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Abstract:

This study compared faculty and employer ratings in the areas of non-technical employment qualities
and attitudinal characteristics of co-op education students in the western region of the country. The
influence selected demographic characteristics have upon faculty and employer responses was also
examined.

Faculty members and employers defined as supportive of coopera-tive education were surveyed in the
Spring of 1981 using a survey devel-oped at Utah State University. For this study, the reliability of the
survey instrument was found to be .791. A Chi-Square Test of Indepen-dence was utilized to analyze
the data. All eight hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance.

When looking at faculty or employer affiliation, eight non-technical employment qualities were found
significant. These were: show enthusiasm for the tasks to be performed; have positive self-concept and
be self-confident; demonstrate motivation to achieve on the job; show initiative to perform on the job;
react constructively to con-flict situations with customers/clients or other employees; create a positive
first impression when meeting others; and cope with change and new procedures on the job. For time
affiliated with the program, three faculty ratings of non-technical employement qualities were found
sig-nificant: follow instructions which are given; take criticism when shown what has been done
incorrectly; and support the concept of the free enterprise system. The employer rating found
significant was: use the telephone in a businesslike manner. The investigation of faculty members'
ratings of non-technical employment qualities as re-lated to discipline found nine ratings significant. In
looking at ratings according to longevity of the co-op program, seven faculty ratings and one employer
rating were found significant. An examination of ratings of attitudinal characteristics according to
affiliation found eleven of the 30 characteristics significant. These were: adaptable, ambitious,
courageous, courteous, honest, humorous, intel-lectual, loyal, persistent, people-oriented, and sociable.
In examining time affiliated with the program, the two faculty ratings of ambitious and religious were
found significant while employers' rating of inde-pendent was found significant. The investigation of
faculty members' ratings as related to discipline area found 21 attitudinal character-istics significant. In
looking at ratings according to longevity of the co-op program, four faculty ratings and three employer
ratings were found significant.
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. ABSTRACT

. This study compared faculty and employer ratings in the areas of
non—technlcal employment qualities and attitudinal characteristics of
co—op education students in the western region of the country. The
influence selected demographic characterlstlcs have upon faculty and
employer responses was also examlned

, Faculty members-and employers def1ned as supportive of coopera-
tive education were surveyed in the Spring of 1981 using a survey devel-
oped at Utah State University. For this study, the reliability of the
survey instrument was found to be .791. A Chi-Square Test of Indepen-
dence was utilized to analyze the data. . All eight hypotheses were
tested at the .05 level of significance. :

When looking at faculty or employer affiliation, eight non-
technical employment qualities were found significant. These were:
show enthusiasm for the tasks to be performed; have positive self-
concept and be self-confident; demonstrate motivation to achieve on the
job; show initiative to perform on’' the job; react constructively to con-
flict situations with customers/clients or. other employees; create a
positive first impression when meeting others; and cope with change and
new procedures on the job. For time affiliated with the program, three
faculty ratings of non-technical employement qualities were found sig-
nificant: follow instructions which are given; take criticism when-
"shown what has been done incorrectly; and support the concept of the
free enterprise system. The employer rating found significant was:
use the telephone in a businessliké manner. The.investigation of
faculty members' ratings of non-technical employment qualities as re-
lated to discipline found nine ratings significant., In looking at
ratings ‘according to longevity of the co~op program, seven faculty
ratings and one employer rating were found significant. An examination
of ratings of attitudinal characteristics according to affiliation
found eleven of the 30 characteristics significant. These were:
adaptable, ambitious, courageous, courteous, honest, humorous, intel-
lectual, loyal, persistent, people-oriented, and sociable. In examining
time affiliated with the program, the two faculty ratlngs of ambitious’
and religious were found significant while employers' rating of inde-
pendent was found significant. The investigation of faculty members'
ratings as related to discipline area found 21 attitudinal character-.
istics significant. In looking at ratings according to longevity of
the co-op program, four faculty ratlngs and three employer ratlngs '
were found significant.




CHAPTER I |
‘Introduction
ln.the 400 year:history of the:colonies_and the.United States,
education has undergone numerous'changes. The changes have'come slowly
at-some times, more'rapidly at others. One.of the most significant
" changes that has come abput in the twentieth century began with an
attempt to bring relevancy to an engineering curriculum. This attempt
began as a program and then blossomed into a movement. The movement
.was entitled cooperative education{ Cooperative education (used
interchangeably with the term co—op education) is a program that inte-
.grates classroom theory with practical work experience. Students in
the co-op program have regularly scheduled periods in school and
periods of employment in industryf
Cooperative education at the post-secondary.level'haS'served

as an important transition mechanism between education;and employment
for hundreds of thousands.of;students.. Since:its'inception in 1906
at the University of Cincinnati, post—secondary_cooperative education
has come to be embodiedlin programs in four-year colleges and univer-
sities, two—year comprehensive community colleges and technical
-1nstitutes. In 1977 1, 200 colleges and universities in North America
participated in co-op programs (Miller, 1977) As’ the demand has
‘risen for trained workers, federal funding ‘has increased in- order to
. provide support for‘programs-that would aidiin the'transition from |

education to employment.
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The linkage.of.WOfk expefience and-aCademic étﬁdy has expanded
beyond tﬁe prépargtion‘of tecﬁniciéﬁs for,occupatiéns in engineéring
and scientifical;y related f;eids. The ensuing diversification has
resulted in co;op education prégrgmé being implémented in basically
all of thé post—secondary general curriculum offerings at'twq; and
four—year institutiops of higher éducation. The grqwth of co—oﬁ
eduéation,'it'haé ﬁeéﬁ noted, is ". . ;chnditioned upoﬁ.demgnsfrated
valueg——vaiueé'to the ;tudent,lto the émployér, to the educétional
institution, and to the.COmmunity" (Heerman, i973).

Background and Significance
- of the Problem

-Psychologists, socioloéists? and educatdrs}have‘all expressed
varyiﬁg degrees of céncéfn about the way in which the work ethic ﬁaé.
chapged in the United States; Donéld.ﬁi.Supéf; who hashwritten_
extensively in the‘areazéf work va;ueé, has observed:that not only are
vélues reflected iﬁ»work,'but work ié affected by values. Super égys:
"Thére is ample observafional énd éa;e méterial'td show that those
engaged in én‘occupation.tend either to adapt to it or to shift to
moré congenial gypés of wbrk# (éupéf,‘l970)r.IWOrk has been recognized
for its value to tﬁe process of'sociél iﬁteractiéﬁ (Hall,‘1§75), the
activétion of rolefplaying (Super, 1957), and the manner in which

ind;viduals sétisfy,their needs (Super, 1970).
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Co-op education proponents are quick to stress the numerous

values‘resulting from the co-op education program., Many of the values

alluded to are, by.their very nature, intangible. Maturity,-person—

ality development, attitudes and -qualities that make for a good
employee, such as Well-dressed punctual and cooperative, are addressed
in the literature of'occupatlonal_skill development and vocational
competency,. How important are these and.other similar non-technical
values to employers who are hiring, and faculty members who. are pro-
viding. the training.for students?

The dichotomy that has existed_between the-world(of work and

. the classrcom is one that has been well documented. This dichotomy

 prompted Willard Wirtz in 1975 to state, "There are not two worlds——

education and work——one for youth ‘the other for maturity. There is.

" one world-—Life" (p. 36) The 1mplication is that. the values derived_'

from each should have a close congruence. These are values that

. should manifest themselves in employment qualities that are deemed

important by both the educational institution sponsoring the student

and the .employer hiring the student. How close a congruence is there

N

'Statement'of the Problem

The major problem of this study was to compare faculty and-

employer. ratings in the areas of non-technical employment qualities
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and attitudinal cﬁaraéterisﬁics of co—op educatién étudenté in'the'
western region ofuthe'cauntr&...ln éddition, this study egamined the
_ influenqe'selected dembgraphid cha?ac;eristics'have uﬁon faculty and

- employer responses.’

. Questions Answered

The study prévided_ansWers ﬁo the following:q;estions:_-

1. bo faculty.mémbefs and employérs diffef'on their ratings
of nonjtechnical employﬁentﬁqualitiésé | |
| 2. 1Is there a,differénce in the ratiﬁés.bf noﬁéfgéhnical_
employment Qualities between employers and faculty_members who:have
beenlwo;king with cq-oﬁ students and.pxogxamsfo—z.years,.3-51yéars,
6-8 years and 9 yéafs or 1qége:?:- L

3. Is there a difference in the ratings of‘noﬁJtechnical

employment.qualities,betweenlfaculty mémbers who teach and.cbordinate

iﬁ Social Sciences; Sciepqes; Business;“and Humanities? -

4. Is thefe a.Aifferencetin the ratings‘of non-technical |
employmeﬁ;tqﬁalities betwéen faculty members and"emplo&ers in those
institutions-which.havg had a éo—o?iprégrém.for 0-2 yeafs, 375 yeérs,
6-8 yeats ghd'9 years or'ionééf? .

f5;‘ bo'facu1£y members and employers differ on their rating

of attitudinal chafacteriétics?-

W
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6. Is there a difference in the rétings of attitudinal
characteriéficé between faculty members and_eméloyefs who héve,ﬂeen
" working with co-op,studenfs aﬁd-progrgms 0-2 years, 3-5 yeafs,:6-8
years and 9 years or longér? |
*7. Is there a differencé in the‘fatings of attitudinal

characteristics between faculty members who teach and coordinate in

o

chiai Sciences, Scieﬁces, Business and Humanities?
8. 1Is there a‘difféfeqce in the ratings of -attitudinal

characteristics between faculty members énd employers in those insti-

tutions wﬁich have had a co;op program for 0-2 years;-3—5 years, 6-8

‘years and 9 years or longer?

Definition of Terms

Cooperative education. A structured work experience that .

integrates classroom theory with the world.of work,

Cooperative education program. "The integration of classroom
theory with practical éxpériéncé under which students have specific
periods of attendance at college and specific periods of employment"

(Collins, 1973)..

“Attitudinal éharacteristics._ "A relatively enduring organiza-

tion of beliefs around_ah object'br situation pre&ispoéing one to

respond in some preferential manner" (Rokkeach, 1968).
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Parallel cooperative education program. That prdgram which

involves the student going to class for one part of the day and working

on a related .job during another part of the day.

Alternating cooperative education program. That program which
involves the student attending class one quarter/semester and working
on a related job the next quarter/semester. Co-op education usually

. involves a minimum of two such'alternating periods of employment.

Non~technical employmént qualities. Personai standards of

performénce which are not specific skill requirements for a job.

Purpose of the Study

The study determined whether there were significané differ-
eﬁées beéween faculty memberé and employeré who are supﬁortive of
co—op education in termé.bf'the areas df non—pechnical employment
qualities and attitudinal characteristics for co-op educa;iéﬁ students.
In addition, the in#luence of seleéted-demogfaphic characteristics on
faculty and.employer responsés was_aléo examined. This stu&y provides
information for teachers and gduéational,édminis£rators regarding‘the
non—technical'eﬁpiofment quaiities and attitpdinal characteristics
employers deem ts be impo?tant for entry—leve11employﬁent’positibns;
Likewise, employers are appraised of the extent to which the non-
fechnical-employment qualities-and attitudinal charapteristicé they

consider important. are shared by faculty members.
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Contribution to.Educational'Theory '
| The increased emphasis on co-op education in post-secondary
educational institutions throughout the United States has not been :
w1thout its difficulties. Developing suitable models’ for co=-op
education that fit an 1nstitut10n s philosophy and mission is of
particular significance. Heermann (1973) describes the yarious
approaches taken by community colleges which are attemptlng to develop
a suitable model that is in keeping with their institutlonal mission
and.philosophy. In doing 8o, Heerman (1973) indicates there are
certain basic elements of educational philosophy found in.yarying
degrees in~secondary; tWo-year, senior college and.university pro-
grams. A“review of,the.elenents points to a need for an.analysisjof
faculty attitudes‘toWard.non-specific{ non-technical employnent |
qualities. ~ |
Holden'and Herrelll(l975) suggested seyeral questionsﬁthat
an.institution‘should‘ask in analyzing the feasihility of a co-op
education program. Among-the questions'were:_.
.. What support has been given by”the faculty? = Some teachers
just don't like co-op education and it has slim chances w1thout
academic support (p. 75).
A'comparison of faculty.ratings'offnon—technical enployment"‘
qualities'and attitudinal characteristics and:employers' ratings of
- these qualities serves as an:inportant link.in measuring faculty

support.or lack of such‘support.
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" Since Kﬁowles:(19715'maintgined that "resistance to éhaqge is
inherent in’our‘educationai systém," thislsfudy contfibﬁges td\the:
body of.knowledge in the co-op edpcatioﬁ field'that deals ﬁith success—
| fully implementing a éb-op_gdﬁcation.program. ﬁedéker (1960) stated
-1that ", ; . téachers and admiﬁiétfétors in ah§‘t§p¢ of col;ege iﬁevi—»
faﬁly influeénce, bf their attitﬁdes, the naéure aﬁd‘quglitjfof the
program" (ﬁ. 141).: | |

| ..“This sgudf-identified-areas in which faculty memberé.and
employers agrée as well as disagrée. ‘The areas.pf.disagreemenf may
. reSuit in conflict uﬁless actiqns_;re,pursuéd By.cooperative education
propénents to alleviate £he confiict. Solving these conflicts should
éﬁfect thé-quali;y.of cpopera;iveAeducation programs.in a bositiﬁé-

' manner.

. General Procedures .

William Neal, aséociate professor of Business Education at

Utah State University, developed a.sdrvey4entit1ed an;TecHnicél'_

Emploﬁéné'qgalities for C'oope'rat':iivcde Educatioh Students. This survey,
déveloped in 1978, as pért_of.a funde& research pr@ject;'ﬁas builé
using a.Likert geale, and is divided into twd seqfions.of thiffy
'queégions éééh; The fifsf thipty'questiops &eal‘witﬁ.reétﬁions‘(ﬁy
réting) to staféments‘gbbpt specific, ﬁoﬁftechniéal'employmént

characteristics. The second- set- of thirty questions deéls.withi§>
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réaction (by_ra;ing) to a singlé'word description:for a particular
attitudé or charaéteristic that the.student should possess upon entry
to the job tfaihing station.: This survey instrument waé utiiized for
methods of comparison in thiglstudy. |

Reliability qf the‘sﬁrvéy instrumentAﬁés measured utilizing
the test-retest methoa; The survey was sent to temn (10) faculty
members and ten (10) employefs.outside of the sfates-being surveyed.
Approximately two weeks la;er tge’survey Qas sent 'to the same teﬁ (10)
faculty members and ten (10):empléyers.-'Thé two groups of responses
were then correlated.item'by item to establish reliability 9f the
instrument.

~ The éelection:of'tﬁeApopuléfion wés'made in the folquiﬁg

manner. All post—secondary.directoré of co-op ‘education in the states
which éomprise‘the Westé;n Association of Cooperative Work Experience'
Edﬁcators (Alaské,.California, Colorédo, Idaho, Montana, Nebréska,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon; Utah,‘Washingtoq,'and ﬁjbming) were
wri£tén a letter and asked.to supply the following:

1. The names of five faculty ﬁembers:supportive of
céopgrative education, -and

2. The names of five employers who are supportive of

cooperative education.
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The survey, along with a cover letter and color-coded fesponse

envelope, was sent to all individuals from each éroup. Two weeks

"later a follbw—up.letter was sent to all non—respondeﬂté asking them

to éomplete thé SurVey. An.80% rétufn fate ffom éll résponaénts was
established fdr”thié sthd&.,"‘..‘ o

| Tﬁe demographic &;ta obtained from the survey was summariied
descriptivély and' the hypotheses wéfe3tested-uti1izing tﬁe Chi—Squafé

Test of Independence.

Limitations and Delimitations’

The sﬁudy.was limited in the following ways:

ll. Thé study was limited to post-secondéry,iﬁstitutions and |
employers'théf Wére within ihe geégrapﬁical sc;pe of the‘Wé$tern
Assbciation of Cooperative'Work Expe;ieﬁce Educators. ~Included Qere
the étates of-Alaska,_Céliférnia,‘Colsrado; Idahq,.Moﬁtana, Nebraska,
'Névada, New Mexico, Oregon,.Utah,.Washington, and Wyoming:. 6niy.
lthose iﬁstitutio#s.that reéeivgd féderal éﬁh&ing for the implémenta—
tion, strengfhenipg.or‘expansion of,éooperafive}education supflied
names of émployers and facﬁlty members for surve& purpbses..

2. Thé emplo&ers and faculty memberslgurVeyed‘ﬁere identi-
© fied by éach of the péét—seéondéry direétors.of;éoopérative education

in the Northwgst region. The hajor criteria for‘éelection-waé,that
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the faculty ﬁembers and gmployers.must be clearly identified as
-suppértive of cooperativé éducation as defined in numbers 3 and 4
below. |
3. ?he employers selected by. the directors of cooperative'
education in the Northwest région were required to have the following
'qharadteristics: | l
~a) Ihey’ﬁust'hQQe had at.least bné.stﬁdent workihg.in a
c00§erative arr;ngement within the‘past nine months.
b) They mpgt.ha§e'had.the student in a cooperative edﬁcation
.training sté;ibn a minimum of ten hours pe¥‘week on a
Jparallel coopefétive arrangemeht or oﬁe cpmpleté quérter
. if on'the altergating‘basis,' |

Employers meeting the two aforemenfioned criteria (a and b) were con-—

sidered supportive of co-op education. FEmployers who are supportive"

of.cooperatiVe educatioﬁ ofteﬁ have students in a co-op ﬁorking
arrangement. The criterié:féf federal fpnding of co4op'eaucation
programs allude to fhe necéssity of employer support in order er
.CO=0p brograms fo be successful. ‘One of the measures of employer

~ support is a Qillingness t6=supervise, train aﬁd evaiﬁate-a co—-op
student. :Iﬁ addifién, supportive:employeré might participaie 6n

. a&Qisory committeés or offer aséistance in béipg available for panels

and for addressing'career classes. - Active support would hinge on




12
whether or not the employer'has heen involved in a working arrangement'
.with the student within the immediate past or the present.
4. The faculty members selected were required to meet the
following characteristics. |
'a)- They must have been teaching at least half time (.50 FTE)
b) They must have taught at the post—secondary institution
at 1east_one~year..
c)' They must not have been directly compensated by the .
Cooperatﬂve Education.Office,
d) They must have demonstrated a willingness to ‘support the
o—op program in its philosophy and modus operandi
_ Faculty members meeting the aforementioned four criteria (a, b, ¢ and
d) were cons1dered supportive of co-op education. Faculty members
who are supportive of co-op education often demonstrate to the director .
a willingness to.help with.the-various.aspects of program.management,
including but not limited to supervision andngrading of students;
Faculty members} support, a.fequirement for federal funding, can also
be indicated by a willingness to serve on faculty advisory committees.
for ¢o-op as well as volunteer time to counsel with individual

_students.
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Summary
Within the past'tventy-years there_has been a.significant
move in higher education toward providing a'mechanism for the integra—'

tion of classroom theory with practical work experience. One of the

. vehicles chosen for this' purpose by educational 1nst1tut10ns and

supported by the U. S. Office of Education has been a program entitled
Cooperative Education, a program first begun in 1906 at the
Unlversitylof Cincinnati. This study determlned whether there were
significant'differences~betveen faculty members and employers who are
supportive ot-co-op education in térms of the area.of non;technical
employment qualities and attitudinal-characteristics.for co—op
' education students., The influence‘demographic characteristics have .
:upon faculty and employer responses was also studied.'
The survey utllized in this study was developed at Utah State

University. - |

‘- The study surveyedxfaculty members and‘employers identified
by directors of cooperative education. Reliability‘of”the'instrument .
was verified utilizing the test—retest method. The demographic:data.
was summarized descriptively while the stat1stical analysis of” the |
hypotheses was performed utilizing the Chi—Square Test of

Independence.

et




' CHAPTER II
Reviewuof biterature
Sinceiits inception in.1906'under Herman Schneider of - the

University of Cincinnati, co—op education has gained acceptance as an’
instructional device of value and potential. However, there are still
segments of the university community who are unfamiliar with either
the current status or historical origins of the movement. This review
of literature will ‘trace the historical highlights in the development
. of the co-op;education~mqvement,-attitude and perception as related
to.co-ob education, and change theory as related to‘implementing a new
idea.: . | |

Historical Development of
Cooperative Education

It is widely recognized that the University. of Cincinnati
established the first cooperative education program in 1906. The
program, designed by Dr. Herman Schneider, was for engineering students
'_'who alternated periods of several ‘weeks of work with study (Robinson,_.

1969). Northeastern University adopted the University of Cincinnati
model in 1920, followed a year 1ater by Antioch College. Antioch's
'program, however, was not limited to engineering, but also included
the 1ibera1 arts curriculum (Hunt, 1974). In 1933, Riverside Junior-
College, California, became the nation s first Junior college to
‘eéstablish alco-op program. Included were programs in architecture,

business,-engineering,.nursing andilibrary work (Barbeau, 1974).
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'Robert Auld t1§71) summarized the status of co-op educatipn'in:the-
first twenty years of its existence by statlng | |

In the’ ‘'space of its first twenty (1906 26) years the

cooperative movement had become an accepted and valued part of
_ higher education in the Unlted States (p. 16)

From 1926'to the beginning or_World War 1I, aimost.one school
per.year initiated cooperative education-programs. By,1942; there |
were approx1mate1p 20 institutions offerlng co-op education programs.

- A notable event: during this time was the founding of a d1v1s10n by the

American Soc1ety for Engineering Education (ASEE) to deal specifically
with cooperative education. Founded in 1930, it was caIled the ,
Cooperative Education Division'(dED).

After World.War II,.co—op education continued‘its expansionﬂ'
Two to thrée schools per.year began new programs in co~op education.
Providing the’ 1mpetus for the expans1on was Public Law 78 346 June 22,
1944 (G. I. Bill) Aiding further 1n the expan51on after World War II
. was. the doctrine of co—op education published by the Committee on Aims
and Ideals_of Cooperative Engineering 'Education: hntitled "The
Cooperative System——A.Manifesto,f‘this.document became the official
doctrine of the Cooperative.ﬁducation bivision (CED) of the American

Society of Engineering Education (ASEE) Included in the manifesto

were the follow1ng five §pec1fic Aims of the Cooperatlve Method

1. 'To impart first—hand an actual knowledge of. an
experience with the execution in 1ndustry of engineering designs,
prOJects and development.
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2. To impart understanding of and familiarity with the.
problems and . the viewpoints of working men and’ women.

3. To assist students, by direct and personal experience
‘in 1ndustry, to test their aptitude for engineering careers.

4. To enable engineering students- to adJust themselves to
engineering employment by gradual and easy transition from
academic pursuits and mode of 11fe to the- requ1rements and
conditions of industry. :

5. To train and otherwise prepare students especially- and
‘directly. for the administrative and operating functions which,

. to a greater or less degree, enter into most engineering careers
: (Freund 1946)
In 1963 the National Commlssion on Cooperative Education was
founded to-prbvide a unified nationallvoice.for'the'movement.' In 1964
the Cooperatine Education.Association was formed to provide a forum
for all types of co-op education; Acoording to Woolridge (1964), there
were "70 colleges and unipersities offering cooperative education
programs to more than 30,000 upper-elass students by the end of 1964"”
(p- 66)
Beginnlng in 1964 and coritinuing to the present, cooperative
education has.expanded very rapidly. During the time span 1964-74

for example, 300 institutions added cooperative education programs

(Collins;-1973). The.Directory of-Cooperatlve Education compared

three different time spans:

1906-1942" L _ 20 institutions in 36 years
1943-1962. -" : 50 1nstitutions in 20 years
1963-1972 o 300 1nstitutions in 10 years

"+ (Collins, 1973)




17

in addition'to the.nunber of instrtutions perticipating,
student enrollments have aiso érown dramétdoelly;_ Aocording'to a 1975
study,-125,271-students‘at 575'universities were pérticipating in
cooperatlve educatlon (Brown and W11son) Currentiy there ere in
.excess of 200 000 (Moye, 1979) |

Throughout its 74-year hlstory, cooperatlve educatlon has
.kept at the forefront of the movement the bas1c.concepts outlined by
Dr. Herman Schnelder. In 1961 these eoncepts were summarlzed dn a

ma351ve study conducted by Wilson and Lyons entitled Work—Study College

Program Appralsal and Report of the Study of Co_peratlve Education.

In this study, Wllson and .Lyons stated

Cooperative'education islthe plan which . integrates
classroom experience and practical work experience in industrial,
business, government or service-type work situations.  The work
experilence constitutes a regular and essential element in the
educative process, and some minimum amount of work experience and
minimum standards of performance are included in the requirements
of the institution for a degree. . In additlon, there must be.
liaison between the adiministration of the institution and the’
employers. = The essential criteria are that the work experience
be considered an 1ntegra1 part of the educational process, and
‘that the institution take a definite respon31billty for this
integration (1961, p. 8)

As can be noted,'the history of-cooperative-education has been
inextricably linked to growth 'in the number of programs as well as the
number of student participants. The federal government has increas-

ingly supported tﬁe_co—op program, encoureging post-secondary ‘
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institutions to bécome involved in.implementing new programs and
strengthening existing ones.

"Attitudes and Perceptions in
Cooperative Education

According to Stalcup (1968), an attltude can be deflned as
"a tendency (learned) to react in a certain manner toward tangibles
and - intanglbles" (p.. 177) 0ppenhe1m (1966) 1nd1cates that att1tudes
are always present, although not necessar1ly actlve. . Attitudes
subsequently become apparent when the indivudal is confronted with
a questionnaire aimed at measuring nis attitude.’
According to Roberts.(1976), there is a distinct relationship
between attitudes and perceptions.’
Attitudes presuppose perception, of course. Perceptlon -
is difficult to define, particularly as it pertalns to this
study.  For example, if a number of individuals are quer;ed
regarding length of .the segments of the broken line in the "
- middle of a highway, their answers (probably perceptions unless
. they are civil engineers) might range from a foot and a half to
-eight feet. Respondents would be aghast to discover .that each’
segment is approximately 15 feet in length. If the question is
asked of a single. 1ndiv1dual in .a moving automobile; his per-
ceptions vary depending upon speed of the vehicle at the time
~ the question is asked. The faster the speed, the shorter the
,segments are percelved to be (p. 5). S : '
: Perception, therefore, according to Roberts, is a relative phenonenon.

A part of his study 1nvolved the development of an instrument called

Att1tudes Toward Career Educat1on whlch was used to measure "Attitudes

toward the f1ve areas of concern, i.e., curriculum development, fiscal
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-policy, evaluatlon, grade level and teacher education——as each pertains
to Career Educatlon (1976, pp. 6-7).
Measurement of attltude and perceptlon in cooperatlve educatlon
has been a part-ofea number of:dIfferent studles. In hlS study |

Cooperative Educatlon as Perceived by’ Administrators and Teachlng

Faculty of Technlcal'Programs in Texas Public Two-Year Postsecondary

Educational Institutioms, Benson (1977) compared the attitudes of

adminstrators.and instructors‘toward cooperative education ano toward.
technical education curricula that inolude integrate& cooperativef
education‘plans.._Aecording to Benson, technlcal program administra-

. tors and instructors have a‘favorable attitude toward an.integrated
cooperatlye'plan for students._ In addition, Benson (1977) noted that
the att1tudes of some technical program 1nstructors from ‘both urban

and rural, 31ngle campus community colleges are in less. accord'with
the values of cooperatlve educatlon and cooperative plans than those
from larger, urban, multl-campus comprehen31ve community colleges"
(p. 96)

Another survey in 1973 found that llberal arts faculty were
dissatisfied with co—op education.and had a preference for giving
aeauemic credit for the experience. Englneering faculty;:on'the
other hand, did'not.want to award credit,'but felt co—op education

had a significant value in the education process (Pratt, 1974).
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In attempting:to measure‘the attitudes and‘perceptions of
eleventh grade students in a co—op education plan, Wright (1977)
stud1ed the effect of part—tlme employment and nonemployment on the
Variables of_vocatlonal,naturity and Job 1nvolvement. erght s study
demonstrated that a_semester'of cooperative-education did.not produce
a significant change'in the yocational‘naturity or:job involyement'

of the narticipants (pp; 83*84); The Job Involvement Scale and the

Career Maturity Inventory which were administered by Wright'did not

detect a significant relationship between students' attitudes toward
vocational maturity and.job.involvement. |
A study.completed'in lé72nconc1uded that participationiin a
.cooperative education nrogrgmﬁror one year failed to enhance certain
\behavioral'and nersonalityidinensions‘of studentS'Under'consideration'
(Sanyer) UtillZing pre—tests and post;tests of.the Ca11fornia -

Psychological Inventory (CPI) and the Vocatlonal Development Inventory

(VDI) the results of the Sawyer study indicated that- particlpatlon in
a cooperative education program failed to enhance the development of

1. Six personallty characteristics associated with
measures of polse, ascendancy, and self—assuance,.

2. Six personality characteristlcs associated with .
measures of.socialization,'maturity,xand reSponsibility;;

.3. Three personality characteristics associated with-
‘measures of achievement potential ‘and intellectual efficiency;

4., Three personality‘characteristicsfassociatedgwitha
- measures of intellectual and interest modes; and, :
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5. Vocational naturity.as enhanced by the Vocational
Development Inventory (1977, p. 78).

While the measurement of attitude is not specirically mentioned in this
study,'the characteristics stu&ied must, of necessity, involve the
measurement of attitude.

Like Sawyer, Gass (1977) studied participants and non-

'participants in a cooperative education program.- The study, done on

hign schooi graduates in tne hospitality industry, concluded that-
employee performance ratingS'of cooperative education students by
their employer and'job satisfaction'scale average score -"Were not
S1gn1ficantly higher at an .05 level than’ those of non—cooperative
education students (p. 107) The JOb performance ratings of
employers consisted of such factors as quality and quantity of work
aptitude, 1n1t1at1ve, adaptability, work relations, dependability,
capaclty for advancement, overall performance and personal hab1ts‘
(Gass, 1977). Couey (1977) reached‘similar conciusions as éass in'a
study completed:at Auburn’ﬁniversityi .His'study, comparing coopera-
tive:proéran participants with randonlyjselected.non-participating
senior engineering-students,lfailed to identify any statistically '
significant difference in responses ‘of the two groups in 14 out of

15 work value variables of ‘the Work Values Inventory. Couey concluded

‘that "engineering students at Auburn University exhibited rather

homogenous work values whether or.not'they had participated in’
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.cooperative education”.(p.'74). Work values on the'inventory include
the following topies: - altruism, esthetics,'creativity, intellectual
'stimuletion, achieVement, independence, prestige; managemént;,econonic
return,;security, human relations,lsurroundings, associates, way of
lifehend variety.- The only.one.denonstratiné_significant statistical -
difference was independence. However, Rowe and Linler (197l) found
thet as students-have nore work experience,:the more'satisfied they |
are with their jobs. In another study,hconducted eiclusiyely‘on |
education majors, it was found thet females were "far more satisfied
with their work experience than'were males" _(Wines, 1973, p. 48).

In a“study to.determine the difference in perceptions among
,students, taculty, and.employers fegarding a'coéop education program,
.~Wadsworth (1976) found that faculty, employers and non—cooperative

education students were not ‘as aware of co—op education variations in
work petterns ss Were‘co—op.education part1c1psnts. While all groups-
-favored‘the conceot of co—op educetion;'the”verious groups learned
about.co—op education in different ways. In'compering the'two groups,
" Wadsworth found that co—op education students Worked 1onger hours,
were more into their major field, carried more credits at’ the same
time and had a.higher grade point average than non-co—op education '
zstudentsJ The University of Houston conducted an employer attltude
and pollcy survey in 1973 Results from the survey 1nd1cated that

co—op education did not get'strong-endorsement and support from the
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top management, co—op edQcétiohxstﬁdgqts did not receive fringe
. benefits énd co-op educafion was utilized by employers primarily as
a tool fo? rédﬁcing the attrition rate of talented Well—educatéd
persénnel (Siushef; 1953).
Eqrthef studies wére cqnduéteq in the realm of student atfi—_

tudes‘regarding.éodperative'education at the ﬂniversity of South

Florida (Lentz and Seligsohn,'1968). The College-Stu&enf

Questionnaire published by the Educational Testing Service was -

-administered to co-op and non co-op students. The_questionnaire
measured the following categoriesﬁ |
1. Satisfaétiﬁn'with faculty
2. Satisfaétion With adﬁinistrati&n
3. Satiéfacfioﬁ'with major
4. .SatiSfaétibﬁ with:s;udéntg'
5. -Study habits
6. Exﬁracﬁréiéular,ihvolvément
7. Faﬁily indepéndence-
8; Peer indepen&ence
9. Liberalisﬁ
10. Social cqnsqienée‘
li. Cultdrallsophistiéation
The analysis of the a;ta re;egléd tﬁat.the oniy:significant differ—~

ence was in the aréa of "Satisfaction with Faculty." In this’
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category, cooperative education.students expressed greater'
satisfaction.
. ln'a:similar study, Baker (1969)“compared'the personal value

preferences of co-op and non co-op students on the fifteen variables

of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS).' In addition,
students were comparéd on-grade point average.::The study,.conducted,
on engineering students atnTennessee Technological University at
.Cookville, Tennessee, found freshmen cooperative and non—cooperative
education students homogeneous on.12 of the 15 variables. The twelve
variables on Which students did.not differ were abasement,'achieue-
ment, affiliation, aggreSSion,.autonomy, change, deference, dominance,
' endurance, exhlbition, heterosexuality, and nurturance. On the three
variables,of 1ntraception, order,and succorance,.the two groups
differed,:with the CO—op'student scoring higher.on the first two and
the non co—op student higher on the third “In the area of academic
excellence, the cooperative education students obtained higher grade
p01nt auerages.than the, non.co-op students. | .

| Yensco (1977) structured a career status and. attainment -
3study of baccalaureate graduates who had part1c1pated in co—op
‘ programs; The procedure once agaln employed was a comparison of co-op‘
and non’ co-op students.: Among the findings of ‘the Yensco study were

" the folloW1ng. -
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1. No basic differences appear between co-op and regular
graduates in career performance one to two- years after the
receipt of the bachelor's degree. .

2. Cooperative education students do not statistically
differ (significantly) in the area of satisfactilon with their~
job.

3. The dooperatiye education method is -supported by'
the respondents as a vital part of the undergraduate engineering
program (p. 113)

A comparison study of co-op graduates versus non oo-ob
_ graduates was‘performed at Langley Research Center of the National
Aeronautics and:Space Administration in 1970. The conclusion of the
study was that the cooperative students outperformed non co-op students
in three areas:. rate of advancement, iack of. turnover, and awards

for outstanding performance (Jarrell, 1974). Gore (1972) completed a
.cooperative education study of the full-time student versus the co-op
student. * Gore's study showed that at the time of graduation the co-op
student does not have monetary or positional advantage over the full-’
time student. .

Fronlthestudent interview persoectiVe, two studies were con-
ducted at Northeastern University. The first'focused exclusively on
females, and the second dealt only with males (Kany, 1973). The two )
studies, comparatively speaking, found that males had a tendency to

select a wider choice of fields. In addition, it was reported that

both sexes loosened their gender role restriction in work situations.
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Change Theory as Related to
Implementation of 'a New Idea

The process of change at the postrsecondary~level is a highly.
.complem one that involves solvingia variety of problems simultaneously.
Numerous instances can be cited in which educational institutions have
launched well—intentioned innovative programs, only to have them fail
Gross (1971) systematically examined an attempt to institute a major
change in an urban school. The study, which recorded the dynamics and-
outcomes of an innovation that was designed,to redefine the role of_the'
school teachers was abandoned seven months after it was.introduced.

The findings of the study demonstrated that the director's management
of . the innovation had two fundamental flaws 1) No consideration was
given to the kinds of obstacles that teachers could be expected to
encounter; and 2) No attempt was made to establish monetary feedback
mechanisms to trace the'dynamics of the innovation (Gross, 1§71)

As demonstrated in the Gross study (1971), the intellectual
tools (perspective, knowledge, assumptions, and conceptual schemes)
that educators bring to bear in a situation requiring change, impact '
significantly on the change effort. In addition,‘analysts of. change
efforts have identified a numher of circumstances that have been .con~
tributing factors to the failure of éducational change efforts.

Hertiott and Gross (1979) point out eight factors:
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1. Failure to diagnose problems properly;
2; Failure to entieipate or resolve implementation'problems;
3. Ad hoe approach to educational “innovation; |
4. TUncritical acceptance of exiéting innovations;
- 5. .Absence-of nonitofing end.feedback mechaniSms;
6. :InadeQuate planning; |
7. ABsence of teachef and community partieipation;
8. Absence of leadershlp (pp. 25-30).
Re51s;ence to ehange is widespread. . Argyle (1967) descrlbed
the formulation of nréanizafinnél chenge:

In the first place, there is usually resistance to change of
any sort....In social organizations .pattefns become established -
and are of great stability because individuals work out drive-
reducing ways of adapting and fear that any -change will be to
their disadvantage in some ‘way. ~ Changes in' industry are resisted
'by workers because they are afraid that they will be paid less or
will have to work harder to earn.the same amount. Wage-incentive
schemes have often floundered for this reason. Changes are
resisted by managers because they are afraid that their position
will be weakened somehow or that they will be further from the
centers -of power. Current changes in prisons are resisted by
prison officers and prisoners alike because they have no desire
"to associate with each other....There is anxiety either about

" possible material loss or about the disruption of a well-
established and satlsfylng social system (p. 95).

Accordlng to the Overcomlng Re31stance to Change (ORC) Model

(Herrlott and Gross, 1979), management plays the key role in overcomlng
the staff resistence outlined above. Management must convince the
staff members just prior to, or at the time of,_fhe introduction of

- the innovation that the innovation is worthy of doing. -Argyle (1967)‘

"
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States: |

The main prlnciple here is that subordinates should be
persuaded and motivated rather than ordered--so that they
actually want to behave in the new way. This persuasive and
- democratic style means ‘allowing people to take part in
discussions and decisions (p. 94).

In cooperative education the emphasis on'change and the con-

comitant involvement'by individuals in discussion. and decisions is

Widely recognized.'.Thellnstitutional Change Model, develoned by the

:Cooperative Education Research Center (1980), stresses participation
1 by,faculty;‘administration, employers,_and.co—op‘education staff in
initiating a university—wide'covop'nrogramﬁ Federal guidelines for
funding.of co—-op education“prograns:emphasize involvement bv all
affected meﬁbers of the institution-in decision—making-and discussion
if a co—op education program is’ ultimately to ‘succeed (Federal
Register, 1980) Evans (1976) stated
. Vital to the 'success of. cooperative education programs is .
. the coordination of the various areas- of 1nvolvement.‘ These
_areas are as follows. ‘ :
| -1 Academlc Units (Undergraduate and Graduate)
la) Colleges (Academic)
b) Departments.and/or Division .
c5 Commonvealth Campuses
27 Student Affairs

!

a) Career Development and Placement Center
(CDPC) at U.P. : o

v
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.b). Commonwealth-CamnuseS‘

3. Advisory,Committee '

4. Students

5. Employers (p. 113)

Evans continued h1s dlscuss1on to indicate that dec151on-mak1né
activities and spec1f1c roles.should be developed for each of these
areas. |

Vital to the suceess.of the implementation of a new idea is

pertieipation by‘the affected members in discnssion and decision-
'making.'-Sonnd change theory:models dictate this, and existing co-op .
.programs valldate it.. In addition, information must be aveilable

86 that each of the’ affected members "obtains a clear understanding of
~the_proposed innovation".(Herriott and Gross, 1979). Research infor-
mation Whlch will valldate expectatlon levels on behalf of employers
and faculty members (such as outllned in this study) would aid
immeasurable in that flow_of information. 'This.informetion;-if
gatheted properly and disseminated in s reasoned_fashlon_would impact
on educational ehange, theneby avoiding the lnadeduacy of-some educa~-
tional reseatch. To quote.ledridge‘end Deal (1975):

The protu31on of innovation research has not been
particularly useful for administrators as they aré changing,
reforming, or installing new ideas in educational organizations. .
This gap between the research and administrative action stems
from several characteristics of the innovation research: an

individualistic'perspective tends to ignore the fact that most
sacial inventions are adopted by.organizations, not individuals;
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there has. been a focus on factors that are difficult or lmpossible
for an administrator to control; the policy implications ‘of much
innovation research are.not spelled out; alternative strategies
for change that results from theé research are not adequately tested
consultants have discouraged an experimental problem-solving

approach by promising sSimple solutions from their "black bag"
of tricks (p. 171). ‘

Summarz:

The historical development of'co—op education demonstrates that
in a 74-year neriod, coeop education has gained a national following at
the post-secondary level. From its origin in l906'with several hundred

‘students participating, it has grown .to over a thoueand institutione
with in excese of'ZOQ,OOb atudents enrolling annually.in the co—op
education program. In addition_to the number of institutions partici—:
pating,.the number of diSCiplines:hae also increased. While the co-op
progran began as primarilf an engineering offering, today it encom—

' passes V1rtually all discipline areas 1n one form or another._.

The measurement. of attitude .and’ perception in tne co-op area-

hae met with mixed results. While there is no overwhelming evidence
.that co—-op significantly.affects nork values, selection of a career,A
maturityg job satisfactlon, etc., tnere is likewise no overwhelming
ev1dence that it does not. |

The implementation of a new idea has been shown to'embody the

utilization ofisound change' theories. Among these are the Overcoming

Re31stance to Change (ORC) ‘Model, which embodies the princ1pal of
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participative discussion and democratic decision-making. Successful
co;op education programs have been shown to utilize the same

principles..




CHAPTER III
.Metﬂod;'and Proceddfes
..The éeﬁfrallproblemnéf_this study was to determine the
'diffefences betwaeé faculty member and employer ratingé'éf non-
techﬁical émployméntldualities and éttitudinal characteristic; of
Cooperati%é Education studeﬁts in ﬁhe western region of the céuntry.
In additibn,'this study examinedxphe influence sélected,demographic
cﬁaracéeristics have upon faculty.aﬁa'embioyer responses. |
In describing the procedures utilized in investigating the
probiem étated above, Chapter Three is divided into thé following
methodological area;: |
1. .Deséripéion.of the pOpﬁlation;
2. _Definitioﬁ of the categéries of;invéstigafion, including
:the necessary'confrols utilized in eliﬁinating ébntaminéting variables;
| 3. .bescfiptiéﬁ §f the surveylinétfument;
4. Methods used‘in collgc£ing the data;
5. Statement of tﬁe é;atistical hypothéses teéted in the
nﬁllzformxalong with the level of significénce used;
6. Statistical'methéds used fqr'analyzing the data; and
*7. Summary of the methods and procédures utilized in ;hé

study.
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Description of the Population and.
Sampling Procedures

The population surveyed'inciuded faculty'members.from pest—_
secondary institutions who Were'identified.as being éepportive of
co-op edecation; and emﬁloyers‘who-were identified as beiﬁg supportiﬁe
- of.co—op e&ucatioﬁ, in.the twelve;state region which'comptises the -
Western ASSOCiation'of Work Experience Edueators;' This area includes
the states ot Alaske,'Califernia, Coioredo; Idaho,‘Montana,‘Nebraska,
Nevada, New'Mexiqe; Otegon, Utah,  Washington, and Wyoming;

The faculty members.and emf)loyets wet:e .identif ied .by- contacting

cooperative education directors in each of the institutions in the

_aforementioned states. Each cooperative education director was asked to -

~ supply the researcher.with a 1istiﬁg~ot'fiye'faceltftmembere'eed'five
employers who.are suptortive of eooperetive,education., The ditector
was asked to identify oﬁly'faculty members wﬁe?. e)'have at least a
.half -time faculty app01ntment ( 50 FTE); b) have taught at a post-
secondary institution at least ome year' c) are not d1rect1y compen—-
sated by. the Cooperatlve.Educatlon Offlce;'and d) have demonstrated

a w1111ngness to Support the co-op program in its phllosophy and

modus operandl. Faculty members meetlng the aforementioned four
criteria (a, s c.and d) were con31dered supportive of co;op educatlon.
Facuity membete who are supportiye of;cofop educatlon often demonstrate
'to‘the director a Qil;inghess to hele with the vetious espects ef

program management, including but not limited to, supervision and
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grading of students. Faculty members' support, required for federal
fundlng, can also be 1ndicated by a willingness to serve on advisory
committees for co~op education as well aSsvolunteering time to
counsel with individual students. In addition, the director was
asked to identify only those employees who: a) have had at least one
student worklng in a cooperatlve arrangement withln the past nine
monthg; and b) have had the student on the job.a minimum of ten hours
per week on a parallel cooperative'arrangement or one complete duarter
if on the'alternating basis. Employers meeting these two criteria were
considered supportive of co-op education.. Employers who are supportiye
or ¢co—-op education often have-students in a co-op working arrangement.
The criteria for tederal funding of co-op education’programs allude
frequently to the necessity of employer support in order for co-op
programs to be successful. One of the measures of employer support
is a willingness to supervise; train and'evaluate a co-op student.
In addltion, supportive employers might participate on advisory com-
mittees orooffer assistance'by being available for panels and for
addressing career classes. Active support would hinge on whether or
not the employer has been involved in a working arrangement with the
student within the lmmediate past or the presentQ | |

', fhere were fifty—four (54) cooperative education directors con-
tacted durlng March of 1981 and asked to supply the names of faculty

,members and employers meetlng the prev1ously—descr1bed criteria.
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Definition of Categories of
. Investipation

- The Non—~-Technical Employﬁeﬁt Qualities for Cooperative

Education Students Survez_developed at Utah State Univérsity'ﬁas used

in this study. It is based on‘employment characteristics that-employ—.

ers have identified as desirable for employees. The total number of

non-technical qualiﬁies idéntified_in the questionnaire was sixty (60).

The first thirtyiques;ionslwere iden;ified as non~technical employment
qualities. This sectioo3consisted of siogle_stetements tﬁat referred
to personal etandards.of oerformance. The second section consisted of
a siogle word that oescribed an aftitudinal characteristic.,‘

Several contaminating variablee could possibly have afﬁeceeo
. the findings of the study,-end}therefore an effort wes-madelto control
them. First, only those supbbrtive of cooperative education were
studied.' Non—supportive faculty and employers were not studied doe
to the,oifferenees'io.apofoach to.eooeet;on aﬁd philosophical con-
siderations. Since eooperative'edueation has as one of its:orime
goals the pfeparetion of students for entryelevel occupatiohs_and'
therefore; is direetly coocerned with.ipfegrating fhe claseroom_with
oractical; applied on—the—jobltraining, the facuity members‘sopportive
of such a proéram Would oe coﬁcerﬁed Qith‘different philosophicai con—
.siderations ‘than those who are not supportlve (Mason & Haynes, 1976).

Consideratlons 1nvolv1ng the process of" total career development as
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well as the development of occupationally—related skills are empha;
sized by supportive faculty (Marland,.1971). |

Second, the NorthWest'Cooperatiye.Education'penter has been
verylaetivelin the training of'employers and faculty members in the
'State of:WashingtonL Therefore;.the.respondents from this state might
tend to distort the findingsi | -

Third,“employers who have served in an advisory orvformal
consultant‘capacity'with the 1oeal co—op'education program eould have
distorted the-findings; This tactorjwas controlled through suryeying
the entire population. if employers have acted 1n this capacity, it
may have influenced’ thelr attitude toward and knowledge of the non-
technical qualities and attitudinal characteristics outlined herein.

Desgcription of the Suryﬁy
Insttument

The survey instrument was diVlded into three sections. The

first ‘séction contained questions de81gned to obtain demographic datar_

.Faculty.members were,instructed_to answer all four questions, while.
employers were instructed to answer numbers 1, 2 and 4. The questions
‘ were'as follows:

l. Whether the respondent is a facultydmemher or'employer;

2. The length of time the faculty member or employer has

beeq involved in co-op education;
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3. The discipline area in which'the-faculty member teaches;
and - . | - | A i
4.‘ The length of time the co-op'education_proéram haslbeen
in existence‘.
The second section of the instrument was’ composed of thlrty
(30) statements about non-technical qualities The employer and/or

faculty member was asked to indicate the importance of-each quality by

using a rating of one, two, three,.or four. The rating scale was as

follows:
1 = No importance .
2 = Lﬁmited importance
3= Important
‘4'==ﬁxtremely important

.The.third section of the instrumentlmas designed to obtain a
'rating.of thirty-(SO) single word'descriptions of attitudinal charac—
teristics. Each of the thirty words was listed and the faculty member
and employer were asked to indicate a rating of one, two,.three or
four regarding the‘importance of:the.quality.' The rating numeration'
.and definition was the same as in section two . of the survey form. A
copy of the survey is found in Appendix A.

The: surVey presently exhibits content validity because of the
origination point of the survey. Utah State Univer51ty developed,

field tested and surveyed with the instrument; The findings were’
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presented as part of a national research panel iﬂ-Louisvilie, Kentucky,
+in April of 1980. In addition, the non-technical qualities oufiined
herein are recognizeé b&lthe‘Nationél Commission on Cooperative
Education'aé phé basis for a number ofvdifferent'student.evaluations;
-.Thé réiiability of the survey inst;umenp used in this study
was'measured utilizing the pésf—;etest method. On April 1,_1981,-
~the survey was sent to ten'fééulty.mémbers and ten employers outside
of the tWélve states feiné_surveyéd. On April 15, 1981, the survey
was sent t§ the same fgn faculéy-members apd theisame.ten:empléyers.
It was de;érmined that-thosg items pot meeting the reliability_of .70
would be omitted from the survey. The two groups of responses wére
then correlated using the Pearson Product Moment Correlation oﬁ an
item~-by-item basis to establish reliabiiity of'individﬁal items on
thé two sections of the ingtrument. However, becaﬁse of the lack of
variability in tﬁe respoqse‘categorf,.reliabilify could not be
established on an item—by—i£em baéig.'
fhe feiiability of the survéy instrument was then established
in three ways: l)lgy measuring the overall réliabilify.of thg
instrument; 2) by measuring the reliability of the section dealing
with_hon—fechnical empio&ment qualities; and 3) by ﬁeasuring the .
reliability of the section dealing with attitudinal characteristics.
Each of the afonementionea was correlated-utiiiziﬂg the Pearson

Product Moment Correlation.
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~ As can be noted from Table 1, the overall :éliability for the
total instrument waé .791.. For tﬁe section.of the instrument dealing
with non-technical emploYment qualities the reliability. was .681; while
the section on attitudinal.éhafacteristics wés féuﬁd to have a.

reliability of .815.

Table 1

RELIABILITY OF SURVEY INSTRUMENT
UTILIZING PEARSON r

T

Section Correlated " Pearson r -Value
Overall Instrument ' .791
Non-Technical Qualities , S .681
Attitudinal Characteristics .815

Methods Used in Colléctiqg o a . ‘
the Data ) S

Daﬁa was collected'frog the pdpulation by means of a mailed;
‘survey- instrument which was sent ?ifh”afﬁdverfletter. A félléw—up
letter was mailed tb non—respondenfs two weeks after ﬁhe 6rigiﬁal
maiLing. If én 80%_returnfrate was not échieved at tﬁis poinf, é.
third follow-up letter wag'tdjbe sent to the remaining non-
‘respon&ents}' éopies of the coﬁep‘letter an& follow-up letter are

found in Abpendix,B..
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Statistical Hypotheses

Based upon general questions one through eight in Chapter I,

the following null hypotheses were tested.

Null Hﬁpothesis One; The rating -of non-téchnical employment -

qualities ‘is independent of employer or faculty affiliation.

‘Null Hypothesis Two. The rating of non-technical employment

qualities between faculty members and employers is independeht of time

“affiliated with the co-op program.

- Null Hypothesis Three. The rating of non-technical employment
‘qualities by faculty members is independent'of affiliation with the
following disciplines: Social Sciencés, Sciences, Business and

Humanities.

Null Hypothesis Four. The rating of non-technical employment
qualities by faculty members and employers is'independent of. the 1engtH

of time the co-op program has been in existence.

‘Null Hypothesis Five. The rating of attitudinal character-

isties is independent of employer or faculty éffiliatiqn;

Null Hypothésis Six. The rating of attitudinal:characteristics

between faculty members and émployers'is independent of time affiliated

with the co—op program.
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Null Hypotheéis Seven.’ The rating of'attitudinal character—

isties of faculty members is 1ndependent of affiliation with the
follow1ng d1501p11ne3' Soc1al Sciences, Sclences, Bu51ness and,

Human1t1ee.

Null Hypbthesis Eight. The rating,of'attitudinal character—
istics by faculty members and employers is indeﬁendent of the length

- of time the co-op pregram has been in existence.

Anilysis of the Data

The aemographic data collected in answering'the’first part of
-the'instrament was presehted using descriptive techhiques. |

The elght-null hypothesés were tested at the .05 level using
the Chi;équare Test.bf lndependence. In_determiﬁing'the'level of-
aignificahce te.be ased ln the study, both .10 and..Ol were ruled out
in or&er to balance the probability of making a.Tyhe‘I or Iypé II
.error. The .10 level ofwsignificance was,not used because sach'a“
1é§e1 would discoerage rea&ers from seriously consldering the resulte._x
The atudy-wodld; in.all.prohabilit§, be.ignored: On the other hand,
‘ the .05 1evel of 51gn1f1cance was used rather than .01 because of the
1mportahce attached to 1dent1fy1ng even the smallest of d1fferences.
Since ‘the area berng‘examlned-ln-thls;study haa not been studled

‘carefully befbreg it was deemed important not to miss significant
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differences-—differences:that could be missed at the .Oi level of
significance.
Since the Chi-Square Tést of Independence was used iﬁ this
study, in the gﬁent pf an occurreﬁ;e of'empfy cells, cells.wouid be
collapsed.. The procedure foi;owed was that recoﬁmendgd by Siegel

(1956, p. 121-26).

Summary

This,chapte: contains a detailed descriptioﬁ of the methods
and procedures undertaken‘in the stﬁdy.

The pqpﬁlation consisfed df féculty members of pos;-secondary
institutions and participaﬁing emplo&grs éupportive of éooperative
edﬁéation in twelve statés compfising the Western Association of
IWork ﬁxpefience Educators. .

A.survey insfrumént measuring the ratings of facﬁlty members
and employers on ﬁon—technical eﬁploymént qualities and attifudingl
chéracteristicé was utiliééd for the étudy. The instrument contained
60 items, diviaéd into two sectioms. Takep into -account were the
following véfiables.which might have influenced the étudy;

'1. Whether or nof the coordinétor and employer ﬁere involved,
or had been involved recently, with the cooperétive educatioﬁ program;

2. The location of the progfaﬁ;‘and

" 3. Whether or.not.tﬁe employer ﬁés éerved in an advisory -

capacity with the local co-op program.
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A survey form was mailed in May of 1981 to determine if
differences exigt in the rating of non-technical employment qualities

and attitudinal characteristics of these two groups; A follow—up

letter and enclosed survey were sent out approximately two weeks later. .

Eight statistical hypotheses'wefé tested in the ﬁull form. The
first four,hypotheseé were re;ated fo hon—technicél empioyment qualities
and the last four were related to attitudinal ch;racteristics.

The dembgrapﬂic daté'was-aﬁalyzed descriptively in order to
answer the ggneral-quéstionsroutlined in the first portion of the
instrument. The Chi—Square Test:of Independence.washused to.test the

eight hypotheses. The .05 level of significance was used.
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' CHAPTER v
Results and-Findings'\
lhis.study prodnced deta'concerning the ratings of'feculty-
members and employers on non—technlcal employment qua11t1es and
attltudlnal characterlstics. The results are presented under two major
headings. First, . the populatlon and demographlc characterlstlcs are
diseussed. Second, the results from the testing of the elght statls-
‘tical hypetheses are presented. A number of tables are presented
throughont.thelehapter that'are related to analysis of the data.

Population and Demographic
Characterlstlcs

The population snrvefed was obtained by wrlting the
54 directors of cooperative education.programs'in the 12 state region-
-which cbmpriSes thelwestern'Assneietinn pf Work Experience ﬁducators.
A. breakdown ot:where those'54 nrograms were loeated, by state, is .

shown in Table 2.
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Table 2
LOCATION OF CO-OP PROGRAMS IN
WESTERN REGION BY STATE

Sﬁéte o . L : No. of Proéfams
Alaska - .,
California . B S 19
Coibfado E I,' o .. . ' 7 |
Idaho | » , . b
Montana N .o ' 4
Nebraéka L I I |
Nevada ' f‘ . R 0
.NeW:MQiiCO'i o o ;' o . " -3
Oregop_ ‘ ST . . ':6
Utah | . - | 5
'Waéhing;én'..x | . ' | N .'7.

. Wyoming oL | SRR Y
~ Total " . : . . - -1

.As caﬁ Bé noted.ffom Tabie i,ntﬁré; été;es; Tdaho, .Nevada and
Wyoming, 40 hof éurreﬁtly ﬁavg cooperative edﬁcétion programs at the
jpost—secdndary ievel'meéting:the Qriteria oufli&ed'in thié study. The
largest congénfrationé'éf'ﬁfogfamsareih the staﬁes §f California,

Colorédb;'Washington'and Oregon. - These four states have a combined
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total of 37 progrgmé, or '68.5% of the programs found in the region’

‘surveyed.

Table 3 details the number of programs responding to the

requeét for names of faculty membeis and employers, as well as the

number of names generated in each category.

NUMBER OF PROGRAMS RESPONDING TO REQUEST

Table 3

FOR EMPLOYER AND.FACULTY NAMES

Faculty

No. of Programs ' Employer

. State Responding Names " Names
'Oregon 6 30 29
- Washington 5 25 24
Califprnia 17 55.: H 58

,Moneana 4 20 20'.

Colora&o  4 - iS' '19i.
Alaska 1 5 5
Utah 3 15 15
New Mexico .3 14 14
Nebfaska :.1 | 5 5

Total bt }:';87“

190

. As indicatéd in Table 3, of the:54 directors-contacted, 44,

.or .81.4% responded td'thelrequeét for ‘names of faculty:membefs,aﬁd




employers. The stétes oflgalifornia, Oregon.and Wasﬁington_prbVi&ed :

both tﬁe 1argeét number.of program directo;s responding as well aé the

largeé£ numBer of names qf'faéultyjﬁembers and emp;OYers. These ;hree.

-Statés Were-reéponsible_fo;~113 of.the.}SZ facﬁlty members surveyed

and 111 of the 190 empioyers'éurveyed.' |
‘Ali‘377.namés provided By the'diredtoré of cooperative educa-

tioﬁ.Were'sﬁrveyed."Ihe n;mbef'of faculty members éur§e§ed was

'187. . The number of'eﬁploygré sﬁfveye& w;s 190: The iﬁformafion

' conta;ned in iable 4 indicates the retﬁrn rate and élso'indicates‘the“

feSponse f; the first genéral‘questioﬁ onlthe.sufve§ which asked: 'I

am currengly é:-.I) facultf ﬁember, or‘B) emﬁloyer. Tﬁere.wag a

‘total of'264 respoﬁéés to the survey, or 70193%..'Of_thE-264 responses

received, 255 were useable.

Table 4

1

i NUMBER .OF FACULTY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYERS
RESPONDING TO: SURVEY

S . Number C Number of.Useable' Percentage of
Group ‘ Surveyed .. Responses * Useable Responses
. Faculty Members . - 187 = = .. 130 S 69,47
Employers S 190 T L 25 L o 65.7%

Total - 377 . - 255 . 67.97 (avg)
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| As demonstrated in Table 4, of the 377 names sﬁfveyed,'255,lof
67.9% were considered useable.
Table 5 iﬁdicates the leﬁgtﬁ‘of time faculty members and
employers have been in&olfed in coopefative education. The number of
respondents in each c¢ategory is detailed along with the appropriate

percentages.

Table 5

"LENGTH OF TIME‘FACULTY MEMBERS AND EMPLOYERS HAVE
BEEN INVOLVED IN COOPERATIVE EDUCATION

Length of No. of Faculty . No. of

Time “ . Members' Percentage Employers Pércentage
0 -2 years . 57 w9 e - 51.2
3 - 5 years 40 . 30.8 36 28.8
6 - 8 years 16 . 12,3 Col0 ' 8
9+  years Co17 S I 11 - 8.8
No Response __E B . __;__. s ' __é;g_
Total . 130 : 100.1% 125 100.0%

Ag éan:bé'poteq from Tébie,S, _97 of‘the 130 faculty memberé;
sr‘74.7Z,‘§qd.100.qf 125.émployérs; or‘8OZ, have bgen invbiyed inv
cooperative'educ;tion S‘years'orlleés;“ Sixteen of‘130,.or iZ.S%;bf
facultf members, and 10 of 125,ior 8% . of émployefs,fhavefbeen in-’

- volved in cooperative education for 6.to 8 years.
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General question number three on the survey form requested
faculty members to identify the discipline area’ in which they were
" teaching. Only faculty Were "to respond to this question. The break-
down of faculty members responding by dlsc1p11ne area’ is found in
Table 6. Note that due to roundlng, percentages may total fractlonally

less than or more than 100%.

Table 6

'DISCIPLINE AREA IN WHICH FACULTY MEMBERS
ARE CURRENTLY TEACHING -

Discipline Area No. of~Faculty- ' .?ercentage of Total
Social Sciences : 31 . i o .23.6%
Sciences - 38 S 29.2%
Business B o 29 - | 22.3%
Humanities _ : 13 o 10. 0%
Other o : ._;Q ' . 14.67

Total 0. L 9977

Table 6 demonstrates that the social sciences and sciences
account for 52.8% of the respondents, with the sciences faculty repre-

senting the largest group of respondents The'humanities faculty.

represented the smallest percentage of the total number of faculty

responding to the survey.
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Geneéral quegtion number four on the sur&ey form dealt with
the length of time the qo—op:program has' been in exi;teqce.. Both
faculty memberé and employéré'wére.tO'resﬁond to this‘question..
Table f détaiis the nﬁmbe; of réspondents f;om co—ép prégrams that"

have been in existence varying lengths of time. -

Table 7

LONGEVITY OF CO-OP PROGRAM . .

No. of Respondents

Lenéth of Iime,. . from Various Programs . Percentage Total
0-2 years o 75 | 30.2%
3 - 5 years . 80 " | 32.3%
6 — 8 years ' ‘T , o 39 | - 15.7%
| 9+  years | .54 - S _21.8%
Total " T 243 - ‘ o 160.07

. The breakdéwn_in fable 7 shows tﬁat 62.5% of the respondents
were from programs ;hat had been in. existence 5-yéars or less. Tﬁe
Imost reéponéés came from individﬁalé in programs that had beén in |
existence 5 years or 1&35, whilé fhé*léast_réspoﬁséé came from those _

.individuals in programs in existence from 6 to 8 years.
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Statistical Analysis

Six of the eight.hyéotheges'are inVestigaﬁed inferentially
by comparing faculty members and employers. for each null statement.

The other tiwo hypotheses investigated only faculty members for each.

null statement. The Chi-Square Test of independence was utilized to

test each null hyéothesis at the .05 level of significance. Chi-
Square values have been computed on collapsed cells where necessary.

The procedure followed is that outlined by Siegel- (1956, p. 121-26).

Null Hypothesis One. The rating of non-technical. employment

qualities is'independent of employer or faculty affiliation.
Table 8 presents the results for each of the 30 non-technical

'employment'qﬁalities as they relate to faculty or employer affilia-

tion.
Table 8
FACULTY MﬁMBERSf AND EM?LOYERS' RATINGS OF
. NON~TECHNICAL EMPLOYMENT QUALITIES
Non-Technical o R Degrees of ‘ Chi-
Employment Qualities: -~ : Freedom : .Square

1. Arrive for work and .- ) : .
appointments on time.. A ‘ C 2 2.246

2. TFollow instructions which

are given. 2 52372

*#Significant at .05 level




52

Table 8 (continued)

Non-Technical

Degrees of

Chi-

%*Significant at .05 level

Employment Qualities Freedom Square
3. Show enthusiasm for the e
tasks to be performed. 2 6.616%
4. Have positive. self-concept ‘
 and be self-confident. 2 "6.920%
5. Have a perscnal .appearance Ce ‘
suitable for the job. 2 2.064
6. Coéperéte with fellow
workers. . 2 3.702
7. Use time to the best
advantage of the company . 2. 4.225
8. Show tact in relationships :
with others. . .2 4.262
9. Demonstrate motivation -
‘to achieve on the job. 2. 9.610%
10. Perform responsibilities ,
in a thorough manner. 27 4.111
11, Take criticism when shown
" what.has beén done
incorrectly. ' 1 1.921
' 12. Show initiative to _ _
"perform on the job. -2 6.525%
" 13. Cooperate with ,
' supervigor/manager/owner. 3.088
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Table 8 (continued)

.Non—Technical

*Significant at .05 level

'Degrees'of . Chi-
Employment Qualities. Freedom - ‘Square’
14. Display social skills and
conduct acceptable to
others. ' 2 1.594
15. Communicate effectlvely : .
with others. 2 2,229
~16. Demonstrate a pleasant .
*  personality.. .2 1.329
17. Use correct.English '
skills such as grammar. 2 1.956
18. React constructively to
) conflict situations with
customers/clients or other o
employees. 2 8.356%
19. Use the telephone in a
buginesslike manner. 2 7.146%
20. Creaﬁe a positive first
. impression when.meeting
others. - 2 7.953%
2], Participate in constructive
gelf-disclosure. 2 2.836
22. Adapt to many varying types
of personality styles when
communicating. 2 3.491
23. ‘Work in harmony with those
- whose values and beliefs .
differ. -2 1,152
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"Table Sl(continued)

Non-Technical - o . Degrees of :‘ Chi-
Employment Qualities ‘ e Freedom Square
24. Accept ehanging role of. . ' .

men/women_ in business. o 2 5.114
25. Deal with prejudice in
business g . K 1 3.315
| 26. Maintain good health for ' :

" the job:’ o : ’ 2 2.108

27. Participate_as a team . . .
member in the organization. - 2 1.228
28} Copé withlchange and new . ,
procedures on the job. . : 2 8.877*
29. Perform basic mathematlcal ‘..-» : .
skills. : . B v 2 4.594
30. Suppott the concept of the :
1.653-

 free enteérprise system. . - . 2

' %*gignificant at .05 level

Table 8 1dentifles eight non—technlcal employment quallties as

'being significant at the .05 1eve1‘ Theseare show enthusiasm for ..

_the tasks to be performed have positive self-concept and be self—-'

confident; demonstrate motivation to achleve'on the job; show

initiative to perform'on.the job;’react qonstruqtively to conflict

situations with customers/elients or other employees; create a posi-

tive firatfimpressiOn'when meeting others; and cope with“change‘and-

.néw ‘procedures on' the job.
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Null Hypothesis Tﬁo., The rating -of qon—technical.emp;oyment
qualitiés betwéen faculty members and employefs is indepen&ent of time .
affiliated wiéﬁ ‘the program. |

| Téblé:9fpre§entslfgcultylmembers' faéings.of non-technicai em-
ployment‘qqalities as related tb time_affiiiated with the program.
| Table 9
"FACULTY MEMBERS' RATING OF ﬁON;TECHNiCAL EMPLOYMENT

QUALITIES ACCORDING TO LENGTH OF TIME
AFFILIATED WITH THE PROGRAM

Non-Technical - Degrees of  Chi-
- Employment Qualities ' . Freedom -Square

1. Arrive for work and . -
appointments on time. o . 3 -3.149

2. Fdllpw instrﬁétions which :
are given. : .o 3. ' 11.583%

3. Show enthusiasm‘for the . )
tasks to be performed. . . 3. | . 2.778

4. Have positive-self—conqept-_ . o " '
" and be self-confident. " 3 . 7449

5. Have a personal appéaranpe _ : o
suitable for the job. _ ' 6 T . . 8.368

6. . Cooperate with fellow : ‘ _ : ‘ :
workers. ' ' 3 i - 1.576

*Significant at .05 level
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Table 9'(continued)

' Non-Technical

*Significant at .05 level -

. Degrees of Chdi-

Employfient Qualities Freedom - 8quare
‘7. Use time to the best : :

advantage of the company. 6 6.580
8. Show tact in relationships "

with others. 3 2.069
‘9. 'Demonstraté ﬁotivation: .

to achieve on the job. 3 1.765
10. Perform responsibilities

in a thorough manner. 3 2.125
11. Take gfiticism when shown

what has been done

incorrectly. 3 8.379%
12. Show initiative to _

perform on the job. 3 2.755
13. Cooperate with .

supervisor/manager/owner. 3 1.130
14. Display social skills and

conduct acceptable to:

others. < 6 8:259
15. Communicate effectively

with others. ' - 3 1,208
16. Demomstrate a pleasant

personality. ' 6 3.219
17. Use correct Eﬁglish :

skills such as grammar. 3 1.620
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"Table -9 (continued)

Non~Technical

Employment. Qualities Freedom

Degrees of

Chi-~
Square

'18. React constructively to
confliet situations with
customers/clients or other
employees. - ’ . 3

19. Use the telephone in a
businesslike manner. - 6,

20. Create a positive first
impression when meeting -
others. o 6

21, Particdipate. in constructive
self-disclosure. ' . 6

22, Adapt to many vérying types
of personality styles when
communicating. . ) ' 6

23. Work in harmony with those
. whose values and beliefs
differ.: . - T

24, Acéept changing role of
men/women in business. ' 6

25. Deal with prejudice in _ o
business. ) ) 6

26. Maintain good health‘for
the job. :

27. Participate as'a team
member in the organization. : 3

28. Cope with change and new
procedures on-the job. ) 3

*Significant at .05 level

457

2.002

5.735

. 5.667

5.594

4.287
6.682
2.558
8.032
5.169

1.108
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Table: 9 (continued)

- Non—-Technical Degrees of Chi-
Employment -Qualities Freedom . Square
29, Perform basic mathematical

skills. 6 7.991
30. Support the concept of the . _ '
9 - - 23.848%

free enterprise gystem.

*Significant at .05-level

In Table 9,.thrée.nonjteqhnical emﬁloyment qualities were

identified as being significant at the .05 level. The three qualities

are: follow instructions which aré'given; take criticism when shown.

.What has.beéﬂ-done incorrectly; and shpport the concept of the ffée

enterprise system.
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ratings of. non-

technical employment qualities as related to t1me affiliated with the’

advantage of the company.

*Significant at .05 level

program.
', Table 10
EM?LOYERS' RATINGS' OF NON-TECHNICAL EMPLOYMENT
QUALITIES_ACCQRDING TO "LENGTH OF TIME
. AFFILIATED WITH THE PROGRAM
.Non-Technical Degrees of ‘Chi-
Employment Qualities Freedom Square
1. Arrive for'work and
appointments on time. 3 3.276
2. " Follow instructions whlch -
- are given. 3. 1.152
3... Show enthusiasm for the -
tasks to be performed. 3 5.605
4, .Have positive self—concept D .
and be self—confldent 3 1.704
5, Have a personal appearance . .
suitable for the job.. 6 7.397
6. Cooperate w1th fellqw N _
" workers. 3 1.476
7. Use time to the best - :
3 . 1.507. -
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Table 10 (continued)

Non-Technical

skills such as grammar.

*Significant at .05 level

: Degrees of Chi-
Employment Qualities . Freedom Square
8. Show tact in relationshipé' ‘ '

" with others. - 3 . 2.838
9. Demonstrate motivation -
to achieve on the job.. 3 1.507
" 10. .Perform réspbnsibilities .
in ‘a thoréugh manner. 3. 1.408
11. Take criticism when shown
what has been done )
incorrectly. 3 5.849
12, Show initiative to :
perform on the-job. 3 .543
13. Cooperate with’ Do '
supervisor/manager/owner. 3 3.897
14, Display social skills and
' conduct acceptable to
others. - 6 6.343
15, Communicate effectiveiy _ .
with others. 3 5.905
16. Demonstrate a pleasant '
personality. 6 4.401
17. Use correct Engiish’
6.439
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Table 10 (continued)

Non~-Technical . Degrées of
Employment Qualities " Freedom

Chi~
Square

18. React constructively to.
conflict situations with
customers/clients or other
employees. o C 3

19, Use the telephone in a
businesslike manner. S 6

20: Create a positive first '
impression when meeting _
others. L 6

21. Participate in constructive
self~disclosure. . | - 6

22. Adapt to many varying types
of personality styles when
communicating. - 6

23. Work in harmony with those
whose values and beliefs _ .
differ. - 3

‘24. Accept changing role of
men/women in business. - 6

25. Deal with prejudice in '
business. . ' )

*26. Maintain good health for .
the job. ) _ 6

27. Participate as a team
member in the organization. 3

28. Cope with change and new.
procedures on the job. - 3

-*Significant at .05 level

2.648

18.125%

9.041

2.841
1.723°

1.220
5.185.
6.593
2{878

1.008

1.564
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© Table 10 (continued)

Non-Technical ’ . Degrees of ' Chi~
Employment Qualities ' Freedom ‘ Square

29. Perform BaSic mathematicai _ o
skills. I ' 8 N ¢ 3.005

30. Support the concept of the . : o
free enterprise system. 9 : . ¢ 12,223

*Significdnt at .05 level

" As noted in Table 10, only one of the 30 non-technical
employmént dualitieé was found_significant at the .05 level of

‘significance. This was: "use thé'telephone in a businesslike manner.
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Null gjppthésis Three..'The rating of non—te¢hhiéal.employment

qualities by faculty members is indépendent‘df affiliatidn with the -

following groupslof disciplines: Social Sciences, Sciences, Business

and Humanities.

In Table 11, the results of faculty members’ ratings of non-

technical empléyment qualities by discipline area are presented. Only

faculty members were to respond to this question.

-

Table 11

. FACULTY MEMBERS' RATINGS OF NON-TECHNICAL
EMPLOYMENT QUALITIES BY
- DISCIPLINE AREA

Non—Technicél . - L : Degrees of Chi-
Employmen; Qualities . : _ Freedom ~ Square
1. Arrive for work and , :

appointments on time. - T4 2.902
2. . Follow instructions which ‘ '

are given. . . _ : 4 . 6.504
3. Show enthusiasm for the . .

tasks to be performed. S s 11.924%
4., Have positive self-concept ‘

and be self-confident. _ . : ,4.673
5. Haﬁe a personal appearance :

suitable for the job.- . . 4 - 9,387
6. GCooperate with fellow _ _ ‘ . _

workers. - ' : ' 4 10.549%

*Significant at .dSllevél
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11 (coqtinued)

Non~Technical

Chi-

skills such as grammar.

*Significant at .05 level

. Degrees of
_Employment Qualities Freedom . Square -
7. Use.time-tp the best
advantage of 'the. company. 4 - 4.491
8. Show tact in relationships :
with others. - b 7.676
9, Demonstrate motivation :
to achieve on the job. 4 © 5,125
10. Perform responsibilities 4
in a thorough manner: 4 4,065
11. Take c¢criticism when shown.
what has been done _
incorrectly. 4 .1.279 .
12. Show initiative to .
perform on the job. 4 16.719%
13. Cooperate with : .
supervigor/manager/owner. 4 9.669%
14. Display social skills and
: conduct acceptable to .
others. ' 4 2.742
15..Communicate.effectivély. _
with.othersw 4 7.252
16. Demonstrate a pleasant .
personality. 4 4.556
17. Use correct English - -
"4 4.165
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Table 11. (continued)

- Non-Technical
Employment Qualities

Degrees of
Freedom

Chi-
Square

18. React constructively to
conflict situations with
customers/clients or other
employees.

19. Use the telephone in a
businesslike manner.

20. Create a positive first
impression when meeting
-others.

21. Participate in constructive
self-disclosure.

22. Adapt to many vafying types
of personality styles when
communlcating.

"23. Work in harmony.with those
whose values and beliefs
differ. ' :

. 24. ACcept changlng role of
. men/women in business.

"25. Deal with prejudice in
business.

26. Maintain godd health for
the job.

27. Participate as' a team
: member in the organization.

28. Cope with change and new
procedures on the job.

*Significant at .05 level

4,136

11.156

13.329%

9.430

' 12.167

9.252
16.550%

10.610

12,251
T 8.321 ¢

12,795%
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’

Table 11 (continued)

Non=-Technical. - " Degrees of

Chi-
Employment Qualities - C ) . Freedom Square
29. Perform basic mathematical
skills. . = : . 8 18,723%
30. Support the concept of the '
27.693%

free enterprise system. '. .. -8

" *Significant at .05 level -

As indicated in Table 11, nine of the ndnftgéhnical employment

qualities'were-found‘significant at the .05 level of significance.

The nine were: show enphusiasmffof the task to be performed;

cooperate with fellow Workérs;'show initiative to perform on the

job; cooperate with supervisor/manager/owner; create a positive first

impression when meeting others; accept changing role of men/women

in business; cope with change and new procedures on the job; perform

basic mathematical skills; and supporﬁ the concept of the free enter—

' prise systeﬁ;.
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Null Hypothesis Fouf.' The rating of noﬁ-technical employment

qualities by facdlty members gﬁd employers is independent of the iength

of time the program has been in existence.

‘Table 12 givés,the'fesults of faculty memberé' ratings of

'npn-technical employment qualities according to the length pf time

the co-op program has been in existénce. Since both faculty and employ-

ers were to respond to this question, employers' results will be pre-—

sented in Table 13.

Table 12

FACULTY MEMBERS' RATING OF NON-TECHNICAL
EMPLOYMENT QUALITIES AGCORDING TO
LONGEVITY OF CO-OP PROGRAM

Non~Technical S .. Degrees of .

Chi-
Employment Qualities . o . Freedom " 'Square
1. Arrive for work and .
appointments on time. ‘ -3 3.130
2. Follow instructions which - o
' are given. - 3 . 3.057
3. Show enthusiasm for the _
tasks to be performed. ' : -3 12.954%
4, Have positive self-concept :
and be self-confident. _ - 6 14.775%
5. Have a personal appéa;énce
4.880

suitable for the job. . -3

*Significant at .05 level
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Table 12 (continued)

*#Significant at .05 level

Non-Technical . Degrees of . Chi-
Employment -Qualities .Freedom Square
6. Cooperate with fellowl ‘

Workers. .3 8.176%
7. .Use-time to the best :

advantage of the company. .3 5.718
8. Show tact in relatlonshlps , .

"with others. 3. 9.787%
9.. Demonstraﬁe motivation

‘to achieve on the job. 3 12,.953%
10. Perform responsibilities S

© in a thorough manner. .3 7.283

11. Take eritieism'when shoﬁn

what has been done . :

inhcorrectly. 3 2.025
12. Show initiative to

perform on the job. 3 4.698
13. Cooperate with .

supervisor/manager/owner. 3. 4.708
14, Display aociallskills and

conduct acceptable to g :

others. ' : 3 5.319
15. Communicate, effectlvely ,

‘with others.. 3 " - 3.666
" 16. Demonstrate a pleasant

personality. : ' -6 6.702
17. Use eortect -English -

skills such as grammar. 5.471
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(continued)

Non~Technical
Employient Qualities -

Degrees of
Freedom

Chi-

_ Square -

' 18.
19,
20.

- 21,

22,

23,

React constructively to
conflict situations with .

customers/clients or other

employees.

Use the Eelephoné“ih'a,
businesslike manner.

Create a pbsitive first
impression when meetlng

-others

Participate in constructlve
self-dlsclosure.

Adapt to many varyiﬁg typés
of personality styles when

" conmunicating

Work in harmony with those .
whose values ‘and beliefs

: dlffer.,

24,

AcCept changing role of

~ men/women in business.

25.

' 260

27.'

28.

Deal with prejudice in
business. '

Maintain good ‘health for
‘the JOb

Participate'as a team -
member in the organizationm.

Cope With‘change'and new
procedures on the job.

*Significant at .05 level.

10.406%

4.886

9.394

4.673
6323

12.426

10.311

©11.179

4,477
6.479

1.799
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'Table 12 (éontinued)

Non-Technical | _ '. : Degrees of | ' Chi-
Employment Qualities ' ' Freedom . Square

29. Perform.basic mathematical.
skills. : : 6 4.945

30. Support’thg concept of the , .
free enterprise system. - - . . .9 . . 14.531%

Sigpificaht at .05 level

As indicated'in Table ié; se?en'of the thirty non—techniéalj
employment qualities'we:e'found.sigﬁificant'at the .65'1eve1 of.
significance. .Théseven}were the following: .show'enthqsiésm for the
tasks tb be pérfprﬁed; ha&e:a pgsiiive sélf—concépfvand Bg self-
'confidént; cooperéte with.fellow %o?kérs; show tact in relationships
with dthers;'demoné;rate métivation to_achieve on Ehe job; react
constrqctively to coﬁflipp éituétionS'witﬁ customers/clients or

other employees; and support the concept of the free enterprise system,
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The results of employers' ratings of non-technical employment

qualities according to the length of time the co-op pfogram has been

in existence are outlined in Table 13.

EMPLOYERS' RATINGS OF NON-TECHNICAL EMPLOYMENT

Table 13

QUALITIES ACCORDING TO LONGEVITY

OF CO

-0P PROGRAM

Chi-

Non-Technical Degrees of
Employment Qualities Freedom ° Square
1. Arrive for work and
appointments on time. 3 1,663
2. Follow instructions which
are given. = - : 3 . 764
3. Show enthusiasm for the . _
tasks to be performed. 3 3.586
4. Havefpdsitive self—qoncépt ) .
“and be self-confident. '3 4.347
5. Have a personal appearance , _
©  suitable for the job. - -6 3.995
6. Cooperate with fellow
workers. - oo 3 2.194
7. TUse time to the best . .
: 3 1.120

advantage of the company.

*#Significant at .05 level .
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- Table 13 (continued)

Chi-

Non-Technical Degrees of
Employment Qualities Freedom Square
8. Show tact in relationships .
with others. : ' 3 1.272
9. .Demonstrate motivation
to achieve on the job. "3 2.455.
10. Perform responsibilities’
in.a thorough manner. 3 1.702
11. Take eriticism when shown
what has been done _
incorrectly. 3 3.875
12. Show initiative to . .
perform on the job. -3 2,755 .
13. Cooperate with
supervisor/manager/owner. 3 .938
14, Display social skills and
conduct acceptable to
15. Communicate effectively
with others. 3 3.750
16. Demonstrate a pleasant )
personality. ' 6 4,764
17. Use correct English
skills such as grammar. 6 7.428

*Significant at .05 level
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Table 13.(continued)

Non-~Technical : Degrees of Chi-
Employment Qualities ' . Freedom Square

18. React comstructively to
- conflict situations with
customers/clients or other .
employees. - o 3 2.039

19. Use the'telephone'in a ,
businesslike manner. . 3 ) 1.561

20. Create a positive first
impression when meeting : . : :
others. ‘ : 6 ’ 7.498

21, Participate in constructive . '
self-disclosure. . . 6 B 7.827

22, Adapt to many varying types
: of personality styles when , . ’
communicating. ' ' ‘ ) 6 2.938

23.. Work in haimony with those.
whose values and beliefs : _ .
differ.’ - o 3 : .310

24. Accept changing role of . _
men/women in business. ‘ 6 S 3.074

25. Deal with prejudice in ‘
business. - . : 6 .- 3.163

26. Maintain good health for _
the job. ' 3 : 4.812

. 27. Participate as a team )
member in the organization. , 3 . ) . 1.148

28.,Cope with change and new ‘ } ) . :
procedures on the job.- ' 3 - 9.658%

*Significant at .05'lev¢1
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Table 13 (continued)

Non-Technical - Degrees of - " Chi-
Employment Qualities , ., .Freedom Square

29. Perform basic~mathématiqa1
skills. -~ - 6 9.770

30. Support the concept of the o
free enterprise system. 9 ‘ : ~6.601

*Gignificant at .05 level

As noted'in Table 13, only one of the thirty non—technical
employment qualities was found significant at the .05 level of
significance. This quality was: cope with change and new procedures

-on the job.
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Null Hypothesis Five. The rating of attitudinal character-

- Table 14 gives the results of faculty members' and employers'

ratings of attitudinal characteristics.

Table 14

FACULTY MEMBERS' AND EMPLOYERS' RATINGS

OF ATTITUDINAL CHARACTERISTICS -

Attitudinal

§

*Signficéﬁfiat-.OS level

Degrees of - Chi-
Characteristics Freedom Square
1. Adaptable 1 8.218%
2. ,Ambitious '; 4. 64%
3. Cheerfgl 2 4.099
4. Couraéeéﬁs. 2 6.77Q*
5. Courteous 2 17.930%
6. Dedicated 1 136
7. Enthusiastic 2 1.875 -
8. Ethical 2 1.890
. ‘Foféiviné. 2 1.369
. 10.‘He;pful 1.' .741.
1i. Honest 2 ' 16.565%
12. Humorous -A2  9.030%
13. Imaéingtivé 17 1.488




.76

Table 14 (ébnt;nﬁed)

R !
*Significant at .05 level

Attitudinal Degrees of Chi-"
Characteristics Freedom Square
14. Independent 2’ “4.415
15. iptelléétual 2 7.081%
16. Logical ) 2,772
17. Loyal - 2 ' 8;504#
18. Mature 2 | 2.788
lé. Obedient .2 .757
20. Persistent 2 8.054%
21. People-oriented 2 19.487%*
22. Polite | U2 2.898
23. frofeséioﬁal_ 2 3.346
24. Religious 2 1.485
25. Responéibie" 2 " 1.446 N
26. Self-confident 2. 2.674
27. Self-controlled 2 .881"
28. Sociable 2 5.893%

|29, Tactful | 2 1,415
30.. Underégandiné

10.03
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As pointed out in T;ble 14,_eleven of the thirty attitudinal
characterisfics were found.to,be significanf.at‘the .QS 1e§e1 of signi-
ficance.  Thé]é1even'atti£udiné1 chéracteristics aré: adaptable, -
ambi;idus,'éourageous, courteq&s,:Bonésf,'humorous, intellectual, loyal,

persistent, peoplefbriented,,and_sociable,
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Null Hypothesis Six. The rating of attitudinal chéracteris—
tics between faculty.membgrs.and empioyers is indebendent of time
affiliated with the co;op program. - |

Table 15 detéils thé reéulté'of faculty members' ratings of
attitudinal charac;eristics accérdiﬁg.to thejlength of time affiliated
with the program. Since both facuit? members and empiqyers were to

respond to this question, employerirésults‘follow in Table 16.

" Table 15

FACULTY MEMBERS' RATINGS OF ATTITUDINAL
CHARACTERISTICS ACCORDING TO LENGTH
OF TIME AFFILIATED WITH THE PROGRAM

Attitudinal , Degrees of Chi-

Characteristics : . ' Freedom _ Square
l. Adaptable | - f 3 - 395
2. Ambitious S : | 6 | 13.803% -
3. Cheerful ° | 6 . 6.336
4. Courageoﬁs 6 ‘ _ 5.869
5. Cpurte&us | : ' : -6 - 6.531
6. Dedicated . ' 6 | _ 2.784.
7. Enthusiastic ‘ 6 - 7.501
8. Ethical = | e  6.189
9. Forgiviﬁé | ' ' 6 - - 8.351

*Significant at .05 level
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Tablé 15 (continued)

Chi- -

*Significant at .05 level

Attitudinal Degrees of
Characteristics- Freedom Square
10. Helpful 3 2.759
11. Homnest 3 1.905
12. Humorous 6 4.435
13. Iméginative- ' 6 6.969
14. Independent. 6 5,386
15. Intellectual 6 2.387
16. Logical 6 6.292
17. Loyal 6 4,707
18. Mature A 3 ' 1.909
19. Obedient 6 4.390
20." Persistent 6 15.031
21. People—oriented 6 - 4.239
22. Polite - 6. 5.841.
23.‘Professionai ) 6.841
24. Religious -.- .-6: ' 14.434%
25. Responsible 6 1.928
26. Self—confideﬁt 6 . ©5.614
27. Self;éontrolled 6 3.822
28. Sociable | "6 3.558
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Table 15 (continued)

Attitudinal : " Degrees of : Chi-
Characteristics - L Freedom: Square
29. Tactful - ' _ 16 : - . 5.365

30. Understanding .6 - $2.131

*Significant at- .05 level

As noted in Table 15, ohlylfwo of the thirty attitudinal
characteristics were found to be significant at the .05 level of

significance. The two were: ambitious and feligious.'
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. Table 16 presents the results of employers' ratings of

attitudinal characteristics according to the length of time affiliated

with the program.

‘Table 16

EMPLOYERS' RATINGS OF ATTITUDINAL' CHARACTERISTICS
ACCORDING TO LENGTH OF TIME AFFILIATED
WITH THE -PROGRAM '

- Attitudinal . C :. - " ‘Degrees of

Chi-
Characteristics S Freedom Square
1. Adaptable o - T3 /579
Ambitious - :-: 6 | 1.802
3. Cheerful o - .‘ - B 2.399
4. Couraéeous  ' C o 6 3.SSQ
5. ‘Courteous . | ,'.. '.: 3 '1.602
6. Dedicated . . 6 9.241
7. Enthusiastic S C 3. 7.644
8. Ethical =~ R é - 1.301
97' Forgiving - - ._“ _ :' ' 6 1.947
10. Helpful L - L "3'f' 3.561
11. Honést e 3 '1.933
12. Humoious’ - o f . . ..6 '.4;870
13. Imaginative . - 6 10.548

*Signficant at .05 level
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. Table 16 (continued)

Attitudinal Degrees of Chi-
Characteristics Freedom Square
14. Independent 6 13.534*
15.'Intelieétua1 ' § .989
16. Logical 3 .696
17. Loyal 6 7.479
18. Mature 3 1.212
19. dbedient 6 10.200
20. Persistent 6 6.979
21. People—oriented 6. 4.753
22; Polite 6 1.466
23, Profeésionai' 3 1.980
24. Religious 6 . 6.181
25. Responsible 03 1.364
26. Self-confident 6 5.318
27. Self-controlled 3 ..974
28. Sociable | 6 7.590
29.‘Tactful 3, 3.2Zé
30. Understanding. 6 11f410
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The rgsulfsiﬁrésented in Table 16 indicate that one of
the thirty attitudinal characteristics was found significant at the

.05 level. ThiS‘gharaéteristic was: independent.
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Null Hypothesis Seven. The rating of attitudinal characteris~

tics .of faculty members is'indépeﬁdent of affiliation with the folloﬁ—
ing group.of disciplines:’ Sopial Sciehces, Séiences, Business and
Humanities. | |
Table i7 presents-tﬁe resglts of faéulty members"ratings.By
discipline of attitudinal characteristics. .Only faculty members wéfe
to respond to this question.
Tablé 17

FACULTY MEMBERS' RATINGS OF ATTITUDINAL
- CHARACTERISTICS BY DISCIPLINE AREA

Attitudinal ' : Dégrees of o Chi-
Characteristics ) - . Freedom . . .Square
1. Adaptable. , ' 4 - ' 29.553%
2. Ambitious S ; .8 :  16.231%
3. Cheerful o - A | 18.343%
4o Courageous . -  : 8 ' - 26.216%

. 5. Courteous‘ _ - - 4 . 11.079%
6. Dedicated . . . e 23.840%
7. Enthusiastic, T : b o 6.764
8. Ethical R - 3.764

9. Forgiving : T 8 | , 11.923 |

#Significant at .05 level
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" Table 17 (continued)

. 27-

. Attitudinal Degrees of - ‘ Chi-
Characteristics Ereedom 3 Square
10. Helpful 4 - 8.792%
11. Honest 4 o \117
12. Humorous 8 . : 27.968%

- 13. Imaginative 8 C 29.642%
14. Independent 8 18.132*
15. Intellectual 8 15.159
16. Logical 4 17.267%
17. Loyal 4 17.780%
18. Mature 4 | - 15.748%
19. Obedient 8 : '13.887
20. Persistent 4 ' 4.531
21. People-oriented 8 - 30.954%
22. Polite 4 : | - 11.498%
23. Professional 4 - ’ 4.561
24. Religious 8- - 2l.e96%
25. Responsible. 4 T 4.770
26. Self-confident 8 . 23.506%

Self4controlled

4 10.225%

“*Significant ét_.OS level
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Table 17 (continued)

Attitudinal ' . Degrees of Chi-
Characteristics Freedom Square
28. Sociable . 8 25.224%
29. Tactful . | 4 13.077%
30. Understanding ' 8 22.310%

*Significant at .05 level’

As indicated in Table 17, 21 of the thirty attitudinal

characteristics were found significant at the .05 level of signifi-

cance. The 21 attitudinal characteristics were: adaptable, ambitious,

cheerful, courageous, courteous, dedicated, helpful, humorous, imagina-

tive, independent, logical, loyal, mature, people-oriented, polite,

religious, self-confident, self~-controlled, sociable, tactful and

understanding.
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Null Hypothesis Eight. The rating of attitudinal character-

istiés by faculty ﬁembérs and employers is iﬁdependent of the length
- of time the co—op program has begﬁ.in exiéténce. |

The results of faculty members' ratings of attitudinal
characteristics accoraing'tb thellength of time fhe co~-op program

has been in existence are presented in Table 18.

Table 18

-‘FACULTY MEMBERS' RATINGS OF ATTITUDINAL
CHARACTERISTICS ACCORDING TO
LONGEVITY OF CO-OP PROGRAM

Attitudinal ' Degrees of Chi-
. Characteristics ' ) ‘ Freedom Square
1. Adaptable o S 3 : 1.160
2. Ambitious | N S VS CY
3. Cheerful’ o ' ' 6 ' 6.164
4, Courageoqé . | ‘6 ‘ 6.439
5. Courteous - . 3 . 16.322%
6. Dedicated . e o 12.240
7. Enthusiastic S 6 | 16.930%
8. Ethical . - ' 3 | 2.171
9., TForgiving : | - o 6 . 4,218

#3ignificant at .05 level
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Table 18 (continued)

Attitudinal Degrees of Chi-
Characteristices Freedom_ Square
10. Helfful 3 4.654
11. Honest. 3 : .904
12. Humorous . ' 6 5.416‘
13. Imaginative 6 4.658
14, In&eﬁendent .6 6.904
15. Intellectuél . 6 3.562
16. Logical . 6 9.277
17. Loyal 6 ' 2_‘.858‘
18, Mature 3 6,602
19. Obedient : 6 1.824
20. Persistent ' - 3~. 3.405
21.'Peop1e~orieﬁted 6 8.586
22. Polite | 3 942
23. Prbfessional ' 3. 5;468.
24, Religious 9 15.859
25. Réspongiblé 3 ©3.249
26. Self-confident 6 13.733%
27. Self-controlled 6

#Significant at .05 level

6.641
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Tabie-l8 (continued)

Attitudinal . B Degrees of Chi-

Characteristics . Freedom : Square
28. Sociable. : 6 . 11.763
29, Tactful o 6 - 7.156
30. Understanding. , o . L6 7.104

*Significant at .05 level

As noted in Table 18, four of the 30 attitudinal character-
istics were found to be significant at the .05 level of significance.
The four attitudinal characteristics were: ambitious, enthusiastic,

-cqurteous; and self—gonfident.
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Table 19. indicates the results of employers' ratings of

*Signficant at .05 level

attitudinai chara;teristicé gccording to the length of time the co-op
program has been in existence. |
- Table 19
EMPtOYERS' RATINGS OF ATTITUDINAL.CﬂARACTERISTICS
.ACCORDING TO LONQEVIT¥ OF CO-0P PROQRAM
Attitudinal ’ o Degrees of Chi-
Chdracteristics . ‘ Freedgm- Square
1. Adaptable | T 3 .797
2. Ambitious - - 6 4,255
3. Cheerful. . 6 6.192
4., Courageous : L . .6 3.790
5. Courfeous | . | 3 .713
6. Dedicated _ - “ . 3. 7.840%
7., Enthusiastic. S 3, 1.000
. 8. Ethical | : o 3 932
9. Torgiving . e 3.470
10. Helpful . .3 465
11. Homest = - L ' | 3 4.026
12. Humorous . ' ) 2.550
13. Imaginative 6 7.652
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Tablé 19 (coptiﬁued)

- Attitudinal

*Significant at .05 level

‘ | Degrees of Chi-
Characteristics ' Freedom Square
14. Independent 6 6,460
15. Intellectuall 6 13.141%

.16. Logical | 3 .121
17..Loyal | 6 14.736%

| 18. Mature 3 ©1.659
19. Obedient ' 3.524
20. Persistent - 4.558
21. People-oriented 7.215
22. Polite 1.479
é3. Professional ’ 3 iri.082
24; Religious .é - 11.233
25. Responsible -4.299
26. Self-confident 3 4.534
27. Self-controlled’ 3 .199
28. Sociabl'e | 3.336
29. Tactful -3 11,256
30. Understanding ' 5.149
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As noted‘in Table'19, the:three‘chsracteristics found signifi-

cant at the .05 level were: dedicated, intellectual and logical. -

Sumﬁary . . R

Thdslchapter contains a deteiled analysis of the results and
'findings of this study. |

The problem of this sfudy was to coﬁperedfaculty and employer
ratings in_the.ereas of non—technioal employmeor'qualities and atti-.

' tudinal.characteristics of eo-op education students in the‘western
region of thencountry.. In additioo, this study examined the influence
selected demogrephic.characteristics pave upon facdlty and employer l
respomnses.

" The survey used in this study was developed at Utah State
UniversrtyT ‘The survey was.sent to faculty members and employers in
the twelve-state region whleh comprlses the Western Associatlon of
Work_ﬁxperience Educaﬁors;' A ‘total of‘54.programs in the twelve-state
western region-were asked to psrticrpate in the study by providing
faculty and employerlnames of individuals involved.wirh and supportive
of co-op educatiop. Forty;fourlproérams responded to the request,:
thereby providing a totai of 187 feculty naﬁes aod 190 empioyer names.
Of the 265 responses to the survey (70 03%), 255 were found useable.
Faculty members accounted for 130 of the useable responses, or 69. 4/

while employers accounted for ;25,'or-65.7é.
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The infqrmation obtained relative to Qemographics was presented
descriptively. The qhi—Squarg Test of Ihdeééﬁdencé'was used to test.
the eight hypotheées. The . .05 level 6f signifiéance was used;

The largeét éoncentrations'éf programs was found to be in
the statés‘of Ca1ifdrnié, Célorado, Wéshington and Oregon. These
states provided the greatest.respénsé:to the survey. fhezlargeét
number of responses camé.froﬁ faculty membefs:and emﬁloygrs who were
involved in cooperative educégioﬁ 0-5 years. Faculty members repre-
senfing ;he sciences,accoun;ed'fof'the largest nﬁmber of responses
with 29.2%, while the humanities accounted for only 10.0% of the
.responses.

Ip examining the longevity of'the éo—op program; it was found
that the m§§tﬁrésp§ndents came frpﬁ_programé that had bégﬁ in existence
3-5 years. The léast.numbe;.oﬁ réépbndehts were from prégréms that
had been in existence ffoﬁ_6—8 yeafs.

In Null:HypétheSislbne; whicﬁ déélf with faculty and employers'’
ratings beiné independent of.affiliation, eight'non—tecﬁnical employ-
ment qualities were found éignifiéant. They wereil show enthusiasm
:for the tasks to_be performeé; h;ve‘positive éelf-céncept and be
' self-cbﬁfidgng;_déménsfrggé motivatioq to acbieve on the jobj; éhow
iqitiativé ﬁé.perform on_the~job; react.éohstruptivély to conflict
sigugtioﬁs Qith cuétomérs/¢lients d?'other’emﬁloyees; use tﬁe.telephqne'

- in a businesslike manner; create a positive first impression when
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meeting others; aﬁd cobé Wifh‘change and new procedures on the
job.
l'Null Hypothesis Two examined the ratings of ‘faculty members - -
and’employers,being independent of time‘affiliatea with thé prograﬁ.
Those qualitiés found significang in.each grbup.are shown in

Chart I.

Cﬁart'I

A COMPARISON.QF FACULTY MEMBERS' AND EMPLOYERS'ARATINGS OF
NON-TECHNICAL EMPLOYMENT QUALITIES ACCORDING TO
LENGTH OF TIME AFFILIATED WITH.THE PROGRAM

Non—Technical'

"Employment Qualities : C Faculty Employer

1. ‘Arrive. for work and
appointments on time.

2. Follow instructions which
are given. - -

3. Show énthusiasm for ther
tasks to be performed. -

4. Have positive self-concept
and be self-confident. -

5. Have a personal appearance
guitable for the job.

6. Cooperate with fellow
workers. '
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Chart I (continued)

Non-Technical
Employment Qualities’ Faculty “ember Employer

7. Use time to the best
advantage of the company.

8. Show tact in relationships
with others.

9. Demonstrate motivation
to achieve on the job.

10. Perform responsibilities
in a thorough manner.

11. Take criticism when shown
what has been done
incorrectly.. ' _ : X

12. .Show initiative to
perform on the job.

13. Cooperate with
supervisor/manager/owner.

14. Digplay social skills and
conduct acceptable to
others. '

15. Communicate effectively
with others.

16. Demonstrate a pleasant
personality.

17. Use correct Engiish
skille such as grammar.
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Chart I (continued)

Non-Technical . -
Employment Qualities Faculty Member Employer

18. React constructively to
conflict situations with
customers/clients or other
enployees.

19, Use the telephone in a
businesslike manner. ; X

20. Create a positive first.
impression when meeting
others.

21. Participate in consfructive
self-disclosure.

22. Adapt to many varying types
of personality styles when
communicating.

23. Work in harmony with those
whose values and beliefs
differ.

24, Accept changing role of
men/wonen in business.

25. Deal with prejudicé in
buginess. . '

26. Maintain good health for
the job.

27. Participate as a team
member in the organization.

28, Cope with chahge and new
procedures on the job.
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Chart I (continued)

Non-Technical : . - .
Employment Qualities o Faculty Member . ~ Employer

29. Perform basic mathematical
skills. '

30. Support the concept of the .
free enterprise system. : X

In_Nuli Hypothesis Three, Which dealt with the ratings of non-
technical eﬁplo&ment—qualitieé by faculty members accofding to disci;
‘pline area,. nine weré'foﬁnd'éignifiéant: . show enthusiasm for the taské
to bg performed;.coéperate.with fellow workers; show initiatiﬁe‘to per-
form.on fhe job; cooperate w;th éuper&isor/manager/bwnér; create a
positive first impféésion when meeting others; accept changing role of
men/womén in_business{ cope'witﬁ change and new prqgedures on the job;
perform baéic-mathematical skilis;‘suppoft-;he cohcgpt'of the f?ee
enterérise system. | |

Null;HypotheéiS Four examined_facult& énd.employer ratings of
non~technical employmeht.qualifies'gcéording to.thé length of time the
_ progrém had been in' existence. 'Those qualities foﬁnﬁ significant iﬁ.

each group are presented in Chart II.




Lkl Ll [ R N

98
Charp I1
A COMPARISON OF FACULTY MEMBERS' AND EMPLOYERS' RATINGS

OF NON-TECHNICAL EMPLOYMENT QUALITIES ACCORDING
TO LONGEVITY OF THE CO-OP PROGRAM

Non-Technical . , .
Employment Qualities T "Faculty Member - " . Employer

1. Arrive for work and .

appointments on time.

2. Follow instructions Whlch

“are given.

3. Show:enthUSiasm for the
tasks to be performed. . - X

4. Have positive self-concept
and be self-confident. . : X

5. Have a personal appearance
sultable for the. job.

6. -Cooperate with fellow o
workers. o R X

. :
7. Use ;ime to the best
advéntage of thé cOmpany.

8. Show tact in relatlonshlps g
with others. . , B X

9. Demonstrate motivation

to achieve on the job. - S X

'-10.'Perform responsibilities

in a thorough manner.

11. Take criticism when. shown
what has been’ done )
1ncorrectly.

12, Show initiative to.
perform on the job.
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Chart II (continued)

Non—-Technical

~ Employment Qualities ' Faculty Member

Employer

13. Cooperate with
superV1sor/manager/owner.

. 14. Display social skills and

conduct acceptable to
others.

15. Communicate effectively
‘ with others.

16. Demonstrate a pleasant
personality.

17. Use correct English
skills such as grammar.

' 18.'Resct'construct1vely to

conflict situations with
customers/clients or other
employees. .- . o X

19. Use the telephone in a
businesslike manner.

20. Create a positive first
impression when meeting
others.

21, Part1c1pate in constructlve

self- dlsclOSure.

22, Adapt to many varying types
of personallty styles when
communicating.

23. Workiln hsrmony with those
whose values and beliefs
differ.
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Chart 'II (continued)

Non-Technical _ . :
Employment Qualities R Faculty Member Employer

24, Accept changing role of a
men/women in business.

25. Deal with prejudice in -
business.

26. Maintain good health for
the job.

27. Participate as a team
“member in the organization.,

28. Cope with change and new ,
procedures on the job. X

29. Perform basic mathematical
- -gkills.

30. Support the concept of the _
free enterprise system. ' X

In Nul;'Hypofheéis Five, Which-investigated faculty and employer
ratings_of‘attitudiﬁéi chargcteristics:being indépendenf of affiliation,'
the following eieven ratinés were found significant: édaptable, ambi-
tious, coﬁrageous, courtebus{ honest, humorous, intellectpalw 1oyél,
persistent,.people—orieﬂted,_and sociablef'

" Null prothésis Six‘exémiﬁed the.ratings of attitudinal
- characteristics of faculty members and employers.accérding to time
affiliated with the program. A coﬁparison'of thbse'charactériséics

found significant is shown in Chart III.
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o Charf'IIi

OF ATTITUDINAL CHARACTERISTICS ACCORDING
TO TIME AFFILIATED WITH THE PROGRAM

‘15. Intellectual
16. Logical

1Z. Loyal

‘Attitudinal o
Characteristics Faculty Member Employer
1; Adaptable:
2. Aﬁbi;ious_ X
3; Cheérful
.4. Courageous-
5. Courteous
6. Dedicated
7. Enthusiastic
8. Ethical
9. Forgiving
10. Helpful
_11. Honest
12.1Hdmorou§
13. Imaginative
l4. Indefendent _ X
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Chart III (continued)

'Attitudinal

Characteristics - - 3 o ' Faculty Member N Employer

18. Mature .

19.
20.
21.
22.
23,

24.

25,

26.
27
28.
29.

30.

Obedient
Persistent -

People—oriehted

Polite

Professional

Religious - . o ' ‘X

Respbnsiblej

Seifjconfident
Self—eoﬁtfolled
Sociable
Tactfu1 

Understénding

In Null 4ypothe51s Seven, whlch dealt w1th the ratings by

.faculty members of attltudinal characterlstlcs by dlsc1p11ne area,

the follOW1ng 21 characterlstics were found 81gn1f1cant adaptable,

ambitious,’ cheerful, courageous, courteous, dedlcated helpful

hgmorous, imagihative, independent,-logical, loyal, mature, people- -
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oriented, polite,.reiigious; self-confident, éelf—controiled, sociable,
tactful, and understanding.
-Null Hypothesis Eiéhtiéxamihed thé.ratings of attitudinal

characteristics by faculty members and employers according to the

longevity of the co-op program. A comparison of those characteristics

found significant is indicated ‘in Chart IV.
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Chart IV
A COMPARISON OF FACULTY MEMBERS' AND EMPLOYERS' RATINGS

OF ATTITUDINAL CHARACTERISTICS ACCORDING TO
LONGEVITY OF THE CO-0P PROGRAM

Attitudinal .
Characteristics - .~ Faculty Member

Employer

1.- Adaptable

2. Ambitious . X
" 3. Cheerful_' | |

4. QOurageoﬁs

5. Cou?teoﬁs: . o '. X
6. Dedicaﬁed

7. Enthusiastic’ | :g . X
8. Ethical’

9. Forgiving

10;»He1pfu;

11, Hénest

12. Humorous

- 13, Iﬁaginative |

14, Indepgndént

-15.‘Iﬁtelléc£ual‘

16. Logical.’




105

Chart IV (continued)

Attitudinal '
Characteristics. - Faculty Member Employer
17. Loyal. X
18. Mature

19. Obedient

20. Persigtent

21, People-oriented
22. Polite

23. Professional
24. Religioﬁs

25. Responsibleé

26. Self-confident

.27. Self-controlled -

28. Socilable
290 Tactful

30. Undergtanding




CHAPTE%_R- V—
Summary, Conclusions and Recommendatioqs-

This chaptér summarizes tbe stﬁdy "A Comparisén'of'Faculty
ﬁember.and Employer Ratings on Non—Tecﬁnical Empléymeﬁt Qualities.
and'AttituAinal Charactéristics in'the Western Region of the.Country".
It also presen;s_éonclusions-drawn froﬁ.the analysis of data collected

in the study and makes recommnedations for further study.

- Summary

The'problem of this study was to compare faculty member and
employer ratings in tge areas of non;technical'emplgyﬁenf qualities and
attitudinal characteristics of co-op education students in the western
region of the counfrf. In ;ddition; this étudy examined the.influeﬁce
selected demdgrabhic'chaféctéristics have upon faculty and emp;oyer
. responses,

- Related literature was reviewed in:Chapfer IT under three
.topiés: historical dévelopment.of.cqopérative educationg attitudes
and pefceptions,in cooperative edhc;£ion; and change thedry as reiatéd
to the implementation of ;.ﬁéw'ideé. |

The historicalndevelopment of éboperapiée'edﬁqation demon-
strates that in 5‘74¥year ﬁeripd;lco:op educatién has géiﬁed a
national following ét thé poét—secondary Iével._ Frém itssorigin in |
1906 with sevéral hundred students particiﬁétiﬁg, it haé grown to

over a thousand institutions with in excess of 200,000 étqdenté
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enrolling annually in the co-op education program. In addition to
the number of institutions participating, the number of disciplines
has ‘also incfeased. While the co—op.program began as primarily an
engineering offering, today it encompasses virtually all discipline
areas in one form or another. |

The measurement of attitude and perception in the co-op area
has met with‘mixed results. While there is nb bverwhelming.evidence
that co—ép significantly affects work values, selection of a career,
maturity, job'satisfactidn, etc.,; there is likewise no overwhelming
evidence that it does not."

The implementation of a new idea has been shown‘to gmbody
the utilization of sound change theories., Among these are the

Overcoming Resistance to Change (ORC)'Model which embodies the prin-

ciple of participative discussion and democratic decision—making.
Successful co-op education programs héve been shown toiutilize the
same principles. The results of this study would aid in the informa-
tion flow of discussion and decision-making.

A complete description of the methods used to collect and
analyze the data was presented‘in Chapter III. The population con-
sisted of faculty members of post-secondary institutions and:par-
ticipating employers supportive of cooperative education in twelve
states comprising the Western Asspciation of Work Experience Educators.

A survey instrument developed at Utah State University was utilized
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for the study. The instrument me;sured the ratings of faculty members
and employers ph non~technical employment qualities and attitudinal
characteristics. The iﬁstrument contained 60 items, divided into
two sections. In addition, four questions related to demogfaphics were
piaced at the beginning of the survey. The survey form was,mailed.in
May of 1981, ané a fo}low—up letter and second copy of the survey were
sent out épproximately twé weeks later. A 70.03% return réte was
realized.

Eight statistiéal hypotheses were tested in the null form.
The first four hypotheses were relatéd'to non-technical employment
qualities and the last four were related to attitudinal chdracteristics.

The information obtained relative_to the dembgraphics was
presented descriptivel&. The Chi—Squage Test of Independence was used
to test the-eight hyppfheses. The .05-level of significance was used.

The data collected during this study was presented. in Chapter‘
IV. A total of 377 faculty members and employers were asked to rate
30 non-technical employmeqt qualities and 30 attitudinal characteris-
tics. Of the 255 useable responsés, 130(50.98%)we£e faculty members‘
and 125'(49.01%) were employers. Out of the 130 faculty members, 97;
or 74.,7%, ha& been involved in co-op education for 5 years or less,‘
while 100, or 80% of the 125 responding employers, had been involved
in co-op education for 5 years or less.‘ The‘most responses (62.5%)

came from individuals associated with programs that had been in
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existence 5 years or less, The,sciencgs and social sciefces accounted
for 52.8% of the faculty responses, while thg hﬁmanities.accounted for
10.0%.

For the hypothesis.wﬁich dealt with faculty and employer
ratings being in&ependent oﬁ_affiliation, the following non-technical
empléyment qualities were fouﬂd significant: show enthusiasm for the
ﬁasks to be performed; 5ave-positive éelf;concépt and be .self-confident;
demonstrate motivation to achieve on the_job; show initiative to per- .
form on the job; react constructively to conflict situations with
custpmers/clients or'other'employeés; usé the telephone in a business-
like mannef;‘create,a’positive first iﬁpression when ﬁgéting othgrs;
and cope with qhgﬁge and ﬁew p;ocedufes on the job.

| Wheﬁ-examining ratings 6f faculty members and eﬁployérs
beipg independent'éf‘time affiliated with the co-op program, threé
faculty ratings of non—technihal employment qualities and one employer
rating were fouﬁd siénificanf. These qualitiés are detailed in
Chért I in Chapter IV. | |

The third h&fothesislinvestigated the ratings of'faculty
members being indepeﬁdeht'of:éffiliation,with-thé discipline area in
which the faculty membér teaches. The following non-technical employ-
ment.qualities'were'found siéﬁificamt: ‘show enthusiasm.fo% the tasks
to be performedg cooperate. with fellow workers; sﬁow initi#tive.té

perform on the job; cooperate with éuperVisor/managef/owner; create
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a positive first impression wﬁeﬁ'meeting,ofhérs; accept changing role
of men/womenix1bﬁsin¢ss; cope wifh change and new procedures on the
job;-perform‘basib mathematical skills;-and support'the‘concept of
the free enferprise systeml

The hypothesis which examined the ratings by faculty members
and employers of non—fecﬂnicglﬁemplgyment qualifies being independent
of the loﬁgevity‘qf-the coFbp'program:found seven of the 30 nsn—
péchnical employment qualities to be significan; for faculty and one
was found significant for gmpl@yers; These duaiities are detailed in
Chart Ii, Chapter Iv.

for'hypothesié five, whicﬂ invgétigated_faculty and émployef
raﬁings.of attitudinal chéracteristiés'being independent of
affiliation, the following characteristics were found significant:
adaptable, ambiﬁioﬁs, courageéus,.courtequs, Honesf, humo¥ous,
intellectﬁal,-lofal, persisteﬂt, péople—orientéd, and sébiaﬁle.

The sixth hypéthesié examined the'ratings of attitudinal
characteristics of facﬁlty'members and'eﬁplqyerg being iﬁdependent
of time affiliated‘&ith_the cd—op prbgram. .Twp‘of the 30‘faculty
ratings were found significant, whilé one af the 30 empl6yer ratings
was faund significant. A detailed compafison of faculty and émployér
fatings according to fime.affiliated with thé program is found. in

Chart III, Chapter IV.
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When investigating thelratings of attitudinél éharacteristics
by faculty members being ‘independent of the discipline area in which
the féculty member teaches, the_following'characteristicé were found
signifibant: adaptable, ambitious,,cheerful, courageous; courteous,
dedicated, helpful, humoroué; imaginative,-independent, logical, Ipyél,
mature, people-~oriented, poli;e,'religious, self—éoﬁfident, self-
controlled, sociable, tactfﬁi; and unde;staﬁding. |

Hypothesis.eight, which dealt with the ratings of attitudinal
characteristics by faculty members and employers being independent
of longevity of the co-op program, found four of the 30 faculty ratings
and three of the 30 employer ratings significant. Chért IV in Chapter
1V gives a comparison of faculty memberg' and employers' ratings

_according to longevity of the co-op program.

Conclusions

The following'conclusions_have_been drawn from the analysis of
the study's findings.

1. The greatest preponderance of-cé—op programs is in the
states of California,-WasHington and Oregon. -These three states have
.more programs (28) than the other remaining states combined.
Several factors could have.affected this concentration of programs.

Cooperative education has developed more rapidly in these states
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because of large urban centers:and population concentrations in these
centers. .Also; the deyelopment ofzthe community college movement in
_.these states was_partieularly intense during the 1970's, when co-op -
education‘at'the post—seeondary.level was receiving eonsiderable
impetus,' - | |
2‘. The largest number of faculty and employer response came

.from the states of Callfornla Washington and Oregon. " As noted in
number.oﬁe.above,.since these states have the'largest number of
institutions,iit is 1oéical to assume-there would be morefindividuals
surveyed from these states. -

| 3. More faculty membersﬂand employers inh the western region
.have been involved O to 2 years, than any other s1ngle period of
time. More than 434 of. the faculty members and 51% of the’ employers.
had been 1nvolved in co—op‘educatlon two years or- less. Comblning
the time span 3 to 5 years with 0 to 2 years, more than 70% of the
faculty.members”and 80% of the'employers'have been involved in co-op
education 5 years or less;” Since the 1mpact of federal fundlng,'
alluded to in Chapter I began in the early 1970 s and had a signi--
f1cant 1mpact on' program’ expans1on'throughout the.1970's} it is not
surprising that individuals uould-have been-involved for such a brief
period'of.time;

4, There is a fairly even spread of faculty members responding

to the survey from the. social sciences, sciences and business. These
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three discipline areas'achouﬁted;for 74.1Z,of the sﬁrﬁey respondents,
while the humanities fépresented qu§ 10% of the respéndents;
Nationwidé, the co-op educaéiqn:mdvement has beeﬁ cbncerned with the’
dearth of co-op brogramé in~the humanigies areas. This is borne out in
the survey results. ~The fact that thé éo—op ﬁerment Had its histori-~
éal origips in the enginee;ing and séience.curriqulumé.could_also
account for this small peréén#age of reéponses from the humanities.

5. In 22 of the 30 rafings of non—techniéél'employment quali-
‘ties it makeé no difference.whether'an individual is a faculty member
or employer. Eight_of the non;technicalzemployment qualities are inde-
pendent'of'én indiﬁidual's affiliation. The ones that are not rated
the same, and therefére.independgnt‘of‘gffiliation are: show.
enthusiasm f;r ;he tasks td.be'Peffbfmea; ﬂave positive self-éoncept
andlbé:self—coﬁfidént; démgﬁsfraté motivatioﬁ to,aghieve on the job;
show initiative to-pgrfprm:én the'job; réact éénstrucfivély to con-
flict situations Qith buétomeré/cliénts of qthéf employees; ‘use the.
.telephone'in a businegélike.mannér;.c;éafe a positive first imﬁression
_when meeting otherséland copé withzghange:gnd new.précedﬁfes on thé.job.
Thére ére'sevéral possibie,explanafions er'thé'close é&ngrueﬁce.of
.ratipgs on _the twépty;two nonffeéhniggl‘gmploymeht qualities. As noted
iﬁ numbers three and fgur above, a large numbér'qf facultf members ;nd
employers Haﬁé'beén'affiliateé ﬁith tﬂe é9~o§ ﬁrogrém the same period

of time - 5 yeatrs or less. Also,.aé pointed ‘out in Chapter IV,
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the co-op program has Héen in existence in a large number of institu-
tions for abprdxiﬁately the same period of time. Thg?efore, respondents
ﬁay tend to reflect the same philoébphy and viewpoint, more so than a
population Widély diverse in:tﬁesg demographic areas; As td.the eight
qualities found significaﬂtz there'appears’to Ee differences of opinion
as to the impbrtance of fhese:qualiéies, in spite of the fact that
these qualities are récbgnized.as'important for success. This may sug-
gest confﬁsion on the part of the'éo—op.coordinator, faculty members
or employers regar&ing these éqalitieé; o |

6. .There is little relationship between ;he rétings of faculty
members and'eﬁployers on non-technical emfloyﬁent Qualities and the
length of time they have been éffiliéted with the program on 26 of the
30 qualities. Three of the 30 faculfy‘ratings of‘non—technical employ-
ment qualities were significant at the .05 level, indicating a rel;tion—
ship to the length of fime a%filiated with the proéram. These three
qualities were: follow instructions which are~given;_take criticism
when shown what bas been done‘incorrectly;,ana,support'£he cqncept of
the free'entarprise éyétem:. For émployer ratings, only one quality
was found significant:, use the telephone in a businesslike manner. As
pointed out in Chapter IV, 74.7%,of the facuity'and 80%. of the:employ_
ers have been involved in co;op education 5 years or less. This simi-
larity in lengtﬁ of,time'may éffect an individual‘s‘perspeetive of non-

technical employment qﬁalitiesL
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7. TFor almost Qﬁe+third of the non~technical émplqyment quali—

ties the discipline area in-which the.faculty mémber teaches affects
thé ratings. ,Nine'éf the %O.;on-technical empiéyment qualitiés were
found significant ét the‘L05.1e§él. These nine ﬁon—technicéi employ~
ment qualities are: show enthusi;smtfor the tasks to be'perforﬁed;
cooperate wifhlfelioﬁ workérs;.sﬁowﬁinitiét;ve_éo_perfbrm on thé jobs
cooperate with-éupefviéor/manager/ownér; create a positive first
~impres'sion when meeting othefs; gécept'changing role of men/women

in bdsinéss;lcopélwith chapge'and new'brocedures’on fhe job; perform
basic matheﬁaticaliékillgg gnd support thenéoncept of the free
enterprise system; .Tﬁe impor#ance‘bf the rafings of these nine
quaiities lies iﬁ'tﬁe éxposufe of students Eo.what may ﬁe confuéing
and cdnflicfing Qiéﬁboints; Whiie.ope'would coﬁtinue to consider
diversity a$ a healtﬁy state.oﬁ a ﬁnivefsity cémpué, perhaps a
‘certain uniforﬁity of opinion regardiﬁg the importance of these
qualitiés or characteriséics in the éducation communit& is desirable.
Thié'lack éf unifofmity means thaf studénts'receive differing views of
;he imporfance of the;e nén—techniéal gmﬁloyment qualities, depending
on the diécipline area in which tﬁey-happen to be. Ihié is pgrﬂaps"
not the most desiréble_situétion. On the other hand, f;r the remaining
twenty—one_of tﬁé thirty nép;technicéllémployment‘qualities;Ithe
discipline greé in which a faculty member tgacﬁes makes little

‘difference as to the rating of these qualities.
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8. . Thg length_of'tiﬁéna co-ob program has been in existence
affects facﬁlty ratings of'noﬁ;teﬁhnicai émployment qualitiés'moré
than it affects employer ratiﬁgs-éf:the'saﬁé qualities; Nine of the’
thirty non—technical:emﬁioymént qualities wgs found significant aﬁ the
.05 level for‘fQCQIty; Whileibnly oné was foﬁgé siénificant at the
"05 ievel'fbr'employérs. The nine qualities found sighificant in the
faculty ratings wereii show’enthqéiésm for the tasks to_be performed;
have positive self~-concept and be.self-confiﬁen;; cooperate with
felléw workers; show tact in reiétionshipé with others; dembnstrafe
ﬁotivation to achieve on thé job;_perform responéibilitiés in a
- thorough manﬂér; reacf éOnétructively go confiict situations‘with‘
.customers/clients or othe;'embloyges; work in harmony with those
_whose valuesiand béliefs differ; and support the concept of the f?ee
enterprise system.._THé lone duali?y found-éignificanf.in the emplo&er
ratings was: ?ope with‘chénée and new procedures on-the job. 1In
examining this éiscrepancy in ratings beéween faculty members and
employers it is evident that empl&yers are not affected as much by
longevity of the program in their ratings of non-technical embloyment
qualitieé. ~fhé same_cannbp be said of faculpy membérs. There does
not_éppeér to bé a.readil§”av§ilable answef for thi§.&iscrepanc§.: It
is possiblé, howevér;,thét'faculty membefs ipvolﬁéd with cooperative
education have either hét.been recently.involvéd with'the'markétpléce

or have not been employed in the private sector before. Employers,
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howeyer, even if.only recently inyolved mith cooperative education,
could have been inyolved in the private sector for a longer.period
of time. h | |
9,'.In eleven of the 30 attitudinal characteristics, an

indiv1dual s affiliation as a faculty member or employer affects

the - ratings of. that characteristic.' The.eleven‘attitudinal character-

istics are: adaptable, ambitious,_cburageous,-courteous, honest,
‘ humorous, intellectual"loyal,'persistent, people—oriented, and
'sociable. The remaining 19 characteristics are independent .of
: affiliation.' | o
10. There is little relationship.oyerall.between'the ratings
of faculty members and“employers‘on attitudinal:characteristics and
thellength of time the co—op,program has been'in'eiistence.' For 27
of the'thirty'attitudinal eharacteristics, length-of time.the co-op
program has'been:in eniStence.did.not influence faculty member'or
employer ratings.' The three.items mhich they disagree on are:“ am—
bitious, religious (faculty members), and independent (employers)
,Il, The discipline .area in which a faculty member teaches
affects the rating of 21 attitudinal characteristics. The twenty—
one on which they disagree are:‘ adaptable, ambitious, cheerful
.'courageOus, courteous, dedicated humorous, imaginative, independent,
1ogical,’loya1, mature,‘people—oriented, polite, religious, self-

confident, selfrcontrolled, sociable, tactful, and understanding.
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Given the diVersity of opinion in the faculty involved in higherA
education on-any glven 1ssue, such a diver51ty of op1n10n on the
‘ratlngs of these thlrty attltudlnal characterlstlcs is not surprising.
This might also suggest that having standard programs reqniring agree-
. . ) !

ment on a number of these issues may not be realistic and may tend to .
be a constraint on comprehensiVe.program development.

12, The longevity of tne co-op program has limited effect on
faculty members' and enpioyerS' tatings of:attitudinél characteristies.
Four of 30 feculty retings and three of 30 employer'ratingslwere found
significant at the .05 level. The four attitudinal characteristics

. on which faculty members disagree‘are: ambitious, courteous, enthusi-
astic and‘self—confident. The three characteristics.on which employers
disagree-are: dedicated;'intelleetuai and 1oyal; 'Perhans, for faculty
members,:the cheracteristics ot amBitione? enthusiastic ano.conrteous
carry connotations of the overly—-eager, faWning empioyee-who is an
unthinking‘person. fhe appearance of the'cheracteristic of self-

,confidence_in'this"groupvie interestiné, since much reseafch in
recent yeets on'thie topic has coﬁe from the educational community.

The impottence of seif—confidence for.suceese.in almost any undet~
taking is,recognizeq‘both in the private’sector and'highet education.
Iherefore, one might have expected mote-agreement on this charactetisj
tic. Emplo&ers, on the otner hand, ere‘split_on the;r ratinge of the

importance of_intellectuél as a desired employee characteristic. Once
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again, perhaés a negative iﬁpression is gleaned from this word by
employers. The other two characteristics ~ dedicated and loyal -
are very close in meaning and'bnce again indicate employer"disagree—
ment. Perhaps.the importanée of this characteriétié is beginning to
fade as managers become more concerned with competence and less with
loyalty or Aedicatibn.

13. Fof fifteen of the thirty non-technical employment quali-
ties, none of the_dembgraphics influence faqulty member or employer
ratings. These ﬁon—technical employment qualities are as follows:
arrive for work and appointments on time; follow instructions which
are given; show enthusiasm for the tésks to be performed; have positive
self-concept and be self—confident; have a personal appearance
suitable for thé job; coopérate with fellow workers; use time to the-
best advantage:of the company; show tact in relationships with others;

~demonstrate motivation to achieve on the job; perform responsibilities
in a thorough manner; éake criticism when shown what has been done
incorrectly; show initiative to perform on the job; cooperate with
supervisor/madéger/ownef;.display'social skilis and conduct acceptable
to others;-communicate effectively.with others; demonstrate a pleasant
personality; use corrécp-English skills such as grammar; react.con-
structively to conflict situations with customérs/clients or other
émployees; use the'te;epﬁoné in a businesslike-manner; create a posi-

tive first impression when meeting others; participate in constructive
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selffdisclosure; adapt to manyIQapying types of persoﬁality styles
when”;ompunicéting; work in Harmqny ﬁi?h those whose values and seliefs
differ; ac;epf.changiﬂg fo%é 6f'ﬁen/women in business; deal with
pfejudice iﬁ business; méintain goad health for the joﬁ; ﬁarticipate
as.a team ﬁémbgr‘in the organiéapion; cope with change and new pro-
ceaures on.the job; perform basic.mathematical skills; supﬁprg the
concept of tke'freé enterprise system;‘ |
The diversity and:raﬁge-of'theée qualities does not lead to

any appareﬁt generalizations ?eggfding.pheir independence. -6ne
possible explanation, hqwever, might be the éccebtability of these
‘qualitiés és.esseqtial for sucéess on ﬁost jobé. On the other hand,
thé fact that on 15-of'the-30 thefe ié disagreeﬁeg;.W6uld indicate
a néed to;examiné-these 15‘further to.determiﬁe the réasbns ij tﬁey
.are rated différentiy.’ |

14, five of the 30‘éttitudinal éharacferisticé ﬁeré found to
be,independept of aﬁy of the-féllgwingﬁ Nfépﬁlty or emﬁloyer affilia-
tion,ilength‘of timé the faculpy ﬁémber'or employer_hésibeen affiliated
Qith‘the program,;discipline,a?éa in whiéh the facult& member téaches,
and the length of.pime'the co-op program has‘beeq in existencé. They‘
_are: ethical; fbrgi&iné; helpful;'obedieﬁt and téctfgl; Given the
emphasis in curricuiuﬁs-én ethical:éonsiderations, the use of tacF, and
Fhe importapcéiéf hqﬁéq iﬁéé:action through”ﬁelping, the indepenaence

of .these characteristics' is not éurprising. With the presence of the
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characteristic of,obedience in.these characteristics - a word with
strong.connotations_and overtones - one would‘have expected a wider
divergence of opinion on~its relative importance as an attitudinal'
characteristic. | ‘

15. Three nonrtechnlcal employment qualities were found to be
lsignificant in seVeral 51tuat10ns. The three quallties are: show
enthusiasm for.the task to be performed, cope with change and new
procedures on the job, and.support the concept of the free enterprise
system; The first of these, show enthusiasm for the tasks to be
performed was found to be significant when looking at affiliation,
“dlscipline area, and‘longev1ty of'program.‘“Coping with change and
new procedures on the fob was also found to be significant for affilia-
tion, discipline area, and longevity of program. - The ‘third non-
technical employment‘quality,.support the concept of the free enter-
prise system, was found to be 31gnificant when examining length of time
affiliated with the program, discipline area, and longev1ty of program.

Given .the rate of change occurring in both the private sector
and higher education, some divergency of viewpoints would he expected.
In rating'the concept.of the freewenterprise system,‘it should:be hoted
that the statistical significance-occurred when looking at three of the
demographic areas for faculty. Essentially the same situation is found
with faculty tatings of the:non—technical/employment quality of coping
with change. ‘ln rating the concept quality of coping with change, it

should be noted that the statistical significance occurred when
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examininé two demographic areas'for faculty ano one for,faculty.and
employers combined. | | |

16. For three of_the 30 attitudinal characteristics, one or
more of the dEmoéraphics inflnenced faculty or_employer.responses, The
three-characteristics are:’ ambitious, courteous‘and loyal. The first'
of‘these,.ambitious;.was found to be significant when examining affili—
ation, length‘of,time‘affiliated with the,program? discipline area, and
longevit& of program, The:secondlof these.characteristics, courteous,
was founo.to be significant when investigating affiliation, discipline
area and_longevity.of program. The third of these‘characteristics,
loyal, was found to'be significant when looking at affiliation, disci-
pline ‘area and longevity of program.

.ln.rating'the“characteristic‘oﬁ ambitious, it:should be pointed
ont.that the'statistical}significance occurred when'looking at four
of the'demographic areas for.faculty. Also, the rating.of'the charac~
teristic of conrteons,was fonnd'statistically significant when examining
three of'the demographic areas for'faculty. Faculty are apparentlyxin
disagreement on the relative importance of this characteristic. The
Iattitudinal characteristic of loyalty was found statistically 51gnifi—
cant in both faculty -and employers. ratings.

It would_appearithat among, faculty'members, generally speaking,

disagreement:is'more marked than among.employers.on these attitudinal

characteristics;. Perhaps proximityito the marketplace gives a differ-

i
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ent perspective on qualitiés and'characteristics needed for success than
does educational.setting; If this.is.so; the implication,is.clearly
that co-op has much to offer the interested-educator -~ an opportnnityA
‘to get closer:to‘the marketplace through working with students and’
thereby being exposed'to the prereqdesites of'success as.viewed b& the

employer.

“Recomméndations
‘ﬁased'on the findings of'tnis:study, the.researcher recommends
that the following actions be taken:

_1; Qhange-cofop placement procedures for stodents‘to.make
*. certain that emplo&ers' concerns.are matched.with students' abilities.
Obviously employers feel'strongly“about the importance of certain non-
technical employment qualities and’ attltudinal characterlstlcs. If
'students placed with employers do not reflect those concerns, tnere
will be unnecessaty strain onlboth parties.

2, Encourage closerﬂinteraction betweén employersandgfacultp
members in order to correct areas of disagreement. Only tnrougn
communlcation can disagreements be solved Faculty/employer workshops
-addressing these areas could substantially affect the areas of
disagreement. | |

3. Emphasize“to'facnlty inpolved with.co—op education that

coursework should emphasiée the qualities and characteristics deemed
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important by employers. In .some qaseé.this will require a restructur-
iﬂg.of curriculum fo a;hievg-this oﬁjective.

4. Share thig,infofmati&ﬁ witﬁ others involved in co-op
eduéatiqﬁ in Ehe'wésférn région to gd& tﬁ'the'quality ofithe co-op
education expeyience.f Other diréétbrs, faculty and employers.have much
to:gain tﬁrough gn'undéfstanding.of the qﬁalities and characteristics
faculty mgmbers-apd employérs consider important for sucééss in the
workplaée.

5. Résear;h the.aréas of”diségfegment outlined in thié study
in ‘order to determine why the discrgpaﬁéy exists in the ratings of
faculty members'an& employers.
| ' 6. Replicate this study iq othef geog£aphic’areaé to détermine
if other regions of thé céuﬁtry wbﬁld'rate'thése Quélities.aﬁd
,characteristicé similarl&, |

7. A more iﬁfdepth study should be ﬁade'of ;hé_partidular demo-
'graphiés‘that affeéteq éﬁployer and faéulty.ratings. For example, fhg
'1eng;ﬂ of time a co-op'program'has.geeﬁ in ékiétenée'affects faculty
ratings of.nine.of{the‘thifty'nqn—téchnicai empiéyment qualities. 1In
ekamining-the data the:reséarchér-found phat the longer a program'ﬁas
peeﬁ:iﬂ eki#ténée,.the;ﬁore important tﬁesé nine.ﬁuali;ies were con-
sidered to be. This was true fof,tﬁe time spans 0-2 years, 3-5 years,.

and 6-8 yeéré. 'Howeﬁér, in the category of 9+ years;, the relative
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importance of these qualities shoms a decline in_faculty ratings. A
more infdepth study of this.area would be a valuable addition to the ;
‘field of cooperative education.w,: | |

8.. Replicate.this:study utilizing a'different'set of.demo;
graphic characteristics. Foriexample,'the demographic.characteristic
of male/femalelcouldbe used Other demographics could include the
length of time the faculty member has been in . the teaching field the
.specific background of the . faculty member and employement experience
outside of the field of higher education Demographics of employers,
such as number of years- in business, educational tralning, etc., could
be related to ratings of non—technical employment qualities and atti-
.tudinal characteristics.

9;. Replicate this study utilizing the. ratings of students on
non—technical employment qualities and attitudinal characteristics.
Since:the ratings of faculty members and-employers have nom been
ekamined; it.would he helpful to know.how students rate the_same

qualities:and characteristics.
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Identification No.

(for follow~up purposes

only)

NON-TECHNICAL EMPLOYMENT QUALITTIES
FOR COOPERATIVE EDUCATION STUDENTS -

Faculty members cOmplete'numbefs.l through 4. Emplbyers complete
numbers -1, 2 and 4,_ Answer by placing the appropriate letter in
the space next to' the number,

1.

I am currently a:

a. TFaculty mémber
b. Employer:

I have been involved in cooperative education for:

a. 0-2 years
b. 3-5 years
c. 6-8 years
d. 9 years or longer

. T teach in:

a. Social Sciences
b. Sciences

c. Business

d. Humanities

Our co-op program has been in existence:

a. 0-2 years

" b. 3~5 yedrs

c. 6-8 years
d. 9 years.or longer

| I .1
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Please rate by circling the level of importance for each item

stated below and .on the following pages as you review its neces-
sity for students seeking employment through cooperative education

programs. All items are non-technical employment qualities.

£
.

"No Importance

Limited Importance

Important

Extremely Important

How important. is it for a cooperative education student to:

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.

19.
20.

Arrive for work and appointments on time.’

Follow instructions which are given.

Show enthusiasm for the .tasks to be
performed.

Have positive self—concept and be self-
confident. :

Have a personal appearance suitable for
the job.

Cooperate with fellow workers.

Use time to the’ best advantage of the

company.
Show tact in relationshlps with others.

‘Demonstrate motivation to. achieve on the

job.

Perform’ respon31b111t1es in a thorough
manner.
Take criticism when shown what has been’
done incorrectly.

Show initiative to perform on the job.

_Cooperate with supervisor/manager/owner,

Display social skills and conduct acceptable
to others. .
Communicate effectively with others.
Demonstrate a pleasant personality.

'Use correct Fnglish skills such as grammar.

React constructively to conflict situations
with customers/clients or other -employees.
Use the telephone in a businesslike manner.
Create a positive first impression when’
meeting others.
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‘Participate in constructive self~'

21, _
. disclosure, 1 2.3 4
22, Adapt to many varying'types of " personality
styles whén communicating. 1 2 3 4
23, Work in harmony with those whose values :
and beliefs differ, : 1 2 3 4
24, Accept changing role of men/women in
business. 1 2 3 4
25. Deal with prejudice in bu31ness 1 2 3 4
26. Maintain good health for the job. 1 2 3 4
27. Participate as a team member in the
organization., 1 2 3 4
28. Cope.with change and new procedures on the' ’
job. 1 2 3 4
29. Perform basic mathematical skills, ) 1 2 3 4
30. Support the concept of the free enterprise
" system, . 12 3 &4
III. Please rank by circling the level of importance for each attitude
' or characteristic stated below as you review its necéessity for
students seeking employment throéugh cooperative education
.programs. ) Co '
1. " No Importance
2. Limited Importance
3. Important
4. Extremely Important
1. Adaptable 1 2.3 4 16. Logical 1-2 3 4
2, Ambitious 1 2 3 4 17. Loyal 1 2 3 4
3. Cheerful 1 2 3 4 18. Mature 1 2 3 4
4. Courageous "1 2 3 4 19. Obedient 1 2 3 4
5. Courteous 1 2 3 4 20, Persistent 1 2 3 4
6. Dedicated 1 2 3 4 21, People-oriented I 2 3 4
7. Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 22, Polite 1 2 3 4
8. Ethical 1 2 3 4 23, Professional 1 23 4
9. Forgiving 1 2 3 4 24, Religious 1 2 '3 4
10. Helpful 1 2 3 4 25. Responsible 1 2 3 4
11.. Homest - 1 2 3 4 26. Self-confident 1 2 3 4
12. Humorous - 1 2 3 4 27. Self-controlled 1 2 3 4
13. Imaginative ° 1 2 34 28. Sociable 1 2 3 4
14. Indepéendent 1 2 3 4 29. Tactful 1 273 4
15. 1Intellectual 1 2 3 4 30.  Understanding 1 23 &
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May 18, 1981

Dear Facuity Member:

I need your help. Eegfmiﬁétes is all. I'm doing a study about how
faculty members and emp)oyers rate certain attitudes and qualities
of students. . The t:o--oﬁ/1

tified you and several of your colleagues as being 1nvolved in co~op
in one way or another. So-~I'm seeking your aid.

Will‘you please help? \Right away7 This survey only takes 10 minutes
to complete.  And the results—ceuld immensely a1d in the structurlng
- of co-op learning experiences.

I wish I had or could afford to offer you something of value (1ike the
expert direct mail people do) for fllling this out. But I can't.

So. .

the survey7
Thanks for your help. I really do mean "Thanks!"
Sincerely, °

RoniHarris, Director

Cooperative Education

Enclosure

P.s.
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education director at your institution. iden-

“how about if I promise to send’ you a copy of the results of

Just return -the survey in the enclosed, stamped envelope. It'1l
get to me.
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER
June 16, 1981

Dear . -

Several weeks ago I requested your participation in a major study I am
conducting in the western region of the country.*. Your name was pro-
vided to me by the co-op. education director at your institution. You
were identified as a person who works from time to time with co-op
education internship students. .Your participation is still needed..

Would you please take 10 minutes and fill out the enclosed question-
naire. The pre-testing indicates it only takes an average of 10
minutes to complete. So-~would you please take the time right now and
complete the questionnaire. - Slip it in the self-addressed, business
return envelope and return it ‘to me. :

T really do appreciate the ten minutes you take to fill thlS out. To
demonstrate my appreciation, I'll be glad to send you a copy of the
results of the survey. The real appreciation will come from students,
_however, who will be affected by the results of the survey--a closer

- coordination between what we emphasize at the teaching level and what
the expectation of the business world is.

‘Thanks once again fbr your time and consideration.

éincefely,

Ronald R. Harris, Director

Cooperative Education

Enclosure

*Formal study entitled: "A Comparison of the Ratings of‘Faculty

Members and Employers on Non-Technical Employment Qualities in the
Western Region of the Country
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