6410)
70.67.V ) 19 (27.5 ) 112 (39.4 ) ,4135 (35.9' )

2

f
p ) 05 = 6,597 P.T#1°5 X =fre18 > .05

WOri-.Study job

t Yes

No

47.,(43,1%) (

62 (54.9 ) 104 (92.9 )

= 36.347 'p ,( :tool

Summer job

Yes

,

76 (69.1Z) 105 (92.1%)

34 ) 9 (

= f7.661' p ( 001

,54 (367%) 9 (1,3.0%) ,159 .55.6%) 107 (28.8%),

93 (63.30) 60 (87.0 ) 127 (44.4 ) I26f (71.2 ),

#

26 2

:4 11.636 p ( 01 X = 46 870. Pp 4..001

\4'

73 (0.6%) 67 (95.7%) 195 (69.9%) 371 (96.4%)

71, (50.0 ) 3 ( 4,3 ) 84 (30.,1 ) 14 ( 3.6 )
1,

= 41.376
2

( :001 X =' 88.010 p < 001

Internship job

Yes

No

,

5 (,,4.7%) 9 ( 8.0%);

101' (95.3 ) 104 (92:0 )

4 9 .

X" '.498 Dt .05

3 ( 2.0%) 2 ( 2.9%)

144 (98.0 ) 66 (97.1, )
.1

2

X = .006 p > .05

46 (16.5%)

'232 (83.5 )

X = 1.917

78 (21.2%)

290 (78.8 ),

p

1 4
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TABLE F-3
ypes,of Undergraduate Work Experlences:

Responses bf Race Subsample

qi

Part-time job
Yes 355 (61.4%) 416 (66.6%) 23 (47.9%)

White.

Co-op Non-Co-op

Minority'

Co-op Non -Co=op

a

223 (38.6 ) 209 (33.4 ) 25 (52.1 )

' 2
X
2

3.229 p > .05 = 2.396

23 .(67:6%)

,11 (32..4 Zoe'

p > .05

WorklIStudy job
Yes 277 (48.2%) 134 (21.8%) 31/9 20 (57.1%)

No 298 (51.8 480 (78.2 ) 9 (18.8 )* 15 (42.9 )

X
2
= 89.988 p < .001 ); = 4.610 )p, < .05

2

Summer job
Yes 381 (66.4%7"... 607 5.R%) 31 (68.9%)
No 193 (33:6 ). 26 4.1 ) 14 (31.1 )

1,,...

= 4.957X
2

= 174.600 1 p ,(- .001

t(

33 (91.7%) -

( 8. )

p < .05

k

Izernship job

s 88 (15.5%)
478 (84.5 )

122 (20.0%)
488 (80.0

8 (17:0
39.(83.0 )

10 1(29.4 )

.24 (70.6 )

- 2
X, = 3:670 .p > .05, X2 = 1.109 p ;* .05

T LE F-4
-Types of Undergraduate Work Experisnoes:

Responses of Sex Subsample

Male

o -op Non-Co=op-

. Part-time job
Yes 221 (63.1%) 268 (71.1%)
No . 129 (36.9 ) 109 (28.9 )

X
2

= 4.848 p < .05

Work-Study:job. .
-Yss 158 (45.5Z) (17.9%)
No -189 (54.5 ), 307 82.1 )

X
2

62.676 p < .doi

Female

Non-Coop

165
125

X
2

=

(56.9%)
(43.1 )

.894

179
114

p

(61.17)

(38.9 )

> .05

164
126

=

(56.6%)
(43.4 )

36.789

89

197

p

(31.1%)

(68.9 )

< .001

A

I.
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TABLN,F-4 (continu

Male

Co-op- '(

Summef job
Yes ', 204 ( 9.3 )
No 1 .7 )

e-

2
= 130.819c

"1".44441*Nterpship job
Yes . 23 ( 6.7%)
No 319 (93.3. )

,

X .068

s,

A

Non-Co-op H

Female

Co-op NOn-Co-op

363
20

p

(94.8 )
( 5.2 )

< .001

218
71

x2 =

(75.4 )
(24.6 )

55...823

288 (97.0 )
9 ().0 )

p < .001

, 28

:345

p,

( 7.5%)

(92:5 )

> .05

7.3

212

2
X =

(25.6%)
(74.4)

9.918

lOg (3%..s37f)

174 '(61.7 )

< .02,

TABLE F-5 ''''

RelatiOnship of ndergraduate Work to Academiè-Major:
Respon es of Curriculum Spbsample. .., ,.,

i
-BuSiness

Co-op . Non-Co-op Co-op Non-Co-op.

' Ali or most. --
woO. related 73 (65.2%) (18..4%) 124 (83.2%) J9 (40.8%).'
Some or, little
,ciak related 34 (30.4 Y j 55.(45.8 ) 24 46.1 ) 2.6106:6
Nork related 5 .( ) 43 (35.8 ) 1 ( ;7 ) (22.5 )

X
2

= 62.215 p < .001 X
2

51-067 l< .001

4

TABLE F-5 (continued)
,1/4)

All Of. most work
related

Some or. little, work
re ated

No work related.

,

Liberal Arts

Non -Co -o

115 (39.7%)

132 (45.6 )
.

43 (14.8 )

2
X. = 90.279

1

7:<,
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'TABLE F-6
Undergraduate Salaries:

Responses of Sex Subsatple

(1)

.tale

Co7op -(2) -Co-op (3)

Female

Co-pp (4) Non-Co-op

USually paid 348 (98.0) 377 (96,2%) 225 (76.3%) 266 (89.6%)
Usually
yorunteer . 4 ( 1.1. ) - 10 ( 2.6 ) 58 (19.7 ) 25 ( 8.4 )

Stom

.volunteer 3 ( .8 ) 5 ( 1.3 12 ( 4.1 ) 6 ( 2.0 )

2 '

X = 2:405 , p 05 X2 = 1,8.538 < .001

t (lversus (3).-4'7.364
p < .05

t (2) versus (4) = 3-.115 < .05

TABLE F-:7
_

Effect of Undergraduate Work Experience on Choice of, Job
Alter Graduation: .Responses of Sex Subsamp4s.

Male ..Ftmalé

o-op Non-CO-op Co-op NOn-Co-Op

Lttile or no
effect -, .- a. (24.0%). 23Z (64.1%)

Cqnfirmed ádreer
-choice- 46
Learle more,-

.

abod9Rjok 57
Changed career
choice 39

Became job after
graduation 61

(13.6 ) 33 (

(169 )' 23 (

,

(11.6 ) 15 (

(18.1 ) 16 (

Helpful in find-
ing job after
graduation 15'=( 4:5')

,

.Increased
....J.skills 17 ( 5:0 )
'Increased self-
knowledge 7 ( 2.1 )

Other effects 14( 4.2 )

4.4 )

16-( 4.4 )

.' 66 (23.9%) 126

59 (21.4 ) 57

37 (13.4 ) 21

34 (12.3 ) 19

29 (10.5 ) 141

:

17 ( 6.2 ) --12

20 4 7.2 ) 19

6 ( 2.2 ) 6

8 ( 2.9 ) 2

(45.7W

(20.7 )

C 7.6 ),

.( 6.9 )

( 5.

( 4.3 )

( 6.9 )

( 2.2 )

( ..7 )

X
2
= 128.396 p < .001 X2 37%164 p4 -.001



Adequate
. 81

Somewhat adequatil 53

Inadequdte '.28

..)TABLE F-8

Complete]essiof Career Information: r.

Responses Froetlasses of1965, 1970, 41974'.
,r

1Y65 1970 1974

Co-op Non-Co-op Co op Non7Co-op_ Co-op Non-Co-op

(50.0%) 61 (30.5%)

(32.7,) 61 (30,5 )

(17.3 ) 18(390

96 (45.3%) 68 (29.3%) 101

65 (30 7 ) 7 (37.5 77

) . 77 (33.2 /-. 48

X
2

. 23.230' (.01 \41) .01 -4) .

(44.7%) 104 (41.3%)

(34.1 ) 74 (29,4 )

(21.2 ) 74 (29.4 1)

4.243 P 05

, TABLE F-9

Completeness of Career Information

Responses pf Curriculum Subsamples

Adequate

Aopewhat adequate

Inadelquate,,

'Business .Engineering jtlberaJ.Arts

Co-op Non-Co-op

61 (54.0%) 51 (37.2%)

31 (27.4 ) 50 (36.5 )

21 (18.6 ) 36 (26.

X2 = 7.058 p ( : 5

Co-op

86 (58.1%)

Non-Co-op

35 (45.5%) 91

3

Co-op

(31:6%)

,

.

Non-Co-op

'98 (3.7%)

49 (33.1 ) 26 (33.8 ) 99 (34.4 ) 127 (30.8 )

13 ( 8.8 ). 16 (20.8 ) 98 (34.0 ) 188 (4.5 )

2

=.7.169 p . 10.081 p < .01

11 8 1 I 9
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TABLE,F-10
CompletehesS df Career Infot

kesponses of Males and Femalip in .iberi'Arts

S.

Male Liberal-, Art IP

Co-op

Adequate
Somewhat adequate

-1nadequare 2

e

34 (34:7%)
42 (42.9
22 (22.4 )

2
X = 1 68

Female Liberal.Arts-

Non-Co-op,,, Co-op Non-Co-op

50 (23.5%) 57*(30.0%) 48 (24.0%)
71 (33.3 ) 57 (30;0 ) 56-(28.0y).

76 (40.0 ) 96.148.0 )

p < 9,i2 X2 = 2.851 .> .05

TABLE FIll
\ ,Ig ltormation Avaiaide About Job Opportunitiesg

or

RespOnses of Curriculum Sufasamples W

Business

Co-op. Non -Coop

.Very well informed.
Fairly:well informed-'
Not toOwell informed

:Very poorly informed'

31 (27.7%)
57 (50.9 )

15 (13.4 )
9.( 8.0 )

X
2
= 11.769

23 (16.8%)
58 (42.3 )
32 (23.4 )
24 (17.5 )

p < .05

Eqg eering

Co-o0 Non-Co.-Op

40

,%

(27..0X) 17 (22.7%)
79 (53.4,-) 43 (57.3 )

27 (18.2 r: 12 (16.0 )

2 ( 1.4 )4, 3 ( 4.0 )

X2 = 2.213. P > .65

I.

TABLE F-11 (cOntinued)

Liberal Arts

Co-op
k

Very well informed
Fairly well informed
Not too well informed
Very poorly informed

42 (14.8%)
,

91 (32.2 )
83 (29.3 )
67 (23.7 )

2
X = 4.337

Non-Co-op

44

138.

143
88

(10.7%)'

(33.4 )
(34.6 )
(21.3 )

A
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TABLE F-12
Informat,ton Available About,Jo6 Opportunities
Resporises'.of.Mates of Females in Liberal Arts.

:

Verypiell
informed
FArly'well
informed

1
Nottoo well
informed

Very poprly
informed

19

.

36

25
.

16

. X2 =

Liberal Arts Males

Co-oP Non-Co-op

. ,

(19.8%)?.' 23(10.67.)

(37.5 ) 83 (38.2)

(26.0 ) 76 (35.0 )4

35 W6.1 )(16.7 )
.

.

5.877 > .05.

23

.55

58

51

X2 =

,tiberal Avts Fema1dh.

Co-op Non-Co-op

.

(12.3%) ' 21 (10.7%)

(29.4 ) .55 (28.1 ).

(31.0 ) '1.'67;04.2 )

(27.3 ) ..53 (27.0 ),.

.5g6 p > .O5

TABLE.F-13
Co-opAlumnt. Perceptions of .

Benefits of Partic1pation In Cooperative Education..

Wok experience - (f.d., learn
about work environment about
job characteristics and

Non-
Liberal Arts jiheral Arts Total

structure 94 (337)
2, Money

.

.

0 ( 0%)
3. Exposure to "real world" 34 (12%)
4. Relating theory to practice 14 ( 5%)
5. Fosters growth of independence 45 (16%)
6. Test career choices 21 ( 7%)

Better awareness of Own
interests

'.
18 .( 6%)

8. 'To meet different types of
people p, 20, ( 7%)

9. Other reasons (i.e., totravel,
. .

to increAse reciatioh. of ,

school) 38 (13%)

136

35
23

(437)
(11%)

(.,7%)

230

35

57

(38%)

(67%).
:(10%)

28 ("9%) 42- -( 7%)
5 ( 2%) 50 ( 8%)

12 ( 4%)
-X

33 ( 6%)

,
61(2%) 24 ( 4%)

13 ( 0 33 ( 6%)

-...,

55 (18%) 9 :.:(16%)

a



.



TABLE.F-14
Co-op Alumni Percepions of Least Beneficial

Aspects of Participat& in Cooperative Education

Non-
Liberal Arts 'Liberal Arts . - Total

It wa1.1.1
50 (19.8%)

*"Eering" work -26 (.10.3 )

IrreleVant
work 16 ( 6.3 )

4. 'ReloCating for
co-op job 29 (11:5

5. Salary level' " 18 ( 7.1 )
6. Extra year to

cOmplete degree 0 ( (Lep )

.DisruRts
room learning .19 )

8, Disrupts friend-
ships 14 ( 5.6 )

9. Required report 14 ('5.6 ).
10. Work periods

too short
11. Other'reasons

schedulin
prOblems,:dis-
agreements with
bupervis6re or
coordinators,* o,
personnel
reasons) 62 (24.6 )

13 ( 5.2 )

54 (21.3%)
39 -(15.4 )

21i Oq.3 )

7 ('

2
.8

(

)

13 ( 5.1 )

30 (11.& )

12 4.7 )
6 ( 2.4 )

10

56 (2,.1.9 )

104 (20.6%)
65 (12.8 )

37 ( 7.3.)

36 ( 7.1 )

3L ( 6.1 )

30 5.9 )

3.2 )

26 1,5.1 )
20 ( 4.0 )

23 ( 4.5 )

(23.4 )

IP

TAELE P-15
Satidfaction With jJndergraduate Education:

I.
Responses Of Rate.Subsamples

White Minority

Co-op

Fully #
satisfied 299*(52.0%)

'.. Partially
Satisfied 255 (44.3 )

.Dissatisfi.ed. 21 ( 3.7 )'

X
2
= .167

Non--Co-op Co-op Non-Co-op

316
. ''''

(3.1%) I 34 (68:0%) '7'26 .(6p.'5%)h -,

306 (43.2 ) 16 (32.0 ). 16 (37.2 )

26 ( 3.7.) '0 ( 0.0 ) 1 ( 2.3 )

p > .05 X
2

= 1.549 ). .05
.
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TABLE G-1
Proportion of Males and Females Working
Full-Time After Graduation FroM College

Full-time

No ull -time

employrit*

Co-op

Female.'Male

'Non-Co-op

302 (85.8%) ,

50 (1:4;.2')

X2 14.119

318 (74.6%)

108 (25.4 )

p' .001

rrti:14

Co-op Non-Co-op

244 (84.4%) 285 (88.0%)

45 (15.6 ) 39 0:2:(1 )

X
2

= 1.328 p > .05...

TAAE,G-2
Graduate School After Graduatlbn From 'C011Oge:

RespOnses of'durriculum Subsampie

Business

Co-op -Non-Co-op

Engineering

Non-Co-op

Graduate
schce01

No graduate
scho61

. '

.el \
-...,

*Al1.,(38.* 7%) 9 (37.7%)': 49. (33.3%).
.

65 (61.3 81 (62'.3 )'' 98 (66.7:* .

r = .900 >1:05 X2 = .149:!
,.

, .i: "
:,.,

I.' '71\

TABLE continued)

27 (37.0%)

46 (63.0 )

.05

Liberal Arts

Co-op Non-CO-Op

Graduate school.
,,No..graduate school

150 (54.2%)

127 . (45.8 )

.887,r

i53 (62.9.%)

149 (37.1 )

..< .05

7

lk;*,

121
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TABLE G-3
Graduate Uhool After Graduation FroM College:

Responsespf Race.Subsamples

Co-op

Graduate..

sOhool
No graduate .

'"/ school.

White
,

Non-Co-op,

249 (44.0%) - 345 (51.1%),

7 '(56.0 ) 330 (48.9 )

= 5.969 p,

Mfnortty

Co-op Non-Co-op 1

28 (59.6%)' 24 (61A70):

15 (38.5

p > .05

TABLE G-4
a t-Time Employment After Graduation From College:

Responses of Sex Subsample

.Male

Ca-op Non-Co-o

Par time
ployment 57 (16.7%), 111 (27.7%)

No part-time
'..284 (83.3 J. 219.\ (72.3 )

f

_employment'

=.12.033 P < 001

4 Coop
Semi]

Non-

114 (40.3%)

16,-(59.7 )

2
X = .001

0-PP

127 (40.7%)

185 .(59.3 )

p > .05

Part-
e

TABLE G-5
ime Employment Xfter Graduation From College;

Responses of Cur-riculvm Subdampls

Business

ArCo7op NOn-Co-op

Engineering

Co-op 'Non-Co-op

Part=time . t

"employment 18 (17.07) 33 (26.47) 13 ( 8.97) -

No part-time
employment 88 (830), ,92 (73.6 ) 133 (91.1

, A

2
2436 .

P

:. > .05 X
2
= .3 8

9 (12.5%

63 (87.5 )

p > .05

1r

4



'TABLE G-5 (continue'd)

Co-op

Liberal' Atts

10

Non -Co -o

- .

,Part:time,pm 1 ent 108 (39.17) 153 .. (39.0Z),
No part-time employment 168 : (60,9 ) 239 "(61.0'-)

2
X . = .003 > . 5

I

TABLE G-6
Extent of Preparation for First FU11-7T1me Job:

Responses of Curriculum Subsample

.

ButsiftEiSS'., Engineering
.

Co-op Non.-Co -op o-op Non-Co-op:1j
. ,

...: ..ts.

Excellent , 52 (51.5%) 30.<23.8%) ,,e 4 3

Aaequate ... . 40 (39.6 ) 764(60.3 ). .90
Inadequate 9.'( 8.9 ) 20 (15.9 ) 7

2
X

'

= 18. /21 p < .01 X2 =
..

(30.7%) 15 fr21.7%)
(.64.3 ) :' .,48 '(69.6 ) .

( 5.0 ) '4'.6 ( 8.i )

52 'p

Nowa*

a

LE G-6(contiflued) -:
Liberal, Arts

Co-O Non-

Excelkent 78 (31.3%)
Adequate 127 (51.0 )
inadequate. 44 (17.1 )

p

72 if (2(0.
209 (59.

70. 4 (19
)

9
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TABLE. C-7
Relationship of First Job to Undergraduate

Responses of Sex Subsamples

Extent Job
To Major

Major:

Related Male

Co-op

MJçIh 127 (38.8Z)
Some . 132 t(46.5
Very little -48 14.7 )

....X2.= 726.487

Non-Co-o.11/1

102 (2'7.2%)
156 (41.6 )
117 (31.2 )

P < k.:01 t

Female

0-op Non-Co-op

105 (40.7%) 128 (42.7%)
96' (j7.2 )' 10,6 (35.3 )
57 (22.1 ) 66' (22.0

2
X = .264 p > .05

Extent Wanted
Job To Relate
To Major'

Male ,

Co-op. Non-Co-Op
.r

Co-o

Female

ery important 1,62 (49.81) 125 (33.5%.)
Hciped it.was n..014

telated (37A 136"(37.2'),
t' Did 116t care 0.40 (123 ) (29,4 )

,c7

X
2

35.164 p < .01

Non-Co-op

110 (42,8%) _145 (48.7%),

104 (4p....54 98
43 '(i6-:7 55 18131.) .

2 = 3.441 . p >..05

r

. TABLE C,8
Relat4onship of Pirst Job t6' Undergraduate

'' Etsporjes 'Of t 1rricu1um.44bsamp1es

/Extent Job Related "Busin ss
jo.Major T-top

Much
Some

,Very,

b.

;rem-co-60p

Engi!pering
. c.gluty

Co-op44 "-

47 (46.5%) 34 (27.0%) 43 (30.7%)
#39 (38.6 ) 59 (46.8 ) 90 (64.3 )
.15 (14.9 ) 33, (26.2 ), 7 ( ,5.0 ),

= 10,290 p
2

itsxtente,Wanted
Joh: tq. Relate
'TO Malfo

Very import.int
Hoped it wag'
related

Did not
fc
ate

Buiness

Co-op

; 58 (5 52

35 (34.7 ) 53
8 (' 20

42

15 (21.7%)
48 (69.6 )

6 (

< .01 .)LI- = a 5 2. ,;13

Engineering

Co-op. Nbri-kCo-oP

(41.6%) .52 (36.9%) 26 (37.1%)

(42.4'41 76 (534 ) 29 (41.4 )
(16,..02 13 ( 9.2 ) 15 (21.4 )

X 6.679 p < :05 X2 = i3
, -.4

9.

127

4.
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TABLE.G8 (continued)

Extent ob Related
Tp Major

Co -'op

Liberal Arts

Non-Co-op

Much 72 (28.7%) 91 (25.6%)
Some , 111 (44.2 ) 149

. Very little
,

68, . (27.4 ), 115 (32.4 )

(42.0 )

..,k2 '4". Ni!, , '
. X . = 2.052 - ',',.- '..V. i .05

,

, -,...
.,

Extent Wanted Jbb
46.Relate Co
-Ma3or Co-op Non-Co-op,

Very important 77 (31.0%) 97 (27.5%,
Hoped it would relate 109 (44.0 ) 131 (37.1 )
Did not care 62 (25.0 ) 125 (35.4 )

X = 7.422

".1 .

;..

< .05

1

TABLE G-9,,
Time of!Eirst JOb:

ResponSes 'of Total Alumni. SAmple

Co4p''

Wilithin six4onths after .. . Ait ,

SraduatiOir' r' 4413;'''''..1 (76.37) 40' (6:94'3a) : .,,, ,
. 1Between.six monthq i

'and one year 55 ( 9:5 ) 67 (10.1.)
More th4n Ope. ye'hr .. 82. (14.2 ) 136 (20.5 )

.,

X2 = 9.080 p < .01

4.4

S'

4 .

'414 . i

'74

1.



TABLE G-10
Job Title* of Ffrst Job:

.,ReSih:nses of 'Total A,lumni 'sample
_}

Professional, Technical and
Kindred VorkerS. 401 '(71.27) . 415 ., (64..5%)

,?
.. Managers,. Officials and ...)

-'Proprietors 44 ( 7.8 ) 66 (10.3 )
Clerical and Kindred
Workers 70 (1.2.4'.) 90 i .?14.0'. )

Sales Woi.ft.isrq ,g0., c ,i. 6 ) 29 ( 4.5 )
craftsmen, Foremen' aii'd . '-' \-- ..

.... Kindred 14iFke,rs 9, ( 1.6 )
' .6per4tiveis and XIndred .,i

Workers 2 ( .4 )
Laborers 10 ( f.8 )

Service Workers 7 ( 1.2 )
i

= 6844...,v.'.- ,;' , ...q:. '
X2 .

1 -

co-op

f 4

12 '( 1.9
3

15 ( 2.3 )
13 ( 2.0 )

p >

TABLE G-11
Relocating For First' Jobo;

Responses of Sex Subsample
lk
14 i. Female (2)Male (1):,

1,1 4,
* ` ; , y

Co'-o.p
...

Non-Co-op Co-op Non-Co-Sp
.....,) v i

Yes 126, (39. 168 (44.4i) 88 (34.4Z) '79' (26.'411.) '
No 196 (60.9 ) I0 C(55.6 ) 168 (650 ) 220 1(73.6 ) .,

... .

.3

t of (1) versus.}(.2) =

3t

,

V.

TABLE 0-12
Relocating For First Job:

ResponSes Of, CiaSse'S Of 1965, 1970,, and 1974 I

#4. w

-

Yes
No-

Co-op

.k1965 . .)s.% 1970 ".

. Non-Co-op 'Co-op Non-Co-op«?

71 (46.1%) 91 (46.2%) ' 74 (37.0%) 471(39.7%)
83 (-53.9 )71 106 (53.8 ) 126 (63.0 ).---,k32,(60.3

X = .008 p ;>+:05 .2. =. e223 1,13 > .05 7

.
k

*ulasst.ificatibn scIlcimeltakentikf, .om 1974. Omnibus OccupatiorEqode.
J.

X

,
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TABLE G-12 (cont-

4
4

Yes
No'

Co-op,

55 (30.4%)
.; .126 't (69..6 )

= .387
s

1974

, Non-Co-op Lw

4. 52 (26.9%)
141 (73.1 )

p > :05

.TABL G-13
'4? ReloeAting orTitst Job: t

4.0....11,espon0es of ,thwricuiltupubs4*,leriv.,.

,Bn4ness

Co-op ' Non-Co-op,

27 (27.0 ) 40 (31.5%)
73 (73.0 ) 87 (68.5 )

X
2

= .349 p :05

Engineering

.

Co-op

59442.4%)
80 (57..6 )

X
2
- 1.634

Non-Co-op.

37 (52,9%).
33 (47.1 )

p .05

,

TABLE.G-13 contied)
'Ay

yes
No

'

Co-ap
N

Liberal Arts

Non-Co"-op

99 (49.2%) i; 141, ': (39.7%)
149 (604 ) 214 ..:. (60.3 ).

,R
2

X =, .001

1.4



a
TABLE G-14

Proportions of. Males and Females Working
For A Former Co-op Emplbyer

1

Working for former
co-op employer

.No working for fOrmer
co-op employer

,

(1)

Co-op Males

104.

'0218 (67.

t(l) versup

(2)

Co-op Females.. '

42 (16.5%)

209 (83.5 )

.134

:1,

. s

%ABLE G-t6'
Ptoportion.of: Business, Engineering, and Liberalts Majors-

r WoOing For A Former Co-vitEmployer

CO-Op
liusiness

Workin4 for former
co-op employer

Not working for former
' coop employer -

39 (39.4%)

1 Co-op Co-op
Engineerin

i ,
, Liberal Arts

. .

54. (38.8%)

60 (60.6 ) 85 '(61.2 )

.36 (14.6%)

211 (85.4 )

010

de'

4.4

,

1'

c.

a
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TAALE C-16
How Located First Job:

Responses of C1asses of 1965, 1970, and 1974

1965

CooJ 4pn-44)-U.'

diaduate,

placement 43 :(2q,:'4%) 46,(23.2%)
Employment
agency 14 ( 8.9 ) 13 ( 62.6 )

Former co-op or,

internship job 37 21.6.)._ 17 ( 6 ,)

'.%/ia contact

A.400-son, - 21 (13..4 ) , 38 (19. )

Ad..1.n newspaper,

journal, etc. 13 ( 8.3 )4 15 ( 6 )

Faculty ' 6 ( 3.S ) 14 7.1 )

,Former part-7
' -time or summer

empIoyer 1 ( .6 ) ( 2.5 )

Contacted
company 15 ( 9.6 ) 7 (13.6 )

Other methods 7 (-4.5 ) 23 (11.6 )

26.027 p < .001

Co-of N6n-Co-op

39 (17.8%)20 (10.1%)

15 ( 7.6 ) 17 ( 7,3 )

47 (23.7 ) 15 ( .6.8 )

37 (18.7 ) 59*(26.9 )

:26 (1'3.1 ) 20 (.9.1 )
15 ( 7.6 ) 15 ( 6.8 )

J
0

3 ( 1.5 ) 8 ( 3.7 )

21 (10.6 ) 31 (14.2 )
14 ( 7.1 ) 15 ( 6.8 )

X
2

= 31.838 p < .001

TABLt G-16 (contimued)

1974

Co-op Non-Co-op

Graduate p cement 32 6.7,6%)
4mp1oyment ag cy. 10

. (

Former-co-op or 'ntern-
ship job .51 .(28.0 ),

Via4conta-ct person 39 (2.4')
Ad in newspaper, journal,

4
etc: . 16 ( 8.8 )

Facuity
Former,Oart-time'OY
summer employer ..

Contacted comPany
Other methods

'
op.

7 ( 3.8 )

4 ( 2.2 )
17 ( 9.3 )
6 ( 3.3 )

.(

= 27.528

3e (17.7%)
8 ( 4.2 ),

.,Z7.4 (10.4 )
(30.0 )

21 (10.9 )
( 2.1 )

3

17

12

( 1.6 )
( 8.9 )
( 6.3 )

to.

02.

^
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TABLF.G-17
Salary Levels on First Job:
Responses of Sex Subsample

Malt.

Co-op Non-Co-or

Female

Co-op Nan-Co-oil__
(1) . (2) (3) . (4)

5,999 or4o'elow 33 (10.4%) 50 (13.8%). 92 (38.1%) 110 (39.0%)
6,000 - 7,999 76 (23.9 ) 97 (.26.8 ) 81 (33.6 ) 107 (38.3 )
8,000 - 9,999 80 (25.2 ) 96 (26.4 ) 49 (20.3 ) 49 (17.4 )
10,000 -: 11,999 81 (25.5 ) 59 (16.2 ) 15 ( 6.2 ) 7 ( 2.5 )
12,000 - 13,999 33 (10.4 ) . 46 (12.7 ) 2 ( .8 ) 4 ( 1.5 )
14,000 and above 13 ( 4.6 ) 15 ( 4.3 ) 2 ( .8 ) 4 ( 1.5 )

2
X = 2.620 > .05 : = 6.4,15 p >

t (1) versus (3) = 3. 734 'p < .05 i-
t (2) versus (4) = 3.711 p < .05

TABLE G-18
Salary Levels on.First Jobs:

Responses of Cuiticulum Subsamples

01,

Business Engineering

Co-op Non-Co-op Co-op Non-Co-op

5,999 or below 5 ( 5.1%) 16 (13.3%) 7 ( 5.0%) 't 1 ( 1.4%)
6,000 - 7,999 25 (25.8 ) 34 (28.3 ) 29 (23.7 ) 4'1'40 15 (21.5 )
8,000 - 9,999 29 (29.9 ) 34 (28.4 ) 31 (22.5 ),- 20 (28.6 )
10,000 - 11,999 23 (23.7 ) 17 (14.2 ) . 44 (31.9 ) 31 (30.0 )
14000 - 13,999 11 (11.4 ) 14 ,(A1.7 ) 20 (14.5 ) 11 (15.7 )

14,000 and above 4. ( 4.0 ) 5 ( 4.1) 7 ( 3.5 ) 2 ( 2:8 )
1 ,

. 2 4, X = 6.538 p > .0.5 X2 e 3.810 p > .054

TABLE G-18 (continued)

Liberal Arts

Co-op

5,999 or below 80
.,

(33.9%)
6,000 - 7999 79 (33.5 )
8,000 - 9,999 46 (19.5 )

10,000 - r1,999 ( 9.3 )
12,000 - 13,999 ( 1.7 )
14,000 and above 5.---\ ( 2.1 )

X' = 8.347

Non-Co-op

107 (31.4%)
, 116 (34.0 )

( 6.2 )

(19.6 )

20 ( 5.9)
10 ( 3.0 )
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TABLE G-19
Salary Levels on First Job:

Respo ses of Classes of 1965, 1970, and 1974

1965

o-cl 'NO-Co-op

5,999 or beloW 53 (34.2%)
6,000 - 7,999 63 (40.6 )
8,000 - 9,999 25 (16.2 )

10,000 - 11,999 6 3.9 )

12,000 13,999 2 1.2 )

14,000 and above 6 3.6 )

= 4 729

77 (40.1%) 33

64 (33.3 ) 52

29 (15.1 ) , 47

44, 8 ( 4.2 )

8 ( 4.2 ) 9

6 ( 3.0 ) 7

q
p ;> .05 X' =

1970

Co-92_ . Non-_Co-op

07.2%) 33 (15.5%)
(27.1 ) 70 (32.8 )

(24.5 ) 61 (28.6 )
(22.9 ) 27 (12.7 )

( 4.7 ). 14 ( b.6 )
( 3.6 ) 8 ( 3.7 )

8.629
1

p > .05

BLE G-19 (coritinued)

Co-op

1974

NOn-Co-or 1

5,999 or below ,4i0 (17.2%) 22 (12.5%)
6,000 - 7,999 35 (20.1 )

..

53 (30.1 )
8,000 - 9,999 44 (25.3 ) 45 (25.6 )'

10,000 - 11,999. -98 (21.8 5 25 (14.2 )
12,000 - 13,999 24

14,000 and above 3

(13.7 )) 23 (13.0 )
..( 1.8 ?i 8 ( 4.6 )

's-
= 9.889 p ); .05

TABLE G-20
Satisfaction With Fil-st Full-Time Job:

Responses of Race Subsample
/WO

Fully
satisfied 218 (41.2%) 280 (44.7%) 17 (40.5%)

Partially -

satisfied 235 (44.4 ) 259 (41.4 ) 18 (42.9 )..

Dissatisfied 76 (14.4 ) 87 (13.9 ) 7.(16.7 ) ,

White

Ce7op Nod-CoLop

Minority

Co-op Non-Co-op

X
2
= 1.491 p. .05 X

2
= 1.710

18 (45.0%)

12 (30.0 )

10 (25.0 )

.05
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TABLE C-21
Sattsfavtion With First FU11-Time Job:

Responses ot Currieulum,Subsamples

Busipess Engineering

Non-Co-op Co-qp. Non-Co-op_

Fully
Wished 40 (40,..0%)

Partially'
satisfied 46 (46.0 )

Dissatisfied . 14 (14.0 )

X
2

= .303

_

49 (18.97) 72 (51.4%) 36 (52.2%)

56 (44.4 ) 59 (42..1 )

21 (16.'7 ) 9 ( 6.4 )

P > .05 X
2

= 1.183

TABLE C721 (continued).

31 (44.9 )
4 ( 2.9 )

p ..05

Liberal Arts

Co-op Non-

Fully satistied. 83 (33.2t) 152 (42.8%)
Partially satisf4ed 1.15 - (40.0 ) 145 (40.8 )
Dissatisfied 52 (20.8 ) 58 (16.3 )

X
2

= 6.006 p < .05

TABLE,G-22
Promotions Rece.tved In First Job:

Responses of $ex Subsample:.

yes
A- No

Male Female

: (1) Co-op

165 (51.7%)
154 (48.1 )

(2) Non-Co-op (3) Co-op

193 (52.0%) 84 (33.2%)
178 (48.0 ) -1694166.8 )

2 2
Xt = .000 p > .05 X .448_

1

(r) irersüs'.(3) = 2.857 p < .01
t.,(2) versus (4) = -3.586 p. < ;01

(4) Non-Co-op

89 (30.2p
2.06 (69..8))

,P 7 .05

1 3 5





TABLE G-23 s-

TromotionsReeiVed,In First Job:
Responaes of Curriculum Snbsamples

.S4usiness Engineering

Co-op Non-Co-op o-op Non-Co-op

Yes .60 (61.2%) 73 (57.97) 79 (56.8%) 45 (6.4-.3%).
No ° 38 (38.8 )' . . 53 (42.1 ).". ',60 (43'.2:)" 25 (35..7 )

.2= .130 P > .05 -X = .785 p .05

TABLE G-23 continued)

Yes
No

.396

Liberal,Arts

-Non-CoLop-

(32.8%) 124 (35.6%)
(67.2 ) 224 (64.4 )

')". .05

,

TABEE G-24"
Stil at First Place of Emirroxment:

Responses of Sex Subsamples a

Male z,

1)(
(1) Co op (2)

Yes 162 (51.4%) 160
No 153-08.6 ) 212

X
2

= 4.521

t (1) versus (3)
t-(2) versus (4)

Non-Co-op' (3)

Female

Co-op (4) Non-Co-op

(43.0%) 6,8 (26.9%) 8't,(27.8%)
(57.0 ) '185 (73.1 ) 213 (72.2 )

2
X = .021 p i* :05

= 3%658 < .02

= 2.397
,p

p < .05
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'TABLE G-25
Still at First. P14ce of ..EMployment,:.'.

Aesponses of Cutlyulum Subsamples

'Business

Co-op Non-Co-op Co-op Non-Co-op

Engineering

Yes 44 (45.4%) 55 (44.0%) 79 (8.5%)
No 53 (54.6 ) 70 (56.0 ) 56 (41.5 )

X
2
= .004 p > .05 X2 = .006

40 (58.0%)
29 (42.0 )

>.05

TABLE G725 continUed)

Liberal Arts

Co:-op

Yes
No

73 (29.7%)
173 (70.3 )

X
2
= .002

Nfln-CooP

103 (29.5%)
246, (70;5

> .05

11.

TABLE G-26
Still at First Place of Employment:
Responses of Males In Liberal Arts

.41"

Co-op MaleS ,lion -Co -Op Males:,,'

Yes 38 (44.7%) 58 (33.9%)
.,

No 47 , (55.3 ) ' 113 (66.1 )

X
2
= 2.378 >. .05

a

.)1,3



. TABLE G-27.
Reasons Stopped Workiffg:

ResponseS.Of Sex Subsamples

Male

Co-op

L'aid off 6 (24.0%)
Relocation
Marriage
Have baby
Graduate school ,10 (40.0 )

.1
9-.(36.0

)Other

= 2.282

Femdlé

NourICa-(51, co-Qpr Non-Co-op

13 (28.3%) 4 ( 4.2%)
1.

1 ( .8%)
3 ( 6.5 ) 11 (11.6 ). 19 (15.0 )

10 (10.5 ) 16.(12.6 )
20 (21.1 ) 48 (37.8 )

18 (39.1 ) 24 (25.3 ) 13 (10.2 )
12 (26.64) , 2,6 (4.5 ) 30 (23.6 )

1
p > .05

2
16.126 < .01

TAiiLE G-28
Promotions and.Raises Sinc First 'Job:
. lieSponses of Minority Sub ami31es..;

44hite inority

Raises since
first job
Yes
No!..

Co-op- Non-Co-op

c.

40 (49.3%) 162 444.4%)
44 (50.7 ) 20.3 (55.6 )

P > .05

Non-

X
2
= 1.358

0 %) 5 (27.8%)
50.0 ) 13 72.2 )

.05
4

P-
Promotions since'
first job.

Y 160 (54.8%)
132 (45.2 )

2
X = 469.

198 0 Y.2.1
47.2 )

17 (68.0%) (36.8%)
8 (32:0 ) 12 3.2')

4

ft

p > = 3.064 p

TABLE G-29
Merit Raises Since Firs Job:,

Responses of Sex Subsamples

Yes
No

Male

Non-Co-op

-.....97,466.0Z) 131 (63.9%) 82(46.6%) 77 (39.7%)"

405,0 (34.0 ) (.36.1 ) 94_(53,4 ) 117 (60.3 )

C 2'

s 44

=).084 P > .05 X = 1.522 p > .05

Female
.

)

Co-bp s'Nc;nCo-qp
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IN TABLE H-1
Current Job TitlOs:

Responses 8f Sex.SUbSamples4

Male

Co-op NA-Co-op

.. Femalel
c .

Co-op' Non-Co-op
(1)

Professionals 206 (68.2%) 4i(54:1%)
Managers 62*(20.5 ) '144 (27.3 )
Clerical
workers 5 ( 1.7) ).24 ( 7.0 )

;Sa s workers la ( 4%3) T24 ( 7.0)
Cr ftspeople,
op ratives,

,

lab s, service
workers 16 ( 5.3 ) 16 ( 4.7 )

X
2
= 20.660 p < .05

)/1
t (1) ver'sus (2) = 2.836

121
25

27

6

7

X
2

=

p

(65.1%)
(13.4 )

(14.5 )
( 3,2 )

,

( 3.8 )

.841

<: :05 .

140
24

, 26

,6
,JP,

6

p

(2),

(69:3%)
(11.9 )

(12.9 )

( 3.0 )

( 3.0 )

TABLE 11-2

Current Job Tltles:
Resp6nses of Minority Subsamples

Cao -op

White Minority

Professi6na1s 00 (67.6Z)
Npnagers 81 (18.2 )
Clerical

Non-Co-op

, /301 (59.7%) .

109 (21.6 )

workers 24 ( 5.4 ) 46 ( 9.1 .)
19 ( 4\.3 ) 28 0- )Sales workers

Ctaftspeople,
operatimes,
laborers, service 40

; workers go ( 4.5 ) 20 ( 4.0 )

.11 X2 ='4.004 j>' .05

.oulg

Co-op Non-Co-op

22 (68.8%) 21 (56.8%) '

( 9.4 ) 7 (18.9 )

74(21.9 ) 6 (16.2 )
1 ( 2.7 )

2 ( 5.4 )

1/4

= 4.361 -"" p > .05

140
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TABLE H-3
Curre1nt Salary:

4 ;::.4

Responses of Sex Subsamples
a 7A

' Male

-Co-op' Non-Cp7Op Co-op

Female

Non-eo7op
o

5,999 orbeltE4 7 ( 2.4%)
.

16 ( 4.6%) 37 (20.1%) 21
6,000 6 ( 2.0 ) 10 ( 2.9) 20 (10.9 ) 27 (14:2 )'
8,000'7 9,999, 20 ( 6.8 ) 28 ( 8.1 ) 44' (23.9.) 37 (i9.5 )

10,000 7 11,999 24 ( 8.1 ) 36 (r0.4 ) 31 (16.8 ) 42 (22.1*)
120000 - 13999. 57 (19.3 ) 64 (18.6 Ni 21 (11.4 ) 25 (13.2 )
14,0001k 15,999 35 (11.9 ) 60 (17.4 ) 19 (10.3 ) 23 (12.1 )
16,000 - 17,999 30 (104 ) 31 ( 9.0\ 2 ( 1.1 ) 7 ( )

18.,000 -

20,000 and above
39.(13.2 )
77 (26.1 )'

22
7.8

( 6-110
(22.6 )

1

ft 9

( .5 )

( 4.9 )4 4 ( 2.1

2
= 16.192 p < .05 X

2
= > .05

1

TABLE H-4
Feelings of Being-Discriminated Against:

Responses of Sex Subsampits

Male

Co-op Non-Co-op

,To a great
extent

Somewhat
.Hardly at all

-Not at all

15 ( 11 ( 3.0%)

26 ( 8.2 ) 37 (10.2 )
,29 ( 9.1 ) 29 ( 8:0 )

(1)' - , (2)

-249 (78.1 ) 287 (78.8 )

X2 = 2.275 p ;..05

t (1) versus (3) = 3.908 p < .b2
t (2) veraus (4) = 3.347 p144( .02

Femble

Co-op Non -Co7op

131( 5.7%) 16 ( 6.6%)-

49v(21.4 ) 42 (17.2 )
33 (14.4 ) 31 (12.7')'

(3) (4)

134 (58.5 ) 155 (63.5 )

X2 = 1.964 p .05

-0
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TABLE H-5
Feelings of Reing Discriminated Against:

Responses of Minority Absample

Male

c4 Son- o -op o -op

Febiale

To a grea
extent

:Somewhat-=--.

ardly.at all

, .

46,rat.

23 ( 4.6%)
65 (13.o )
54 (10.8 )

(1)

X

359

= 1.0 8
2

)

Ale

(22 .( 3.9%)

70 (12.4 )
53 ( 9.4 )

(2)t

418 (74.2 )

P

t (1), versus (3) = 2.240
t (2) versus (4) = 1.965

3 ( 8.3%)

10 (27.8 )
. a 2 )

( )

15 (41.7

2
= 2.159

Non

P < .05
p .05

5 (13.9%)

9 (25:0 )
4 (11.1v)

(4)

18 (50.00)

> .05

1
E H-6*/ ?

SuperVise the Work of/Others
Responsgs of CurriculuM Subsamples

Business

Co-op

Regularly 47 (43.9%) 62 (55.2%)
ccasio lly 36 (33.6 ) 36 .(28.8 )

vler 24 (22,4 ) /20 (16.0 )

X
2

3.158., P >4:05'
. .

Engineering

Non-Co-pp"' Co-op Non-Co7op'.

6 (44.84
70 (48.3
10 ( 6.9 )

X
2
= .578

31 (43.7%)
33-(46.5 )
7 ( 9.9 )

TABLE 1-6 .(continued)

Liberal ArtS

Co-op, Nbn-Co-op

Regularly :99 (40.1%) 162 (45.6%)
Ocgasionally te /' 78 (31.6 ) 122 (34.4 )
Never 70 (28.3 ) 71 (20.0-,;)

/
/

J
/

142

> .05

4



TABLE, H-7

Suvervise t eWork of Ot rs:

Aespvlses of the Cl sses of 1965 1970; and 1974

1

.
Regu ly

Occasionally
Never

965. 1970.

Co-op Non,Co-op Co-dp NodCo-op

97 (63.8%)
f36 (23.7
19 (12:5

X
2
= 2.602

102 (55.1%).
54 (29.2 )
29 (15.7 )

p > .05

79 (41.1%)

3"). . 27 (13,2 ,

86 (41.7 ) 62 (30.
3 (17.2

1*e
116 (56.6%)

2
= 9.487 p < .01

TABLE H-7 (continued)

1970,6...

o -op NonHCo-OP'-'
.).74

Regularly
Occasionally
Weyer

. 48 (24.5%)
89 (45?4 )
59, (30.1 )

X = 5.501

69 (34,77)
84 (42.2 )
46 (23.1 )

P .05

TA H-8 .

Responsibae in'Several Phases-of Work:
Responsecof Busihess Majors

Busfriess

0o-op No041-0401-op

'Regularly
Occasionally
Never

94 (8 %)

12 (11. )
..

( .9 )

X2 = 5.687

96 (76.8%)
23 (18.4 )

6 ( 4.8 )

p > .05

14:1\



TABLE H-9
. . . . ,,

Responsible in Several Phases of-Work:
Responses pf Minority Subzamples

..Minority

Co -iop NonCo-op

Reg larly 30 (69.8%) 36 (85.7%)
Otc sionaIly (20.9 ) 5 (11;9 )
Ne er 4 ( 9.3 ) 11 (

.05

s

TABLE H-10
plan Own Work.; .

:!.R4polses..*c, CurriculumSubsamples

Business
'J.

Co-op 'Non-Co-op

Engineving

Cd-op Non2CP-op

hegularly - 92 (86.0%) 99 (79.2%) 118 C81.4%) 61 (85.9%)
Occasionalbr; 14 (13.1 ) 29 (16.0 ) 25 (17.2 ) 10 \S14.i )
Never 1 ( N9 ) 6 ( 4.8 ) 2 ( 1.4 )

X
2

= 3.511 p .05 X
2

= 1,3911 >

TABLE U-10 (entinued)
1

.4

Liberal Arts

Cp-op Non-Co-op

Regaiarly
Occasionally ..
Never

.

.,

185

..;48

13

, -

(75.2%1 .

(t9.5 ) .

( 5.3 )

283
58

' .1.

''--(79.5%).,'

(16.3 )
( 4.2 )

. .

X
2
= 1:560 P > .05

. .4

.144 4,



TABLE H-11
Plan Own Work: .

ReSponses of Classes of 1965, 1970,

A.

and 1974

:1965.

Co-op. NonrCo-op Co-op

1970

Non-Co-op

Regularly,
OccasionAlly
Never

133

- 17

2

X
2

=

(87.5%) z166 (89.7%) lt6 (86.5W'
(11.2 ) 17 ( 9.2 ) 22 (11.5 )
( 1.3 ) 2 ( 1.1 ) 4 ( 2.1 )

2
.415 > .05. .ds

176 (85.9%)
24 (11.7 )

5'(

p

TABLE H-11 (continued)

1974

Co-op' Non-,Co-op -

Regularly .131 (66.8%) 131 (66.8%)
.Occasionally_ 54. (27.6 ) 52 (26:1 )
Never 11 (.5.6 ) 16 ( 8.0 )

X
2
= .941 p > .05:

TABLE H-I2
Opportunities For AdvanCement On Job:.
Responses of Curriculuth Sunsamples

Business Engineering

Co-op

Regularly 56 (53.3%)
Occasionplly 40 (38;1
Never 9 ( 8.6 )

= -861

igon-Co-op to-op Non-Ce'-oP

59 .08.0%)
50 (40.7 )

14 (11.4

p > .05

50 (34.7%)
77 (53.5 )
17 (11.8 )

s
X = .970

fr 145

29 (40.8%)
33 (46.5.)
9 (12.7 )

I.
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TABLE 11-12 (continued)

Liberal Arts

Co-..a3p Non-Co-op
V I

Regularly 75 (31.4%) 116 3.4%)
Occasionally 109 (45.6 ) 161

.
.4 )

Never 55 (23,0) ) 70 (2 2 )

X
2

= .736 p > .05

TABLE H-13
Usefuln'ess to Satiety:

Responses of Curriculuin SubsaMples

Business

Co-op Non-Co-op

Englneering

Co-op Non-:Co-op
.

RegmlarlY
pctasionally
jNever

2
X

54
4

8

=

(52.4%)
(39.8 )
( 7.8 )

2.31

71

38

14

p

(57.7%)
(30.9 )
(11.4 )

> .05

74

64

6
--1)

X
2

=

(51.4%)
(44.4 )
( 4.2 )

7.228

.

39 (56.7Z),
22 (i1.4.)

',........g (12.9 )

,p < .05

TABLE H-13 continued)

Liberal Arts.

Co-op Non-Co-op

'Regularly 164 (67.5%) -269 (77.5%)
Occasionally 65- (26.2 ) 67 (19.3 )

N/ver 14 ( 5.8 ) 11 ( 3.2 )..

- X
2
= 7.761 ri < .65

146
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TABLE. H-14
Social Standing and Prestig:

ResponSes ir 'Curriculum Subsamples

Business Engineering 'e

Co-op Non-Co-op

Regularly 55 (52.9%) 56 (45.9%)
Occasionally 42 (40.4 ) 48 (39.3 )
Never 7 ( 6.7 ) 18 (14.8 )

2 -

X = 3.840 :p > .05

-Co-'op Non-Co-op

40 (28.0%) 22 (32.4%)
81 (56.6 ) 37 (54.4 )
22 (15.4 ) 9 (13.2 )

2
X = -487 p > .05

7

*
TABLE H-14 continued)

Liberal Arts

Co-op Non-Co-op'

Regularly 95 (40.4%) 161 (46.8%)
-Occasionally 91 (38.7 ) 148 (43.0 )
Never 49 (20.9 ) 35 (10.2 )

, X
2
= 12.880 p "K .01

9

J./

TABLE H-15
Social Standing and Prestige: ,

ResPonses of Classes of 1965, 1970, and 1974

1965 1970

Co-op Non-Co.-op

Regularly 74

Occasionally 61
Never 14

(49.7%) 95 (51.9%)
(40.9 ) 77 (42.1 )
( 9.4 ) 11 ( 6.0 )

Co-op Non-Co-op

81 (43.5%)
77 (41.4 )

28 (15.1 )

X
2
= 1.357 p > .05 2

= 5.113

100 (49.5%)
86 (42.6 )

16 ( 7.9 )

'1) > .05

147



a TABLE 11-15 (cOntinued)

Regualarly . 68
Occasionally 87
Never 36

'

X
2

= .224

41974

Non-Co.-op

(35.6%)
(45.5 )
(18.8 )

64 (33.9%)
90 (46.9 )

18 (19.8 )

p > .05

TABLE 11-16

Future.Work Plans:
.Responses of ClaSses of 1965, 1970, and 1974

Co-op

1965

_Non-Co-op

Same 6rpe of
work

. ,
Same career but
more advaAced
job

New career
field

Unsure
Don't plan to
work .

J53

61

18

4

10

2
X =

(4 6:4%)
N

(39.1 )

(11.5 )
( 2.6 )

( 6.4 )

6.540

93

61

.19
1

19

p ,)

-A

(48.2%)

(31.6 )

( 9.8 )
( .5 )

( 9 .8 )

.05

V -

-.

75

69

11)

2

23

X2'5

TABLE H-16 .(continUed)

Co-op

1974

Same type of work ( 62 (30.1%) :

Same career but mOre
advanced job 68 (33.0 ) .

llew career field 47 (22.8 )
Unsure 3 ( 1..5 )

Don't plan to work 96
,

(1Q.6 )-

= 6.091

148.

1970

Co-op Nos-Co-op

(37.7%) 96 (43.0%) ,

(34.7 ) 69 (30.9 )

(15.1 ) 30 (13.5 )
( 1.0 ) 8 ( 3.6' )

(11.6 ) 20 ( 9.0 )

5.040 P )1'.05

Non-Co-op

58 (25'.0%)

65 (28,0 )
.76 (32.8 )

5 (,2.2 )
28' K12.1 )



TABLE H-17
Participetion in Political Activities:
- Responses of Curridulum Subsamples

Business Engineering

bp-op. 'Non-Co-op CoTop Non-CoLbe

Often
Ogcasionally
Never

4%4

1

23
87

2
X =

(. .9%)

(20.7 )
(78.4 )

1.783

4

33

100

P

(- 2.1370.

(24:1')
(73.0 )

> .05

4 ( 2.7%)
1,8*(12.2.)

12 (85.1 )

X 0 .996

1 "( 1.3%)

T ( 9.1 )
69.(89.6 )

p .05

.TABLE'H-17 (continue0)
,

Liberal Arts

Co-op
,

Non-Co-op

Often 18 ( 6.4%) 19 '( 4.5%)
Occasionally 95 (33.7 ) 140 (33.4 )

Never 169 (59.9 )' 260 (62.1 )

X2 = 1.219 p > .05-

TABLE H-18
Participation in Community Activities:

Responses of Classes'of 1965,.1970, and 1974

1965 1970

Coop Non-Co-op

32 (15.57,) 21

Co-op Non-CO-op

24. (10.22)Often 28 (17.577 (10.1%)
Occasionally 91 (56.9 ) 112 (54.1 ) 85 (40.9 ) 97 (41.3 )
Never 41 (25.6 ) 63 (30.4 ) 102 (49.0 ) 114 (48.5 )

2
= 1.092 p > .05 K- = .012 .>.05

1 4

/)
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TA8tE 11-14 (continued)

,)Co -op ,

1974

Non-Co-op

Often 25 (11.4%)
,

13 ( 5.2%)
Occasionally 81 (36.8%) 102 (41.0 )
Never . 114 (51%8 ) , 134 (53.8 )

lit

-

X
2
= 6.042 p < .05 '

_

1 o
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