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’ | COOPERATIVE EDUCATION ISSUES'

* bl . Introduction

J o

. i

hd f

A w&de-diversity exists among coopef!tive education

"directors in terms of their educ tionel and occupational
' T - \ g . ) .
. : backgrounds 2Stull, 1378). The rapid growth of cooperative

education programs has increased the number of new person-

-

nel and institutions involved in the cooperative education

.

process. The expansion of cooperative education programs

.

: coupled with the additions and diverSLSy of new personnel

" has contributed to the emergence of a variety of issues fac-
. . i
ing this field. The identification ®f these issues and per-,

o

ceptions of their importance by cooperative education per-

sonnel is a necessary step in future planning for effective

cooperative education programs. )
. — : \
1 : Need for the Study : i&f,

d —~
v . =3

] -

. A comprehensive review of the higher education coopera-

-
.

PR
)

tive education literature q?vealed that only one research

study has'been completed relating to the issues that those

'in cooperative education believe are of importance. That

- study, entitled "Histordcal Antecedents tq Contemporary
i!'. 1’ ) Issues in Cooperative Education in the Community c°lleges of
4
California" -(Peterson, 1975) provided a historical analysig
 J ) -

10

N

.
——
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L3 : . . N - . L3 .' * .
of cooperative education issues’ in California's comm?nity
.

colleges. Rhother} nonemperical ertiole‘(David, 1971),

offered opinions concerning the prospects and pitfalls fac- .

[P

ing higher education cooperative education. Howdkver, in the

.

‘ buSiness»and distributive education fields, numerous re-

J “ -

‘'search studies have been completed dealing With the identifi-

cation of issues.. Examples include " Hauna (19393, Hayden
(1950) , Brown (1958), Warmke (1966, Gratz (l9§}), Nye 419373,
Weatherfor& 11974), and Reece (1971). These'studieS'diq‘

not specifically identify issues in cooperative education. *

The apparent lack of research concerning the issues of

-

higher education cooperative education was confirmed in a

telephone interview with _Dr. James Wilson kl978), pro?essor

of Cooperative Education at Northeastern Unjversity. The

. growth in the number of personnei involved in cooperative

~educat on With their varied backgrounds, high turnover of

personnel in the/field, and expansion in number of progtﬁMsw

coupled with the lack of empirical evidence, substantilfte J

-
Y " -

. ‘/’ A
the need for this study. The identification, quantification,

) - . - , .
and analysis of issues facing higher education cooperativ’

education should assist in providing a focus and directiof to

cooperative education and contribute to the growing body ‘of

knowledge in this field.




‘Purposes ‘of the Study

This research study dealt with identification of the
r 4 [y .
critical issues facing cooperative education and the
' .-
detennination,of the umportanceof these issues, to co-

”~

operative education program directors and to their immediate

“

supervisors. The primary purposes of this study were :

l. To idehtify the critical issues facing higher .
education _cooperative education as perceived by
_ cooperative education directors.

2. To dztermine the relatjve importance of these
issués as: perceived by-cooperative education
directors and their immediate -supervisors.

[,

3. To determine if differences exist between

directors and their Supervisors i terms of their
A perceptions of the importance of 'these critical

issues. - .

4. To determine if differences exist between two- and
four-year college. directors in térms of the per-
ception of the importanqe‘of the critical issues. -

5. To dete&mine if differences exist between directors
among the six regions in the United States in .
their perception of the importance of the critical

issues . »
. ”

’ .
1

L4

Proggdureg

- 1

Research Questionnaire -
[ — e

-\ 2
\
A

-

To accomplish tﬁé purposes of this study, a separate

'research questionnaire was designed for use with each of

the two reférence groups. E . . a :

The first of these questionnaires (Appendix A) admin

-

tered to cooperative education directors was diVided into
. .

12 -

i
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.

two parts. Part A was constructed to
_ground of the cooperative educatlon di ector and- contained
. six items. These background guestions 1ncluded the direc- 3

' tors exact title years served in present posltlon, gender,

N [

47 age, type of 1nst1t

-

. '. director' s. immediate supervisor. ‘This. 1ast item was used tor"}..;(,

- -,
, S

,on, and thé name and. tJ.tle of the

: iden‘tify’ the»apprOpria \sampling frame for the\adminiaja-'

., tJ.on of the supervisbr' questio'nnaire
Part‘B was aeveloped, flrst by identifying the poten-

T (. ’ tial issues fac:.ng the field of cooperatlve education. The

a v

. 1dent1f1catlon a’nd'verJ.fJ.catJ.on of these isSues ocyn‘ed 1n

two phases. In ph’ one, an extensive review of gdooperative . "

educatlon ;lterature was madeJto identify those issues noted
‘ ~ by authors of article’sr in the last’'tgn Pears of the Journal

of Cooperatlve Education, books :Ln the field, United States Ve

-3

- .Off:L\e of ‘Educat:.on funded cooperat:.ve educat:.on project re-

- * .

ports, and relevant doctoral dissertations. In addltiom

telephone interviews were conducteﬁ with selected coopera-

.tJ.ve education directors at two-- and four-year 1nst1€1t19ns Y .

; throughout the United States w/J.th:Ln each of the six geo- " )
b graphic rng.ons represented ; . o

‘. In phase two, a panel_of expert judges (Appendix c)

v e

. was used to refine tl?e extensive "igsue 11’ developed in

a { ) 1

phase one. Addf‘!:.onal crltical issue statemepes were sought
. f] - - 4 .

“f;oﬁl the expert panel of j'udg_es. The judges: provided . T /

+ ~ .

-
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EE -
.

' ¢lggestions to'éLarify the issue statements, .and made .other
K suggestlons regardlng items in part.A and the overall under- Co-

standablllty of the questzonnalre. '

u

. After revisgon of the issue statements and ‘part A of
[ 8 M . . . .
the questionnaire, a Likert type scale was developed for the

. Y

refined list of 55 issue\ftatements. ;Thé scdle contained ‘
five response categorles using the follow1ng scale- 7
l =no lmportanqe, 2 = little importance, 3 = 1mporta£%,m

4 ='very important, 5 = critical. Respondents ‘were asked to

N select one-of:the f;ye categories which most accurately,re-
. flected their perceived importance of-the issue._ .: -
. ’ . A second qudstionnaire (Appendix.B) was‘designedffor -
! administration to the cooperative education director's im-
.'— ' mediate supervisor. . This questionnaire was.the same ,as

part B of the d1rectors questionpaire and was printéd on

R blue paper for ease of adminlstratlon, Thus both co-
operatlve education directors and their immediate‘ supervisors
were requested td respond :; their perception of the lmpor-
tance of each of the 55 issue statements. As a result, a

\\Vcomparlson\between cooperative education d1rectors and 1

their immediate supervisors was made pogsible.

) Subjects and Sampling Procedures .
| “ £l ‘ ~
Two reference groups were used to determlne the impor-

a

tance of the issues facing cooperatlve education~

Q ,l . 14
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> .
L 4
. .
[N . ’
.
.

: }
(1) Cooperative education directors, and (2) their immediate
supervisors. The subjects for this study were drawn from the
1016 institutions of higher &ducation identified invthe 1979
mailing list provided by the Research Center of Northeastern
Un%yersity. -This sampli1g frame consisted d§ 455 two-fear
and 561 four-year‘institutions of higher education identified
in this same listing. A 22 percent primarz and 10 percent _
alte{nate random sample was_ Simultaneously drawn from each of
the six regions‘ (Appepdix A) uslng a Burroughs B6700 com-
puter. The sémples were stratified by level AE nrogram -

(two=year and fqur-year) andsby geographical region to-ensure

proportionate epresentation. . - -

~ v C—

Each,ﬁi’ector identified in"the sampling frame was as-
signed a six-digi\\code number. The first digit (1-6) .iden-
n

tified the region\ The second digit (2 or 4)§déntified’ the

. - . ,
institution.by type (two- or foux-year). The first two |
digits were assigned by correlating the ingtitution's name

on the sampling frame with the information contained in the

The
remaining four digits (0006-1016) were assigned in order as
_they appeared in the sampling frame. Thus, the tbmputer was.
able to stratify'and randomly draw the primary and alternate
saméle based upon the assigned identification numbers.

The primary (22 percent) sample was carefully examined
for representativeness. Primary sample subjects were elimi-
nated fqu thé primary sample and_replaced with .a random

— L

A ©

. . B .
.
- 4 .
~ l
5 '
. R 5
. . . .




) 2. 1Institutions who were known to have discontinued
their cooperative education programs. . ) :
A total of 63 primary sample subjects were eliminated and
replaced from the secondary sample. . .
| Collection of the DatJ and Follow-up - ’
A mail questionnajire was used to collect the data for ' )

. . - |
. this study. To ensure\a maximum return of the questionnaire

a follow-up postcard aﬁd a second follos‘up letter and "/

questionnaire were sent to nonresp0ndents. Fl%illYo a .

v

" telephone call was ﬁade to all nonrespondents..

/.

. Statistical Analysis . I

Appropriate descriptive and ferential étetistical\
éLchniques were used in this study. By purpose these . :

techniques included:

[ .
. . Purpose * Statistical Techniques «

»o

. Descriptive statistics using frequency
{ distributions.

The 55 issue statements were reduced te five

factor scales via factor analysis and the in-

ternal consistency of the factor scales was -
calculated using Cronbach's Alpha.

3. T-test for.pman differences between director's
and supervisor's perceptions of the importance
of each of the five factor scales and eaqgh of
i , the 55 issue statements. The coefficient of ,
concordance was .applied to determine the extent
of agreement on the 55 issue statement mean
' rankings by directors and supervisors.

&'v
¢
Q ' a I
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Q%rectors

Table 1

Ay

!

&
T-test for mean differences between two- ahd
Jfour-year college director's perceptions of

1) ’

.the importance of each factor scale and each
issue. > .
One-way analysis of variance among director's
responses for the six geographical regions
in the United States on each fadtor scale and
each issue. L I

.

Statistical Techniques

Questionnaire Returns

-~

’

showsizhat of the 221 directors surveyed, 177

or 80.0 percent of the fespondents returnegd useable ques-

“tio

'irgs.

This represented an 81.3 percent return for

collegey.
s T ‘
Table 1. Returns of directors
' Number of directors Number of Percentage
Region . Surveyed : returns of returns

Four-year colleges * - ' .
and uni 1ti

universities

.

»

T 19 13 * 68.4
2 20 « 15 75.0
3 10 - 10 100.0
- 4 23 : 18 ' 78.3
5 42 . ~ 35, - 83.3
6 . 9 9 100.0
Subtotals 123 130 .
.t ( ‘
Two-year colleges . ,
1 12 10 - ' 83.3
2 14 ‘ .12 85.7
L0 8 | 7 87.5
4 22 17 _ 77.3
.5 25 18 ‘72,0 - '
6 17 13 76.5
Subtotals 98 77 .0
Totals 221 177 80.0




.
N

<

s
& ,
- - ‘ . o ‘

\ M

birectorts Sﬁpervisofs ;

* «Table 2 shows that of the 167 supervisbrs suriéyéd, 133
_or 79.6 percent returned useable questionnaires. This repre-
sented a ZS.S percent return‘’for four-year colleges and an '

84.2 percent return for two-year colleges.l

< i
a
Table 2. Returns of director's immediate sﬁpervisﬁfs‘
“Number of supervisors Number of  Percentage '
Region surveyed - returns of returns
\ C el ~ - !
Four-year colleges 4
§> and universities .. - ‘
‘ 1 13 T '8 . 61.5
2 14 ’ ToL 10 71.4
3 . 10 P 938\ 0 [
4 15 . 13 ' 86. . N
5 31 2 67.7
6 o 8 ' . 8 . - 100.0
Subtotals 91 ;5 ~ 715.8
R ' ‘Two-yeér colleges N .
| ¢ 3 . ] N .
A | 8 6 " 75.0 '
T 2 12 10 ’ 83.3
3 7 6 o 85.7
e 4 18" 12 66.7
5 L 18 18 100.0 ‘ .
- S ) 13 . 12 . < 92.3 )
. Subtotals 76 ) ' 64 84.2 .
, . S e . . X ) - ; .//) ’
Total 167 133 «79.6 | )
7 ' )
*
lThe reader will .note that theLN'of 167 supervisors is

less than 177 returned directors'’ questionnaires due to re-
ceiving 10 directors' questionnaires too late for the
supervisor '; mailing. )

]
e .

.
]
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°

Characteristics of the Directors in the Sample -

Part.A (ltems 1-6) of the questlonnalre was deslgned to

q‘bbtaln background lnformatlon on the respondlng dlrectors.

~Item one asked for the directors" exact title and responses
were used for a conflrmhtion of the status of the responQent.

-

Ttem six asked the name and title of the directors immediate
4, - - . A
supervisor; which was used for the supervtisors questionnaire.
maitling. For reporting purposes, iﬁformation'on items™2-5
is presestd—according te each item collected.

[y

::Lrs in Present Position '

Table 3 indicates how long co-op.directors have Been

%

’ ‘in their positionh. ' The results show 38.4 pércent of the

co-op directors have held their position from 1-3 years, -

/;{J_ whq%gs?? .1l percent have been in thelr present posltlon from

4-6‘years. The mean years-ln-posltlon (x = 2. 602) of all

respondents was between response category 2 (1-3 years) and
NN
3 (4-6 years). Overall, tHere -appeared to be a broad dis-

.tribution’ of years-in-position with 83.respondents indicat-

ing four or more yeers in position as.co-op director.

L.

-




~ ll d
‘. . Ed LT} ' - ) —
) ' Table 3. Years-in-position as co-op director N
] . - , Relative Adjusted Cum,
.Absdlute Frequency Frequency Freq,
. . Codd - Frequency (PCT) . (PCT) (PCT)
\ ' ” s
‘Less than
) " . one year 1. , 26 14.7 - 14.8 - 14.8
e | 1-3years 2. 68 - 38.4 /38.6 53.4
i 4-6 years. . 3. 48 . 27.1 27.3 80.7
7-9 years 4. ‘s 10.2 10.2 90.9
¢ 10 years ‘ ‘ ..
or more ' §. ° 16 * 9.0 9.1 100.0 '
Lo, 1 0.6 missing  100.0
L, © Total .M 100.0 100.0
. — ' 7 .-
f’ ' .
.- Directors Gender N
5 The(ﬁajority (74.6+.percent) of two- and‘four-year
14 - FY .
. -directorg were mqle; 25.4 peréent were female. Table:»4
. shows\the'digtribution of éendér of cooperative education .
. ’ . A , .
director respopdents. . ) - !:§~ !
’ : ~ - , pq) - i . . .. )
Table 4. Gender of co-dp directors C
' - X .
! Relative Adjusted  Cum.
‘ ) Absolute - Frequency Frequency Freq.
Gender Code Frequency (PCT . (PCT (PCT)
Pemale Ad. 45 25.4 25.4 s 25.4
. ', 3 . .
Male T2, 132 . 74.6 : 74.6 -100.0
: ' ___ Total ’ 177 100.0  ° 100.0
.t - . v ' °

’ 20 &




birectors Age ~,

-

groups of 33-39 years

was 40-46 years of age.

v

and 40-46 years.

<+

—Each group repre-

Table S'reveals a bi-modal frequencyvgroupfng of age

'sents!§3 7 percent of the respondents The mean age. gro/p_

v 12

100.0 .

. Table 5./ Age of coyop director.
-~
. Relative  Adjusted Cum. ]
Age of Absolute Frequency Frequency Freq.
Directgr Code Frequency (PCT) ~_(PCT) (PGT) /
. ) .
25 or under, 1, 2 -, 1.1 fe— 1.1 1.1
26-32 2. Jo1401 08 14.4 15.5
33-39 . 3. 42 . 23.7 24.1° . 39.7
40-46 4, 42 23.7 — —24.1 - 63.8
47-53 ) 5. 3¢ 19.2 19.5 83.3
54-60 6. . 14 ) 7.0 8.0 91.4
60 or, above 7. . 15, 8.5 8.6 100.0
0 3 1.7 missing 100.0
Totdl 177; 100.0

i sample

VoL

.
+

iype of Institution

! Table 6 shows the

dis

two- and. four-year institut ons‘from which<the co-op

‘two-year public college representing 4

to this'item, checked ’ the’"other

- directors responded. ‘The predominant typ

%;

A 1otal of six, or 3.4 percent, who did nag respond
’ \

3

21

3

category.

£ college was the

ercent of theé




Table 6. Type of institution

Relative Adjusted . Cunm.
Absolute Frequency Frequency Freq. .

. Code Frequency ,(PCT) (pCt) (PCT)
L4 .
two-year
public . i “
A " college 1. 74 41.8 . 41.8 41.8 /
' two-year - \ )
private ) ) .
college 2. . T4, 2.3 2 2.3 44.1
four-year '
public
: college. © 3. 56 *3l.6 31.6 | 15.7
‘ gour-year .
private . ’ ’
college 4. 37 20.9 20.9 96.6,
7, , Oother ~ . 5. 6 - 3.4 3.4 100.0
& . s » -
ve—... -Total 177 100.0 . //;100.0
) . ) ' . B ) -
te ‘ . ’l
Findings of the Study
‘ Purpose 1l: To ldentify the critical issues faéing higher

»

education coqpefééive education as perceived by coopera-

B ~
tive education diregtorms. ,
Part B (Issue Statemenéé) of the questionnaire was ‘
’ idﬁnﬁiﬁied by the following process: " . TN

\4 .

-1l. An extensivp literature review was conducted to
wggentify thé major issues referged to by authori-
tles in the field. The Journal of Cooperative s v
Education was reviewed from the issue o% November .

volume 7 number 1, through the_fssue of

L : Spring 1979 vo 15 humber 3. Books on coopera-

tive education/ were reviewed including - Handbook
- - of Cooperative Education, by Ksiqf. Knowles -and

-

1 ‘

- ' 22 g
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;- ‘
Associates, 1971; Cooperative Education, by Ronald

' W. Stadt and Bill G. Gooch, 1977; Cooperative
Education in Compunity Colleges, by Barry Heerman,"
- 1973. Unit States Office¥of Education funded co-

operative education project reports were also

. reviewed,’ .
. iewed,
2. Telephone interviews were conducted with twenty
selected leaders in the field of cooperative
. ~\\\\ education to identify.current issues as perceived

by these leaders.

phone interviews, 71 potential issues were identi~
fied. . These potential issues were submitted to
an expeyt panel for .critical review.

<' - §TL~As‘a result.of ihe literature reviews and tele-

[ 4. A questionnaire was developed which included 55
. issues in cooperative education. The 55 issue
statements reflect a synthesis of the critical
revsews by the expert panel. . .
The gquestionnaire was adhiniste:ed to the random sample
of cooperative education directors who provided the infotma-

\ tion necessary to address this pu;bosé. Respondents were

-
.

-(K requested to indicate fhe importance of each of the 55
is;ués. The éa?ihg scale for éaéh issue contained f;ve.re-
sponse categories (1) No_Importancé, (2) Little Importance,

://‘~$ (3),Importaq?, (4) Yeéy Important, and (5{ Cgitical. Thus,

. it was possible to determine the arithmetic mean of impor-
‘tance for each issue statement for Ehe responding directors*

as a group. \

for 5éscriptivg purposes, these means were ranked from

1 through-55 with a ranking of 1 assigned to the ‘issue with

. N

the‘greatest amount of -importance and 55 to the issue with
'‘the least amount of# Importance. * ?
. ' | [ . '

\

h]

\

‘r




~
Ve

L]
v

Findings for the director's responses to the 55 issue

statements are presented in tabulai form below. Table 7

gives the issue statement number in’Part B of the question-
naite, rank and mean for 55 issug¢ statements as reporii?

" by directars.

(Y]

B N

Table 7. Issue statement rank, .issue statement, and mean
for 55 issue statements as reported by’ directors

Statement . '
Rank Number ' Issue Statement _a Mean
1l 13 The best technlques of developing

. institutional commitment in terms -
N of administrative, faculty, staff, S
and financial support v 4.200

-2 %2 The €xtent to which cooperatlve
' education is acceptéd as a valid «
mode of study, on par with aca-
ngic study , 4.120.

-3 30 Determining the proper amount of
! structure which should be built
into students' co-op experience
.”in order to insure that they have
meaningful learnlné experiences : 4.046

4 12 Malntalnlng the quality of cooper- \
“\- ative education work assignments
with an increasing number of insti-
tutions and students participating 4.011

5.5 28 " The @desirability of offering aca-
demic credit for students' coop-
erative education experiences 4.006

575 48 :’Leloping cooperative education
rograms which can become cost-
effective in the financial gtruc- .
‘,‘*thre of the institution 47006

24
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Table 7. Continued

Statement

Rank Number

‘ z
Issue Statement - Mean

g

-

10

11

-

12

13

14

15

44

The best techniques of interna;-
izing and integrating cooperative

* education into the philosophies

38

39

31

19 ¢

49

and ‘curriculums of institutiong

of higher education 3.949
The responsibility of the college

or university in preparing the co=sop )
student for his or her initial co- ‘

‘operative education assignment 3.886 —=

3

" If academic credit is offered,

determining the proper amount* to be
granted and the basis for, assigning -
this credit ’ 3.874

" The extent to whick’ the philosophy é_

of cooperative education integrates
or conflicts with other educational
philosophies of the institutian - 3.839

1f agademic credit is granted for '

cooperative education, whether this
credit should be used toward gradua-
tion, or as an add-on to the gradua-
tion requirements 7d ’ 3.771
If faculty are involved, whether theffr

load determination should be ‘calculated
ag_part of their regular load or as an

overload, or on some other basis 3.759

The best system of distributing

federal funds so as to have the most
meaningful impact on the develop
of cooperative education progr

The impact of federal (Title VIII) a -
funding in terms of the develdpment

and meaningful growth of coope )
education programs - 3.744

The level in the institﬁtional admin-

istrative hierarchy where the person
responsible for co-op should report 3.737

25

~~




v

Table 7.

" Continued

Statement

N Rank Number

Issue Statement

16

8

The’inclusion of the cooperative

education professional-staff in:
the faculty ranking, teﬁhrem and - .
promotlon.system . - 'BjWZG

The best techniques of improving =

the quality of individuals re- -

sponsible for managing .,coopera> -
tive educatlon programs 3.699

The extent to whlch the high turn-over

g: cooperative education personnel -
s impact on the success of coopera- .

tive education programs 3.676

4

The extent to which cooperative
education is a viable instructional
strateyy for udge in liberal arts and
other nontechnical programs

The extent to which there is clarity
of role definition among dlrectors,
coordinators, .and faculty in coopera-
tive education programs

The extent to whigh the alternating’ .
co~op calendar affects curriéular
design and cours% scheduling

The extent to which the degree of
co-op calendar affects curricular
design and course scheduling

The location of the cooperative
education office in the lnstltutlonal

.organizational structure. (Academi

affairs/student personnel services) 3,611

The tremnd towards the'merger of coop-
erative education and placement ser-
vices in colleges and universities 3.609

The role played by cooperative educa-
tion in ®ervin e needs of the

'socially and eCOnomlcally disadvantaged
_ student ‘ 3.560
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. TaBley 7. Cor@inued - . . . |
’ ‘Statement _ I
Rank Number N Issue Statement Mean

-”

© 26.5 24 -The extgnt to which cooperative edu-
’ . cation can serve the-"older" and .
. "second-degree" students who are ex-
. pected to comprise an increasingly
\\ larger percentage of thewcollege ’
" population - 3.506

26.5 45 . The use of FTE's (full-time equiva-
lent students) as an internal fund-

ing source for cooperative education 3.506

28

1 The extent to which regular faculty .
members with assigmments in teaching 4
and/or research can.be effective serv- -
L o " " ing as coordinators in the cooperative
4 education program 3.491

» 29 " 43 ~The desirability of having more finan- N
’ . ~ cial supbort from the federal level - a

&

‘in cooperative education , '3.489 4

30 11 . The impact of state and federal em-

* ployment regulations on the develop-
. . . , ment and impl ta of cooperative
. education programs ‘ 3.477

31 -2 The current proposal eyaluation pro-
cess followed by the United States
, Of¥ice of Education whi‘ch allows out-
side readers to make the major funding
A decisions ) 3.455

32 10 The best methods of coordination, and
. ' - the frequency of employer visitations ~
necessary for a "long distance" co- ,
operative education program 3.412

33.5 17 The problems associated with the trans-
- ferability of cooperative education
credit from the two-year college level
. to the four-year college or university .
S - . level R 3.406 .

P
" ‘ 33.5 34 °. The desirability of the college work
’ study program and the cooperative edu-
cation activity operating more. closely
together in the,future™ . 3.406

-

4
Y

\

ERICT. AN 27



v
‘Table 7. Continued e

' Statement - ’ ) . N

. Rank Number Issue Statement Mean
9 The quantity and quality of research
- in the field of cooperative education 3.366
21 The extent to which thé cooperative
education pffice should be responsible /

for the ority of the student place=-

ments in e cooperative education pro-
gram. (Stjdent developed versus

. o co-op office developed positions) 3.358

37 26 The extent to which cooperative edu-
- cation should be limited to those stu- .. , .
dents who have definitive career plans
) or open to all regardless of their
- ’ status in the career development
process ' 3.345 _

38 42 If faculty are actively involved in {
Y the coordination phase of the program,
whether the cost of program operation
. is prohibitive to this involvement - 3.335

39 47 JHe five year limitation to Title
- VIII USOE funding for cooperative ~
education programs 3.297
B T - . a
40 32 * The extent to which the federally
» funded co-op training centers are
, responsive to the needs of new per-
, sonfel moving into cooperative edu-
el ’ cation L 3.291 (—

41 46 The quality of leadership:provided . )
by the United States Office of" )
Education - * 3.276

42 51 The use by the USOE (United States ' '
Office of Education) of weighted cri-

' ' teria in the proposal process to Yy
determine who receives Title VIII

funding 3.265

| 43 16 The desirability of defining coopera-
} tive education to include experiential
education, intexnship programs, field
. education, etc. 3.246

28




Table 7.° Continued

Statement .
Rank Number - Isgsue Statement

44 25 . The relationship which should exist
, between cooperative programs oper- -
[ v ated at the secondary school, com-
" e munity cdllege/technical college,
and foup-year college levels

The ent to which non-paid volun-
teer work experiences should be con-
sidered as part of cooperative edu-
cation

The extent to which-the federally
funded co-op training ¢ ers are °
responsive to the needse‘ experi-
enced personnel in the field

‘The role played by cooperative edu-
<cation in serving the needs of the
physically handicapped studgnt

The desirability of training and

certifying selected individuals who

would be available to evaluate co-
operative education programs . t 3.126

The role played by the Mational Com-

mission for Cooperative Education in,
terms of national leadership foraco- .
operative educatlon *> } 3.121

The role played by the €EA (Coopera-

tive Education Association) as one of . -
the national professional organizations

for cooperative education personnel 3. 115

The type of co-op galendars followed

(i.e. alternating, extended day, field
experience, parallel) by colleges and X
universities A 3.040




3

. . Q ,ﬁ'

- . Table-7. Continued i

21

F Statement
Rank Number Issue Statement Mean
52 ° 41 . The extent to which federal fund-
) ing (Title VIII) should move to
. _ . . the large urban based institution 3.000
53 14 The desirability of ‘establishing

national standards for the account- .
ability of cooperative education

programs 7 2.943

~ -~ e . ’

54 20 The extent to which cooperhtive edu-
cation is a viable instructional
methodology(for use in graduate pro-
grams o 2.918

55 50 The desirability of institutions
of higher education responding to the ”
increased need for qualified co- .
operative education personnel by es-
tablishing bachelors' and graduate
programs in cooperative education 2.787

e N )

™~
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Purpose~2: To determine éhe relative importance of these \\\

.issues as perceived by cooperative education directors and ,

. i

their supervisors. : : . S

. ~,

The questionnaire completed by the two refer:hce groups -

(co-op directors and supervisors) conéaingdrss issue state-

¢

ments related to cooperative education. Both respondent

grqup§‘were requested to respond to each of the 55 issue |

~

statements on the qgestionnaire; Findings for both directors
' and their supervisors are shown together in Table 8. This
Table gives the complete issue statement, it's number from

\J

the questionnaire, means, standard deviations, and rank-order

¢

of the means for the 55 issue statements. ’.

R
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Table 8.

23

Means, standard deviations, and rank by reference

4

gréup of 55 issue statements

Group and

Issue ¢ - S ‘ o _ (l
[

Statements

Mean SD - Rank

Statement

<

) . . D
l: The extent to which regular faculty members

with assignments in teaching and/or research
can be effective serving as coordinators in
the cooperative education program

Directors 3.491 1.061 28
Supervisors ) 3.689 0.?97 Jl2.
Stateﬁent 2: The current proposal evaluation process fol-

lowed by the United States Office of Eduga-
. tion which allows outside readers to make the
major funding decisions.

Directors 3.455 31
Supervisors 3.458 -23/’""
Stqtement 3: The trend towatrds th perger 2f cooperative &

education and plac t se
and universities.

)

3.609 ©1.079 24

Directors

Supervigors 3.598 - 0.980 21 .
N

Statement 4: The'extent to which the degree of co-op pro-

gram centralization or decentralization im-
pacts on the development of viable coopera-
tive education programs.

Directors 3.645 1.052 022
Supervisors 3.438 1.148 30
! >
) N & \
.; -
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Table 8. . Continued. ‘ ) - -

' [ 2
Group and _
Issue .
Statdments Mean Sék Rank

Statement 5: The extent to which the philosophy of coopera-
' tive education integrates or conflicts with
other educational philosophies of the institu-

tion.' )
Directors . 3.839 g 1.990 10
Supervisors 3.985 1.004 6 -
Statement 6: The role played by cooperative education in
serving the needs of the physically icapped
‘student. '
Directors ' 3.166 1.023
Supervisors 3.265 0.924 38

~N * + .
Statement 7: The responsibility of the college or university
in preparing the co-op student for his or her
. 'initial cooperative education assignment.

Directors 3.886 0.823 ' 8 ‘
Supervisors 4.045 0.837 , 3

>

-Statement 8: The inclusion of the'cooperative education
professional staff in the ‘faculty ranking, !
tenure, and promotion system,

" Directors : 3.726 : 1.096 16
Supervisors 3.285 1.228 37

Statement 9: The quantity and qualitj of research in the——— |
field of cooperative education.

Directors © 3,366 0.930 35
! ) Supervisors , 3.189 » 0.942 - 40
i . “)
Statement 10: The best methods of coordination, and the fre-
quency of employer visitatiorf@ necessary for
a "long distance” cooperative education pro-

[y

gram. » . . /
Directors 3.412 1.047 32
Supervisors 3.500 0.895 25
' -
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Table 8. Continued N
Group and .
Issue . :
-Statements Mean CPs) * Rank

Statement 11:

Directors )
Supervisors

Statement 12:

.Directors
Superv1sors
1]

Statement 13:

Directors
Supervisors

Statement 44:

The impact of stat and federal employment

regulations on t development and implemen-
tation of cooperative education programs.

' - ° e

-

30
20

-,

3.477
3.603

0.948
1.035

Maintaining 'the .quality of cooperative educa- !
tion work assignments with an increasing

number of institutions and students partici-

pating. .

916 b
820 —— -

4.011
4.038

0.
0.

4
4

The best techniques of developing institu-
tional commitment in terms of administrative, -
faculty, staff, and financial support.

.4.200
4. 046

0.830
0.812

1
- 2

The desirabillty of establishing national

' . standards for the accountability of coopera-
. five education programs. '

2.943
2.692

1.030 53
1.136. 54

Statement 15 The role played by coopefative education ,
. serving the needs of the socially and eco-
nomically disadvantaged student.

. Directors
. Supervisors

o

0.962
0.945

25
18

Directors
Supervisors

1.279
1.193

43
34

Directors
Supervisors

PR ..
b

34




Table 8., Continued -

g
Group and -« . -,
Issue - : — o - L e

Statements Mean . SD ) . Rank

;.

Statement 17: The ?£>b1ems associated with the transfer-
i ability oft cooperative education credit from
the two-year college level to the four-year

college or university level.

iy

Directors® . 3.406 -~ 1.155 33.5
Supervisors : . " 3.515 1.051 23

Statement 18: The extent to which cooperative education is
a viaBPle instructional strategy for use in ‘
"3, liberal arts and other nontechnical programs.

" Directors . ) - 3.672 ' 0.969 © 19 .
Supervisors - 3.638 1.012 l6

Statement 19: The' impact of federal :(Title VIII) funding in™
terms of the developmeht and meaningful growth
of cooperative education programs.,

rd . s

Directors - ~———— 3.744 1.100 T 14
Supervisors 3.615 1.116 19

Statement 20: T?é/;;tent to which cooperative education is ‘a
viable iné%rdbtiona; methodology for use in

graduate programs. .
Directors . 2.918 - 1.079 : 54
Supervisors 2.890 1.190 = 36

Statement 21: The extent to which the cooperative education

office should Be responsible for the majority
of the student placements in the cooperative
education program. (Student-developeq versus

co-op office developed po§itions.$ -

Directors 3.358 T 1.022 “36
- Supervisors 3.462 * 0.925 - 28

Statement 22: The extent to which the high turneove; of
] cooperative education personnel has impact on
. the success of cooperative education programs.

-

Directors : 3.676 - 1.089 18
Superz};ors . 3.477 0.958 ’ 27,

~

~

S/
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Table 8. Continued ’ R ’
Group \and ’
Issue . -
Statements Mean » ' SD Rank

Statement 23: The desirability of training and ¢ .
selected individuals who would be av
to evayuate cooperative. education prog?

‘Directors 3.126 " 1.079 ig/
Supervisors ' 3.171 ¢ 0.953 42 .

Statement 24: The extent to which cooperative education can
serve the "older" and "second-degree” students
who are expected to comprise an increasingly
larger percentage of the college population.

\ 7
Directdbrs - - 3.506 . 1.035 26.5
Supervisors 3.531 - 0.942 . 22

Statement 25: The relationship which should exist between

- . cooperative programs o ated at the secondary
school, community collegé€/technical college,
and four-year college levels. o

Directors _ . 3.223 - 1.089 - 44
Supervisors 3.238 © 1.040 39

Statement 26: The extent to which cooperative education

‘ should be limited to those students who have
definitive career plans or open to all regard-
less of their status in the career development

process. . :
‘Directars \\ 3.345 1.103 =, 37
Supervisors ‘ 3.102 ‘/1.149 47

Statement 27: The location of the cooperative educatidn
office in the institutional organizational
structurd. (Academic affairs/student N

1 personnel “i“ - _
‘ Directors .3, 1.139 23
.Suporvis?f:/ 3.392 1:117 33

Statement 28: The desirability of offering academic credit
for students' cooperative education experi-
ences. ‘

~ Dirc;%ors . " 4.006 1.026 5.5

Supervisors . 3.892 . 1.058 8 -
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Table 8. Continued . -
droup and .
Isgue , ! .
Statements Mean SD Rank -

Statement 29:

Directors
Supegfvisors

Statement 30:

Directors
Supervisors

Statement 31:

)

—

Directors
Supervisors

Statement 32:

Directors
Sypervisors

Statement 33:

Directors
Supervisors

Statement 34:

Directors
Supervisors

»

If academic credit is offereg§, determining

the proper amount to be granted and the
basis for assigning this credit.

s

3.874 0.922 9
4.000 0.835 5

which should be built into studepts' co-op

Detepmining the proper amount :;?Ptructure
at they have *

experience in order to insure
meaningful learning experiences.

., 4.046 0.712 3
3.962 0.811 7

L3

1 4

The best system of distributing fedQFal funds
86 as to have the most meaningful impact on
the development of cooperative education pro-

‘grams. . ) /)

3.751 ~1.085 13
3.636 1.068 17

The extent to which tﬁe federally funded co-op
training centers are responsive to the needs of
new personnel moving into cooperative education.

3.291 1.069 40
| 3.180 1.023 41

The extent to which the federally funded co-
op training.centers are responsive to the
needs of experienced personrnel in the field. -

3198 S 1.112 Y
3.039 1.011 49

The desirability of the college work study pro-
gram and the cooperative education activity ¢
operating more closely together in the future.

~ . . .
3.406 1.165 . 33.5

o 3,435\\\\ . 1.145 35

g .

37 3
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Table 8. Continued ' .
Group and \ ‘
Issue . -
Statements Mean *SD " Rank

r

Statemgnt 35:

Directors
Supervisors

Statement 36:

birectors
Supervisors

Statement 37:

Directors
Supervisors

Statement 38:

Directors
Supervisors

Statement 39:

AN
Directors
Supervisors

« Statement 40:

‘?

Directors
Supervisors

The role played by the CEA (Cooperative Edu-
cation Association) as one of the national
professional organizations for cooperative
education personnel. .

3.116
2.906

1.069
1l.023

50
51

The type of co-op calendars followed (i.e.
alternating, extended day, field experience,
parallel) by colleges and universities.

51 -
44

3.040
3.114

1.039
1.039

The best techniques of improving the quality
of individuals responsible for managing co-
operative education programs. .

0.808
0-820

3.699
3.669

17
. 13.5

If academic credit is._granted for cooperative
education, whether this credit should be used
toward graduation, or as an add-on to the
graduation requirements. : : ~

S 317 1.101 1
1 3-620 1.058 15 S

If faculi:y ire ingolved, whether their load -
determinatiop should be calculated as part of
their regular load or as an overload, or on

some other basis. - : \
_ 3.759 0.979- 12 !
3.763 1.066

11
The role played by the National Commission for“r

‘Cooperative Education in terms of national

leadership for cooperative education.

3.121

1.119 ot
2.832

'1.046

49
53

38
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Table 8. Continued

Group and .
Issue . .
Statements Mean SD Rank

»

Statement 41: The extent .to which federal funding (Tltle ,///’/
VIII) uld move to the large yrban.based

3.000 .1.323 - 52
3.153 1.344 . 43

Dif&qxors
Supervisors

sﬁatement 42; If faculty are actively involved in the co-

ordination phase of the prograp, whether .the
‘cost of, program operation is ;Eghlbltlve to
thls involvement.

L

: /7 }
Directors o 3.335 ©.0.935 38
Supervisors ».3.408 - 1.009 . - - 32

Statement 43: The desirability of having more flnanclal sug//’// )

port from the .federal level in cooperative
education. ‘

Directors 3.489 1.186 ~ 29
Supervisors 3.508 1.150 24

integrating cgoperative education into the
philosophies/and curriculums of lnstltutlons
of higher education. . ’

Statement 44: The best tecjzgﬁhes of interpalizing and

Directors 3.949% 0.866 7

Supervisors 3.868 ©0.990 9

Statement 45: The use of FTE's (full-time equivalent stu-
dents) as an internal funding gource .for co-
operative education.

Directors 3.406 . 1.137 . T 53
Supervisors 3.413 1.208 .. _ 31

Statement 46: The quality of leadership provided by the
United States Office of Education. '

Directors 3.276 1.175 ; 41
Supervisors . 2,977 1.229 X 50
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\ Table 8. Continued .
‘ Group and ) .
Issue .
Stateménts Mean SD . Rank

Statement 47: The five year limitation to Title VIII USOE :
funding for cooperative education programs.

- Directors 3.297 1,238 39
Supervisors 3.109 1.335\\ ' 46
- : A
Statement 48: Developing cooperative education programs
/- which.can become cost-effective in the finan-
cial structure of the institution.
Directors . 4.006 - 0.932 5.5
Supervisors 4.076 0:.847 . 1
State;;;;\ZB?\Thé‘level in the institutional administrative .
T s hierarchy where the person responsible for .
Cco-0p should report. D
Directors 3,737 0.994 15
Supervisors 3.496 1.033 | 26
. = .
‘Statement 50: The desirability of institutions of higher
X education~responding fto the increased need —
~ for qualified cooperative education personnel
by establishing bachelors' and graduate pro-
‘ grams in cooperative education. . ]
- L
irectors 2. ;87 " 1.1125 5555 .
‘Supervisors 2.595 1.101 .
vy T~—
Statement 51: The use by the USOE (United St Office of
Education) of weighted criteria }n'the pro-
: posal process to determine who receives Title .
3 = VIII funding. ‘
- —
Directors . 3.265 1.112 42 ,
Supervisors 3.110 1.063 45
Statement 52: The extent to which cooperative education is. F

accepted as a valid mode of study, on par ¢
with academic study. “

7 .
“  Directorg - 4.120 0.930 2
Supervisors . , 3.845 1.027 10

-




Table §. Continued ' \
Group ‘and T - \7

Issue \____/ . .

¥ Statements ~ Mean SD ___Rank

~ Statement 33:° The extent to which non-paid volunteer work
. = experiences should be considered as part of™
o . cooperative education. - '

- ‘ v ’
Directors . 3.6 T 1203 T T 3.5
Supervisors T 3.085 - l.121 48

Statement S54: The oxiigt to which the éltomating co-op
<. . calendar—affects curricular design and
’ course .scheduling. - -

Directors” - 3,659 .. 1.048 "2l
Supervisors = ' 3.313 1.177, 36

Statement 55: The &xtent to which there is clarity of role
- definition among directors, coordinators; and
‘fac®}ty, in cooperative education programs.
.9 - .

‘Direcgprs 3.663 1.020 “ 20
. Suilori 3,669 : 0.999 13.5

.

“«
. .
o
2 B : '

R

~

~

[
B

It is noteworthy amon,q'di:octor.- that of.‘the :55 issue
léa'tmntl, that only' three (numbers 14, 20, and 50) were
evaluafed by directors as 'fal.l.i.ng below ;a mn_n.score of
3 (mportant). .. . . .




Statenment ,

The desirability of establishing
national standards for the account-
ability of cooperative education

The extent to which comparative
education is a viable instructional
inethodology for use in graduate
programs ‘

_/The desifability of institutions of
htgg. @ducation responding to the
ingteased need for qualified coop-
erative education personnel by
establishing bachelors' :gg raduate -~
programs in cooperative education 2.787

Thi,icmain;dq S2 issue statements (95 pcrccﬁt) were
ra;cd by directors as highcr than the response c;thory of
-3 (important) .
- A similar pattern existed for the dircqporl' supervisors

_ with six issue statements (numbers 14, 20, 35, §0, 46, and

50)'hiving'oqnia11 means which fell below 3 (important).

; T

Statement

‘The -desirability of establishing
national standards for the account-
ability of cooperative education

Tha extent to which comparative
education is a viable instructional
. methodology for use in graduate —
‘J//_\\froqrams

/




Statement
Number

Statement

35

40

46

50

evaluated by the directors' iupervisors as exceeding impor-

Examination of

\

The role played by the CEA
—{Cooperative Education Association)
as one of the national professional
organizations for cooperative educa-
tion personnel

The role played by the National,
Commission for Cooperative Educa-
tion in terms of national leader-
ship for cooporative education

The quality of ‘leadership provideq -
by the United States Office of
Education

The desirability of institutions of
higher education responding to the
increased need for qualified coopera-

’iéq‘ education personnel by establish- .

bachelors' and graduate programs
in cooperative education ‘e

The remaining 49 issue statements'(89 percent) were

tant with a meaﬂ ros::;se of 3 (important) or higher.

&

data revealed a relatively large

34
»
& .
- ma‘q - .
.'
N
2,906 -
2.832 ° )
2.97'7r Q‘ ’ E
2,593 .
‘t:’;;,
%
oM
e
- (' ,¥v
2

™ standard deviation for responses wéth a rangé from a low%pf-

.712 to a high of 1.344. The researcher examined the issue

. statements which revealed similarities in brgad categories L )

to which groups of issues appeared affiliated.
was asked if the. co-op directors and their suporvisors'in“

the sample generally agreed upon certain issues éhat were re-

The question

FA ]

. lated and what degree of reliabiiity existed in the resporises

to the golatod issue statements?




S

s * '

Factor Analysis and Test .
of R‘II:EIIitx . N b

v

. .
An exploratory factor analysis was performed on the .

.

reaponies to the issue statements bj co-op directors and

supcrvisors as‘a single responding group. Together, the

+

n =177 of co-op directors, and n = 133 of supervisors, con-
4

stituted an n = 310 which was sufficiefitly large to complete

a factor ‘apalysis on the responses to the 55 issue state-

. ments. The purpose of this statistical technique was to

N

search for underlying commonalities in the issue stateﬁents,
dcvelop factor scales based on these commonalities, and test

to see if there were significant differences oh these fad®tor.

[ .4 -
scales as a function of differences in either school type or

region and nature of the respondent. , e

’

Factor analylis was performed usinq~a Burroughs B6800
computer and the Statistical Package for Social Sciences

(SPSS) release 8, statistical program.
* v

procedure was ae;cctcd to maximize the variance of the -

The Varigax rotation
squared loadings for each column. Principal facForing with;
6u: iteration IPAl) was selected because thcré were no
allumptiqnl made about the general otructurc of the variables.
.Mil&ing data waa not replaced by the variable mean for
computation of factor scores. rtctors with eigen values of.
1.0 or greater were rctaincd for intarprctation anq analysis.
To aid in the intcrprctation of the data, the raw°factor

loading patterns wnrc ‘orthogonally rotated (varimax procodure)

Itenms vhich cross loaded on two or more factors were difficult

~ . N .
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to interpret. Therefore if an item had a factor loading of

>|.3| on two or more factors the issue statement was deleted. -
However, if the issue staténent loaded considerably higher

"~ on one factor and had a minimal loading of >|.5|.on the

factor, the issue statement was retained to assure that no
issue would be removed that may contribute to an understand-
ing.of the dimensionality sought through the factor analysis
procedure, The process was then repeated for a total of six
1teratiods of the factor analysis procedure. ~ - N

| On the sixth and final iteration’ factor apalysis was

performed to confirm the stablllty of the factors asing 25 ‘

P
-

issues resulting in a solution gf seven factors with three
issues which loaded on two factors éith a factor score of

‘.3 or greaterfA However, the principle factor score for each’
of the three‘fgsues exceeded .6 with the second loading not
exceeding .32. It was belieyed that the three issues should
be retained for reli;;ility testing. '

A tes€ of reliability was - performed using Cronbach'
Alpha to determine "the internal consistency of the issues .
comprising the.solutions for the seven factors as suggested
by Nunnally (1967) An alpha-coefficient<o£_.5 or higher

_was used for the criteria of including factors for consider-
ation in the experiﬁental construct of related issue dimen-

o

Sions (factor scales).




" The resulting sest of reliability yieléed alpha'co- ,
» ' / -2
efficierits as shown in Table 9. '
-

jlble 9. Factor alpHa coefficients

Factor Alpha coefficjent

1 F e sl .

2 . 795
3 .687 ’
4 o .708
5 .450* )
6 ® .518

. g - .374%*
o\fficxents beloy criterion of .5

S ‘ . : b4
Five of-the seven derived factor scales appeared to

-

reach acceptable levels of internal consiste'ncy The ex-

-

ploratory search for dimensions that the respondents effec-
tively ‘agree upon wasg considered successful by the researcher.
- ;able 10 shows the factor'sce% numbqr, the generic title

»

ssigned each factor scale by éhe researcher, and the issues
comprising each of the five factor scales that can be said to
b‘ev reliable from the 310 responsps by co~op directors and

their supervisore, and the factor score for each iuue.

&
* L}
.

.~

/; @




Table 10. Factor scales, A-E, issue statements, factor
' loadings and factor .and .issue mean
s : v

Issue - , ) , Factor Pactor and
No. Issue Statement. N Loading Issue Mean

Pactor Scale (A) Federal fundiggﬁcriteria, v
* structure, and proces§ - 3.283

"2. The current proposal evaluation
\ process followed by the United.
States Office of Education which
allows outside readers to make .
the major funding decisions 59380 3.455

The impact of federal (Title VIII)
funding in terms of ‘the develop-

ment and meaningful growth of co-
operative education programs .75483

The best system of distributing

federal funds so as to have the

most meaningful impact on the +

development of cooperative edu- s

cation programs 4+ .811l63- 3.733
The extent to which the federally '

funded co~-op training centers are ~

responsive to the needs of new

personnel moving into cooperative L.
education . . .72185

The extent to which the federally

"funded co-op training-centers are

responsive to the needs of experi- ,

enced personnel in the field . 72427 3.113

The desirability of having more
- financial support from the federal
level in cooperative education <73716  © 3.477

The five year limitation to Title
VIII USOE funding for cooperative . ,
education programs |, . -75079 3.222

The use by the USOE (United States
Office of Bducation) of weighted
criteria in the proposal process
to determine who rogéivus Titie
VIII funding

I ¢
£, 75251 3.184




Table 10. Continued

-

39

Issue
No.

— Factor

Isshe Stitement Loading

Factor and
Issue Mean

Factor séale (B) Academic credit and :

.28.

29.

30.

38.

curriculum structure

The desir illiy of offering aca-’
demic c t for students' co- .
operative education experiences .71368

-If academic credit is offered,

detérmining the proper amount to
be granted and the basis for
assigning this credit * .80691

Determining the proper:amount of
structure which should be built
into students' co-op experience
in order to insure-that they have ,
meaningful learning’experiences .70733

If academic credit is granted for
cooperative education, whether

this credit should be used toward
graduation, or as an add-on to the
graduation requirements .66390

Factor Scale (C) Organizational placement

27.

49.

) and institutional inte- °
ggatIon ‘

The inclusion of the cooperative
education professional staff in the
faculty ranking,’ tenure, and promo-

tion system .66789

The location of thé cooperative -
education office in the institu-

tiondl organizational structure.
(Academic affairs/student person-

nel gervices) .77142

The level in the institutipnal
administrative hierarchy where
the person responsible for co-op

should report .72407

L}

3.838

3.950

3,910

3.992

3.711

3.510

3.553

3.541

3.658

Pemee




Table 10. Continued

. Issue . o . Factor Factor and
»No. : Issue Statement ' Loading Issue Mean’

Pactor Scale (D) Coordination between
two- and four-vear :

. colleges ' 3.341

The problens associated with the
tranaterabiléﬁi of cooperative
education cr t from the \two-year -

college level to the four-year )
college or univarsity level .75697 3.474

The extent to which cooperative
education can serve the "older"
and "second-degree” students
who are expected to comprjise an
increasingly larger percéntage -
of the college population; -~ 54113 3.534

TRe relationship which should

exist between cooporative pro-

grams operated at the secondary

school, community college/tech-’
. nical college, and tou;-yo

college levels . 75515

)‘
¥

Pactor Scalb (Y Faculéxﬁln&bl;;hent

. L
1. The extent to vhich regularifaculty
members with assignments in/ teach-
ing and/or research can be effec- .
tive serving as coordinators ;p'the
cooperative education prog .72597
/

If faculty are activoly 1 volved
in the coordination phas¢ of the
program, whother the cogt of pro-
gram operation is prohi itive to
this involvement /

|
Ly
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Based upon the relatively hiéh-internal ;onsistency
demonstrated by the factor analysis and rdliaSility
précedures.deschQ:d above, a description of the five
'resuifing f;ctor scales was accomplished gnd assigned letter
designations. Issues comprising each factor scale were
treated as‘;qual;f contributing to each factor scale and a

single variable ncaie was econstructed for each of the five

factors by summing and averaging the responses to each scale. -

Descriptive statistics were computed on the newly created

factor scales. Table 11 shows th§ means, standard °

deviations and rank order of means for each of these factor

scales.

4
fable 11. Mcaus,gstandard deviations, and rank of factor

scales for co-op directors and their supervisors
as a group

‘Factor )
Scale Factor Scale Name

A  Federal funding criteria, .
structure, and process

Academic credit and
curriculum structure

Organizational placement and
institutional integration

D Coordination between two=-
and four-year cdlleges

BL"}aculty involvement




All of the five factor scales had mean scores which fell

between (3)/tmportan£. and (4) very important. The value of

examining the five f%#tor scales resides in the agreement of ¢ i
respondents concarningéth. issues comprising the factor
ucalcl: Thus, it can be stated that CO-0p directors and-
thcif supervisors responding téathe questionnaire perceived
the area of academic credit and curriculum structure (Factor
Scale B) as most imporfant fo;lowed by organizational place- .
' ment and institutional integrat'ion (Pactor Scale C)‘nd‘ so
on as_shosm in Table 1l.

~

‘Purpose 3: To determine if differences exist between

directors and their lﬁpervilorl in terms of the perceptions
of the importance o?ﬂuu critical issues

5i££crcnccl Between Directors . -

and Supervisors for
actors =

Y [

A T-test for differences among the issue statement means °

of the co-op-directors and tﬂef?”supervisors was used to com-

pare responses of each group in their perceptianl of the impor-
tance of the five factor scales. The T-test was applied to

each factor lcaloffér'tho two respondent groups. The level !
) ' K

of c;gnificanbc was set at .05.

-~

A significant difference.(.05 level) was found on only

one of the five factor scales. A pooled variance estimate

»

» '




tested the. two-tailed probability level at .002 for factor

scale C, O g anizational Placement and Institutional \l Inte-

gration .as sh&n in Table 12. -

. L

Table 12. Difference between co-op directors and their
supervisors for factor .C, found at the .05 level

2-tajiled . Super-
Factor Pactor Prob- T- - Director visor
Scale Title ability value Mean S/D Mean §ZD

C Organizational ' . ‘
- placement and.
institutional ° B
integration '+002 3.11 3.650 0.912 3.323 0.913

' "/‘ | 1

Co-op diroctors rated tho importance of factor scale C as .

higher than did their supervisors.

. : : ' 9 "*
Differences Between Directors r - ?
Supervisors on thy Issues -

A T-test for differences among the issue statement means
- of the co-op directors and their supervisors was used to com-

pqro-rosponsos of eaéh group in their perceptions of the im-

i

portance of each o£ the 55 issue statements. The T-test ‘ '

1

was applied to each issue for the two resp0ndent groups. The

level of significance was set at .05.
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i'rable 13 shows the -issues where significant di’fferences
existed between co-op directors end their supervisors by the
computed 2-tailed probability, T-value, and the mean and
standard deviation £or both groups. —
For all six ileue statements where there was a stetis-
tical difference between groups, co-op directors perceived
a higher importahce of the issue than did their supervisors.
A coefficient of concordance was computed to determine
the extent of agreement between the issue statement rankings
By directors and supervieors (see Table 7). The formula
a used was taken from Fergueon, 1976, pp. 373-376, and ie E
" shown below along with the computed S veiue and cBefficient

) of concordarfce for the ranké¥ means:
. 2 , .
LR
S = Chj - -ﬁj)» = 52,146.99 e .

Coefficient of (W) = ;3££§3__- = .94

(N°-N) =

Purpose 4: To determine if differencee exist between twg§§\L

rception of

E A T-test for differences among the issue statement means
# the wo-yeer collega co-op directore and the four-year 4
cbllege directors was used to compare responlel of each group

Ye their perceptions of theé importance’ of the £ive

o)

+
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. factor scales. The T-te4t was applied to each factor scale
|

4 .
for the two respondent grbups. The level of significance
- was set at the .05 level. '

Table 13. Differences betweén co-op directors and their
supervisors on issue statements found at the ik,
.05 level o - TR
2_. . 5
Issue Tailed Co-0p N
Issue State- Prob- T= - Director Supervisor
No. ment ability value Mean S/D ' Mean S/D
8. The inclusion of the cooperative educatiqm.professional
staff in the faculty ranking, tenure, and promotion
system. -
¢ : : .
. .001 3.30 3.726 1.096 3.295 1.226 T
1l4. Thedesirability of establishing natiopal standards for )
the §ccountability of cooperative education programs.
~ )

.044 2.02 2.943 1.030 2.692

1.136

40. The role played by the National Commission for Coopera-
tive Education in terms of national leadership for

cooperative education. .

1.119  2.832 . 1.046

T ey
adership provided by the United States
on. N ’ )

.023 2.29 3.121

46. The quaL}ty of le
Office of Educati

-~

LY .032 2.15° 3.276 -1.175

2.?77' 1.229

49. The level in the institutional administrative hiegardhy
? where the peérson responsible for co-op should report.
g E .

.040 2.06 3.737 0.932 2.977 1.3%&
54. 3

The axtent to which the Alternating co-op calender
affects curricular design and course.scheduling.

.007 2.70 3.659 1.048 ‘3;313‘\-1.177
——

P ‘ ’\
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A nigniticant diftcr.ncc existed bntqgcn two-year col-
lcqc co-op directors and four-year colleqe dircctors on
. “three.of the five £actor scales. Table 14 lhowa the ,com-
\\j (\__\ puted 2-tailed probability, T-valz:j\and the mean and stan-
' ‘dard deviation for poth groups whcrc‘ltatiltically signifi-

cant differences existed on the three factor scales.
- j R A— P

» - ‘&f -
. d . - « - . .
- Table 14. Diffcroncel bcthcn co-op directors rdbponlea to
: : .. factors at year and four-year. colleges found
‘ at. the .05 . 1 . n ’
o o ~ . < 2-Tailed ' | Two-year Four-year
LA Factor ~ Pactor .. . Probs T Colleges Colleges
Scale _ Title ility = value g.an”’-i?uﬁ “Mean ~3/D
S . ' A
- a B ‘Academic’ cred{lff 4 . ‘
& curriculdm S : .
o strygtuze - .017 2.40 . 3,965 .777. 3,732 .906
* ' b coordination . ’ oy
; between two- ‘ : - .-
X and four- \ .o®
> - Year colleges .000 5.48 3.641 .802 3.091 .966°
* . ot - P) ' * ‘@t‘._ '
‘ E Faculty - - . *
Involvemént ' .017 2.39 3.536-,861 3.287 .968 /‘
' L . A > -0 8 .
- N -
. - . L ] -
\ ' ] » \\
-’ - = P *+ ‘
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.significint}y higher than the four-year college directors.

r

As can be seen in Table 14, the two-year college ¢

directors rated gﬁo.importaﬁco of the three factor scales _

A T-test for differences among ;ﬁo issue statement

I3

means of the co-op directors responses at two-year and four-f

“year colleges was used to compare the direttors at each

type, of iqstitution:. The T-test was applied to each issue
statement for the two-year college direcéé}s and the four-
year college directors. The level of significance was set
at the .05 level. ”

' Table 15 shows the issues zhare significant differences
existed between co-op directors and two-year and four-year

bollogds by the computed 2-tailed probability, T-Q&lue and
~thc meag Asd lfaﬁﬁard deviation- for both groups where sta-

tistically siqni‘icant diffcrencu existed on 15 of the
. issues. (This is considorably more differoncel than would
bc,oxpected by chance.)

‘Issue statement means for th tw04year college direc-

tors .exceedsd four-year college irectorl in 13 of the 15 .

4

&

statiltically significant differgnces bctwoon the two groups. .

on Laluq a1 and issue 54, four-fear college directors rated’

r o, »
the two issues as more important than did two-year college

' directors. o
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Table 15. Diffc:oncol botwten co-op directors assponses to
issues at two-year and four—ycar collcgoi found

) . i at the .05 level ‘
* "
. 2- : :
T Two-year . Pour-year
: Tailed - ;
Issue Issue Proba- T- —college College
‘' _No, Statement bility Value Mean s$/D Mean ., 8/D

>

1. The extent to which regular faculty membersewith
. : assignments in teaching and/or research can be
. effective serving as coordinators in the cooporativu .
education prbqram. ,

e >

.000 5.19 3.934 ©.929  3.152% 1.034

] 8. The inclusion of thc cooperative education profellional
- , staff in the faculty ranking, tenure, and promotion
! ly.t‘m.

1. The impact of state and federal employment regulations
on the development and 1mplom.ntation of cooperative
'cducation programs.

. .005 2.84 3.707 .897 - 3.303 .952’

- The dclirability of defining cooperative education to
include .experiential - education, internship programs,

;»field education, etc. -

e

T .007 2, 71 ‘3.540 1. 160 ©3.020 1.325

o ) -

17. The problems atsociated‘with the - transferability of "
L " /cooperative edugation credit from the two-year college
; lovol to the four-ycar colloqe or university level.

, B ' .ooo 6.32 3.961 .901 2.980 1.152

21. The oxtont to which. the coopcmative educatignh office.
should be responsible for the majority of studernt
placements .in the cooperative education program.

» (Stydent developed versus Co-op Office dovcloped
Nal positions) — :

-

,922 =2.31 3.158 1.046 3.516 - .980

37 .

.019° 2.38 3. 94&7\9 992 '3.556 1.145

A

~ -
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Table 15 . Continued

. & = -
% Tailed .Two-year . " ‘Four-year
Issue Isgue Préba- T~ c°lleg§7 College
No. Statelant bility Value Mean /D Mean 'S/D

24. 'The extent to which cooperative education.can serve -
the "older” and "second-degree" .students who are ex-
pected tofﬁomprise an incrcasingl?’large{*Percentaqq

-3 of the college population. '

N -

.037 2.lq 3.693 .972 3.364 1.064

25. The relationship which should‘exist between cooperd%ive
programs operated at the secondary school, community
collcge/tachnical college; and four-year college l‘t‘k"

,001 3.48 3.540 1.051 2.980 1.059
28. The desir ty of offering academic credit for
studentsf cooperative education experiences.
>
/.002 3.10 4.263. .822 3.808 1.122
30. Determining the proper amount of structure which should
» be built into students' co-op experience in order to
insure that they have meaningful learning experiences.

| .40 2,07 4.173 .685 3.950 72
38.' If academic credit is granted for cooperative education,
whether this credit should be used toward graduation,
or as an add-on to the qraduation requiremonts. :

.008 .2.70 4.013 J.872 © 3. 586 - 1.221

45. The use of tTB'a (fullvtimo equivalent students) as an
internal funding source for .cooperative education. ,
! . .001 3.35 3.827 1.095 3.258 1.111
) S
52. The ‘extent to which cooperativi“aucation is accnptod
as a valid mode of study, on par with academic study.

« .002 3.16 4.355 .687 ' 3.939° 1.048
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Table 15. Continued ’ .

.

2-»" . > £
: ; TRled Two-year . Pour-year’ -
-Issue Issue . Proba=- T- College College
No. Statement bility value Mean S/D Mean s/D
53.- The extent to which nénpaid volunteer work experiences
should be cong}dered as part of cooperative educat}on.

.013 ° 2.52 - 3.467 < 1-095° 3.010 .1.249

S4. The extent to which the alternating co-op calender
affects curricular design and course scheduling.

' 04 -2.50 3.43 1.124 3.828 . 959

o
——
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Purpose 5: To determine: if . difterences exi;@ between i

directors_among the six regions in the ggdtedl.‘etee in their
perception of the importance of the crifical issues. '

The one-wdy analysis of va:ianee (ANOVA) among the issue
statement means of the co;optdiregtore in the six regions
was used to determine if differences in the perception of
the importance of each of th‘e five _fe‘e; scales existed.
The analysis of variance was applied to each of the five
factor scales for the ieepondent groups from the six regions
in the United States. Where significant differences at the

.05 level appeared. the Tukey tegt was”usged to locate theé

3

pair or pairs of regions that acqpunted for the difference

or differences. . . .

- o ~

. One factor ecale was found to be significantly differept
ahong Ehe !ggionl. As Table 16 shows, factor 'scale D,
s /

Coordination Eetween Two- and Poer-Xear Colleges, had an ~

P-ratio of 2.25 with probability'of .0494. The Tukey tést of
significance at the. 05 level identified the difterence to

exist between region 3\(No;thwestz,and region 5 (Midwest).




Table 16. Differences in co-op directors responses to .’

factors betweemr two- and four-year colleges

: ¢ . - among the-six regions in the United States .,
N Pactor Pattor ’ P- . P-
Scale,. Title - - Ratio Probability
. D Coordination between two- . '
and four-year colleges 2.250 - 0.0499

3.

Test feor Significant Differences
Means .

. \‘ .
Region 1 Region 2 _Region 3 Region 4 - Region 5 Region 6
. 3.708 — > 3.134 '

. *Region 1 = Northeast, Region 2 = Southeast, Region 3 = North-
west, Region 4 = East Central, Region 5 =-Midwest, Region 6 =
Western

< =

Additionally, a one-waytinalysis of variance (ANOVA)

“

among the iWwue statemen:t means of the co-op directors. in the
six r;gioqs was use; to determine if differences in the per-
ﬂccpfion of éhe importance of the issues existed. The analy-

) .sis of variance was applied to each dfn;he 55 issue state-. ‘
ments for the respondent groups from the six regions in the i »
Uﬂite&,Statgs._ Where significant differences'at:the .05
level appeared, the Tukey test was used to locaie the'pair or
pairs of regions that'accountéd fér‘th; diffefencé or

*

differences. .
F: 4 R

As Table 17 shows,y;hare were nine issues,‘og thg 55

: —issue statements, that were -;‘.‘ound to have stati'atical}lﬂy. —
significant differences among rogiongj,,Table 17 shows.the
P-ratio,ltho probability of the der120§ P-ratio, and the
means for r;gions where tests rovealed.significané differ-

ences.'
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Table 17. Differences between co-op directors responses to issues in the six geographical
’ " regions found at the .05 level :
Test for Significant Differences ¢
. . . . . Means _ _
Issue Issue P- F- Region Region Region Region Regilon Region
No. Statement  Ratio Probability 1- 2 3 . 4 -5 6
L d \ -

15. The role played by cooperative education in servin

20. .

21.

217.

38.

economically disadvantaged student.
| 2.586 . .0278N

The extent to-whiéh‘
use in graduate prog

2.539

—-

4.000 —3.148

g the needs of the socially and

PO

»
4

*

cooperative education is a viable instructional me hodology for

rams.

.0304

/

/

2".4124_3,364/

The extent fo which the cooperative education office should be responsible for the
majority of the student placements in the cooperative education p rem (Student
developed versus Co-op Office developed positipns).

structure.

4.476

>

3.07%

.0007

.0111

3.826 452,882 <

3.712 T e

-

/

Thé»ldcatidn of the cooperative education office in the institutional organizational
(Academic affairs/student pérsonnel -erviqes.) :

If academic credit is granted for cooperative education, whetﬁer this credit ghould
unéd toward graduation, or as an add-on to the graduation requirements.

be

3.333

.0068

v

i

3.415<—4.333
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. Table 17. Continued . : .
' - j Test for Significant. Dlfferences
, . _— S Means _ il —
Issue 1Issue P- , PF- Region Region Region Region Region Region
No. Statement Ratio Probability "1 2 3 4 5 6 -

47. The five year limitation to Title VIII USOE funding for cooperative education programs. -

2.220* .0546 . 3.765 > 2.700

48. Developing cooperative education. programs which can become cost-effective in th
financial structure of the jnstitution. ’

) 2-467 .0387 The Tuké& test did not find any two groups
o significantly different at the .05 level /
/ . ’ H ..V"
49. The level in the institutional administrative hierarchy where the person responslbré
- for co-op should report. N .

Py -

/ . 2.410 - .0385 - 3.296<———— 4.029 . - ..

E

" 54. The extent £o which the alternating co-op calendar affects curricular design and
course scheduling. ' - ,

- »

2.348 .0432 - 3.185¢———— 4.000

4

e

¥ - ; ‘
Issue 47 did not have a significant F-ratio, however the probability was very near .05,
and the Tukey test did locate a significant differgnce between region 4 and 6.  °

**Region’ 1 = Northeast, Region 2 = SOhtheaat; Region 3 = Northwest, Region 4 = East Central,
Region 5 = Midwest,-Region 6 = Western. ' L M

-

- - >
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] muniey in addressing the issues.

' conclusions and recommendations (see Table 3~6). The find-
H

55

=

Conclusions and Recommendations .

e

A comprehensive roviow of tho cooperative education. '
literature resulted in the idonti:icaélon of a large number ° ,
of critical issués facfga cooperative education perstnnel
in institutions of higher oducation in the United Statel.

Tho lack of research concorning the collective identifica-
tion‘ofy and the perceived importance of, the issues was the
purpose of this study. The findings of this study should "
add to the growing body of knowledge concerning the issues

v

and should provide a fo:us for the cooperative education com-

The second section of this report presented the charac-
teristics of the directors in the sample, and the major
findings according to the purposes stated. This section

will prolont the conclulionl and rocommondations based upon
these chaﬂhcto;istico and findings. : N
Characteristics of tﬁe Directors
n the sSample N

The majority of the items on the directors' questlon-
naire ;olotod to identifying the reopéndeﬁto characteristics

were descriptive in nature and did mot,” by design, lead ™ - !

ings for some of the purposes did, however, imply conclusions

and/or recommendations based on rather obvious assumptions.

!

These conclusions and recommeodationa are identified below. _—

L)




»education cooperative education as gerceived by coogerative

56

-
3 -

-

1. The qé;ority (85.2 percent) of'directors responding
had more than one year of experience f/ their current pOll-
tion in cooperetive education (sde Table 3). This'suggests
that a significent mejority of the respondents hed an ex-
periential basis upon which to evaluate the importence of
the 55 is/ye statements.

2. The majority (74.6 percent) of cooperative education
directors‘bore men (see Table 4). The minorify proportion )
of female directors in the sample indicates that the re-
cruitment of women into administrative positione in cooéera-
tive education should be givén a higher priorit;;

3. The predominant age of directors (48.2 percent) is
between 33 and 46 years of age and a large pfopoé%ion  :

(98.9 percent) is 26 years of age or mora.(see Table 5). .
This suggests & relatively mature group of directors. "Com=
bined with the experience in position (see 1 above), the

frame of reference Qf most of the respbndents is from a

broad experience, and adds to the credibility of £he,results
of this study.
A~

Purpose l: To identify the critical issuee facing higher Y 4

Y

education directors ¢
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This purpose was primarilx'descriptive in nature and

>
‘resulted in the renk ordering of the issue gtatement ‘means

\ as perceived by directors and- supervzsors. A large pro-

> portion of the isgue statements were perceived as important

to criticel by both groups.

~

From the directors responses there were six issue state-
ment\means which exceeded 4.0 (very important), and five
issue statement means which exceeded a value of 4.0 for _

the supervisors responses. The most important issue state-
o

4

ments common to both groups are noted below:

\d

‘ -
' - * Means
Statement i Super-
Number ~___Statement ' Directors visors
12 -~ Maintaining the quality of cooperative
education work assignments with an :
increasing number of institutions : o
and students participating 4.011 4?038
13  The best techniques of developing \
o institutional commitment in terms Yol
of administrative, faculty, §teff, l .
_ and financiel support ¢ 4.200 ., 4.046
48 Developing cooperetive education .
programs which can become cost- .
. effective in the finaficial struc- _ :
ture of the institution 4.006 ¢ 4.076

.
-

Issue 12-rel\ted to providing quality work stations with -

increasing numbers of cooperetive education students being
pleced In some areas where a number ofu:rstitutioms are ,
geogrephicelly in close proximity, serioud-problems of a

sufficient number of adequate wqrk stations may be limited by

,‘..’ 68
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the nature of the local economy. As § increases,
"lonq distant®'co-op placements will incren’o adding to
‘financial nnd.logiatical .problens of co-op personnel. "rho
"long diltanco issue, number 10, mean rating of 3.412 and 3.5
/rupoctivoly can be expected to be a f.uture trend and be-
\//,‘ E como \\orioul issue for some inltitutions. It is recom-

mndod that long range planning for this .issue be addroued

by those program directors who have local ocdnomib conditions {

y 2 'which could inoroau-"long- stance” placemonts.
> ___A \ .\ numbor of altornatives are available, which may in-
"t . ¢ do some of. the following:
. .- 1. A docilion to utabli-h a policy of NO "long-dil-

.
‘ tance” c¢ o-op placemontl.
- ' - 2. Rntricting the size*;of CoO-0p programs by increas- )
/ ing admittance roquiremont.s, or other policy I
| } - changes. -0 ) .
3. Developing a regional lyltom‘ or consortium of in-
stitutions to"-sh.are "10ng-diltan*ce(£rdination to

’

o ) o’ minimize distances and cost of coordination. ‘
g It i ;ocomonﬁod that, altornative th:pq, noted above,
be ltrongly" conlidered in a;e planning proceu. Regional,
and even natidnal ooordination among cooperatﬂre‘ education‘.- ]
-~ programs hn the potontiai to -tmprove articufation among °

mombors ot the cooporative educat-ion community.

;o




59
Related to the 'iong-diltahce' placement was issue

number 48, which addfollod the problem of developing cost-
effective methods for cooperative education program opera-
tion—Changes in todoéal funding policies are seen nymany
og the rospon?ontl (ref. factor A, T:ble 10) as requiring /
inno;;tivc-mgnaqpm.nt to survive. Programs that are not"
cost-effective in thoifuturo may‘be dropped by their insti-

tution. Efforts should be made by the cooperative education

-fcommunity to tie the costs of Co~-0Op program operation to

*

Ufho student credit hour generation pjncgls. In this fashion,

with roasonablo proqram enrollments, erative edﬁcation
can establish a ltronq financial basil on which to survive
in future years. ,Furthormore, coopcrative education .®
directors should emphasize the overall institu;iongl
recruitment value of cooperative education as the hﬁ;her
education community faces lower enrollments in the 1980s.
I-luo\nuﬁper l3'continu;s to be a critical factor in
the ?uccellful'intoqration‘of cooperative odugation within
an institution. Obtaining the lupport-of the various groups

within the institutions communit} appears to be an-is-uqifor.

some time to come. It is recommended that program directors

continue to emphasize public relatfgﬁl tasks within their
respective institutions. COoéorativo education traininq
centers *should continue to rofine strateqiol and provide
assistance in traininq diroctors ‘to bottor obtain lupport for

co-op from administration, faculty, and staff.

;‘.. ‘ Yo

N ‘ ‘
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P!fgglc 2: To determine the rplative importance of these
issues as perceived by coog%g‘tive education direciors and
their sgggfvisorl. . A .

The yse of factor analysis ?as provided a clear des-
cripéioﬂ of the rolatqd-ilauol upon which there is generally
~common agreement by directors and supervisors nation-wide.

Factor scale B, Academic Credit and Curriculum gtructure

had the highest mean rankin; of the five. factor sé;les

(3.838). The why, and how of awarding and applying coopera- .
tive education credit is a very important issue which has
emerged in importance with the relatively recent treqs go-
wird the dwdrding of academic credit ‘for successful coopera-
tive education experience. Dr. James W. Wilson addressed |,
this issue coﬁcerning cooperative education as an organiza-
tion of learning experiences not unlike any other educa-
tioﬁal process (wilson, 1978). It is recommended that de-
" cisions regarding the awarding of acadeyic credit and the

credit contribution toward graduation be made in light of

the educational value achieved by the co-op student.

{fctor scale E, Organizational Placement and Institu-

. »
tional Integration had the second highest mean ranking of

the five factor scales (3.510).} This factor scale appears

to be an issue 6; "where does co-op belong" organizationally
in the institution. Thoré is some relatiqnship to factdr"
scale B in that co-op not organizationa?.ly plaéeJ and/or °

accepted by the academic organization has a credibility

o -
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v

problee of being rccognizgd_as to its educational merit.
‘It is recommended that further research be‘conthted con-
cerning organizational placement, academic credit, and pro-
gram outcomes. Thin kind of research can provide 1nformation
that- would assist in organizational placement decisions.
JFactor Scale E, PFaculty Involvement had the third
highest mean ranking of the five factor scales (3.400). The
two issues comprising this factor scale involved IR assign-
ment of coordination activities with teaching and/or researcﬁ
an& the cost effectiveness of such involvement.by the facﬁfty.
Several studies Qavo q?cumbntéd the ﬂhnefits and value, of
having teaching faculty interact with students and employers.
The cost of such 1nvolvcm:kt as an issue sugqéats that cost
effectiveness is of such c;ntra; importance to administfators
that qualitative benefits may have difficulty in competing
with budgetary considerations. In cases whire administrators
are using cost effectiveness as a major elemonedan decision-
making, it is éccom?‘ndod that co-op program directors revlew
;arlicr studies and‘bg_prcpared with documented- evidence of
tﬁo benefits of facuity involvement to inform and assist
their administration in the decision-making process.
Furthermore, it is recommended that further rcsearcﬁ be
conduétod in the aroa'of doctmented faculty benefits derived |

from participation in coopepative education.-

¥
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Factor scale D, Coordination Between Two- and rour-_

Year Colleges had the fourth highest mean ranking of-.he

face cooporativc,pdﬁéation. Combined, the issues comprising

are in a unique position to take the lei& in instituting -

five factor scales (X = 3.341). The articulation of co-
operative education programs in terms of transfer credit -
and program coqponentl suggests that current problems exist -
in terms of the acceptability of co-op credit from two-year
colleges by tod;-year institutions. The quality of program
operation and its changing contiéuration to meet the needs
6: students who are "older" and with dittering’educational

objectives suggests that future configurational problems

this factor scale present a chall;qgé in the dnsign of pro-
grams. ,This issue is not unique to cooperative education
and is a factor 'being faced by all facets of institutions
of higher egucation. It is recommended that‘co;b?ratfbe
education directors see that they are included in fhstitu-

tidnal planning for articulation and change. Co-op directors .

suchlplanniné activities because of their close affiliation
with students and the employment community.

The Cooperative Bducation Association and the National
COmmissionltor Cooperative Education may wish to explore
possible ways in which to become involved in the Q;;tical
articulation between educational levels where -cooperative

‘¢

education programs are in opcrat%pn.

73




Pactor scale A, Federal Punding Criteria, Structure,

%

and Process had a mean ranking of last among the five fac-
tor scales (g = 3.283). However, the mean value was higher
than impo t. As such; the directors and supervisors
collectively view federal funding and ihvolvemen; as a ;ig-
nificant contributor to thﬁ_gycces- of cooperative education
- programs nationwide. It is interesting to note that issue
statement number 31 haQ the highest factor loading (.81163).
' This suggests a high correlation among the respondents
- (directors and supervisors) and indicates that the system
for allocation of federal funds to co-;p may need to be im-
proved t?‘obtain more effective development of cooperative
education p:ograml.‘ All of the issues comprising factor
scale A had relatively high factor loadings related to the
need for federal financial support for co-op and ways in
" which federal dolla¥n can stretch further. The changing
pri&ri;iog in Title VIII-funding have caused a decline iq
the numker of cooperative education programs. Ineffective
and poorly managed programs should not continue to waste
" taxpayor\monoyai Potcptially viable programs, however, may
. need luppo£§ in terms of funding, personnel training, and
advisement that‘they may not be able to obtain due to cur-
rent federal policies. It is recommended tﬂat the coopera-

4
tive education community become more involved with the pro-

TEess of planning at the federal level. Responsible input

is needed by governmental administrators in terms of ~ -

Q S | ‘ 74 A




improving the system of allocating funding to cooperative.

education ‘programs, training centers, and for research.

Purpoge 3: To determine if differences exist between

direéiors and their supervisors in terms of the perceptions
of the importance of these critical issues b

Of the five factor scales, tests of differences re-

‘vealed that one factor scale, Organizational Placement apd
Institutional Integration had differences b;tween the co-op
directors and their supervisors. Apparently co-op directo;s
vtgyed this factor scale as mg,e important than did their

gpporvisors with a factor scale mean of 3.650 for directors

as opposed to 3.323 for supervisors. While both means wtfc ‘
considered impsrtant, an explanation of the directors higher
ratings may be the concern and day-to-day closeness to co-op
program operation of directors as opposed to their super- .
visors. . >
JIt is recommended thaf directors who rate this concern

highly communicate their-concern to their supervisors. A
plaﬂ\for more effective inéégratiqn of cooperative education
within the institution, where agpropriate, s.hould be
developed. ‘

Individual issues were examined for differenée; between
directors and their supervisors. Only six issues, or 1l per-
cent of the 55 issue statements were rated differently by'

the two groups. 1In all cases, co-op directors rgted;as

iﬂ : Q 75 | \




more important the six issues, than did their supervisors. ’

Co-op directors famllierity and direct involvement in the
co-Op program would suggest the higher ratings on the six
issues. . ‘
The high proportioh 6f-issues (89 percent) that ex-
hibited no differences is further documented by the .fact
that the correlafion between the directore and supervisor's
mean ranking. of the 55 issue statements was .94 coefficient
_of concofaence. The reason for such high agreement may be -
the ef:eefive eomnmnieation occurring between directors and
théf;/:upervieore. For those directors who have good com-
_munications with theié supervisor, it is recommended that
egch communication be continﬁed. For directors whose com-
nuelcation links with their supervisors are weak and who be:.
lieve their supervisors "just do not ﬁnderetahd my problems,"
it is euggelted that stronger communici‘ion methods be em-

ployed on a regular’ basis. T

Purpose 4: fo determinﬂ.if diffe;encee exist between two-

and four-year college directors in terms of the perception

\ .
of the ;gggrtence of the critical issues .

Differences were readily apparent on three of the five

factor scales for two- end'four-yeer college directors. The
mean value for éach factor ecele was higher fo: the two-year

directors, indicating that they perceived the importance of

\




the thfoo £actor scales as more important than did the four-
year directorl.

Factor scale B, Academic Ccredit and curriculum Struc-

ture, had a mean- value of 3.965 for directors. The value is

very nearly 4 (very important) and squests that the desiqn

-

the experiences should be planned and jmplemented is per-

of the cooperative education experience and how credit for

ceived as more important at the two-y€ar college level. The

mean value of 3.732 on the same factor scale for the four-

year college directors also indicates that the facto?f scale

i,/importapt at the four-year college level. An explanation

of the differences may be found in the historical develop-
ment of cooperative education. ‘four-ycar institutions have
been involved with cooperative education much longer thhn‘
have two-year colleges. The rapid growth ®f the two-year
college movement has occurred primarily in_the past two
decades. 1In coninngti;;_uith_thgrgrqnth of two-year colleges
has been an cxéansion of curricular offerings due to the
diverse nature of students being served by"two-yiar colleges.
Perhaps the academic credit and curriculum structure factor
scale is percoived as more important because®the factor
scale as an issue is part of a larger issusﬁfacing all two-

year cbllegoq in the process of change.

Factor scale D, Coordination Between Two- and.Four-

Year ‘Colleges, was significantly di!ferent‘with a mean value

for the factor scale of 3.641 for two-year cellege directors

{ | <
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and 3.091 for four-year college diractors. Thi problem;of
tgansforibility of credit and integratioh of cooperative
education oxperioncos for studentl who complete a two-year
program and want to continue with co-op at thé four-year
level is a continuing problem not unique to ¢odperative edu-
cation. Articulation issues ate complex iﬁvalvinq curE}cu-
lum, acéreditation, and institutional philosophy. For co;'
operative'oducatipn, it would appear‘that the argiculat@on
issue is part of a larger issue involving entire institu-
tions. | !

Factor scale E, Faculty Involvement, was rated as more

-~

important by two-year coilcgo di;éctorl as opposed to four-
year col%,go directors on the same factor scale. It would
appear that two-year college cooperative education programs
may be affected more than four-year colleges by tight bud-
gets. Also the nature of two-yoa£ college instructional
staff and heavier teaching schedule; ﬁhy increase the problem
of faculty serving as coordinators.

Examihation of statistically significant differences on.
individual issue statements tends to confirm that generally
two~year céIlogq direétqu rate the statements as more im-

portant than theit four-year college counterparts. A

:gen.ral conc‘usion may be made relative to the comparative

lack of history that two-gear colleges have had with co-

operative education. "Differerces in educational philosophy, *
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mission, and articulation problems would appear to add to

the explanation of differences that exist.

It is recommended t:::/;poporativn education directors

at two-year colleges make efforts to communicate with four-
year cq}loqo directors for the purpose of identifying the
"real” articulation issues. Misperceptions of tranlgfr
problems can be clarified throuqh\;ace-to-faco meetings and
the substantive problems can be addressed. It is further
recommended that state and regional coopc;ative education
associations place more emphasis on the academic credit and
curriculum structure factor to assist directors at both

two- and four-year colicges to resolve their individual and

collective problems.

Problem S:A To determine if differences exist between
w
‘directors among the six regions in the United States in

- their perception of the importance of the critical issues

A statistically significant difference was found at the

0.5 level for Pactor scale D between region 3 (Northwest) and
region 5 (Midwest). Region 3 had a higher meah value for the
factor scale of Coordination Between Two-~ and Four-Year

Colleges. A possible explanation for the difference may be

found‘tn the number of two-year college directors responding
from each region. . There were seven two-yeg.'college directors
who responded from region 3, whereas 18 two-year college

directors responded from region 5. The difference may be an

1
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artifact of sampling and not be of practical significance.

A more significant fact is that only one of five factor
scales and, as Table 15 sths, only 10 of 55 issues were found
t;’have regional differences among the mean responses to the
issue statements. wWhere differences existed on ten of the
issue statements, only one showed differences between more ﬂ

° V4
than two regions. (Issue 21 had differences between region ;

(NortheasGT and region 3 (Northwest), and differejces between

region 5 (Midwest) and region 3 (Northwest). There existed
no discernable pattern of differences between two particular
region{. One might conclude that there is a high degree of
agreement among directors within the six regions on the factors
and issue statements. ’

. It is recommended that agendas at state'and regional
cooperative education association meetings be planned so as
'to disseminate the information on cooperative education
issﬁes and the high degree of nationwide agreement Eoncerning

] .
the importance of the issues.

A




«A Final Statement

~
-

The primary purpose of this study has been to provide
‘information, previously unavailable, relative to the criti-
cal'i:lu;s facing cooperafive‘education'as perceived by co-
operative education airectors and their supervisors. The
data collected on the characteristics of the sample shows
a majority of directors are males, and most of the. directors
have several years of experience with cooper;tive ;ducation.
These experi;nced diqecto;é lend considerable credance to
the perceptions of the issue statements. |

Approximately 90 percent of the issue statement means.
‘vere perceiv;a as important, very important, to critical,
which suggests that there is a complex set of issues which
must be addressed by Gwoperative education personnel if pro-
gress is to be ‘accomplsihed. A collective effort should be
made by the National Commission for Cooperative Education;
Regional Training chters;\nyd stat;, regional, and national
cooper:tin education associations to d eiﬁp plans and
stratoéios to effectively overcome the obstacles presented by
the issues. “ . ' =

The information provided by this stu@?f::;, and should,
be a source for further research in a number of areas. The

disproportionate amount of male and female directors in

coéperatiVe-education can be compared\io other educational

81
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administration areas. The high agreement, nationally, on
the five factor scale areas suggests thﬁf’further research
into the issues comprising each of the factor scales should
be undertaken. Agreement on issues suggests a set of under-
lying problems which ngeds to be identified before ef}ectivo
decision-makinig can be undertaken. - e

The differences between two- and four-year college

issue perceptions bear attention. While the number of dif-

ferences was not large, the kird of factor scales and issues
'that were different_indicate that there'are fundamental dif-
ferences in cooperatiue education pregrams which results in
hinderinqratherthan serving transfer students. A prime'
area of further research would be. to identify regions or
localities which have good and poor articulation of coopera-
tive education cur:iculum and credits. Information should

- be sought concerning he common characteristics of success-

¥ .

ful and unsucceisful art culation’programs -

In conclusion, the issues facing,cooperative eduéation 7

" have been identified an% théir import‘nce measured. It re-

mains for the cooperative education community to di;ieminate

4

the information contatned in. Efmil' report §pd act to resolve

-8

the issues if cooperative education is to make progress in >

serving the educational and occupational needs of future °
. 0 —=
students. ‘
t\




A ‘ N
. . -
. _Summary of Recommended Further Research
¢ N : ¢ — o oo

l. To determine the causes of the low proporﬂ.on of

femalee én directors positions in cooperative education. =~ =
] . e .
2. To identify planning elements which will increase

i the.potential f.or success in effecting "long distance

Co-0p placemente .

~

3. To identi(gy methods that have successfully, been

v employed foy cost effectiveness in cooperative education

+ programs. » . ‘
. 3 [ K3 o ’, .
. 4. 'I'o asgess the contribution to program outco;ues of >

co-op program placement within the institutional organiza-
tion, and the value of academic credit. IS 3

>,

-

. 5. To bbtain documented evidence of the benefits P
g

'derived as a result o’faculty involvement in cooperative

.5 ,
-— education. o= _ - . s .
. S - ’ ;
6. To determine effective methods of articulatihg co- .

op programs between two- and four-yearrcolleges.

£ 7. To identi¥y elements in the federal funﬁing pro-
i diments to the development and r\

e
/A

cess which act as

. strengthenisg of. oooperative education. ' - _ '

fr

) - o
. ’\ ) 8. To compile strategies which can effectively deal

',\ ' with the issues rated as more importart in this study. s

,
.

’ ’ s - &% .

P . 4
i . .
K R . . - .
. N ’
.
3
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CQOPERATIVE EDUCATION BESEARCH-QUESTIONNAIRE

Durfng 1979-80 Utah State University will be conducting a national research
study designed to identify and analyze the issues facing cooperative education
in institutions of higher education in the -United States. You have been :
selected to participate in this important study. - The attached questionnaire
contains 55 1ssue.$tatements which have been determined through a review of _

- the cooperative educatiofi 1iterature and thfough a strenuous critique process
with a panel of experts in the field of cooperative education. .

- Please read each of these statements carefully, and then -rate the imporpance
.. .or criticalness of the issue from your perception. Since we will be comparing
— . director's perceptions of criticalness of issues with their supervisors, .
we are asking that you supply us with the name of your immediate supervisor.
Your supervisor will then receive a similar questionnaire. ’

Please take a few-minutes from your busy schedule to complete this important
questionnaire. When you have finished, please return the completed
questionnaire in the stamped, self-addressed envelope pmv%

I certainly’ appreciatelyour assistance in this important mqtter and look

_ -+ forward to your response.
;/ / Thanks!, . | S . ./
WILLIAM A. STULL '

COOPERATIVE EDUCATION RESEARCH DIRECTOR

.-
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Y

Instructions: Listed below and on the fext cqupla of bms are 55 is

. | _.. K . -]
— LI TRt SRR
T I ) ,
. o e T
- . »I’
. chae et ' )
COOPERATIVE EDUCATION L ] ]
. ' ISSUES RESEARCH PROJECT e el T T
' Director's Questionnaire - . :..-:t’;- }
Part A--Background Information T SRR L
1. What is your exact title? , . 2 ﬁ - . |
2. How many years have you served in your present position? (plcm cfrcle o;-) N
a. Less.thail year b. 1-3years c. 4-6 years & 7-9 years' €. wmrg or, sre. o
3. Sex (please circlc.om) T O L. B o T
a. femle . b. mile oLl ’ o '-%"j‘) Tt . .
3. what is your age? (plesse circTe one) C . - . ,»:'.".’ Sed . , v '.'-_»_» ]
a. 25 orunder Y. 26-2 c. 333 d. 4046 “,é 4763 F 800 o 0o above . | '
5. Wmich of the following best describes your 1nst1tutldn? (please Gin y ' - o e . ‘— £ j ;,",_‘:' ’
a. two-year public college b. two-year- pﬁnu pnm E. fwr-mr«cotfc\p qr‘ gﬁp’ni«! ' ’j‘ .;-f‘::
d. four-year private cgl_]_ or university o.__‘n@r {p‘legu g_ecify) ) : s - - _'L-."_': . __:- ;
6. What is the name and title of m,mu swervtwr £ wE R NP SR I
e ‘rm?f'smrﬂm-.'o?.;:. a- )
. . =T 1."". :“'_ _nf.
ﬂ'ﬂl of ;m!rvfsor A A
. . g _ ‘.‘ "( . ° . ."-:". !' o , s
Part B--Issus Statements T ~ Lo R e - T : \ N

‘mjbh have been deterniaeg
through a review of the cooperative edécation 11 ture
professionals in the field. & Additionally, these {5

1 congget wtn 7 -
” ts have been revigee) byaqu .
W sta t 3y Y
and then, on the right of each statements cate the, cﬁtict of td Sssue” "

- of experts in the field of cooperative Depse
Please utilize the response uugory gilen pdov. K

Y Issus Statement . ; , ., e e
1. The extent to which regular facoulty pn; ieh assjm (n mmq and/or
research can be effectivé serving as cow@iﬂtors in c&innﬂn ﬁuctﬁoa
. progrm, . . 3 - ,f - //////
2. The current proposal evaluatfos prociss 7o113Wed by m%t&‘%ﬂ?{%‘i\; .
 Education which allows outside re to. weke the. esjor M’hﬁ&t sions.
3. The trend towards n «éciim mpmu-ﬁt AN
in colleges and uni . AP ’ P
» . s . - g -
4. The exteng to which t - mmuuw tiog/{
ilwcuoaﬂndlnl eipera ;
5. The extent to which the-philgsd mr;u:(mgy y or

rith other eduatioan mnm;cs pf ‘the 1%.,//




Cooperative Education [ssues Research Project -
Page 2

<

an

a e

Issue Statement

handicapped student.

. 2

s PR (Saicen
- [ K
-1 e The extent to which the high turn-over of cooperative education personnel has

No importance

. Important
Very important
. Critical \

Little importance

The role played by cooperative education in serving the needs of the physically

The responsibiiity of the college or university in preparing the go-op student

for his or her initial cooperative education assignment.

The inclusion of the cooperative education professional staff in the facult}

8.
( ranking, tenure, and promotion systesm.
F. The quantity and quality of research in the field of cooperative education.
. 10. The best methods of coordination, and the frequency of employer. visitations
v necessary for a "long distance® cooperative education program.
11. The impact of state and federal employment regulations on the development and
implementation of cooperative education programs.
12. Maintaining the quality of cooperative education work assigments' with an
increasing number of institutions and students participating. .
+13. The best techniques of- developing institutional cosmitment in terms of
- - agministrative, faculty, staff, and financial support.
T 14, The desirability of establishing national standards fo['ihe accountability
T, -ofscooperative education programs. : . .

-

R,

.- 15. The role played by cooperative educafion in serving the needs of the

and economically disadvantaged student.

g P16,

socially >

The d-esirability of defining cooperative education to include experiential

education, internship programs, field education, etc.

~*_-17.

" . -

Lot

-

. . the maj

-
o,
<

v

"
7
¢

-, conqgelp’qpulation.
- e

i
e
¥ L.

1

-

io-,t7 .. secondary school,

The problems associ\ned with the transferability of cooperative education credit
from the two-year college level to the four-year college or university level.

+ -+ 18 The extent to which cooperative education is a viable instructional strategy for
, . - Jse inJdiberal arts and othe

r non-technical programs.

’

.

: '.‘; . -"uiw’ have definitive career plans
,:,'._'; C . cacfer development process.

. . - |' N

Q ‘:" A )

-~ 20. . The extent to which cooperative .education is a
R - fgr use in graduate programs.

¢+ The tmpact of federal (Title VIII) funding in terms of the development and’
_-unjanul growth of cooperative education programs.

viable 1nstruct1un+Wlogy

The extent t& which the cooperative education office shoild be responsible for
rity of the studént placements in the cooperative education program.
developed versus Co-op Office developed positions) i

-

3MS .

the "older” and "second-degree” 1

: '~,~‘ o impact on the success of cooperative education programs,
"+ 23. The desirability of training and certifying selected individuals who would be
c.or o+ 808 Table to evaluate cooperative education
e ;] ---’_’» . . .' . A
. T S@. Trbrextent to-which cooperative educafion can se
. 0Tl . students who are expected to comprise an increasi

ly larger percentage of the

‘zs'.' The relationship which should exist bétween cooperative’ programs operated at the
’ community college/technical college, and four-year college

7’ 26] The eatamt to which cooperative education should be limited to those students

or open to al) regardless of their status in the

A

11

78

Importance of [ssue

1

2

4

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4.5
1 2-3 4 5
2 3 45

1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5§
1 2 3 4 5§

1 2 3 4 §

1 2 '3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5,
[}

1 2 3 4 5

e

1 2 3 &4 5 %
1 2 3 4 5
2 3,4 5
1. 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5 4
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Page 3 | \

{ . No importance
. Little importance .
Important
Yery -important
Critical

Issue Statement ) . Importance of Issue

The location of the cooperative education office in the institutional 1
organizational structure. (Academic affairs/student personnel services)

L 4
The desirability of offering academic credit for students’ cooperative
education experiences.

If academic credit is offered, determining the proper asmount to be granted and
the basis. for assigning this credit.

\

Determining the proper amount of structure which should be built into students'
co-0p experience in order ‘to insure that they have meaningful learning experiences

The best system of distributing federal funds so as to have the most neeningful
impact on’ the development- of cooperative education programs.

The extent to which the federally funded co-op training centers are responswe
to;be needs of new personnel moving into coopérative education.

‘The extent to which the federally funded co-op training centers are responsive
to the needs of experienced personnel in the field. .

The desirability of the colleg’e work Study progru\ and the cooper?tive education
activity operating more closely together in the future.

. The role played by the CEA (Cooperative Education Association) &% one of the
. TTonEttonal professionat-organizations far cooperative education personnel.

36. The type of co-0p calendars followed (f.e. alternating, extended day, field
experience, parallel) by colleges and universities. .

37. . The best techniques of improving the quality of individuals responsible for
managing cooperative education programs.
a

35. 1f academic credit is granted for cooperative education, whether this credit
- should be used toward graduation, or as an add-on to the graduation requirements.

5. If faCulty are involved, whether their load determinatton should be calculated
as part of their regular™oad er as an overload, or on Some other basis.
‘\ )
40. ‘The role played by the National Commission for Cooperative Education in terms
of natio%l leadership for cooperative education. .

* The extent to which federal. fmding (Titlﬁlu) should move to the large urban
based institution. ,

42. If faculty are actively involved in the coordination phase of the program, whether
the cost of program operation is prohibitive to this involvement.

43. The desirability of having more financial support from the federal level in
cooperative education. v

43, Tne best techniques of i‘n:ernalizinig and* integrating cooperative education into
_ the philosophies and curriculums of institutions of higher education.

45. The use of FTE's (full-time equivalent students) as an internal funding source
for cooperative education.

46 The ouality of leadership.orovided by tho Uniud States Office of Education.

47. The fwe year li-iution to Title VIII USOE funding for cooperative education
programs.

'48. Dcveloping cooperative education programs which can become cost-effective in
sthe financial structure of the institution.

.

49. ' The level in the institutional adwinistrative hierachy where the person responsible 1
tor co-op should report.




‘e Coooentive Educanon Issues Research Project

; Page 4 »
B 1. Mo importance
2. Little importance
— 3. Important -
4. VYery important ’
5. Critical - . -
Issue Statesent '
50. The desirability of institutions of higher education responding to the ~ -

51.
52.
) 53.

: 54.
2

' . [

55.°

, increased need for qualified cooperative education personnel by establishing

bachelors' and graduate programs in cooperative education.

The use by the USOE (United States Office of Education) of ueight&ri ter!
in the proposal process to deterwine who receives Title VIII fund

- The extent to which cooperative education is eccepced as a valid mode of study,

on par with academic study.

The extent to which non-paid volunteer work experiences should be considered as

part of cooperative education,

The extent to which the a)&mting co-0p calendar affects curricular desion

and course scheduling. . .

( .
The extent to which there is clarity of role definition among directors, con‘-
nators, and faculty 1n cooperative education WS .

¥

)

e

s

Importance of Issue

‘1

2

Thanl; you very much for your q;sistance Pledse return this questiomaire in the enclosed XH-addressed
envelope. . e

80

3 4.5
e 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 6§
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DEPARTMENT OF ’ . .
o TE e DuCATION ' APPENDIX B
SUPERVISOR'S QUESTIONNAIRE
Duri;ig 1979-80, Utah State University will be conducting a national -

research study designed to identify and analyze the issues facing cooperatiVve
-education in institutions of higher education in the United States.

On the original questionnaire,.which was returned to us by your cooperative
education director, you were identified as his/her immediate supervisor.

. Since we will be comparing your perceptions of the Eritica)ness of the
issues 'in cooperative education with your director (on a group basis) it
is important that we receive your completed questionnaire.

The attached questionnaire contains 55 issue statements which have been
determined through a reviewkof the cooperative education literature and
through a strenuous critique process with a panel of experts in the field

of looperative education. R .
Please take a few minutes from your busy schedule to complete this importiﬁt
questionnaire. Please read each of these statements carefully, and then

. ,rate the importance or criticalness of the issue from your perception.

-When you have finished, pleasa return the completed questionnaire in the
stamped, self-addressed -envelope provided. R

I‘certainly appreciate your ¥sistance in this important matter and look
forward to your response. g

Thanks! - —— - . : F

’

\ . .

" WILLIAM A STULL . oo .
S COOPERATIVE EDUCATION RESEARCH DIREETOR .

Enclosure




COOPERATIVE EDUCATION
[SSUES RESEARCH PROJECT

Supervisor's Mtim.ir'o

Issue Statements

Instructions:

professionals in the field,
Please uilign the response ¢

1.
2.
3.
A4,
s.

Issue Statement V7

14

ategory given below.

Mo impartance
Little impartance
Important

Very important
Critical

"1, "The extent to which requiar—faculty members with assignments in teaching and/or
research can be effective serving as coordinators in the cooperative education

10.

il.

12.

1.

18,

prograe. .

-

r

The current proposal evaluation process followed by the United States OfPfce of
Education which allows outside readers to make the major funding decisions.

The trend towsrds the msrger of cooperative education and placement services

in colleges and universities.

The extent to which the do'qrn of ¢o-0p

The role played by cooperative education
handigeped student.

» indicate the criticalness or

Importance of Issue

1

ram centralization or decmtr;aliution 1
impacts on the development of visble $ooperative education programs.

The extent to whict’ the philosophy of cooperative education integrates or conflicts 1
with o’cr educations} philosophies of the fnstitution.

in serving the needs of the physically

~
. *

The responsibility of the college or university‘in pr’eparing the co-op student
for his or her inmnj cooperative sducation assionment. ..

The inclusion of the cooperative education professional staff in the faculty

reskimy, tenuie, and promotion system.

The quantity and quality of research in thg field of coopera‘tive education.

The best methods of coordination, and the frequency of employer visitations
necassary for a “lony distance® coopsrative education program.

& . -
The impact of state and federal emgJoyment regulations on the development and
implerentation of cooperative education programs.

Msintaining the quality of cooperative education work assignments with «n
increasidy number of institutions and students participating.

The best techniques of developing institutional commitment in terws of
wministrative, faculty, staff, and financial support. *

. .y
The desirability of establishing. national standards for the accountability

of cooperative education programs.

Iy K

[}

1

1

2

e
’

K |
3 4
F_\
3 4
3.4
v
K |
3 4
R |
3 4
3' 4
3 4
304
3 4
3 4
3 4
4

5

Listed below and on the next couple of pages are 55 {ssue statewents which have been determined
through a review df the cooperative education literaturn and throwgh personal rontact with

¢ Additionally, these issun ‘statements
of experts in the field of cooperative education.
and then, on the right of each statement

have been reviewed by a panel
Please resd each issue statement carefully

importance of the issue.

Y W




Cooperative Educstion Issues Research Project

Paye 2 .
. \ 1. No fmportance
2. Little importance
3. Important
4, Very important
§. Critical
lssue Statement . : . Importance of Issue
15. The role played by cooperative educ in serving the needs of the soctally 1 2 3 a4 5
and economically disadvantaged studeht.\
16.  The desirabi of defining cooperative education to include experiential >~ 1 & 3 4 5
education, finternship programs, field education, etc.
17. The prob! associated with the transferability of cooperative education credit 1 2 3 4 5§
, from the wo-yaar college level to the four-year college or university level,
18.  The exteny to which cooperative education is a viable instructional strategy for 1 2 31 4 5§
use in 1ibdral arts and other non=technical programs,
19, “The impact of federal (Title VI1I) funding in terms of the development and 1 2 3 4 5§
seaningful growth of cooperative education programs,
-~
20. The extent to which cooperative education is & vigble instructional methodology 1 2 3 4 5
for use in graduate programs.
21, The extent to which the cooperative education office should be responsible for 1 2 3 4 5
the majority of the stident placements in the cooperative education program.
(Student developed versus Co-op Office developed positions)
22. The extent to which the high turn-over of cooperative education personnel has 1 2 3 4 5
impact on the success of cooperative education programs.
L
23. The desirability. of training and certifying selected individuals who would be 1 2 31 4 5
available to evaluate ¢ ative education programs, .
2. The extent to which cooperative education can serve the “older™ and “second-degree* 1 2 3 4 §
students who are expected to comprise an increasingly larger percentage of the
colfege population. ‘
25. The relationship which should exist between cooperative programs operated at the 1 2 3, 4 5
secondary school, cosmunity college/technical college, and four-year college
levels, \
26. The extent to which cooperative education should be limited to those students 1 2 3 3 5§
who have definitive cuﬂi‘ plans or open to all reaardless of their status in the
<  career deveiopment precess. K
21. The location of the cooperative education office in the institutions) 1 2 3 4 5§
organizational structure. (Academic affairs/student personnel services) _
28. ] The desiraoility of offering academic credit for sMuts' cooperative 1 2 3 4 5§
education experiences. »
. -
29,41 academic credit is offered, determining the proper ampunt to be granted and r 2 3 4 \S
} the basis for assigning this credit. .
;). Deternining the proper amount of structure‘which should be built into students’ 1 2 3 4 5§
c0-0p experience in order to insure that they have seaningful learning experiences.
31. The best systew of distributing federa) funds so as to have the most meaningful 1 2 3 & 5
impact on the development of cooperative education programs. *
32. The extent to which the federally funded co-op training centers are responsive 1 2 3 4 5
to the needs of new personnel moving into cooperative education
33. The extent to which the federally funded cp-op training cnmrs)an responsive 1 2 31 & 5§
to the needs of exnrm\?d personnel in field. ' .
® e . .
M. The desirability of the college work study program and the cooperative education 1 2 3 4 5§
= dactivity operating more closely together in the future.
35. The role played by the CEA (Cooperative Education Association) as one of the 1 2 3 4 5

nations] professtonal organizations for cooperative education personnel.

.

: | 94
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Pagh3  « .
L -
] : ¥ 1. Mo importance .
2. Little importance .
. 3. Important
. &, Very important
§, Critical
[ssue Statement ) L Importance of Issue
3. The type of co-op calendars followed (i.e. alternating, extended day, field 12 3 a4 5
uurime. paratiel) by colleges and universigies. .
~ 37. The best techniques of -improving. the quality of 1ndiv1duals responsible’ for 1 2 3 4 5§
managing cooperative education programs.
38. If academic credit is granted for cooperative education, whetheg this credit® 1 2 3 4 5
. should be used toward gradustion, or as an add-on to the graduation réquirements.

39. If faculty are involved, whfther their load determination Sheuld bl calculated *~ 1 2 3 4 5

as part of their regular 1038 or as an averload, or on some other basis.

R 40. The role played by the National Cosmission for Cooperetive Educatfon in terms
of nettonal, leadership for cooperative education.

. 41. The extent to which fedaral funding (Title VI{l) should mové to the large urban . 1 2 3 4 §
- based iastitution.

42, 1If faculty are activﬂjlnvolvod in the coardination phase of the program, whether 1 2 3 4 5
the cost of program operation is prohibltive to this involvement.

43, The desirability of having more fimncial support from the federal level i1n 1 2 3 4 5§
cooperative oducatim.

44, The best tecmnqm of internalizing and integrating cooperative education into 12 3 4 5
the philosophies and curriculums of institutions of Mgher education.

45. The use of FTE's (full-time equivelent studénts) as an internal funding source 1 2 3 4 5
. for cooperative education. .
o
. 46. The quality of leadership provided by the United States Office of Education. J 2 31 4 5
41. The five year limitation to Title VII! USOE fundlng for cooperative education i 2 3 4 5
., programs. =%
R 48. Developing cooperative education’ programs which can become cost-effective 1n i 2 31 4 5

the financial structure of the 1nst1wtion. . -
43. The level in the institutional uhinistratlve hierachy where the’ person respnnsible 1 2 3 & 5§
foy co-op should report.

50. The desirability of institutions of higher education responding to the 1 2 3 &4 s
increased need for qualified cooperative educadion personnel by establishing ’
bachelors’ and graduate programs in cooperative education.

Sl1. The use by r.ho USOE (United States Office of Education) of weighted criuria - 1 2 3 4 5§
s the proposal process to determing who receives Title viil funding.

52. The extent to which cooperative education is accepted as a valid mode of study, * 1 2 3 4 .5
on par with academic study. -

§3. The extent to which non-paid volunteer work experiences should be considered as i 2 3 4 5
pare ofzocperatlv- education. -

AN - .
[ 54. The extent to which the alternating co-op calendar affects curricular deslgn 1 2 3 4 5
and course Scheduling. .

. ~

§5. The extent to which there is chrity of role definition among dlncwrs coordf - 1 2 3 & 5
nators, and faculty in cooperative OdUCIH?n .programs. L . .

ﬂ,\'ml you very much for your assistance. anso return this questionnaire in the enclosed. self-addressed
ehvelope. * . :
N . 3 ~
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APPENDIX C_

Panel of Experts

-

Two-Year

Anne Gillis

Coordinator of Cooperative Education
Prince George's Community College
Largo, MD 20870 "

Jo Ann Hinton .
Director of Cooperative Education
Villa Maria College

Buffalo, NY 14225

\ .
Thales A. Derrick (Tad)

Director of Cooperative ducation
Dixie College ’ -
St. George, UT 84770

Robert Way - -

Director of Cooperative Education
Lane Community College

Eugene, OR 97405

"Harry N. Heineman, Bea%'
Cooperative Education
LaGuardia Community College
3110 Thompson Ave
Long IslandﬁCity, NY 11101

Dick Gritz

Dean of Community Services
Northeasterh Junior College
Sterling, (0 80751

'3
-~

Others

“Richard J. Rowe, Director
Division of Training and Faciliti
U.S. Office of Education
Washington, DC 20202

James W. Wilson
Northeastern University
360 Huntington Avenue
Boston,.MA 02115

Ralph Porter, Director ’
National Commission for Cooperative Ed.
360 Huntington Avenue '

Boston, MA 92115

WG LGHENT"

-

~

r '\r

[y

. Four-Year

-

Paul Dube A .
Center for Cooperative Education
360 Huntington Avenue ‘
Nortgzastern University "

Bostoh, MA 02115

—

.Barnard L. Hyink

Director, of Cooperative Education
California State University.
Fu]}erton” CA 92634
James T. Godfrey - -
Western Center for Cooperative Education
University of the Pacific .
Stockton, CA 95211

Luther B. Epting ’
Director of Cooperative Education -
Mississippi State University

P.0: Drawer M 39762

Robert L. Parker i '
Chairman for Cooperative Education

. . Antioch College

Yetlow Spring, OH 45387

Glenda Lentz ! ’
Director of Cooperative Education
University of South Flqrida

4202 Fowler Avenue .
Tampa, FL 336

-

Don Robins ot

Regional Recruitment Manager
Office of Personnel Management
525 Market Street -- 23rd Floor-
San Francisco, CA 94105

~

o A
R. Wayne Bogener
»Cooperative Education Manager
Caterpillar Tractor Companyd
East Pedria, IL» 61629 .

"James C. Chambers

Director of Coop Training
Burroughs Corporation
Detroiq, MI 48232.

96 .




