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AMERICAN/XQBATIONAL ASSOCIATION CQNVENTLON '

éw Orleans, Loyjsiana’ 1374;

A . .
. , v /

In ]97] the State of Ipdiana expanded its trad1t1ona1 array of'ceoperat1ve education pro-

grams to 1nc1ude the Interdisciplinary tooperat1ve Education (ICEX approach This approach was

)
designed to serve smaller, more rura] cbmmun1t1es where schoo] offer1ngs weye 11m1ted, student

5 A ] * /7
needs and 1nterests diverse, and commun1ty resources ]im}ted but varied. '

b

S1nce accountab111ty is a high priority and eva]uatiOn essential, it was appropriate to

pd
ew the ICE program and determine its role among cooperative~vocatlona1 educat1on programs

|
]
|
R revi 1
’ / . . |
in the tate of Indiana. It was upon this basis that the Indiana State Board of Vocat1onaT
. X 1
Technical Education funded a project to evaluate cooperative education,’particuAar]y the' ICE |
: ) N s ) a- I‘ k ’ . }
program. . _ o - / .
' C
;
i
!
L

’ b -
- Data obtained from two phases of the study are summarfzed a cooperative employer follow-

‘

s,
up‘and a one year graduate fo]]ow up Other phases of the study will be ava1]ab1e in the f1na]

\ : .
- report. The discussion of data w111 cover comﬁeng; regard1n findings, spec1f1c data by program |
area and conc]us1ons The discussion will’ focus on\th ooperative emp]oyer s information ob- ;
N ; tained 1mmed1ate1y fo]]ow1ng partlkmggﬁﬁbn in the program and the programﬁgraduates prof1]e and ‘
. W i . 1
. assessment one year after graduat1on TS . i% |
‘ [ * .gf}: :
‘e 6 — . - ' . ‘33: ) i
. - R ,  PROCEDURES %
N o vﬁg ’
' Pogu]at1on % Lﬁ% ' - .
Lo "The Ind1ana Cooperative Education Study 1nvestigated schools located j n rura& or“suburban
g .
communities within{ the state. Programs in fifty- fayg schools were 1nc1ude§ in the~samp1e
‘i’
E19hty n1ne percent (89%) of'the 1156 operatlve s cnts were in their $?n1or year
. ) Indicated on the Indiana map are the majod populat1on and economic regions Connmt1ng
1° . T ° > :
' factors are indicated by the radiatlng ircles. The sample cooperate programs are depicted by
.ot , . R ) s
- ‘ dots. The majority of programs are located outside of the regiona] center. Approximately half ,
! " of the prograps are located in cities ot less than 5,000 popu]ation and only fliye programs were
Jo Licated in cities of e than 20,800. o ‘ £ -
. ! z’ S . : 1
Q . . - -0 - - L j N ‘ ~1. II
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s1mp11fy the reading process, ke¥/words in the‘stem of ea h 1tem were italicized. After pilot “J':

.
%
-

Ri
N
!

~ <

Instruments - -
Instruments . S J\N . B \ ,
Two instruments were deve]qpez to ob'\jn data for employers and graduates. The instrumemsts

+ were designed to be forced responses easy to ark and score, brief to rgad. colorful, published

>

Aﬂ The graduate 1nstrument s purpose was to obtain factual employment information and op1n1on
> v : .
of the cooperative program. Factors for assessing \the cooperative program were identified and

translated into ites. A careful raview of Qther fol{ow-up studies contributed cons1derab1y to

L 4 . ‘o,

the instrument's design and bat%ery of items. The fina instrument contained- twenty'itEms. To

e

-

» r

testing, the-instrument was printed. -

JxL,—————"‘"

.. ' ' AR ‘ o
Employer reactions wefe obtained by a mailed instrument.\ The instrument focused on: 1)

facts about the firm, 2) assessment of the stude t trainee, 3) ssessments of the program,,and

portant&to program operat1on. The six processes-were ident1f1ed b the\DeTph1 techn1que as most

?, -u

. s
important from a base of 66 fac#ors. The items consisted pr1mar1]y f forced cho1ce w1th a,

& -

modest number of open end d opt1ons The 1nstrument 1nc1uded the nam and career obJectrve of

[ g
the trainee empToy d by the responding firm. The instrument was p1Tot tested and pr1nted
'Administration.bf Instruments# .
i ° -
“Both instruments were adm1n1stered by mail. «The time schedu]e was similar for each ma1]1ng

sequence Thé pr1mary ma111ng~was foTTowed in two Weeks by a second ma1T1 g. The data collection
T
“phase was_.concluded five weekL after the 1nit1a1 mailing.

TS .
|

The student follow-up waF conducted in May 1974. " Materjals were sent g a censusbbf gradu-

LY

ates(1032) The total return was 610 (59.1%). The level of return ranged from 47.5'(Home

Econom1cs) to 73.1 (Office). = - . ¢ ) . ’

. v o "
A sampTe of employers (677) was surveyed in June 1973. The returned totalled 514 (75.9%).

The Jevel- oﬁﬁreturn ranged from 5¢.1 (Agr1bus1ness) to. 87. 6 (ICE). k\‘ !

~The' rather substantial number of graduate and modest number of employer non respondants

d1ctates a caut1ous 1ﬁ§erpretat1on of the data. However the employer returns a higher than

-

most mailed 1nvest1gat1on of the business .and ﬁndustria]‘éommun1t1es

B S 3
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- . ;mp]oyment Status: - Tab]e 1 - , -
ng' Emp]oyment status one year after program comp]et1on was exam1ned Depar)ment of Labor
;‘f L c]ass1f1cat1ons were used These classifications are emplgyed fu]] time: 35 or more hours per .
' % . week, employed part-time: less than 33 hours per week, unemployed and 1oqk1ng for work, and g. L )
. ) unemployed and not looking‘for work. : . “- h J{; . ; . . ’
\ . ;.- . The unemployment figure is s]ight]y higher tharr National and é‘Zat'eﬁaverages for that time, .

‘""but less than National and State averages for the same -age group. S]ight]y under thgee quarters

of the popu]at1on had entered fu]] time employpent with slightly more than one in ten emp]oyed

3

‘ L

4 part t1me or a total of 84% work1ng
£ant]y by program area. - A notable contr1but1on to the

Emp]oyment status differs s1gn1f1

aid ®

dlfference is the area of health Where only s]1ght1y more than f0ur of ten tra1nees entered ther

h . rd
)

)
< labér market. This occupat1ona] group had both the highest level entry into educat1on programs
{not 1ook1ng for emp]oyment) and the highest level of current unemployment The 1owest lTevel

of unemp]oyment occurred in home,ec029m1cs occupat1ons. ﬂigh levels of full t1me emp]oyment
< « . .
were reported in agribusiness and home economics. "

¢ . Cooperative programs are designed to provide occupatiomal preparation for.high schoo] stu-
: dths ‘Approx1mate1y db% of the Indiana sample were in the labor force,, 1nd1cating ‘a high level

v }2‘ of agreement with the program obJect1Ve . ) o T T
7 L® - 0 . . . v 'm” ' .,

Mobility and Migration "~ Table 2 ~ ’ _ . o

I N N

Two types of information were obtained re]ative to mobility in each program area. "Changed

Address" defines any type of move, and m1grat1on results .if the charige is beyond county 11nes. o
o) .
‘- - Forty ghree percent of those surveyed had changed address since high schpoT? The remaining

;

. percent contlnued to live at, the sameares1dence Approx1mate1y seventeen percent %f all address°
. ‘ chang1ng was the result of an *out-of- ounty" move’ <&' . ' . A ,’ . ‘
" Health and Ebmt economucskrere %he_;SEas experiencing the highest lncidence of mob1]1ty
g %- Aga1n, the concentrat1on ot health pegp]e further1ng thefir tra1n1ng may.be associated w1th the

N :
.high pcrcvnt of address changing, although most moves occurred w1thin c0unty boundrres In hOme

econom1cs, on]y about 15% made a major®moye outs1de the‘/puﬁty It is suspected that the. pré 1;

K

dominance of ﬁomen in these two areas may be associated w1th the high mob111ty 1eve1 f

e

-




' é& after the program was cempleted. - E

’

" s

. The lowest percent change of address occurred among the 1nterd1sc1pLJnary and agr1bus1ness

students.

However, these groups exper1enced the h1ghest percen&age of out-of-county moves. Two

‘v s

pfe s where a high 1eve] of migration occurred were in the dlstr1butrve aqd office occupatlons

//‘ In view of the geograph1c 1pfat1on of the tra1n1ng~schoo]s, essentially rura] and sma]]
! ! » * -

\ to n, a large percentage of students had not made a major move to an economic center one year
\ ; | N : - . et

.

- e .

[

-

" P4
Employment Profile ,.; / > .

-~

. “Table 3.
. o SRS . e
length of .unemployment beforé.securing first“ﬁbb and number

It should -be regognized that a

TwQ p;pfiles.are presented:

of dlfferent emp]oyers withio the year fo]]ow1ng graduat1on

< Do -

relationship may exist among/these factors 4

e e

§
L]
N Over'three-fourths of the trainees have had only one dr two emn]oyers, with 44 percent

!

-having. rema1ned at their cooperat1ve tra1n1nd‘fac1]1ty after graduation w1th the f1rst employer.
\ . ]

About f1ve percent have had four or more employers 1nd1cat1ng a limited ]eve] of 1nstab1]1ty
Approx1mate1y four percbnt aye not* worked. These persons may be in educat1ona] programs,

married and not work1ng as we]] as those who have not held a job since graduation due to

unemp]oyment. \ S "o é\\a} - R .
v ' ) ' ‘ X ¢ ’
Besides those who stayed with their cooperative emplqyer, an ggiitiona] one quarter found

emp]oyment 1n 1ess than two weeks after graduat1on

For pover 70%' the frustration of unemploy-

. .
;’//; ment was not Severe. However, up to one. th1rd securegd emp]oyment two Weeks to a ﬂmnth after 4
. : “ " -
graduation. Six percent took from five weeks to four months. An add¢t19na] 2.6 perciént have
+ - ‘ N . v . f ) » )
taken! longer than four months. oo o : ?, C e e

\

s

1
’

t appears that s1tghtly over eight percent of the trainées may have experienced considerable .

U% Table 4

An analysis, of beg1nn1ng'fu]] time employment wageséand wages one(year after-graduation

. prov1des some 1nterest1ng 1nformat1on.

L] .
. . Lt s

A [N v . . .
increased during the course of this investigation.
3 2 : .

R

;
-

I3

r

- .

i

-

Kl
|
\

However, it should be noted that the minimym wage had

A,‘

. ' ~

unemployment. -However,'cautioning against’such a conc]us;;n‘is thes influence of summer vacatiom.

b

1

’

Almost 30 percent of the graduates moved .from*less than $2.00 per hour to a hfgher wag® i ..

~

dPr1ng the first year of emp]oyment

Almost forty jpercent of the employees were'making $3.00

=] ' @
“per h0ur or more one year after graduation.® , '
¢ . ’
-~ - . N .
) . : &
o . ¥ - o, / "
7 - ~ ’
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_While 1n1t1al wages of health and home econom1cs graduates were low, they made extens1ve

thanges dur1ng the f1rst year, of employment although the peak levels of these programs along

ol

w1th dff1ce educat1on are not compet1t1ve to other occupat1onal f1elds .
i 7 . + N

Preparation forjEnmloyment - Table 5 a : . ’, . ‘ .

-
. ~
. ot

Formet students' assessment of the program one year after graduat1ou provides 1nformatlon
. < 3 . ‘e
', on their preparat1on for employment. o ' M
5 ” !

First, alnmst sevefity percent rated.the *quality of the1r preparatioft for the1r f1rst JOb

’

- A

. ‘ . ’
.- as good to excellent Only about ten percent indicated 1t was poor to very poor. SN |
|

|

|

|

|

!

]

l

1

However, uhen asked ‘to descr1be the relat1onsh1p of learned sk1lls to the1r first Job the, .g
’spread of comments is more evenly d1str1buted Some 483 percent 1nd1cated they used all or ﬂgst .
of the learned skvlls on the1r first job. 'Alarm1ngly, some 34.2 percent ‘used few or néne of .
* ‘the learned skills appﬂ1ed on the1r first job. It should be noted that the area of agn1business
had’a majority of graduatﬁs(54 3%) who 1nd1cated "all of the same sk1lls" relat1hg‘to their ;
5 ) , ) . fIZst job.® K ' ‘ ' VY I , . - " ; Y ) |

BN .
If the goal of cooperat1ve educafion is to prepare individuals for their first job, then :

l

% N some reassessment is needed Wh1le thp q&\\lty of preparation was fa1rly high, the appl1ca- ]
‘ |

]

. b1l1ty of sk1ll was quite low. Th1s assotza;1on is in .need ofqmore intensive study« Such

. }' * . 1nvest1gat1ons need to explore several factors proper placement of students in areas of oc- o
R /) 1\
g’ dapat1onal“1nterest, rela£1onsh1p of, skills learned‘to apparent tra1ang, aya1lab1l1ty of P |
v poS}t1ons in areas where tra1n1ng has been received, and clarification of cooperative education ' |
o ‘ .. ' |
i P . . “ . N l
. . ) » . - . - . - W7 - - 4
3 ,obJect1ves. - . ff’r . .- o ) . W ey
‘4 s ' . ) 7..3‘ . . .( - . - O . ‘. L~ : |
, .
. pAALRAN i [ '

[y ot o . R
Formeristﬁdents were asked to -namé the most important contributions of the program to them.

N N .
B ~ 1t

" Contribution to the Program * -  Table & ' . . ;
|
The contr1but1on mos t often cited was "developed'cbnf1dence in my abilities." Least often :
c1ted Was "dec1dcd/hhether to go’to college The program s contr1but1on to students was d1verse
" and would appear fo indicate a var1ety of stydent needs were met. ' L ’ ' A
. 5
. Teacher Coord1na£or Characteristics - ~Table 7, . .. . .

. . - < . :l

. . 1 - o ?" Vi . ]
R +° ¢ h ) i‘
. . ¥

.In wording, a guest1on to obtain the graduate view of his teacher coord1nator, itw

. ‘ . i
§§ decided to phraselpos1t1ve options. Graduates were asked» 'what teacher-coordinator*¢haracter-
- .‘ . - . . . ¢ ¢ \ - . . N _— ) i
isticwas of greatest help." }‘ - < .



The responses, while 51gn1f1cant1y different, have substant1al propozt1ons 1n each
o0
category. The largest ‘percentage (26. 7) is the teacher- coordlnator s understandlng ‘of my

<
A4 o«

basic abilities. °Almost 20 pertent felt the teacher-coordinator's understand1ng of bus?ness
and industry was the most important characteristic. Only 12rpercent felt an understanding -
[

of students"persona] problems was the greatest asset of.the_teacher-coordinatorﬂ The "other"
categdry incfuoed additional pos1tivé cnaracteristfcs'exemp]?f}ed by teacnericoordinators not
'provided{in the questtonhaire and a fem negatine comments ﬁndlcatfng tnc teacher-coordinator‘
had "no valued characteristics." However, tnese few conmenfs go not distract from the generally
posativevview;of the teacher-coordinator. . -

., b} —

When theQ\ndividual program areds are studied, some interesting clusters of comments become
,
apparent. Almost 40 percent of the’ hea]th occupabﬂons graduates felt the greatest he}p their

teacher-coordinator- prov1ded was "techn1ca] know] edge of the job." Over 40 percent of the office
s ¢ ] ‘
occupat1ons students and 35 percént of the home economics occupations students ‘felt their

teacher-coordinator's greatest value was the understand1ng of the basic ability of the student.,"”
I ,»
oIn agr1bus1ness 34 percent felt an "un!erstandlng of the 1nd1quua1 s career plans was primary."

f,(

Qver one quarter of the students in dlstr1but1ve and trade.and industry programs felt the ‘co- '

_+  ordinator strength was "an understanding of bus1nes§f;nd 1ndus§ry -

A - | S}

In aggregate, sllghtly over 55% of the students stressed areas’ relatnng to the counselxng

function of the coordlnators role. -,

In sunmary, it-appears teacher coordlnators provide different benefits to dlfferent stu-

dents and served in a variety"of ways in the learning settlng.

. . .. . v .
a . .

)

Reconnmnd Prog}am to Others =~ Table8 S ’ " . -
, It was feit that asking'former students if they would recommend‘the progran, to otner )
"students was a relevant question’and provided 1nterences'ottstudents‘_feelings about the
p’mgram | ‘ - w o .ot .
Ninety- four percent wou]d recbmmend the* program to othgr students This high mercentage
Yndicates a well recéived program by the graduates. i .o ’ . e
T, ? > . °
N / . EMPLOYER INFORMATION * o o
> .' . ) . ' ‘ R ' . ‘ ) °
Employment Sett1‘g, - Table 9 N n )

PO . . - .

4 The emp]oyment settlng was descr1bed as type of employment within the firm and, f1rm s size.

»

’




. B °: s ' .“ ) 7
. . W’ * - -| . '.
With an N of 513 almost half the employment assignments were in distributive and trade,

o~

: and industrial occupations The smallest area was agribusihess Approximatoly 2.7%.of the

h .
pOSitions were not indicated and could not be ClaSSlfled: S ‘

. *

The proportion of employees distributed by size of the firm was unexpected in view‘of the

' y
geographic Tocation of the schools since the sample was drawn from predominately rurgl and small
- } N
cities within Indiana. : ' ) {;f
. ) . .o ’ -

Almost’one-quarter ofz;he employing firms emplyyed 4-10 persons. However, fifteen percent

>

of the firms had 20l or mere employees The distribution splits at about 50% for firms with \

. . 4 Lo »
20 employees or less N c .. . .f;

. " N . <
. ‘a

Studgnt trainees were employed in.a wide variety of occupatipnal fields in diversékemploy—

ment settings. =~ . \

4.

Assessment of Student Traihee . - Tabfe 10

-

-~ . . rs

As a concluding assessment of the cooperative Student's: performance emplayers were dsked o
to state the nature of a hypothetical letten\gf (ecommendation Slightly more than three- .

. o .quarters of the cooperative employers indicated they would write a favorable to exceptionally

’

favorable letter Only 5.5 percent opted for the two negative altérnatives anﬂunfavorable_

. letter" or "would choose not to write."

oo grgparedness of Student Trainee L Tablé N p . - . Lo
_%g ' - The initial.competency. level of, the student-trainee at the time he/she began the cooperatiwe
” program was estimated by the employer A distinction bEtween technical skills and employee

human relations skills was not” made. { )

» M L . . . . " _7 .
Only one percent of the employers responding indicated the students entered the cooperative

training program unskilled., Lesé than 20 percent entered with limited or'no skill "

‘,

A little over half were fairly skilled and approximately thirty percent .of the, stydents

entgred the program at a high‘skill level., Finally, almost five p@rcent had’ exceptional skills
. A . .t. ” . ' ' )]
- as they begangtheir program.: ! ‘ ' ’ i 4 £

This profile of student preparedness seems ‘to indicate that employers felt std:ents.were

ready to benefit from the program and contribute to the firm. However,{the nature of the. skill

. \ . R
( and training contribution nade by the firms needs to be clarifﬁed
L4 - . > L
[y N . ¢ L]
N . ', 7 ":«, . . -
. ~ «
kY . .
. ’\ - A q
r ) o l' ‘ .
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1 L
Cooperative Fducatidn Processes

‘e

Table 12

) agreements. training plans, emp]oyer evaluations of students, a

the firm.

©

catior program qua]1ty

f

'should be noted that agreements are, mandatory by law even though it appears that tota] comp]ﬁance

is not adherred to.

6tudent eva]uat1ons were made by nearly 95% of the employers.

Certain processes were. identified as critical to the operation ¢f thi pragram: '

Training agreements were used 1n about three- quarters of-all coopi{at1ve programs. It

training

coord1nator v1s1tat1ons to

These processes were.supported by state consultants as important to cooperat1ve edu-

.
4
[) )

1
£

Tra1n1ng plans_were developed in approx1mate1y two th1rds of the f1rms

RN

While variation® appears to exist i the app]1cat1on of the processes among program areas,

only employer visitations were significantly different among program areas.

provfded represents a collapsed table for employer visjtations.

moke than once a month for a four mdnth period is indicated by the figure.

area'with more than SOb exceed1ng the criterion level was health occupations.

-

not presented aré 1nterest1n9r #/% of firms not visited at all; 28% no more }han twice, and

11% with 9 or more visits.

.0

The information
The percent of firms visited.
The on]}’program

Several figures

R

If the cr1ter1on is va]1d concern is expressed for the lTow pro-

- .
.

-

portion of visitation. »

f’ In summary we have listed the percentage of visits made qn{pn average of once a month by
visita-

(- ) progrém'arehs. An exceptionally high gercentage ‘of health and home economics employer

ghgggyer's View of Coordinator's Expertise -

~

-
tions were made. Two ]iier visitation areas were interdisciplinary and agribusiness.
‘ k .9

. Table 13

: high respeft by emp]oyers

<

. . N
- * B

Often, cooperative teachers are critizied for their latk of knowledge of the student and

. ' * 1 0 L.
of the cooperative firm with whom he myst associate. Howedo employers.view the coqrdinator on

these factors?.
i

The emp]oyer's view of the teacher-coordinator is most positive. More than_ nine out -

of ten emp]oyers-were impressed by the coordjnator's knowledge of the firm's product or service

and his ab111ty to re]ate effect1ve]y Coﬁsistency existed across program areas

4‘ Mhile rated on]y Slightly lower,nhe coordinator's knowledge of the students was held in




¥ what are reasonab]e cr1ter1a ]evels for judging these factorsT 4

t

-

Implications :

Employers’ Assessmentaof Programs ‘- Table 14

I

An employers &$ssssment of the couperat1vé program was attained by thesfactors: 1) is

>

sthe program an effect1ve~means of prov1d1ng vocat1ona1 education? 2) did the firm begefit e 3

° by part1c1pat1ng in the program? and 3) is the emp}oyer interested in cont?nued participation.

In no program area d1d the emp]oyers view drop below 90 percent 1ey%1 in the1r be]hef

of the effectiveness of the program. In no program d1d the des1re t0 cont nie part1c1pat1on

e

d1p below the 90 percent level. Four of.seven program areas had express1ons of 100 percent de-

’
s1re to cont1nue In on]y two program areas did the benef1t to the firm dip, be]ow 90 perceht

.

and in both areas cont1nued part1cﬁpat1on was 100 percent : o

B ‘I,
- ‘ )

] ‘C]earlx part1c1pat1ng emp}oyers. with few except1ons, are strong advocates of tﬁé coopera-

& v . . N

¥ - . « ~

tive edacation approach. . - G w

AN ot

R .
. [
vt . . - . .

Cooperative Processes &nd Employer AssessSments \' . ot

[}

' Finally, se]ect fsctqrs on'processes are-associated with the three emp]éyer assessméntsl
Statistical tests were conducted to exp]ore potent1a1 relat1onsh1ps The tests related eight
'factors or processes f) s1ze of firm, 2) 1n}t1a] competency£ﬁeve\ of bhe studeqt 3 tra1n1ng
agreement, 4) tra1n1ng p]ans, 5) emp]oyer eva]uat1on of students, 6) number ofzv1srtat1ons,
7) teacher knowledge of the student and 8) teachers knowledge of the firm. These‘factors
were related to “effect1vé means of providing vocan1ona1 education " and "benef1t to the firm.'

Significant re]at1onsh1ps did not exist among any factars and the c$1te;ion effect1ve '

means of prov1d1ng vocational education HoweVer four signifjcang pos1t1ve associatiaps .&

ex1sted among the factors and the cr1ter1oh "firm benefjtted." These factors 1nc1udé'1n1t1a1

4

competency level, number of visits by the coord1nator, coord1nators know]edge ‘of student and\\_x
firm. The 1mportant role the coord1nator’possesses in the cooperative program is clearly 1nd1—

cated by the datd. . B -
-3 N .

14

Data provided by the graduaté and emp]oyer follow-up phasesnof the'Indiana Cooperative
Educat1on Study are generally con51stent in support of the cooperat1ve education method.

Graduates of, programs in predom1nate1y*sma]1 commun1t1es have been provided a QVeath of

Sy

44

N

educational opportunit through the cooperative method.
»

,

ey o v
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. . “Hith few exceptions there LS s1m111ar1ty o{ ratings on most factors across program areas.

[y '3 . -

wh1]e limited instances of var1at1on wou]d norma1]y occur due to a number of- factors such as ’

\ preparation and exper1ence of the teacher coordinator, 1ocatlon of the school, and preparedness

id .
r

N § the students for the program, maJor dev1at1ons among programs s1mply do not ex1st ‘ .

2 . o

Th1s 1nvest1gat1on touched on several processes thought to be important to the cooperat1ve .

© N . <

education method C]ear]y, severa] of the factors appear to be assoc1ated cr1t1ca1]y with

A - benef1t derived by the f1rm from its part1c1pat1on in the, cooperat1ve program. These factors
indicate the key role of the teacher Coord1nator lnvest1gat1ons needs to be undertaken ;; ‘, .
_more contro]]ed sett1ngs to accesSrthe effect1veness of the cooperat1Ve processes to the attain- .
7l "L ment.of other program objectives. , B . 1 ‘ ‘ O

The sensitivity of the cooperative education method to labor market needs will continue
. h

-

- " to be both' a Coon and a bane to the program While the market was beginning to decline slight]x
in Indiana in 1973 a h1gh percentage ofﬁetoperat1ve graduates entered the ,labor mafket w1th

~ .‘ - /‘ .
;& - relative ease. i : a2 . )
2; * 7 Most 1nformat1on indicates «an except1ona]]y h1gh Teyel of acceptance of the cooperat1ve
N ¢ i «
education method. Acceptance at or near the ninety percent level was consistent among stndents

'

»

and employers. Th1s prov1des the cooperat1ve educator with.a unique oppOrtun1ty The task of

br}ng1ng most of the final ten percent inté the fold would not appear to be a major Undertak1ng 5
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