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\ . The purpose of this report is to explore the role.of cooperative
. - . ; Y - . . o . h B

education in the career. development of ,pourng adults.” It is the hope, of

" ' . ' ' ) - . ) N,

the Cooperative Edusation Research Center that«these ‘fjmdings will be'
. . N \ e iV . :

useful to “the college,personnei'whp work wiJh or *qﬁate;go cooperative

,‘:. i education stugdents. . ' . f g; \
: : ‘This research was*supported by a grant fron.the U,S Office oﬁ 7‘\
{%,ﬂ Education (G 007602265) i am particularly-grateful for.t s,vital&sup— _ ‘
f?‘: . port,‘but'wi to makelit c}ear that the Office of Edud‘tion}is.in 'n Way. :
N S R responsible for the substance of this report. ;i > :-?/; | i , ‘
) : 0 Any'.arge arch project requires the efforts dnd experfise of \' .
.ﬁmany people. 1 am pleased to take th1s opportunity to thank some of-. \h0se

- . foe . o )
‘ ';‘ S people for their contributions.{ First, I would 1like to exprcss/my apAFeL

'?l ciation to Vortheastern UniverS1ty s Chancellor Asa S Knowles for his
% A\ ~ . S .
! ‘active support-of this research effort. I would aléo like‘to th;hh the“

° 2 .
. ‘Director of the ‘Cooperative qucation Research Center Dr. James W. Wilso

{ : P

T e "1 for his encouragement and coulsél, and the rest of the Center s;aff !
o v R 0 b
i G. Ruth Kukiela Bork, Etsuko Kumai ‘Cynthia J. Whitten, for their many -

- . v_. ‘
constructive suggestions_throughout this prOJect\ Without the organiza—\
' . . . . . ] ._.';‘. -~ ] . :

' ~ . : e -
tional abifity of Ms. Priscilla Wilfong and the patience .of a number of
’Work*Study students and partktime employeesl the data<qou1d never have

o been coded as quickly and accuratelyyas iy was.’ Special%thanks are due

. -

l

Miss Diane M. Kemski who prepared this final manuscript ‘and whose assistance-'

© in gll/phases of this research effort_was invaluable,:l"‘b v ' ;T\\;}‘.-:
. S . . , : : S i . T~
.' g - - ', * ' -f:, : ;
) . ! ‘ g ’ e =




-

M

Iy .
ful to the Directors of Alumni Affairs and, of

o o
» Finally, 1 am grate
course, the many,alumni who took time f?%m,their busy‘hpheduleé to help

4 .
./
e make this project possible. I sincerely hope this report wil1<jdstify
. their' cdoperation. ' - .
\ Northeastetn'University Sylvia J. Brown
Boston, Massachusetts - December, 1976
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- CHAPTER ONE . -~ o W

_INTRODUCTION TO THE RESEARCH o . _ .
. . E . .

. B - .« . PR

T o " Research Problem L.

- .. LI o
i‘ . <. - . . -
.ﬁ The growth of cooperative education?during recent years has been

LI
) M

remarkable. The 1976 estimated'population of cooperatiye education pro- -

" . ) S : . i .
grams 1s 1056, over five times.as many programs as there wete in-l970.1

. ’ J

* One impetus in recent years to .the groﬁth and expansion of eooperative
¢ ’ . . ’ * : ’ ] ‘ l o .
education'has been the claim that participation in:cooperatlve:education .

i

(2

) s ‘ . »
+ ° . contributes to stddent career‘development

P&

In order to éxamine this statement ‘more - carefully, one must first
ask what is meant by the phéase 'career development A useful definition

. is that career developmen: is the process of making/a/vocational choice.3

. .
Sl
Implicit in that statement is the continuing g;oGth and development, of

’

‘one s career thrdughout one s fifetime (v do colleges healp students

’

/ .o

. : '
transition from school to the world of. workﬂ How can colleges\ "\

that cooperative education can serve'these and other functions'and; there-

fore, can make an observable différence in the career develOpment of

‘college students. R o

) “ .
. . . . L]
- ” L.

s

file of cqpperative education pnogram information. e . )

P

v 2Ralph ¥. Tyler,“"Values and Objéﬁtives," in Handbook of Cogperaqive g

aEducation, by" Asa § Knowlés ~and ASsociates, (San Francisco Jossey—Bass,

- Inc., 1971), p. 20.,

a

3Samuef H. Osipow, Theories of Career Deve pment, (New Jersey ;

§

J

in/their career decision—making*tasks’ ‘ﬁow can colleges smooth a Student s .
1 S

1Data taken !rom the Cooperative Education Research’ Center s computer

CaE Pgentice-ﬁall Inc., 1973), p. 307. e -
Yoo - - ¥ - -l'*vf . T
. .o . T . =]~ " . ) . .‘ . —
S [} i . . \ 7 ~ - . ‘
TR ST e ' |
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Literature Review’

T P v 0 -
’ .

A review of;the li&erature wag cogducted to determine what evidence
. . cooperative educators hn& to indicate that participation in cOoperative
. -.veducation enhanced tﬁé//aregf development of undergraduates. Tho liter-

; R .’—ature review focusqu specif{ a]ly on studies of alumni of cooRcrative
. ﬁ : y

"particular aspects of undergraduate career growth was already in progress

. S ) '\ .
. as a separate venture by the Cooperative Edutation Research Center\staff.

i

| .. : . .

i . Second, in order 'to look at career development as a process which cdn—
‘ tinued after graduation, one had to study alumni.’ o Ny "'ﬁ .
l T . .

\

l

grams was'cbnductcd by James W. Wilson and Edward H, Lvons 1ﬁ 1959 ag * "

\
‘ " part of a national study of cooperative education which was supported byx

the Fund for the hdvancement of Lducation 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.about'how wéll they were prepared by theirICollegeshfor

employment;_the'relationship between their college education and their

)

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

_ ‘have received from employment. . .
™~ . e ‘ 4 o
T ' . The research. sample consisted of 2476 alumni responses. ‘to 4 mailed

[ 4
e A

',f@pestionnairs.‘ Approximately 68 percent»of these responses were-f:om’//><;

alumni of engineering progcams, 17 percent ‘were from graduates of busihess

/

,.-. programs, and 15 percent were alumni of liberal arts programs. Een percent

ﬁlﬁ' . f’:’wathe resPonses-Were'from,female;graguates, all ofﬁuhom,had been_libera}
" arts ‘majors. . _ﬂ’f’/i'fyﬁ R
. 4 : TN e
+ James W. Wilson and Edward H Lypns, WOrk-Study College- Prggrams i
X 'Agpraisal :and .Report. of the Study of Cooperative Education (New York: ﬂ
T Harper and Brothers”4196l), p. 17. . Y STRN -

- Lo ) o Rt . \ S - ‘.. b V‘..

Sl ‘ education programs for two reasons. First, an ongoing study which addreSsed

. .. - .' _“v“‘.
The most comprehensive study of 'alumni of cooperative education pro-* =~

Voo



_3-& ' v
' . ! . “ . '

\ “w oo E " T

Althaough this research effort was invaluable in pointing out the

'

.values and pﬁpblems of - cooperutive education, 1? is obvious that the
,research sample while representative of cooperative education-alumni
during that time, is not representative of the population of gtudents

in cooperative education today. The number of women participating in
. /o .
- cooperative education has increased considerably,/és.have~the number of

non—engineering students. The study by Wilson“anﬁ Lyons was'very signif-

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

A]

‘and provided the much neéded research based facts forvthis growth. How-
,\ .ever, in order to examine the role of cooperative education in the career

2" development of today's population of student&’ 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 .
by Ep:ing, Gore and Rodes were all specifically related to alunni of onex
institution.s A~doctoral difsertation by Yensco included input Xrom eight
‘colleges"alumni but was concerned only with-engineering mejor;.ﬂ‘yMos—
backer's studies on ;ouen in cooperative educationlprovided,some much .

‘needed research on.his sub]ect:ml;jt. again, did not.meet the need for

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

. .

5Luther Epting, PSurvey Analysis of Mississippi State University,
Cooperative Education Graduates From 1970-74," Journal ,of . Coqperative
- Education, XI, 2 (May('1975); George J. Gore, ¢'Co~op Versus Non-Co-op
. Revisited," Journal gf Cooperative Education, .IX, 1 (November 1872); =
‘ ‘Harold. P. Rodes, "The After Effects of Cooperative°Education,” Journal’
' ’of Cooperative Education, IV, 2 (May 1968). :

6William R. Yensco,,"A Comparative Analysis of" ngineering Gradu~ R
" ates From Cooperative and Regular Programs: “Career gbatus and Attainment
"of 1962 and 1965 Baccalaureate Graduates " Unpublished doctoral disser-
v‘,tation (University of Michigan, 1970) '
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5 / . ‘ .
Aauthor to ‘conduct such a study.

—“—

S

f .

‘on the career development & alumni. It was the intention of this

!

/

., , ) K \
o . Research Goals y / ‘ -/

Moré specifically, the primary goal of this study was to examine //

/.

the following facets of career development: views toward undergraduafe

‘career preparation, characteristics of alumni s first full-time Job

/.

"racteristics of current employment sit;uation. There was ‘a concern that

these views and experiences might vary according to sex, race, year of .
graduation, and major of the ‘alumni. The research was, therefore, designed

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

v

..

groups. Any changes in the possible effeccs of cooperative education

D

over a period of time, for example, cOuld be measured by examining responses

& "

' according ro year of graduation. Similarly, particular attention could

|
bé paid to reeponse patterns of female, minority,wand liberal arts alumni

'when examining plaims made by some Esgperavive educators that participa—

*a

tion in cooperative education has unique benefits for. these gr0ups.8
In addition to this exploratio‘AUE career development, the alumni .

study undertook to. explore two other areas of interest.~ Do* the attitudes

of cooperative education alumni toward their alma mater differ from that

3

‘of other alumﬂi7 " There have beeh concerns expressed by some educators

F

'that participation in cooperative education, especially an alternating

cooperative education program, tends to decrease a students enchusiasm.

\J

. hd
.

Wdhda B. Mosbacker,~"Women in Co—op, Jdurnal'offcooperative"ﬁduca—a

tion, X, 1 (November 1973) , ) R < e

Bﬂatriet P.- Van Sickle, 'Professional ngelopment of’ Women," in

,Handbookgpf Cooperative Education, by Asa S.. Knowles and Associates,

a_ - PN : . R

.;(San Francisco. JOssey-Bass, Inc., 1970), pp' 267—268 r'w, ' o

.
L,
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\for'and‘ihrercet in their alma.mater. Another and much More pragmatic

.reason.for.fhls;llne of inquiry was the deatre.}o heip the many Directors

non—cooperative education alumni. that it wo&&d be,useful to know whether

»

activities. =~ - . ‘ 4
. ‘ : * e -
A ] -~ "
L] -
. ‘v - L
4 ]
.‘
: 4
0y », N |
. . . L e
- . .
, ,
- ° -
T '
u, : !
. *+
. ." -
.
& <. ‘ .
} (]
! -
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[ : a *
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: L. o F - . Lk
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kS ; - . L3 M
' . - a . . "
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5 *

rof ALumni'Affairs. whose dhsiatance in this study was invaluable. to

2

“
" learn mote about: their alumni 8 perceptions of their undergraddate

»

experience. SN ‘ ' ) o

The ther area Of 1nterest referred to. above whs the avocational

’

acqivities of the alumni. It was felt. especially if this study ahoéed

-r

differences in the career development of oooperative education and

s

cooperative and non—coqperative alumni also puraued difﬁerenx avocational

. ) . ) . . . ﬂ
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CHAPTER TWO o . U R
v e S . . .‘ v T K

RESEARCH DESIGN o S N N

te " o . . -, -

-Once the reasearch gouls had been formulated “the hext step was to

‘ .
g

design a plan to achievo those gonls It was decided thdt a~comparative

¢ [N ‘.
. . . g -

study . of alumni of cooperative and nonrcOOperative programs, uaing a o

mailed queseionnaire. would’ be the best merhod of obtaining the data .

A

If the undergraduute institutions of these alumnl we§e aimilar in most

e -

respects, then ‘one could assume with some confﬁdenqe that nnyasignificantv

' - . .

differences in alumni responses to the questionnaire related to particiﬁa-

- AV

tion in cooperative education.- Thus the criteria for inclusiun in the

research sample‘was quite important ‘and 'shall now be expiained :
Sample Selection

There were a number of criteria used in the selecfion of the insgitu-

r

tions whose alumni participated in this"study. At this stage of the = _ .

sampling, only cooperative education institutions wére beingfsalecteda-;

Once these institutions had been selected and had agreed to participate
'in the study,~the comparative non-c00perative institutions were chosen.

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

the effects of cooperative education lasted over a period of time. It

- A, . .

was therefore decided to.do a cross—sectiqnal sample of dalumni one, five,',

r - R ;.':

and ten years after their graduation from Qollege ~Since the study was

begun in 1975, this meant sampling alumni from the classes of 1974 19}0

‘ and 1965. Thus, the first criterion established was that the c00perative g

]

- LN p C l. . .

- . L . ~

e B . . -
‘. . . s .

\:" L% v -
- 9The .term %ooperative education ’ for the purposes of this study,

) included field experience progtams in which the field work is consideted ;

Can integtal part of .all students' curriculum. . - i

L

v " L . . . PR
S ,"6-. o = , .
Yo o - v, : o
. . . . . K . N . o
- .o - o
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s education'program must»have been fundtioning for at least 12 years ﬁgr
~' .

\

fﬁég a. two yeﬁn-institution and 14 o{'jS years for a fOur or. five year institu—rv}'

"

hatt . __'L. R T [ )

nl“_ oc.(

;R‘-_»tTOn ,}Thls was nécessaxy tn ofder %? have é%aduated alumni with.coopera-
tive q@ueption experience from the class of 1965 The cemputZF file of

‘e <

dqga maintained by the Cboperative EduCation Rese@rcb Center was utlllzed .

,h'» YA ’ . Lok .
"s with cooperative education programs .
implemejnfed pfior-tm 1965 « 2\ total' of- 90 ‘,in'Stitut"_:!_:on,s‘.rmet tiris r_e_quire‘- :
\ & S ERAREERE M s > : E C
S .\" 3 ] ¢ v_',f . e e "v.‘ " o K S R
'mengv T DL Ee T TR e
e o .

1 "'- . .
o In order to havé an approxlmately equal sample of’ cooperative educa—

o tion and n6n—cooperative educatlon graduates, only.colleges with’ mandatory
BTt el e SRR < Coe T . A&

N T coeperative programs were 1ncluded.4 The ratlonale-for th1s decision was . .’

- . -

ek that optional programs would almost certainly havegan unequal distributlon'
B L " . o
"oﬂlCOOperatlve and non—cooperative graduates., Thus, 1f oniy mandatory

[y . 3

, programs were chosen, all alumni would have had cooperative education and'a

e - .

; et non—cooperatlve education sample of equal s1ze could then bé taken from

'<comparable xnstltutlons ‘whiclh' did not have. ar cooperative program. “Using if .

.7 -

"this second criterion, the n ber of cooperativeaeducation instltutfons !

eligible for part1cipation in the alumni study was reduced to 21. A

o . ‘ A few of these 21 colleges were eliminated because their - programs -

-

“~~wére~tieH in with one'particular industry;and would not be representatlve

X \. - h - , . . o

of the majority of cooperative education programs in this country-today. L

]

Y .

E:-‘ s A few more were excluded because, although they have had viable programs

.
. ' .-

.‘a~n;ffu. ﬁor more than 12 years, their programs were so’ small thatéthe number of

alumnl availablesto fill out questionnaires would be minimal,g The final

-
-

number of cOOperative educatlon institutions selected for part1cipation

Lt . in the alumn1 study wasthelve.
a The next stage of the research des1gn was to asi the twelve instltuf
:Ntions that¢had been.selected if‘they would agree to participate in the
ERIC | | |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



'.,-study. After consulting with an alumni officér at Northeastern Univers%ly »
) it.wae\gg:ied that the President of the twelve institutions ShOuld be e

L) J- . : f L . \- . -
e

contacted by letter by Northeastern University s President (A.copy of
o . o

R

y

.“.;ggghe-letter sent to the colleges is.attached‘as ;ppendin A)‘ The~inten;ioni,&
ifi;.Of the letter.was ?b.explain the purpose of the study and.the’planned .v :

':i:research désign, ‘and to suggest a-liaisoﬁ person, usually the Director' .j ;i
..;of Alumni Affairs, to work with the gefearch‘Center on this project ‘f' f ?Z;
«,‘The letters to the cooperative education institutions‘were.sent out in -

L 2uthe Spring and Summerfbf l975 Only pne of the institubions declined £0 ! .zﬁ.
DA . . . Hined
Eiﬁ; .:b‘;‘payylﬁipate A substitute institution was : chosen ahd agreed to partici—.r'
- e - ,b’ Once the cooperatlve education institutiqps were designated, a com- :
- parable g;OUP of non-cooperative institutigns werevselected -and contacted o
: : . ; e
e o Three declined to participate and three Substitute samples were found '&l:;
',An attempt was made to find institutions comparable in sizeﬁ location,' )
”ﬂlfdg‘control (eitherhpublic or private), academic‘maJor; offered, characteristidsi
iv§£\the student body, and competitiveness of admission _-The chart, included
fsigf"‘r;' ,as Appendix B, demonstrates that the samplealnstitdtions chosen were indeed ;:
.A' . comp.arable in..almc% all of these*aspects. ' : ', r., v " ' . »

The next stage of the research design was to contact the liaison
;7person at each institution in. order to make the specific arrangements for

the study. Ideally, it was hoped that eﬁgh institution cOuld provide two

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

’ '.follow-up postcard for all alumni from the clasaes of 1965, l970, and

L .

q, .._g

’l974 In some'instances, however, ‘the: institutions could provide only

'.typed 1i§?") = o -

In order to ensure a large enough sample, it was decided to take,

-

’wherever possible, a random sanple'of 60 alumni from each class, for a s
Lk i S .o . cor \ - : ’ ’

P ° . «




e . . « . . . .

x . . . .
N

. )

Uy total of 180 from g&ch'institytipn.’ This wouid haNe resulted in a sample
: q'r . Q.-a“":"

"*L,t
o£~4320-which with an estimated response rate of 33Z twguld hhve pPO*-
o o R
fo J L . .f : " "." ."‘»“_"."' . C .

vided data from 1426 alum ’,; J'v BRI L SR
Accual;y “the sampking technique was somewhat ‘more complex “For ol

LA “

stratified random sample yas taken, thatlds, 30 alumni from,each of the ;
Y wo

The reason fo stratifying the sample in this’ fashion was . tf be sure that

~‘ the variousfmajors were as well represented as possible in’ the final sample.,

L <
P '
¢

'

In choos}ng samples from’ liberal arts programs with students in many )

et

"t
"Q

¢ ;o Becapse the sappl _were randomly selected it was important to
//d

-1n7._, etermine whether’;he samples selected were, in faét, representative of
Z.;p/, P < N\ .
' the populatdon from wﬂich they were drawn Thus, for each sample choaen,

3

the éender and maJor ‘of each alumnus wefq recorded. The Qemé information

h

wés recorded for the population from which'theuéﬁmple was drawn. As the

'5‘table in Appendix C demonstrates, the stratification ofathe sample resulted

-‘ N

in a’ sample which was not exactly representatiVe of the population from

v

). . Ty fata
IS . . : T

which ‘it was drawn.a Females were oVer—represented as'Were liberal arts

K ' .
majors while males and all other majors were under- represented._ In all

oy

"!,;; '~. case% however, the difference between representation in the sample and

pop lation was less than ten percent‘ In»addition,:the oVbrfrepresentation<_

]
[}

b' r.sulted in a-greater number of\females and liberal arts majorsg, which®
:fmi_n‘lzrwere two ﬁroups this research was articularly interested in styflying.
) " .: w3y L ‘- . . : . b . va - -
>, : RS N ] '\. . Gt .

.oy
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Design of Research Instrument
h ' /v.r * ' ’ . “:__\V o .":N-ll‘
The 1ntent of fhe Alumni Questionnaire was to obtain_daté, using a .-

. - t

. convenient and clear format,‘from a sample of alumni that;was large enough

to provide significant results. Potential queStionnaire”items were reviewed

/ . ".\.

by all members qf the Cooperative Educatibn Rese rch Center staff, and-in
-\/'( ’ CeT u\’d" -

1975, a final draft of the qu " e had been devised ¥ In

. -
-’

Apri721
orqer‘\sndetermine whether the formau of the questionnaire was readable,.‘

-
CERE Y

whether the- queseions were clear, whether the time né ded to complet :
S e - . '9. : — SR g

full. questionnaire yasxreasonable, ‘and whether the data~be1ng obtained nﬁ“":

was responsive tb the research goals, a- field-test of’ the Alumni Question—v

naire was undertaken. e I A e

H . . s . L I

A sample of aiumni’® who would not be included in the research study

IRy

:n{were sent questionnair» and were asked to complete them and comment on

PRy

- r‘f' RS

IR them ~,The majority o‘v

.‘o s

A‘;//pbople returning the completed quesbionnaires

A felt that both the lengeh\of the questionnaire and the.time necessary to
o : - s :
/ g

A fill it out were'zeasonable. However, the sugges-ydns of these-alumni

in other areas d1d lead to a number of constructive changqifin‘both the

.

' {j:. : format and the content of the questionna1re. The final version of the

,questionnaire may be found as Appendix D.

In depiding to use a mailed questionnaire as the technique for

it gathering data, it _was understood that the results ‘buld be‘biased by[;he i
* . | fact that only c rtain types of people would complete and return the ’

L I

questionnaires. However” it was felt that this factor would not

Y 3
»

9David J. Fox, The Research Process in Education, (New York: Holt;
Rinehart and’ Winston, Inc » 1969), p. 337 . : ' '

< o




f.signficantly i luence the comparison between coopefative ahd nonw

cooperative a umni‘beeause both groups wouI//be subJect to the same bias.
¢ e . . . - - . .
the possibility, whenever a cross—SeCtional design'is'

-

. used,’ tha’t‘

- . . -

ny changes found oVsr time.could be attributed to faétors Y

. S~
e :"'vﬁ other tha ones heing examlned.lo” For example, the rise of a particular-
:.‘v'...-' .7. X .' \\ . . \} i
’ement du;ing one of the three time periods being sampled could .

e Tl ~;socia1'm
U, T R _ n<;~-j; . Co

ffect pn~xhe Tesponses of alumn1 of that pexlod.. It is beLleved 1

~

,,‘__' have an

L]

. however_ abag the fact thaz.cooperative and_non-cooperative aLumni were- :'-

v
\

”fexposed ;o thé same social factors permits the conclusion that any differ-.‘;.

ences1Eetween the two.groups were due to other types of influences.,~.y SO

- . .

"

Mailing of the.Qgestionnaires' - . .o

r

e que _ion ires were ma11ed in September, l975. Due to the fact,

;fthaf two colleges were over sampled 4n order tO/adeﬁuately represent.

s
’

particuLar_maJors, 4387 questionnaires were'sent out, 67 more than origi—'

ojected. The majority of these questionnaires were returned within

_vof the original mailing. One follow-up reminder,:a postcard

S, .
g Py

o
- .‘ s o .
.

of returns had: almost dlminished to gero by the end of November,

'returned

Do R '_,.‘.,

'cogrections,

'a dressee unknown" and 4.6 percent were returned with address
7 .

e -
In all ipstances where 3ddress changes were received, the
L nele At e _

naires were forwarded. In those cases where the number oﬁjS\a

i . R s LN
W . . TR, . .

T
- ’ ; -

\ - N . . . o 7 o
engelépes returned "addressee unknown" exceeded five-percent for an. institu-
T \ . s
tion ‘an additifnal sample of alumni was chosen in order to compensate .

Y] .

|

o “UIbid.,p, 442.

\‘1 . ) -. P g ) ] ) . . ‘ - O R ' m '.. o A
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_ “.for this decrease in the original sample.,;There_wEﬁe five imstitutioms

‘.where'this?additional;sampling procedure was necessary,_ For the:remaiging.~'x
18 institutions that were not re-sampled, a-total of 138 envelopes weri/'.

V'

. ¢ . N . . .
“returned "addressee unknown " o . ' e - .
. - . . ’ ) ]
. - o~ 'S .
.
To determine the response rate, the base figure of 4249 questlonnaires o
was ‘us {to renresent\the numper of questionnaires received by alumni

¢

(This figure is obtained b suburacting the number of questiOnnaires that

. ~

A did goﬁ reach their dest1nation from the number of qgeséionnaires %rlginally

L] .. ‘/ "
mailed out) ‘The. number of returned useable questiOnnalres was 1427: a

'response rate of'3336 percent. _An additlonal .9 percent of the question— \\.

’naire%,leceived were not useable”fo{.various reas0nsi.such'as the alumnil \.,
never aetually graduated from coll“p or attended on a part—time basis® . :'ﬁ
Only. The_respOnse rate fgyfzo—op'and_non-co-OP was 31.8 percent and 33.é= |

. percent respectively. h - h T v o - |

) Method of Data Anal;sls o

Design of Cod1ng System

L
kS

'The mpst apprbpriate measureéof relatibnship between the nominal—

_ level variables be1ng measured by the Alumni Questlonnalre was the chi
square analysis. The most eff1c1ent method for producing thee many varied

chi square analySes desired'was,to use the programs available in the

»

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
: SR @‘
In order to make use of this package, it was necessary to devise a

coding system for as many of the items from the Alumni'QuestiOnnaire as

feasfble In some insﬁﬁakes, the codes werg a1ready prov1ded on the

£ .f ol

"u- ce ' b - X
Alumni Questionnalres For example, questiOn number six, ‘bo you have } I

any children’" is coded "l".if the per30n responded ﬂyes and "2" 1f the -
« . _ . "
' . o L. . o, S o 2}-

1Norman'H. Nie ‘et.al., Statistical»Package for the Social Sciences,
Second Edition, (New York: McGraw-Hill.Book.Company, 1975).
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o ’ . i ..
¥ .- ;" - *a

B o .; per§bn responded "no”.' In cases of open—ended questidns, however,vthe._ '
. N X ‘ . ‘ :

i _-codes were devised after the questionnaires were returned Responses

,;;l;ff-;.\wers reviewed and the most frequent responSesLBecame respo 'e_categories)é
u'.‘ . . C N ".. - L g IR § :

which asked alumni, to describe the most beneficial aspect oﬁ‘ heir coopera—'ﬁ
- * . :

e L tive education, f1e1d termk\or internship ptogram. There wete 13 differentkﬁ
- ;’ : ; S
Y

. . response categories created for this itemy such aS'"fiHancial assistance

- .

v

¥. . or rel.at:;lng theory vi;“O,.'practice" éﬂd the: ‘responses.i-'\;@,fgoded accordingly. ---"
Elé._ C /ﬁﬁﬁ The Codﬂng system was‘revijed d’d refined a numbeg of times 'Y The~k‘ |
B - finﬁl scheme resulted in gppr;:imately 183 columns, or two keypunched IBM
- ‘ cards;;being Produced for each questionnaire. Hé;;e: a t°£ai °f 2854

-~ > ~
@ " ., - ~

R cards had’ to*be correctly coded and keypunched Ih;order to control for'“
M . q ‘_ ',~ 0 . .

q

coding and keypunching errors, a random sample of cards, approximately

K - .
N -

‘one out of four, were checked for their accuracy, and where necessary,
- c - xcted ' As an additiona1 check on the’afcuracy-of the coding and key-

P hing,la frequency listing was run for:each1School} A‘hanual tabulatidn»

e n
e

w. done far one key question and comparedywith the results of the computer-
ot Wined‘frequency“listing. In each comparisonﬁcase,*the results were the

s . ‘The f1na1 check for accuracy was the frequency listlng of all’ the

v . ~

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

) &
. .8

Treatment of Missing Data

¢

‘There were, for almost any question on the alumni questionnaire, a
number of alumni who did not respond to‘that question._ The possible;reasong

for not answering a:particular question varied. Some alumni chose not to

‘answer. certain questions such as "What is ybur,raqe?”7‘0thers'did net % - .
. vl‘ " . " L3

‘5answer:queStions because thevitem was né&\?pplicable to the1r s1tuation.

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

- .\19 | | J

o - . : L - | I




; By ! ~14~ 5 .
SR ﬁ:’:;person was not working. The coding system did not differentiate among
.. ’\
T the various reasons. ‘for not responding tq an item: all. missing responses
- . J-

o
-

.ff 'nfthe;total.number,of.ifhmni reSponses to each item on the quest onnaira\\k_’,,a

LA ' '_var‘ie‘d. considerabl\y.- . For instance, ,of the 1427 alumni who were participants )

.'wer§ coded 2ero and-were - not included in.any of the data ana{z:es. Thus,

4

{V.q in the study, 1426 answered the question on marital status, l378 rsppondzd

to the question on soprces of career information, and 1241 responded to o

)

"questions on the first full—time job after graduation. ‘The percentages

-cited in Lach table were computed using only hose alumni who reSponded

- -, o . ' - ,_‘.‘ ‘ o

T to . that item. S P I

- rUse of SPatistical’Analyses PR .

S " In order tofanalyze the d3ata- ds completely as, possible, a number of

. -

stat1stical analyses were done. Initially, a comparison was made, using
‘the chi square statistic, between the responses of all cooperative educa—
. TN
.b_gf -'tion and all non-cooperative education alumni From this' point on, it | -

t

o T : '_’will e more convenient to call this grOup the total alumni*sample. Thus,‘“.ai

-

a co par1son of alumni in the total alumni sample is a comparison of all

. cooperative alumni with-all non-cooperative alumn1

-~

One of the concerns of this research is the possible effects of

_'participation in cooperative education on particulﬁr gr0ups of people, such

as women or minorities.. Therefore, separate analyses of the responSes of.
mshesefgroups, orisubsamples as they shall now be’ called, were conducted.

The four subsample types that wereleﬁamined were seX'(male-and female sub—"

samples), race (white and. minority subsamples), year of graduation,(class
_of 1965, l970, and 1974 subsamples), and- major (liberal arts, business,
'and engineering sqbsamples) Cooperative and non—cooperative alumni were

'compared within each of these subsamples. In these comparisons,_the chi

. .
- ot

.square'statistic was again_employed. : L S '
' ' e " 20 . Co C o

tT « - . . . .o
Lo - . 0




/’/,\\\\\\ One other type of stat1st1

. Third Edition, (Ni:,ﬁgyé? McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1965).-

-15-.

across the subsample membership, for exsdi;é a comparison of all coopera—

.tiye education female responses with all eooperative education male R

'1re9ponses,-a;t test was used_to determine whether or.no;;the resporses

of - the males and the females were statistically ali&e.lzm'This,is in o

" contrast -to the chi square analysis, which can be used to compare responSes

L 2N Y -
e A oo ) N o
. within a subsam such as cooperative education and non-cooperative -

educatiOn'?emale respon s to a’questionnaife 1cem‘ ;;' v @

1ncluded 1n,the body of-the. eport:

be presented in table

ht] ~

any data’ that is part1cularly relevant regarding the responses of sub=-
A ] ‘ B

sample members w1ll also be 1ncluded within the main body of the report.

-
- e .

All‘other signgficant'data w1ll be included as Appendices This’will

'hopefully make this report eas1er to read while still including, either

7in the report or in.an Appendix, all the raw data upon which the analyses“*f:ﬁ

'were based. : o S o T
- R - e e T . - R

i - -
. . R K]
’ i FS ~
_ S ;
\’/ ) TR
-4,.‘ . . o Ay i

v , . s R R
DR

lZJ P Guilford Fquamental Statistics In. Pszchology and,Education,
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( . CHAPTER THREE . \ R 4 ST
e ’ N | g “ A : | . Bl | :
;++ 7' DESCRIPTION OF ALUMNI SAMPLE - . & - B
_ e - . > P : - - . ) o N - :
B ' . . / - N ‘ .
) ) . Samplé Representativeness : L S

As mentioned earlier in this report,:thls research sought, in{part,

L} LA

to update the national study of graduates conducted by W11son and- Lyons.: .

.
C— .-

~in 1961]( of particular importance in this ejfort was the desire to have

- p—

ua~an alumni sample'which wouid be more representative of today s, populatlon(;)//
: . .

‘545:-" . pf.cooperatlve educatspn participaq;s 7-As the data_in Table 1 ,show,

BN P v

W}lson and Lyons research sample consﬂsted largely of male’ engineeringﬁ “ﬁf

. ; h ‘ .

o ustudents T e . N ;
L ;—\’ e .
. ‘ o ,

TABLE 1 LT e -

s " _ Characteristics gésélﬁmni Sampled In- . 13
' Wilson and Lyons' CoopePative Education. Programs

. l Major . ';3"' “Sex

o N

— - — - »‘,ig —
o, .Libera{ Arts, , 188 .(16%) = =~ . ~Male 1079 <90%)
. ¢ "Engineering 789 (66 J i, - - Female 120 (10) -~
. Busidess - 222 (187) - YR L T

7
h R - o . . 8
" " Today's population, of cooperative education programs; as shown in
> . . - ]
Table 2, includes a much more even distribution of cooperative education

students in the areas of liberal arts, engipeering,‘busiqess, and .to a v,j'

o
. -

lesser‘lktene;“the vbcafiénal-arts and technologies. It also includes a ¢

aﬁﬁ, higher“percentaée of female particiﬁahts than in the past. .
SR . : . ) > N

Sawe Tt . ,

13Jémeé W. Wilson andrEdward H. Lyons,. Work- Study College Programs:
Apprdisal and Report of the Study of Cooperative Educatlon, (New York:
-Harper and Brothers, 1961), p. 24. - [

-
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TABLE 2 '

. N

N

° Cooperative Education14

¢ .

Characteristics of~Current Qndergraduates in

Majo.r' e

e~

Il . . 4

-,,4'."0'_' e

«f . Others

Liberal Atts
Engineering f
- " Busin€ss

- =+ " ‘Educatisa . /
N Vocationdl Arts and -
' - Technologies:,

. - 21635

.- 27885 (25%).

(19

Male

28166
5574

(25 )
5y

15499 (14 )

*36022

‘83564

\g?.

83564 (627)
Female 51217 {38 )

0] = : — g?‘,
T e e )
ows

An examination of the data in Table 3 5

e .
of the sampling procedures, w;s\mqgk

St

The fact tha; mbst twohyear 1nst1Lutions
.

were too new to be included in the research sample did result in’ an under—

representative of the current popula—

—r

w

. representation of vocational arts and technology programs.

. ”f<:&". R

. . . liberal arts curricula,

as the percentage of males and females who actuallx participate in coopera—.

'.ﬁ,f tive education today.

r*,sample does:adequately repregent

The perce

s

TABLE 3

,'\

’

T

P ... + - Characteristics of Cooperative Education Klumni

Sampled for ‘this Research

.

aﬂumni chosen to- participate in the alumnl study, within the par

th?t the sample df

l‘

K¢

-

However,

:épmni of'engineering! bysiness, and

tage of malds and females who were

ameters

tion of cooperative educatidn programs_than the Wilson and Lyons sample.

cooperative educatibn programs

the

chosen for participation in the alumni study is almosb‘exactly the same -~

. - Liberal Arts
: Engineering

" Business
Other

Major -

2175
675
1015«
523

(49.6%)
(15.4 )
(23.1 )
(11.9 )

Male

Female

Sex

2748
- 1615

(63%)
(37 )

~

<

¢

a
3

~

4
Data taken from the Cooperative Education Research Center s computer

o

file of cooperative educatign program_inﬁa a

tion.

NS

—
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‘o o , . o S T ) ‘
o . ' Characteristics of the Total Alumni Sample - - RN
. . e T ‘ . ‘ , . ) '. __4' - | CEU 4
LA AR B - ot RO
i. e “The prev1ous analysis showed that the selected research sample was

:\._ o fairly‘representative of the current population JE)gooperatIVe education

SO _y-j,(c_) N

'~A\i”'v-’ “on the cha;acterksvios of those alumni who were sampled and” wﬂ% actually*
. . . . ) " .. .
\ Sy -
\ - returned the quescionnaire The purpose of this discussion is two-f@ld:
v\ Y e
.\," .t provide more‘detailed information about the sample of reSponde ts o
' ompace the character] |

and to compare the characte stics of cooperative and nonsibope ive

. s
P r.'!-(-’ \ . a

It is further needed in order to characterize the generalizability of the

research findingst- . 3g*il

© .

/”‘. R ' The characferistics-that will be discussed are age, sex, race, mafl;‘

- tal status, age ‘at, marriage Tnumber. of children, location, year of gradua-

[y

tion, and undergraduate maJof\gi all alumn1 respondents. Most respondents
were between the ages of 21 and \33. As Table 4 shows, slightly‘more

tth half of the total alumni sample were males and-mosttWere white.‘ of

. n those alumni who were married, most got married between the ages of 21
- / . v

‘and 26. The majority of the marr1ed alumn1 reported they did not have

__Jr___g_*—‘students with ‘regard to- major and” sex. The following diSCUssion will focus'ff’

v

oA

e respondents. Such knowledge is necessary tQ interpret subsequent analyses.

r .
children. Most alumni were found to reside in urban or suburban areas. //’—//

The one characteristic in wh1ch cooperat1ve education and non—cooperative

:Aeducation alumni d1ffered significantly was in the1r undergraduate maJor

The cooperat1ve sample contained a higher percentage of engineering majors °

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

arts majors.
&

. D [ X AN
Akthough there was only minimal variation between cooperative and

.

-
B .

non-cooperative alumni within the total alumni sample, it was hypothesized
that cooperative and non-coopérative'characteristics might well vary within

the subsamples of‘undergraduate curriculum, year of‘graduation, sex, and
. . .‘.' .' t v .

. . . .
d b . , [ . i r

o - - o 24 S
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TABLE 4 .+

! A _ ‘ fTCharactéfiéﬁichof Tbtal Aiumni Sample ' 4
R T T A T Non=Co~op - ‘Total
' LT ST T e o b o . . ~
. Sex: - S A AL \f ' ’ .
. -Male- 356 (54.7%) . Zaal " (65.92)'" . 797 4 (56.0%)
_ - * Female 295  (45.3) 334 (43.1). 629 © (44.0 )
B St x> <619 . py» .05 P
\ - | e . P
- . ) __,,J-,__A, U R _ . — P * T ——
~—"77— “Race " . . 0‘
White .. . . 587 (92.2%) 717 (94.1%) 1304  (93:2%) i
Minority (Black, lso (+7.8) 45 ( 5.9) 9s(u,’( 6.8 ) .
‘Asian, and Span- 2 - o T
. dsh’ surnamed) 1 7f§ P Zﬁ'os . B
o - = — Sk
oL iMarital Status’ e <. . .. . Ny . ‘
SUTS L single . 283. (43.75%) ¢ 309 . .(39.9%) 592  (41.5%). o
'.r( . Married 368  (%6.5) 466  (60.1 )" 834- . (58.5) =~
St | X2 = 1.744, - ©  p > .05 | |
. -, St : )
.oP - Age at. Marriagef\""'i -t ;. R
o 20 or .less 364 ( 9.42) 54 (11.2%) 90, (10.4%)
' .. 21 to 22 133 (34.6 )" 171 (35.6 ) 304 '.(35.2)
’ 23 to 24 106 (27.6 ) 132 (27.5) 238 (27.5)
25 to 76 67 (17.4°) 73 (15.2) 140 ° (16.27)
27 to.28 25 (6.5) 32 (6.7) 57 " (6.6 )
--29 and above 17 ( 4.5) 18. (3.7) 35 ( 4.1)
x? = 2.338 p > .05 -
. Childten - S s : N
- Yes 231  (36.7%). 297" (39.6%) " 528 '(38.3%)
No’ 399  (63.3 ). 453 (60.4 ) 852 (61.7 )
. ° . : ’ c
- X% = 1.126 . p ».05 B
‘ L e g
Ca Number of Children <t . ‘ _ . _
© 47~ One 78 (33.8%7) . 1072 (36.1%). . 185 (39.6%)
~- 7 7 Ivo 118  (51.1) 123 . (41.6)) 241 (51.6 )
" Three and above - 35 (15.2) 66" (22.3 ) 41 ( 8.8)
x2 =6.242 p € .05
‘Locatfon , : ;o . o
'~ Urban 257 (39.9%) 324, (41.9%)y 581 (41.0%)
Suburban 274 (42.5) 342 (46.2) 616 (43.5 )
Rural 113 (17.5) ., 107 (13.8) 220 (15.5 ) -
| "x% = 3.683 p >.05 '
¥ . '
Major ’ R y
Business 113 (17.3%) 139 (18.0%) 252 (17.7%) .
Engineering’ 149 (22.9 ) » (10.0 ) 226 (15.9 )
Liberal Arts 290  (44.5 y . 423 (54.9 ) 713 (50.1)
Other majors - - -100  (15.3 ) 132 (17.1) 232 (16.3 )
xP=4s208 . p (001
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w.%; - race. A separate analysis was, therefore, completed for each of these * *
o ' subsamples...' - . v\! !

(ST

-~ An examinabion of the teSponses of the threé major undergraduate’ .

: curricula, as shown in Table 5 does’ point out some differences from the

-1

. general pattern of alumnt characteristics just deScribed. The engineering'
. -alumni who responded to the questionnaire were almost exclusively white ot

males. Respondents from the business alumni group aiso included a higher -
e percentage of malEs than_did the total alumni qample.v Within xhese twa o

AR )
- < \ A)

subsamples, cooperative and non—cooperative alumni did not differ signifi—. o

)cantly Cooperative and, non—cooperative alumni in. the liberal arts group,

VA“ ; A

however did differ.. The COopexative liberal arts - group included a

significantly higher percentage.of mlnorities and femnles than either the

business or enéﬁgtering subsamples, both cooperative and non—cooperative,

or the non—cooperatiVealiberal arts sample.

In order to better appreciate the suhsequent discussion of the research

- . . - [

findings, one should first understand the jnfluence of the uneven distribu-
tion of particular characteristics. To be specific, the fact. that there

'/;‘,was a higher percentage of, engineering majors, which is a largely white
S - : 3
male group, in the cooperative education sample must be céhsidered in- o
. W . \.
each analysis where cooperative and non—cooperatiVe compared. Similarly,
\

.it is useful when considering .the dq{a analyses to remember that the nonL
- ¢ .
cooperative sample included a larger percentage of libetal artg,TaJors

than the cooperative sample In order to be sure that the datafpresented

for};hshtotal alumni sample is representative, in fact, of all'of the alumni
-l
each analysis will also consider the responses of the subsamples.u Thus,
'S
L)
. the data analysis and discussion will ‘take into account any biases that

.

ight have been introduced by the Bample of" alumnj requndents However

~ .:' -
-'a .-

/it is still useful to realize at the outset that such biases could exsist.

. - .
’ . I




p7.05

145 (9930

' ' i L o N l"J .
1’;, o - .\. . ’ “T' .

251 (38 4%)

103,93, sz) n (95 6. 13,096.1%) 0089
7L(63) b(44) 1y .7)/3(39) (18 % (6 -
X = .155 p > 05 XZ = {; %45 i p ) 05 X2 s 5‘722 o b .
S .- o ‘ ‘r, j,‘: " ‘.- ; . o
9. Oy A6, () 44 (29,50 23 (29 9z$ s (54 )18 ()
Te65.5) 19386, L 105 (10.5) 5 6 (1) 133 (459) 240 (56.6°)
s 011 | p> 05 'xzsf.om' . p )..gs x ~7539 Copef
Children N | : . 3 :?'. o 'v ‘ ',  ,25\; f”jét.j!?;" if‘ .,
Yes o 2(48 61) 63 (47.00). . 73 (5L.0R)" 3% (49 3%) - 67 (1.8 139330 T
o l 3(5L4) 10 (3.0 -y (‘49“0) 3 7(50.7) 24XT62Y  am (66.37) e
AL K= p-*.;ﬁ‘,'os 2= oo9 | p.) 205 ,x?-j?.zs’z g (L0
;'Number of Children SR , ) | L
Cotme L (31 47) € (31 7z)_\ 20 (27.8%) 16 (4h.0f) - 0(4174)_, 47 (36,39
o CD(69) 29 (460) 3 (54.2) . 13 (3.6.1»;).;' 3 8.5) 58 (423
CThree and dbove 6 (117 15*‘(191);. 13 (18.1) - 7(195‘) S(6Y (B3
L el mp) 05 X2-3649 p> 05 x\gs.om g0
'Location | - C s " { . o .
yrban _ | 49'(43.42,) (65 (46.80) T alg27.5m) ‘28 036.48) 143 (9.8 19 (46.%)
coSwbutban ST (S0.6) 62 (4k6) . -9 (530 ) o 41 (5382) 93 (3.4 165(9.0)
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. B CTABLE S ‘ .
o Characteristice of Alumni Subsamples thricula R
.. Business g - Engine,ering Liberal Arts
Co=op _ Non-Co~0p = Co-op ‘ wNQn-Co~lp ‘Co-0p . NogeCo-op L
g (84 1%) 116 (83, 5%) 143 (96 0%) 76 (98.72) 99 234 IZf‘A 219 (51.7%) a _
"_,,viﬂ'TIS‘s\) 23 (16,5 ) 6 ( 4 0 ) 1 (1L.3) 191 (65 9), 205 (48.3)
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CHAPTER 4" . '. ' . v . ‘ - ‘ 1}

, ALUMNI PERCEPTIONS OF UNDERGRADUATE.EXPERIENCE ‘ _
2 o . . . P oA

Change of Major as Undergraduate

- - Y .

Al . . RN

7 Ia The first broad topic to be explored via the Alumni Questionnaire

:3; was the effect, if .any, of participation in cooperative éducation on the
e W i ’

B undergraduate experience, particularly student career development.: One-

3 . ). . LI *

| ;ndex of the'persistence of vocational choice is whether or not a student’
has chang\d‘maJors as an- undergraduate. It was fouhd that approximately S

R

one—thi d of the total alumni sample, th-corop andfnon—coipp had changed' Jﬂwsf
) : , -

’(( majors as undergraduates. One could assume, therefore, ‘that- one—third of

all. undergraduates had changed their career direction to-some extent.f

S e . : N It has yeen claimed by many cooperative educators that participacionv
. . f'\‘
15

. in co-op helps students to explore and test - their career choice. I

5 ) . B ,r,

.'H" K “ . .. ee " Co.
'co—op Aas’ the agenm of change in their de&&sion to change majhrs. Inf' f}m*;mlf

~

the most common reason cited by co-ops and non-co-ops for changing one's
~
major was that their "intefests changed." A comment as general as "interests

AR changed"‘ does not give any information regarding what ‘specifically Caused
T - x|
the change of interest. Thus, even th0ugh go-op may have resulted in a

o changed of intexe\;; there is no<wa¥‘to determine whether this was the case.f~ -

N
. : .

"re were, however, sqme co-op Students who did.respond specifically that \

i PR - SRR . ] ,__'\.._ el l‘ ‘,‘ ,_.";',,,
.they changed majors because of their co—op experience. An exam1nation of -
- i . .‘; -

?able 6 shows ‘this to be a small percentageu(ﬁ 8/) of the reasons given

i

v .
Ralph W. Tyler, 'Values‘and Objectives," in H:hdbook of Cooperative

15 3
Educatiog by Asa S.;Knowles .and Associates, (San FranETscoq, Jossey—Bass, .
Inc., l97l), PpP. l9—20‘ 'S . :

.lI: . . ‘ (‘ . .‘—‘ ‘Q R . ° .

. ' o "_—22'-#_ 29
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‘Jfor’chsnge of’major ' Further analysis .of subsample respouses does show
‘ Ehat more co-op engineering alumni (18 5%) reported that their co-op "
experience was, the reason they changed majors than any of the other
) : .7._&-_‘\ :,. ! ) . . o ,l,‘“
'curriculum subsamples.' - ‘ .

.

In summary, the value of " co-op with regard to changing majors seems

’ M .
to vary according to undergraduate major. A more accurate determination
of the ambunt of this variance could be found if in future research, the '

" H v"-- ¥ e

“gﬂ_cau§EB of "interests qhanged" c@uld be axplaineﬁ further. It is reasonable

ferefrom the research findings, however, ‘th t participation in co-op

does act, for some alumni, as an agent of change in the deoision to change L

a

majors and,’ concomitantly, career direction.

e * : o TABLE 6 - : S .
- v Change of Major: Responses of ToEal.Alumni Sample B - L
)y - Co—op ' “Non-Co-op TN
(*thene change of major . . : E :
7. ;a8 undergraduate7 o LS _ : - ’ ' 5}w
Yes TV T - 212 (32.6%) - 269 (35. 0%), R
" No i w39 (67.4) 500 (65 0 )& S
. . L : . R ! 2 . /‘ . o .- o .
. Lo X" %814 . T p ¥l05 .¥¥,__‘
S AP S - ..:' A Lok ) t- -ni r co L o S . - . ! *
T Reagtns for change of major e - IR -
R AR "+ ‘Co-op work'experierice = 14 » (6.8%) . 0, (0.0%) : ‘
' '~ Learned more about ' - I : o
s - major ' .13 ( 6.3) . 3L (11.9) r
o pre{pare better for . . R ' ”/
#Ijbb matket’ 21 (10.2 ) boe 37 (14.2)
-Disliked the courses 12 = ( 5.8 ) - 29 S (11.1 )
Interests changed * 101 (49.0 ) - 102 . (39.F). - 4
, ' Poor grades h;; 23 (11.2 ), ' 29 % (11.1') :
- Other reasons ;' a2 (10.7 ) " 33 (12.6 )
" ; . - e \
. w x> =20.657 7" p ¢ .00
N ‘ s x |
. @ '\ : ) A;'})' ’ J;. -
(N . C o , ) .
S o
v \ * ' "
3o 1 ,
. S o - wF
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. ) «1 Types of Undergnaduate Work Experiencee. _ - 1/

" & 1n order to determine whether @o-op alumni did,-in:fact, have aﬁhﬁquE“

kind of undergraduate work experience, the types of non—co—op work experi-

ffences that b‘th co-op - and non-co—op students had were compared An

summer job; a d/or -an internship job than. did the c“ ‘students. On,the

other hand," t*ice as many co-ops had a College WorkhStudy job as under—
graduates than ,did the non-c s, It jf !\parent that, although almost oo

.a11 the alumni had some :type of work eXperience as .an under%;aduate, co-op

%;pnd qpn—co—op alumni did have.SUbstantially different kinds of work experi—' i

P o ences. S - :
'1. ) R . : v T B . . v e ..' A

. . .- .' '. «"' 4‘” R
. TR TABLE 7 e~

- : Do fypesjbf Undergraduate Work Experiences < el . )

i TResponses“pf Total Alumni Sample IR R

’ ‘ B a g ? : L . .::‘. ‘ 7
. S R e

: L ,Co-op * . . ‘Non-Co-op* .
- \ﬁ R N S Y Ty B REY . B ) s
W .-.. Lo ; - .- " . Ve

o o

387 .. (60. 42)/\' 447 T (66.8%% ~ i
254 - (39.6 ) o222 (332)

7 Par€Mtime Job%
' Yes >
' . No. /\/

Ot SR L G 5.527_": e 02

s e Work-Study Tob - ¥ N S .
S Yes L0323 (50.6%) T oI55 (23 5%),, ‘
S .0 No - 315 (49.4) Y504 7 (76 5:) 0 e
R e \ e © x%%=101.187 . p-< .001 S
Ml L ING . DL
. N E ;.".-'j;-‘: - DT P A ) g _W SO
Summer Job . v o ' \\ -

. Yes _ : 422 (66.6%) 650 . (9547%);
o “No . 212 (33.4) " - 29 . (4.3,

f L// . ’ B AR 2. 184.1186. : p < .0'.01 e . ‘

L . X

‘ - . '. ’ « h ‘
Internship Job _ : . . v L .
Yes . 96 (15.3%) ¢ 136 (20.8%2)
" No ~ ' © 532 - (84.7) 518 - * (79.2).
- . . ) } Y

. , = 6.192 fp (.02
» o SR e T S

P T g L - ‘ .
G o . ) : . . » - ( e, PR
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Thesh trends varied somewhat for particular subsampleﬂ. 'Fewer

#
‘ b}

~

_centage of students working on internships or College Work-Study Jobs,

engineering co-Op majors worked on College Work-Study, summer, or intern—

ship .Jobs than other .co=op majdrs.' The major which had the highesc per-

- .

regardless of whether students wére*co~op or nOn—COhOp, was 1ibera1 arts.-;:-
: . . . T .ﬁ , BN
In <the minority smbsample, co-op students were’ less apt tk ‘work. on part-

8 ", . ‘._" . ..

Lt o
time jobs Sigﬂificantly more minoricies, both co-op anﬂ non—co—op, were._ Vo

~

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

,..“

[
.

w

. money,

py College Work—Study funds,a-In suc%,insgances, jopgfthat qualify fgr

. problems,.are actracted to. ppﬂ%Erative educat

e

pattern except for the fact that more females,,bo:h co—op.and non—co—op,. B

.y

*
participat n in e nshi s.' th tter fact i no sur rising co sidering '
?ﬂ{ '?F P iklf 8; not p e con:

ul‘v ""

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

L

sciences, which often have internship components o

R

One‘of the interesting‘outcomes‘of thefanalysisvof uhe types.of‘work'

.

experiences that undergraduates had was the ﬂiscOVBry that a Higher _per- ﬁfﬂ'

centage of co-ops had College Work—Study experiences as well. This ; ;;
,"v~|\ Y ¢
,. ‘-,": pz -~ -.1‘\,1. . N
occurreﬂce ‘might be explained by , the” fact that some co—op johs are sqpported s
. . : o

-

lg . r" N "?/‘?",.

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

tion in the government s Work—Study Program, can be filled by qualified o .'rJ

L S ' . L

CGrOP s;udents " This points ‘qut the poSsiHﬁlity that at, 1east some studente,L
(3 .
who are eligible fdr Work—étudy ﬂunds, and”th reforeghave some" financ S g
, . ()() L . . .
gqn by the potential to earn B

\. .o . » . . .
Relationship of Uridergraduate -
Work Experience to‘Kcademichajdr ’

4 . T -;. o et & S

~

% an alumni were asked to indicate how well their undergraduate work I

. . A
» o ' L A0 Ay R ,)Q‘ 8

expe%ience was related to. their acadgmic~maj0r. )As the data iw ‘Table 8 ¥?'

» _~f‘-"4i"" L
o S

e
. .., g
R R . . X

T 4 .

s [

ran,»




- . TR TO74 e S
E . Ce [ 3 - :

e . : ! e ) ) . DA el P Lt
. Ny o . - e ] ) . .
" ny> . - L4 . . .
‘ ] - N I .

. . O v oy : . b
shows, co-op and non-cg-op alumni differed significantly in this regard.
. .. “ L 3

————————f;‘ﬁpproximatéiy twice aB“many ¢o-op alumni as ngn-co-op alumni said that all

. 'ofvmost of their work assignments were related to their major.
e - | _TABLE 8 | G
- Relationship of Undergradhate Work to Academic Major: - . ; Lﬁﬁ' ‘
. Responses of Total Alumni Sample . T :
=t bt - x',.'L o - ‘1 .

l;\ . w, ) - . s .Co-op ' V..".. b Nqn_.CO'_'Qp. <
S Al work related ST olar o (18.6m) . s (7.8%) .
O . Most work related 241 (37.0 ) 102 (14.7 ) IR
A Some work related 166 (25.5 ) 153" (22.0 )
T " . Little work related - 68 (10.4 ) 125 -#(18.0 )
No work related 55 ( 8.4 ) ‘ 261 (37.6 )
- P "
e _ ' e ~x? = 232,446 - . p ¢ ..001
. . ‘ . ) S B . e, . .
Lo .. L . ‘ . . - ( hana
we PR : ’ / v e
T AN l T v
/9””“&w>«' ” rAn examination of ' the reSpdnses of alumni in the currlculum subsamples
. B vooR %

showed the same overall pattern. There were,.however, clear differences'

am0ng business, engineering, andfiiberal arts majors with respect to the.

pernenc 3t related jobs.» Oyer twice as many quineering.éo;op.majors statéd

. . ¢ pe

"all or{most of their, JObS were related to their academic maJors as’ éidi. oh
liheraf arts maJors. -The fact that- twic;‘as many.engineering co-ops

R
V.

. . reporggd that the1r JObS were relevﬂnt to their maJor as compared to
1 - . xy Sy i :
, P e R A ~*

oo a flibétzl arts majors is probably an outngWth of both the different philoso—

.« &

f}',ﬂf v“phies held by each’ program type and the job opportunlties available to each

- jm.'major. According to the 1974 Cooperatlve Education Research Center study

g ~ . of ooopetatlve\education programs across the country, the obJectlves of & °

0. B L3

cooperative education program in liberhl arts are ‘tore. often eoncerned with

e I
’ ’

. %
tudents'ﬁpersOnal,grdmth 16% Engineering ‘proyrams inidooperative education

KR ha’E traditlonally been more concerned with-carker development. It is thus

F
.

e e ) : .
.1
I g 6J.ames W. wfison et al.j Implementation of Cooperative Bduca rj)J!
hfu.~ Programs, (BostOn. Cooperatlve Education Research. Center, l975)x .
; Jr——ét——- ) | . . - 9
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e coacisxenb with these’ research findings to diséover that the'engineering- . 'JA
) 7 e e
' majors were moré%apt to have co—op jobs cloSely related to their. “field of )
t
' study. It is most important here to remembér that. significantly ‘more’ of
' U) : » A
(. the co—op alumni, no matter what their major, had at 1east some related ' o
I --,_ e | \&_
';‘7 jobs when compared to alumni who had nQn—co—Op types of work Experience. a
g | e T FI. [ P | . ‘
Aty u.l, . : ) S '-‘ . ( JEY Sy .‘ f‘ .
) Salaries for Undergraduate WOrk Experience .. - A L
. ; ) . PR ",‘. \4’ 3‘ " /‘} [
" I PN . - / . 7-' [ SR . .7' “/'s . ‘ . ? r‘

l‘.
Another sf nificant diffe%ende waE" fouvd in the responses of alumni /T, .
e to the question ‘which asked whe;her the uqdergraduate work experiences ) '
» . S S X ‘.‘___'é*l; K
were paid or not. The’ data"showed that more. co~ops held vo;unteervpositions

e .
L £ .

- . _ A
than did non-to-ops although the vast majority-of both _groups were in-paid-;'. b9

( - ‘a\'
k paid_for their undergraduate work experience. The fact .t

" in generali/énd more females in particuiar, received no pa
is undoubtedly accounted for by the higher number of voluntee

.or field placeﬁents that these two groups participate in,

0 ":?4. T T " ’ "}', \‘ " o / ',‘".' . .. ) .

) ] (S L ; A [ K R .
"."-:v' N s Co R Thy - TABLE 9 ' ' vt ' B ST
- . ’ . Undergréadate Sadaries:. sl L ' '

_%\ - : ;.-T Responses of Total Alumni Sample

ot . ', L . L . .

v
T
&

‘o
<

N

-l

A e w _ Comop " _ NouComop . ‘=
% ‘Wl 7 - v " . Ny - " . . .
" (93.37) -

' ‘(?‘S 1 ,q -0l
' Some paid, some -’ R
~+ volunteer , N 15 ( 2.3 ) . 11 (1.6)

. ’ e . i o e Sk .' .
L " Usuafly phid ™" ‘574  .(88.%%
CE Usually volunteer . 62 (9

[ .. ’ " . v . : 2 . ' . . & e . &
} : S, . oae ¥ =10.919: - p £ .01

v ‘ e L ’ . o " .
o W):'& o *y ¥R ¢ oy, " ‘ . ﬂ . o . ) "’F
| L . - Effect of Under raduate Work - * .
- Exper;cnce én Lhoice of Job After Graduation .

r

Y - ') '
To cohtinue the exploration of undergraduate ;;;k experience,‘alumni
e . ~.
were asked in anfopen—ended question to explain "t E extent L% . did

&L T " ". . o’
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your work experience in college affecc mpnr choice of Job after graduafion

co-Opa as co-dps felt their work experience had little or no. effect o)
- ‘ . L -
their choice of job. On‘the'other hand, as an examinacion of Table ‘10

;demonetrates, more former.co-op -students ;han non-co-0ps .8aid their work

”experieeces confirmed their career choice, taught them more about job

S ~aituationg, changed uheir.”areer choice, became their full-time jobs after

.4,
'- T e a R
L e -

graﬂuatiqn, helped them fi d a job after‘gradpacion, increased their skills

gowledge:. These daca'tndiche—clearly.that qveér s

4 ‘

i 75 perceﬁ& of thé ‘former cooperﬂtin edudation stidents felt their wqu K .
'\?;f“ N experiencés had some impact on fheirxchOiée of job after graduation Leso‘
than 50 pereent of the former non-co-Ops expressed similar feelings d-b- ';f=l
. \( “ - ) . ) . ] . . . L f . i
| : S TaBLE10 - @ '
" Effect of Undergraduate Work Experience on Choice of
; Job After Graduation: Responses of Total Alumni Sample
— - ~ — ; - —
Effects Cited ' Co-op - Cy Non-Co-op .
B . . ' R . l..‘ . . .| # : . b'-.‘-. ' "
Little or no effect 147 -+ (23.9%) 357 - (56.0%): o
el tiiConfirmed - ~carger choice 405 wi (17.1 Y\ 90 ;&14.1})\ o
‘Learned more _about jobs ' 94 £(15.3 ) ’ Y (. 6.9)
ERLIEN v Changed career:choice , 73 = (11. 9 v 36 (5.3) .
L Became job after o . ' o ' o '
. % . -+ sgraduation . ST el (14.8) \: L T30 (4.7 »
e Hefpful in finding JOb -y o 76.1% T o fes.0%
nte ‘after graduation ' . 32 (*5.2 ) 28 . (4:6) | o7 7
'+ ,» - *Incteased skills - > 37 <(6.Q)" - T 28 { 4.4) .
s 3Incfeased self- knowledge 13-, (.2.1) AR “1.9 )u)“ ?
_ - Otheér effects . 227 (3.6)) o1 (2290 v

L - Subsample analy?is howed that a higher percentage of non—co—Op males ‘
..4.‘5.‘41 - . N i /

o claimed their uudergraduate work.gxperience had little or no efﬁgct on - " 47 (
tﬁ!ir JOb chdice than d1d the, non-co—op females.* T¢t; fs reasonable CQ '.s N

bl

_assume that this-difference was\a‘result of the greater parcicipation&.by

. - . . . n
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*  #on-co-op femsleq;uin}internship experiences. Thid affirms the findings

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

‘ S . y S
-ence, as an yndergraduate, does affec? one's choice of job after grudu%tion;
- . Completeness of Career Information

A significantly higher percentage of the co—op alumqi -stated they

v o1

had received adequate career information in collége than did the non—‘ﬁ. oo

T ..‘,,‘., e et e -
Y ot

7.{§r"co—6pﬂalumni This aSSessment, howeVer, seems to have changed over time.

5?*-Aw%- The difﬁetences betweenﬂco—op an‘.hbn-uo—op alumng 8. assepsment of career

'3‘ . T v
_ b informationnwere sig ficant heyond the. .01 level for the years of 1965 and
R : . s 1 . e W -7, Ce ot
1970 %ut%fell short of, the .05 %evel of significance for the year 1974
-t . § - <. 4 1 - Py
This could bé a sign that‘recent efforts’ toward improving career educarion,
Y A - N : :
¢ v \
. for all college students, are beginning to have an effect. '
. B . TABLE 11 ' - . . % ,
, , Completeness of Undergraduate Career = = . ,
et .+ '~ Information: Total.Alumni Sample-Response - T
oo e F e e e sep T T "No=Co=op - ’
.- N ° . A « b TN N - .y . ! K .' .
o .« - Adequate 299 ¢46.1%) - - - 254 (33.5%2) -
, omewhat adequate 'y206 . (31.7) 242 £31.9)
: " 7" Inadequate U U144 0 (22.2)™ - o262 1(34.6 )
o x®<me02 7 p ¢ .0001
\ . } - . # - N . . Jl_i P . ~ v
. ) P “ —x / D IS ——— - ; u
&  A.comparisen ofwcurriculumnsubsamples'shows,that everall;iliheral-" l
artg_majors fgit th:&\received less adequate careeér information‘than did
) ¥ ; ' ‘u
engineering or ‘business majors. ' Withln the_group of liberal arts respon—.
D e . Wy e N . T D o
dents, co—opumales expressed greater satisfaction with the career informa— v
L . -..!u & L »i‘ . o -V .
‘ *tion they have recelved ‘thah did-either the non—co—op maléb or . the co—op .
r1 .

and non—co—op females. This finding-suggests the~possibility that partici-'”
- . o SRS P
patica'in cooperative education may have special benefits for male liberal,

-

i n: T e v . . . n E . v




, . ) - . » Ca e
PR . BT - . S

U - =30+

arto students’. Thie poasibflity §111 be re-examined' in later sections _ \
. - .

7

&

~of the report.

L Information Available About Job Opportunities . i
T , g ‘ . ' :
2 oo . 3 : :
h LI ’ ol L ’ o e
A8 with the pre¥1oua itém, more co-op alumni felt they qgre very or
AR 4 T

" fairly well inforﬁed upon graduation about job opportunities than did the

non~co-ops. Again, significantly.moreVengineering and buainess majoréw', e,

',than liberal arts majors indicated they were very or fairly well informed.
’ K"

.. In. addition more liberal artg co-op malgs were ve y or fairly wekl informed
h )

" than co-op females, ‘This. is consistent with -the fi ding, discussed in'

- S :

the previous section, that cooperative education ma$¢ play' a'particular'

role in the career .development, of liberal arts males.

. . . -
- e - PR . . . L

-t . \ )
TABLE 12 . ' ‘ . . F
Information Available About Job Opportunities: o -
oe . Responses of Total Alumni Sample

Y

i

p - Co-op Non—Co-op

Very well Informed 142 (22 3%) - 108 (14.24)
Fairly well informeéd ~ 266 - - (417 ) . 309 (40.7 ) o
‘Not too well informed 143 - (22.4 ) - 216 (28.5 )
Very poorly" informed T 87 - . (13,6 * 126 (16467)

. - . xg ;19.'490 - “p < .001

&

e 4 ,*vSoﬁrces of Career Informatfion

CA possible explSnation for the differences in degree of career prepagqr'
: tion reported by co-op and non-co-op alumni may be found by exa@inipg the

‘sBGréés of carédr inforﬁation cited by each group.' Almost half of -the -

T g x e

co-op graduates reported’that either their co-op coordinator or the people

they met on their -jobs were their prifie soufce of career informatlon as an  ~

'underéra§Uate. The'non-co-op‘sample, owever, received caree;.information:::>- *
. PR e ’ . - . . . ' A j g A " . .

. .
. . N .
.
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Lgrgely'frpm‘the teaching chulty or, to a lesser extent, from the Senior e
. ~—Placement Offfce.  Tn addltion, twice as many 16ﬁ-co-op? tndtcated ﬁray‘%;—
N ' . . . E o
had not received cnreer.information at all, !
e .+ TABLE 13:
s Sources of Undergraduate” Career. Information.'
PR b \". ‘ Responses. of "Total Alumni Sample
, . ,
. L . Co-op ‘ 4 " Non-Co-op -~
" Faculty 178 (28.3%) 306 (40.9%) L
¢ Senior Placement Office 64 - (10.2) , 138 €18.4 ) . .
Counselling Office . 24 - ( 3.8.) 40 ( 5.3)
Co-op, field, or inte€rnship N B -
‘ ' :coordinator o 143 (22.7 ;} 44 ZZ. 16 (‘&.I_) '
) ' IPeople on. job . 135  (21.5 ) 85 (11.3)
No one o 36 (5.7)- 83 (11.1 ) .
, * . Other.. . . 4 (7.8) 81  (10.8 )
% = 204,598 - . . p ¢ .001 s
' . ) LI X ‘. 1
tg K- . Aitﬁough supsample 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 enO“B to indicate

certain trends. For example, almost twice as many 1ibera] arts co-op

e -

-'alumni as engineering co—op alumni reported that the teaching faoulty was

their primary sourceaof career infdrmation. On the other hand, the Senior
1

e Placement»ﬁffice and the co-op placement coordinators were a stronger
.nfluence for the engineéring co-ops. 'This‘finding<is consisteftit with the
fact that greater emphasis is placed, in liberal arts co~-op programs, on
faculty participation in 'cooperativeeducation.17 ‘ T .
. :_b p ) Co~op Alnmni Perceptions of Their Co-op Experiences :
| IR - - A. o 4 - - L |
Alumni of co-op programs were asked what they felt was the most. oI
- beneficial aspect of partioipation in cooperative eddcation.' Th®. most
_a | r . ' . ' »
17 R ‘ L :
James~y. Wilson et -ali, Implementation of Cooperative Educatfgn 0.

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

[%BJ};* L : . . 38 .
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L oy

o !’ttqu.nt r‘-ponle by far was that the actual work experience was of P

o : areas. Actu 1 reaponsea may be found 1n Appendix E. Data analysis

1nac1tutlons w 8 the ability to earn money to help defray costs of tuition.';

X  on the other hagd, the alumni of the five basically liberal arts co-op

-

colleges in the -tudy.responded‘that the development of feelings of inde-

pendence and expodure to the "real world" were of secondery importance.

None of the liberdl arts majore mentioned the ability to earn money as a

benefit, ‘

In oeder to cover some of the problems encountered by co-op

"beneficial aspect of participation in cooperative education.  Approxi-

1ie alumni said that their experiences were totally .

S
d

mately one fifth of

beneficial hnd did not comment further. Of those alumd® who did mention

'*i * problems, the complaint most cdmmonly reported was that the work was
"too boring" or was ''not relevant enough." The alumii of the non-liberal

Eitrooc T e am

a—

grtsvinstitutions were also concerned with the extra year of school

required- of all co-op students. The }iberal arts alumni, on the other

~

hand, expressed concern about the.problems involved in relocating for
. )

their jobé‘ These find1ngs are consistent with the data on co-op program

-~

types and their relationship to program obJectives which is reported in

A\

Implementation of quperatlve Educatidn Prqgrams.1

-~

.. . .

I «lgjames W. Wilson et al., Implementation of Co‘;::;tive Education
- i Programs, (Boston: Cooperative Education Research Center, 1975). '

N
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These perccptionn of thc co-ué’hlumni concqrnina their co-op equri- ™

)

* ences are conni-tcnt with the findingl prunented on ého effects of under- K
graduate work experiences. Daga show that participation 1n co-pp - 4
experiences, overall, regults in more adyanced‘careér d@valopmont'rhnn Yo

\ : , , '
participation in other forms:of undergraduate work ‘experiende.
’ RS ' ' ! . )

. - Alumn{ Attitudes Toward Thelir Aimn Mater - e

N . . ‘u
.
. . y o
‘ - 4

Another issue this research sought to explore was wh&thah parficipa-'* ' ::

.

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

experience as a wholel Co-op and non-co-of alumni responded -similarly:

+

% . , . . ) . , S
' over half gf both grouds indicated they were fully satisfied with thejr .. ') :
‘ . . R . ..“ o ) :
“  undergraduate education. An analysis of subsample reaponSes showed:stmilar R
. TN
) ;eactiong for aIl but the minority subSample. In the. minority subsample.

%  the minority co-ops showed more satisfaction than the minority non-co-ops

- and the co-ops and non—co~opsdin the total:alumni sample.-‘While this .

difference uas not quite statisticaliy significant, due’to the small_siie
4 '] ' . a * Lo
of ‘the minority subsample. it is large enough to Suggést a decided trend,

As a\somewhat more indirect measure-of satisfaotion withﬂunderu

\ A 2= - . H

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

é.a' R . N ",l- .
of their family to attend their alma mater (assuming the institution . -

. N o

offered the appropriate-f%eldzof-study).' The majority of both co-op. and .

v

non-co-op alumni responded they'would.j'Alumni responses mo.this and'the' -

) previous item indicate that participation in cooperative edhoation does *
not seem to have an effect on the overall satisfaction with their alma

- ~—— , LN .
. - - co , - . L.

‘mater. TT.

! : In spite b(,this professed satisfaction vith their alma mater,
'approximately half of the total alumni samplé\had not maintained any
I

relationship at a11 with their undergraduate institutions.‘ of the

. . .
e < .. D . . . .
. N .




approximately 35 percent that did remain in contaet, only a small per-

3f}_*cenq;ge actively participated in alumni activities the rest donated

'4 money&__NOt unexpectedly, significantly more. alumni from the class of

i1965 denated money: than those from the class of 1974.: An improvement in
. i Qo ,ﬁ\ ,v”-“lv'

'*dne LR financial status has a direct relationship to alumni donations.w,;p.s'

R B 1‘ ) oy o . - ; s
‘ T ;,10 l - ' ’ s B oAt .'\- e AR 2
23 TABLE‘14 AR

Aar : .Alumni Attitudes’ Toward Alma Matat e n .
- SO ReSPOnSes ‘of. Total Alumni Sample "

SR o . : . , .
Len Z,'- R "‘ Lo A T
e ot .t Co-op ‘" Non-Co=op N
=vf§?§isfaction with_alma mateF!FN ) ’ : B \f}~'7\ :
| Fully satisfied i 339 (53.02) 407" (53.4%)
-Partdally satisfied o N278 (43.4 ) ,328“ (43.0)
: /\& Dissatisfied PR I 23 . (3.6)-» 27 ( 3.5)
N _~ ST - x%'= .028 P v__>,.',95,.~ S
' g '.Would like family member to wp ':.'i . _ff‘ ‘-' ;‘~‘: f'm’m i ;
*~#.P;attend alma mater vp s . - Coe

" Yes ., : S U508 (82:27). 6177 (83.0%) L
No - " W . - 110 (17.8 ) "126° (17.0) K

S i- R ~}--. , v X~2 = .113-:'[ ’ ":p >'.05

o

C e Partic1pation in alumni
LT activities *

; Active.pqrticipation S 57 ( 8.9%) ° 81 ’ (16.62)
== Give money only ' . “200  (31.1) , 310 (40.7 ) .

P

.. No-participation - . 386 (60.0 ) " 370 (48.6 )
v : \~o : ' : X2= 18.451 <. "'p < -Oi

..._' - . . _ _ . -. .' l/' ‘.. . :

Eoo LR *
L A compariSOn of co-op. and non-co0-op alumni responses in the tota1

.r‘-a4‘

'rv- i . -

: alumni sample showed statistically significant differences in the level

L R . - .- /,, ¢
R .

of participation in alumni activities¢ Fewer_co—op alumni participated

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

. ¥
E -
-, '
. 41"
g & : :
& . _




'equires students to leave campus for periods

ll . oo T d
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alumni do not differ greatly in their basic abtitudes toward their alma.
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- significantly different post- graduation activities. Most noteworthy.has‘

" POST-GRADUATION EXPERIENCES OF ALUMN} - | ' . J ar

— (_‘"‘ : e
-+ Types ofjAcgivitiea‘Pursued,"’

e

‘The_next series of questibns examine which types of activities co-op .

and non-co-Op alumni were most apt to engage in after graduation from

their undergraduate institutiOn full—timeremplpyment, graduate school

Wy TS

.

part-time employment, travel homemaking, military service. As an examinar_i

e

tion of Table 15 shows, alumni of co-op and non—co—op programs had

7

< Lo ]
the finding that more co-Op alumni secured full—time employment than did

’
¢ #

f..eilpn-co—op alumni A corollary of this statement is that more non-

Sections 'will describe, where applicable; any pertinent variations in the
Q o

vresponses of subsémple members to thiszé§¥§es of questidhs. _ - ;“F )
. 4‘ ‘ . " . . .
Lo Y riBLE 15 " SER S
. s  Post-Graduation. Activitie8° PR o R
Responaes of Total. Alumni $ample ’
. Co-op.. . Non—Coeopa,l
- : R e ; I
© Full-time employment 547 . 7(85. 2%) 603 7 (80.5%)
Cr e ' : . ’ . _ .
' [T Z’L 4 997 . p € .05
., Graduate School o286 (45.’5%) 376 (51.8%) |
T R X'=\§\015 . p < .05 7
 Part-time employmeént 171 ft(2737) 238 (33.4%)
e _ ‘ ‘xz = 5.487 p € .02
S P . . . ; .:‘ L . ,‘ Lo .t - ! .
-36- .
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alumni engaged in the other activities listed The following ‘ " ¢
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TABLE 15 (cOQtinued? Q%ﬂ‘-.'
By - {‘ - ..+ Co—-qp : - Non-Co-op b
avel . 12 "(34.0%) 272 (38.2%)
. | T "\ 2 | o n e o
) . X7 = 2,326 .- 'p » .05 S
4 2 - ) k4 - {.\
Homemaker 126 (20.42) . 194 - (27.57)
e ' . Xz-? 8.751 . p < .01
citgeary 0 0 0 s2 . (Csam - 85 (12.12) .,
e i 2.; ‘ o u L .
P ot s . - X ".‘—' 4.507. P <'\ .05 . - ".. : ) ,!
- I Ei_. . \ ] e 3 ' - - S. - :..
Full-Time Employment  *, )
] 4 .
LT oL, _ . . . .
,Although it is evident that there were ﬂifferences in\the-preportions
t
of co-op and non—co—op alumii who wonked full time after graduation, upon

L3

loser examination it becomes apparent that particular subsamples displayed

these differences more clearly than others. For instance; femalegco—op

and non—cb-op‘alummi did not differ with Tegard to the percentage of alumni
. not & o Sha S

TS REE
K

. - . ) . ’ ¢ Lt
working full-tfme' after giaduation. In con

male.nbn—conps report they were employed;full-time aftyr graduation than

el

however, 1is the fact that more co—op males in liberal“arts (70 l/f\reported

o ¢

:they weré employed than didmon—co-opumles (61 7/) This is an additional

e
: L]
‘ N-]
- - v T e
e o -
by .
N
ks h
",
¥
o8
.
AT} AP
et A .
3
B
. T
“
o
. .
e,
o
. e

. fits fo

\ e
piece oj}:vidence to support the notion that co-op may have special bene-"
| { »

iberal arts males.

y - L s .
. S

Graduate School o . ‘ . SN

& 4
 The total alumni sample results indicated that more non-co-op alumn

P

'attended graduate school after college than'co—op.afumni. ‘Again, an ©

. - F ‘ ‘ _ . e ' .
,either male‘::?>ps or -co-op and non—co—op females. of p rticUlar interest,

P

.
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o examination of subsample results presents a clearer picture. Looking

[ | - -
e N
-at the curriculum Subsamples one can see that while this difference
Lo
between co-op &nd non—co—op alumni is true for members of the liberalv

v

| arﬁbgpubsample, it is -not true for eﬁgher business or engineeriag=alumni.

S

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

. a comparison of the: ¥Yace subsamples showed a distinctly higher percentage

o of mipority alumni pursuiﬁg graduate education after co{\ége than white

-

alumni This is largely dke to the fact.that there were ﬁ‘re lib7kal

v'”ar jors in. the minority subsample than in the white Subsample.

N

.

' Part-Time Employmeht

(I - L L e .. i

N -
. S~

A’. As with the post-graduation activity of full -time eMployment, the

s

respondents in the sgx and curriculum subsamples diffe§bd mést regarding

part-time employment More females reportedthey worked' part-time after i
-k" . . .

graduation than did males. A higher percentage of liberaI arts majors

»

'reported they,worked part time after graduation than either business or

;engineering majors. In | ddition, significantly more non- c—dp males

reported they: worked p rt-time after graduation when compared to co—op t:.

x 4yl

.

males.’ T _ . .
» . ’ N R
Homemaker : - * T ;f .

Significantly fewer co-op alumnae (20 4%) reported they became

homemakers after graduation fromﬂcpllege than did the non—co~op alumnaev
i

(25:5%) Because the: statii:ical probability that this difference ‘would

occhr by chance 1is low (.01) and because ‘this reseaych project is con-
S
cetned with possible effects of participation in Qipaerative ed,_ucation

“upon’ females, additional analyses of data were undertaken. In particular,
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) l970, and 1974 with regard “to theit marita{ status and number of-children.

S

Although not quite reaching a level of statistical significance,

-t ¢ °,

there were decidedly more single female co‘bps in the classes of l970 and
I ] ;han?there were,single female nonbcoﬂygs,,.Of those alumnae in,tﬁe

&

‘ gdt married;prior to the age of 25. In addition, a significantly hdgher

‘* -
pencentage of non-co—op alumnae in the class of 1970 repotted having

K

, Ciaee A0

,Aﬁ anhlyéis was made of he-responses of alumnae in the classes of>l965

‘classes of*1970 and 1974 who were married, a higher percenfage of non-co-ops

. children as compared to the co—op fem&les in.the same .class™ v_Igtetestingly,

co-op and non-eo—op alumnae from the class of l965 did not differ s1gnif1—

c&Etly in. these characteristics. | . ) o S si:\°' .

.; When the*marital status.of'alumnae was compared to that of male-

&1umn1, it became apparent that while there was no difference between the
ma%e'and female non—c?—op alumn1,~there was a*difference;betwe?n-male and
female co-op alumni. 'Significantly more female co;ops reported they were

~

‘single than either non-co-op females “or co-op' and non—co—op.males.” Simi-

“larly, significantly fewer female co-ops reported they had children than

did the npon-co-op females or the co-op and non-co-op males.

< ‘ o - . ,
These data suggest that co-op.alumnae who participated in this study

.

v

marry and have children later7in/}ife_than do females who.haVe not partici-

pated in cooperative education. 1In addition, fewer co—op'women became

homemakers after college. #AThe data further showed that by the time a woman

'Jhad been out Qf college for teQ years, approwimately equal proportions

L

~ of co—op and non-co—op wamen were married and had children Thus, thg'

a ' * ’ M . . 4. - ' B 5 4 '
a career as a viable-alternative to>the more traditional post-grad

differences noted between co-op and nop-co-op alumnae disappeared over
. [ . .'__( '

. ! J
-4 L Gt - = . :
time. An explapation of these data may well be the fact that as. a result

of participation in cooperative education, women may perceive purdning

v
.

tion

pattern of marriage and homemaking-

46
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: . | _ B , i,TABLE 6, ,. - ‘ I ‘
THT _ N [ {\;,- Characteristics gf-Female Respondemts .+ & = ‘

- :;:+;l ..- . . J ", DU | ‘vx‘ I‘n B
| IZyr N /%j?L ) Class pf1%5 ™ ' Class of 1970 .» = Class of 1974, .. #

"}4’" - ." r \/L ;EO'OPI I LN()'H"CO-O% CO-?OP Non-JCo-op : CO'Op ‘ NOII';CO-O‘E o N

'aMgrital Statws © . B . ; § v .
osingle 2 (3L8E) L 18(3920) 40 (63.01) 34 (35.5D) . . 84 72.40)
" Married” '

) . ] - ' 5 (6 02%)
45(68.2) 71 (69.8)  S3(57.0) . 624645) 0 R (6) 43 (.8)

by R T _2‘ B A
X = 1600 Y X s p .05 X }\3.226 205 /
Pnt "vj" S ' ‘ “#' | ) , \—/ o 0 |

\ -
i) \ " N
A o ! v !
1
,
. ,

[= 0
o,

: I T
; .l [
vJ IRt
v

i

.
) 1500 ¢
) B (636) !
), 5 (L)
;o
)

" ge at marriage
20 or less ,

- Nt U R
W% 1
Bt
Dt |

28 and wp! -

Cmy ' shme
-’ wwe
e memm ) ' - -

x .:' , C a0, . L . ‘ (
o s ey e < e s

F | ‘ ' . | ‘ ’{ | ‘ | '!
. “ / S, : ‘ . e
! A
) T " — y
. . K Lo " . ' '
‘ ' ' . T d

Yoo B(BS) %(26) 69 (5.0)
' - v o~

\‘,. B oy - BB U TS (T IR (RS PN TSN

. N . , ) / 0#

“ ‘",EBlereq e A ¢ B AR
T Yes 40 (61.57), 63 (72.47) 23 (25.0%) 38 (40.4%) TC6.48). )8 (78D
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Extent Alumni Felt Prepared for First Job \

¢

]
e

~CO~0p alumni, wit more former co—ops stating that thei& A,

RS

/. A chi :Euare analysis showed significantly different responses from

-op and n

reparation for their first j¢b was excellent ghan did the non—c_o—op‘.v

./Thisg 1s consistent with-the findings, citedearlier in this report, thch
demonstrated that‘co—op Aiumni felt‘better infbriied about pos&Lgraduation'

[
Y

job opportunities, in addition to other ‘types of career information,athan (« E
’ p-

f

Qid thi non—co—op alumni. - ' - o S
. mstElr . Y S
. f%ﬂ- Extent of Breparation for First Full—Ttme Job: . “
A T T S ’Respoﬂses -of Total Alumni Sample ~ - :
l ) ~ — - - N ‘.
¢ Co-op . o . Non-Cé=~op .
" Ekcellent. 210 * (36.0%) . 156 (23.4%) |
Adequate = . . . 302 . (51.8) - 402 - (60.2 ).
Inadequate | o (12.2) 110 (16.5 ) - |
x2 = 24.914 T p { 001 ' .

—=<

amination of subsample responses revealed some interesting

>

variations frdm the total alPT?i sample response ﬂ‘ttern. Co-op and non-

‘co-op’ engineeridﬁ majors‘did not differ significantly with regard to the

r,

extent they felt prepared for their.first job Co—ops and non-co-ops in

N 1

liberal arts did differ significantly but their response patterns foliowed ‘

the same trehd set by the total alumni sample.. A comparison of co-op and

Y . . .
' ‘mon~co-op business majors, on the other hand, revealed a marked difference
: ° . . - .
- . ) e ". . \.

between the numbers who felt they received excellent preparation forftheir
. . . . . .- . - ‘ . ) ' ‘ . A
" first full-time job: twice as many co-ops. as non—co-ops‘ralprted excellent

. L e
career preparation.

. 49




Gﬁce again, statistically significant differences were found between

" 4 v ,the respOnsés of cO-OP and “°“'C°'°p a1umn1
v..l N, . ' "

-... : H ; , .,,.

e e ,&%ﬁasionShip'Between.First Job amd Undergraduate Major

-~

As the data fg TabIe 18

f?ui:_demons rate, the co—Op alumni were more concerned with finding jobs: which

T would utiliZe the knowledge and skills gained in college and, in fact,

: )ptggre more successful in findingﬂrelevant jobs."
& ‘ p

Y

- TABLE 18 Y

o Responses of Total Alumni Sample
i . -

Relationship of . First Job' to Undergraduate Major..

Extent Job Related to Major Co-op Non-Co-op :
. : \ o 7 . o
Much 232 {39.6%) 230 (34.1%)
. o Some 249 (42.5 ) g 262 - 38.9 ). .
.. Very little 105 (17.9 ) . " 182 7.0) .
T = 1l924” p £ .001 -
_ Extent Wanted Job to . : | T o )
s Relate to Major Co-op _ B - Non-Co-op
Very important ] 273 (46.8%) \Sﬂ -270 (40.3%)
‘Hoped it was related 227 "(38.9 ) 236 (35.2)
- Did not care 83 (14.2 ) 164 (24.5 )" .
x? = 20.813 p ¢ .o01

=

v - .

.0f particular interest id‘éhe observation -that non-c¢o-op males, once.’

again; respdndedbquite differently from co-op *males and all females.

. ] N ’ ) i |
Non-co-op males indicated significantﬁy less concern with finding a -

.related job .after college and, ‘in fact, fewer. fQund relevant jobs. This .
finding wa};consistent for males in all three curriculum subsamples ..
T Another result, which is compatible with pfevious research findings, i;)

.

- ‘that co-op business majors expressed grfater interest in and suyccess in
! - »

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

-or members of other curriculum subsamples. 0verall, liberal arts majo;p

s
.

were'leaét'likely to'want oi’to secure a related first job.

" Timeoof First Job

The majority of a1umn1 in the total alumni sample f tind their first

job within six months -after: graduatlon from their undergraduafe inst1tution.

- <

..It is interesting to note, however, that a higher percentage of the colop
alumni sample (76.3%) got their first job with1n six months after gradqéb

N tion than the non-c o~op alumni sample (69. 4/) . o { s

Characteristics of First Job

) 4
v : -
* . The next series of items on the Alumni Questionnaire explored various

'character1stics of the alumni s. first: JOb job title; JOb locatidn, type

vy

of em;lbx%:l,starting salary, method of finding job; satisfaction W%

-J/ ~ Job; number (if any) of raises and Promiif?ns receivedv—fﬂith the exception
\ i3 ... -

i

K L

of the alumni's first job title, co-op and non-co4op.graduates differed
. » . . : . . ’ »;l

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

thesé'differences.

. Relocated for First Job \\ ‘ ‘
. 7 ' : AN

Over one—third of all alumni in the total alumni sample relocated

.in ‘order to ‘get thelr f1rst JOb» An’ examination of’ the Qubsample'responses,
however, did peeal a number of differences”between co-op and non-co-op
alumni.-'Alth0uvh there was onl?,a minimal dffference between the_bercentage
of co—op,males and'females whé rekocated, 18 percent more of the non-co-op p
. males-relocated when compared to the non—co—op females. One interpretationh
“  of these findings is that the co-op experience encourages females to‘%e
[

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

explanation 1s that fewer non-co-op females relocated because for some

Q "_f o o ‘ o _‘ 51
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\ ‘ -
" unknown rgason this group was more successful in finding employment k.
: e : , S )
L4

« locally and, therefore, felt no need to relocate. Obviously the data
. -
cannot substantiate either of these interpretations, which suggests the
. N - . .

@ need for further research. : o N

_ " Relocated for Job:. . T
Responges of Total Alumni Sample ) ' .

Co ' w Jéfbp - . . -Non-Co-op .

S *Yes . a21s (37.1%). 247 (36.5%)
- No B . 364 (62.9) 429 (63.5 )

TR . _ <025 . - p ¢
v'.. ) g: . i - : . . . i

R

Inspection of the data in the other subsamples shows that alumni
of the Class of- 1965 were considerably more likely to telocate for their

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

-

. <, : "
samples, business majorS’ﬁere‘leastglikely to relocate and eng}heering‘
.y . . - I
majors, especially the non-co-ops, were most likely to relocate.

°

.

Type of Emplqyef .

v

TheMQUesgioﬂ ésking alumni to identify the type of employer they

-® - worked for revealed minimal differences between co—op and non-éojgp gradu

ates. The majority of the members of the total alumn} sample’wofked for

~

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

More co-op alumni worked for the larger private companies4while more non;
o t conp alumni worked at social agegcies..4These tendencies were undogbtedly
due to the faft that there wete more‘engineering majors.in the;co;op
sample and there were more lxberal arts majors ln the non-co-op sample.

<
Approx{mately three times as many of the cngineering alumni wdrked in larger,

T . o~

privary companies as did the 1iberal,arts alumni, manx,of whom worked in

) social agencies. ‘ 52 S
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TABLE 20" , L
Type of Employer

. L . Responses of ‘Total Alumni Sample
.. - ’ Co-op \\\V : NoneCoedp
Private company - 100 e ,
or more employees 7236 (41.0%) 236 (34.92) '
Private company - fewer . : - o :
than 100 employees 78 (13.6 ) 87 (12.9 )
Self employed . ‘. 5. .9) 11 (1.6)
‘Government ' . 8t (14.1 ) 112 (16.6 )
Social agencies (i.e., ' . A :
schools, hospitals) 148 - (25.7 ) 205 ° (30.3)
 Military S i1 (L9) 11 (1.6)
Other - k < - 16 ( 2.7) - ';““ 14 | ( 2T1_) \ ,
s B X2 = 8.961 . p > .05 :

’
*

Method of Locating:First Job

. L .
Responges show that one-fourth o

_ ’ o X : .
for a former co-op employer. A& review of the responses of the subsample,

’

hdwever, showed that significan&ly more éo—op males worked for former

gofoﬁ émbloyers,tﬁan did co—op‘fémales. -Tﬁis result is related to the

_fact that there were fewer females in business or engineering carricula, .

- ‘-

wheré almost 40 percent of the.first-jobs were with former co-op employers. .

These data substanéiate a réport published by the Detroit Institute of
Tgchnology‘s‘CoéperatiQe“Edﬁcation Res‘earch‘Cenﬁer19 which shows a 49
percent'reten;ioq rate of co6-ops at gréduation. This somewhat higher
retention raté ig uq60ubtedly a feflection‘qf the f;ct that the majoriﬁy
of the partigipénts_in the Détroit sthdvaere males and éngineering majors.

- ’
The Detroit Institute of Technology”s findings also help ‘to substantiate

1 : : ' ‘ '

9Richard A. Hayes and Jill H. Travis, Employer Experience With
Cooperative FEducation: Analysis of Costs and Benefits, (Detroit: Detroit
;nstitute of Technology, 1976), p.7. :

£ thé total.co—op alumni sample worked

&
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the statements made by alumni.participating in ;ﬁis research who'repdrted .

£l

that cooperative education is valuable in finding job, opportunities after.

graduation. ' T
o‘ . . : . . .
: " TABLE 21 | . ‘
' ' ' HoW Located First Job . '
Responges of Total Alumni Sample
‘ ., ’ . .
"Co-op - _ . Non-Co-op
‘  Graduate Placément * 102 - (17.6%) " 129  (19.1%)
Employment Agency . = 42 <('7.3) 42 ( 622)
Former co-op or intern- o X ' P o
ship job ° 146 (25.3 ) 53 . . (.7.8) e
Via contact person 108  :(18.7.) - .- 187 . (27.7) o
' '~ Ad in newspaper, ) o “ : I
A " journal, etc. N $8 = (10.0) .62 s (9.2) :
© . - . Faculty o, : 31 ( 5.4) L 35 (5.2) - o
é ., Former part-time or , ' A <
- summer employer * ‘9 (1l.6) 20 . ( 3.0 ) ¢ .
.Contacté@§§pgpany_ 23‘ - (9.5) 92 *(13.6 ) .
e . Other methods. 27 - ( 4.7) 56 (°8.3).
I x? = 84.625 . . p < .001° _
P . ‘- . . L - . AN,
I . ' 3 T
. ,’_:" . ; N ] . -

The method of f@nding a job which was selected-most often by the non-

'>£9%0p alumni, and second most often by the co-op alumni,lwés "thrqughfa
other contact person." Utilization of the college's

»; -friend, (relative, or
g ) . v

%eniqr lacement Office fankéﬂ second or third as a method of finﬁihg a
.jqb. Whereaé the co-op and non-co-op a;ymni.of thé'Clgss éf,1§6§ cited
tgé Senior Placement Officé servicés as -the moé; common meéﬂéﬁ ;f‘finding .
a job, the Class of 1974 non-co-op algmni ranked this method second and -

N

the co-op alumni gave it third place. Perhaps it is a reflection of the

' current job market th:t more alumpi: especla}ly nOn-co-ops; turn to personal
contacts instead of to the Senior Placement Office. : L‘
'Saia:y Levels on First Job . - e :
| ‘ " . w' ®
: In order to provide datg that would address the claim tﬁat‘graduates
o ' of c}—op progrgmé receive higbervstartinggfi}aries than dé‘graduates qf .
ERIC - - $ o ST




Sother undtraraduate programs all alumni were asked to indicate their

C o .starting laldry on the:lr first job . While about t:hree fourt:hs of the

l',.| . -

.total alumni semple reported their scarcing salaries td be lgss thanv .

kS

', ,sE Ooolycar, a atatistically signifioant proportiod of the co-op alumni

, e
earned mox'e t:han $1O 000. 'I‘hie difference is part:icularly noticeable in

the $10,Q°0 to $u 000 bragke}; which.. includes seven percent: more co=op

A H Ve
. .

aﬁﬁmiw&han non-co-op alumni.‘ :

'TABLE 22

R "‘7'. —_Salary Levels—on First Jeb: —
" ' Responses of Total Alumni Sample A
- e — : - . —— .
i} x o - Co=op . Non-Co-op '
$°5,999 or below. @ . 125 © 1°¢22.32) . 160: - (24.9%).
L 6,000 - 7,999 J o 158 - (28.2) o 204 (31.6 ) ¥ S
j 8,000 - 9,999 - 129 (23.0) . . 145 . (22.6 )" | °
‘ 10,000 - 11,999 - ., , v'96 (17.1"), ‘ 66 (10.2 )
' 12,000 - 13,999 E 35 - (6.2) . 50 . (7.8)
: 14,000 and above 17 - (3.3) 19 . (3.0)
Analysis of subsample responses yielded t~he following addit:ional salaryv
'gs; t_data. females earned significantly 1ess than males, even in comparisons
. y :%f gales and females in the ‘same majors, ]#beral art:s alumni ear.fted t:he .
:E!"'I . ,, . % ‘}N',

. 1east: and engineers ear‘d the. momatarting salary levg]:s have i;creaaed

'“&

j.from 1965 - tp 1974 R /(’/—ﬁ\ o - 'fgf"55: v

@ ~ L L

' Because of t:he attent:ion given to .chis purport:ed benefit of c00pera-

{ .
: ,tive education, an additional analySis 7f4the data was done.' It was

v

© hypot:hesized t:hat: those alumni who were' co-op student:s and who remained with

't:heir first full-t:ime jobs might earn h!lghegr st:art:ing salaries than those

who did not st:ay at: their undergraduat:e g;o-op jobs. "’ Due to the limit:at:ions'

e

“of . t:he sample size and t:hus, the availab'le dat:a,_t:he analysis is based

3

".only upon the. responses of business and ngineering alumni. For ﬁse two '
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. . v
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v é

' _groupe oiE a.‘lumni data analysis showed that the hypothesis was correct. ‘ .

Pa
& those co’o'p alumni who remained with their -former- co=-0p . employer, Y.
[ R , ‘b‘ o !
.percent were earning. $ll 000 a year or’ . more. ‘On'. the other hand, of those

v‘w _l.cO~Qp alumnd Qho did not remsin st their former co-op jobs,)qnly 23 percent

were earniggnﬁll 000 per yeer or more, This diffetence is statistically o . d
| significant ‘and points out th“ the starting salary of a graduqtq of a |
“‘.QOFOp Program is higbest if chat graduate remains wich‘eis undergraduate . B

employer, Nevertheless, even if a co—op does not stay wfth his former :'

co—Op employer, the data from the tota1<a1umni sample indicate that the “

' starting salary level of all co-ops 18 somewhat higher than that of the

non—co—ops: . J - o S )
¢ Itvis interesting to comoare the data obtained in‘this study on the

subject of starting salary levels with some of the findings of othea ‘ .
& research studies. 1In the natjonal study of alumni conducted by Wilson o %

’

and Eyons;‘the salary differences between co-ops and non—co—ops were found

to be statistically qggligible one year and three years after their gradua—‘
1,

& tion. A° study conducted by. Gore,~Summarized in the November of 1972

= , N
C Journal of Cooperative Educacion, showed no differente in the starting

salary levels of co-op and non-co-op students, That study on1y included

.

alumni from one institution and the results, therefore, cannot be generalized.
Data supporting the findingg 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
.- o . .
)

. be higher thgéw that of the non-co-op alumni.
Consideihng'both the findings of thig research study and the results

of other research projects, it can be Said that participation in coeop'
L4

generally leads to a higher starting salary for at’ least engineering and

business maJors.' The advantage gained by co—Op parcicipants is further .

-
t

Lo .’ . e -t B . A
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. Satiggaction win,F4t°t Joh\\\

o non— o-op, indica ed that they were fully or partially wtisfied wit.h

DU ' & . ' - . W . B
) ‘,} . ] ) T . . .
~enhanced when the co-op :student remaina with his fo er undergraduate

‘co~op employer on a full-time basis after gpaduation Thus, one could .
' a

conclude that co-op tonthdbutes to this particular aspecf of career develop-

" Wl
w .

- ment. - "o VA ' o ' : ’ ‘

‘

. R . .
o
"
X : \ . .
; / D e .
~ -~ -

Approximately 85 percent of the total alumni sample, both co-op and

o e
———————1ﬁndz—f1rst—fulIatimé“jobs. Sdbsample respondes showed that liberal arts

;/

Ly

h]

N\
majors and minorities, many of whom are 1ibera1 arts majors, were noticeably
less satisfied with their first_jobe than’were the other alumni. The

disdatisfaction,ﬁparticularly‘of liberal arts majors, may well be a .-

reflection of, a pooir;ob market, which has led to an irrelevant of unclal-
. Y T a )
» A

’lenging job. Participatibn in cooperative education does not seem to have

1
any effect o alumni s feelings of satisfaction with their first jobs,

.either in the total alupni sample of\in particular subsamples.

L  TABLE 23 v . o S
. , Satisfaction With First Job: ©
s - Responses of Total Alumpi Sample

[y

begg ‘ - Non=Co=-op - ' ' -

' B o R o i

‘Fully satisfied : 240 (41. 2%) ) © 301 (44.7%)

- Partially satisfied 256_' (44.0 ) 2724 . (40.7)
> Dissatisfied . 86 (14.8 ). . .99 (14.7 )

" ’ - I

XZ

’

= 1.672 by .05

L4

Promotions and Raises on First Job \ . -

Yy

<
5

" In order to determine whether participation in c00perative education
L v
had an effe t on the number of promotions or merit pay increases, alumni

-
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. = the nimber of each, the dates they were received, and the reasons for the -
- ‘ , , ‘ ,

change; Unfortunately, many alumni, especially those from the class of

\ 1965 were not ablg to recall much of this informetion Those responses’

T A
I

that were recorded, as summarized in Table 24. show no’ appreciable difference»ﬁ

between co-op ahd non-co-op alumni in the number of prOmotions or merit
\ * ) " . r
Y pay raises on their first jolls. Of those respondénts who did dot receive

.

. ralses, significantly more non-co-op alumni indicated that their employers '
- were. uneble tngive increases thah did the co-op alumni, a refLection bf

- i-the fatt that more non-co-op admni were working dn secial ;genq%eg
. . . | $".
s TABLE 24
Promotions and Raises on First Job: v
Responses of Total Alumni Sampie. ' ) 4
N . : - ' d . . . "
' Co-op =" Non-Co-op "
Any promotions on job . S . ' Y
Yes . 250 (43.67) 281 7 (42.3%)
"~ No o 323 (56.4 ) 384 (5?.7 )Q
x? = .184 . p > .05
Nuhber of promotions o
One. . . 135 (58.2%) 150 , (59.1%)
™™o =~ ™ .52 (22.4)) 61 (24.0 )
Three ’ 31 (13.4 ) 26 {10.2 )
. Four or more 14 (6.0) 17 (6.7)
3 - x* = Louy/” p > .05 .
Any raises on jek ) : .
: Yes JE 3 (54.9%) ~ 338 (50.7%) -
No : (45.1 ) 329 . (49.3 )
, ’ = 2.008 p 2 .05
Number‘ef raises ‘ , ' f . :
One: R . 1&27T (57.0%) 128 (54.2%)
oo wol 43 (17.3) 43 (18.2 )
. . Three - W26 -i10.4) - - 31 (13.1)
~_ Four or more = . 8 - (15.2) 36 (14.4)
2 - ’ . x%"=1.0% 7 Tp ) .05 o
Isfempleyer able to give
raises P : -
-Yes -~ ‘ 89 . (42.47) 88 (31.3%)
v No Yoo . 121 (57.6 ) 193 (68.7 )
v N v . . e 2

w0 - X© =5.910 p € .05




» , . L
Although there were only minimal differences between co-op and non- .

., co-op alumni regarding the number of raises or promotions received, there
\ .

S
.

. R S . w C, ‘
.+ 'were significant diffecrences between: subsamples. Once again,” females and

“q ' liBaral arts majors received fewer raises or ‘promotions. This is consis-
- .

‘tent with the data which show that many of the employers-of females and
- . . v
liberal arts,majors Wwere not as able to give raises or.promotiona. of

v those alumni who said that they did receive raiges and/or:oromotions,,both

¥exes and all majors were quite similar in the actual numbers of raises’

T v . : . ) "
: U%- 'pl um‘trti'ons*rece i‘VEdZ“’_ e et e et e N . —
», The findings of the Detroit Institute of-Technology study,mdiscussed
/

‘previously, do reveal differences betwoen co-op and non-co-op employees in
their salary and promotion histories. Hﬁgever, their data are based on a.
select group composed primarily of male engineers who are working for

" former co—opemployers.' For other co-op graduates, who may not remain with

. . .o , '
a former co-op employer, participation in co-op does not seem to affect L
the number of raises or promotions received on the first job. ‘ B l
ﬁmgv . Employment Patterns - " ,
B ; a S . .
b o
-;_;__i__,;.iofmthe;12351members of the. total alumni sample_yho;indicated they o ...fl
Aad worked on a full-time job after graduatidﬂ, almost two-thirds were no {“;i -
longer working at their first place of employment. This proportion varied " fﬁi
: " L " ‘i. N
- ’ o gt
significantly among the subsamples. Liberal arts majors and females, many: E;iggj:;
- ' of whom were liberal arts majors, were least likely to have remained at f*”‘:ifdj
o e e PO
4;//their first place of employment. Fewer non-co-op males in liberal artg- " ,
7 w . et o f:-'.‘i
“remained at their first'glage_a£1 oyemeﬂiwnwhen compared”with’ co-op N
. k) u';°$ .
'R
. male liberal arts alumni; This I ter finding adds ‘to the evidence WhiChm a:;~; i
g . £ B
w. - . indicates that participation in co-op;may have-special.effects for'male.%m'?~ani*uww
’ : ’ . . R FE .

,

‘ lihezal arts students. = ' : S o YR ,J{

:"" | .o ~‘,_‘ o . 59 ) -"_e 0 o .,~. .o

—_
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o BLF 25 l . '
. Employlwent Pntterna° : (
Responses of Tstal Alumni Sample . L
3 o ——— .; ' -
e Go-op Non-Co-op
B ' . ’ \
Still at first place . . o
of employment ‘ ‘ o "
Yes . - ' 231 (40.6%) - 242 - (36.3%)
No 338 (59.4 ) 424 .0 (63.7 )
| o _ . x% = 2.181 p Y .05
: ; - ‘ .____‘_.\_’__'__"__‘“ o A .
, Now at other jOb . v . JVC
e YOB 226 (66, 7) - 2258 - - (60 7%)
No © 113t (33.3) 167 (39.3 )
. : .)' - ' T
) v~ X2 22,835 . p Y .05
. o ' ‘*,F . \
» ) . . T N «
oy el
, -Reasbn stopped wOf‘king e Tt - : '
,J:Uw’ ‘Laid off * . 10 - 3¢ 8.3%) RURREEEY: T ( 8.17),
uw*l~rﬂ- Relocation - e 11 2.2 4 22 (12.8 ).
Sy T Marriage 0,10 a8 16 (9.3)
N2 s e Have baby w f 200 6 49 (28.5 )
*J;Z§ "76a; to graduate sqhool 34 Y (VL (17.4 )
‘ s ﬂﬂ’ler .~ o . ‘35 Ny : . \"'41 (23.9 )
. -"‘.\ I\ ' . s"- . « ) "’-.'l" T‘ . . 3 " L A .
. . / o ' = :r"’—-'\_‘t—-—,——T " .. : : " : N
'+ ‘@ Number of jdbs since Fa Ve o L o o .
T u g \firSE “, o ' ' S S RO
" Oneé SRR Lo 3L 4&2 87,) « 2151 . (37.2%)
Lol Two e LT 65:%. (21, 2.) P (22.4 )
.J;E,'/ T}]ree '.. . .m‘,”' 40 .. (13-{ ) g" ) 5& " (‘13.8 )
..+, Tour qr mol’&’h LA 2T T (BB et LR (605 )
e NOne J P P.f’ﬂ“ '43 ' '(14\1,) ‘. : 81 ‘{20.0 )
Y e Y st ey T R ;4? o
‘;‘Q{S‘ “ ‘..:‘:.Q:l)/.i- - . . /" -‘; ) ;.:' P )?:i;%ﬁ}0.633. -. » i ‘p < 95 : :'_.:\.
. :( \ . — “ * 2 " "‘_N.-i-f,‘ — -‘ . - —
. P ST s o SR

‘L Tﬁere.wbre 762 alﬁmni Qhe 1ndicated ghac ;hey were,no longer working
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returning to graduate school, and nyre females left the
. - .

ng{world to get married, to relocate, to have bables, or to return

~

taduate sohool.

.ot
' :

'Of specinl intérest is the fagt that more of the co-op females (50.87)

thAn'the non-co-op'femules (40.8%) who were no longer at their’first place

of "employment were st{ll employed, although In different jobs. In contrast,

'

significantly more nun-co-op females were no- longer ecmployed because they

had left their job to have a baby. Thus, a significant proportion of
. ST ) Y
thdtemalqucngﬂmﬂlumni_pursuedudiffarent.pathsmafger college-when com= - " e i

pared to the non-co-op females. %%ﬁs'ié consistent with the findings
. !

reported earlier whlch-indlgated that co-op womeh‘might choose less

traditional bost—gradeftion:activities.4 v . _ .

: One other findinglcohcerniné the decision to leave a first place of
" k )

employment is noteworthy: fewer liberal arts alumni, when compared with

other majors, continued working full-time and more returned to graduate
. * L

school.

The next question on the Alumni Qoestionnaire askedbalumni to record
the number of jobs they had held since their first full -time job. The
'majorlty of the alumni in both co-op and non- Co—op had worked at one  (¢
or two jobs‘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 exper{—
/‘F" enced at least some change .in their c;reer direction. The most §tab1e

-t

subsample in this regard was the -co-op engineering alumni.

Promotions and Raises Since First Joh

r

Alumni were asked to record the number of raises and - promotions
. o :
they had received since their firstyjob In the total alumni sample, abou1

‘s

P

half of the alumni indcatéd that they had recelved either .raises or

()1 .
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-

promotions. Consistent with previous subsample. analyses, fewer females.
. . ~ .

~and liberal arts mhjérg/re;efved merit raiseé or promotions. Those females
. Wwho did, generally recelved fewer raises or promotions thaﬁ,did-members
of the male subsample or‘the business and engineering subéamples. Aithg;gh
the minority subsample was téalémall to produce sgatistiéally}siénificanp
data on this question, almogg twice as many ;S—bps in the minority sub-

sample, when compared to the non-co-ops 1n~ﬁﬁat subsample, indicated that

. they had recelved mérit raises ahd/or promotions. It would be useful to

- ___study, using a larger sample size, patterns of minorities' responses in_ .. "1
‘ order to determine whether or not this outcome was pért of a larger career
' o w
2 devélopment patf;rn for co-op and mon-~co-op minorities. . o
P ;', > ) . )
TABLE 26 ; . w
Promotions and Raises Since First Job:
Responses of Total Alumni Sample
Lo " Co-op
. Rb;seé since firs¥‘job
Yes . 179 (55.2%)
No i 145 (44.8 )
X2 = ,628
" * Number of raises received
One 45 (33.8%) 57 (40.7%)
Two 32 (24.1) . 28 (20,0 ) p)
Three 17 (12.8 ) 19, (13.6 )
Four , 16 (12.0 ) 13 (9.3)°
Five or more 23 (17.3 ) 23 (16.4 )
2 . a
o . X° = 3.923 . p \> .05
~.B . A
. Promotions since first job SR - -
P Yes : 157 (49.77%) 169 (43.7% -
No 159 (50.3 m» 218 (56.3/)
~
x2 = 2.294 P > .05 ,
Number of promotions = = % ,
received o o . _ , . _
One - 59 (47.627 " . 78 (57.8%) ’
I - Twe g . - ’ 38 (30.6 -) _ 26 (19.3 ) o
' ) Three 19 (153 ) - 16 - (11.9 ) °
* Four and up 8 (6.4 ) | 15 (11.1 )
.. 2 . ‘
. X" = 13.700 p € .05
Q ' : ‘ - : o b4
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.in co-op served as an equalizing effect for women in aspects of

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

There was also a significant difference betwdgn the percentage of

" | [

»

male and female non-co-ops who received merit rafses, whereas there was

no such difference hetween male and female co-ovps. Perhﬁpa-partlvipatlon
=T A

\ .
caMer development.,

il

thelr

-
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CHAPTER SIX

CURRENT ACTIVITIES OF ALUMNI SAMPLE .

Curreqt Emp loyment . S{tunt{on’

[ A

re.

Job Title y :
doby . , *. .
In contrast to the data presented earlier regarding alumnl's first .

job, noticcably more alumni [n the total sample are currently working 1in

managerial positions. Although generally there are only minimal differences A

& between co-ops Anqrnon—co—qps with regard to the types of jobg they hold,

there are a coup]e‘of exceptions whicht should be oxpluiﬂed. Co-op and

non-co-op miles differed significantly according to a chi-squarce analysis

of the data. A higher percentage of male co-ups worked as professional
~employees, whereas more male non-co-ops worked as managerial, clerical,

and -sales personnel. This pattern exists for males in all three curriculum
S, )

suOsambles.

TABLE 27 , 20
Current Job Titles:
Responses' of Total Alumni Sample

— _— - ’
' o : ' Co-0p A Non-Co-op
" Professionals 328 (67.0%) 326 . (59.9%)
Managers , 87 87.8 ) : 118 (21.7 )
Clerig?l workers . 32 6.5 ) 49 ( 9.0)
Saleseworkers ' 19 ( 3.9) 30 ( 5.5)
o traftspeople, operatives,
{2] .~ 'laborers, service _ ‘ _ _
- workers - 23 0 (4.7) 21 ( 3.9)
- : . 2 ..0 .
X7 =,7.916 p > .10
¢ I.= P

r 20C1asslfication schemé taken from the 1974 Omnibus Occupation Code. .

‘ o | - ‘—565 64




. » . ‘ K
o There ware 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
. 21 '
_ to pursue non-traditional careers, 3 special analysis was conducted on

the types of Jobs'held by co-op and non-co-op females. Jobe were classi-

.fled efther as jobg ¢raditionally held by women.such as teacher, nuroe.

librarian. social worker, or gecretary, or, jobe non-traditionally held by
women, such as docxor, manager, engineer. lawyer. or tGChnician.z? CO-Op ~

- and non-co—op females were then compared to determine whether there were

7 L

hdifferences in the nnmbers‘working in non-traditional jobs.

Although there were no real differences oetween co-op and non-co-op
. females in the classes of 1974 and 1970. there was a noteabhe>difference
for the class of 1965 females. Due to t%e.small sample siza, the difference
was not quite statistically”significant: However, an examination of Table
28 clearly shows tnat many moreaof 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 prOporfion of the females who
lparticipated in cooperative education followed different, more career-~
oriented paths than the non-co-op females. Fgrther study, however, is
* - needed to determine’whether the generally'atill low nnmber§ of females in
these fields is due to a lack of imterest on the part,of"fémales in purening.
non-traditional careers, to a lack ofleffectiveness on the part of J(ggatora

in encouraging women to pursue new types of careers, or to both.

: 2lharriet P. Van Sickle, "Professional Development of Women," in Hand-
ywbook of Cooperative "Educatién, by Asa S. Knowles and Associates, (San .
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1971), p. 267.

| 22Dixie Sommers, "OCQUPaﬁ“al Rankings for Men and WQmen by Earnings, i\
____ll“Jiniuonthlx;ngg]g;eview. (repr'¥ht 2988 from August 1974). C .

i

o
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CE '~ TABLE 28 W
Irndttional and Non-Traditional Job Titles:
Reaponses of Femalea

£ o :r’— ety ; “f i .
FemnlépCOfgp __Female Non-Co-op

Clasa of 1965 | (1) e (2)
_Traditional jobs 20, (57.12) . es (80.9%) -
“Non-traditional Jobs 15 (42.9) ° - (18.1 )

. . ‘ \ ‘ " .
- ' t test of (1) versuas (2) = 1,823 P > .05
+ Class of 1970 ‘ ) 3 Co - @)

- Traditional jobs - 66 - (83.5%) 81 (90.0%)

T‘ Non-traditional jobs 13 (16 5 ) 9 g}O 0) '
'§kr, ¢ test of (3) Versus (4) = 1.141 p > .05
0 * : ' ' .

Class ‘of 1974 . (5) , ;:)
Traditional jobs 66 (79.5%) 66 v (75.92)
Non-traditional jobs 17 (20.5 ) 21 (24.1 )

t test of (5) versus (6) = .494 ‘hp > .05

p)

A cbrresponding analysis was done ¢o~op -and non-co-op males and
AR :

a 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-
®usly labeled as non-tradigional for females), than the non-co-ops (69.0%).
This outcome may bhe 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 traditionaily held by males as compared to

v

[

female respondents.
| There is one other result from‘;he analysis of the alumni's current
job ti;les which, though not conclusive, should be mentioned. Therelwas
an anpreciabl; higher percentage of minor ty alumni working in clerical
nositions than“white alumni. Also, thére were fewer minority co-ops in

managerial positions than minority nondco-ops or‘white co-ops' and non-
< "

66
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co-ops. Whether thesa data are reflections of variationa due to a very
amall size or actual differences within the minority subsample ¢an vnly

be verified by future study. ' ' . .

Type of Employer

’

The only and most vbvious difference in the kinds of first jlob

¢ L]
- employere - which were previously discussed, is that many more ‘alumni, both
co-op and non-co-op.<hre now self-employed. Otherwime, those trends that
were recorded earlier regarding typea'of first job employtrs still hold .
. ' : :
true for the current employment sftuation. o I
’ Pl
Y TABLE 29
Type of Current Employer:
Responses of Total Alumni Sample
L 8.
: L '  Co-op - Non-Co-op
Private ‘company - 100 or "
more employees 103 (34.32) 95 (28.62)
Private company - 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 ) IS
Military 5 (1.7) 8 - ( 2.4) Coe
Other ° . 30 (10.0 ) 9 (2.7) '
x2 =" 26.659 f p £ .01

Salary Level

Aﬁ analysis of the daéa'%or the toéal alumni- sample shows no signifi-
cant differences.between the current salary levels of co-op alumni versus
noﬁ;co—op alumni. The starting Qalafy dif ferential has disappeared ,over
the ﬁériod of time considered in thié research. 1In fact, the only sub-
sample where ché%e 15(;£111 a sighificank'difference between co-ops and "

¢ |
B ~ 67 -
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' ’ : .
nop=co~opw {8 the male mubgample, o this group, a hightr percontage uf

o po— .
co=op malen vnrd over 310,000 a year than the non=co=ap gples.  Thie {ind=
ing im conalutent with Gore's copeluslon that University of “Cipcinnatd
business co-op alumnt who have boen out of college tor about yight years

earn sfgefificantly highor uﬁjurlcu than non—vn-np‘hlumnl.zj An w{th the

salary levols for alumni's flrat fob, ma}Jen corn more than f;mulnu, and
[ » N .

- . : .
T business dnd englnecring majors earn more than Liheral arts mpajors,
‘ , . ' .
TABLE 130
- . Curvent Salary:
e - .R;apengga'gl Total Alumn{ Sample .  ~_
S LS Cemep ..._,_.__N:'_'.\f_ﬁo_.-yn.,.i__
' $ 5,999 or below - 44 ( 9.2%) 16 ( 6877) -
6,000 - 7,999 26 ( 5.4) 17 ( 6.9) .
8,000 - 9,999 . hh (13.3) 65 (12.2)
10,000 - 11,999 55 (11.5 ) 78 (14.6%)
12,000 - 13,909 ’ 78 (16.1 ) 89 (16.7 )
14,000 - 15,999 55 (11.5) 81 (15.5°)"
16,000 - 17,999 32 ( 6.7) 18 (7.1)
18,000 - 19,999 40 ( 8.3) 26 ( 4.9)
20,000 and above 86 (17.9 )* 82 (15.4 ) X
.. X% = 13.854 p
ﬂg[ggnpions Rebgrdlqgunlgggiminatinn

3
-

In order to learn whether particular groups of alumni fel.lthqt they

.

had been subjected to discrimination, alumni were asked "To what\extent
do you feel thnt you have not“een given promotions or salary 1n§roases
because of scx, age, race, or other non—ability related factors?” Thcre.

were virtuaLly no differences between co-op and non-co-op ‘responses 1n\the

v

" .total alumpi Sample. with approximately 70 percent stating that théy had

.

23George J.'Gore,_"Qpﬁdb Visus Non—Cdbop Rev1sited " in Journal of
Cooperative Education, IX, 1_(. ember 1972). ' %

(o} -
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minority subsample and the female subsam 1e did show significantly greater

'feelings ‘of being diScriminated against than ‘the white subsample and the ,_;%'

-

5

‘ 'male subsample. Participation in c00perative education did not seem- to

4f,;'a11eviate these feelings of the minorities and females, to the contrary,4 o

o there is a slight tendency for the non—to—ops in both of these subsamples'

gto register feWer complalnts of dfscrimﬁnation than the coﬁops. Th1s may
» be because t:he non-co—Ops had less expOsure tg the- world of work and,
";} therefore,gless’Opportunity,to'experie%ce discrimination. !.

K}

. °
A
.

. ; [
s ‘ //* . ) . i . . ..
i ! 1ABLE 31 | \ .
e Fee;;ngs of Being Discripiﬁated Against '
.Responses of Total:Aliymni Sample’ .
LY o

3 . o R
. , . . FLoo

, e Cme ¥ Co=op “* 2 3" Non-Co-op "~
- ' . _ i T . : :
To a great extent . 28 ( 5. ) Y ( b.4%)
_Somewhat - 75 (13.7) s U790 . (13.0Y)
"Hardly at all. o 62 - (11. 3)° o~ 607 (9.9)
Not at all . * 384 r(69.9 ) 441 (72.7 )
» ;gi}'”' o " ,Xz ='1.186 S P > ;ig
" 4. i;:ﬁ R 'T_ .".‘ #
L Satisfaciion With Job - »
: " Over three—fourths of the total alumni samp
5 @ : )
, satisfdction with their current Jobs., The business sﬂbsample was the only
_ Jbvone where co—Ops and non—co—ops differ%d significantly. In the business .
. PR .

'subsample,lmore qo7ops (55.7%) indicatedfthat_they_were "very satisfied"

"with their jobs “; non-co-opg (39.0%). Thfg;iﬂ'%ensistent with some of
. o o S o - R o ‘
.- . the data presented earlier in this report, which revealed especially

T o P TR ' S e
favorable comments from co-op business majors. : v




Reaponses of Total Alummi Sample

. : Co—op__ SR Non—Co—Op

-

257 (44.1%)
224 .

fVery satisfled. 236  ($5.3%)
)
y . .28
) .
)

J-Séme satisfaction - . .172.% (33: (
_Indifferept . 25 (
‘Some dissatisfaction - 767 (1 47 (
}*very di.qatisfied 21 ( _ 27 ( _

3

. Reasons For Working °

LAn examination of tﬁe reasons wﬁich élumni gavé fOINW6rkL;§.ShOWS that .

L < %
R almost a11 alumni work to earn money and to gain personal satisfactlon.'
kR >Significant1y more, non—co-ops work 'to help peOple than do co-ops, bqﬁlb

this ds a reflection'offthe,higberﬂpercgntage;gf lrbgral arts majors;in - “.'

the non-co-op sample. =

L TABLE 33
Lo .., Reaspng F Working =
K Respohses Of Tof Alumni Sample L e

RN o Y L ;Ce—op . . Non=Co-op- -
O L o
“.vrjwﬁfrb'Earp-monéy. e S e oo
W o W Yes' o - . 519 - (93.9%).. - 578 (93 7%) L
R - . 34 ¢ 6.1 39 (\6 3) el

——

, R DR T 95 N
E a.b ~ A - :. — - — S St
:159 _£3 To. gain pgrsonal R
RO satisfaction\\a@r"' o
. f ’ .I. u {-'4N'o . -.’ .
- 5{;' ) DR o
S To help pegple . ! L )
L Yes q!p S 312 ¢ (59 z/) &

' 2.,_ 5 637’ ‘_7 A -
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','1970 and 1976, e

several phases of work " Althapgh generally the alumni rﬁbponses to:, this

The next series of questions foqused on specific job characteristics. -

pi
s v

L Alumni wafe asked to indicate the frequency with which they experienced

s IO

Lot

the following in their current jobs. supervise work of'others responsibil--

'ty in several phases of work, plan~own work, Opportunity for advancement,
’ - <
4

usefulness !b society, social standing and prestige.2 ’ ,- o v ﬁ?,
The only statistically significant difference regarding the gxten?

to which alumni supervised the®ork of others-was f0und between co-ops in

liberal . arts as compared to co—ops in engineering. the liberal arts co-ops<

were\lessll ely to supervlse others than the engineeringco-Ops. Other-»

jwise, responies of co—ops'and non—cofops were basically.alike,»'An analysis

N

of”the data also gevealed, a5 one might expect, that alumni of the class

.~

of 1965 supervised others more regularly than members of the cja;ses of

'
—

- The. next characteristic that was examined was 'responsibility in

item were much the Same, there were a couple of: differences between co-ops

and non—co-ops that.should be mentioned. Significantly more co-op business

L

f.majors reported ‘that they regularly had. responsibility -in several phaseslr

‘_of work than did the non- co-op business majors.~ In thevminority subsample,~

y .
'the reverse trend seemed to occur: fewer co—ops reported that ‘they

' k2

reﬁﬂlnrly had responsibility in several phases of their work than did the

&

~;.5¥nonfCO-ops. Due to the small size of the minority subsample, the difference
*%?

o

* .

is not statistically sigzificant but it is large enough, however, to deserve

further study

g

fons.

\
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ReSponses of Total Al Sample : _ *
' = — 'f
| Co-op . ___ Non=Co-#b
. Supervise others - ' : . "
' Regularly ... 248 (42.4%) 317 (48.2%)
Occaﬁonally o 217 (37.1) 222 - (33.8)
Never | _ 1120 (20.5) 118 5 (18.0 )
—~ x% = 4.341 P> 05 .
G i Responsibility in several . ; o ’ Jﬁfvf. ) ) "3
b phases of work ' B ' - - T
. Regularly ‘ 489 - (83.4%) 545 (83.0%) -
Occasionally -  « 83 ' (14.2 ) - 99 (15.1 )
Never 1 (2.4 13 (.2.0)
. x% = 422 P > .05 .
B - , 2*
Q5'“ Plaﬁ/own work . , , 4 . _ : o,
i "Regularly . 469 - (80.2%) . 929 (80.4%) ‘ s
"\ Occasitnally 98 (16.8 ) . 103 - (15.7)
ever \ 18, (3.1) 26 (4.0) -
- o _ . . e A .
" : ‘ N, X2 = ,902 “p > .05 . C
& .fr Opportunities for N | . _ ’ Co .
R advancement . _ ) _ . > .
Regularly .- 201 (35.47%) - 231 (35.9%)
~ Occasionally ' 266 (46.8 ) 300 (46.6)
Never ' _ 101 (17.8 ) © 113 (17.5.)
x* = .033 . P> .05
#%7 . ysefulness to society : s L
_ Regularly 366 (63.4%) C 60 (71.22)
L . Occasionally - 181 (31 4 ) ' 147 - (22.8")
|3 . Never : . 30 ,2' ) 39 ( $0)
o S e 1'1._539 | p\oz' .
Social stamtiing and ) ‘
prestige : ‘ S T e
_ Regularly ‘ 243 (42.925 4% 290
- Occasionally 240 (42.4) - 278
S~ Never . 83 (14.7) ~ 69
x? =74.045 p ) .05 S
% .
. g .
: 72 wo-




appérent between several subsamples. Significantly fewer co-op liberal
. X o 5
arts majors regularly planned their own work as compared to co-op business

' ’méjérs. Also, the percentage of alumni regularly fanning jtheir own WOIJ

-

P 1ncréased sign{ficantly from the class of 1974 to the.classes of 1970 "‘l

-

and 1965. | : , -

A

v

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
Ehey'régularly-saw opportunities for advancement than alumni inﬁother

. 9'... :
majors.

-

!’v - The alumni evaluations:of the éxtent to which théy.felt.us§§u1 to
sdgciety in their current jobs provided some interesting data. Those sub-
who regularly felt useful

bl

samples which had the highést percentage of alumni

o to society were members of the liberal arts subsample, or the female and

minbfity subsample,s 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 than did the non-co-ops .
stent with Wilson's fi}xding that co-op éﬁu*ncs in
'S . . .

‘This finding is consi

. : 25
jb' liberal arts become less interested in service careers than non-co-ops.

VL‘ The decreased orientation toward service careers cited by Wilson could
very well lead to'deéreased feelings of usefulnessto society.
3 ; The final job characteristic that was studiéd'wés the sbéial standing ’

and prestige connected with the alumni's current job. More business majors

o~

felt that their jobé régularly’had social standing and prestige than did

_ | "
Z5Jéme‘s W. Wilson, Impact of Cgoperative Education Upon Personal

Development and Growth of Values: Final Report to The Braitmayer P
e Foundation, (Boston: . Cooperative Education Research Center, 1974). °*
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reeﬂ&unric%lﬁm subsamples.'.Feelings of job

’ ;he Ci§§9 J? 1963/to the.classes of 1970 and

S o e
t,Whe onIy subsample where cP'OPé\%>e non-co-ops differed significantly

g VR L e b

14 1‘3(25 }he' lrberal 'ai;‘ts subS@f‘;‘:. . higher percentage of" "°“‘§‘Ops felt

; ;L \
that their jobs e1ther rdé;larly lox casionally offered ched social stande

-.ol

‘ing ‘and prestige than did tﬁe~co-op§

’,'. | .'
: The COnclu51on E% 2515 l:eélched after studying the findings just pre-

N

.sented is that jobs currently hela by CO—OP and non-co-op alumni generally

do‘nOC differ with respect to thé3¢ SP961f1chob characteristics. These

findings are similar o those reported by Wilson and Lyons. Their data

suggested that certain characterijstics, namely, supervision of others

it

e pla“ning One's own work; are related to age and eXPerience.- This

Y

research found the exact same re1at10nsh1p to be true. Aside from this

partICUIar finding, however, it is apparent that participation in coopera;

tive education does nor seem to have a long ‘term pffect on these particular
i3

.

aspects of career dGVelopmenE
Z

> Future .work Plans
- : , ‘

. . ;
MOSt alumni said that their future-plans were to eitgw’ kontinue in

.the same type of work or to work in the same field but in aég;re advanced

position. A smaller percentage said they would be working in a w

‘T eareer area; some Were ﬂOt SUre what they would be doing. S -fiw\

The data fron the classes of 1965, 1970, and 1974 show fhat reliably
more of the non—co—op a1umn1 changed over time regardiﬂg\their future‘
career Plans,aghereas the CO-0p alumni displayed greater stability in this

Significahtly more NoN~co-ops from the class of 1974 saidithey.v
' “+ T ‘ |

~.



1965." Although the co-op alumni did show a similar response pattern,
_ , . ' ' R
the change over time was cohsiderably_smal}er. Thus, one could conclude

e

that although participation in co-op did not affect the cypes of jobs
. held by alumni or the JOb s characteristics, it may well be related tol

’stability of career choice

4
bl TABLE 35
. -« Future Work Plans:
Responses of Tot#1 Aiumni Sample

. Co-op . Non-Co-op
Same type of work 27 - (35.9) 284 (39.6%)
v Same career but more , . . L

advanced'pr . . 209 (34 6 ). - 206 (28.7)
New career field | 106 - (17.2 ) - . _ 134 (18.7 )
Unsure 4 65 (10 8) & 76 - (10.6 ) :
bon't plan to work 9 >4 1.5) 18  (-2.5 )’ . b

. . 2 ] . . ) . B - »
. ‘ X = 6,842 . p ‘) .05 . v . e

Abocational Activities
. ) . * ) ) . .
-The purpose of 4sking questions about avocational activities was to
2 . ‘ . . B . , '
ine whether the co-op and non-co-op alumni were similar in this non- B

“h ) .

bpect of their lives. All alumni were asked to indicate how

they part1c1pated in the follow1ng church~related activicies;
e ] _ .
communitﬁ”activ{ties, polit1ca1 activ1ties travel; reading; social

+ N T e

activities; cultural activities; athleticss
The'leaireqoenr activity was foynd to be participation in politics,
with over:tw thirdgzof'theirotal alumni sample indicating che n'Ver' v
mcant

: [4 . r
.parcicipated in political a[tivities. Although there were no sig

differences between co-op and non-co-op alumni in this regard Q7ere were

. differences among the subsamples ‘ More 11beral arts maJors particii?ted

C g 75 ‘, ol

/ . 52 .




Lo _ engaged in political activities'than engineering majors. . A higher
L A Y

percentage of females and minorities reported at least occasional political

-activity than did males or whites. Rl : '
- \

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?

. patjir,.and females and minorities reported greater levels of particfpation

chﬂﬁ'did\males"and whites. The data also showed that participation in

=:_/"_7' : o . N .
o community activities increased significantly from the class of 1974 to
- the ciﬁss of 1965. X . P -

Approximately one-half of all respondents participated in church-

- related activities; 86 percent engaged in cu}tural activrties, and’ 82—
F.
percent participated in athletjcs at least occasioually.u Non-co-Ops"

RN
.4‘r'

' pa%ticipated in athletics more frequently than- co—ops but the two gr0ups_' ] Wj,~
"‘ip_ ’ responded quite similarly otherwise. The response patterns of subsample..; =

membets were like those of the total sample and, hence, are not dlscggsed

further. -~ - o ) Sl St ‘// .

The nostvfrequently cited/ vocations were reading (98%), traVelling o

(92%), and sOcializing (95%). Non—co—Op alumni engaged in social activities : gl‘

more often than the co-op alumni. Othezgise,'co—Op and non-co—op resﬁbné%s‘ -

were the same%, Response patterns of 8ubsamples were similar to those,

¥

of the total alumni sample.

. ) ”;—»I
fr\\

«g e

e Ey LS
. [ e

= ~ =

.~

'Wuy
R

A number of alumni listed other\non-work activities they partic1pated

oy

in: fraternit?>end sorority activitiAS' social cquS' artlsfﬁc endeavors,

N 1

outdoor activities, and hougehold activities. Itﬁjs.generally true that .

. - N
S . . L

/ : :
and non-=co-op avocations were the sameyi o R .
: v é x 3 -

Pné
T e .




NCBPVUILET Wi LWVLGLA SAULUIA JGMpPAS

. e . Co-op o Non-Co-op_
R - L E ”~ B ,
7 Political activities ' _ N '
x- . = Often. /v T 28 ( 4.47%) » T 33 ( 4.32)
S ' Occasionally . . 167 (26.3) - 217 (28.4 )
_ ' 'Never or rarely 441 (69.3) 515 (67.3 )
.y . i . LY o : .
T o xXF = P > .05
) R Comunify activities , . -
- Often . 77 (12.1%) — 79 .7 €10.3%) T oEe -
4{ Occasionally 278 (43.7 ) 345 * 4ol )
,-5{./1-" g Never or rarely 281 (44.2') 341 (44,6 )
:/ . = . . ) . ‘.
g \ o x% =151 . - p » .05 °
5 » o Cor,. . . . / . : ) . }
Church activi,g;ies> or. o ' M .
., 4 attendance o . S
¥ - often © 182 (28.6%) - . 203 (26.5%)
. g Occasionally* ' 140 (22.0 ) 185 (264.2 )
.‘o}lever or rarely 315 (49.5 ) _ 377 . (49.3)
L T ‘ = 1.255 p > .05 _
Cultural activities . ‘ . T v /
Often - 179 (27.9%) 214 . (28.0%) '
-.&Eg’lonally 376 . ('58_’.7 ) 438 (57.3 )
" “#ever or.rarely 7~ 86- (13.4 ) 113 = (14.8 ) *-
‘ ) - ’ o v
xX>=.571. - _p » .05
N 220 - (34.6%) - 322 (42%0%)
o : : 294  (46.3) . 310 (40.4 )
- U f Never or tarely.. 121 (19.1) : 135. (17.6 )
. o " x* =808 - pv¢ .05 coL (i
Travel , . -
Often . 221 (34.4%) 281 (36.7%)
Occasionally - 371 (57.7 ) 426 (55.6 )
Never or rarely - 51 (7.9) 59 (7.7) )
. 2 e ) : D
X = .817 > .05

Vi




T /,

_ | Co-o0p , ‘Non-Co-op
, Socl “activities N - : .
¥ .  oOoften e 259 0 (40.52) S 364 (46.97)
- Occasionally . 354 (55.3) 377, (49.2 )
Never or rarely 27 T( 4.2) . 46 (76.0)
' X% = 6.238 ~p € .05

]

- . Reading

Often * 437 (68.1%) 543 (70.8%)
Occasionally ,191 (29.8 ) .-~ 206 - (26.9 ) .
Never or rarely 14 -(%xZ ) 18 ( 2.3)
_ : : _ 2* S - .
c 2 . X" = 1.454 p » .05
* * . Other Significant College Experien'ces
.o

-

The final question on the. Alumni Questionnaire asked respondents to

list "other significant college experiences which influenced ydur career

d.ecis'ions<and ‘which wdle not covered in the questionnaire." Very few

alumni'éhose to corﬁplete this section. Of those who did, experienccs with

facult.y',',the benefits of meeting new p®ople on campus, and participation

in cc‘;l-l,ege clubs were those experiences most fre,qu.ently cited. Co-op and
o : ‘ 4

non-co-op ,alumni did not differ ‘\'_in”‘;hei‘r responses to this question.

.
-




LUNULUD LUND : N v ' _ ’ .
The purpose of this research was to examine the career ‘development
. ”\ : -

patterns of cooperative and non—cooperative alumni> It was pdtticularly

directed to career development at the undergraduate level, the first job

"situation, ;nd 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 impacﬂ~of cooperative educatyon

.-and work experlehce tupon the career patterns of college graduates gdnalyses

were also made of several cooperative and non-cooperative subsamples. The -

variables which determined the'subsamples.were sex, raee, year of gradua-
\\ tion, and college\major. These gnalyses provdded insights not only into ;
. *

the imbact of cooperative education on the career development of students
in general, but into the differential impacts it has for men and women, -

for graduates of different undergradjate programs, and for minority members.
- , 7 ‘ . . ; N

h—‘

- It also gave informdtion on the effects of time on these outcomes.

The following conclusions were drawn from the findings of the national

. study of alumni: o | .

‘ 1. Both cooperative and non—cooperam alumni viewed their overall

undefgradua&e experience very ﬁAvorably. Less than five percent'indieated

dissatisfactlon w1th their alma mater and most alumni would encourage a

member f their famlly to attend thelr undergraduate instltutlon. ngef J'ai’

«

.
- : ’ ’
iﬁl‘ . cooperative alumni, however, participated in alumni activities.

. 2. In the non-professional aspects of théir.lives, such as participa-

- .
’

tion in political or church activities, there were no differences between

the activities of cooperative and non-cooperative alumni.

’ / £ 7= 79 | N " “ ‘

L ks ' .
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tion programs reported more completeicareer'information_and more adequate
1nformation about job.opportnnities after‘college than alumni of non-
cooperative‘educationrprograms.« B

.

4. Those coOperative alumni who remained with their former coépera—

btive employer after college received higher starting salaries thaﬂ/did

> :
those cooperative educdtion graduates.who worked for g different employer.

EIN
L3

In addition; cooperative education alumni generally earned higher starting

salaries than alumni of non-cooperative programs.
5. Generllly, the impact of participationvin cooperagive education
[ S : R o Lt - . . . .
upon student career development diminished over time. Although cooperative

alumni showed greater stahility-in their overall career choice than non- -

cooperacive alumni, these two groups were otherwise virtually the same

. ;&with respect to their current employmernit situdtion.

L]

o

) . , . A : '
6. Qhere‘were some indications that participation in cooperative

education did have differential effects on the career development of
minorities. ‘A considerably larger sample size is neededq however, to draw

‘ank definitiVe‘conclusions.‘

7. There were specific outcomes associéted with a significant pro-

r .
portion of the women who participated in cooperative ‘education: they

~married ‘later; they had children later' they pursued careers for longer A ,;

:periods of time prior to starting a family, and they were employed ten

A.years after graduatio

N

in more non—traditional jobs than the non-cooperative

educatiOnAalumnae.gaﬁ‘-
A 8. Cooperative_gd ation students who majored in business accrued
particularAbenefits‘from their participation in cooperative<education when
L : . 5
cofmpared with'non-cooperatire-business majors-. A higher percentage of m

cooperative business majors reported: excellent preparation for their

sy
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»

opportunities to advance with current employer.

9. Participation in éooperative educétion was associated with the
following effects for liberal arts cooperative education males: greater

satisfaction with undergraduate career information; more éiumni-employed

full-time after graduation; more alumnt remaining at first place of -

Pployment. In contrast to these geperally positive effects, fewer liberal
. v ‘
arts cooperative males pefceived their current jobs as being useful to’
society when compared to non-cooperative liberal arts alumni.
b Y K

B . .

In summary, the findings of this research make clear that étudent

participation in an undetgraduate program of cooperative education has j/1~\\h_

. )
an impact upon their after-graduation career goals, expectations, and

actual experiences. They further suggest that there are differéntial

effects of cooperative work experience for students in different chrrigula,
for men and women students, and for minority students. Finally, aside

from gfeatér Eareer choﬂfe stability, the impact -of cooperative work
..;... R ,5

experience appears to diminish over time,

&



o

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

4

’
.
.
)
)
' {
“
?
.
:
v
.
1, .
.
.
-
-
.
.
3
« .
-~
.-
.
Lo
(/ 4
.
.
Tk .



*\ | APPENDIX' A .- . o IR
> Lkmn é‘ﬁm 0 cou.ncn PRESIDENTS REQUESTING PARTICIPATION IN ALUMNT STUDY .

N NO-RTHE.ASTE.RN UNlVERSlTY o ~
S [ " 360 HUINTINCTON AVENUE I ' '
SO BOSTON, k/Ass,«CHusarTs o205 R _ .
- [ .’ . : ’ . . - ‘
. OPFICE OF THE PRESJOENT e S Dat,g Loy . ‘ = .
B . . ,,~, . , [ i o 4 . S ] . ..\:"'H,\,“
- :‘-_.,; L ! s . . t’ v ) ~'f.’ o ¢'ﬂ "',.
. Name of President Co v . "N\“ R Sy , ‘
Emgmae. o oW 8
" Addre of In itution : . A T e T
: ST s U A . ) oo
2N . . . - ‘:x. E T " PR WEGES
-Dear Pr&ident:' . . RIS 'i o R i

9 IR < .
.The Cooperative Education Research -Center at N rtheas'tern University has L
received funds from the federal Xovernment (TPfle.IV-B, Cooperstive
Education) to conduct a gomparative study o} lumni of  ingtitutiohs having -
cooperative. education or. field ex,peri‘enta _.ograms and alympi of instity-
tions 'whd. do not have such programsi The/Burpose of the study 1is to
§ determine ‘the effects, if any,. that p 1 icipation in coopetative educa--
' ay - tion and -field experignce programs- has on the career developmerit, Chqice_ '
- of avocation, and attftudes. toward the alma'mater of the-aluymni. - _e '
" 8ls0 wish to detetminb 1if these' gffects last, ever.a.'pexiod. of dmet
) ‘am writing to ask if’ your institution would agree to partic!pate in’ th
a’fisf't,g'-- R L ' e 52
' m an ; : ' & '1_.»'8 . BN
~ The Researchmnter hopes to obtqin m each 'ﬁati'ﬁ i‘p ting: ¢ollege a’ -113t ok
" of ‘alumni from ‘the classes o&}1974, 1970, %and. 965 TS Progect Direceor . ¥ '
-at the ‘Résearch Center will t’hen write’ t\a raniom Bample of alumni from
. g each schpol,’ Each alumnus selected will receivevan. explana_tory letter, .
S wquest nnaire, nd a retyrn stamped®envelope. ™ T“have enc,losed -a’ S'amplg
. the. letter: and the quest naire with this .letter. Piease notg that "
ﬁ the Center is intfFested in geheral trends and nmot in: individual espoﬁﬂ{ses, BTE
Therefore; they are not asking e reSpondents to. write thej_r ame on the .. *‘ X
- questionnaire form., Furthermore, the name of the i,ndividu 1Cipants- R O v
An the study will not be retained once ,t_he mqifings are cmnplet 3 i RO
' v ’ Q\ s N
‘ I do hope you will a‘gree to participate in this important research projecr_, .o '
L If xou.do choose to participate, please notify the Progect DiYectom, My, oL
sSylvia J. Brown, 408 Churchill Hall, N#heasérn University quﬁon, MA.. @ ' 'Qﬂ
. .023?15 as sqon as possible‘f On the' assumptionﬂ;hat she, would be rking .
.+ with. the Director of Alumrd\ Affairs, ‘ 0 ;Brown wiil -con—
. ‘tact him/her in order ‘to make more Sp—tfic arrangements. 0f: cogrSe., thé
Research Genter will be delightedgto share the final repore, w;l_r_h your N v
1 t:itu't:l.On. We look forward to’ egring from you short].'y oL

[

EES

B et

."“

‘.

\4%

[T ‘ ik a s ! e IO : N
I Asa S. Knowles
’ *President o
K * a ﬁ‘
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- NORTHEZQEERN UNIVERSITY - ,
Ll Cooperative ‘Education ReseBfch Center
S . . Boston, MA 02115 - :

ALUMNI QUESTIONNAIRE

e : | - . o
: : £ T e : .
INSTRUCTIONS v ) ' # a o '

. Some of the following quéstions wmay i@ responded to by writing @ the . i
answer on thfe line provided; for example !uestion number one, which-asks your L
age. Other questions,. such as number th , will be ‘answered by selecting a c
single reaponse from among those provided: You ghould answer these by selecting
the one response which best answers the question for you. Write the ‘umber or .

'Ietter of that response in-the box located at the right of the question.

1. What is your age? v
2. What is your race?

‘3. What 'ig yqur sejg?
. '(' . . »

(1) Male .. , .
%€2) Female
. : )
b V_lhat is your matital status?-
(1) ;8ingle : ‘ ‘ -
(2 rried .. - ' ' )
(3 Othe:,,,(;pl ase specify) i _ 5.
If you are m rried at what age did- ‘you: get married"
. o
6. Do you hav__e "childre;}?- Bk _ “
.. . ,_.“.l “‘.” hd —
(1) Yes S - -
(2) NQ v, - """ < .
.. “ oy
. children, what 1s the year of birth of each
Vgl i . T?‘) \.m
- 8 ibw ‘would you classify the area you now -live in" T e :
T an (over 10‘5 OQO people) ' e L %
& rbatg' ey WL 0-a ?fd’O 000 people) . A S
K 000 gﬂgple) | S .
. L ' - ’ B ,'M’A,»:j’_'fi" .
* .9-,¥lé"aae néme_ t'qe city anl state in which you live: ' +

* *’ ] \z
+ 10, What is the name of the undergraduate 1nstitut‘.jbn frowhich you gra

"f »ng . LR 0 - 3
(} - — o 4} b e : v ) -

In what year did you graduate from t@ﬁ sch‘l?




.
.
. . . . .
N . . N . . 3\
F . i . . oo .

13. Did you‘change yout major during your college years? ' AR

@) Yes — L E .

No . ' » .
" R T B
14. f you did chang¢ majors as an underg;aduate what was; your o ginal ,
major, what did $ou change to, and why~d1d you make this: Change? (1f.:
.'you chang;d; maj_ s nmoge thah ahte,“ﬁ'ieaéé‘ explain the teason for each

dng”eg)’3 - .,

— ‘? T .

,;# y f a - “ .
3 * éﬁ
™ & an, undergradua’ did you have any type of work expetience? W
. (1)% ’ . ' . I CE
P . (2) No . Q ‘ . S . ‘

IF YES. PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING SERIES OMQUESTIONS (16 22;

__IF NO, PLEASE S‘KIP TO QUESTION 23. _. N
?u: o ~¢.~—w R

16. you did have work experience ag an undergraduate, which of' ﬂle . .
“f ing types of work expérience have you had? (F&; each type of.»- gy

ﬁg experience ligted below, ‘select the response, " 'or "no,"s - )
wh indicates wlxétller you have participated in that t: pe of worka: . /-\ ‘
erience adll wr:tte the number of that response in the box at ’le " e 3
rig&t of the item) _ o . . - -
. (1)~ Yeﬁ W e o | “ & . . A _ _
g o (2 Ner Wy : L R o
Wk g : : ‘ X
-(a) Part job (n College Work-aStudy) - ',f.»"f : a )
;, . (b) Colleg work-sr;udf job - | 4
N " He) Summer job, ‘either full-time or part <time

» T N
(d) Cooperative education, assignment (Copperat“edu i.opa SR B SN ualk
w+ 18 an edutational glan consisting ¢f alternating » ods-' o
-, 9 of full-time schoo%"and full-time w ) .
‘ (&) ™eld period assignment (Field perk
S veads: TR o180 fiereby stu s leave the camp

& as a grouyf fbr a4 cified period:of é.lpie. 4
e ‘ once a year in-a g:la«e.pL academic yeay ;o
T ,(f nternsﬂpr {An internship is a non-p& Tk €

hich usdally :ives Mgademic credit and is t‘,
fulfill coursi uirements) .’ - :

e (8) Other &lease explain)

Cia b ) . vy . : U
' p ] g;:. S .




17,

.. ' . -
0 ‘ . I3
N - . N v
N

- L. e

Was your work experience as an undergraduate rclated‘td yout academir PR

major? - . . \\_/, \

(1) A1l of my wbrk experiences were relatud to my major.

:'(2) Most of my work experiences were related to my major.

- 18. If any of your work experiences were’ related to your academic major,
briefly expldin the nature of your work experience(s) and how the
woek related to your major. .. X N
. T L ‘. |
T 19. were your work experiences as-an'undergréduate generally: -
‘ X []
(1) Paié R . ' s .
. (2)- Voluntary : ' o BRI i
20. To what extent and in what ways,‘if any, did your work experience in
. college affhct ygur choice of job after gradudtion? C
L eyt T LT e A R : - -
’21. ‘If you did participate’ in a cooperative education field term, or

(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 ‘rélated to my major.

A

-u"',

,o
lm" e
O

,‘Wy,-:-v.u o

-

intetnship program, whﬁt'would you say was the.m %t beseficia

1

aspéct for' you?

a,‘(,i ‘-

23 ~{f you did participAte in a coopérative educatith ﬁield tetm, or :

e internship program, what would you say was the ;ggghu , efigial -

aspect for you? _ m : e

= i PR 4*; . . ¥ .

(2) Somewhat mad&’quate S
(9) Inadequate R

e

qgow would you rate the completedess of caregr information.that you have

ifived in college" - T Tt e
h e ;h\- TR Pt
.. ) N 0 . - . el * “-’\—'h ‘-c‘." c .V
Adequate __— o ' -

: iﬁ Q'

-
. i O




N Pl N
i . 0 ' ' ’ .",' ' .
24, Ftom what source did you ‘recefve most of your career informatien while in . o
Sollege? _ . . , . S '
¥ (1) From che ceaching faculty :
’-,.' (2). From the senior placement office : s . v - b
o (3) From the counseling office - ' ' './ S - 1
(4) From a cooperative educatjon, field placement. or A
o 'intemship coordinetor at my college , . T A o
» (5) From co—workers or supervisors‘on a.job ' o _
(6) Other (please explain) . 4 - . ' - -0
25. How. well-informed were you ag a graduate about the" ava&lable employ;nent '
opportunities? T e e : :
11 informed i - _ \
Y¥dell informed B woo ‘ .
. well informed v n ,,.:f"
e ry poa'rly inforn’d'
L h . . B .
.26, do ;ou feel. your alma mater prepared you for life after graduation .
. ® B other than car\ier d lopment, such as personal and social.growtlli? 4
A *§teat eXtent Ut - e L,
Gl v R ..- v’ . "*, : . . '
- at 'all —-— L [ - b T
L § o . . ) ‘:' o . ﬁ ' f ot . . L .
ease ei'mamo-your reasons fpx;_'your resp#:- to‘e Prewious question: e
r‘ . . E # ) A . 1‘}' ) & ! . . . ,' . » -
L u . : - N i . : hd o se. . oot :
t — — = —— — — -— 4 WL
;3. _How sati.sfied are you with the overa],l education rece)ved at ~your alma . 3 ’:
. 991" . * . / . B oS . '
(1) Fully satistied - * - | 1.
(2) Partially satisfied. R } _ RIS R
. (3) Dissatisfied\ o . ' : S ot g
v [ .*,,-c * -‘l ’~‘ n\.. h a .;..'
o M
- 29, Pleaae eXplain the reésons “for’ y0ur,response to the previous question. _a ETR
. ; w’ ' LI L . " B
.,\30 : ﬁhich of the foltin'g ‘phrases S;et,'dederib;es your.. degree of parti’_c:gpgtio_n‘ S
¥ 3+ 1n alumni activiiis? .. o L Y
.. . ., .’ Ot Y : - eH . ar
A 2 o : . . KA I
et (.1) Active participa o : e T _:, | P
. (2) -Indd ve, byt donate” to alumni fund- - N ] A
@ . (3) Do parqicipate in* 'lum:t'i matters; including &natior‘ A R
N . . Ofu . ey : . 4:%’ . oo e i o
PRI S o3
e K LS.
CR L u'
T oo =85m LT s
Tttt
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31, Wqulld- you-like a member of your family to consider attending your alma

" mate¥y. assuming the institution offered the appropriate field of Study?

(1) Yes » : .
(2) No N . o . . ' < )

. . - S -

%2.. Please explain the reason for 'your responsé'to)the previous question:
N - B . . N
. o .

. . . Y . o

s

- . .
~ - A

- \

- ’\" ) N ) - '
33. "Are you currently enrolled in a graduate

(2) No i

..-( _ (1) Yes - | o - \’4 /'

v -

34. If you are currently enrplled in a graduate ‘or professiohql'degree program,
please answer the following,questlons ‘ . B
(l) What is your major? ’

BN €2) What degree are you working toward7 \\ LY
.(3) What is ‘the name and location of your‘boiiege? = ) .

-

() o what yeér do’youfexpeft'to graduate? \ ) A L
~(5) Are'you a' full-time or part-time student? \ - - - _ AN
(6) In what month and year did you begin your degree progrim? *f. "
35. Have you’alreadyvtompleted otte (or more) gradupite degrees?
v s : _ . ) o . .
(1) Yes. S | . R
(2) No ., (a N g
. E Y - . . . " .
36 * If you have already completed one (or more) gradu te degrees, please o o
answer the following’ questlons for each degree e ed: o ';
: ) : ' , ‘ N .
(l) What was your major” - : ' /
(2) What type of degree (i.e., M.Ed., D.D.S.) did you earn7 - N /.

(5) Ynat is the name‘ and location’ of the coiLege? , N
R |.' - L] ) C e s ,
-(%) In what year did you earn 'this dd@ree7 : ,
Y Did you attend on.a full-time or part-time basis? /
(6§ In what” month and. year did you begin your degree program? - ° i

67.- Have you had any other education since you\graduated7 . /G

A XA Yes E o T o ;

,: ; (2) No - N S . : ,
'~ : i . ;

38. .If you have had other educatlon sinde you graduated did,yap partlcipate in:

o (1) Adult (continuing) educag;on

(2) Other . spec1allzed tralning (pleasd!explain) ;
' \ '\_ /’r
/
RN

e



- . . A ‘
. 39, Wﬁich of 'the following actdvities did you pursue-after you gra%p ed from «
) your undergraduate inswitution? (For each activity, select the response

"yes" or "no", ‘which indicates whether or not you have pursued that
activity, and write the number of that response in the box at thc right. of’

“the 1item). . . -
@’ . . ? . . ) . "
(1) Yes ' , ' L, .
(2) No ) ' S : :-
’ : w o . 4 ._ . . . .'.
(a) Full time employment ’ ,
(b) Gralluate qr prafessional school ) _ .
(c) Part-time employment . v LT
) (d) Travel" . ‘ - ‘ )
(e) Homemaker - ( 7 ‘ e
(f) Military «sqrvice : e S o
(g) Other (please specify) 7 , L

IF YOU HAVE NOT WORKED ON A FULL-TIME JQB SINCE GRADUATION PLEASE SKIP THIS (_
SEC%}ON AND TURN TO QUESTION 78.

1
i '

i

40. To what extent did college

.Y , _/' ’ K e ]
(1) Excellently '
(2) Adequately
(3) lnadequately

o
ﬁi\\
(md

~

[ TR
AN
P

P
S
=l =
o fen
.

o

o

"

o

P

o

(md

o

o

(nd

©

<

o

c

"

0

o)

—

P

o

1,2}

(0

=]

[

e

[

~

-~

: ’;41. ‘To what extent was yo
(1) I a;ﬁpneq much
() 1 applie&zsome

e knowledge and sklll gained in college
v :

(3): 1. appliediver l%ﬁtle"of t knowledge an skill gained in gollege ™

o

)

It was very/imporgant that my first job be related to my’

major ‘

I hoped my- first j would be related to my major, ‘but was Cr
willing, £o compro ise < g

X3) I did not care.w ether my first Johtwas related to my major s

. /, \ -
43. In what/month and ’ear did you ggpfyour firstffull—time jvéfafler coilege?'

A - &

- . : - - —
44, If ypﬁ did not egin your first full-tifle. job within a few months after
§/7 uation, what did you do prior to atcepting your first fulJKfime job?

.. . ,A: 1}\// . e .

: <
45. /Ghat was the spec1f1c title of your Job7~/’J7'

. What was the location of this _]ob9 (Please 1ndicate town or city and state):
R . e ;

- -87-

S ey




49.

50.

\

52,

L)

(1) Private éompany with 1Q0'or more employees

53.°

N N i : . . .
" .

Did you relocate in order‘ﬁo.accept this position?

(1) Yes .. o B , -

\

‘(2 ) Ne o “

For what type of employer did you work? : . . »

(2) Private company with fewer than 100 employees

(3) Self-employed (please explain) _-
(4) Federal, state, or lécal government -
(5) Social agencies, including hoqpitals and educational institutions

(6) Other (plhaee expld&n) .

-

What was your starting salary? (Please give figure in annual amount)

/

" How did you locate this first johf_- : » : ' T

Through *‘graduate placement
- Through outside employment /agency . : ‘
It was th% same place T hgd worked ‘as a cooperatlve educatiou,
field term, or internship student '

Through 2 friend, relat e, or dther - contact person

Throwgh an- ad in a4 new aper, professional journal, etc.

ffice at college

Other (please explain)

did you take this'job? o c

HQQ

(3) Dlssatlsfie

ive ‘any promotions?
Y 2

N

While'on this jobs did you re

+

(i)'Yes \L./ ) ) -
fz) No v K A\ '(f
If you did receive any promotionsy how many promotions did you recéﬁve,-

ere the dates, reasons, and nature of these promot10ns°

£, -

. ) \
.

.' - . -, )

on, fﬁis first JOb d1d you receiv%\any merit pay increases’

LY
L) < . : . ?- . - 13 N

LN T

Ce L Tt

. e




v

] . . . b ) - hd

. . .. . R .- . . ’,
. . .

56.  If you, dId receiyve merit pay incredses, please indicate the qptt and )
amount of increases, rcceived .

. S . . .
~ ’ ’ ] l § j LA 7 - g .
57. If you did not recelve merit pay increases, iq your employer able to o '
give merit increases° . . L . I (5\

. . . ! '
58. Are you still working at your first’ place of employment?

- . . ° ar , oy -

(1) Yes . . . . . ,
(2) No " - N
IF YES <= THAT IS, TF YOU ARE STILL WORKING Af YOUR FIRST FULL TIME PLACF
g OF EMPLOYMENT - TH~EN PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 72. ‘ . .
' P - N ~
- IF NO -- THAT- IS YOU ARE NO LONGER WORKING AT YOUR FIRST FULL- TIME PLACE : ‘ o

OF  EMPLOYMENT -~ THEN PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE FQQLOW;NG QUESTIONS. : '

>
-

590 If you are n0‘longer working at your first place of mployment; are yOU': | T
now work#ng, full-timé at another job? ' . .
o /" » . .
(1) Yes S y e ‘
(2). No .

" IF*YES, PLEASE SKIP- sTo QUESTION 62.

v

: IF NO, PLEASE CONTINUE WITH THE FOLLOWING QUE - .
o N ' ]
60. Why-did you stop working? ' , L y‘
ot - . ) L /‘g- '
v . ‘
- 61, In ~what year did you stop working? ; )
N . A ) A
62. How. many full time Jjobs have you had simce ”but not including) your f1rst . 4

™, ~

jOb" - ’ A’

B - \ » - . 1“\
63. nave you had any merit salary increyéits since xour fygst job?

\ (1) Yes T, ” ‘ ) /_ o "\‘; . ) - - " , ' c

(2) -NO o : ._'.,. ..'._ ~X~ " B - .
'64} If you have héd any merit salary increases, please lxst the salary ' s L
“(in® annual amount), year, apd reason for each merit 1hgrement7 . -

¥ . . r- '

65. Have you received any JOb promotions sane you left your first place.of Y, '
) employment ? S - . - .
. ) ' - ' l"v
(1) Yes - e - : T
(2) No R SR - o , L
BN VR ' *
+ i 3, - “ »
. N




1S

T

'67.

_68.

69.,

70.

. If you have recelved any 1ob promotions sinca yoi left yoyr first place of

employmeht, pledse list (the date of promotipn, change 1in responsib bities
for each promotion .
Y ! . ' .' ,
’ / ’ < ) . e
. ? £
In/addition to changing jobs, have you also changed your career direction"
/
(l)ﬁYes c _
(2) ‘Somewhat ' o - M .
3) Not at all . \ ’
.( ) _ AN y N .
If you have changed your career direction, please indicate what your .
new career- direction is: .’ ” ,
If you have cnanged your career direction, what cdused this change?
N L ; : C : T
. “ ‘. ..';// ) - B ot
/7‘/’ . . v “ - . i 7 u
'IHave you relocated for any o¥ the “jobs you have had since your first;full— .
time Job°'- 2 ‘ Y T . S
(1) Yes' , o : .
(2)>NQ . v - DN oL .
For what. type of employey are you working? . ’ _ — '
(i) Private company with 100-or more empldoyees ’ . : ? ?
(2) Private company. witht fewer than 100 employees - .
7 (3) Self—employed (please expiain) N T ,
‘(4) Federal, state;‘or Jocal government ¥ ! o
(5) Social agencies, inecluding" hdspitals,'and educational institutlons _
(6) Other/(pdease explain) . N : _
What is your current JOb tit1e° (Please be SpeCIflc)L '
e . , . 4|.|~ t - ." - : . — .:) ' ’ -
What "is your, current saJary7 ({n annual amount) '
£ : ot
To what extent do you‘feel that you have not been given promotions or salary S
increases beeause of sex, age, race, or other non—ability related factors7 s
. , . -~ ; _
(l) To a great extent ' S ‘ ' . v - v
€2) Somewhat , , : L .
(3) Hardly at all ¢ - ) L e ,’ ’ ;
(4) Not at all o IR v SR A e
¢ . - . - “ < d 4 s /
. [ - -
‘," [ . s ‘ /
. . >. . .
/5T ‘ . R T : FS\Eﬂd -
LT . e . , ~40- S L : .
. K o o . : . S . .
3 2l : ‘. 101 . : t
[ 4 C ' . . o . - K



- 76.

77,

78.

79.

80.

81

82.

83.

,If .you are not ngw"working.full—time, are you working. part-time?

.If you are

] . ' . j
low would you rate your carrent level of job satlsfaction?

- ’

(1) Veygy sati§f1éd with the job

(2) Somewhat qatlsfied with 'the lob v _‘ . .
(3) Indifferent ! o
(4) Somewhat dissatlsfied with the job = . ,

(5) Very dissatisfied with the job -

o

What are the principal reasons for the degree of, job satisfaction ewpresved
above? . ; N .

.

Which of the following reasons for working best describes your rcaaon for
worklng° (For each reason listed*below, select ‘the response 'yes'" or Yno,"
which indicates whether that reason for working is applicable for you, and
write the number of that response in the box at the righ##6f the item).

~ ' ' .

(1) Yes - ' : .
(2) No ~ E . : >
]
(a) To earn money ‘ T oo Va
(b) To gain pers&Qgi satisfaction
(¢) To help other people . , R ;
(d), Other (please exgs?inx -t o | Ay ‘

Al

(1) Yes - o o -/
(2) No oA . ' - : .

If'&ou re‘working part—time,‘pléase answer the following: N .
. . ) , " ] !
(1) What'\is your specific job title? E . C

(2) What \is your salary° , J \

re- you now d01ng volunteer work7

(1) Yes
(2) No

If'you are’now'doing volunteer work, what are you doing?. 2

. .
> ' : < ! ¢

ow doing volunteer work how long PEVE‘you.Bééﬁ dOing_this'
nteer work9 | : R . .

type of vo

«*

ot ‘currently working on a fu11~time joB, are you:’

If you are

(1) Currently lookung for full-time employment ,\

(2) Hope toﬂlook for a job next vear - \ .
(3) Have noiplang to find a full-time job - g :
o : ) : . ' \\ If .
’ oo J B - N - -
,"! ] . S T -' .

| RS 17 . .




.‘ : . . . o,

\1 o . ! . .
' R . . . .

. - . ‘
-

84, Why ate you not wonkln5, worklns puxt leg, op’ working on a vulunLvtr

basis’ rather than working full- lee7 e o v
4

(Y . - P . : ! -
, N . .
L} A . . i = - . ——

3

' 85. PLEASE ANSULR THE FOIlow[Nh QULSTION,-WHFIHPR YOU ARE WORKING FULL T1ME,
PART~TIME OR ON AfVOLUNTEER BASIS. “What is the extent to which the
followigg job characteristics occur in your present position

4 [ . . . ]

Supervise the work of others: ° ’ <.
(1) Regularly

’ ~(2) Occasionally

. - (8) Never .

\\\ RespOnsibility ix\iijera%&yhaseq of wgrk _ - ) . L
>\ . (1) Regularly * : ' . I o ‘ o
' {2) Occasionally - | C . : - v

(3) Never , .

r
.

’

S

>

Y
v . - »

2| Plan - own work | ; ' o R

(i) Regularly '
(2) Occasionally , T~ o

) Never - : . T

Opporpufity fon advancement - : o

~

(i).Regularly : : oo ) //// ’

(2) Occasionally - _ ' , ./ °

(3) Never 3 .

Usefulness ‘to sdc;ety '
(1) Regularly g T . " ..
(2) Occasionally -
(3) Never . ) - . s




87. Which ot the I'ollowin; activities do you partie ip.)tv in?  (For caeh ae't 1v[tv,
select. the [‘t‘prHH(‘ ‘which most accurately describés the degree to which you
have participatad, ‘and write the number ot that fesponse in Lh( box at tiwes

_right of the ith) \ . ' o '
. (L) Often . ‘ ) .
(2) Occasionaltly - . : o o \
- (3) Never ‘or almost never - _ . s . '
(a) Chunh attendance kmd/ur churcl-re lated 1('t.ivit1(‘-s_ S o
- (b) Community activities . _
(c) Political activities ¢ _ ' . .
_ (d) Travel Baact : ) Coe
(e) Reading ' '
(f) Soc Ldl actiVities, parties, otc. ' : .
. ('}_;) Cultural activ LLic . such as museums, plays, lectures '
"(h) Athletics . o . i \'
, (1) other (please explain) ___. __ o 2 '
88. If therce were other significant collcpe cxpu‘iemos whuh lnfluenrvd yQer.
carcer decisions and whieh were not covered-in the queqtmnnal..rﬁ, wou ld
you please list them herc: : *
o Moo .
| : \ . R
. ! ‘ 2\
\ ' : o S T L ’ .
; - , -
! - ,
o ,— Y
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATAON. IN THIS. STUDY, IF YOU WOULD LIKE A COPY
OF THE RESULTS OF THE -STUDY, PI. .EASE WRITE YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS BEI oW . }.-’
f HIS FORM WILL BE DETACHED, FRCN THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN ORDER TO ENSURL
CONFIDENTIALITY. . . » ' K . - Sl
. . . . v ) . o, .
U O e e e e m e e - o= &
. . .
< . A N ’ {
" 4 T . . ‘
- NAMN ’ . /
\ - L
~ : “ g . . . e
' - ADDRESS™ . . . 3y o
o~ ' - Street T 7 T
i City or Town . . ‘State » - Zip Code “) " '
) . J ) . . » .
/—- ) . } " ."
-9~ .' T
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J TABULAR DATA DISCUSSED IN CHAPTER i,
.« "DESCRIPTION OF ALUMNI SAMPLE"



. N . ) . ) [
' ~ ! \ TABLE E-1) 7 co
o ' Charactaristies ot Alomni Subsample - Sen
T T -\‘Mvni_t-‘ T e F.vnm‘l‘o.j CoT
o Comop ° 0 NowsCo-op  Comop . Nou-Co-op
Race : , -
White C327 (94.57) 4b9 (94.5%) 260 (89.3%) 309 (93467) '
Minority. 19 ( 5.5) 24 (5.5) S31 (1007 ) 21 ( 6.4 )
) . . . ' V . . . )
X7 = 016 p > .05 'XZ = 3,170 » p 2 \'OlS
. 4 L e '
a ~« Marigal status S _ ST :
, Silelc L25 (35.17) 174 (39.47%) . 158 (53.67) 145 (40.47), )
- Marficd 23L (6409 ) 268 (60.6 ) 1137 (46.4 ) 199 (59.6 ) -
" ) . . . ;S:-u-._“. ,;,l' . .
) . , ,
XT = 1347 P> 053 x° = 10.7348 p <.05
Chfldron * ° & Cen T . |
®. Yes 1 156 (45.67) . 173 (40.37) 75 (26.17) 134 (38.57)
« . . No c e 186 €55 24 ) 256 (59.7 ) Y 212 (73.9 ) 198 (61.5 ) _
) . : T, R "
X" S 1904 . pe > .05 xR 100012 . p < .05\
. SR . . 0 .
Nunﬂmr of childrqn - v : r
One ’ 45 (29.27%) a7 67 (38.77) T 33 (42.9%) . 40 {(32.5%)
Two. 85 (55.2 ) ' 64 (37.0) 33 (4229 ) 59 (48.0)
Three and « -, S .
. above 24 (15.6 ) 42 (24.3 ) M (14.3 ) 26 (19.5)
' "2 ‘ ' N R S ‘ .
X“ = 11.124 P2, 005 X" ="2.394 p >-.05
. o Lovc'at ion ' ¢, . : .
Urban " 131 (36.9%) 204 (46.2%) .- -126 (43.6%) 12k (36.4%)°
Suburfan 167 (47.0 ) 178 (40.3 ) 107 (37.0 ) 164 (49.4 )
Rural 57 (16.1 ) 60 (13.6 ) $6 (19.4 ) - 47 (14.2)
T 92 b o <os ' xE=9.047 . f< 05
.,______ﬁ_'_ U N . - . A i
. v . T : L€ .
Majdr, oo _ , . 7
- Business: 95 (26.7%2) 116 (26.5%) 18 (6.1) ~-23(6.9)
Fngineering 143 (40.2 ) <76 (17.4 ) 6°( 2.0) - I ¢ .3)
Liberal Arts 99 (27)8°) 219 (50.0 ) = 191 (64.7 ) 205 (61.4 )
Other majors 19 ( 5.3 )- 27 (-6.1) 80 (27.2 ). 105 (31.5.)
; : _ N | R
x2~e 61.449 ' p <V‘Qi x? = 5.658 ~p > .05 "
. ! . ! o -
.
‘ ; tivg . : x.
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TABLY E-2

' (thxrgx'féx'ls;ticu; of Adumni Subsample - Race

F " .\Jrll‘INA

P

-
e e RIS

T
) Minortity

PR <l ‘E«r”u ... Non-Co-op w lu-vp Non-to-up
. ) . "." , . ’ ‘- i N

Bax . . . : ' .
Male o Y 327 455.77) 409-C57.0%) - 19 (38.0%) 24 (53.3%)

- Female 200 (448 ) 309 (43.0 ) 31 (62.0) 21 (46.7 )

. ' ,
) X% = 159 . p. 2> .05 X% = 1.671 p ».05

T S g U c e

M:trit_nl stiatus
SStaple . 249 (27.57) 275 (I843%) 28 (56.0%) . 28 (62.2%)
Married 338 (H7.6 ), 4473 (61.7 ) Y22 (44.0 ) A7 (37.8)

C X = 20001 p. > .05 x% = 165 p D .0§ -

e e e e

Children - .

Yoy 216 (38.27) 277 (39.7%). 12 (24.07) 16 (38.1%)
No ™ 3150 (61.8 ) 420 (60.3 ) 38 (76.0 ) 26 (61.9 )
. ) ’ 7 y ) - ] !
X% = .264 p o >..05 x? = 1.528 p > .05

S S, S

Number of chi&iroh _ ' ’ . - o T
one. " _) 69.(31.9%) 96 (34.97) 8 (66.77) 9 (52.9%)
Two 114 (52.8 ) , 118 (42.9) 2 (16.7 ) 4 (23.5)
Three 3 (15.4 ) 61 (22.3) 22 (16,7 ) = 4 (23.5)
. . & L . Vet . o . )

sl . . . Lo
¢ X" = 5.822 p >.05 © xX° = 6.043" p < .05

.Locatiun ;. . o . .
Urban * 225 (38.87)7 289 (40.3%) 26 (52.0%) 31 (70.5%) -
Suburban © 254 (43.8) 326 -(45.5 ) 16 (32.0°) 9 (20.5)
- Rural Y101 (17.4) 102 (14,2 ) 8 (1620 ) 4(9.1)

’ x? = 2.468 p > .05 x%=3.362 p > .05

- e ____,_-,_: e e .‘.k___v.‘__.__ .
&

Major , ) . ’ ~ .7
Business 103 (17.5%) 130 (18.2%) | 7 (14.0%) - 6.(13.3%)
_Engineering 145 (24.7 ) 73 (10.2 ) 1(2.0) 3.(6.7)
Liberal Arts 251 (42.7 )  -392 (54.9 ) 33 (66.0,) 26 (57.8 )
Other majors = 88 (15.0 ) 119 (16.7 ) ©9.(18.0) 10 (22.2))

"x2=50.55% p.< .05\ x%=1,702, . p” »-.05
1
. R - 1 {)'! B






- t A e i - I S ! D i SUTERENEEY
. ~\‘ I yy gharacteristics of Alumni Subsample Curric un ' SR R
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e AL .» o ST

E o i e v — L . I
i S S R 1965 N 1970 }ﬁ! : / 1914 T

y "j DA Go-op v Noano- CQ~0p N ap's ‘. Co-ob Non-Cq-oL ‘

N o Ay g VI e o

ﬂ. e NKE \*’* Ve , -
Y I 'Sex ‘ Jo _‘."a". "‘ "‘;\F\ ! é ’\/0 .4 . N \ ’ Lo

0{(56.937!) 14 t95“4

S Iﬁ»{ﬂaﬂ Ias (5]. 3%

. L '
. - .
( ""*‘ d
¢ o '
Ty

R Male S 95 5?4/) ms(; z.,,,,.:-f 139:5
. ’* endle o v v 06 (ap,a) e BT Bws 1{. 116 (L1)y 2 4275“
“‘.‘?:,Ij:'.;',:f; A s*"'\-?)(?"-f 2, p.> os ‘2=.338}’="’.‘" ,}“ 051 x-3073 4 )05
R T S LT SR * BRI RN &Y e
J}Rﬁce «, i ' ’» 4 ’.v v,, .a;.,',"z (,.',\ ! , y‘ w ‘;'-"‘
ol b, L ~149 (*93 14 195 (94 7%), 191 (91 0/}’ m” g, 0/ 201 ¢§1 07 A5 904,
s, Vet 27, (K, s (9] _-f A)e s B (52); r24(96) Q
:,.'&i‘g,;-,ir,:}"}';ﬁ \ ,‘. Xz—- li@ ‘p ) 05 ,, 6306 | (‘ 02* / 004 NP ) ‘05 Xt (
n-‘;"-'_f.lul — - - * ‘4‘ \ o A' ' f;:?"\ l — ' \N , '
i’Mamal status Lo N ‘ ‘ \ ot
 Stgle- m/ 32 (zoo,a 9 (19.9) -*- 73 (34 3z '78 (32 9%) (68 37) 163 (64 az)
_T}Married X?B (80.0) 165 (809)‘ * 140 (65.7) 159 (67.1) . -, ,3,17 )y (356)
\ ’R S U 7.05 Lo p )y 05, X gER #1305 _~-'F;;
" Children‘“' -,” ‘ ‘ '::, ' © . ’ o - . ’ 1
wode U833 MOLTY. T8 (15 BT (8.00) 17 (800 26 (10.7)
No | "oy (@) %6 (14) 130 (62.5) 142 (6.0) 495 (2.0 )" "207(89.3 )
. e 0001 s fe <005y ) 05 Beg63 . p )05
B N'ur‘nlber‘ of children - - | . 1' o - 5 ‘
 Ore.. oo B 3/). (538D 48 (56.5%) 8(500/) . s 0/,);
Q/ Two. 6T T 8E) B ) % (30.‘6)__\{ T(3.8) ,&(320) o
| Three 26 (26) 1) 7 3(38) @) 1(63) 10
“ ISR j Y05 XesSL oy s K e 6 p‘) 05
- location o L . ’
© . Urban . 0/) 7 b (41 0%) 105 (4.3%) . 92740,78) 1/!7%.2%)
Subuthan .. - 62(9.0) 99.(8:3) 90 (8.5) 109 (46.0) WL (4.T) A5 (31.5)
- Rural 3$(220) ,%(166) B (65) BT) - B (146) 4L (16.2)
N ‘2 3507 p>osmx'-aao7 ERY R S R U
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© v % Reasons Forgange o%/ﬁajof dergraduaté‘ A A KR

P N (’"‘Respggfes of, Cprriculgafggggampl\\ e | ‘,ﬁﬂ S K

KO R S R T N N

S Bobness. N\ . Englneering ‘? MR Liberal Arts | J o
P

c CO-Op Non*Co-op . Co ap “Nan-=Co* '3
< E T

(s, 5/) oo, /) | 6(56/)

. ¥ Co-0p. «Non—Co— p

Co-op work ggperience i ('5.01) 0, ( 0 07) ‘5
Learned mor¥ about - | |
Cmjor - 0(0,0)¢ 9.‘(17.‘6‘)' Coahe

s 'To.prepate betten for\ . © .. |
. -, job, market | 71 |
| Disliked courses 2 (
Interests changed . 19 (47,
Poor grades 5 (
 Other reasons 5 (

: N
R - e
\ h i 3 K
. | / | |
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| |
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1
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T TABLEJF-Z '
: | Types of Undergraduate Work: Expériences
> Responses of Curriculum Subsamples

“ R
4 Y

Bmh%s | f“E%Mmﬂm .j'.v,LméﬂAnsT.r

S /’(. ‘Co-Qp \ Non-po-op CO'QP7 N Non-Co-op' C Co-op.  Non-Co-op O
’ ’ n " .. N - . llf.‘ "Q

', N L

Part-time JOb : { R ‘ S I
" Yeg e 79 {n 8%)- .'92'(80.0%) [; n 53 0/) 50 72 5% 172 (60.67) ' 24] (64,1%) .
NO"'uuv (8 ) 23 20 0) 70 fﬁi\b 27 5) -« 12 (39:4) o135 (35.9.) s

]

X2-1639 | )os ‘X..=.6;‘597‘ ‘p'('.‘m. 24718 Yy

"v“ v o,
P P

(110 s 06T 9 (13 oz)', 159 (85.61) 107 (8, su .
~z'.9) 930633 60 .0) 11 () u (71.2)

N =mar o e g (.0 :'xz-aa LU @

. orkeStudy job
e Yes oy
No

b=

. v :

- Summer job | ‘ S o v L P
e . /> 16 (69.1%) 105 ?92,12) 43 73 (50.00) - 67 (95.72) 195 (69.9%) 371 (96.4%) -
RNy X2='.f7-661f p ( o X2=4l.376 p (.00 . 8010 p 001 ’

I

.1«;

;«ftInternship job“-["‘b - Y ﬂjﬁ S . o
Coqes ot 5(47/) 9 (8007 "4 3 (200 -2 (29%) - 46 (16.51) - 78 (.21) -

9 3
SIS ) 106 (9:0)  1(980) 66 (BT.L) 232 (85) 80 (788)

.Q

S N O S W ;,’.xz'='1.»9,17-, ; ) 05

g

' o - v o ‘—-‘.‘
! 'l' o ' \::‘ I‘ ‘ . l l 41 .
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_ . TABLE F- 3 . ' -
Types of Undergraduate Work Experﬁences : _
‘Responses of Race Subsample . o
o o , White. : Coe Minority’ ’

- *-i_‘% ST T Co-op Non-Co-op ' Co-op Non—Co—ggA\‘Q\\‘~_,~

S T N a . , :

o Part-time job . E R .. o ¢ o R
L, T Yes i "~ 355-(61. 4%) 416 (66.6%) .23 (47.9%) 23 (67.-6%)
' 3*ﬁf?ﬂgzxf o 223 (38.6 ) 209 (33.4) 25 (52.1) 11 (32.4 Y,

. .-2 Do . . ;.l 9 ; :J . L B
, . X = 3.229 p 2 .05 X7 =2.396 .--p,>.'05_-”'~ -

» . -~ - ¥

~
o . WOrk-Study job. o P {‘;' R o

. Yes - 277 . (48 27) 134 (21.8%) - - 39 (81.3%) . 20 .(57.1%) L
T : 298 (51 8 ) 480'(78.2-) ', - 9'(18.8;)!Vf' 15 (42 9 ) .

x2="89.988 . ' p < .001 ™ xf= 4.610 \> < 05, 7 |

381 (66. 477" 607(95.9%) - .31 (68.9%) . 33 (91.7%) -

193 (33.6 ). 26 (4.1) _ 14 (31.1) 3(.8.3)
v . ‘g 2 . )
x% = 174.600 ‘, p € .001 WK = 4.957 p € .05

L — - :_‘ —
A Ingernship job _ . s S R
st \Eas - . 88 (15.5%) 122 (20.0%) 8 (17:0 )+ 10 (29.4 )
"No ™ .. 478 (84.5.) 488 (80.09.  39.(83.0) .24 (70.6.)
‘ ¥ 23,670 p >.05 - ¥ <1109 - p > .05 %

. Types of Undergraduate Work Experiences:

Responses of Sex Subsample )>
. By X ' . . . .

‘ ~ Male - Female

Cd-0p Non-Co-op- - '~ Cq—ép Non-Co-op

. Part-time job' ' ' ) ' : , T
. Yes. 221 (63.1%) 268 (71.1%) 165 (56.9%) 179 (61.1%2) .
' " No 129 (36.9 ) 109 (28.9 ) 125 (43.1) 114 (38.9 ).
x> = 4.848 p € .05 x? = .894 p > .05

T BE : I S
‘Yes - 158 (45.5%) (17.9%) -~ 164 (56.6%) 89 (31.1%) ¢
No . 189 (54.5 ) /307N\(82.1 ) 126 (43.4 )~ 197 (68.9) . -

- x* = 62.676  p.< .00/ x*=36.789  p < .00l
3 Co = . . - " 4 ¢ o — - '. ' -
LS . | w e . : X R lla ‘ . : : . i *

J;Bdﬂz, Cn N L.
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: '. . 8 . ) . ’ . ‘. . - ° }." \/v = ’ -
. : E TABLI“F—A (con;ﬁy\.,' - ‘ : o . /

‘Male . » < Female ] )
~ - Co—%' (- Non-Co-op ‘.-‘ Co-op: Ndn-—Co—op )
Summef Job ‘ : ] L fl -
A Yes 204,( 9.. 363 (94.8 ) 218 (75.4 ) ) 288 (97.0 )
¥ | 20 ( 5.2) 71 (26.6) 9 (,3.0) :
: C : x? 130.819& p € .001 ~ x? = 55,823 p € .001
_xrnship _]Ob‘ . . . . : -
.+ Yes' 23 ety 28 (7.5 73 (25 67y * 108 (38'53z9 :
* Nom - . 319 (93 3) =345 (925 ) 212 (74 4 . ) 174 (61 7.) R
- /\ ‘* - - . i : 2 . \ ‘: *
z X\K .068 "p >.05 =9918 < ‘._p< 02
\ - . : l - // , ‘ .
R | . ' <
.+ o TABLE F-5 e ~
° Relationship of ndergraduate Work to Academié Major: - f
e . Respon es of Curriculum Subsample N e . P
T e K _'  " Business Eﬁgineering :
- < R Co-op Non-Co-op Co-op Non-Co-op - :
© * All or most . - , .9;/ . . - _
work related 73 (65.2%) (18.4%) ' 134 (83.27) 9 (40 8/)
Some or, little , S L
wodk related , 34 (30.4 ) ./ 55 (45.8 ). 24 (Y6.1) 26t (3676 )
NG, work related 5 ( 4.5 ) 43 (35.8 ) 1 ¢ 7)) 6 (22.5)
. Vs N % : : '
“1”}- . Hoov ’ : S,
e 2 -62.215 . p <. 001 x% = 51.067 ‘< .001
aﬂlu'.“Jr — . 'b » : 4—_'-_.-
Vv .?'}" . ? . o ! . e T
3 . . T ’ Y /I : \
- R " TABLE F-5 (cortinued) - o oY
' Liberal Arts ‘  N AT
\ ‘\/Co-ol) > Non-Co-op s
All or most work " s - ,7 o s
related. 115 (39.7z) 58 . (14:9%) T -
Some or. little work S s e .t
;- related : -, 132 (45.6 ) 153 "= " 4(38.4 )
- No/work related - Lo 43 (14.8 ). 178 . " (45,8 ) -
ot o . . ' . T !
© %% 2190.279 p <-.00L -

~
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- " TABLE F-6 o S Y
<3 Undergraduate Salaries: -
. ' Responses of Sex Subsaimple -
‘1 . : . .
T Jale Female A
J. Ny - (D) Co-op _ 2(2) =Co-0p - (3) Co-op (4) Non-Co-op
° ) . . . . . ) T ) . ry _‘
Usually paid 348 (98.0%) ° 377 €9642%) ' 225 (76.3%). 266 (89.6%) - . -
Usually - . N . A ‘ Ch e , : ‘e
o Zorunteer._.:ﬂ; 4 (1.1) - 10 ( 2.6 ) 58.(19.7 ) 25 ( 8.4 )
< . 8 mé paid, some =~ =~ , o . L . . .
- . - .volunteer "o« 3(C .8) 5 (1.3.) . 12 ( 4.1) .6 (-2.0)

o wo XS = 23405, p >705 . X" = 18538  p <.00L - - ‘{
‘ - Al . ’ . N M . ] . i
R i . oo t (l* versus - (3), = S'/7 384 'p < .05 . - L ,(
o AN L t (2) versus (4) =N 115 < .05 i T L

SRR Y B DS A
3 - B . . TABLE F 7 ’ . N T . .‘h.-.v’ . . s .
Effect of Undergraduate Work Experlence on Choice of Job . » '
After Graduation: Responses of Sex SUbsamgﬁks.' ‘ ’
- Male i Female e \', s
‘\\Qo—op ) Non—Cd—oP . Co-qp . i@@ Ndn—Cd-Op J '
Ltttle or_no : e f}. _' S s :
_ *,effect S 8} (24 O/) 232 (64:1%)- . 66 (23.9%) 126 (45.7%)y°
’ Confirmed cdreer - v . o E
“choice® . ..., 46 _(_13.-6 ) 33-( 9:1) 59 (21.4 ) 57 (20.7")
Learngd mdfe; - ;.. e y S . :
~ abo&job - 757 (16,9 ) 23 ( 6.4 ) 37 (13.4 ) 21 (. 7.6)
Changed career - 2 - . '
" choice 39 (11.6 ) 15 ¢ 4.1) 34 (12.3 ) 19 ( 6.9 )
Became job after . . ' -
graduation 61 (18.1) 16 ( 4.4) 29 (10.5) 14 (5.2 ) -
Helpful in find- . ' . _ SRCR AR B g
"ing job after . A e ‘ ‘ '
graduation  ®15.C°4'8") " L7 44 ) T 17 (6.2) N1z ( 4.3
~+ , Increased . S ‘ ”
+"gkills. 17°( 5.0 ) 9 (2.5) - 204£7.2) .o 19.(6.9)
"' Increased self- a S o
knowledge 7(2.1) 6 (1.7) 6 ( 2.2) 6 (2.2)"
Other effects 14 ¢ 4:2) _ 12 ¢ 3.3 ) 8 ( 2.9) 2(C .7)
X° = 128.396 P ¢ 001  x® = 37.164 - p~ 4 -.001
. 4 - e ~
» ’ f i
‘ i P iy ,
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[ o ' (T TABLE F-§ v

4\ . Complete esgsof Career Information: :E? r
Responses From lasses of 1965 1970 aaﬁ 976 ”
—1 ,J, C e
1965 o 1970 - l97¢ _':-Jx;;ﬂ“; )
T ' Co-0p Non-COJop Codop Nonfgo-opr;,“_ Co—gp Non—Co-op

T e
C101°(64.7%) . 104 (41.37)

. 68 (29.3) )
53(32.7) 61 (0.5) (07) 81 (LS 1 (MI) T (D)
24‘1_ o i{\ 8 0.2)

o o ‘ i" "
+ Adequate . . . 81 (50.07) 61 (30.5%) (45 37)
.. Somewhat -adequat

)
. .8
e T8 (3) B(80), B2 w) (.0
X en < 01 ‘Q\ Py Vo ¢ S i |y o
: ' . . *_ — . .,uﬁfﬁf‘;"
. . -
| o COMBLEFY ’ . L
L y P i°'"., - Completeness of Career Information C \\~ﬂ '
BT PR ‘Responses of Curriculum Subsamples L PN L
Y B £ o
e Business oo Englneering ﬂiberal Arts R

Cm@ Non-Co-tp - wmp Nm%&w-' Cm@_ wamw

Mequte o ﬂ 6(5h00 SLOLE BRI 3 (55D 9t GLkn 98 (47
© | Somewhat agequate' B R IREE ) ( 3.1) 26 (33.8) 99 (34.4) 127 (30.8 )

wn
o
——
[ %]
(= 0

;'Inade%uate o DU (18.6) % (2igg )13 (8.8 ) ;@ 8) 3(0) 18 (55)
' R ’ L ‘ . ) >
L s o (E e <*ﬂ03 Cewm <

we, T
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Co T e TABLE F-10 R - N
. _ ] Completériess of Career Informetdonsv v, T
) ";‘\Re'sponses of Males and Femalgs inTiberal Arts »
. - Male Liberal, Art® = Female Liberalj'Arcs\- '
” v . . N . N . .
X ~ Co-op * > .. Non-Co-op... " Co-op . . _Non-Co-op -
'~ Adequate’ 36 (34! '72) 50 (23.5%)  .57,(30.0%2) 48 (24.0%)
Somewhat adequate 42 (42 9 J 71 (33.3) 57 (3050 ) 56 .(28.0).
- Inadequate °®* 4 22 (22.4 ) ° )%Z 43.2 ) 76 (40.0 ) N 96'(A§.0 )
R P X’ -_J.Resf.\' P < .2 x> = 2.851 P > .05 -
- - — * i / 4 ) N h . '
- vg/ . o . . i . ] s -
: / . - . TABLE 211 e
' N In.formatlon Avaifa&le About Job Opportunities? :
Responses of Curriculum Subsamples 4y Lo
, i
T Business f EngRneering )
' K .
Co-op- . Non-Co-op Co-oji"- Non-Co-op
Very well informed 31 (27.7%) 23 (16.8%) 40 (27: oz) 17 (22.7%)
Fairly well informed™ 57 (50.9 ) 58 (42.3) 79 (53.4.% 43 (57.3 )
Not too well informed 15 (13.4 ) 32 (23.4 ) 27 (18.2: } 12 (16.0.)
'Very poorly informed’ 9 (8.0) 24 (17.5 ) 2 (1.4 )‘ 3 (4.0)
x? = 11.769 p €.05 - x¥=2.213 Cp > .05
) -
: r —..l‘
e ‘{ . © TABLE F-11 (‘c'ont:inu;ad) C e “ —
‘ Liberal Arts .
' Co-op ' Non-Co-op /—>
Very well informed ‘ .42 T (14.8%) . 44 (10.7%)
Fairly well informed ' 91 - (32.2) 138 (33.4 )
. Not too well informed 83 (29.3 ) ' 143 (34.6 )
- Very poorly informed 67 (23.7 ) .. 88 (21.3)
CL X2 =4.337 p >.05 7
“ % -




‘~ i M ‘ . —106— . - . N . . -

TABLE F-12 » -,

N : .- -~ - '
’ » Information Available About . Job Opportunities . - -
“ . -~ -Responses: of. Males of Females in Liberal Arts Yo
<* Hi_v: .. - . Liberal Arts Males — . Liberal Arts Femalel -
’Lﬁ“;ll - ___Co-op Non-Co-op » Co-op ’ Néh—Co—qp
I Very g®11 , ’ S ) . o .
infdrmed 19 (19.80)0 . 23.(10.67) 23 (12.3%) - 21 (10.7%)
. Fadrly ‘well . \ . o . .
.. informed " 36 (37.5) 83 (38.2°) 55 (29.4 ) 55 (28.1) .
- Not *too well . .
informed 25 (26.0 ) 76 (35.0 ) 58 (31.0 ) 4 67 (34 2 D) z{
> : . Very poprly" . : . o T
y informed 16 (16.7 ) 35 S}G 1 ) 51 (27.3) .53 (27 0 )
| X% =" 5.877 P > .05 x? = .sbe P > .05
A/-‘. \ . _»‘[ ) . ) .. .
. . . : \VJ o ! ' R
TABLE. F-13 -

Co—oﬁ Alumni. Perceptions of
Benefits of Part1c1pat10n In Cooperative Education-

~

o A J - Liberal Arts .[Liberal Arts  Total
'y . . - . r -

Non-
1. Work experiende - (f.e.,flearn ' >, .
about work environment about
" job characteristics and . . :

" *  structure 94 (33%) 136 (43%7) . 230 _(38%)
-2. Maney ’ o 0 (0 35 (11%) 35  (67%)
3. Exposure to "real world" 34 (12z)  23°0.7%) 57 .(10%).
4. Relating theory to practice 14 (5% 28 (“9%) 42 -( 7%)
5. Fosters growth of indepenignce' 45 " (16%) 5 (2% 50 ( 8%)
6. Test career choices 21 (7% 12 (4% 33 ( 6%)

7.7 Better awareness of own . ‘ '_;.
interests . < 18 ( 62%) 64(27%) 24 (4%
8. "To meet different types of : P
people , ﬁ 20 7% 13 .4y 33 ( 6%)
9. Other reasons (i.e., to travel . ’
to increase rec1atLon of <« .
, school) at 8 . (13%) 55 (18%) ., 93 -€16%)

%
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)

¢ 2 .
. Co-op Alumni Perceptions of Least Beneficial | :
Aspects o£ Participatfgn in Cooperative Eddcé?ion .
e Non- - * "
Liberal Arts Liberal Arts . .. Total
1. It wa¥dll - » :
~  benéfigial, 50 . (19.8%) 54- (21.3%) 104 (20.6%)
. '2. "Bering" work 26 (10.3 ) 39 -(15.4 ) 65 (12.8 ) .
3. Irrelevant 50T e S
- work 16 (6.3) 21y (8.3 )
4, 'Relocatlng for 2 ey A
co-op job 29 (115 - 7 ( 2.89
5. Salary level '* 18 ( 7.1) ' T (5.1)
6. .Extra year to ‘ » -
- . .complete degree 0 (0.0) 30 (11.8)
“7.. ..Disrupts class- ' . = T
- room learning 19 "¢ 4.0) . e 2.4 )
gulvDisrupts friend—" ‘ B T
: ships 14 ( 5.6 ) 12 { 4.7)
9. Required report 14 (5.6 ) 6 (2.4)
10. Work periods ’ y '
too short . 13 ( 5.2.) 10 (.3.9 ) - :
11. Other reasons . : o o : oo
_(i.e., schedullng\\\ N S
problems, dis- N T L : o
agreements with o T, )
‘supervisors or - o .
coordinators,’ or :

personnel - , ' s : .

- reasons) 62 (24.6 ) 56 (321.9) 8 (23.4)
- —y ———

- s . ' I
R TABLEF Is _ :
S%tlsfactlon With Undergraduate Educatlon: : .

/. Responses of Race ,Subsamples P
, P Subsamples \j
White *  Minority
, Co-qp ‘ Non—Co op N Co-op Non-Co-op
. T - ‘ — R
Fully . 4 { T L _ L
satisfied 2997 (52.0%) 376 (33-1%) ¢ .34 (68:0%) v 26 (60.5%): -
Partially : ’ » L et ° o
satisfied 255 (44.3 ) 306 (43.2 ) 1 (3 0 ) 16 (37.2)
.Dissatisfied . - 21 ( 3.7 ) 26 ( 3.7.) 0 ( 0.0) 1 (2.3)
k%= 67 p > .05  x*=1.59 . p > .05,
<. 4 . . \
¥ < ].gﬂ! - ’!’;

TABLE-F-14
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. . |  TABLE 6~1 ‘
. A Proportion of Males and Females Working
- . Full-Time After Graduation From College
~_'-_—».- bl"ile N - A ’ K \ . I?‘emale.‘ . v,
> 3 Co-op ‘Non-Co-op ' Co-op Non-Co-op

Full-time o A

employment 302 (85.8%); .
No(EEII-time o

318 (74.6%)

244 (84.4%)
W |

285 (88.0%1

'empIOY?S?t' “ 50 (14.2 ) 108 (25.4) 45 (15.6 ) 9 (1z.q)
. A Y 9 AT . 2 - .
X" =14.119 7 ¢ p<.001  X° = 1.328 p > .05. .y
I " ”Jﬁ‘\\\__/,
. BT PR RS
14 N : BN ! e * N T )
: , yoL e TABLE. G-2"" . 2 ¢
. " Graduate School After Graduation From College
' Responses of ‘Curriculum Subsample - ,

Business . = s < _Engineering r .
Co-op - _"Non-Co-op ~ Co- : Non-Cd=op .

f4887

_ Graduate 7/ \ R, ' "
school ALIBID A (BT.T . 49 (3331 \ 27 (37.0%)
No graduate : L '
school 65 (61.3 81 (62i3 ) 98 (66.:77), 46 (63.0 ) / |
) r x* < .p00 o 205 x% = 149" Kff P> N
_ . . -'“ } - 'v.‘-.‘,._‘ ).‘.' .« \::’ ‘&\
. “ d ,
- TABLE G-2 (continued) .
Liberal Arts e
Co-op B . Non-Co-op
Graduate school. 150 (54.2%) 253 (62.9%)
No graduame school 127- (45 .8 ) 149 - (37.1).
v )" . . .'_\ 0 ‘

p -'.(’ .05

. e
‘9 . . o
i
o . - , .
o i
= & -
R
- d
N . -
e
] 0
o L Catw P
3 . »1 ;
. ' ’
T
. .
L] . f
-
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w : TABLE G-3 '
o ) , Graduate School After Graduation From College .
AT g . Responses bf Race Subsamples - -
) ) _ | White oy .;{ ' - Minority o
Co-op ' NOn—CO-OJ), . Co- -op t - Non Co oR
Graduate, = e ‘ " ‘
. schoal - 249 (44.0%) - 345 (51.1%), 28 (59.6%)" .24 (61"54) .
“" 7 No graduate . L ' r“ rTE‘
el ie school 7(56.0 ) - 330 (48.9) 19 (40.4 ) ’ 15 (38 5. )}(
4': : ) o . . ] B . . v
UL e < ..os_;/f(2 “adht e > 05
S g .b e ) N
. TABLE G-4 . - . ‘
Pa}ft Time Employment After Graduation From- College
RespOnse.as of Sex Subsample o .
‘ . ﬁ Male ‘ - Femo]e T
e [ . Co-op Non—Co—oé";;“" A ' Co-op i Non—Co op
Pary/t ime : o o - S, ‘ .
L #hployment 57 (16.7%) 111 (27.7%) 114 (40.3%) 127 (40.7%) .
- No part-time ‘- . : N . o :
S _.employment . ‘284 (83.3)). 298\(72@3 ) 169-€59.7 ) 185 (59.3 )
B . LRV l":'_'_:', L . [} : o .
X% =012.033 . x% = .001 p >».05

p< 001
- ~ e e — . 53@(\

P = R

- TABLE G-5 SR /
Part—}l‘ime Employment After Graduation From College:
Responses of Curriculym Subsamples . .
Bu_s\iness ‘ : . . quineerrin'g-

_ L . l(‘:dfOE Non-Co-op x Co—ojv Y Non—Co-oE
: Part—time e . S o
employment . 18 (17, 01,) 33 (26.47%) 13 ( 8.9%) . - 9 (12.5%%
No part-time - e % o
employment 88 (83. 0 ) 192:(73.6,) . 133 (91.1 3 63 (87.5)

’ 2 ot " e . ) ao .

- £ 2. 436 S p > .05 X° = -'.3/8 p > .05

r o : o
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"TABLE G-5 (continued) »

; T . * " Liberal Arts o e o
. ‘ o Co-op ' = ~___ Non-Co-op o

- ‘ N U ] G
Part timq_gmgigzm nt 108 (39.1%)

153 - (39.0%) .

No. part -time employment 168 - (60.9 ) 239 © - (61.0%) a
5 o ' w2 _ -/ s o R
L i - : K3 003 / P2, OS‘S’ T
. T Y el s o
’ ) . _ _( RS --T-. )
) TABLE G-6 -

Extent of Preparation for First Full Time Job: o
i L Responses of Curriculum Subbample L o

'3 ‘\fgﬂjf q_ui'>" Qusiuebsu L Engineering
o ' Co-op Non-Co-op " Co-op Non—Co op 'ﬂ‘

~ - Excellent . - 52 (S1.57)  .30.{23.87) | /43 (30.77) 15 €21 72y
' Adequate: .. , .-40.(39.6 )  76%(60.3)." 90 (64.3 ) v .48%69.6 ) ¢ °
Inadequate W"' 9*( 8. 9 ) 20 (15.9 ) 7 (5.0) r”*f,6 ( 8.; )
. . :
= 18.721‘ p € .01 2<,752 ©’p > .05
¢ ’ Lo

TN, el

¥

. . A ¢ i “*a S :
. Yo ‘ . - P
. R F . : - N . .
. s . - . “ \Y) PR s
’ . L™ yo Nt
: e fTABLE G-6,(continued) /5'. - v|‘ .
K : . FESEI B [ 3 ’/‘*' N . ) - ) - .
' o B Liberal Arts ‘& - -
M oo \-J ‘n. - : < .-‘. LY .CO—(‘)P . " ] ) Non\—ﬁa\—oQ . 9+ )
st .~ Excellent . 78 (31,3%)( ' ' i
SR Adequate e « 127, €51.0 ) - .
Inade uate. o - 44 (17.7 ) .
q : /' . . ‘ \’
A §2=@'105 . . e -
A‘E',i'-v‘

ke
<rh
]
4

R . 126 | VA




: . N .
. X : _v,-. — ._;:.,‘._Q _A_.:._. ’ " - / "
) ‘ ' . E ) )
. Y -’; <
) . \ ' . . Cand !
‘ . TABLE_G-7 . : e
., Relationshlp of First Job to Undergraduate Major: ~
v : Responses of Sex Subsamples . i .
L e e T e
Extent Job Related . - Male ‘ o . Female ’
To .Majovr ' Co-op - . Non—Co—A Co-op Non-Co=-op "
. “' . ) ' ' .‘. J ‘
“Much ~ . - 127 (38. 8%‘) 102 (27 2/6) ' 105 (40.7%) . 128 (42.7%)
f07 Some . 152:446.5 ) 156 (41.6.) 96 (37.2- )+ 106 (35.3 )
LHT Very little- q -48° Ql\z:_7 ) 117 (31.2 ) - 57 (22.1 )  "66%(22.0 »
B LA i‘]. DI -"'»«‘ L ] . ", ) ) . .
o x2.=~28 487 v p <01/ x° = .264 . p.>.05
B od . . [sY , . :
Extent Wanted : ' ' : "
Job To Relate ‘Maﬂle . ‘ g ‘i Female
To Major- Co-0p .« Non-Co-op ~ . Co-op . Non-Co-op
Very important 162 (49.8‘::.‘) 125 (33.5%) 110 (42.8%)  .145 (48.7%) _
+ Hoped it.was v I 4 . ) '-
.o i elated . - U{EL23 € €37.4. ),’ C138.(37:20). 104" (405, ). 98 .(32.9 D
' " Did not care * 440 (12:37) 7110 (29,3°) 43 (16 Ty 55" §1873%Y
- ’.Xzié’ 35,164 p < .ol "~ 'Xz =- 3.441 - P> ‘;05 ' ..
o R : . '«,. . m”. s ,"' ' ,“kﬁ‘ ce -. L T N L P S . .‘;*'. ;
. « ’ i . ‘i ' ‘ . . ‘- : B L. ;. e / Ex .. ) :"‘ | . .__vfii’:j' "f._( ) v;:..,' ‘ K
e 2ot . 7 -, .TABLE G—8 - ’ ’ o
TR e Relationshfp of Flrst Job té Undergraduate Majord =~ -~ = .
e T / Réspores “of “Cl&rriculum Subsamples. .| ., | e - :
fantt W ' g S . " %
zExtent Job Relatgd ~ Busin ss. . * .- Engineering e
WaJor v . Lot L;&:‘“’ﬂv@’ . .
;0 , “g. , be @0_.0‘p Y N%n_gp éw . .' ,. C’o;.op;?ﬁ:i e N NOH-;GO-OE : :‘ . .
. " Much . 47 (46.57) 34 (27.0%) 43 (30.7%) - 15 (21.7%)
- Some B $39 (38.6 ) 59 (46.8 ) - 90 (64.37) ~ 48 (69.6 )
, WVery Littlgy .15 (14.9 ) * 33,(26.2 )q, 7 5 0) | 6(8.7) .
s R . e, - A T A . : ' -
1. T . 9 ) L . .
e x.‘? = 10,290 p < .01 x_L Z 5 24 P ?9{\
P Y A R T L, e
) "ExténtsWanted L ‘Business, _- _ Englneering o,
T Job. tg Relate PP }_'r S oo
a0 'To Major* -+ Co-op ' .° ‘"Non—Cb-’f—'@ s Co-op. : ’ NOn-Co -op_ ..
: - .. T ® . ,
D Very important : 58 (5&. , =Y (41 GA) .52 (36.9%) 26 (37.1%)
Hoped it wad’ - ) I .
related ; 35 (34.7 ) 53 (43. 4.;) L 16 (53/9 ) 29 (41.4 )
Did not cate 8 (7.97)4 | 20 (16.0, 13 (9.2 ) 15 (21 )
B 2 : « S o S ﬁb;n‘_‘- -
- ., X =6.679 ., _.p < .05 =13 147 p.¢ .0l &
™ . i S gt e ’,‘ PR '...,.' r &' o’ co T !
iy R “!'{‘ — : - :.s S —— '\%rl.‘
h ' ¥, e ¥ ¢ &
- 6"'f" \3 G,q ~ .\ . Aﬁl
- . . "1 PR ; ?‘("‘:‘;‘- ‘t;'l,»( . ‘;
e L B [ = -



.h?“' t . TABLE. G-8 (conginued) ' .

Extent Job Related B : Liberal Arts
Te Major : *

Co-op Non-Co-op

-

Much : - 72 (28.7%) 91 (25.6%)
Some o111 (46.2 ) 149 €42.0 )

. Very little 68 ... (27.1). , 115 - (32.4 )
i RN N R R TR L

' . ‘()‘ ‘ 5

. A e ehe SN PR R

oo B R iyl 2,052 3 SO w R
- : o ‘ M < i s

s NS e .

e e ;
. L et ! ‘;

LI .. 4
+ BEEEUYTELG \

- ) S ; . . . . RPN

) 3 'c,"" .Ext,.e.nt Wanted Job T e tn . . ;.-'Liberal 'Art'é' )
" 46 Rélate to | e - T

L ‘MaJor Co-op : Non—Co—OP - :

R

) 97 . (27.5%% |
) , 131 (37.1 )
) o125 (35.4)

Very important | 77 (31.0%
Hoped' it would relate 109 (44.0
- Did not care - - .7 .62 (25.0

-, -

;" e o X}\: 7-422 )<05

ok

P, R S A " B T TE WV TN

S : S ST R
R W . \&
Lo . : ) Lo - ! ‘ ' N

[ 2

» ) n L ' . TABLE c‘;_gJ.i"'. . ’ o Tat " v.n.. . -,
- e © - Time of First Job: ' - o = . T -,
Responses of Total Alumni Sample =« . S v

v T ' ' . Codbp" v "~ + ..., Non-Co-op

Y r

v Within sixﬁhénthé'af%gf . o ﬁ‘h N TR o .
ﬂ . graduatidk" . ) .»AQGF“JY (76-3%) "\g‘ 4@0' _cqgvﬁz) L

- '‘Between._six monthg ~ . — ‘
. .. _and one year© , 55 ( 9.5) 67  (10.1)
's .. More thdn one year - . . 82 (14.2) - 136 - (20.5 ) o
oo e s gt ahs0 T ¢ ol
) Zv‘ - - ‘ - . -
. (L ON W'J - . . X . .
R . ad b * .
s Ao e T8 * Gear :,/J '
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LI ; ' . o
' B Job Title¥ of First Job: : .
. ,Resp® nses of ‘Total Alumni Sample /.

>
T

- . , . < Co-op . .- *Non-Co-op . -
. . b

. Professional Technical and . ! Lo T . Sl
" Rindred Workers. - ' - 401. (71027 . 415 (64.5%)

- ‘ i I*ganagers, Officials and =~ o R
.‘Proprietors | 44 (0 7.8) . 66 * -(10.3)

. " Clerical and Kindred .
. \_;-;; Workers b 70 (12.4,
Vg f Sales Workbrg ",.;x./ﬁt\ 20, €36 .
.i Craftsmen, Foremen ' and. R R A AR X
¥+ ¢ .7 Kindred kers ) 9. (1.6
T Operatives al’rd I(indred S tap oty =._-;‘.
‘ Workers . .2 ( .4
" Laborers ' ‘ 10 - (1.8
Service Workers 7 (1.2.
i S o7 ‘ 2 . '
o) (1 Cvioe b .',.,\("._.:‘, - . 1X : \ v°'684 o
) Q / S e . e Y ‘ vl ' T q o
i d oy ' TABLE G-11
SR & : Relocating For First’ Jobg
i\ ' ~ Responses of Sex Subsamplé
b}

R “Male(l). 1 - kn Female (2)
>

Lk . : v . Dl A4 .
. . S I AR . pe Y J

Ny e % Co—qp ' Non-Co-op Co-0p - Non—Co—dp S
) v g #! ¢ Ibs," 4__,' Py o ik ) )

7 88 (34, 4%) . ‘79’(26?&%)’
) 168 (65.6 ) 220 1(73.6 )

168 (44

Yes C 12s, (39 4
210/ (55.6

S e L 196 (6049 )N
g \ o t of (1) versus+(2) = 2.857 . np w01 U .,
o S < 1 7. e B . v s - )

. » S," PG ' /@_’r Y:- ) ' N - .

- , _ TABLE G-12 .

e~ e Reloca:mg For First Job: : . ' .
' . _ Responses of ‘Classes of 1965, \1970 and 1974 » « - . :

s « ¢ oe i . - w &1965 ., 9 o ",@' 1970 . ¢ |

Co-op = . " Non-Co- -op . " "Co-op ae M Non—Co—op

‘ Yes 71 46.17) - 91 (%6.27) 74 (37.0%) 37\(39 72)"
TeooNetT oy 83653900 106 (53.8) 126 (63.0 ). ~y32:(60.3 ) |

. * : . ) ,\\.
h T X‘2 = .008 - ) .05 ' 'Xz = ;223 o uP ) .05 -
H ,.,' . : B " o . Iy : - ' v : ' ' * N : R
. W - A . . ‘u’;'k . s ' . v . . . RS ‘.. e
s *élassifi;catiOn schgme takemfacom 1974 Omnlbus Occupatioﬂ (;ode. N\ ’ 5

- ‘4*"‘" ":-“*&L“. N ‘5 1.29 S : Tt N




-q

.o , | " TABLE G-12 (Lon.‘mxed}

- 4 . .“.

- ¢ ‘. L. . . . : . Co_op B

1974

" (30.4%)

' Yes a 55""”
_ ; (69.6)

No’ 5126

3

"TABL c—13 o ,'
Relocating or ‘First Job:

s

_g?‘; wed ‘,Kesponses of Cuxricu*umﬁﬁupsémPleq o

oo e mf , oy Businessy i ..
. Vel -w.wb;;
' . Co—op ) Non-Co-op-

- Co-op

Engineering \
ng ring .

 Yes . 27 (27.0 )
No ... 73(73.0)

(,\\\ 1 2

.349

40 (31.5%)
87 (68.5 )

P ) iOS .

X

2 #

594442.4%)

80 (576 )

= 1.634

Non-Co~o0p

37 (52.9%)

33v(47;1 )

P 2 .05

o, ,J ' 3
{ % . KN 4 . " .
T L I .., " TABLE, 6-13 cconci ued) _
: Tt 'J‘ . b . . e
\ o kA .-, Liberal Arts o .
' "y e . v

~__Non-Co-op

' A , P l(_ . ' . ~ [ : . . S » . i
, Yes' U8 @ e .
. No . T 149 ¢60.1 ) * 214" = (60.3 ). .
- 7 - ’2 v » % ® PO .
oo x* 5 .001 s 6s = T,

of "
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A : * 7 TABLE G-14
Proporttona of Males and Females WOrkin5
For A Former Lo -op Emplbye
- — ——T L O] .
. - . ’ ’
. T o Co-op Males . Co-op Females. ', <
WOrking for former S e ;
co-op employer . 104 - (32.3%) . ... . 42 (16.5%)
.No working for former o o ' ' - o .
ce-op employer 218 (67.7) T 209, (83.5) .-
e P 't (1) versugy (% ;;25134v - p € 0°
. v, - s ' o
ht ; an,t N Ve ‘ ER R TR ¢ N :
) “:‘ . , e .
o P 4
}' . o < ,: ' . .. .' .. ‘ v
L S ABLE c-~1:5 ot T e ! ;
P(oportion of Business, _Engineering, and Liberal Arts Majors -
.. WO‘ting For A Former Co-og Employer - 5
ey g ¢ . - . Co-op \ Co-op Co-op
: Business Engineering , |, Liberal Arts
R v . * . LD =
. ¥ .
Working for former . BRI
co-op employer ' 39 (39 4/) o 54 (38.8%) (14 67%).
Not working for former
. co-op employer - 60 (60.6 ) . 85 “(61.2) 211 (85.4 )
w‘f."\': i " TS t¥ N » ‘ 4 i ¢ ) 4 "‘ -
. ¢ ; » . 4
. ' N} . |
N ’ v : '-'l A v / ' .
.'.)"'l . \ ’ t . B - ‘
r:r ‘ &t Y ] v o f T B g .
S -
v, \\\ p
. B ’
- . . . N " o - [5) .
R ' .
» ]
. : ) 4y N o ’ PR ~ ¢ ,
- ‘ ' ’ . (] . P
! 3 e ' N —~
. ' N N . .,c L& N -
v SR I 0 ~
' N B : fe ¥ g ~ [}
° ) st ” .'... ,,\ ..
‘ :.f ~ o 5 '3‘.{1 ' o
. 4
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' TABLE G-16

How Lgcated First .Job: -
Responses of Classes of 1965, 1970, and 1974
N\ e T o 1§70 g
S . Lo-op .. Nen-go-op - Co-op. ___Non-Co-op _
ST T ' T . S
Gfadudta ' = T o P NEIR v
.placement 473 (2%.:6%) L 46 .(23.2%) 20 (10.1%) 39 (17.8%)
N Employment A S _ ' : ‘
U agency 14 (8.9)  T13(\6,6) 15 ( 7.6 ) 17 (7,8)
2. . Former co-op or , - o ‘ o Co
RN Lntarnshlp job 37 {27.6.) 17 (8.6 1) S 47-(23.7) - 15 ( 6.8,
;th;. .Via contact ‘ ' o ’ ' ' )
LT m;eyqon, : w21 (L3.4°), 38 (19.2 ). 37 (18.7) .59 °(26.9 )
. Ad in newspaper, . . : * . . ‘
““Journal, etc. 13 ( 8.3 )g 6°) 26 (13.1y) ° " 20 ('9.1)
Faculty ! . 6.6 - ) 1) 15 ( 7.6\) 5 (6.8)
-Former part- - y .
' ‘time or summer . ! S 3 .
employer 1 (C .6) ( 2.5) 3 (1.5) 8 ( 3.7)
Contacted . . :
company - 15 (9.6 7°(13.6 ) 21 (10.6 ) 31 (14.2)
- Other methods -7 (-4, 5 23 (11.6 ) 14 ( 7.1 ) - 15 ( 6.8 )
e x2.= 26.027,~4 p < .o001 x? =31.838  p < .00l
L3 . .. . .
‘//' : =*  TABLE\G-16 (continued)-
ce T : . /- ) 1974 ‘ oo
_— . T I . Non-Co-op -
 Graduate pMcement 32 (17.6%) " 36Ty
& Employment ageqcy . 100 (545 ) . 8 ( 4.2),
Former co-op or \intern- ' . » ) .
-~ ship job .. . . . 51 (28.0 ). | (10.4 )
‘ - Via- contact person'_ ) 39 (2& 4 ) BT Tﬁ% §3§.0‘)
e * Ad in newspaper, jOurnaI L LA oy o ' '
: . etcs 4 . .16 ( 8.8) g\\’//>' 21 (10.9 )
" Facuity . 7 (3 .8 ) : ji/// (2.1)
""" Former part time or . * : i - .
. summer employer . o 4 ( 2. 2 D ‘ 3 (1.6) -
Contacted company - 17 (9.3) 17 ( 8.9)
. Other methods i 6 ( 3. 3 ) 12 (6.3)
ot ok wh o T 20f. v - - ‘e . S N .
\ B o x® ="27.528 p < .00l
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L . TABLE G-17
L Salary Levels on First Job:
. . Responses of Sex Subsample .
. V,
T ' Male = — Female
o e _Co-op e Non—Cg;op . Co-op Non-Co-op -
e PR D IR 2y . o (3. )
Tl 5,999 orbelow 33.°(10.4%) . S0 (118%) 92 (38.1%) 110 (39.0%).
- J_v\.’GgOOQ.fl 7,999. 76 (23.9 ) .97 (26.8 ) 81 (33.6) 107 (38.3 )
S 8,000 - 9,999 80 (25.2) 96 (26.4 ) 49 (20.3.) 49-(17.4 )
10,000 :All,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) (1.5)
14,000 and above 13 ( 4.6 ) 15 ( 4.3 ) 2 ( 8) 4 (1.5)
- v Y '
z x% < 2.620 p > .05 x’=6.415  p >.05
P, . , ft
A | € (1) versus (3) = 3. 73 ‘p € .05 . . @
ZJ ‘ t (2) versus (4) = 3.711 p ¢ .05 .
‘ , TABLE G-18 - - .
Salary Levels on' First Jobs: . o - ““« .
‘ Responses of Curriculum Subsamples. o . M
= , Business - Engineering
Co—op ) Non-Co-op Co-op Non-Co-op
5,999 or below 5 ( 5 1%) 16 (13.3%) 7 ( S.OZ)JR~" 1 ¢( 1.41)
6,000 - 7,999 25 (25.8 ) 34 (28.3 ) 29 (23.7) _ 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 )
©.12,000.- 13,999. 11 (11.4 ) 14 .«(31.7 ) 20 (14 5) 11 (15.7 )
~ 14,000 and above & ( 4.0 ) 5 (C 4.11) 7 (3.5) 2 (2.8)
' . 2 L : 2. o
. ~ X" =6.538 p > .05 X"~ 3.810 p > .05
. 7 TABLE G-18 (continued) = . -
, - Liberal Arts
. Co—op “ - Non-Co-op
15,999 or below 80 (33.97) ¢ 107 (31.4%)
. 6,000 - 7,999 ° St 79 (33.5 ), T 116 . (34.0 )
8,000 - 9,999 46 (19.5 ) 67 . (19.6 )
- 10,000 -"I1,999 : ( 9.3) (6.2,
- 12,000 - 13,999 4 (1.7) 20 (5.9
14,000 and above 5~ (2.1) 10 (3.0)
. X° = 8.347 p 2 .05
\ ’
- -
- . . ot
2\
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’
TABLE G~19 ) : ' v ’
Salary lLevels on First .Job: . 3 .
. Rcspo ses of Classes of 1965, 1970, and 1974 . n
ke - ———— *"""‘9-(,‘5— Rt ’\" T y—"“.'—”?‘_“' S —— "_."Tg"? 0 ST M AT s e e
Co-oLS ‘N(ﬂ—Co—op " Co~op ‘ Non-Co-op
SERES \ L sk L S : .
5,999 or below 53|\(34.2%): 77 (40.12) ~ 33 (17.2%) 33 (15.5%)
6,000 - 7,999 63\(40. )‘ 64 (33.3°) 52 (27.1) 70 (32.8 ),
8,000 - 9,999 251\(16.2 ) 29 (15.1) 47 (24.5) 61 (28.6 )
10,000 ~ 11,999 ~ 6 [ ) * 8 ( 4.2) 44 (22.9 ) 27 (12.7 )
12,000 + 13,999 2 ) 8 ( 4.2) 9 (4.7). 14 ( 6.6 )
14,000 and above 6 ) 6 ( 3.0) 7 ( 3.6) 8 ( 3.7)
! . ,’ ‘ : . | ”
X“ = 4729 - p ) .05 X" = 8.629 p > .05
BLE 6-19 (coritinued)
‘ 1974 :
' Co-—oR . Non-Co-op ! L
5,999 or below ..330 (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 48 . (21.8 § 25 ° (14.2 )
12,000 - 13,999 24 (13.7 ) 23 (13.0 )
14,000 and above 3 .(1.8 & 8 ( 4.6)
%2 - 9.889 ™ p > .05
s . ’
TABLE G- 20
Satisfaction With Fi¥st Full-Time Job: _
o , " Responses of Race Subsample -,
&/\ o . White ) ﬁinority 4 R
. _Ce-op Non-Co“=op Co-op . Non-Co-op
Fully oo oY : :
~ satisfied. - 218 (41.2%) 280 (44 74) 17 €40.5%) , 18 (45.0%)
/ - Partially ‘ ' o
. ) gatiéﬁied . 235 (44{4 ) - 259 (41 4 ) 18 (42.9 ¥ 12 (30.0 )
" Dissatisfied 76 (14.4 ) 87 {(13. 9 ) . 7:(16.7) . 10 (25.0)
T ‘_xz = 1.491  p.) .05 x% = 1.710 p 2 .05

R . . . o s
< . . Co
. . -
. remmma .
\
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COTABLE G=21 4
Satistaction With ¥irst Full-Time Job: A
y Responses ot Curriculum Subsamples
e o 4’“1;;_‘.“4(;3;;- AR e e e e Pnglno(\;(i‘—g" - “—
e . Go=op ___ Nom=Comop  Go=ap . _Non-Co-op_
) Fully . - iy ' e '
. satistted 40 (4002) * 49 (38.97) 72 (S1.63) . 36 (52.21)
', Partially : ' :
satisfied 46 (46.0 ) 56 (44.'10 ) ’ 5 (42.1) 31 (44.9
‘ Dissatisfied . 14 (14.0 ) 21 (16.7 ) 9°( 6.4) 2(2.9
. ' X2 = 303 p D .05 x? % 1.183 p ) .05
. - o
1 4
L] hed ‘ -
4 Y ) ‘ - N . v
® TABLE G-21 (continued) . .
o By -
Liberal Arts
. N\
i ' e 0’°P Non-Co-9p _
Fully satisfied , 83 (33 2%) 152 (42.8%)
Partially satisfied LS - (46.0 ) . - 145 /(40.8 )
Dissatisfied 52 (2Q.8 ) . . 58 (16.3 )
. T x%.= 6.006 - p < -05
P W ' . , .
- _TABLE,G-22 — e
# . Promotions Recejwved In First Job: '

Responses of §$ex Subsample:

,)d/‘ ' Male S : Female

: (1) Co-op.  (2) Non-Co-op  (3) Co-op (4) Non-Co—oR

Yes 165 (51.7%) . 193 (52.0%) "84 (33.2%) 89 (30. 4,
s No - 154 (48.3) ° 178 (48.0 ) -169a66.8 ) 206 (69.8
, . x¢ = .000 p > .05 - x°= .448 p 7 .05
: , . B e T o N :
‘ - t (I) Versus (3) = 2.857° _p < .0l ‘
. 1,(2) versus (4) =3.586 p. < .01
, AR
] . N ; i
- i \
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: e o TABLE G-23 SR T
. o ‘PromotionsiReceived In First Job: Lo T
. . Responses of Curriculum Subsamples

fhhu'. o LT : ,3‘~ﬁg\>Fusines§,_ L B Engineering

-~ Co-0p | " Non-Co-op Co;op Ndn—Cé—op

I 4 ST T e
CYes .. 60 (61.2%) - 73 (57.9%) . 79 (56.8%) “~ 45 (64.3%).
o Noo o 738 (38.8 ) . - 53 (42.1 Y 160 (43127 25 (35.7 )

AL %P =.130 . p D05 x*=.:8  p > .05

. v ¢ ) " . ' - o ,b | ( :
\ . - TABLE G-23 (continued)
S . Co-op - ' . . Non-Cotop.

o e £ X . N
. Yes - . . i .80 . (32.8%) 124 - (35.6%)
$ . No ‘ 164 67.2 ) C224 . (644 )

o : -/// C X% 396

) p > .05

- . o ' . - ‘;Q‘E'

s S - TABEE G-24~ - .
. Still “at First Place of EmfToyment: v
, . Responses of Sex Subsamples = - ‘

. . ‘ ) . . .
*. : o " Male ’ - .. Female

A | f 3 (1) Coié;- (2) Non-Co-gp' * (3) Co-op (4) Non-Co-op
- : . .‘l : ’ ) -,
Yes. 162 (51.4%) 160 (43.0%) . 68 (26.9%) 8% ,(27.8%)

No . © 153<(%8.6 ) 212 (57.0 ) .'185 (73.1) 213 (72.2)

.o %= p <l0s x - 021 . p> 05,

(1) versus (3) = 3.658 P )
" (2) versus (4) 2.397 p

o

< .02 7
< .05

"

"o




! C TABLE G-25 o .
A . s:111 at First Place of Employment:. . . L
TR ' ,Responses of Curiiculum Subsamples o o
. ~ "Business , Engir;e'eririg _
_ ¥ Co-op ___Non-Co-op Co-op : Non-Co-op
s Yes b4 (45.4%) 55 (44.0%) 79 (38.5%) 40 (58.0%)
. No v, 53 (546 ) 70 (56.0 ) 56 (41.5 ) ' .29 (42.0 )
T e x° = 006 - p».05 - X = -006- }: >.05 .
' TABLE G-25 (continued)
<« - S . o . - Liberal Arts .
Co-—op .‘ .4_: . ___Nbn-Co-op ~ - .
Yes o S LT3 (29.7%) . 103 (29.5%)
No a3 (70.3) L 266, (70:5)C
x? = 602 : p > .05 -~
‘ 7 - » 7 :
PR P ! . RO S %
! { i B e S b ;
’ ) , _ . v
 TABLE 6-26
St111 ‘at First Place of Employment: -
" . Respons_.e_s of Males In Liberal Arts
- L Co—op Males ﬁon-Co—ap Males;-
- Yes : L38 (44.7%) 58 (33.9%)
: No . 47, (55.3 ) 2113 (66.1 )
SR o xPe2318 0 p >.05 L
-F ’ ‘
o ' ; N
N~ .,
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-Raises since

L . TABLE G-27
' Reasons Stopped Working:

. Promotions and.Raisés Sinced First Job:

. . Responses. of Sex Subsamples s
3 ‘LASQf' . vMa1e uu‘{a, Female

" Co-op Non—C0hop - Co-gp;- Non-Co-op
Laid off 6. (24.0%) 13 (28.3%) 4 ( 4.2%) 1 ( .8%)
Relocation S —-— — 3(6.5) 11 (11.6 ) 19 (15.0 )
Marriage - - —_ —_— 10 (10.5 ) 16 .(12.6 )

Have baby - - - —— ©20 (21.1 ) 48 (37.8 )
Graduate. school 7\10 (40.0 ) 18 (39.1 ) ' 24 (25.3 ) 13 (10.2 )

Other 9:(36.0 ) 4 12 (26.69°. 26 (24.5) 30 (23.6 )

- Pl o = 2.282 p > .05  x.=16.126 = p < .01,
.r_\) s . . . . . . . N
" o  TABLE G-28

- -'Besponses of Minority Subgsamples.

. White Minority .
'Cb—op Non ~Co-op /. Co—o i "~ Non=-Cg-op

\J

first job _

Yes ~//“\iao (49.37) 162 %4s. 4%)
Noy, =~ 44 (50.7 ) 203 (55.6 ) ©
CN Cx% = 1.358 P > .05

Promotions since ,
first job . L _
= (54.8%) ) ~17 (68.0%).
(45.2) ) 8 (32.0)
189 x% = 3.064 -
. 3 VI4 - .
- TABLE G-29
. \ Merit Raises Since First Job:, t
vk Responses of Sex Subsamples .
o _ o
‘ - ‘Male . i Female )
§l5§;0p~ Non-Co—Sp 'Co-vp ‘ *Non-=Co-gp
Yes ¢ 97/(66.07) 131 (63.9%) 82* (46.6%) 77 (39.7%)
No . 430 (3.0 ¥ (36.1) - 9% (514 Y o 117 (60.37)
N N . 9 4 . C e -
2 <~ A . 2° > :
X% = .084 . p >.05  x*=1. 522 p 2 .05

[--; I



tjl § ) Ly
i "APPENDIX H /,,/.,L/

TABULAR DATA DISCUSSED' IN GEAPTER g

"CURRENT ACTIVITIW‘ALUMNI SEMPLE"

A e “. .
S
K 4
o
» Ty
A
£
%
o
K3 ";t .
&,
’
A Vs



’
e | o - & TABLE H-1 ; , .
. : Current Job Tifles:. . ‘ LN
Responses 8f Sex Subsamples: - °
Cimea Ma-le - < ~ . Female:
- . Co-op Noh~Co-op ' Co—ép L NOI-'l—bo;OE L
S . e o - (2),. T

_ Professionals 206 (68.2%7) .. 186 (54 J1%) 121 (65.1%) 140 (69.3%)
- { Managers 62°(20.5) 94 (27.3) 25 (13.4 ) 24 (11.9-)

S Clerical - . ' .

' wprkers 5 (1.7 \24 ( 7.0) 27 (14.5 ) . \26 (12:9 )
s +Sales workers 13 ( 4.3 - Y24 (-7.0') . 6 ( 3.2) _'\x6 ( 3.0)
CrRftspeople, . -~ - ‘ S A '
. opAratives, L . : : e e e N
e lab s, service e s S :
N . workers 16 ( 5. 3 ) 16 (4.7) ~ 7(3.8) - 6(3.0 |,
x*= 20,660 © p < .05 x2 =.841  p > .05
(1) versus (2) 2 836 P < 05, - s
- — —— — =
-b ) : .
’ . ‘ .
\ . A D
- r . .
- ~ 1}
[ s . TABLE H-2 -~ -4
o Current Job Titles:
- Responses, of Minority Subsamples
i oo / _ C . ) ] x
White : . . Minority '
" Co-op ‘ Non—Co ~op Co-op . Non-Co-op
Professionals J300 (67.6%2) . /301.(59.7%) . - 22 (68.8 Z)_ 21 (56.8%) '

. Managers . 81 (18.2 ) 109 (21.6 ) 3(9.4) 7 (18.9 )~

© Clerical o , . ‘ )

( - workers _ 5. 46 ( 9.1 74(21.9 ) (1 2) ‘
Sales woprkers 19 ( 4\.3 ) v 28 (s 3.6 ) _— - ( 7))
Craftspeople, . _ o E . o, \ / :

: : operatives, . ‘ ) . o - :

(\f‘ laborers, service X ’ *

7 ¢ vorkers .20 (4.5 0t 20 (4.0) - - 2 (5.4)
o s , L :-_. L RO Cee .
e e xPetG006 d pr> 05, %P = 43610 A p > .05
- , L. L. ) ) . L . -

L 140




. C e t ' . s t ‘ . ’ P ' !' 3 i&,
g v B \Q . . - . T : : v " ' . ‘ ’ ,'
LE H-3 ¢ S
o T ) - Curre t Salary: L R
. IR ' Responses of Sex Subsamples . @ -

: \ _* . » N : . "'.a\
R : ' Male .. % %~ . TFemale :
P Co-op~“ . Nom-Co-op ... Co-op . Non—'Co-oB
N I { . i PR - - .' ] By
, “% 5,999 or: below 7 (2.42) . . 16 ( 4.’67") 37 (20.1%) ., 21 (llﬁ'\lé
f - 6,000 - 7,999 6 ( 2.0) 10 ( 2.97) 20 (10.9 ) G027 (1822
PR 8,000 - 9,994, 20 (6.8) . 28 (8.1), 44 (23.9 ) 37 (ﬂ9.5 )
s, ¥d, 000 - -113999 T24 (8.1) 36 (10.4 ) 31 (16.8 ) 42 (22.1)

' 12‘;000 - 13,999 57 (19.3 ) 64 (18.6 W 21 (11.4 ) 25 (13.2)
14,000% 15,999 35 (11.9 ) 60 _(17 4 ) 19 (10.3 ) - 23 (12‘11 )
-~ 16,000 - 17,999 - -30;‘(10;7,'2 ) 31 ( 9.0 ) 2 ( 1 1) 7 (3.7).
.- 18,000 - 19,999 -39:(13.2°) ¢ 22 ( 6.44) C1CL5) ek ((2:1) .
.- 20,000 and . above 77 (26.1 )" ~ 78 (22.6 ) &- 9 ( 4.9)¢ 4 ( 2.1) -
B . . .' - - . V-4 C . s ’ .’ .
x? = 16.192 p < .05 X% = 14.856 p D .05
— : = —~— = ﬁl
. .‘-.' ‘ 3
. ) K TABLE H-4
o ) ' Feellngs of Be1ng Discrimlnated Against:
ce _ Responses of Sex Subsampn
_ ‘ . "~ Male . .~ TFemale = _
- ’ : . Co-op . Non—Co—.op e .C‘o—op . Non-Co-op
¢ To a great ! > . :
. extent 15 ( 4.7%) 11 ( 3.0%2) - \’( 5 %) 16 ( 6.6%)-
Somewhat -~ . 26 ( 8.2) 37 (10.2) 97%(21.4 ) . 42 (17.2 ‘)l.
‘Hardly at all 29 (9.1) .29 ( 8.0 ) - 33 (14.4 ) 31 (12.7°)
e (1> - o2y o - (3) . (4)
~ -Not at allm o249 (78.1 ) 287 (78.8 ) 134 (58.5 ) 155 (63.5 ) -
.}x,-2275 0 R> 05 X —-1964 p > .05
7 ¢ (1) versus (3) - 3.908 p < 02
£ (2) versus (4) = 3.347  p™ .02
e - o ' —
v ' \ . £ n
o o : '
f ‘ ; " .. ] -
\ ( ’
- i
4 ,":' ’ . 2 .
| L v,
s , " " =t . '




l - f e P . ’ » " TABLE H_'s o . )' . N
T Feelings of Being Discriminated Against: s
Responses of Mitority Subsample * — ¢

L™ - T : - - T jL i I

R Male . ; L _ 'T ' Fémale -

) c&'-‘!-'ép 3 ‘ ﬁdﬁ—Ccn--'(i b Co-op _ Non-Co=gp *
extent N 23 ( 4.6%7) , \ 22 (.3 9‘.)~ ;3 ( 8.3%) 5 (13.9%)
~Somewhat—"" 65 (13.0 ) \70 (12.4 ) / 10 (27.8) - 9 (25.0 )

. “=Hardly at all .. 54 (10.8 ) 53 ( 9.4 ) ' 5.8 (222 ) 4 (11.1%)
R P 1y L@ : : ()
SNQ{; ‘at, all” " 359 (71(1 ) 418 (74.2 ) 15 (41.7 <18 (50.'0, )y
' . x*=1.088 - p >.05 ' x%.:% 2,159 > .05,
e - . y e
' t (1) versus (3) = 2.240 - p < .05
] © t (2) versus (4) = 1.965 p £ .05 . :
) 4 - Do // . . )
',/ ' S ‘/" ‘ o oo ¥
: : SR TABCE H-6 | ¢ R -
.o N Supervise ‘the Work of/ Others e . ; )
\ .. . Responses of Currlculum Subsamples .
_ A Bu51ness Engineering
) Co-op Non-Co-op ' v Co-op Non-Co-op "
: Regularly 47 (43.9%) 62 (55.2%) 65 (44.8%& 31 .¢43.7%)
‘ . Qccasiopally. 36 (33.6 3 . 36 (28.8 ) 70 (48.3 33°(46.5 )
DT v*er{ L 24 (22.4) /20 (16.0 ) 110 ( 6.9 ) 7(9.9)
. - o .x_z = 3.158 Sp D05 x? =..578, . p. > .05
’ " . TABLE H-6 (continued) S K\
- v ¢ o N ' . . Liberal Arts‘ ) . . )
. Co-op , '- L N'c;ri-Cd-op s
Regularly . " o099 (40.1%) 162 (45. 6%)
Occasionally { ¢/ 78 +(31.6 ) 122 (34.4 )
Never - _ /70 (28.3) . 71 (20.8))
* p D> .05 -
N !




Supervise

s

TABLE H-7 .+

S !

/' S ﬁequpses of the Cl sses of 1965, \19

the .Work of Other o
1970, and 1974

]

¢

Co-dp

1970

Nor=Co-op

b. 4:-" i ‘_L o
. " e
e Regulg']'.y N
Occasionally
.~ Never

. . L 965. .
Lo-op _ Non—Cé—qE

r36 (23.7
19 (12%5

K

54 (29.2)
29 (15.7 )

102 (55.1%2)"

79 (41.1%)
80 (41.7 )

116 (56.6%)
62 (30.

33 (17.24). .

27 (13-,2@'5-

. ] N

97 (63.8%)
Y
)u

S . x% = 2.602 p > .05 p < .01
. ._. ’: N j . . - _ | . . .lr . ‘ )
r ’ J ’:,‘1 ‘i‘ . " ) . L& ‘ . ] N . . )

“'w%x, — . i
L s

- '~ TABLE H-7 (continued) ~N

X% = §.487

W

. ___g;ﬁ '{ e _ .; -4
T : v _ 11974b§5
' N ..Co-og : (i N‘on'—‘Co—'(‘)\p"'f'

69
o 84

(34.77)
(42.2)

(24.5%)

T 5 , .
Regularty A . 48 :
(4574 )

.. Occasionally  ° . 89

Never 59.  (30.1) - 46 (23.1.)
2 e . - . . .
< x"’ = 5. 501 LIS P > . 05 B . ~
N v \ ) ‘ l
. . ‘ o . .
£ g ) . ¢ " : ..
S A . : , ‘ ’
v ’ : - TA H-8 '« ' .
Respbnsig&e.in‘Several Phases* of Work:: s T
I Response tof Business Majors '
o v e
.9 . I} Y : o " - -
: S - ' BusPhess i
- _ : SN . L ~ P S
- | : ‘. -+ . Co-op Nopi-Co™op
‘Regularly _ 94 (8709%) 96 (76.
Occasionally L 12 (11.2°) 23 (18.
Never R L b « .9y - 6 ( 4.
. :,\J/{" . x% = 5.687 p > .05
« S o’ L
- - ? = \" “-
. : ) o 4 o :
kY N ’ .
5\"- -} '

CL 14




~3

7 : . TABLE H~9
Responsible in Several Phases of" WOrk:
Responses af Minority lSubzample_s L
- -__’Min-ority R ?’5‘
— Co-op ' Non-Co-op &
12 ‘ . : L4 -
” , :
- . 30 (69.8%) 36 (85.7%)
e 97" (20.9 ) 5 (139 )
o 4 (9.3) J - 11 ( 274 o)
x? 53,477 g7 .p > .05
) ’y ,f../' ~‘»‘ M ] .
.. - . :
. TABLE H-10 y- |
. : Plan Own Work: ’
g ‘Respo‘saes ‘oﬁ Curriculum’ Subsamples
Bt E s o
' Business ~ ., Engineering
Co-0p 'Non—Co-op Cd-op N ,f Non-"Co-op °
' Regularly - 92 (86.0%) 99 (79. 2/) 118 (81.4%) 61 (85.9%) i
/ chasional],yt 14 (13.1 ) 29 (16.0 ) 25 (17.2 ) 10 \(14 1)
/., Never o 1 (.9 ) 6.-( 4.8 ) - 2 (1.4) \\--
| / | B . oxf =351 p >.05° x*=139" pi> '05
. BRI AX .
A i
. ,.. TABLE H 10 (antinued) N
* : ~ ' 4 h
c o R s Liberal “Arts oo
) - Co-op: Non—Co;Op \ )
v Regularly 185 (75.2%) . -0 283 ¢ 0(79.5%)
Occasionally - g v 48 (I9.5 ) 58 (16.3 )
Never ' 13 (5.3) 15 (46.2)
% = 1.560 ’ <P > .05
e . - .{
” h Y s -
r a ,
- e
. . -

o144
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: S
(' TABLE H-11
_ BEgE | ~ Plan Own Work: ' .
a e Responses of Classes of 1965, 1970, and 1974

- _

TN 1965, | 1970 ..

g " Co-op NonrCo-op Co—op Non-Co-op
Regularly, . 133 (87.5%) " 166 (89.7%) 1%6 (86. 5/)// 176 (85.9%)
Occasiona'lly -~ 17 (11.2) 17 ( 9.2 ) - 22 (11.5°) 24 (11.7 )

'.Never 2 (1.3) 2 (1.1) 4 (2.1) 5+ R.6.)-

s X% = .415 p D> .05 = .05 p >-.05

. . \'—‘v S -

. o TABLE H-11 (continued) ;
. ‘1974 .
Co-op ™ Non-Co-op - \

- P X R T - v
‘Regularly .131 (66.8%) 131 ¢ (6,5.82,;’:/i
Occasionally_ 54, (27.6 ) 52 (26:1 ) .
Never Yo N 11 ('5.6 ) 16 ( 8..0 )

' vxz = .941 p > .05 .
p '
7
TABLE H-12 :
Opportunities For Advancement On Job
Responses of Currl(_ulum Subsamples
| N Vi
. X" Business i Englneerlng
" Co-op  Non-Co-op ﬁo -op Non- Co—op
Regularly 56 (53.3%) 59 «48.0%) so "(34.7%) 29 (40.8%)
C Occasion{lly 40 (38:1 ) 50 (40.7 ) 77 (53.5) 33 (46.5,)
Never N 9.( 8.6 ) 14 (11.4 )¢ 17 (11.8 ) 9 (12.7 )
X2 = 861 I S %% = 970 p >.,.05
_ _ ° @
' -« ‘)
/
Y 4
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M . .
' TABLE H-12 (continued) ' ‘ ‘\,
) ‘
4 ‘Liberal Arts
Cozpp ' . Non-Co-op
. t 4 ) . /: o ¢ . . ' ) Y ]
b . Regularly : 75 . (31.4%) .. 116 3.4%)
_ _ Occasionally : 109 (45.6 ) 161 " (46.4)
o 5‘ Never : 55 (23.0 ) 70 (2p.2) :
i - . . . " . 3 ’ . ) .“ . -
”" L ' - X2 = ,736 , p > .05 ° -
TABLE H-13 _ -
' Usefulness to Society: : B
Résponses of Curriculum Subsamples . e
9. AN : : .-Businesé ; . ' EngMneering .
bo—op Non-Co-op - Co~op. Noﬁ4Co—op )
ularly 54 (52.47) 71 (57.7%) 74 (51.4%) 39 (55 74)
/o 3510n311N,(39.8 ) 738 (30.9) 64 (46.4°) 22 (31.4.)
Never ' 8 (7.8) 214 (11.4 ) »_? (4.2) ~_‘,9 (12.9 )
. x? = 2.31 p > .05 x* = 7.228 - .p L* .05
’., ' kN
', TABLE H-13 (continued) e
y . ' K;
: "Liberal Arts. ’
Co-op - . Non~-Co-op
Regularly - 164 (67.52) L2690 (77.5%)
Occa51onally : . 65- - (26.7 ) . 67 (19.3 )
N?ver o . ' 14 (5.8) 11 ( 3.2)
- X2=7761 . p < .05
\; .
Y
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B .
TABLE' H-14
Social Standing and Prestige
Responses Qf ‘Curriculum Subsamples 3
, v S Business B Engineering b‘-:
0 Co-op __Non-Co-op .. A ‘Co—gp_ Non— 0-0p
. Regularly |55 (52:9%) - 56 (45.9%) 40 (28.0%) 22 (32.4%)
Occasionally 42 (40.4 ) - 48 (39.3) 81 (56.6 ) . 37 (54.4 )
Never = ° 7 (6.7) 18 (14.8 ) 22 (15.4 ) 9 (13.2)
X2 = 3.840 p-> .05 X.2 = 487 S p> .05 )
/ » ,; C 'S
' « . ' L : ) .
E‘, - TABLE H-14 (continued) ) ’
‘ ‘ . Liberal Arts P
' . . Co—op - ' Non-Co-op’
~ Regularly | 95 . (40.4%) 161 (46.8%)
-Occasionally - 91 (38.7 ) 148 (43.0 )
Never e ‘*1‘“\&9 - (20.9 ) .35 (10.2 )‘
a “ . x® - 12.880 p ¢ .01
£t N » ‘
>
# . -
v .
FIE .TABLE H-15
. . Social Standing and Prestige: S :
Responses of Classes of 1965 1970, and L974 -,
T | T 1965 T | 1970
Co-op Non-Co<op Co-op Non-Co-op' .
, = : /
Regularly 74 (49.7%) 95 (51.9%) 81 (43.5%) 100 (49.57%)
, Occasionally 61 (40.9 ) 77 (42.1) 77 (41.4 ) 86 (42.6 )
- Never 14 ( 9.4 ) 11 ( 6.0 )‘ 28 (15.1 ). 16 ( 7.9 )
x* = 1.357 p > .05  x’-5.113° P >.05




v )
. " TABLE H-15 (continued)  ~ DS
. o - 1974 _ .
oot ' . ' e Co-op ' R Non-Co-op »
Regualarly =~ _ .68 % (35.6%7) e 64 (33.90)
"Occasiopally - 87 (45.5 ) 54 90 °  (46.9 )
.. . - Never ’ : : 36 (18.8 ) ’ 38 (19.8 )
| A : X2 = 224 p ) .05
, _ . i
‘ ' ¢ '
y . | TABLE H-16 '
' - v Future Work Plans: .
4 ; . -Responses of Classes of 1965, 1970, and 1974 \
: 1965 T 1970
Co-op NonQCg-oP . Co-op Nos-Co-op
Séme.. type of - -+ _ — ’
work. 63 (40:4%) 93 (48.2%) 75 (37.7%) 96 (43.0%) .
Same career but N ) : . : :
more advaficed . o _ ' o
job 61 (39.1 ) 61 (31.6 ) 69 (34.7 ) 69 (30.9 )
New career 8 K . ' .
field = . - 18 (11.5 ) 19 ( 9.8 ) 30 (15.1 ) ° 30 (13.5 ) -
Unsure 4(2.6) 1(-.5) . 2(1.0) 8 ( 3.6)
Don't .plan to o ‘ ‘ . . S
work - 10 ( 6.4 ) 19 (.9.8) 23 (11.6 ) 20 (.9.0),
x> =6.550  p >.:05 x*'s55060 ' p >.05
1 LI d. - i ‘ ' .
+
TABLE H-16 (continued) s
, 1974 .
Co-op Non-Co-op
Same type of work 62 (30.1%) ° 58 (25.07)
Same career but more : ' )
N Advanced job . 68 (33.0) - 65 (28..0 )
b New career field 47 " (22.8 ) 76 (32.8 )
Unsure . o 3 (1.5 5 (.2.2) 3
Don't plan to work - 26 - - (1¢.6 ) 28 (12.1)
- x* = 6.091 P> 05
. » : B




 -134-

TABLE H-17

Participation in Political Activities
Responses of Curriculum Subsamples

149

‘_-'..‘ -
- : Business Engineering
. Co-op - - 4 'Non-Co-op Co-op Non;COLbQ
often 1 (. .9%) % 4 (2.97) 4 (2.7%) 1( 1.3%)
Occasionally 23 (20.7 ) ~ 33 (24:1) %p‘(12.2.) - T(9.1)
Never 87 (78.4 ) ~ 100 (73.0) 126 (85.1 ) 69‘(89 6 )
~ s %% = 1.783 p > .05 ..xZAz .996 p >X.0
~ S o,
" TABLE 'H-17 (continued)
] ' Liberal Arts
) Co—qQA ) ' Non-Co-op
" Often 18 ( 6.47) 19 " 4.5%)
Occasionally - 95 (33.7 ); ‘ 140 (33.4 )
Never 169 (59.9) 260 (62.1 ).
x? = 1.219 p > .05 |
7
: TABLE H-18
Participation in Community Activitxee
Responses of Classes of 1965,. 1970, and 1974 *
T ' 1965 1970 T
_ Co-op ___ Non-Co-op CQTQwa_-, _ Non-Co-op
_Often 28 (t7.57F 32 (15.5%) 21 (10.1%) 24 (10.2%)
Occasibnally 91 (56.9 ) 112 (54.1) 85 (40.9 ) T 97 (41.3)
Never 41 (25.6 ) 63 (30.4 ) 102 (49.0 ) 114 (48.5 )
- - ’ . ,) -
£ = 1.092 p > .05 % = .012 p > .05
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TABLE H-14 (continued)

hY L3

", N . 1974
' Jeo-op .

Non—’Co;op :

Often " 25 (11.4%) (5.2 v
*  Occasionally 81 . . (36.8%) 102 - (41.0 i
Never - - 114 - (5r.8 ) E (53.8

S x2 = 6.042 ~ p £.05

1
. . “
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