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ABSTRACT

The o%jéctiVé of this study was tﬁ appraise MCCC's industrial coop-
erative education program: Students enrolled in design and mééhahital
.~ technology from 1970 to 1975 were queried, as were their employers: .The
student and company samples were compiled from college records. Infor=
mation received was tabulated and analyzed by computer and yielded
.ééfféébéﬁaﬁﬁé.ééuﬁfé; percentages, and étatiétféaiVSiéhiFiéahééS;

Sixty=five percent of the co-op respondents are employed in program
related full-tife jobs. The co-op group is more 1ikely to use college ser-
.ﬁaés_'m_iéh secking employment than the non co-op group: Only 3:57% of the
co-op group is unemployed; but 6:57% of the non co-op group 15 unemployed:
The co=op students graduated from HCCC at a rate of 67.0%; only. 38.68% of
evaluate the preparation received at the college; the co-op group was more
likely to give higher ratings théh the:noa co-op group. Three of the six
difﬁékéﬁtéleéré statistically significant.

In every subgroup category the non Co-op group reported higﬁef,sa1af1és}
' Bifférénces in five of thetsix subgréﬁpé’wéré statistically significant.

_ : . 7 S - , o
The employers- who responded indicated a favorable rating of the

co-ops tend to be promoted faster than non co-0ps; the other half felt that
there was no difference in the promotion rates of the to groups. The
‘employers ﬁé?téiVéd employees who had the co-op experience as more efficient
and able to learn fiore quickly on the job when compared with eiiip 1 0y&es who
did not have the co-op experience:

Comments and suggestions given by respondents are incfuded in the report,

along with the instruments and letters used to coniduct the study.
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S CHAPTER I
JINTRODUCTION -

Statement of the Problem
This descriptive study wWas conducted to answer several questions
colicerning the Industriailtooperative Eduéatinnﬂpkbgrém at Macomb County
éémmahity édiiege (MCEC): The following questions Weré posed: |

1. Do more-persons who part1c1pate in co-op education work in
.~ -careers related to their technical program than those who

do not participate in co-op educat1on?

2. Do former: co-op participénts earn a higher gaiaéy tnén
former non co-op participants? '

3. Why do students enroll in the Industr1a] Techno]ogy Pro-

* gram at MCCC?

’

4, Do more persons who participate in the co-op opt1on gradu-;

ate from MCCC than those who do not’ part1c1pater1n the ‘co- -op
program?’ :

-

S;,VBO co- op students perce1ve the preparat]on they rece1ve 1n

ab]y than non co-op students in the same,programs?
" 6. How do former co-op students rate fhe1r co-op job placements?
7. How do former co-op Students rate the relevance of the cur-
-_rié&]é 6 the co-op experience?
8. How do emp]oyers of former co-op students rate the techn1ca1

preparation received by co-op students at Mccc?

9. How do emp]oyers oF former non co-op students rate tb tech-

"10. How do employf%s rate the. IndaStf{ai Cooperative Education
- Program at MCCC, based on their experiences with MCCC stu-

dents they h1re7
1. What do empioyers of former MCCC students see as tne strengths

at MCCC7

laal X




Significance of the Study

This research study .5 significant because it is the first detailed
tudy of students and employers wio participated in the Industrial Coop-
erative Education at MCCC. Moreover, the study was conducted by persons
ot connected with co-op education. The research remained tnconstrained

by aﬁy,reduirements of state or federal funding agencies: The combination
of responses solicited from former cooperative education (co-op) studentsy
former non-cooperative education (non 66-665 students éh? arégiembléyéfs

provides .data for soie future evaluation of the.program: Because of .these

_ 3‘ I ol e S e e S
features, this study may serve as a model for future studies of ce-op pro-
grams .

Definition of Terms
For purposes of this report these definitions apﬁiyé

Cooperative Education - a system in which students participate in

’ periods of academic study and periods of werk in jobs which
pertain to the pfegra@ of Study. -

Cooperative Education Student - one whio has completed at least
one co-op job assignment while registered as a student at
MEEC: .

on-Cooperative Education Student - one whe dio not participate
in the co-op education option while registered as a student
at MCCC. ' :

liidis trial Technology Programs - those HCCC programs in Design
Technology and Mechanical Technelogy.

Design Technoltogy Programs - ;
Auto Body Design it
Surveying Technology
Architectural DOrafting
Printirg Technology
Special Machine Design
Graphic and Commercial Art
Tool Fixture and Die Design

Mechanigal Technology Programs -
Climate Control Technelogy’
Electro Technology



i .
Mechanical Technology Programs (Cont'd) -
Radio T.V. and Sound Repair
Fluid Power Technology
Industrial Supervision
Meta11urg1ca1 Technolegy
Metals ‘Machining
Metrology and Calibration
Numerical Control
Welding Technology ¢
Civil Technology . - .
Automotive Technology
Aviation Mechanic Techno]ogy .
- Labor Studies

Literature Review
Since student follow-up .reports are usually not disseminated for
general use by professionals conducting §iﬁi]éf studies, a study For
use as a mode1 or for comparison was unévéiIébié Even a ééﬁﬁUEéF

mation Center (ERIE) System y1e|ded few pert1nent reports.

‘Reports such as Lanham's! deal with high school’ programs. Othiers,
like Heinemann's,2 Gilli's,3 Straubel's,* and others tend to normative

or prescriptive 4nh nature: ~

“1Frank W. Lanham, and Edwin J. Weber. "Gooperat1ve Greupat1ona]
Training Programs Need Quality Control." Business E 24
{May 1970): 11=13.

2H. N. Heinemann. "Co-Operative Programs at La Guardia Cpmmunity

EoT]ege New York;" Community and dJunior Co]]ege Journal 85 (November
©..1974) 0 16-17: -

3Ange10 ¢. Gilli. "Using Follow-Up Studies to Improve 2- Yr PFbgFaﬁS;ﬁ'
-Enginéering Educat1on 65 (May 1975): 807-9. o

-

"

4ames Straubie. "Acceuntab]]1ty jn Vocational Technical Inqtruct1on.
1tion Technology 11 {January 1971): 83-45;




' C]ar< found that a 11terature review for fol]ow-up stud1es was, in

.réa11ty, "an attempt to determ1ne strategles to adopt for 1nd1v1dua1

~needs:"S The search conducted for this part1cular study COrroborates the

observat1on made by Mr.: CTark.

Various sotrces of research iiterature were reviewed to develop

. techniques and methods necessary to conduct this project. Numerous ques-

tionnaires were checked for content and form. The bibliography documents

the sources- examined;

N

23

SDona1d L. Clark. Fo]]ow-Up of Maple WGeds Eammuthy Co

| -pational Graduates, 1970-1974 Final Report (Kansas City, Mo.: ERIC

Document Reproduct1on Service, ED 116 753, March 1975) p. 2

’;,\:
.. o



CHAPTER 11
METHODOLOGY -

The purpoJe of th1s chapter is to present the various steps fo]]owed
dur1ng the»study. The sampling procedures, data gather1ng 1nstruments
data anéiyses and survey procedures are d1scussed.

| Samoiing Procedures

‘tion Student Sample

The "purposive” or "judgment selection" method was used to determine
the needed sam'pie"group This s’,ampﬁ-ﬁg E‘echni'que is called "mpagwé" Bé-

-un1t 1 In this 1nstance the cr1ter1on was the fact of part1c1pat1on in the

cooperat1ve educat1on opt1on in one of the Design Techno]ogy or Mechanical

o

Techno]ogy proegrams at MCCC vrom 1970 through 1975

| Table 1 indicates the progrmn_t1t1e and jears “in whieh students oart{- .
cipated;in cooperative education. Students ??6& each broéraﬁ;_indicated by
an X in fabie 1, were included in the study.. The. group of 481 studentsf'iisted
by program, was completed after consol1dat1on of 1nformat1on found in rosters

1ists, and. records kept in the Industr1a1 Eooperat1ve Educat1on Off'ce

Non-Cooperat1ve Educat1on §tudent Sample

' A'random sample of 731 students‘was'generated from rosters obtained from
the Records 0ffice on:South eampus Fifstf'feafesehtatiVé»cafe eaufées for the
Industr1a1 Techno]ogy programs 11sted in Tab]e 1, and show1ng co-0p p]acement
were se]ected F1na] grade rosters were then obta1ned as the source of stu-
dent names: Use of the rosters max1m1zed the opportun1ty for 1nc1us1on of

students in the samp]e and 1essened dup11cat1on.1n the se]ect1on process:_

. 1Joseph E. Hill and ‘August Kerber. Mode]sl Methods , and Analytical
Procedures in Education Research Detro1t Michigan: Wayne State Un1vers1ty

i 'Press 1967. p. 110:

15




TABLE I

Year]y Program L1st1ng Indicating
P]acement of Cooperative Education Students

fode Progrw 197374 1874-75.
7010 Auto Body Bes1gn - . X2 x] : X X X;
7020 Surveying Techno]ogy - X X X | X X
7030 Architectural Drafting X X X | X X
7040 Printing lechnology | k. %L -3 -
(7050 Special Machine Design . X T X
7060 Graphic & Commercial Art X X X X X

1070 Tool Fixture & Die Design ~ * X X & X
8010 Clinate Control Technology X X - XX
. 8020 Electrd Techno]ogy _ | _X: i~ 5"X - X _X
8030 Radio T:V: & Sound Repair - - - o X
| _éUZid' Fluid Power Té’chh'o’f’o"g;y o X x ,_ X X X
8050 IhdUStr1a1 Superv151on - | X X - X
8060 Metallurgical Technology X KX XX
8070 tetals Machining S S
8080 Metro]ogy & Calibration - X X X X
8090 Nimerical Control . .‘;: T Lo

8100 weil_av'i'h'gf Technology x X X - X

BL0 Civi) Techmology o - S

8120 Autonnt1ve Tech | | ) ‘ ' ... ~

- Aviation Méch Techno]ogy - .- - - -
éiéﬁ‘Labor Stud1es : I - - R

| iRébréééﬁfé the college academic year.
X indicates that p]acements were made dur1nq that year for the program

3
= 1nd1catés that no p]acementc'were made- dur1ng that year for the program

9 . -; T -»_lij




Raéféié-?faa ‘the following. ébunses'offered.between Januéfy 1970 and
December 1975 were used to deve]op the samp]e
1. GCA 101 Graphic and Eommerc1a1-Art_(eaéh teem offered)
2. EDT 110 Descriptive Geometry (each term offered)

3. MTH 101 Technical Methematics (each term offered)

4. EST'101 Radio-TV Sound Systems (1 term per year)
5. PRT 160 - Letterpress I (1 term per year)
6. WET 192 Gas Welding (1 term per year)
7. CIV 101 Materials (1 term per year)
8. FPT 100 Fluid Power Fundamenta]s (1 term per year)
9. SUM 101 Industrial 0rgan1zat1on‘(1 term per‘year)
10, LS 103 Organization of Labor (1 term per year)
- 100 SR 10 Elenentary Surveying (1 tern per year) |
évery eighth student was chosen from among all: those listed on the
rosters When the student was recoqn1zed ‘as one who part1c1pated in cooper-
at1ve edueat1on, that student was e11m1nated from this samp]e and the next .
student was chosen.; The f1na1“11st of 731 students_was prepared. At the t1mé.: .
of selection, it was impossible to deterinie seach student's prograi; éécaﬁse‘
" only thirty-tWo were women in the co-op sample and Forty-nine in the non

co-op sample; separate data analyses based on sex differences was not warranted.

" Employer Sample )
" A Tist of companies participating in the Industrial Cooperative program .. .-
from 1970 through 1975 was . compiled from records obtained from the Industrial

CBB&éFétiVé E&Uéét?én 0ffice. Sixty:eight (Sé) cnmpanies were 1{sted A

frem the Seuth Gampus P]acement 0ff1ce and the Southeastern Michigan. League of
Eommun1ty Colleges (SEMLCC) Reg1onal P]acement Center In this manner the

‘f1na1 group of e1ghty seven compan1es was comp11ed

1
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Data Gathering Instruments
' The content of the survey instruments was developed after consultation
with Dr. James Blanzy, Mr. James Varty and Mr. Paul Gould.

Student Survey

The studeht survey form was designed to answer Séveral questions posed

for th1s study Information was gathered to yield:

1. current job status -
~ 2, salary

3. method of obta1n1ng emp]oyment _

4. work experience previous to college training

5. reasons for attending MCCC -

6. ‘education since leaving MCCC

7. four-year colleges attended

8. rating of the educational program

_9. rating of cooperat1ve dducation exper1ence ,

10. suggestions and comments o o - o=

A copy of the survey instrument is attached in Append1x A It is important

~to;note the format of the.1nstrument It was des1gned to be clear to the

‘respondent and easy for him to answer. Details of the design were based on

techniques suggested in reputable research manuals. ' Respondents were encouraged

"0 ?hcidde written comments and suggest1ons in order to allow expr sion of

the response rate

1],' The - .cover ]etter was, s1gned by the Dean of Technical Educat]on.
©and by the Industrial Cooperative Education Coordinaters: A

samp]e of the letter is attached in Append1x A

2 2. The survey instrument was pr1nted on colored paper to make it

' distinctive. The literature on research establishes that a
survey on colored paper is more 11ke1y to draw a response than
pne on wh1te paper. '

3. A rem1nder postcard, also pr1nted on co]ored paper, was drepared
for mailing one week after the first ma111ng of . the survey instru-

s ment, A copy of ‘the card is attached 1n Append1x As g

1 ?



4; A Texa571n§trgmentsf§R -51-11."calculator was offered as a pr1ze to
' encourage students to-reply: Each respondent was to be eligible
for the random drawing-held at the tonclusion of the study. The

~ winner was notified by mail. A copy -of the letter is attached in -
Appendix A : —

Company sarvgi

- The survey Tn§trﬁﬁént sent to the companies included in the Stﬁdy was
- designed- to yler the following information:

. number of emp]oyees tra1ned at MCCC between 1970 and 1975 '

2. number of recently hired emp]oyees who part1c1pated in the

MCCC Industrial Co- -op Program
3.7 technicdl preparat1on received at MCCL by the emp]oyees

e eva]uat10n of some effects of cooperatjve educat1on

5.. comments and suggestions: »
A cover letter was prepared and signed by the Dean of Tééﬁhieai Education
and a Caordinator'ot Industriai Cooperative Education. .

VCo -0p Coord1nators in order to st1mu1ate reSponses The s1gnator1es 1ntro-
duced no bias;_however5 because all forms were returned d1rect]y to the

" "R’ééea’fcﬁ Office. in the afé-a’aarésséa 'e'nvei'o'p'e's ""»inqu{rié_'s from the students
were d1rected to the: Research 0ff1ce where the prbﬁised cdnfidentiaitty was

ma1nta1ned dur1ng the entqre Study

© Data Analyses
The information received from the student samples and the company sample
was coded and transferred onto Datron1ca Scor1ng Sheets for. computer scor1ng

Each group was then ta?ilated separate]y

A
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__Four dif%erent computer programs were used to manipulate the information.

The prograns were developed by Mr. Arthur Daniels. From the student survey
the following data cmerged:
©__1._frequency counts for each item
2. pérCéntagé,éduiva{;nté for each résponsé categorized by
various identifiable groupings
3. fean score (X) for each item
4. standard aéV%éfiéﬁ (5.D.) for each item

_ 5. . #=scores for each item: - -

the computer programs. Data were analyzed for each student group in the
foliowing categoriesf |
1. program .
2. program campletion:
3. employment status
The data for each group as a whole were also analyzed to determine
-\j variations bétWééh'tﬁé'COioﬁ-ahd the non co-op étudéhi'réépéhdéﬁié.
Lists of four-year colleges and. programs chosen Bi’tﬁéWEééﬁéﬁaéhts were
Srépared: Lopies arg attached in Appendix C. Samples of comments to various

‘items were prepared and are attached in Appendix D:

y

Company §urVéy'

The data analysis for the company survey responses consisted of:

1. féBd1étiﬁ§ frequency counts .
2. calculating the range, mean (X), median, mode, and percentage values
for each item. o ‘ : '

- - : - ' : T - ]
The small number of responses that fell into the various categories

permitted no further analysis.’
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Procedure

Student Survey

The entire f1rst ma1]1ng of the survey 1nstruments was completed on
Apr11 18, 1977. Because first class postage was;used; non-deliverable letters
“were returned. The postcards were sent by bulk mail one week later to every
person in both groups: The-entire secaha mailing of the survey ihstruﬁéht
was completed on May 17, 1977. The closing date for returns was June 22, 1977.
 As returns became available, coding waé undertaken and variaug 1ists _"
record1ng eomments, the names of col]eges attended, ””d so forth were comp11ed;

A1 returns were used in the ana]ys1s Even though a quest1onna1re‘was ‘not

filled out comp1ete1y, what responses 1t did conta1n were 1nc]uded w1th no

harm "to the sqbsequent statistical analysis. .
Only two mailings were needed to receive at least a 50% total return

rate. Therefore, a third mailing was not dsed:

The return rate achieved seemed to indicate the effect1veness of the -

four prev1ous1y descr1bed procedures initiated to maximize the response rate.

. Company Survey | o R e

Only one mailing of the Company Survey was planned. o

_This mailing Was accompiished'an February 25,.1977. Due to a slow return

rate; a’ random te]ephene check was conducted Ca]]s were made to the con-

tact persons for four non- respond1ng compan1es Gf those, one 1nd1cated that

As a resu]t of these d1ff1cu1t1es te]ephone\ca1]s were made to the re-

L‘mammg non- respons1ng compan1es Another copy of the surveyz1nstrument was

&yl
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Assurances of a response were received from a majority of the 35 persons

forms were received from those contacted.

e

,”//
o
bhiy

i



CHAPTER III
RESULTS

The puirpose of this chapter is to present the a’c’camai’at’g’d data in
a systematic manner. For Féé&?ﬁﬁ ease, each table will Bé”§éb§?éfé]j
placed throughout thé‘ﬁérrativgl_ The chapter is arranged as follows:
Coo. Response rate patterné- are presented for both surveyss
2. Each quesfion're1§ted to, the EEﬁ&éﬁE survey is stated and the
 pértinéht data are presented and briefly discussed.
3. Each question related to the cempaﬁy‘surVéy is stated and the

pertinent data are presented and briefly discussed.

‘Respoqgg Rate

Student Survey

The two mailings to the co-op student safiple yi'e'jd'e"d a return rate of
61.01%. Whereas the same two mailings for thé non co-op student sample
netted a return of 44.9%. The cohbdsfté°raté for the student survey was
_51;4%;4 thereby providing a statistically valid sample. (Eé’g Tables 2, 3, & 4).
For the purpose of this Feport it would be inappropriate to conjecture as to.
possible reasons for the difference between the two student groups. The
cﬁoicé of ﬁarticipatioﬁ was an indiviéu;i ane. Thé.drawing; ﬁbwever; did
T seem o é’ﬁecufa“gé' Tesponses. As Tables 2 and 3 i.h.dicaté;'iéﬁ'é’ Fé'fu;«n‘raté'

" for the first mailing along with the reminder postcard resulted in a 48.7%

"return for the co=op group. The non. co-op group response-for-the-same .
"périod was 30%. |
Table 5 indicates the returns 1isted by program for both groups. It

should be noted that 33.94% of the Non.Co-op respondents did not indicate

« 13

L -
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TABLE 2

Returns for Co-op Student Sample :

Number Number Niiber  Returfi
Date ‘Mailed  Non-Deliverable Returned . Rate

_First Letter 4/18/77 . 481 62 | 204 - 88.7%
Second Letter  5/17/77 215 6 . - 18 - 22.9%
Totall - 68 = 14.13% . 252 = 61.01%

148] - 68 = 413
252 + 413 = 61.01%

TABLE 3

Non .Co-op Student Sample -
Returns : - . -

o © Number  _  Number Number  Return
Date Mailed  Non-Deliverable , Returned  Rate

!

First Letter  4/18/77 731 97 190 30:0%

Wotal 421 =16.55% 274 = 44,9%

1731 - 121 = 610 L
274 : 610 = 44, ' , .

Second Letter - 5/17/77 448 . . 24 84 19.3%

= Thms O TBLES o

'VCompqsité Return Rate _

. hNumber . Numbér . Return
’ - Mailed = Non-Deliverable Returned -~ Rate

 First tetter - 1,212 159 394 37.4%
Second Letter .59 3| - 132 20.9%

Totall - 189 = 15.6% 526 = 51.4%

n

11212 - 189 = 1023
526 3 1023 = 51.4%
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TABLE 5

Student Survey Returns Listed by Program

Co-op Sample . Non €o-op Sample
N =252  N=278"

g {

SR . Number % of Total . _ Number % of Total
Program! of Responses Sample ' of Responses « Sample

<

Auto Body Design T . 15.87 9 - 3.28
Surveying Techrology 13 . 5.16 4 1.46
Architectural Drafting 29 11.51 18 6.57

" Printing Technology 2 s 0.79 2 : .73

Y

Special Machine Design - 22 873 6 .5.19
Graphic & Comercial Art 27 1071 | 20 7.30
Tool, Fixture & Die Design 22 8.73 0 3.65
Climate Control Technology T I 4.37 T 620
EléééFB«TéEhhélbéy - .38 15,08 .3 | 13.14,32
 Redic; TV'Sound Repair 5 1.9 3 e
Fluid Power Technology 7 - 2.78 | 6 ,2;i9
ihdﬁstfiai.SﬁbéFViSibh 3 1090 16 5.84 ..
Wetallurgical Technology 13 EARCR 3 w
.73

N

‘Metals Machining : 0 0
 Metrology & Calibration R 1.9 1.46
Nurerical Control- -~ * 1 0.40 .82
| 365

3.28

Welding Technology = 4 1.59 S

O D OV
—

Civil Technology . 6. 2.38

Not Listed by Student - 6 2,78 93 . 33,9
__Total - o5 278

YArranged here and in following tables by curriculum code sequence.
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" TABLE 6 |
Cooperative Student Sample Listed by Program
: | A . % of the Progran
. Number_ ) Sample Size
. Program in Sample Responses __Responding
Auto Body .Design 76 40 - 52.6
Surveying Technology ’ 20 , ST - 65.0
‘Archi tectural Drafting 63 29 48.0
Printing Technology | : ' "4 2 | 50.0
épéc{ai Machine Design 39 22  56.4
~ Graphic & Comnmercial Art 55 27 S e
Tool Fixture & Die Design | 52 2 7 1 42:3
C11mate Contro] Techno]ogy E 23 B N - »r47.8
:'“Electro Tééhho1ogy i | 2363 \ 8 60.3
Radio 7. V & Sound Repa1r : 217 ) 5 : é§;4
F1u1d Power Technology B jé i ,; | 7 - - _" 38.9
IhdUStr1a1 Superv1s1on h ‘6 3 | 50.0
Metallurgical Technglogy 26 i3 - 50,0,
Metals Machining | 2 0 0
Metrology & Calibration 3 s 1000
Numerical Control é o - 50.0"
Welding Technology = 8 4  50.0
Civil Technology | _1gjs 6 60:0
Total = zié?ﬁ o2 |

10n or1g1na1 Tists, six students ‘were each 1dent1f1ed with two programs.

Final idénf1f1cat1on was obscured for the six. o
2Program affiliation was not p;ov1ded by 5ix respondents
: i
S |
—_— i ey - .
} J
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.any progrum./ Table 6- provides édditiohéj *nformation concerning the Co=op
dample. Of the eighteen programs included in the study, eleven programs
had return rates of 50% or Tigher.

o Company Survy S

The: company survey was‘ma11ed on February 25,(1977 The méiiihgs and

te]ephone requests y1elded a 53 57% response rate (45 returns) Eﬁgﬁfzré—f

v
sponses were not useable due to var1ous reasons as—1nd1cated .on Tabﬂe 7 W
,,‘? -
Some companies did not aubm1t forms as eomo]ete as others A]l responses
1 - L

were considered part of the reported data The nature of the stat1st1oa1

calculations used did not require a complete set of data for'each respondehi.
o ' : ~

B 4

\-‘,‘;. ﬁ [ —o
. e -

1. Do more persons who patt1c1pate in coﬁpp ) S ;
education work in careers related to their
. technical program than those who do not : ~
© . participate i co-op education?

Over 21% more co-op respondents are emp]oyed Ffull- t1me in program

related jobs than are the non co-op respondents. Tables 8, 9 and 10 pro-

vide informatioo ‘concerning reéponoentsi: < N
. '“ 1. emp]oyment prior to enrolling at MCCC
‘§$ - 2. methods of obtainingsemployment
3. current emp]oyment , - ' _ e . S
. Jable 8 shows that before enro]11ng at MEEE 29 93% oF those in the non QT\
CO0-0p group had gobs related to the1r techn1ca] programs, while only 19.05%
of Ehosélih co-op had related jobs.  Bit, as Table 10 shows, after oéing at
'MCCC the co-op was far more 1ikely to be employed full-time in a program re-
- lated job. - »
_ Table 9 shows that over one-third of the co-op respondents continued
. working for their co-op employers. From the written explanations about
... - - ; J A




18

TABLE 7
' . Response Rate
_ for Employer Survey
N=8
. © Lletters = Responses Useable Responges
Co-op Companies! - 68 | 36
Others? o 19 . 9 |
Totals3 87 45 (53.57%) 37 (44.04%)

N
&

1Compan1es which part1c1pated in_the Industr1a1 Cooperat1ve Educat1on, .
Program from 1970-1975. :

2Eompames reg1stered w1th SEMECC Reg1enal Placement Center as of

December 10, 1976 and advert1sed jobs with M.€.C.C.

3Three forms were returned as non- de11verab1e -Therefcore; N = 84 faﬁ.-

;percentage calculation.

“E1ght forms were returned blank. The reasons given were:
a) company was c]os1ng down ' S
b) three companves maintain ne record on the subJeet : '
c) company is too.new to co-op to g1ve opinions

d) three compan1es responded None,to 1tem A.

t!

N



TABLE 8

Work Experience Before Enrolling in a

- Technical Program at M.C.C.C,

Experience
" Worked Fill-Time
~ Worked Part-Time .
Worked in a_Job Related to
‘Technical Program
Worked in a Job Not Related
- to Technical Program
o "
_No Work Experierice

—

_Number
of Responses

104

66

48

152

3
401

% of

| SamE]EV
41,27

26.19

19,05

60.32
12,300

& of

_Samplé

127

438

50,95

109
ééﬁéﬂ
46;35

5,84

totals.

IS
Lo

—

IStudents ﬁere3permitféd to check any item that applied to ther; hence, the ihfiatéd



JABLE 9

~ Methods of Obtaining Emplogient_after Leavinig M.C.C.C.
as Indicated by Students

e pverrme— ‘ — - mr—— — .~ > - g

Co-op Non Co-op
N = 252 S N=o

M g of Niber % of

Methods Sample ~ of Responses  Saiipla

Eontinued with €o-op Company 94 37,30 8w

College Placenent Office R AT 8
:lEmplbyment.Agency " | 3 - 1.9 7 2.55
Pareits; Friends, Relatives 29 11.51 50 18,25

Advertisement 675 33 12.04

17
“Otherl S IR | R | SR I

7 - - -

~ Total2 - | 221 . 214

IThe "other""cateqory contains the following:
1) applied by going to.a company
2) helped by a faculty member - -~ - .
3) was working for the compary while attending M.C.C.C. (non co-op group)

“Discrepancies in totals are due to incomplete forms,

RIC oy

Aruitext provided by Eic
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_ obtaining employment given by the ron co=op stu@ehtsi it is apparent that

as
-, o

" roughly the same percentage continued working with the same company they

worked for while attending MCCC. It is also apparent that the non co-op

group tends to seek employment from contacts outside the college rather
than from within, ;

Table 10 shows some ihteFeStihg_Fééuits; Over 64% of the co- -op group

are employed full-time in program related jobs, and only 3.57% are unemp]qyed

and seeking work. In contrast, just #3.79% of the rion co-op group are em-

ployed full-time in program related jobs; and 6:57% are unemployed and seek-

" ing work: - Furthermore; of those employed full-time;. the non Co-0p respondents

are almost twice as likely as the co-ops to hold a postion not Féjéféd;té
their studies . -

2: Do former co-op part1c1pants earn a h1gher

sa]ary than former non co-op part1c1pants?

Tab]e 1] 1nd1cates the sa]ary 1nformat1on as stated by the student ‘
groups. qu purposes’of calculation the‘salar1e$.were converted into the'
following scores showing monthly earnings: |
§1 - $900
$901 - $1200
$1201 = $1500

$1501 - $1800
over $1800

s QIN, —

The scores were then used to provide a mean score, the standard deviation

"and any statistical significance.

One=fourth of each group did ot respond to this sensitive item. The
average salary for the nen ‘co-op group was calculated as»éigﬁi?iEahtly higher

than the salary for the co-op group:



TRBLE 10
Current Eimployiient Statis of Respondents
| | to the Student Survey o | |
| " Co-op Sample. . ' Non Co-op Sample
N = 252 : ' - N=274

- Number: . % 6t Total ~ Number % of Total

. Status of Résachgég_ _Sample of Responses - __Sample.
Enployed full-time i a L o o o
program related job 163 64,68 120 43,79

Eploed full-tine ina . o ST
non program related job 37 1468 77 28,10

enploed part-time 18 7.0 SRR | 8,00

Unemployed and seeking . - - R
work % s 357 .. 18 | 6:57

Urigtiployed and fiot o L ‘ -
Sééki'hg:mﬁk‘ 3.57 _ | S | T - 5.84 o

R
|

 Totall N ¢ S NI #2883l

- 'Discrepancies in totals-are results of incomplete items on returned questionnaires,




TABLE 17V

_ , Monthly Salary! Received by
Respendents to the Student Survey

Co-op Sample ;. Non Co=op Sample

o 3 N=252 . L N=278
o Number % Answering. _ Number % Answering -
Monthly Salary  of Responses \e-Question  of Responses  the Question

%0 - 900 62 32.80° 47 23.38

$001 - 1200 o7 37.56 . BV}
© $1201 =.1500 45 23.80 . 44 21.89

$1501 - 1800 | 10 5,29 23 C11.44
over $1800 . 1 B 0.52 12 : 5.97

_No Respomse 63 e -

_ Mean . Score (X) =2.03%2 __ . Mean Score (X) = 2.393%

$1 - 900
$901 - 1200
$1201 - 1500
$1501 - 1800
over $1809

1

1
.2
-3
4
-5

nini

Each %é]éfy was converted to a score for the calculations.
- 3s




TABLE 12 4
Average Monthly Sa]ary (Mean) for
- Some Subgroups of Student ReSpondents : | | _
Co-op Sample Non Co-op Sample

Csberops  Bew (s S.0.5 Ml (U Sore | S
Gradvates | 2,088 9550 - 2408+ 11197
Non Graduates 1900 s0 2% 18]

Progran Related Job Folders 2058 @913 2.000% 11856
~ Noii Program Related dob Aolders “1.867 . . 8844 o 2,294 1.1?54'1
Design Technology Programs 1,894 oy 2% 1.1008

~ Mechanical Technology Programs ;. 2.250 9450 - 2.581% |  4.0698

Not Knownz None 2282 1,72

*s1gn1f1cant at .95 level
**significant at .99 1eve1




One-third of the co-op respondents earn $900 or 1ess per fonths
only 24% of thew'n'on' co-o0p group earn saiari'e”s in -th’at ‘category. Thé non co-op
group shows a 17,414 representat1on in the two h1ghest categor1es, whereas,
on]y 5; 8]% of the co- op group are in those categories.

Table " ]2 presents the same 1nformat1on us1ng the translation uSéd pre-
viously for seven subgroups of both student samples. In the six cases ﬁav%hg'
data for both groups; tﬁé_saiaiy~wa§ §ighifiéaht1§ higher. for five non co-=op
subgroups. Only the Design Tethnoiogy-subgroup difference was not signifi-
 cantly greater. | B
3. Why do students: enroll in the Industrial

- Technology Program at Mccc?
Table 13 indicates the responses made by the tWo groups for this item
It is 1nterest1ng to note that 33. 21% of “thé fion co- op group sa1d that Job
Egrad1ng was a reason for eom1ng to Mccc., However, oh]y 12. 39/ of the co-op
group SO 1nd1cated Over 40% of both student groups 1nd1cated the reason for.

enro]]ment at MCCC was to get a different job The percentage of respondents,

Who indicated’ E_egarat1on for co]]ege transfer Was 27.78% for the co- op group

and 223 63% for the non co- op group
‘ 4;' Do more persons who part1c1pate.1n the Co=op
option graduate from MCCC than those who do
. not participate in the Co-op option?
Table 14 shows that 67.07% of the co-op sample graduated and 38.68% of
the ron co-op sample graduated. | |
B Tﬁié’duéétioh is-answered ZEE because 28. 59? more of the co-op group
Table 15 descr1bes the eddcational activities of botﬁ;grouoi éioée.‘
attendance at MCCC. Of the co-op group, 65.48% reported further educatiohai
activities and 60.58% of the non co-op group $o reported. The table also
reveals that 21.51% of the co-op respondents indicated attendance at a four

&
I
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TABLE 13 |
Reasons for Enrolllng in a Technical Program L
at M.C.C:C. as Stated by Respondents i
Go-op Sample Non Co-o0p- Samp]e |
N = 252 - N=274. -
o -  Niiber - %of Tofal  Number 4 of Total
- Reason of Responses Sample of Responses . Sample
dob Upgrading ~ _ 317 12,30 91 33,21
Get 3 Different Job 18 - 46,63 i1 13.43
Get Any dob~ - 43 17,06 19 6. 93
Prepare for College Transfer . 70 278 62 22,63
Enplayer's Suggestion - R 40 8 2,92
Other! - 55 21,83 51 18:61
CTotalz 3 B 250 |
. 1The- two negnr categories of these comiienits are:
1% for a personal education = .
Z2) an expressed 1nterest in: the field .

5Stadénts may have 1nd1cated more than one reason.

ERIC - L _;

Bl A Fuiiext provided by R




©TABLE 14

Co-op Graduates - * Non Co-op Graduates

Year Number of Graduates " Number of Graduates

1970 8 g
1971 18 5
1972 - e 8
1973 | 2 93
77 - S 2
978 38 RV
1976 : % . B
1977 - 10 N

Total . 169 = 67.07% of 252 106 = 38.68% of 274

™

Nor Graduates
€o-0p> " - Non €o-op?

__77.= 30.55% of 252 : | 154 = 56.20% of 274

- 1Totals for students who ihdiéatéd the year 6f graduation;
122.4% of the sample did not respond to this item..

35,124 of the sample did not respond to this item.

-
-

L2
o

~

e




TABLE 15

Took courses at another
two-year college

Took courses ‘at a four-
year college

Took one or more in-
service activities

Completed one or more
technical programs

Working toward i
Bachelor's degree

Completed a Bachelor's
'@égrée

None-

Co-0p Sample
 N=252

~ Numb

er - % of Total

- 0f Responses Sampie

Non Co-op Sample
N = 27

o

10

54

37

e
21351
14,68

4:76 |
26,59

4;3?

87 3452

Number

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC

. l'il«;
o,
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year college. Of the non co-op respondents; 28:46% said they had attended
a four year college. Abbéhdix C provides 1isis of Tﬁéfifdt?bﬁs; majors and
credit, hours as supplied by the students from both groups. (Table 35 in
Appendix € presents a recapitulation of the totals):

5. Do co- op students perce1ve the preparat1on
they receive in the various MCCC Industrial
Techno]ogy Programs more. favorab]y than non

more ?éVdFﬁﬁié for Eﬁé co-op group. The item ability to '"f
das rated only slightly highér byvfhe'noh co-op ‘group. The di fferences ?6??
the following three items were éaicuiatéd as statistically significant in
Favor of the co-op group: |

1. hands-on experience

2. géttingﬁa better job

3: overall program rating

The students were asked to indicate changes that could be made in the
programs. ‘Sampies;of'the suggestions éhdrtbmméﬁféléfé attached in Aﬁﬁéhaix D,
Section 1 and 2. | |

Directly following Table 16 are seven additiahai tables (Tab]es 17 to 23);
Eacn presents one aspect of preparation as listed in Table 16. The mean,
standard deviation and resulting significant differences are then presented
for the following seven,subgroﬁps: | ‘

1. graduates

2. non grédqateé

3. progra ?é}étéd_job holders

4; non program related job holders

5, -Dééiéﬁ Techriology programs

6. Mechanical Technology programs
7. bfbgéam;het kriowii

J—— - A ,‘J - . j
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TABLE 16
Preparat1an Rece1ved At M.C.C.C. &5 Perce1ved
- - By Respondents! L —
Co=0p Sample . o  Non Eo-0p Saple
N=252 , ‘ N =274 :
7 Numer of Standard.  Number of . Standard
Preparation Mean  Deviation . Responses Mean ~ Deviatior
Technical Knowledge A7 2.053 o7 26 2078 g2
Hands-on Experdence A8 2.391% 1,148 28 2.669  1.152
Self-Unders tanding 205 - 2.33] 1952 oy 2.3 e
Abmty to Get Along . o o
With OZhers . 246 2,19 937 247 2.085 - .847
Ability to Commun- | I ) . L L
icate Mith Others 243 2.198 899 - 247 | 2.126 875
ToGet AlBetter dob 244 2.058% 1,084 235 268 i.om
Overall My Program | | o o .
Was 243 2.140% - 89 . 2% : 2402 :999

*significant at the .99 Jevel

The scores were tabulated as follows:
1 = Excellent

, 2 = Good , .
. 3= Adequate .
. 4= Fair 3
- EI{IIC 5 = Poor



- TABLE 17
Average Scores of Some Subgroups _
_ of Student Respondents to Aspects of
I LonREf.ewed jt M.C.C.C.

— —_—

e, —r— 53— 4 "
~ Co-0p Sample Non Cg-0p Sample
Mean (X)! $.0.2 Mean {X) S.D.
Graduates | 2.000 . .9580 - 2.049 8090
Non Graduates. -~ . 2,145 9961 2.086 9523
Progran Related Job Holders 1.9 .dis5 2.006 . .8023
‘Non Progran Related Job Hoidérs - 2.318 1.12% 2.051 8986
Besign Technology Programs o287 18195 . 2:246 9250
‘ Mechan1ca1 Technology Programs 2.099° . .8777 | 2.068 L8900
Program Not Known3 . None None  1.988 862
IScores were tabulated as fallows ‘ , S
1 = Excellent - 25.D. = Standard Deviation
3 = Adequate — : N = 93 for non co-up group
4 = Fair | ‘ | . T
5 = Pgor

wLra
S
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- . TABEE 1B \
. )~1‘- i\
R Average Scores of Some Subgroups o
s ~ of Student Respondents to Aspects ...
B of Techn1ca1 Preparation Received at M.C.C.C,
- Hands-en,Exper1engg _ | a
.o : S
o . Co- 0? Sample ~Non Co=0p Sample
| Mean (D502 . Mea (T} sp
;_Gfé&oéféé TR ‘f“ S 2.357*# -noéé 2.687 . T1.1516°
Nob Graduates . o208 108, 262 L9
‘Program Related Job Folders ~ - 2.357% : . 1.1183 2.612 11309
Mo Progran Related Job Holders 2659 1.2 2.608 - 176048
1 Design Technology Programs | ;f:‘~{’ 2213 IIVTf1541 2,875 1:1190 :i'
;Hﬁchanical Techno]ogy Programs ‘ 2837 : 1.7185 2.823 11916
_'_-l*--'- -------------------- . : - o " o .
'"Program Not Known3 ~ Nome. . Nome: 2.291 1.021 -

* s1gn1f1cant at .99 1eve]

VR L significant at 95 level

1§cores were tabulated as follows:
: 1 = Excellent = :
. 2 = Good
S0 3 = Adequate |
© v 4 =TFair SR
S 5 = Poor o ¢
A ‘ 1 ;
. — - ‘i ::_.
’ Remng

és—o— sfaﬁaafa oéei-aﬁoﬁ
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- TABLE i9

w/\

N Average Scores o, Some Subgroups _;‘ -
. of Student Respondents to Aspects of
- Technical Preparation Rece1ved at M.C.C.C. |
\ ixf?Q |
N ~_ MNon_ Co Op Samp]e
Graduates 2016 883 .m0 '.’81\:3’11
Noii Gradiates ‘ - 2.568 . 1.0537 236 9065
~S-esmmemmomecmmccmcmsoooooooaon X ‘.‘ o I o
Program Related Job Holders : 2. 376 9634 2.275 .7954
,Non Program Related Job Ho]ders o ‘ 2, 3@6 - 59345 "' 2.276 ;8826 '
.De51gn Technolegy Programs 5.268' . 958 7.3 9506
Mechanica] Techno1ogy Programs 237 | 8004 2.838 .8989 -
Progran fot Krom® 1 S Neme Y 223 830
‘ ' ' o ‘\\ -
bceres were tabulated as fo]lows S 28D, Standard Bev1at1on
1 = Excellent o
2 = Good . _ EE 93 for non- co-op group
'3 = Adequate
4 = Fair _ | : P ,%
5= Poor L - N
PR
>

.IZR\KZ

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



TABLE 20

Average Scores of Some Subgreups
_ of Student Respondents. to Aspects of

R ;, ; Technical Preparation Received at M.C.C.C. o )
i&uljiy To Get’ A]ong With Others] - . g
N e : Co-Op Sample . Non Co=0p Samp1e .
- Subgroup - | Mean ( X - sD2 - Méangjxi, ‘ el
Graduates - . 2095 68 241 7678
Noneradgatess Al L6 2,074 ,L\.87_9:8. -
brogian Related doh folders 2205 919 20084 .gls
Non' Progran Related dob Wolders 2;182‘ 10062 2039 7854
é;;?;F'%ééﬁﬁ&i&;;’é;ég;;&é"f" 2080 903 - 2% .98
5Mechan1ta!ﬁfgg@pglggyifrggrgp§i | . 2069 8243 1965 7278
i T we o am em
il s1gn1f1cant at .95 Tevel o ) | I
Scores were tabu]ated as fo]]ows I | o é.S.D' = Standard Deviat1en '
] = E;ggllent s . -
| g ; gggguaté o ) 'i -‘ - 3 = 93 for ngn co- ~0p. grouP
4 = Faif- i |
- 5 = Poar e




THLE 20

v
-

Average Scores of Some Subgroups

" of Student Respondents to Aspects of
- Technical Preparatlon Rece1ved at M.C. C C.

Ab111ty To Commun1cate W1th Others

Eo 6? Samp1e -

Non Co-0p Sample

7 ] = Exce1]ent

GO N

.....

.
b

- Mean QQ 8D,
Gajuates 2.06 .83 208 e
Non Graduates 2.438°1.0066 -2:147**' 9198 '
brogran Relsted Job Holders 2005 82 2089 8161
Nof Program Related Job Holders 2.136 9907 | 2.566 8635
Desi Techmotosy Prograns 200 923 2068 L9909
Mechanical Technology Prograns 2.157 .8333 | 2,009 6976
;;;géié%;wgé Kﬁ;wﬁé o Norie " Noiie 2;263,. 9790
| **sighifitant at 795“1évé1; |
1Scores were tabulated as- fol{;ws S S
*S.D. = Standard Deviation

N = 93 for non co-0p- group



TABLE 22

C o Average Scores of Some Subgroups
' T of Student Respondents to Aspects of

Technical Preparation Rece1ved at M.C.C.C.

o 'To Get A Better~Jeb_ |
o o Cg;Op Sample Non Co- Op Sample.
Siubgroup - - Mean (X)Y . SD.2 . Mean (X) SiD.
Gradustes . . 2.001%  1oogy  2.378 11385
Non Graduates = om0 s 2 2%
555&556-555%5" Job Holdery ST 9338 238 11087
Non Program Rela ted Job Ho]ders ' 3026 12838 2.871. 1.2012" .
§é§{§£'f55555f6§§'EEograms o 2.143% . 1.0880 - 2.942 . 1:2467
Mechan1ca] Technology Programs  *  2.233  1.e56 Co2:560 ¢ 1:1587
p‘?&éi&ﬁ'ﬁ&é'ﬁé&&ﬁ s None  None 278 138
* significant at :99 Jevel | |
ke 51gn1f1cant at .95 "level
ié&&iés were tabu]ated as fo]]ows - - e
1 = Excellent ‘ | ~+ 28.B. = Standard Deviation
2:= Good , | | o ‘
3 = Adequate | o : 3N = 93 for non co-op group
4 = Fair ' S o .
5 = Poor s




| TRBLE 23

: il 'Techn1ca1 Pre'arat1'n Received at M.C.C.C.

r Diéiélljﬁgﬁiééiéﬁ_ﬂéé | |

L | | . Co=0p Samp1e R Non Co-Op Sample -
Subgroup - | j CMeai ()1 . 5.p.? . Meaii (X) S0,
craduates N X . - A i
Non Graduates . o 2.6 8602 O aam l.oser
o e s T 2 e am e
Non Progran Related Job Holders 2.545 . Lo 2450 ..9605
6@5?55?&&Hﬁéfég}}"?;&;;;n?;"'f7 '- 42988* B TN X R N
Mechan1ca1 Techno]ogy Pragraims . 2.225 - ; .8313 . 2;379-  ,;9796
5;8§;;$-&;E_R56§55-—_3---:-f--fvNone. . None- ) r-éziii | 1«015, |

IScores were tabulated as fol]ows

] = Excellent R -~ . 25.D. = Standard Deviation

2 = Good . S S o :

3 = Adequate | N = 93 for non co-op group
4 = Fair o o -

5 = Poor
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 Table-17 shows ho the respondents evaluated the “technical know-
Tedge" they acquired at MCCC." Students who had.the co-op experience
and wo he1d jobs related to their programs were the most satisfied with
Eﬁé'iéthﬁjcai knoﬁiédgé they acquired. Least satisfied were héh”ébiéﬁ:;:
s tudanits who hias studied in sore. of the Design TechnoTogy programs
‘Table 18 notes that the co-op respondents from the Design.Technology
 programs rated the “hands-on éxperienCé“ 5spéct of ihé program most favor-
able. Thélsgoré Was significant at the ,99 1évéi when compared to the
Dggign»féchﬁoiegy programs' non co-op Fésbghaéﬁfs;f The co-op éféauéfé
“subgroup and program related job holder’subgroup also had statistically

.significant ratings.

Table 19 déscribés'tﬁe perception of the "development of self under-
standing" at MCEE. The most favorable Fating was given by'éﬁé co-=op
©~ graduate subgroup. The least favorable rating was given by the non co-op
_Méchénicai\Techﬁoiqu respondents. |
" 'The ites presented ih_fabiéé 20 and 21, "ability te gét along with
others” and "abi1ity to comunicate with others," received very similar
 ratings ??qm the co-op réSpOHdéﬁtS;. The pattern was évidéht for the non.
- co-op respondents also.’ | | N |
| It is apparepit from Table 22 that’ the prograi related job holders
who were co-ops felt that the technical preparation at MCCC helped Ehem
0 "get a better job." [t seems the expectations of this co<op group were
Cmet in this regard. On the other hand, the fon program related job holders
“ Who' were co-ops rated the item with the least favorable score ffoﬁ bQEhV ;
~ samples.
Table 23 gives the ratings for the overall program.~ Five co=op sub=
groups’ﬁaVé the technical preparatiof récéived at MCCE a highér rating than
the sarie non co:eﬁ.subgroups. Only thé non co-op; non program related job:

. Vs

J;BJKQ‘ o : | B o . AN o - ‘ L e,
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Vho1aers rated the overall orogrém.s1ight1y'higher then.the same coO=-0p
“éusgfaub. The co-op gradiate subgroup and Design Technology programs
" subgroup had scores that were statistically signiticant when compared
With the cerresﬁOhaihg fon co-0p SubgroUpS: - '

6. How do former co- op students rate the1r
co-op job p]acements?

Tab]e 24 indicates that 82.77% of the respondents (197) rated the

JOb p]acement as exce]]ent or good The mean score of 1:823 exeféssés
this finding. Space was prov1ded on.the survey for Eomments on this.item;

: _Examp]es of these comments are attached in Append1x D, Section 3‘ It is
'1nterest1ng to note that the comments 11sted cover a wWide range of op1n1ons
‘and exper1ences The tone conveyed by the Statements, however, re]ays a
genera]]y favorable- att1tude toward the co- op JOb

D1rect1y fo]]ow1ng Tab]e 24, rat1ngs for the subgroups are g1ven in
Tab]e 25. Whether or not a student thought his co- -op exper1ence was- re]e-
vant to his- ﬁrogram depends to some degree on his percept1on of the two
and on his ability to use on the job that he learned in class:

| 7. How do former co-op students rate the rele-

vance of the courses to the co-op experience?

Table 26 shows that the respondents' mean (i)'sco'ré Was 2.112. Sam'pig. |
comiénts pertaining to this item are attached in Appendix D; Section 4: The
commehts oni the relevance issue were varied. The perceptive and transfer
abilities of the students as they move from classroom to job envtronment are
varizbles that may have influenced the comments:. Immediately following those -
‘comments are samples of suggestions and comments concerning the Co-op option

inAppendix D, Section 5. h

bivectly Following Table 26, ratings for the subgreups are given in
Table 27. The ratings given by students who had graduated From a prograri

“and those given by students who held positions related to their studies were

y , i A
Wow - o - ‘3




TABLE 24

Rat1ng of Co-op- Job P]acements as Perce1ved

by Co-op Respondents

S .40

- = 252
o % of) Total o
R ~_Number Answering the % of -Total.
Rating: of Respondents .- Question Sample
Excellent 17 | T 4.43
“Good 80 33.61 - 31.75
Ad.eqt{ate 13 545 . 5.16
Fair 19 7.98 7.54
Poor 8 3.36 3.17
No Response 5 = 6.00
~Total 252 100;50
‘Mean Score = i.823
Standard o
Deviation = 1.068

1The scores were tabu]ated as follows:

Excellent
Good
Adequate
Fair

Poor

S

ni

VB W Ny —
nou

ni



TABLE 25

Average Ratings of Co-Op Job Placement

: by Some Subgroups of Respondents *****j:f:
_ Co—Op Samp]e
' Subgroup - - Mééh 0 jid&g
Graduates o L 1.685% 9328
_ Non Graduates 207 1.1906
rogran Retaia i hotaers T e T
Non Program Related Job H°1d?f§777777777;7?;§@§;; 777777777 1.4000 -
Bés}'éﬁ7525551-5&-5;5;;5;%5"-_- ------------- 1.867 1.0242
| ' Mechanical Techno]ogy Programs - -i;?@i. 1.1349

1Seores were tabg]gted as follows:
= Excellent ST
Good S “*significant at .99 level ~
Adequate . **significant at .95 level
Fair - ‘ :
Poor

Wi

]

n

‘Standard Deviation

N,
!J)l
o

n




TABLE 26

_ Relevance of Courses to Co- -op Job Piacement

as Perce1ved by Respondents :

% of Total ,
o ' Number - ~ Answering. % ofrTotal
Rating! = of Respond,nts i@ﬁﬁunjuL, __Sample -
= .. Excellent . - 92" . - 38.33 . 36.51
. Good - - 76 31.67 ©30.16
s Adequate 39 1625 15.48
" Fair : 19 S 7.2 7.5
Poor . 1w 5.83 - 5.56
No Response . 12 . == _4.76.
Total © 252 160, 60 100.01
Mean (X) z 2,112
Standard .. o
Deviation = 1.173
g
i
1Scores were tabulated as fo11owsi
1 = Excellent
2 = Good : ]
3 = Adequate : .
4 = Fair \ R
. 5 = Poor 7
. 52
\
\




TABLE 27

Average Rat1ng of Relevance of Courses to Co- Op

dob P]acement of Some Co-Op subgréuas

Subgroup
Graduates

Non Graduates

€o-Op Samp1

e

---—--—-—-_-------—---—--——---———--——-————---_——--_-—-------

Program Related Job Ho]ders*

Non- Program Related Job Ho]ders

-—-—------——--—_——--_——--—-—n——---—....----—--———-----—--——------—

Des1gn Technology Programs

Mechanical Technology Programs

Mean (B)! 5.D.2
1.982%% 1.0847
Co2.3%1 1.2617
" 1.893% 1.0120
2.976 1.3885
2.207 1.2016
1,917 1.0824

1Scores were tabulated a5 ?oiiows:

Adequate -
Fair

1
2
3
4
5 = Peor

inouom

25.D. = Standard Deviation

_*significant at

**significant at .
*significant at .

1[.
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botff statistically significant; It should be noted; however; that these
groups of students are not mutually exclusive: |
‘Answers to Questions Related
- to the Company Survey |
. ' o . , o
N\ Respondents to the company survey were asked to estimate the numbers

'of the1r employees who were trained in var1ous programs in Industriail Tech-

5

nology at MCCC. Their answers are d15p1ayed 1n‘Tab1es 28 and 29. F1nd1ngs

are based on these estimates.

i
A

8. How do employers of former co-op students

rate the technical preparat1on ‘received
by co-op Students at MCCC?

i
Table 30 describes the employers’ perceptions of their employees trained
CatMCCC in the Design Technology programs. An excellent rating wss designated
by twelve of the. respondents(41 38%) and thirteen indicated an adeguate rat-
ing (44:83%). | ' | o ” |
Tab]e 31 presents the sameé information for the Mechan1ca] Techno]ogy

programs The sma]] number of responses 1nvo]v1ng th1s area (n1neteen) indi=
'cates that the respondents were genera]]y more fam1]1ar with the Design Pro-
grams rather than the Mechan1ta1 Programs. The exce]]ent rat1ng accounted

for nine of the responses (47 37%), andea

equate, for eight of the reSbbhseE-a
(42708}, ~
9. How do employers of former non co=op students
rate the technical. preparat1on received by ,
~these students at Mece? » o

ﬁreparation of the Des;gn TechnoTogy Proghams to be exce ;
as adequate (56%). | k N
Table 33 notes a similar rating for the Mechanical Technology programs,

with ten choosing excellent (45:45%) and eleven choosing adequate (50%)..

~ o ‘ | e -
O - : . . . . i l);:}




TABLE 28

Est1néfed‘NumBer of Employees
Trained in .the Industrial Technology -
Programs at M.C.C.C. from 1970- 1975

_ ResponseN-=37

Number of
45mp1pyees
‘Mean (average it per company) = 15
iMédian (mia-ﬁéiﬁf) = 5
Mode (mos t frequent number) = 6_,;
7 = 1-150

~_*Range (lowest to highest numbér)

CTABLE 29°

Estimated Number of Employees from Table 28

Who Participated in Cooperative Education -
C at M.C.C.C. from 1970-1975

B

‘44%¥Hﬂﬁﬁe—Nf1%¥L———— L
: Number of
Employees
Mear (average number per company ) = 5.3
Median (mid-point) .3
Mode . (most frequent number) = 6
Range! (lowest to highest .aumber) = 0-40

I1Six compan1es 1nd1cated that none 6f tnose

hired had part1c1pated in cooperat1ve educat1on

-



N TABLE 30

Emp]oyer Percept1ons of the Teehn1ca1 Preparation G1ven in the
Design.. ' at M.C.C. C.
] Response N=129

" Program

“Auto Body Design

.Survey1ng

Archi tectural Draft1ng
LFv‘?mtmg Technology -
j .

Special Machine Besign

. ' oo o —
Graphic & Commercial (A7t -

Tool Fixture & Die Design -

Tota]

-

Ratings for Co-op Students

Fxcellent

é .

13 = 44,83y

s

10. 30%

41,389 -

1= 3,444
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TABLE 31

Employer Percept1ons of the Techn1ca1 Preparat1on G1ven in the

p

ReSponse N =

=19

>+ Ratings for Co=op Students

_Pi‘cma;n S . 'E-xcelf'len't' Adequate Fair © Poor

Climate control Téeh"n"o]'csgy ] 0 0 Q-
Electro Technology '3 p 1 0
T & Sound Regair o .2 o o
Fluid Power Technology ] 1 0 0

| Industrial Supen¥1§1on 0 0 0 0
Metallurgical Techro]ogy  1 ] 0 0
Meta]s Mach1n1ng ] 0 0 _ 0
Metro1ogy & Ca11brat1on'; ] 0 | 1 0
Numerical Control 0 0- 0 0
Welding Technology: 0 0 0 0
Civil Technology d - 2 | 0 0

\ Tatal - 9 = 47.37% 3 = 42.10% 2 = 10.53%
| P



~ TABLE 32
Emp]oyerrEgrggpt1ons of the
Technical Preparation Given in the’
Design Technology . Programs at M. C C C.
. Response N = 25
Rat1n§s for. Non Co-op Students
| .
Program - Excellent Adeguate  Fair - Pogr
Auto Body Design . 2 30 0 -
Surveying : - 0 2 0 -0
Architectural ¥ ) o
Drafting 0 1 0 0
Pr1nt1ng Tééhhé]égy 0 1 1 0
Special Machine , ) o v
- Design - 1 4 1 0
Graphic & Commercial . o -
Art _ 0 -3 2 0
" Tool, Fixture & Die - - 7 B
Design » 3 0 1 0
~ Total o 6=24% 14=56% 5=20%- 0




X

TABLE 33
| B Emp]qyer Pereept1ons of the
~ Technical Preparation Given in the
Mechanical Technology Programs at M C.C.C.
Response N=22 B

) - Ratings For Non Co-op Studéhts

Programn . Excellent Adequate Fair | Paar
Climate Control Technology 0 | 0 00 _
Electro Technology | 2 3 0 0
TV & Sound Repair o 000
'Fluid Power Technology 2 ] R | 0
Industrial Supervision | o 1 0 0
Meta]]urg1ca] Technology 2 o 0 1
Metals Machining 0 0 0 0
Metrology & Calibration 0 0 0 0
Numerical Control - 1 1 0 0
Helding Technology 0 S 0 0
Civil Technology - 0 2 0 0
Automotive Tech B} S | - :
Aviation Mech Technology | 0 o2 0: 0
Labor Stidies | G 0 0 o

e 1005 85 11=508 0  i=k.58%

_£Rp — Yasay -

= | o ; 99



| TABLE 34 .

Emp]eyer Respenses Goncern1ng tong Range

Effects of Cooperative Education ‘
] N= 37 ‘
,\'\7‘7'7 7 | i
- Effects - o " Responses
Employees who Were co-ops: e Mo No Difference
- . ‘ N ; —
Nuniber % Number % . Number %

- Tend to be promoted faster! 18 48.64 0 0 | 8- 48.64
..;._Appear -more satlsfled SRS O - ) K J— 5 13.51 19_“51}_5_“
~ Are ore eff1c1éht , 23 6216 3 8:10 It éé:??

Learn on the job qaieker T e 2 549

bnderstand the company . e o L fﬂ RV

better N R I U 17 ° '3.43
10ne respondent omitted this item.
;
)

| I:R\j:

Arui o povidedoy exic



10. How do employers rate the Industr1a1 Cooper-
ative Education Program at MCCC based on
their experiences wwtn MCCC students they

Chire? :

Table 34 addresses itself directly to the above question; Emp1oyer‘
were presented With several items. The response choices were: Yes, No,

and No Difference. .There was an even split of opinion as to the promotion

rate of co-ops versus non eo-obs; Half stated that, Yes, co-ops 66 tend

to be promoted faster and half indicated Ho Difference between the tWo
groups. |

N1neteen emp]oyers (51 357 ) perce1ved No. D1fference in emp]oyee sat1s-

%" 1on of co- ops VErsus non co- ops and th]rteen emp]oyers ('5 1: %) indi-
cated that'jes_co-ops;appear more satisfied. Cosop emp]oyees;are considered
to be more efficient than non co-op employees. This is reflected by the
responses of the twenty-thfee respandents (62:16%) who answered Yés :;r?ﬁe .

item compared with eleven (29.72%) who indicated No Difference between the
groups. ‘. - | | ,

cated by twenty—seven respondents (72.97%) . Co-ops also tend to under- j
stand the company better ‘as indicated by 24 yesponses (64 86%) .

11, What do emp]oyers of former MCCC students
."see as the strengths and weaknesses of the
-various sIndustrial Technology Prcgrams at
4CCF?

. The, fo]]ow1ng 11sts represent sone commerits as stated by company respon-
dents; -A]I statements were reproduced exantly as the respondents subm1tted
them |

. . o ) .
{

Strengths of Des19n Techno]ogy Proqrans

Students seem to be ahle b arec sihjoc b pdttor very well,
EXée1Téﬁf program, ]
, T
Program seemed SDelel\a votaideind Leosaue functions and reguired
skills.
2

ERIC o 6J
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Strengths of Design Technology Programs (cont'd)

Well diSCiDTihéd péopié.

Pract1ca] applications.

Good basic course;

Skilled, capable and hard working students.
Work ethic and attitudinal training.

A well rounded program.

t

Strengths of the Mechanical Technology Programs

~ Good undérsténding of basic electronic principles.
Good math & Science courses.
Some very qualified and experienced :instructors,
Good. |
,féchnicaiiy ét is sound;
‘Total program has good broad acédeﬁic background.
Student available before and after normai Studéht stfiner employees ;

Workihg thwiéage of pumps and re]ated systems is good

Weaknesses of tiie Design Techn01oqy Proqrams

Qur need is .more terhn1ca1/eng1neer1ng oriented as I]]ustrators
. but as the students had the basie skills the transition and de-
‘velopment went satisfactorily. L
Blueprint reading, drawing, lettering.-

Classroom "state of the a-t" lags far bshind industry. Curriculum
is "1éck1ustér” and very; very hasie. T

Need more work in basic skills:

KROWjE—dgeo‘f':-per—spect'| ve-drawings oo ol s oo
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Students seem to be unable to think for themselves.

‘Knowledge of construction & design oniy fair. (This may be
unfair judgment of frashman & sophomore college students).:

Blueprint reading of large involved structures:’ Field pro-

cedures for constuction. Ofc procedures fbr'désiéhg
Not nearly enough in-depth study of the trade.
Problem solving.
Lack of theoretical training on higher level.
e —— Drafting quality, -tolerances vs..cost, proper material_selection.

Hands on training.

* Weaknesses of the Mechanical Technology Programs

The students get the impression they will know everything and
make fantastic salaries their first week out of school: = °
Practical application of technical knowledge limited.
Lack of exposure to practical aspects (industrial éﬁﬁiiééfiéﬁ
of electronic principles). - : ‘

' Should have more labs.
Poes not keep up with current technology: A few unqualified . -

“professors."
" Needs to be included as part of the co-op program. (éUEéﬁéfiﬁé
mechanics). : S '

Pd

. Stggestions for the Design Technology Programs

Ejiﬁjﬁaﬁéffbé book." Uéé‘ééﬁéﬁéay'§ 5Fééfiéai experience. Work
on weaknesses, -

‘Invite industry personnel to lecture to students on practical
aspects of design.
Longer class. Less studsiits, }

Q - U 15 A S \
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'fnfDaﬂumﬂ:gygErﬁgramsuLcnntgd)

Stress Tegal 1mp11cat1ons of surveying.

We should try and get nore students into these programs -
espec1a]1y co-op Students. ‘

More updated information to béISbeiiéd to the Stﬁaéht;

Need more detailing (Dim. Fundamenfa]s) tolerances (P S., S.D. R.F. )
Less theory and more pract1ca1 teach1ng
' Some work could be done on organizing the thoughts.

Stress drafting & lettering techniques also bldg. const. materials

methods. Generally -- We have been guite satisfied with the stu-

dents who have worked with us. Perhaps an ln -depth objective’ ana]-
ys1< == d1scuss1on would reveal more.

Some design courses 1nv01v1ng 1arge projects that give co=op an.
opportunity to design some structural concrete; structural steel;

and other basics. Practical construction procedures; and tech= .

niques for large construction prOJects that 1nvo]ve millions of
dollars.

nggest1ens for the Mechanical chhno]ogy Programs '

Not fam111ar W1th your school programs; but both co-op students

that were with us seemed to learn rvadily by working along with
our exper1enced mechanics. The last student (who I intended to
hire full t1me) left me to join the Army Tank Arsenal in Warren,

Mich;
Your program fits our needs very ééii—

G1ve more concentration to daily prob1em so1v1ng in 1ndustr1al

e]ectron1cs dur1ng class work.

- Get instructors with more work re]ated experzance Just as
the cc-op program emphas1zes exper1enre, 5o should the facu]ty
cons1der that a requirement for its members: ’

Ve cont1nue to he sed for students with an "au;a mechanic"
background. . :
62
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CHAPTER 1V
DISCUSSION
| | Introduetfon
The prev1ous Eﬁébfer addressed itself to the tabulatien and ‘transfer

of data from the surveys to an organized, descr1pt1ve format. This f1na1&
chapter fulfills the aspect of descriptive research which “implies that
some type of analysis and evaluation be involved in the process. 'l
This,éﬁabfer Eéie?iy expresses some iﬁferehces and response patterns
~ that were not already presented and summarizes the study:

Almost. 85% of - the-student_groups were. reached by the survey. Nearly

all those students 11ve in the Detroit Metropo]1tan area. fhis indicates

that the college has prepared the students to fill JObS in the 1ndustr1es‘

of Macomb and ne1ghbor1ng count1es: ‘Many students prov1ded change of

address information. Lists were prepared and sent to the South Campus

Registrar's Office and to the Industrial CSébéraE%Vé Education Office for rec-

ord updating. Append1x A contains the acknow]eogment sent to respondents.
A]so a list of respond1ng cempan1es Was prepared and sent to the

Office of the Vice-President for Instruction at MCCC. A letter of acknow-

ledgment, attached in Appendix B, was sent to each company. The Tist was

also sent to the Industrial Cooperative Education Office for record updating.

Some Benefits of Co-Op at MCCC

It appears that a student who chooses the co-op option has a substan-
tially greater chance to obtain a full-time job in a program rélated area

than a non co-op participant.

: 1Joseph E. Hi1) and August Kerber. Models, Methods and Analytical
Procedures in Education Research,(Betro1t Michigan: Wayne State Un1vers1ty

Press; 1967), p. 110
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——— - Tables 8 and 10 provide the data to support the statement The
excerpts listed below present the supporting evidence.. '

Previous Work Experience
(See Tahle 8) o

Co-op ___ Non Co-o0p

 Number % Number Z
Job Related to o B B .
Technical Program 48  19.05 82 - 29.93

o . : " Current Status ' .
T - (See Table 10) o

Co-op —_Non Co-o0p -
Nutber % Number %

Full=time ’ S L
Program Related dob _ . 163 . 64.68 120 43.79

Almost 21% more former co-ops than non co-ops are employed full-time in
a program related job. The result s even more striking when it is coupled
with the cétegohy of previous program related job experience. Only 19% of
the co-ops 1nd1cated such experience; 30% of the non co-ops did.
The co-op option had 2 positive impact on the students' jobs as they left

the college.
I

I* appears that co-op students were more adequate1y prepared to

"the non co-op students - The fo]]ow1ng excerpt from Table 13 revea]s

information when combined with the previous excerpts from Table 10.

b
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Reasons for Enrolling

. (seeTablel3) o

',AQQEQQ_, | __Non Co-op
Number % Number - %
Job Upgrading 31 12:30 91 33.21
To Get a Different Job 118 46.83 119 43.23
Total | 149 5913 210 7.44_ ]

Sy

~ The fact, that 65% of the co-op respondents have a full-time program J
réiatéd job and 59% indicated one or both the above . .asons for en;oiiment;'

:]Pads to the 1nference that co-= op part1c1pat1on was a factor in gea]

The non co-op respondents, on the other hand, 1nd1cated one- or both of

the excerpted reasons for enro]lment with a frequency of 76.44%. Their rate

i
Salary Hlffenentlal

It is apparent that the sa]ary difference between co- op and non co-o0p

-groups was stat1stica1]y sign1f1cant (See Table 11) Prev1ous work exper1enCé

fh se account for 31% of the samp]e The same two factors for the non co-0p
group account for 61% of the sample: From this, tﬁé ithﬁéhéé of ibhgé? ser-
vice in the company and more pre-college work experience precludes stating

inferences using salary as a basis for comparison.

6
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Some 1nterest1ng patterrs deve]oped after examination of Tables 17
Eﬁ?éugﬁ 23 which display information. about cach of the seven items from

Table 16. The subgroups provided are:

1. graduates

2. nen graduates =

3. program related job holders

4. non program related job holders

5. design technology programs

6. mechanical technology programs K

7. program not known ‘
The items from Table 16- are: .

1. technical knowledge

2.. hands-on experience

3. self=understanding -

4. ability to get along with others

5. ability to communicate with others

6. to get a better job

7. overall my program was

When comparing the graduate co-op and graduate non co=op subgroups, the

co=ops rate all seven items more favorably than the.non co-ops. The fallowing

were found to be sigﬁificant-

i; hands -on exper1ence
2. td get a better job
3. overa]] my program was

For the non graduate subgroup, the co-op group rates three items more
favorably than the non cozop group. The third one was statistically
significant. Those items are:

1. hands-on experience
2. to get a better job .
3. overall.my program was P

1

Co-ops who have prngram related jobs rate four items from Table 16 more
favorably than non co-ops. Thosa iteis are:

techn1ca1 know]edge

hands-on experience

to get a better job

overall my program was

6 g

20 N =
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v

indicated more favorable résponses than the co- op group who have non program

Yﬁlated JObS;

‘In each of the seven cases .comparing the Design Technology co=op student

subgroup and the Design Technology non co-op subgroup; the co-op group

ratihgs resulted in fiore favorabie mean scores. -The following three ratings

1 hahds-bﬁféggéflghéé
2. self-understanding
3. to get a better job
4
A

overall my program was

compar1son cou]d ot be made for those students who d1d not list a

program because there were no co-op StUde”ts in the category. N

ot : N

_Observations Concerning Written Comments , ' '

Several written comments and suggestions submitted by students and

_employers expressed parallel views: The call for more "hands-on experience"

was reiterated by all respond1ng groups Inclusion of "praet1ca] exper1ence
was mentioned by some emp]oyers. Students requested add1t1on of "actual |
brabiem seivihg“ aiong Wwith spécificity in coursework. Co-op students
liberal arts courses. Emp]oyers suggested that personne] from 1ndustry could
provide lectures on some "practical aspects of design." In this F’gard

stidents mentioned the desirability of "quest speakers and field trips"

 being %ﬁééfﬁé?étéa into the weekly ca-ap seminar, which has been held in

conaunct1on with the emp]oyment phase of the prOgram

" The ‘non co- ops appeared to be more adamant about the need for “hands-on
ékpéi1éhté One reason few co-ops éxpressed the concern may be that thg co-op
job placement sat1sf1ed the1r needs in this area. Inferior laboratory facil-
ities were a major concern for both-student groups: Non éé-éb‘StudéﬁtsiSééméa
more eager to comment on instructions rather than educational items:

6
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. - e k,’;
- | CHAPTER v | " %\Z -
s L “////?/ o SUMMPQY - ' ' \\\\;A},

‘This report detailed the procedures, methods-andggesults of an in=-depth
‘ ‘ nd e

- study of the Tndustrial Cooperative Educationjoption'at-ME&C—

-

ii. The student and company samp]e groups were compi 1ed from coiiege Fééaias;
> 7 .
The “ins truments were. deve]oped to provide answers to quest1ons of concern to -

-

"*gbe college Thevstudy 1ntorporated severa] techn1ques to maximize the re=’

éponée rate.  As it became available, the 1nformat1on yas prepared for com-
t ' puter ana]ysés o ' : _ B fg ‘ sy

F1nd1ngs were d\wn.ayed in tables which 1nd1cated the number of responses

. ' w1th correspond1ng percentages and the .95 and 99 1evels of signficatice where

3,

app]lcableo The’data was presented separately for each of the two student
. groups and then compared: - Student respondents ere divided into six subgroups

t"dént chfréctériéticé.

v

@ representing. various
" general; ‘the resul ts of the study show that students who had the co-op

 experience were more likely than non to-op stugats toi \

1. have fuli-time program related JObS |

2. experience a Tower unemployment rate

3. compiete their colieée programs |

4, sat?éry'théif reasons for enrolling at MEEC

5. aéigéivé théaﬁréﬁérét?Bn received at MCCC as favorable

5 by ¢¢ﬁs@de%ed more éfficient;by employers IR

7. lgafn more qﬁickiy on the job

S;.-~nde:5tand the company organ1zat1on cetter

Toe above f1n81ngs a]ong w1th-the deta11ed 1nformat1on contained in the

-

v .

I
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) . option at MCC.. The comments and suggestions that are included present

7

ideas to further 1mpr0ve an already efﬁfct1ve program
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Appenrix A

Student Survey and Related Letters



NAME ADBRESS

PRGGRAM AT MEEC

I graduated from MCCC i f j Spr1ng . ) o L
' [ ] Summer of (year) I did not graduate [ ]
[ ]Fall :
The numbering gygfém is for office use, please disregard.
PART I. We want to know what you are doing.
A. Check all the items that apply to you.
8a [ ] Employed full-time
86 [ ].Employed part-time
:i 9a f j Emp]oyed in a JOb related to my MCCC Techn1ca1 program

95 [ ] Employed in a job nﬁi,related to my Mcce Techn1ca1 pragram
10a [ ] Unemp]oyed ‘and seeking Wwork ' '
106 [ ] Unemployed and not seeking work

I you work fuli-time please continue. If not, go to questicn O.

B. Full-time employed at

Job Title ______ |
11 Hourly Pay Rate - | 12 Or, Monthly Salary _
(Before taxes) , (Before taxes)

15 [ J Continued working for my co-op company

. [ ] toiiege placement office helped ﬁé get my job
15 f;j Empiaymént agency hefped me QEL my job f
16 [.i Parents, friends, relatives he]ped me get my Job

+ 17 [ ] An advertisement led me to my job

iS [ j_ Other, p]ease spec1fy B —— ‘ . --




B

_2_

Techn1ca1 program7 Check the items that app]y to you.

~«fn«~+f-—}§3w-f_]~~wgrked¥$h?awfu}i:{iﬁé«j65~m«~~ww-_w-m—_mMT‘ - S

19b

20a
20b
21

32a

]
IS

[]
[ ]
What
]
(N

r=

[
[]

Ej
[ ]

[]
[]
[ ]

]

(i
[]
[ ]
[]

Worked in

Worked in a part-time job

job related to my Technical program

an

Worked in a job not related to my Technical program

No work experience Béforé college

was your reason for taking one of the Technical programs at MCCC’

To be upgraded in my.agb

Emp]oyer 5uggested that I saqn us

Other; p]ease spec1fy ' =

Took courses at another two year co]]ege

Took courses at a four year c011é§é

Took, one or more in- serv1ce act1v1t1es where I work
Comp]eted ONE Gi more technical programs

Presently working toward a bachelor's degree
Completed a bachelor's degree

None

following.

Collage = 7 e e s

Majoi
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PART I1. “We want to know how you liked your program at MCCC: .
H. How well did Macomb College prepare you in the following areas? Please

e T ““’“'"_"“’éHé'f}k"’()h‘E“’EﬂTS‘i'??"'"fd?‘"éﬁt'h"ﬁém. -

AR B & B
[1 [ ]

35 Technical knowledge

36 Hands-on experience

o

| S D S

[ [l

L_._l‘ LJ‘ i l—l
{ann]
—

~~ ™ ~

— ] —

[
37 Self-Understanding - E [
38 Ability to get along with others [

[

39 Ability to communicate with others

40 To get a better job

rm™ i
— — —J
L 4
—

A o R o o | L B
— oy
[amml
—

[an B e N a1
— [ W) i

41 * Overall my program was

I. 1 would m:ke these changes in the program I took at MCCC.

If you were involved in the co-op option; please answer Part 111 on the follow-

ing page.

If you were not involved in co-op, thank you for completing these guestions.

Your participation is appreciated.
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PART III. We want to know about your co-op experience.

._..__,?',ﬂ;.___f._..__ 453 {;;3;:: Excelient——— Lo i’T‘tS“;""i"F""H’?TY

Ji - Bverall; how 'do you rate your co-op job placement?

‘b [ ] Good

o

[ ] Adequate S S

[ ] Fair

']

[ ] Poor

" K. How well did your co-op job tie in with your courses?

23a [ ] Excellent ~ " Commients, if any

b [ ] Good

[ ] Adequate

(@}

Q.

[ ] Fair

L1 Poor

(D

L. I would make these changes in the cooperative program. .

Y
)

Thank you for completing these questions. Your participation is appreciated.




- MACOME COUNTY  CENTER CAMPUS

- (313Y465-2121.

o tattiatTD oo 7 16500 HALL ROAD
) COMMUNITY COLLEG_E ~ MT CLEMENS, MICHIGAN 48043

‘Dear Former Student:

' Techno]ogy students as an ongoing effort to 1mprove our programs. We re-

gard your part1c1pat1on as necessary to the success.of the study, Because
you were a student in one of the technical programs, your insignt W111
prove to be a valuable contr1but1on ,

We urge you to cowp]efe the enclosed quest1onna1re that will requwre o

ate ten minutes COmD Your respanses will not he

approximately ten minutes tg complete.

~idemtifiable. An y information received

naire w111 be e11g1b]e for a_ drahlng The award will be a_Jex
Calculator Model SR51-2. This model is particularly useful fer persons hold?ng

technical jobs. The W1nner will be notified by mail.

Please fill in this questionnaire as soon as possible. A self-addressed,
stamped envelope has. been included for your convenience. If _you have an_ 1nqu1ny

extension 332.

Thank you for your part1c1pat1on and cont1nued 1nterest in Macomb C011ege

S1ncere1y,

/%zm;fé’fw/

Hubert D. Reid; Dean
Occupat1ona]/Techn1ca1 Educac1on

NSF/ktr
enclosures

B P



Macomb County Community College —founrei Grgamiaion |
P.O.kox 309 : L POSTAGE
fwarren, Michigan 48050 PAID .
i LRMIT No 161

! Voatren A biagan

ccC

IR ENEYIEN

i

program at Macomb College and yuvur current career.

Because your response is crucial to the study, it
is necessary that we hear from you. Also; to be

- _ eligible for the drawing, you must return the
" completed form. :

1f you have already sent it in, thanks. If not,

could you spare a few minutes today? We

-.Sincerely, . .
?%ZhﬁéZ’ﬁfiﬁaééfvubn/
Nancy/S. Freeman
Research Dept.

oy




,'//'

v @

A&AGOMB COUNTY cpnrem CAMPUS
"COMMUNITY COLLEGE ' 16500 HALL ROAD
COMMUNITY COLLEGE MT GEEMENQ MICHIGAN 48043

286-8000 Ext. 332

May 13, 1977 -

Dear Friend:

~ About four weeks ago yosu received a form request1ng information
about your Macomb Co]]eqe exper1ence and. _your current career.. As yet

Therefore we are enc]os1ng anotqer copy of the form and a return

- envelope for your ‘convenience:

Don't forget -- in order to be eligible for the random drawing, of
the Texas Instrument Calculator Model SR51-2 we must have your completed

form. All responses will be treated as confidential and used for this

study only
‘Sincerely;
J%azzia@f'Sé/ é%ggzvaieaaazz/
. ~Nancy S." Freeman =
Research Department
jds

- —————Enclostre————— . —




MA OMB CGUNTY : OUR NEW MAILING ADDRESS IS:
WACOMB COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE

COMMUNITY COLLEGE CERTER CAMPUS
- ) : PO.BOV309
WARREN, MICHIGAN 48030

— | . September 16, 1977

\\'bé ar ‘ o A : 1
\ .
The Research Bepartment of Macomb €ounty Community College

w1shes to thank you. for part1c1pat1ng in our study of the

" Industr1a] Techno]ogy Co-Op Program.

\ ‘As you may recall,; a_random draw1ng was to be held with
3’1l respondents e11g1b]e for the prize -- a Texas Instrument
SR=51=17 Calculator. 1 am pleased to inform you that you were
chiosen to receive this useful calculator:

. Please call the Research Department at 286 8000, Ext. 3

to arrange fo- receipt of your gift.

S1ncere]y,

77-7?("("/ 5%\_)[/{//&”44@/
‘ : : Nancy S.“Freeman
\ ¥ ‘ Research Department




MACOME COUNTY ‘ SOUTH CAMPUS -~ <

COMMUNITY ééiiEGE 14500 TWELVE MILE ROAD
WARREN; MICHIGAN 48033
(313) AAR XKBUXK
779-7432
October 20, 1977 B
/
//'/

Dear Friend;

. The MCCC Research Department has just completed the survey pFOJE"t con-
cerning the Industrial Technology Programs and the Industrial Cooperative
Education option. The answers and comments you supplied helped produce the
successful outcome of “the study

The 1nformat10n _provided by the qroup of oart1c1pants is a valuable

asset to the College's continuing service to students and other community
members.

As you may recall, we agré'e”d to conduct a random drawing for a calcu-
lator. The name randomly selected was that of Mr. Victur Bodek of Sterling
Heights. : ’ ‘

We appreciate your participation in this project: If we can be of

further assistance as you pursue your educat1on, feel free to call upon us.

S1ncere1y; . - - E

Hubert B. Reid, Dean

Occupat1ona1/Techn1ca] Education

/nk A .

{j -

WY



Appendix B

Company Survey and Related Letters
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Y
Company -Survéy for Technical Programs at MCCC

. _ ) . $
A Please estimate how many of your employees were trained in the Industrial Tech-;
: “rolugy programs at Macomb College between 1970-75,

’ B: ©Of ‘these, about” were ‘ihvoived in co-op.
' s T ' Lo P ;
C. Plesse indicate the technical preparation ef former Macomb College Industrial

" Techndgiogy students who were not involved in co-op but wdre kired by your

comrany. 0 ane response for each progrém;witﬁ§5ﬁ$" you are familiar.

¥,

froy- . Excellent  Adesuate Fair  Paor
L . o ’ . - o o o

L5y Besign B [
]

[an}
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i
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Vo Tual Fietire B Bie Design [ [] (1 [1
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-
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‘;=§-?§;”ﬁe?&ﬁy ‘ 1] [ ////(E\F [] y
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Zoc

L o : ' - I O
D. Please indicate the technical preparation of former Macomb County Community

College Industrial Technology students involved in COZOF who were hired by your

company. Check one response.for each program with-whicp you are familiar,

broﬁram\' - Excellent  Adeguate Fair .~ Poor
| [ ]
]
]

25. Auto Body Design

m
—_,
m
—_

26. Surveying Technology

L | S | -

27, Architécturai»bésigh

L e Ll
e KN = o Y SO

28. Printing Technology
29. Special Machine Design
30: Graphic & Commercial Art

j

32. Climate Control Techrology |
3LUTTEIECERS Tecknglogy -
.38, TV & Sound Repair

35, Fluid Power Technology

[oumn RENREN aeae Lama) [ aume I e B (e § i

36, Indusgrial Supervision-

| - - | S [ Y { I— Y | S L, | D— | S | SN
! e ~ Yy [man ~ [guma N [ B ™y m

37: Metallurgical Technolpgy

™ [guwa B ™ /e (e B M, mrm (e § . [ B [ma § M

[ - 8

3%, Metals Machining <

'

39. Metrilnny & Calibraticn

Ty b | = [ aman B

40: Numerical iCcntrol

| S— | W [ SN Ry o —_ | -} . | - § | -} | S Lid, | - |

| S [ SR | -} | o]
[ B (e M

(e B Ty
(e B

#4]1. Welding Technology

[ aume B [man [ oume I [ mte |
L RN TR R VR S W

r Yl
L
[mn N
| -]
my
i
M
i

42. Civil Technoiogy

E. Please respond to the following statements, as an eva: ation of Tony range‘éffétfé

of involovement in cozop cducation.

—<:
(D
wn

Ho ¢ No Difference
43. Employees who were co-ops tend to be -
promoted faster.

1

m
g
—_t
m
[ —




Yes o No Difference

44, Enipicyees Wﬁ@fWéFe éb-éﬁé copuar L o
more satisfied: . . . [] L] (1

45. Employees who Were co-ops are more o o .
efficient. [] [] []

'6. Employees who were co-ops learn on S o o
the job more quickly. [] [] L]

47. Employees who were co-ops have a o o o
better understanding of the cempany: [] [] L]

F. Pledse chaose one - two programs with wiich you are most familiar and comment

on the strengths. weaknesses and sugqestions for change.

Progi-am Napie _ , Program Narmie

1. Strengihs . 1. Strengths

2. ‘eaknesses ' 2. Meaknesses

Suggestions 3. Suggestions . _ . _

Thank you for your cooperation.

. . Position .

Name

" Company i\ - » o

Address - o




MACOMBEB C

LeMMUNfeTY COLLEGE

%

Dear

14500 TWELVE MILE ROAD

WARREN,; MICHIGAN 486093

(313) 772 BOOO

Macosb Colleys is ‘nitiating 4 study of former technical
students in order to eviluate and improve the various programs.
The suudy ic import nt to stude:is, the college and ultimately

to your commany as a community employer.

Jdé urge you 0 nart1c1pa 2 by «

questionnai e. A pre-addres-
provided for sour convenier:
confidential .s 411 company
befgre tabtulatio .
greatl; appréciaved.

‘Thank you:

NF/nl

enclosures

.'ji"'r'”ﬂ "ﬂ”u ;hé enc ]OSéd

G format1on w111 be

U ut]flhof10n will be removed
four c00p(xat1on in this project is

Sincerely .

Hubert D. Re1d Dean
3ccupat1onau/Techn1caI Educat1on

Paul Gould; Eooréwnator

{ndustriai Ccoperative Edu ~ 10



MACOMB COUNTY

COMMUNITY COLLEGE

May 175 977

7 _

' De -

~Your participation in a recent study the College conducted of

) Cooperative Education has been most helpful. By completing
the questionnaire,-you have assisted in providing us with
information that wili u’ltimaté]y help to better prepare
students. '

Thanl you for your cooperatien:
Sinceraly,

James 1. Blanzy A
Assistant Vice President
o Instruction

,



Appendix C

“our Year Colleges Attended by $tiudernt Respondents
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TABLE 35
Students Who Took Courses

At Four-Year Colleges

80

Co-op Students
N = 252

Non Co-op Students
. N.= 274

Number

54

78

Percent of Respondents

21:51%

28.46%

'i_m



Four-Year Colleges Attended
By Former Co-op Students

nange of No. . ,
tredit Hours Earnin N = 54 (21.51%)

o No. of_  least _Greatest B '
College Students No. Earned No. Earned Prograiis

1. Center for Creative ) N , L
Studies 2 70 -= Advertising Design
‘ Fine Artst

2. Eastern M1ch1qan

University 1 -- -- Mechanical Engineering
3. Ferris State 7 -- 15 Surveying
Industrial :Management
4; Lawrence :nstitute - i}
Technology 13 5 70 Architecture?
Computer Science
Construction Engineering
Electrical Engineering
Engineering ,
Industrial Maie :ment
Mechanical Engineering
: Uriversity 2 2 -- General Engineering
6. cersity of , o I
Arizona ] 62 -- Architecture
7. University of . : , o
Detroit ] - -- Accounting3

§. University cf , .
Michigan 2 -- -- Marketing
: Electsical Eno’eering®

9. Walsh College 2 6 89 Busiriess Administration
16. Wayne State B o o o
University 25 10 170 Art
o : Business Admwinistration
S . Civil Engineering '
- Total 51 Electrical Engineering
ST T Engineering

General Business_
Industrial Arts Educatlon

YEarned a B.F.A, : o Industrial Design

2farned a B. Arch. . U Tndustrial Management

3Ea-ed a B.B.S. Mecnanical Engineering
Q “Earned a B.S: Metallurgical Engineer1ng




Four-Year Colleges Attended By
Former Non C'o':'o'p' Students
~ Range of No: of o
- Credit Hours Earned N = 78 {28,46%)
o No. of . Least Greatest - S
College Students -No. Earned No. Earned ~ Progi=is
1: Center for Creative -
Studies 1 6 -- Fine Arts
2. Central Michigan , B
University 2 ' 16 -- Industrial Management
' : Management
3: Eastern Michigan | - . S
University’ 2 58 .70 Industrial Education
4,  Ferris State , L
: College ' ] -- -- Engineering
5. Kent State Univ: , o |
(bhio) ] 130 - -- Inter1or Design

6. Lawrence Institute . - o
of Technology 9 5 145 Archite ture

Computer Science
Construction Engineering
Electrical Engineering
Mechan1ca] Engiszering?

7. Michigan State : o o :
University -5 54 ‘ 100 Building €onstruction
Clothing & Textiles
Economice  ~
Mechanical Engineering
"~ Supervision
8. Oakland University 7 8 62 Engineering?
Graphic Art

Management!
Sociology

9. Sacreq Heart Seminary ? -- tantor
10. University cf Detroit 3 3 32 Architecture
: Bus iness
Engireering

2Earned a B.A. - | y:
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Four-Year ColTeges Attended By

Former Non Co-op Students (cont'd)

Range of No. of

Eredit Hours Earned 4N4!4184£2844§$£

. No. of  Least _Greatest * .
College Siudenis, No. Earned No. Earned Program
1. Un1ver§]§yfof , o -
Wisconsin 1 48 - Music
12. Walsh College 2 15 30 Business Administration

Management

'13. Wayne State - o , o ‘
University KL 7 200 E1v111qu1neet]gg

Electrical Eng1neer1ng
~_ General Studies _
(10) Industrial Education

Industrial En¢ineering!

Journalism _

Manufactur1ng Eng1neer1ng

Mechanical Engineering

14. Western Michigan . o I S
University 5 ' 28 80 Business Administration
Electrical Eng1neer1ng
‘Metallurgical Eng1neer1n92
Vocatnona] Education

International Institutions

Facihochsehule Koin ] — Automotive Technolegy
University of Waterloo A S
~Ontario, Canada 2 - -- Architecture _
Tota’ 78
Y.
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 Suggestions and Comments of Respondents
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INTRODUCTION

T Uists contained in this section were ifiosan frém.iafgéﬁ groups
of comiients received for each 1téﬁ; For ba?ﬁc¢é§ of this report, fﬁé
following criteria were followed in -selection of representative comments:

1. Comments using specific names of persons and programs were not
choseri, | | ,

_ . , /

Z. MWhere several comments indicate a similar theme; one -was chosen
as representative. |

3. A combination of favorable and unfavorable comments were selscted
for each iten.

Students who view a college program or person either with strong
positive feelings or with strong negative reactions -ie probably more -
likely to respond to an open-ended item asking fer « opinions

However; the validity of the comments shouls =i ho held sur act

sons giving them. The 1ists of opinions and Suggestions have been type
exacfig as written to preserve the essence of the student responses. No

corrections of spelling, punctuation, or éréﬁﬁér were made. ! is impera-
tive that the reader remain mindful of the above statements while reading

and evaluatinc the foilowing lists,
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Section 1

Suggest1ons For Program Changes From The

€ooperative Student Respondents

The following list is a representative sample of the comments made
by reépondents: |

1. I would have all students entering the technical fields, take some

» _— —_ —_—

sort of test prior to entry, to determine whether or not they will

make it on the job: A lot of students seem to be wast1ng their time

going towards a degree in a field they have no talent in.

2. . Something has to be done regard1ng the. prob]em of gett1ng advance
requ1red tech, courses Mine is not the only case where upon enter-

ing a program, it can't bhe finished bscause either the course isn't.

offered or it's cancelled because not enough sign up. 1 would suggest
a special mailing tu all those who have not finished a certificate or

associate degree, to ascertain exdctly why a student has not finished-
if there is st111 interest etc. Suggested format: our recent question-
naire. : ‘

o | o

3. IE would be very helpful if all of the courses needed to get the certi-

ticate were available to me. Esperially since I got the assurance from

a cnunselor before I enrolled in the program. Unfortunately the last
course that I needed to receive the certificate was nct available.

4. Introduce a 4 year program.

5, Improve lab werk with up to date equipment.

.6. Closer work1ngrbptween students and teachers with a gna] in mind in

reference to what the student needs.

1

7. The 1nstructor fade the course worthwh11e--outstanding instractors are

the basis for a strong program.
)

8. Some of the 1n$tructors I had were not knowledgeable enough in a prac-
tical sense. They were too much theory for a two year degree. I think

1nstructors shdu]d be chosen from the industry..

9. I think more pract1ca1 experiencé in the c1ass rooii wou]d be bene-

ficial and a‘so more working with tools and hand on experience.

10. Class wgfk;ﬁ@l]@ be closer to on the job problems; so the students
could see whatihe is going to hav to do on the job. °

1. [ would like tg see more actual problem solving incorpcrated into the
proqram, [ do not mean mathematicai models but actual hardware problems
to make tle student utilize his ability to transfer his know]edge from

brain to hands] This is very important asset to anyone go1nq into a

spec1a‘1zed f1e1d

i
12. Addition Of: Ca]cu]u;, <fvenqth of mater1a1s, stat1cs, h1story, a#t
coinpositions (lomprehen51ve Wiriting).

/,
;
(&) J i, , /

; ) \j . - /

i
1
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I think the proyram couls usc w~re attention in the arczs of sciences,

A more specific program; Touched down too litt'e on toc many subjects:

Dabbled. in everything and mastered nothing.

~
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Section 2

Non Co-op Student ReSpondents

Field trips.

More advanced information = E.G. Integrated circuits, transistors;
instructors should Show more concern over knowledge be1ng absorbed by
students in early semesters of program.

Update some drafting courses -- 1. Geometric tolerancing: 2: New
computer drafting courses.

‘Make the classroom, as close as possible to a real work situation.

More time spent on design; and preliminary drawings. Have a class
that emphas1zes accuracy and lettering of a drawing.

After leaving Oakland University to find afsghgo] offer1ng Coniriercial
Art, 1 found after checking into other area schools, Macomb had the
best program suited to my needs in the field of work I'wished to enter.:

I found its two year program had many advantages over a four year 1nst1-
tute.

Labs for technical classes were too "programmed". They provided very

little 1earn1ng experience.

my program.
Try to make assignménts more of on the job type of work.

More hands-on exper1ence with typ1ca1 raqu1pment be1ng 1nsta11ed in.

the field, both commercial and 1ndustr1a1

The program I took at MCCC was very good in most instances: 1 would -
change nothing: Most instructors.did an outstanting job. However;
the labs were very poor. We never had enough equipment and lot of

the equipment we did have was not in working order.

This program is in sad shape as far as equipment. (1aek of it)'ahd

instructors (lack of experience and knowledge):

Also you have soie instructors who know their field exce11ent1xl but
have a problem communicating. it to the students. These instructors _
are very few; in whele I believe your instrictors are the best I have

seen anywhere

I enjoyed most -of the classes, the educat1on 1 received was exce]]ent,
the teachers were excellent-and involved in their jobs:

Some of the n1ght (part=time) instructors were unprepared for teach1ng
a course. More teacher guidance when stiudents are working on an exper-

ment.

Sji.,’
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Instructors were nrot e ta1‘v qualified in their f1e1d of 1nstuct1on

From extremely exce!i»rb tr yoor. I suggest more response be made

from student subm’ttec cwtstar evaluation of instructors. Evaluation
reports seem to be Nh SIGJLF’ -d.

More pract1ca1 expe ie “n31er class s1ze, more of the manufacturing

management concept.:

The reason 1 left MCC. .as . -cause of the difficulty i”ékﬁéfiéﬁééafiﬁ
obtaining classes gearad tn 3 nijht time program. A two year school
should bé accessible tu day 7 '-time as well as part-time night.
Pr0v1de a four year techn"";» nrearam and more technical practical
experience:

Béifék communication with counselors.

o

95



Section 3 &
Comments Concerning Cooperative Job Placement
1. Therépjgp experience was the best thing that could have happened to
my career. :
2. Already worked for company before taking eo-op c1ass.
3. 1 learned about the so called " =al world" -- very political:
4. Adequate for learning, but poor r aconomic support/hours per day

ratio. Also poor for job advanc ».n-

5. It was a good to excellent 0pportun1ty to learn skill and alsc to be
productive on the job. Would like this experience gain:

6. I would as easily gotten my job by walking in off the street with no

experience. - -

Would rather have been placed in company more involved in the area I

was gaining instruction:

~I|
.

8. Allowed me to receive on the job tra1n1ng and learn those skiiis 1éckih§

and to find out those areas that I needed more work:

9. Although it didn't directly relate to my program at Macomb -~ the experi-
ence 1 received on the job was of great value to me.

16: 1 felt the job was a challenge with a good future. I would recommend the
Co-op program to anyone interested in making a future for him/her self.

11. When I was delegated my position I firmly believed the lack of negotiation

allowed the emp]oyer to take advantage of previous training.

12 Company shou]d-pay co-0p students better.
;/‘. o .
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Comments Concerning The Relevance Of The

Cooperative Job Placement And Eourses At M.C.C.C.

Hands=on experience was limited to minor detailing changes etc. - more

ﬁr;knowlédgé was gained from conversation with high-ups!

hey taught me the basics to get started in my field, and also showed

Most of my courses have helped me with my jobs at one time or another.
I, personally feel I learned more in (2) mos: on co-op than I did in
one full semester.

I didn't get a chance to learn anything. I was reduced to a filing
clerk. )

Not enough technical knowledge: No trouble shooting technique taught.
You were able to apply what you learned.

My co-op job provided a direct feedback to my course work and allowed
me to adjust my objectives more realistically.

My co-op experience was not directly related to my field or study at
all. However, some of my courses were useful, and overall the co-op
period entirely worthwhile.

Good preparation by the instructors at MCCC.

The man I'worked with was a bettér teacher than any I had at M.C.C.C.

because he had more. practical experience: ‘

1
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Section 5

Suggestions For Changes In The Cooperative Program G1ven

by Cooperative Student Respondents

Job Related

I wou]d try to make certain that all co- op students could get some
on-the-job experience at wh1chever company they were employed:

On the whole the set-up of the program was not bad and wou]dfbefhardff
to improve upon but 1f and when it is possible I feel that in the best
interest of the student, that the co-op job that he or she applies for
should be as closely matched to their tra1n1ng and field of interest

as possible;

If possible it might be more he]pfu1 to exp1ore more fu11y the abilities

of each student and the level of training necessary for each placement,
Example is that I knew of a -few persons placed in positions that were
not trained ful]y for and others over-trained that might have had a .
better experience elsewhere. -

Industry has not properly allowed or provided a "s]ot" for an individual.

with an associates in Technology. The degree helps to obtain the initial -

pos1t1on but the pay scales, potent1als, etc. are not necessarily broadened.
===0One is forced to compete with engineers who generally have a more
thorough, ana]yt1ca1 background. If the techn1ca] degree person wanted
disillusioned: ---I believe students should ask tnemse]ves whether they_
are going to be happy as a technician or if they intend to compete and

or expect to become an engineer: Students should understand the limita-
tions of a technition type position. ---:People envolved with. these

programs .at MCCC should be determined to not only "sell" the programs

to students and industry but "jnstruct" ¢the personal and department
management as to the details of the program and to what should or could
be expected from graduates. Most people do not know what the program is

or means: Personal associates this degree with Cert1f1cate or Trade School

programs.

Industirial Cooperat1ve Education Seminar Class ‘(ICL 250)

T

That elasses held on Thursday night should be more re]ated to the stu-

‘dent: Have architects, engineers,; and fiechanics, etc. come in, answer

quest1ons and comnun1cate ideas to the student.

Get more seminars (and student workshops) on -technology and social chanqe

(could be a way to work on some cooperat1on between the liberal arts and
occ. éd

[ feel separate class ’sé’s'si'o’hg should be held for the different fields

‘rather than putting them altogether:

The co-op program as far as job p]acement is concerned 15 very excellent;:

 but attending some of the required weekly classes proved -absolutely to be
useless. I feel -they should be cut out or at 1east be shortened:

14T . -
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General Statements

1:

Expéhd it] 1 feel this is the best way to obtain a technical degree.

a: Allews individual to experience lab/text book know]edgeable
on the job.
Gain working knowledge of. 1ndustry

Helps to finance education.

- Allows for a]terat1on of education 1f goa] changes

a0 ol
« o

Have the co]]ege coordinate with area industries as to their methods
and teach similar courses. Add management and computer course to all
areas of study to further everyones understand1ng of the present and

future operations of the business wor]d

I th1nk the program is extreme]y well organ1zed

Co-op is a great 1earn1ng exper1ence., Aryoné thinking of a tech field -

should look into co-op -- A way in which you will fully understand the

field you are attempting to make a career of.

More self-addressed questionnaires, such as this on "What I am doing".

o

-
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