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.A Yiterature review of cooperative vccaticnal

education prograss at the secondary and postseccndary levels is
presented in this 1nformatlon analysis paper. Two different

approaches to cooperative education are-identified:

(1) the capstone

approach, in vhich the student receives cne ¢r more years of
in-school vogational training prior to the cooperative experlence in
specialty areas, and (2) the dlvercggled ‘cccupations approach, in
which much-of the vocational training is done on the job, with little

or no formal in-school instruction ‘prior to coog

ative exper ience.

Oother toplcs discussed include the follcwings: -world of work and

career decision making; cooperatrve educaticn and the spec1a1 needs
student; cooperative educat’ion in higher education; adult education
(cooperative distributive education for-disadvantaged young adults,

preretirement prograns) ;

cost-benefits; and cencerns and problems of

cooperative education. Summaries suggest that (1) instructional nodes

- will vary according to expected objective,

(2) . the wcrld cf work’

involvement provides. a sound base for aiding students in making

realistic career decisions,

(3) cocperative vocational education

coordinators should have adequate skills and kncwledges in dealing.

“with special needs people to insure mayimus success, (4) cooperative.
prograas in adult education will be emerging at a greater rate as the
. lifelonqg learning concept is accepted ty .more adults, and “«(5) the
- benefits of cooperatlze edqcatlon cutweigh its cost. (TAa)
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The Educational Resources Infbrmatlon Center .on Career Education

(ERIC/CE) is one of sixteen clearlnghouses in a nationwidé€ infor- ~
mation system that is funded by the National Institute of Education.

The scope of wo§k for ERIC/CE includes the fields of adult- cont1nu1ng,
career, and vocational-technical education. One of the functlons of

the Clearlnghouse is to interpret the literature that is related té
each of these,fields. This paper should be of.particular interest

to vocational education teachers, admlnlstrators, and counselors

The profession is indebted to Frederick G. Welch for his scholarshlp

— in the preparation of this paper.
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Education, The Ohio Sta rsity, for their cr1t1ca1 réwview of
the manuscript prior to its.final revision and pu
Budke,
Career Education, supervised- the puﬁllcatlon s *development.. Madelon
Plaisted and Jo Ann Cherry coordlnated the productlon of the paper
for publicatidn. ) i o 4
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A literature review-of cooperative vocational education programs

at the secondary and ‘postsecondary levels is presented in this
information analysis paper. Two different approaches to coopeérative
education are identified: (1) the capstone approach, in which the
student receives one or more years of inschool vocational training
prior to-the cooperative experience in specialty areas, and (2) the
diversified occupations approach, in which much of the vocational
training is done on the job, with little or no formal inschool in-
struction prior to cooperative experience. Other topics discussed
include the following: world of work &nd career decision making;
cooperative education and the special needs student (handicapped,
dropouts 8 acaaemicayly disadvantaged, gifted, adult, and rural
special needs); cooperative education in higher education (teacher .
fraining, postsecondary trends); adult.education (cooperative _
distributive education for disadvantaged young adults, preretire-
ment programs); cost-benefits; and concerns and problems of coop- -
erative education, Summaries suggést that (1) instructional modes
will vary according to expected objective: (2) the world of work
involvement provides a soupd base for aiding students in making
realistic career decisions, (3) cooperative vocational education
coordinators should have adequate skills and knowledges in dealing
with special needs people to insure maximum success, (4) cooperative
‘programs in adult education will be emerging at a greater rate as
-the tifelong learning concept is accepted by more adults, and )
(5) the benefits of cooperative education outyeigh its cost. (TA)

.DESC: :*Vocational Education® *Cooperative Educationj Educational

Strategies; Distributive Education; *Work Experience Programs;
Special Education; *Studegt'Placeﬁént; Job Placement; Secondary ,

_Education; Disadvantaged Youth; Post Secondary Education; Work

oy

’Study Programs; Disadvantaged Groups; *Cooperative Programs; Adult
Education Programs; Literature Reviews; Vocational Development;
Program Descriptidns; Educational Research; Educational Objectives
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. STATE OF THE ART = . ) )
Cooperative educatien has expanded greatly since 1970. This expansion N
is due, «in part, to The increased state and federal funding through
vocational education acts, higher education acts, and various man-
* * power (CETA) acts. ’
* A major reason for tﬁé growth of cooperative, education, and perhaps.
an even greater reason than funding, is the world of‘work involvement
or the learn by doing concept that has many educatldnal ‘values which
. cannot be otherwise achieved. Moore (1976), reporting on work in R
.education, stated: ? . . -
If work study is indeed education's sleeper, v1v1d
) , descriptions of successful programs herein--in small
. schools and large, at colleges and universities in '
4 the United States and elsewhere, will do much to :
. awaken it. -Part-time werk for youngsters is probably
the most effective builder of responsibility, depend- ,
ability, oxder, 1n1t1at1ve, industry and a dozen other
sterllng values. These are the vety qualltles that
are so rare in today's children, and they are so hard
2 ¢« to find dmong collége graduates, not to mention the
~» labor market and professional sanctufls. Yet, a true * _
. “ Y. sense of value-worth is seldom developed w1thout the
« work pr1v11egé (pp. 322-323). , ' ]
L4 \
Part-time work has many soclal and educational values, but to enhance
. or maximizg these values some sort of strategy must be provided.
‘ ' .~ Lewis (1976) in rev1eW1ng the literature on work education stated:
. . Conventlonal wisdom an work experience states that': .
(a) experiential learping situations must be percefived
by the learner as invplving meaningful adult work;
- - ' (b) students must hav¢ clear ideas of what thgy«need , -

: L s

O ‘ ) ' ‘ . ) . .
IERJ!: ) ( = fg .. .
s ) : L . -
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to learn,before they can be achievement motivated; '
(c) sthdents must perceive required learning tasks
as tasks they can do successfully and which prov1de
_ satisfaction and wheén students do not successfully
) . complete a part1cu1an task, they need feedback and
L ericouragement; and, (d) students must be provided with

' an opportunlty to practlce what they learn. (p. 17)

These, of course,  are piany of the basic premises of tooperative
education. Still another reason for the rapid expansion of coop- .
erative educatlon is its'ability to keep abreast ‘of the changing
'student and labor markpt needs. Evans (1971) stated: N

,One of the advantages of cooperat1ve educatlon . .is
1ts quick adaptability to change in the labor market
'demands. By contrast; vocational education which is
based ozﬂg;hooi operated laboratories can be quite
. out of e with laboyg market demands, partly because
‘ md5t vdcational teachers are prepared to offer*in- = -
struction in only one.relatively small family of
occupations. If ‘the teachér has tenure then the
school has little flexibility in dropping an out-
dated program. Sincé cooperative work edueation
uses_instructors on the job, and since openings
for tralnlng»statlons are clesely related tb oppor-
tunities for full-time employment of graduates, N
the CWE (Cooperatlve Work "Edycation) .ié qudickly
responsive to the changes of the labor market.
"\ Moreover, tra1n1ng stations are more easily ob-
: { tained in fields with the greater\labor shortages.
The coordinator is therefore more likely. to use
this station. (pp. 196-197)

.
s

With the rapid changes in technology, plus the fluctuations in em-
ployment trends, such as .the housing and construction industry's .
drastic drop in employment in the mid 1970s, cooperatrve educatlon
can make the needed adjustments.

Cooperative educatldn has had increasing acceptance in the pdst’
decade. An example of this af eptance is a study by Stauber (1974)°
who, ih investigating thé feasibility of.adding a. cooperative edu-
cation program, found that a~vast majority. of business and industry

1repre§entat1ves, faculty, and students favored gooperative educatlon -

Only.% percent of the faculty and 5 percent .of the students surveyed

" reacted negatively to cooperatlve education, while, 96 percent of-

industry and business répresentatives favored the implementation
of cooperatlve education programs in that communlty




\ : .
Success in placing students following graduation-has alSo‘increased
-the interest™in cooperative education. Studies“on placement of
cooperatlve ‘education students suggest a range from 60 40 80 per-
cent in aréls of training following completion of the program. .
These studies 1nc1ude NASSP (1973), Slick-Welch (1974), and Lewis
(1975) Placement following graduatlon is becoming a mere important
aspect of the educational prospect ‘today than it was in the past.:
More people are becoming aware of the need Jfor placing students in °
jobs follow1ng graduation. Yoo ] .

.
.-

In a presentation at the 1973 AVA Convention in Atlanta Venn
(1973) stated, ''Many gu1dance -related workers are becomlng in-
creasingly involved in job placement functions.'" Campbell (1973),
speaking at the same meeting, strongly‘supported Vénn's statement.
- He said, "The name of the game is cooperation in job placement
programs involving direct services." He went on to elaborate,
"Data gathering systems on students, jpbs, colleges, partner-
shtps part-time jobs, and cdoperative programs are the component
parts " Venn and Campbell believed that guidance personnel were
going to have to accept more responsibility for job placement in
the future . ¢

e

€ .

Wasil (1974) concluded that the ultimate test for the school's.
commitment to students was placement. Wasil believed that one of
the major goals of schools would be .a"placement of its students in
work situations, both college boundr and the vocationally trained.

He also discussed the .steps needed to establish the school place-
.ment service and to set up a cooperative program of business-indus-
. try-school. : : .

Another reason. for -the growth in cqoperative education is due to
the program coordinator: Evans (1971) stated:

Everyone who has studied the CWE (Cooperative Work
Education] program agrees that well-prepared.and-
able coordinators are the keéy to successful program A
operattpn The ability to plan in advafce, 1n1t1at1ve,
outgodng personallty, and organizational skills are
* basic requirements, It is clear>that successful
coordingtors are rapidly becoming, the backbone of
- a new leadership for all types of vocational educa-
tion/programs at $tate and local levefs. (p. 196)
Cooperatlve education has had rapid grow h in the postsecondary area
as well. Many studies and reperts show that this rapid growth at
the postsecondary level started. indthe early 1960s, with *the -number
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bf,progfams i postsecondary schools doubling every three years.
By. the fall of 1977, approximately two thirds of ,all 1nst1tut10ns
of higher educationr had a cooperative education program._ Thése
will be discussed“in depth later. They are mentioned here only .
to show the broad, acceptance of cooperative education. Cooperative
education has not onlfy expanded into higher education,.but in areas
where people have special needs as well. * .

.
’

-

Ihe Illin01§«Board of Vocational Educatlon and Rehabilitation de-
.veloped a cooperative edqcatlon curriculum guide fér 14 and 15 year
old potential dropouyts in either the elementary or secondary school
. grades.* The board provides work experiencé in jobs approved by
federal and state labor laws. The guidelines 1nc1uded a discussipn

of the processes, setting up, and operating, and managlng of sugh
programs. ’ ¥

e

. v . '. ‘ -
In a text on eeoperative education, ‘Stadt .and Gooch (1977) stated:

b .

One of the most rapidly growing segments of secondary .
schools and communfty college vocational education are
‘programs in correctional institutions. Wlth.quallfl-
cations, of course, it seems apparent that cooperative
. education will parallel these devélopments because of
the apparent beneflts (p. 48) : *
_ Thére was a time-when people were put in prison to remove them from
society.  But, with today's emphasis on rehab111tat10n, correctional
institutions’', vécational programs “seem to be. on the upsw1ng - This.
also will be discussed later in the paper. g
* Though cooperative education has gained wide acceptance, there still
is much rdom for growth. Stadt and Gooch (1977) said: )
v ¢ M ) s
, It is not surprising to experienced vocational/
.~ 6bccupational educators that serious examinations .
adulthood 'and economic responsibilities, recommend
! cooperative education a$ an alternative for many
p%ople Even though they are largely done by other
»tRan vocatlonal/occupatlonal educators, large sciie.
studies are increasingly appreciative of the benefits
v of cooperative educatton, apprentlceshlp, and other, d
work experience programs. Yet, it is sad to note that
full-breadth and depth of coopeTative education has
not been compared with the sweeping recommendatlons
¢ of large ;cale studles (p. 28)

' (' of transition from childhood and schooling to

-4-

s N J—l
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> One possible'érea of gromth is suggested by Hoyt,(1976). He stated: =~

Ce e . .
. . o I am firmly convinced -that, somewhere in edutatlon, . .

. ) we must begin paying more attention than we haye in DL C oo
’ © the past, to work rience opportunltles degigned

- .~ .to help individuals make more pro uctive use of thelr'
) . lelsure time. (p. 21)-

s M ‘- . R

- ' \\ ° ‘ -
., Cooperatlve education started in 1906, with Dean. Herman Schnelder - .
attempt to make Mis engineefing program more realistic. He es- ' . ° v

~ ‘tablished a covperative education program at the University of -
. Cincinnati. "Since that time, the ‘growth has been erritic, to say - '
. _~ the least. But perhaps it is a concept whose time has come. ') ST
. . +* ‘
‘ ¢ . Evans (1971) stated: '
I As is tTue of many otheT educatlonal 1nnovatlons
’ cooperatlve work education has been slbw in gaining
: acceptance.- The research resu1§5/make it plain that -
. . in the typ1ca1 American community, and w1th a reason—,
~ . able level of econom;c “activity, CWE 4s a highly de-
CT -+ sirable vocatienal program. It offers instructién - .
of occupatlons that cannot be touched by any other a

type of vocational educatlon (Pe 202) ) N R

-

Drawbaugh (1977). summed up the, future of cooperatlve.educatlon ‘as .
follows: "Barring prolonged sluggish economy, the future of coop- -~ . :
.ergtive education promises an expansion of both programs and enroll‘\ . .
ments (p '28)." . C % . . &

‘ . ' <) »

. ﬂ T . R . ’ T, B *3
INSTRUCTIONAL MODES® ' ' i .
‘ o Cea . . . . i . . S e,

- — ® ! A
Cooperative ‘'vocational education programs can take many different” Lo
forms and still fit ‘the definition of the. 1976 Vocational Educatién
Amendments. The 1968 and 1976 Vocaplonal Education’ Amendments of . #
$1xty -three Vocational Education Acts use the same gefinitiom of
’ ' . gooperati&e educgtion. Simply translated it defines coopsrative .' . .

C , 'education as a program or method which utilizes the' work environment
as part of the educational process. Both the: #@ork environment : B
activities and the inschool activities ‘are so pianned that-they
~ improve students’ employablllty Throughout this paper many terms .
. will be used such.as cooperatzve work Study, cooperatzve work educa- B
-tionm, cooperatzve¢work trazntng, and wqu expertence. _The terms ' ’

v

’.

. . - .
i * . M . . [y ]
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vary from state to state in descr1b1ng our cooperatlve vdeational®

education. Generally speaking, there are two different approaches

to cooperatlve education. . One such form shall be identified here

‘as't the/capstone approach. In this program, the Student receives

one or more years of inschool vocational training prior to the
L cooperative experlence in his or her specialty, area. This is the .

rounﬂlng out or finishing process. . | : -
" Another approach has been identified by many d1fferent terms, in-
cluding interrelated, multiarea, and .diversified oceupations. It
will be identified here by the :older and more familiar term, diver-
sified occupations (D0). In this approach, much of the vocational
training is done on the job, with little or no formal inschool in-*
struction prior to the cooperative eXperience. Slick-Welch (1974) )
defined diversified cpoperativ_‘education as a program that. . :

’e

“A

combings the cooperative work” experlence with
school programmed related theory. This arrange- -
ment permits the offering of vocgtlonal prograns N .

in schopls that do not have the requlredvtgalnlng

pat t facllxﬁles. With the DO program there is usually™ . L ~
no prior inschool vbcatlonal training, thus most VN
\\ of tHe instruction 'is done on the Jdb (p: 2y, S
e ‘ -
~. __There is a growing trend for schools to have more than one approach._ . ..~

to cooperative vocational education. Evans (1971) suggested that
the size of the cpmmunlty and school determine the possibility of
having a capstoné or diver 1f1ed occupations approach, or if, in
fact,.they may have a combination of capstone and diversified occu-
pations within the scheol system. In every approach, there: Seems -
to be agreement that programs should be planned and structured to i
get.maximum value. . . . .

[y

Mgt

Gutcher (1976) compared -the fe{atﬂye values of a structdfed Vergus

an unstructured approach to-cooperative education by utilizing-the .
National Occupational Competency Testing Institute's °(NOCTI) tests o
for pre.and post-evaluative experience, and found that a structured
approach is more effective in teaching occupational competencies,

since students receive occupational knowledge at—a higher, more . ¢
constant level.. = ¢ ;

One of the basic elements of the structured c00perat1ve educatlon
programgis the training aéreement which spells dut the responsi- ’
bilities- of the student, the school, and industry, as well as <identi-
~ fying the job-site activities in which the student will be invglved.
_-Within the training &greement -is.a plan which 1dent1f1es activities.
the student will perform omr the JOb

.
5 A J
- 2 v .
- .
f . S 6
e ; . -

]




. The Burau 6f-Occupational and Adult Education {19#4), having
looked at geveral training agreéments-from twelve different .
states, has encouraged states and/or colleges to give further
consideration to the development and utilization of training
agreements in the conduct of cooperative vocational programs.

The board further stated that the tnﬁ‘nlng agreements assure the
integrity of the continuing educatiom experiénce that occurs out-
side the classroom.

-

Campbell and Peels (1975) suggested a task and job analysis of the
student's gralnlng station activities be made. This would become
a part of the training plan to determlne the related instruction
needed for the student to succeed in his or her occupational
spec1a1ty A

THEORY CLASS

Campbell and Peels (1975) suggested that the related theory be
1nd1v14uqllzed ‘wherever possible and that the instructor

use whatever is available nationally, %hrough
private or public suppliers.  Three important
' factors in individualizing a student's training : -
: instruction are the student, the job description, -t
dnd the model training guide. Once the material
has been wrltten and developed on an individual
\,_\\ba31s, it should be made available to both the
employer and the student; and when the student's
on-the- Job evaiuatlon is taking place, the train- :
ing plan and guide should be looked at completely f
to ‘bg sure .that the student is getting evaluated
on the related instruction development, as well as
the‘on-the-job activitigs. (p. 31)

In addressing the related instructional material, Evans (1971)
stated:

Y -

. » . Cooperative programs have been hampered by the
shortage of adequate jnstruction®materials of *
three basic types: .(1) material,for the general

,</// vocational instruction which applies to all occu-
> . patieus supervised by a particular coordinator;

(2) materials- directly related to each of those

occypations, and (3) material which is suitable

for the development of ‘on-the-job trainers. ...

very high priority should be given to the develop-
ment of instruction materials for the thrée phases
of CWE. (p. 201) . '

1 h ‘ ) -7-
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Welch-Dixie (1972) found, in a study of 329 cooperative vocational
{ educatlon coordinators din five dlfferent states throughout the Eastern
' .Un1ted .States, that:
- In the related theory class, high prlorlty should
bé given to the teaching of work att1tudes employer-L
. - employee werk relations, human relations, and job
-

seeking techniques. (p.

11tl
In the technical/related afea, which relates to a specific occupa-
tion, Cook (1975) encouraged the use of Interstate Distributive .
Education Consortium Materials (IDC) and other such avallable

material. He stated that: -

teachers become learning managers. The West Virginia
diversified occupations programs are proving to be )
manageable with the employment of a concerned, highly )
‘ .  motivated, and competent teacher-coordinator working
‘ full-time with a limited number of- students. Included
as other essentials in this formula are -the various
; aids and resources required for individualized instruc- s
; tiom, -and highly.skilled learning sponsors. (p. 28) .
+Cook !(1975), in discussing West Virginia's.approach, suggested two
patzgrns to. the related theory'class One is a typica}l diversified
occtipations pattern in which the coordlnator offers group instruction
for those areas‘common to all students in the class. The rest is -~
‘ done through individualized instruction in the respective occupa-
tional specialty areas. In the second approach the coordinator.
. ) has all the students in -the class, but farms out students to other.
. classes for instruction related to the sfudents' occupational Thoices. 4
k (1975) called this second approach a.sectional cooperative
education program, ag opposed to the diversified occupations program.

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Cook described othersapproaches in rural commmities such as the .

use of a c1rcu1t teacher.

< The coordinator can be hired to roam

betwe
ckas
work.

4

varlous small school districts to teach the related theory
Other approaches are to alternate the instruction. Students
e day aml come back to school the next, instead of being out

.~ ‘where long: distances arq'rqulrggrfor travellng

halfysa day and’ln school haif a day. This is beneficial in areas
Also, two students

e T

. f?- ’ ’ o

Cook has suggested ﬂhat this approach be used during alternate weeks,
but ke Lndicated that more than a week away from the school might
inhibit $ducatlona1 progress. *The one common element is that all
cooperative vocatlonal educatlon programs include generally related

) can hold “ghe same joby

.
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approaches_as well as specifically related approaches, integrated,
into on-the-job training. .

3

INSTRUCTIONﬁL STRATEGIES

There are studies that suggest combining the diversified and cap-
stone approach. Casterline (1973) describes a two-year program:
N ~
to serve students with career objectives in the
broadcasting industry. The program was aimed to
serve a wide variety of broadcasting careers in-
" cluding disc jockeys, production, video taping,
audio tapes, sales, etc. The students worked an
average of 20 to 22-hours a week ‘for 36 weeks during
gach year spent in the program. Inschool curriculum
included the history Of ‘hroadcasting, voice usage,
broadcasting equipment (not repair), and preparation
for the Federal Communications Commission's license
test. (p. 194)

Cgsterline»statéd that eight Ohio cities are now using this appreach. '
One school was building a: radio station to provide more related
. theory directly related .to the job. )

~
>

Hawke (1974) discussed a program in "The Skyline Center" in Dallas *?
in @ high scho “which provided career development in professional
fields and offered students a solid- knowledge background, in addi-
tion to some firsthand work experience. The school was,organized
“on a cluster basis, with three; hours per day spent ofi one of the
\ twenty-eight career clusters and the remaining tlime in regular.
”!gu Q\\—\‘tfass schedules. The advanced social studies career program,
served as an.example of an academic ¢luster for students interested-
in social science careers.in areas such as psychology, political
science, or social science education. Approximately one hindred .
tenth to twelfth grade students participated in this two-year pro-
gram. During the first year the students were introduced to broad-
based psychological and sociological contepts. Socialization was
introduced during the second year when the specific caréer was
chosen and a self-directed curriculum was désigned. Most students-
elected to do field work and spend one to four days per week in
their position. Work placement includes poligce and various planning
departments, creative learning centers, mental health clinics,
social welfare agencies, and school-or law-related agencies.
\ . ' , ‘
In these approaches, the inschool program was of a general voca-
tional nature, wikth the cooperative experience providing the in-
depth training in the student's specialty area. At the Agriculture -

¢

\

[y '

.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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*

He went on to state that the classroom instruction must be déveloped

. ,Q?

\0:*7, N

Educatlon division meeting- during' the 1973 AVA Convention, Drlggers
(1973), 1Q§the keynete address, statgd that: . ‘

<. v v
- .

“an important issue in agriculture education is
utilizing the total agricultural resources of
the community. (p. 185) . , .«

‘The challenge seems clear. Production in |agri-

- " culture must continue; specialized progr will
be needed in agriculture mechanics, ornamental '
hortlculture, forestry, serv1ce’and supplies,
and other areas; and there will be a need for 2t
tralnlng programs and diversity of agricultural &- o

. occupat10n§ (pp. 154-155) ° . .

’

«around group insgruction, which would include the basic elements of
a vocational agriculture program and 1nd1v1duallzed instruction Wthh
would deal with the specific training area.” He stated that:

30 to 40 percent of the class time should be
devoted to individual study to develop the knowl-
edge and understanding needed by each student

to perform the jobs and to carry out the rg¢spen--_
sibilities he will have at his training station.
(. 158) . :

Ng,“‘l&\

At the 1973 AVAgConvention Johnson (1973) in a presentation to the
Secondary Education Division discussed the role of cooperative

education in maklng a more“flexible currigulum in the health occupa-
tions area.

. 3

. in most cases only one type of health program can
be offered within a school. With the health occu-
_ pations expanding at a great rate and the need.for
diverse training in these areas, they use the coop-
erative educatlon approach to expand their offerlngs

" This secondary program is a two-year program with
the first semester of the first year involving the i
students in basic health-care-skills. The second : .t

_semester is the community classroom in \ which students... .
are provided opportunities to experience a variety of
work situations and to learn various skills through
_the use of mini-training plans. The secbnd year is-
a\gooperatlve education experience with the students

« S .-

»

Y

“\\—\—

She ‘stated that: . -
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being placed in their wide variety of training

' . situations, such as medical and dental offices,
. \ ‘veterinary clinics and various departments within' :
hospitals and nursing homeb. (p. 112) - ;-

/—
F 4
Ns

we

~ ‘ The program provided opportunities for preparation in twenty-four
. different health occupations found within one community. She went
-on to state: , 4 :

- 8

-
. -

Programs like this one, or others of a different -
. nature have led further curriculum.development,
. facilitating student preparation in a cluster of
\\\5 L _ health oggupatioﬁgl Many of these programs are sin '
s, . the rural or small high school situation. (p. 112?
Rural communities providéﬁa'Challengg for cooperative education
programs. Thus, other strategies must be considered. One, by the
-Vfiﬁgnia Polytechnic Institute (1976), developed and tested simulated
' occlipational gxperiencés for-distributive education students in rural
communities. It involved seven categories of distributive business
. which included department stores, food stores, variety stores,
. petrolgum, restaurant, motel-hotels, and wholesaling., This worked - 4
, ‘effectively where there was a lack of training stations in the o
© s rural areas. Training plans-¥%ere developed and worked exceedingly
well, but the training plans would also work in.the.actual coopera-
. tive on-the-job experience. It was concluded by this study that
TT4l1 objectives have beep met, the plan was transportable, and the
simulated model was a valuable alternative to cooperative proframs
"in rural areas. ' . o o

. ‘
% ’ .
. -

"Cook - (1975), i&?discussing West Virginia's rural approach, suggested
the use of an exploration process with students before they are placed
- /o on the”job to help make certain that they are placed in the, job they
' want. This could help eliminate dissatisfaction with the job after
being on it for a short time. ‘

%

According to this study, 61 percent 6% the participants;were in rural
: . areas, and.the U. S. Depdrtment af Commerce estimates that by 1980,
- West Virginia .will have the capacity to offer inschool' vocational
‘ training to only 50 percent of its projected secondary school popu- -
»~ , lations. They.have-been utilizing the cooperative education approach

X " . to reach the rural youth\and‘pro'ide,vocational training. Cook suggests
. using the air force's individ self-instruction material for teach-
e e - Y .
- —-ing-retated—instructiom. ' ‘
'Coopeqative education’ has “and wilkl continue to .adopt and'adapt new
instructignal methods to meet socjiety's ever-changing educational
RN , ¢
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needs. There are those who caution that, in}the process, educa-
tional goals must be kept in sight. An example of this caution-

is a report by the National Association of State Supervisors of .
Distributive Education (1973) which discussed the relationship jof
cooperative distributive education to other cooperative vocat:ional
education programs. The report suggested maintaining effective
program standards and urged that the program be organized to. develop
obsegvable standards and objectives. It further suggested that

the ﬁ;stributive Education Cooperative programs should be based

on the Distribugive Education taxonomy defined by the Office of |,
Education. It also recommended that a delineation be made between
nonpaying cooperative education, the project methods,.and true
cooperative education for which pay is received.

—

SUMMARY ‘

Cooperative education can assume many types of instructional modes. '

The consistency of cooperativée education comes from-using the work
environment to, achieve many of its educational goals. , The keX.ele-
ment deémands that ghe work environment and inschool activities be
planned and supervised so that they work toward the student's em-
ployability. Instructional modes will vary according to the ex-
pected objectives. : o ’

.

WORLD OF WORK AND .
CAREER DECISION MAKING - o>
Lo <

, ot

‘Generally speaking, it is assumed that students electing cooperative

education or other vocational programs have made a prior career choice
and are working towards knowledges and skills- which will mgke them <,
employable. This, of course, is not necegsarily the case, for many »
people change programs or make career changes even after graduation

_ from vocational programs.g‘ﬁewis.gt al. (1976), in reviewing the find-

ings of Proje’Talent, stated: . .

~
0y

Project Talent found that ofily 31.4 percent of ° ' ,
male high school students continued to hold the
same career plans one year after high school as
they did in the twelfth grade. Because so many
young people change career plans shortly after’

high school ghaduation, Project Talent concluded

' » . 3 - 1
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) . that students have been faced with choices oo
e ' that they -are not adequately prepared to make, :

-~

© . (p. 29)

Kimbrell and Vineyard (1975) stated:

[N
Y

: - Psychologists tell us that one of the things
that most disturb young people is the lack of
! C s an occupational identity. - That is, toorsmany °
) L young people have no picture of thémselves |
some five or ten years in the future. They o ' |
have no career goals. They don't know where . }
|

! they are going. Young people who know where
’ they are going, occasionally have a goal to D
> pursue. They have a purpose. (p- 1 /

Many programs have been developed utilizing the work environment
' to help people clarify career goals. Though not cooperative edu- - .
..’ ' cation as defined inr the 1968 and 1976 Vocational' Education Amend-
‘ ments, these programs use the basic cooperative education approach‘
of combining inschool instruction with work observation/experience .
to help students reach career dec151ons . ' )

In evaluating one such employer -based program, Herron f1973),
discussing a program where students combined independent study, .
seminars, counseling, en ichment act1V1t1es, and learning eﬁ

/// * periences in 1ndustryﬂ ound: . \

-
. In tests of student growth, the student .

: reta1ned about the same basic skills and .o
self-concepts, but reached competency level ‘
in a number of survival skills and improved .l
their writing skills. Seniors reached a
high level of career matyrity. As judged by

. - employers, students improved.in their work ) -

’ performance, adherence to work schedules, < .
acceptance of respons1b111t1es, interest :
and enthuasiasm for work, judgment; and

- ability to work with oth\;s, and ability . .
to 1earn through work experience. (abstract) -
o :
. Spotts- (1974), in evaluating the Far West "Lab School Experlence-
- Based Career Education Program, conclufled that there was favorable i
student and parent reaction to the prqgram. Spotts reports success . o
in-achieving-most of the Far West Schpol's goals in career develop-,”

B ment and baS1c 'skill and 1nterperson 1 skill development. N
. 4 ' ) N
~ o ) ’ v - . AN
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« Another, career decision—makiﬁé program in the, Philade€lphia area, e
.Research for Better Schools, Inc., (1974), one of four employer-
- : . based education programs funded by the National Institute of Educa-
' tion during the fiscal year 1974, concluded that students, parents,
-employers, and public school represgg;ativesareacted positively to < e
the program as an-educational contribution. \

: . %
. The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory\(1974) evaluated ° )
' . experience-based career education programs in which, students had ’ !
e divided their time equally betwgen a learming center and varibus
‘ . employers in community sites. eir final report was that the re-
sults indicated the students shiwed a statistical significant gain
in reading, mathematics,.and stfidy skills, but no significant gain
in language mechanics. Againsf a psycho-social maturity scale, stu- , -
dents showed positive gains in areas of self-reliance, 'work, communi-

. . . L )
- - cation, and trust. : - !

— 4
There has been much reported in the literature on vaffgus alterndtive
{ | educational programs developed to utilize, the work environment as an
' integral part of the learning process. Most of the results are posi-
i - tive in terms of assisting students, in-fiaking car choices. But, .
\ generally, these programs have shown little statistical difference
b - in the total education of the child. Thgre seems tp be some short-~
term.results that may be classified as the 'halo effect.': That is,
. being & new program, the students are clpsely studied. This extra .
attention may provide the positive “fesults rather than the process.

-

s s
N .

o In the literature, severa rograms have been described in which
‘ seventh, eighth, and nint}]&distudents were released from school . ¢
» for 'sho eriods_of time to observe and-te~Be rotated through various] |
. . job ivities., Generally,. these -are for no pay and ringe from a few
hours in one job site,§go a maximum o??approximately ten weeks. The
; results from this approach have been véry positive in helping young
* . people in careerAclarification. Again, these program$ have not been
in existence long enough to provide -any longitudinal data .to show
- long-term effects. Another béhefit from this approach seems to .be ’
that of helping {potential dropouts stay in school. )

-

- s

> - Traditional cooperative vocdtional education programs ﬁaxg had some
. ‘po@itive effects on student career decision-making processes. ‘In
. * "‘the summary statement in the chapter on 'The Effects of Wp;k'Exﬁerieﬁce
fn Career Development,' Lewis et al. (1976) stated:
— N .Pl . > . 7..1‘ . q
L On balance, it appears that holding g school- - . '
lﬁ

o

- supervised job, especial in a’co-op program,’ - ' ~
is associated with (a). student reports of having ’

B . N ) . . . .

N , : k3
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//// interest and which -give them Qittle oppertunity to ex-
a

~,

had experience that herped them. to make their
.’ voeatlonpl choice; (b3} cho 51ng a vocational &
<« - program in order 0 prep for employment; -
- (c) holding jobs related schogl training; N

. (d) employment, rather «than}coptinued education
-~ ' _after graduation, .along yith employer- sponsored.
job training; and (e) jore owlkdge about jobs
hefore graduation. (p 126) W 5
7
The National Association of Secondar" School ?r1nc1pa}s (1973)
looked at fifty different ‘coopergtive ‘education programs through-

out the country. Their findings ;were basic to. this generalization
in that ) N . T

-

. hs ]

Cooperative educatién program§ are more likely .
than any other type to providé students with job-
related instruction in gchoolﬁ have followJuP pro-
grams for graduates, provide job placement servicesw

. and have a hlgh rate of‘job—félated placements, help
students in’ deciding, on‘gn'oc«upation, and -provigde’
students with jobs that¥fit ijto their career plans,
have a high'level of rgspon51;111ty, and afford a
high degree of saiisfabiion. {p.72) ° B

-

4 mdy be that thesd o
401 dropouts. These
which they have little

programs ayre de51gn9d for sc{
students often work at:jobs’ij

pn@ss their intelligence or skill.” (p. 17)

y i"* .
TBo.often, we see cooperatlve educatlon is the cure-all or panecea
for all educational problems It is not. It can contribute to many
educational, social, and career detls;on-maklng processes, but the

program must be directed to ft:;ZEéifch obJectaves‘ o \

i



-

.t (p. 126) ’

SUMMARY

There seems to be lountlng “evidence suggesting that ‘students be
exposed to the world of workiba system used in career dec151on R
making. This exposure can be done throdgh a regular pooperatlve
vocational education program, or by career model, as- discussed .

/
earlier in this chapter.. The key element here is the student's .
involvement in the world of work. This world of work involve-
ment provides a sound base for aiding students in making a more
realistic career decision.

r
‘§

P

\J
COOPERATIVE EDUCATION AND '
THE SPECIAL NEEDS ‘swnsm : _ .

>
—————

5

At the AVA.Convention of 1973, Conaway, addressing Cooperative
Programs for the Handicapped in the Sfate of Maryland, stated:

For the dlsadvantaged and haﬂdlcapped student,
the classroom and the world beyond is frequentdy S,
an alien place. Shackled by their marginal capa- ’
b111t1es, and frequently bound by their env1ron-=
* ment, these students become lost and overcéme by ° 5
a world in which ‘they do not fit, hava no part, and )
little understand. For these students and otflers - ¢
like them, school lfas a negative image and their
’ discontent becomes part of the basic patterns: o .
high absentgeism, suspension, and grade repetition. .

Cooperatlve education has in ‘the past and will continue in tpe future
to work with various types of special needs gtudents. Cooperative .

" education can be arylab&e approach. Mltche‘ (1977), stated:

.

Within reasonable limits and ine accord with good
judgment, grade, average shoufd not be the most

important consideration in deciding on the quali- a
fications of the student applying for a cqop€rative
educgtion program, Although "A" and "B'" students

may be 1dea1 théir chances.-of success may not ‘be so
great as the chances of those with less academic ability,

-
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~ .
but with more desirable characteristic traits : .
and ambitions. Students with "C",an? "D" avexages .
often present chances for success and even inEE\,.g/ :
;. viduals with failing averages should not be eliminated
v from-a full investigation for the cause of failure.
. (p. 50)

P

LY

Stadt and Gooch (1977) discussed the part: cooperatlve educatlon
programs play in dea11ng with’ spec1%1 needs students, minorities,
and women. They stated: - .

- This is in no small part because.federal legislation
. of state plans for vocational-technical education have
provided for special programing for special kinds of
4 people. With far from sound empirical ewvidence, but
~ based upon, the principle that methodologles which work, -
with special needs clients tend to work™with all others,
the authors submit that cooperative education has a long
history of, and a bright future for, launching individuals
of any description on wholesome careers which involve
various balances of educational preparation, work ex-
perience, and advancement. gp. 27)

t

Alsg at the postsecondary level, the literature has indicated
positive results in dealing with special needs people. Buchanan * *
and Sunnucks (1975) ‘conducted research in various codperative
."education programs at the postsecondary level to determine the
participation of enrollment patterns for women, veterans, minority,
“and handicapped students. They explored programs in 600 colleges
and found (1) cooperative educatlon programs reported that they
were experiencing an increase in minority- and women \student parti-
ctpation; (2) increasing numbers of women, blacks, 1d other minority
students were entering nontraditional curricula, such as engineering
_and other technical fields; (3) of the total head count enzollment
-reported by 150 cooperative education programs, 26 percent were
women, .08 percent were handicapped, 13 percent were minorities,
and 15 percent were 'male sgudents of minority sta?us. :

.

Sheltered work experienée programs have been utilized successfully.

Dickson (1973} reported on a,pro;ect dealing with socioéconomically .

disadvantaged, and other dropout prone students. It utilized.a student
counseling service to appralse interest aptitudes and career aware-
ness information. This was followed by a sheltered work experience
vocatlonal program, with the vocational counseling service to "assist
the students in"developing entry level SklllS OT commensurate occu-
pations. Sheltered experience was offered'within the school setting

\ ) \

\
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itself, for the most part. This inschool .training was conducted
around five areas: groundskeeping and landscaping, janitorial or
custodial, damestic, food service, and maintenance services for
buildings and equipment. The program centered around work ex-

periences at work ‘stations provided by the scheol system. -

- < ©

- -

DROPOUTS - | .

¢

v
Not all programs are con31dered failures if a student drops out °

efore graduation from.high school. An example of/this is proviﬁed
ed and/or dropouts. A model program 1nc1uded occupatlonal
‘perience.

year of th pro;ect was highly. suctessful.

Another app oach dealing with the potentlal dropouts is the "M1nnes- a_-
Story.” Spdtts' (1975) described the program'as dealing with 16 year
old studénts| and older, tenth through, twelfth grades. The candidates

were student/s with discipline and behavioral probIems 7bsenteelsm,

total lack ¢f interest.in school, incomplete or "F" gra es, finan-

cial or socfial problems and potent1a1 dropouts. /!
/

-

These Students' classes were scheduled so they would have a minimum

re¥ated theory class. Spotts stated: /

So,'it. is important to make the stu@enti/ﬁnderstand ‘
that the purpose of the job is not only/to teach them
.employable skills, but.to help them digcover what

“Kinds of occupations are suitable for/them, and
just as important, what kinds are un u1tab1 It
*doesn't take long for a student té recognize that )

a job, such as dishwashing is really a deadend, and

the way out or way up is more education and training.-

They emphasize in this approach; the changing of

attitudes and behavioral patterns and problems

through this cooperative education approach. Once

ople have reached acceptable attitudes and  -*

behaviors, they are then transferred to regular -
* cooperative edugation programs or into regular
vocational programs. Yet, some are kept in the
. program the full two years until they graduate because
the students feel they have a cqordanator who cares,
which seems to be as.importaht as any other element &
. in the program. (pp. 18-19) - ‘

) e ¥ -

The program was designed'to serve as a term1na1 education
p01nt for \16 ‘year old students. Though only one year old, the first

of tWo hours per day on the job, and a daily 55 mlgute occupat10na1—~ ,

Lawhorn (1975) from a Florida program for educationally dig- \‘ e
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‘ The results*of th1s program Suggest that the number of .students
who compfete the program and then transfer into regular cooperative
education programs-or go back into Tegular.school i's surprisingly
high.. Most of the coordinators in this study.clajmed that 70 ”’;
" percent of thé students stayed in school and graduated 1R

. Despard and MeCadden (1975) discussed working" with potential |,
dropouts in a cooperative education program in Anoka, Minnesotd,
which provided a unique supplgment to the work experience program
for high school students. The technical, institute provided not
only vocational skill tra1n1ng,.but had a Work Adjustment Center
designed to help people with personal1t1es or attit\its that would,
or might lead to, job’ loss or loss of a cooperative -training
activity. The uniqueness of this program was an alternate' approach
when a youngster got fired--take that person back and provide him '
or hegy with vocational and job adJustment skills before he or she
is placed in another job. . - .

/

3

"

-

e National Association of Secondary School Principals (1973),
in rey1ew;ng and evaluating a random sample of fifty school-,
sypervi woxk - exper1ence'prqgrams, found successful approaches
in dealing with speelal needs'people‘ They Stated:

Drépout prevention programs appear to.be successful -
when viewed in terms of their limited objectives to
keep the students in school and providing them with
financial assistance. J#hile many such programs.had :
additional goals.such as improving ‘disadvantaged
youhgsters' attitudes toward school and work, prac-
tically none. attempts to offer students related
classwork or intensive: vocational training. (p 3)
- M ey ,
The National Associatioh of Secondary, School Principals (1973) / -
also found employer ratings of the individual students had sig- c;_
nificant impact on the ast1tudes of both the students and the
employers For the students, a higher rating by the employers .
“was associated with greatern job satisfaction; fors the employers,
a higher average rating of an employer's Students’ was assoCiated
with a higher rating of the overall program qual1ty They «-
suggested )
Careful matching of the studenfs to the jobs .
which meet their career obJect1ves, so” that they .
are likely to succeed and be highly rated by their
employer's, therefore appears -to-be one of the most

-
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crucial tasks of the .work education programs, in
.terms of both student satisfaction and employer
acceptance. (p. 3) : . ‘

ACADEMICALLY DISADVANTAGED

“Maryland's cooperative education program for speciél,needs students
is described by Conaway (1973) as a day divided equally betwéen
classroom®instruction and actual on-the-jdb activities in the
community. Conaway stated.that the primary' difference between this

. work experience and others was the nature of the classroom instxuc-
tion itself. ‘
Classes were small to insure individual attention, and subjectsqwere
geared toward the world of work and everyday living experiences.
Academic instruction was modified, or presented in a more practical
approach relevant to the student's needs. Conaway cited the following
as important ingredients to make the program successful: commuriity
survey, advisory committees with membérs of the working community
and social agencies involved, develdpment of an inschool curriculum
that wgudd,adapt to these people, and special training of.staff.

K

She stated{

the empﬁﬁsis is on the functional and practical

geared to develop occupational competency and

correlated with the specific field for which on-

the-job training is provided. . .The success of

the ;program is being recorded as cOmparisons with

prevlous years are made in the areas of 4bsgen eersﬁ

grades, 3uspen31ons, report'ing to.the offlce/yand

student behavior. As these students leave the pro-

gram and complete their high school education, they

are in occupations paying better than minimum wage

on a full-time basis. . .The real success of the"

program is written on thé\faces and in the attitudegs

of the students as they find their responsible and

self-sufficient niche in the fabric of our society.

(p. 127) .

: ®

Wells (1972) described a business education program for low ability
students in California. She said that even though low ability -em-
ployees were not classified as leaders by their supervisprs, they
were usually considered acceptable by their fellow employees. Super-
visors made many positive-remarks about’ personality of the low ability

~




\ ] :
employee, with cogperation beirnig one of the.most frequently noted
characte®istics. ‘ '
S
Office managers interviewed made six strong, recommendations for r
any program dealing with less than average students and placed -
emphasis op inschool vocational activities such as typing, basic - |
reading and writding skills, office machines, keypunch operation
skills, development of interpersonal relationships, personal gr60m3\
ing, and good work habits. They placed particular emphasis on®
. social and business knowledge and strgéssed cooperative education in
developing’ additional employability ,through experiences. Wells
stressed that low ability students could. learn--it would just take o
longer for them to grasp mategials, and they should be located in
occupations in which they could succeed. Y

.
.

Twelye presenters at the 1972 AVA Convention (1972) spéaking on
Special .and Related Programg_"g;§ggssed_coeperative‘WOrk training
“(CWT) /in_the-Ghicago "PUBIIC Schools for the nontechnical and coop-

- " erative education students. - Generally, the CWT students have a

social and/or academic handicaps which prevent them from succeeding
in regular academic or vocational programs. The program is for
students at least 16 years old, with preference given to eleventh
and twefth graders.’ ; ' T

-

- 2
. .

The twelve presenters stated:

Through programs such.as céoperative work training
and -work experience career exploration, which include
the drop-outs and edugationally disadvantaged, we are # ‘
now serving many of the so-called non-technical coop-
erative education students. .Through these new approaches,
many students are employed who were heretofore considered
. unemployablg.’ By using the cooperative educational
- ,approach for younger students, many students who were
!potential drop-outs; .or were drop-outs, are completing
high school, and in some cases, post-secondary programs. .

(pp. 116-117) S
—

Pestle (1976) reported on a study that dealt with disadvantaged °,
cooperative home economics students in Tulsa. The students ex-

presséd increased self-confidence and satisfaction with super-

- vision, and émployers sdw a gain in students' ability for the.

job, acceptance for supervision, and the ability to work with the
public. - - . '

. . . .
. . * [S
bt - *
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M PROGRAMS ‘ (\ ‘
There arfe many short-term or summer pfograms utilizing the work
ehvironment to help special-needs-People stay in school. McDaniel’
(1973) discussed a five-year de¥elopment of a cqoperative summer
and, school year program betwéen the Nelghborhood Youth Corps (NYC)
and a community college.  This project was sponsored by the Manpower
Admxnlstratlon This was innovative *program that in 1972 had

,000 Neighborhood Youth Corps youths part1c1pat1ng in the program.
The Neighborhood Youth Corps recruited and selected eligiblepoor
youths, paid them for their participation in work and other program - '
servites, arranged for transportation %o these serylces, ‘and worked
jointly with the community college in planning a work/study Hrogram
and related counseling for the enrollees. The community college
admitted Neighborhood Youth Corps enrollees to appropriate credit
classes, identified meaningful- job sites for enrollees, supervised
their ,work, provided tAtoring, counseling and recreation and cul=
tural activities, and held the cowrSe credits earned in escrow or
transmitted them back to the high school if needed: This was a
successful program utilizing the world of work as a motivator in
- keeping young people in school and helping them work toward u?ward
educational mobiTITty. -

\

»

LaSala and Picarelli (1975) described a six-week work experience

and counseling program designed for minimal achievement. students.

The project, known as the Summer Minimal Achiever Rehabilitation
Program (SMART), Nassau County, New York, was adopted to motivate
minimal achieving students towards a more positive directed goal.

One hundred forty-two students were accepted into the six-week R
program which was designed to provide counseling, leadership and ’
. work experience to help students develop an awareness of occupa-

tional education and its values. It waQ'al o designed to motivate .
students in.participating in .community projects and to‘motivate -
minimal achievers in seeking higher goals of fulfillment. Accord-

ing to the authors, the program was highl\effectife, as evidenced

by the return to schqol in September of .all eligible students.

" GIFTED .
AN
Cooperative education programs have'oeen developed for another
special needs group,. the gifted student. This is a student with

an I.Q. of about 140. This, in most schools; puts the student in -

a different minority classification. Treloar (1976) discussed the , \\< .-

program in Newark, New Jersey, designdd for the gifted and talented
innercity high school student. The program offered an elsven-month

o
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“school year, five major subjects, and used the resources of industry

and business to prepare students for a college -education. The studente

placement was in professional areas,-exposing the students to tentaw
tive chosen careers before college, thus eliminating 'the chance of

studying for an unacceptable occupation. P

ADULT SPECIAL NEEDS
There are programs for special-needs adults as well. LeConche
(1975) described a program aimed at serving young adults in Hart-
ford, Connecticut, who left school before completing-the twelfth
grade and who were unable to obtain employmeut. This was coopera-
tive education for Studentsﬁpeither in secondary nor postsecondary
formal school programs. This highly sucéessful approach will be

digcussed later in the textin the adult education sectiof.

<
"

Another special- needs*gfgup is in the ha%ion s correctional in-
stitutions. Wade (1973), in a-presentation at the 1973 AVA”Con—
vention, stated: o )

‘ . r - < . - .t’ ff““&‘
Vocational programs in penal institutions, teath -*
such skills as graphic arts, carpentry, welding,
sheet metal, clerical skills, computer prog%amlng,
e1ectr1ca1’trades, etc. Some prisons have work
release- p;ograms Prison programs often include
counsellng, ‘assessment, and prevocational guidance.

But, upon their release, ex-priéonen%foften find
it hard to obtain employment. Many -employers are
reluctant to.hire-them. In additions there are
specific legal barriers for their employment. , ‘
We must try to involve the commmnity in this pro-

gram; to get business organizatisns to think in

terms of usfing ex-offenders as a resource; and

to .supply supportive services and job placement

assistance to tHe ex-offender. (p. 165)

.
.

Dolnick'(1973), also at the 1973 AVA Convention, described a ., -
highly successful distributive education program for incarcerated
youth. He went on to say that juvenile delinquency was not rare--
since 11 percent of all youths were.referred to juvenile court be-
fore their eighteenth birthday. The program he described:

20
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' tioned to collége before they left high school.

! < >
. .

4 .
was' the first of its klnd ‘for diStributive (
education in the nation: The broad-based ob-

H jectives of the program.are: (1) to furnish

g job acquisition skills and occupational infor-
mation necessary to function in the world of
work, (2) to' provide paid woak  experience in
an® occupation area where lahdr demands exist
and future growth is ant1c1pated (3) to pro-
vide tralnlng statlons with positive environ-

‘ ments in which® modellng can take ‘place, (4) to
.correlate on-the-jqb training with classroom
education to providé meaningful instruction,
and (5) to offer program cont1nu1ty upon -
parole. . ) -

4

In designing the progrdm, we tried to be careful.
not to fall prey to any of the traps:that screened
- out participants and turned off students to school.
Some of the unique elements of, the program are
its 'ungraded structure, small group apprdach,
and an early age cooperative education experience.
There is an on-going group counseling.program and
the auxiliary services of the institution such as
medical, transportational, and financial available.
The program served 156 students in the total coop-
erative education parts since it started in 1968,
with 63.6 percent successfully completlng the
program. (p. 193) : ’ .
With the national rec1d1v1sm rate for first offenders averaging

about 50 to 60 percent, this was an impressive statistic.
E ' N

s

RURAL SPECIAL NEEDS T : \

Many people think of special-needs people,.especially disadvantaged
and handicapped,'és being innercity centered. But, rural people
can also suffer from lack of education and opportunity. Isaac
(1972) described the Mississippi Valley State College (MVSC) - .
“approach to deallng with poor people from rural environments.

MVSC participated in an upwardbound program which attempted ‘to

get the students from low income families motivated and condi- ,
They had coop-
erative education programs, which permitted students enrolled in
accounting, automobile mechanics, biology, brick masonry, building
construction, business administration, business education, cabinet-
making, chemistry, electronics, machine shop, printing, science )
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education, and secretarial science, to beqemployed for specific -

periods of off-campus work as|a required part _pf~their academic
« program. The MVSC approved th@ grantlng,of ‘credit to these parti-
cipating students.

¢
&

. SUMMARY : -

-

Cooperative educatiomr has played an 1mppntant role in working
with spec1a1 needs, and will continue in*the future. Though we
have had success, Slevert and W1rcensk1 (1976) stated:
“Vocational technical education programs for the
disadvantaged and handicapped have had limited
. success, both in Indiana and across the nation.
This has been partially caused by the vocational \ ‘
teachers"and cooperative educatst coordinators' NN
lack of knowledge regarding how to wotk with them
as a person. (pp. 41 -42) N Lt )

* , - . K}

Cooperatlve vocational educatlon coordinators should have adequate .
skills and knowledges in-dealing w1th spec1a1 needs people to in-
sure maximum succgss, N

v " ~

With the impIication of the 1976 Vocational Education Amendments,
there will be still a greater stress on meeting the vocational needs
-of d;sadvantaged or handi apped ¥tudents. The work place seems to
f be an excellent equalizefr~ Employers rarely use the term disadvan-
taged, - handicapped, sl r, Or other type of educational jar-
gon “when describing pe ir employ.’” They usudlly deseribe
employees as excellent, good, or une loyed. The handicapped or v
retardéd persen might be ‘doing an excellent job in a task that may .
be" con51dered menial .to others, yet is exdeedingly important to the
employer. - .

“ b '

’ .

[t

. COOPERAJIVE EDUCATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION - 7

. - . . \ ,
Cooperative Wducation programs in the postsecondary area have had
rapid expansion. Perlpff and 'Sussna (1977) reported:

) . .
The most recent tabulation of a National Commi ssion
for Cooperative Edudatlon llsts 855 operational pro-
grams, with an additional 175 at the pfannlng or

v ’
.
B

.
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A goon—to-be impLemented siage. These figures can-be
/ . compared with a yea§ as relatively recent as 1961,
when there were only 65 progfams hationally, represent-
ing a growth in the 15 years of more than twelve hundred
percent. . .much of the growth in cooperative programs is
taking place in two-year community colleges, rather,
— . than within baccalaureate programs. This changed .
. emphasis from four- to two-year colleges entails
s a major change in the sorts of jobs which are suit- )
able for cooperative pr9grans (Introduction)
The literature on cooperative education programs in higher educdtion
suggests similar results as found in the secondary programs. Coast
Community College (1973), in a final report fOT an exemplary program
: . in vocational cooperative education for community colleges developed
through a three- -year consortium effort in five California community
colleges, reported many areas of success.
This national demonstration model shows that community
college cooperative education (classroom study and off-
campus paid work experience) is an effective solution
to niany problems of student motivation,.educational
. releuapce, scholastic achievement, and retention in .
. . college, and helps to bridge the:gap between school
g and employmeng\ (Abstract)

This study is typical of the studies presented throughout the
l1#terature on postsecondary cooperative education. Agpin, the re-
sults are pqs;Q%xe, yet similar to those results in secondary ,pro-
grams. .
The community, college system is now capitalizing on the éBoperative
~education approach heretefore utilized in thé secondary program.
This 1s‘the system in which students work half a day and go to
school half a diﬁ;/’fﬁyhlgher education, this is called the parallel
approach. This differs from the alternating approach where a stu-
dent goes out for a term or for a series of weeks or months to work
full-time and then returns to school full-time fof a similar-period
of time. Most four-year colleges and universities.utilize the
alternating approach. With the community college concept community-
based, colleges have the same accessibility to employers, communica-
tions, and travel as a Yocal school system. Thus, they cap utilize
“this parallel approach to enhance-the school educational opportunities.
They are utilizing this approach to support or reinforce the educa-

: tional activities in the school, as well as to offer technical pro-
gram$ that could not be offered in the schools because of the expense

V//Qf machinery and equ1pment

i

26- 33
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. .
. Colleges and universities are presently being faced w1th ‘the same
e problems that secondary schools have faced over the years, and .
i that is that high school graduation or a college education no
. longer guarantees one a JOb A person must be prepared for a
. possibly dlff}cult tran31t10n from school to work

.
v‘ .

‘ - TEACHER "TRAINING .

- . .

An er#rging area ofkpostsecondary‘education is the use of the coop- .
erative g¢ducation progr¥ws to upgrade teachers. The Sexton (1975) ' N
reporz escribied the implementation of a university-based cooperative
education program arranged with business and industry, designed to
. ' "allow occupational education teachers the opportunlty tg upgrade .
o their skills and to gain work expetience. ) '
/
. This upgrading approach.seems to be’ worklng well., The Uﬁaverslty
of Georgla (1971) reported a_planned occupational experlence for ’
' _ employed vocational teachers. The university provided a short- term~ . '
. work experlence program in business which was individualized and \
d planned. »Most of the teachers in this program reported they had - ¢
: made or planned changes in the classroom turriculum as a result of -
the project. The teachers were enthu31ast1c and reported that their ‘
’ objectives had been fully met. - . .

'This approach is being ut111zed to provide preservice teacher training, ’ J
; , Holodick and Vincent -(1977) described the approach in which students:
- .. were admitted to the.unive ity with a learning period completed,
either by a copmunity coll€ge vocational program or a secondary area .
., + vocational-technical schobl. Through a cooperatlve afrangement, stu-
dents with training plans were placed in7a training station and
‘ ~ supervised; they received on-the-job training in the1r occupational
. specialty area and received pay and college cred1t. At the end of
' ‘this five-year college experience, they have had two years of occu-
. pational preparation and the traditional four years of academic-
. preparation. This allowed them to take, and pass in most cases,
the Occupational Competency Examination required to teach vocational
. subjects 'in Pennsylvania and at the same time complete a bacca- ° . )
. laureate degree 1n vqfatlonal industrial education.

7 ‘POSTSECONDARY TRENDS o DA ‘ ) . . :
,, ' ‘ S N N
: - Brown and Wilson (1976), reporting on a yearly.survey conducted in
‘both junior and four- year institutions, found some interesting trends
taking place in this year's survey \ There was a continuing trend’ . ’ L
- ‘ / » s .~ A " -

/ -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. toward awarding credits for cooperative work. experience at the
collegiate level. Secondly, the rate of program expansion had
slowed considerably. This rate reflected fewer new programs in
1976 and an increased incidence of program failure. The princ}p:
reason for program failure was lack of financial resources. The
third trend was the increase of student participation by an esti-|
mated 20 percent. This suggested that the existing programs were}"
attracting more students. Another major program trend was the in
ctreasing number of programs offering degree granting credit-~and
the increasing number of programs utili ing®a gombination of oper
tion modes. Still another trend was that cooperative education f]
students in graduate programs was beconjing more~preva1ent

. When Brown and Wilson asked program coordinators how many jobs welre
left unfilled due to lack of students, they/ found theye ‘'were 5, 63
jobs vacant dyring 1976 because there were’no students to fill them.
In asking 'these people how many students’ interested In, cooperative
placement were not placed due to lack of jobs, they found that
29,814 were not placed. The authors suggested this indicated that
a major road block to expansion of cooperative education was the
shortage of suitable Jemployment opportumatles and not a lack of
interest by students

~
¢ \j

AGULT EDUCATION

Often adult education is considered a part of- poStsecondary or-
higher education, but this.paper will attempt to empha31ze the role
that cooperative education cgn play in adult edygation by addressing
the issue under a separate heading. The literatu seemsgto suggest
much growth in cooperative adult education in the futur s 1ife- long
learning becomes a reality for more and mofe people. Ball (1972)
summarlzed the needs of older workers as: , )
Adults do not like competltlve class situations.
They do/Pot‘ﬁlke to be compared with others; neither
do they respond well to disciplinary evaluative
settings. They have’ a great deal of training and
experience to offer and a lot of adugt dignity to
lose if they feel they are failing. . . Many adults
come td their classrooms with a great deal of in-
security and anxiety about their ability to succeed

-

in a new learning situation. (p. 314) y
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An AVA booklet on Adult Distributive Educat1on (1972) stressed.thap
adults are quick to reject instructional materials amd learning
activities which appear to hdve| little application in the real

; business world, They genérally| require experiencés that are con-

ducive to immediate practical application. It sugges¥s an empfoyer—
client analysis.® .

ol

Adult distributive education is a program_for .
occupat1ona1 instructiop’ for which the business
community is a primary~benefactor. If the ,pro-
gram is meet1ng employer .needs 9f the -commu
it will receiveé continued encouragement\and support
from the community members. It is important, ‘thyre-
fore, to analyze the employer-client of the pro
‘graduate to determine such factors as the reduction
of training costs, the reduction of loss attributed
. to employee erfor; increase in sales, and their
" recommendation for program improvement. (p. 28) Ce
!J
The booklet descr1bed‘d1str1but1ve education's growth in adult educa—
tion. . . N N

-

- . . ) ‘ ’

1ncreased subgtantially during the pastrseight.
years, as has the number of course offerlngs and
supplementary instructioh. Currently, prepakatory
and supplementary instruction classes for adults
‘constitutle approx1mately 55 percent of all dis-
tributive' education enrollments. The majdr por-
tion of adult enrollment$, however, continue to
be a refresher, updating, or developmental class s
for persons already employed -Céurse ,of ferings
are’ be1ng_expanded in food d1str1but1on, apparel. .
and accessories, food servicé, hotel and lodging,’ .
. rteal estate, banking and, finance, insurance and
other major commodity lines within the marketing
distribution.classifications. (. 9 © ~

o
"‘

’ Foreé{ (1979, in d1scuss1ng older adults, concluded there is a need

for experien¥ial learning, which.should include cooperative vocational

_ programs,, and stressed the importanee of asSessing on-the-job activi-
“ties. He emphasized the grow1ng number of adults in postsecondary

edugation. He stated: . s " b

- 13 s i - . ' ’
among them i$ the dramatlc increase in the number

of older students in post- -secondary enrollment. *

& [ 2
-’ .

Enrollment o§;}dult distrjbutive education has . -



<

4 Of the 9.9 million post-secondary students - ?? »
. enrolled last fall, one millien wé%e 35 years ‘
of age or older, and the trend 1s still grow- N
N ing. (p 40) - . ~ N
. !
. He further stated:

Study after study has indicatedsthat adults
. interested in educational programs leading "
toward a type of certificate, license, or
degree, are most attracted to programs that:
. (1) grant credit or recognition ‘for learning
- gained through life and work experience, and
' (2) offer opportunities to learn through in- .
dependent study, 1nternsh1p, community seminars, ¢
and travel. . .There ¥{ little question that . {
post-secondary institutions, hoping to attract .
substantial numbers of adult students, will
have to credit previous exper1ent1al learning
and reduce their emphasis on the traditional ¢
, day—time°scheduling of courses. (p. 40)
Mitchell (1977) 3uggested that cooperative vocat1onau education .
coordinators actively seek employed adults and utge them to enter
programs to improve performance in their occupation. One of the
major issues he suggested was that incentives be provrded by
employers to encourage. the employees: to take part-time evening
coursesTand to improve their on-the-job proficiency. He said:

~n

-

- The, fact that ‘teacher-coordinators are in

. daily contact with employers, placés them
in-an excellent position to examine, first-

‘ .- hand, the interests and needs of pre-employ-

4
employees of those presently employed Such %ﬁ ‘
an intimate contact may include opportum1t1es ' s
* to make,pertinent suggestions for needs, for /
training which the employer may not have : 411/
recognized. (p. .343)" . /
- - e
The coopetrative approach can accommodate a wide yar1ety/6f adult
-needsy such as in Washington State. Hagenau (1975) described a
w . mid-management program: . Y
\ N 7/

It is designed to develop fundamental skills,

periences, which will enable graduates to furiction

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. . ment or extension training for‘potential ™ ////

competencies, knowledges, attitudes, and ex- 4 s
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in positions as supervisors, department and

division head#, and other post entry level

positions in business, industry, institutioms, -

and government. Essential characteristics of

. - the mid-management program are divided into .

four categories: (1) the development of a

broad-based or background knowledge and prac-

t1ces pertaining to mid-management; (2) the

- development of personal attributes necessary &//
o for successful employment; (3) the development

of management skills; and (4) the development N

of specialized technical skills. (Abstract)

-

N

' Adults who are in deadend JObS can be upgraded through cooperatlve
education approashes. For the most part, people in low level jobs

> are disadvantaged adults. Cornett and Elias (1972) stressed:
Nothing will lead to frustration in disadvan-
% taged adults more quickly than preparing them- -
¢ ! selves for'jobs only to find a deadend or, even
! worse, a job that has become obsolete. Voca-
/ ﬂ tional educators have the responsibility of ob- .7
taining industry's thinking towards long-range
2&3 manpower projections -and the creation of broad
Wl career jobs. (p 299)
. ' . L

At the center of any dlsadvantaged adult's
problem is the lack of adequate employment
which may be due to a variety of reasons.
Lack of basic job skills and/or basic accept-
able attitudes toward work are common. (p. 300)
Community involvement and support cannot be
overemphasized The disadvantaged jadult is a
community problem. - Community leaders from all
categories have the responsibility of bringing’ -
the resources of the commmity to bear on the

Jf' problem. This kind of commitment and effort is
necessary to begin to make in-roads on the problem

.All learning goals must be pragmatic in :terms

of being of use on the job. Learners must con-
sistently be_reinforced and led to see the value’
and apbplication of what they are doing. The con-
cept used in the 70,001 programs which has been
proven so successfully in distributive” education;

\ should be tried_ip/other programs. The concept \ i
_ Teverses the normal vocational education process.
\
. " .
N
i i -31-
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. Instead of preparing learners for a job, the,
~ . job is obtained first. Then the job is used - .
as a vehicle in stimulating the worker in study-
ing to learn to improve himself and to begin to . . ‘
) progress on a career ladder. (p. 303) . .
! \

. -~
N -

PROJECT*70,001 -~ ‘ ‘ . |
. , . g7 .

v . McGorman [1970), in describing Project 70,001, stated, gMerchants . L

get behind DE Projects designed to rehab111tate\ghetto dropouts" . .
(pp. 60-61). - Employers pay ‘the ‘usual beginning wage and give -
them individual attengion only as long as they are-unemployable
and remain in the educational program. They. are given raises
and promotlons based on excellence in the classroom and on’the ..
job.” They are given high sthogl credit for the on-the-job trajl .
ing, as well as dl11 the related theory and additional school ~ «&¥¢ :
courses they take during the coursé of the program These people
are presently. working toward a high school diploma or a. hlgh school
‘ equ1vaLenc> in the state of Delaware. They regeive the minimum of
= 180 hours of oh- the- -job re€lated instruction in mercﬁand1S1ng as o e ,

well as on- -the-job superv&slon ' .
- -~ L}

-~

g LéConche (1975) described a Connecticut Project 70,001 as an . '
exemplary program ‘establishing cooperative dlstrlbutlve educglgon |
for disadvantaged young adults. This project provided full- t1me
instruction, including on-the-job work experiences, related proa . .
grams, and ybuth activities as a part of the classroom instruc- - ‘.
tion and provided an avenue for acquiring the Connecticut state
efficiency diploma. It was aimed at .serving young adults in

Hartford who had left school before’ completing the twelfth grade,

It was*innovative: unlike regular programs of edqcatlon and train--’ g, 1

ing, it trained a person in a job rather than for a job. .Students

were employed full-time and th¢ primary emphasis was upon acquisi-
. tion, retention, and advancement of a wage earnlng career. He

~ . stated: ..
) - ‘

2

Through a codperative arrangement with ‘local . ‘ N
’ merchants, disadvantaged.youth are placed and e [
- supervised in a job by a qualified coordinator .
upon atceptance. into the program. They retain
their jobs as long as they satisfactorily parti-
crpate in the program (or until the student, . |
coprdinator, and employer mutually agree that ) |
there is no further benefit to be accrued from J
- continued participation). They receive increases
in wages and promotions perlodlcally as they .




successfully meet specific individual performance .
S L . objectives develdped cooperat1ve1y by the employer St )
. . and the coord1nator in consultation with the student

(p- 1)’ q =
/ S ﬁowever one of t‘%’major aims gﬁ‘tﬁe program is
to &stablish a pattern of success ‘to replace, the
cycle of .failure that "has so often characterized
a typical dropout: We do this by training the ~
enrollees in a job that will ultimately .lgad.to.
promotion and/or opportunities for advancement,
J e thus bringing about attitudinal changes that -
. - will break the failure syndrome familiar to our NN
- enrollees. (p. 4) ’ :

* ¢
’ // The Delaware and Connecticut Praeject 70 ,001 programsawere deslgned
to provide services for high sc¢hool dropouts between the ages of
sixteen and tWenty-two. Yet, other programs have been designed .
' around this concept that f1ts adults of all ages to obtain a high
. | school diploma, as well as working toward the associate or advanced
idegree. ‘ . *

- i : ’
)

Granger et al. (1975) se:?za future in cooperative adult education:
They hope to spark new conversatldhs concern1ng cooperative adult*® | o
*  education. . : e
N { ¢
. We believe the future/(s bright in this area, .
but there are pitfalls. and concerns which w1rl ’ .
— need to be addressed before the potential can

-~ be meX. (p. 10) | S 4

.In discusgin the&scope of cooperative educat1on for adults3<Granger
e et T1T s¥ H -

-

The/development of joint or cooperative educgtional
programs for adults, not in a traditional high
™ -school or college degree framework covers a wide,
- ,Z < . . range of learning opportun1:4es ducatlonal learn-.
g . . ing is increasingly more often taking place putside 5 RN
the traditipnal classroom where the individuet ‘works
2 ' plays L;ves recreates, and worships. (p 10)

v
They stressed’ that there were pitfalls to be ayoideg: ' gl
b 1 ’ ] .
A$ one man said three years f0116w1ng ‘his in-. . -
. volvement in a cooperath% program, "I'm still
: on the sam® job, nothing has happened." "(p. 17) -

@

&

298
’
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The disagpointment was obvious. This man expected a better job
because he had more education. In discussing the union's role,
Granger.and others suggested that labor organizations had as their
goal the betterment of their members' working conditions. Thug,
pridrities were mainly in the area of job safety,. wages, job
security, and apprepticeship training. Other efforts such as -
cooperative adult pgograms could only_be given time and energy .
SO long as the f1rst parts were met. .

\

PRERETIREMENT PROGRAMS \\

Granger et al. (1975) stated that another act1v1ty becoming more
,pépular within industry ‘was cooperative preretirement programs.
These programs addressed the issues of preparing the individual
for retirement after twenty or thirty years.gf continuous employ-
ment within industry or busines$. Spogsgs and ch11dren may be
included 1y the preretiremen® program. _ < e
On the subjé‘tpof preretirement, Cokinda‘(1973) stated:

N

Retiregment is one of the most clear-cut of career
changes, and probably the most unsettling of all.-
Yet, it is one ‘for which most workers are ill pre-
pared. .Morally, there is no reason why it shouldn't
be just as important to help people make the transi-
tion from active worker to retiree ag it,is to help
\ youth make the transition from stchool to job. (p. 58)
Cokinga discussed the prospects beginning at age for#y-five to fifty
for planning activities with employers and retirees so they could
work toward productive retirement years. He reported- “ .
The f1nd1ngs from the study of automobile workers.
. coupled with myﬁpersonal experience in industrial
and univérsity preretlrement programs, have con- ot
//;}ted me that the programs offered on the eve of
redirement are often too little and too late. F1— .
nancial plannlng, for example, might require 10 or \
more years to bring %av1ngs up to the employees'
ret1rement needs. (p. 59)

)
l$ 4t ¢




sumuziﬁv
f,

Cooperative programs in adult education will be emerging at- 4 greater
rate espegially as the life-long learning concept is accepted by more
N adults. e of the major problem areas in society today is the high
rate of unemployment, particularly among minorities and young people.
One possible way to alleviaté this problem is/the utilization of more
cooperative education programs for the unepployed adult. For the
most part, employers or unions will n anction a cooperatlve edu-
cation program unless there is a need for trained personnel in that

~ L.

" particular industry. .
\ . '
COST-BENEFITS : . ' Y e
. <
) ] 7 This sectlon will look at the costs of cooperative education approach

programs, try to evaluate the effectiveness or benefits, and attempt
to deterhine 1f the costs outweigh the benefits. This is not an easy

task. Lewis et al. (1976) stqted *
. (.:;‘ PN
) The terms '"cost-effectiveness" and ''work experience"
R \ in the title of this report imply that this study

- - will answer the question: '"Do the results of school-
supérvised work experience programs justify their
cost?" It could be stated at the very beginning

at the answer to this questiopn cannot be a simple
YYes'™ or "No." The results that were obtained cover
a, varlety of outcomes that’ could be influenced by
work experience and they are not all clearly posi-

T tive or negative. (p: 1)
v : . \ .

<. ' One of-the reasons why one cannot look at cost-benefit factd?g in ’
. terms of dollars and cents-alone is summarized in a report by )
’ ,j Drawbough (1977): - ;1 .

"
It is not technology ow capital but an adequate
supply of competent employees that 1s the decjsive
- -factor in production and marketing i the estab- )

2 lished corporation. (p. 29) . ) . ‘ A
He said that fridustrial systems rely heavily on the state for trained
‘workers and that 1ndustry and business put a sizeable amount of capital

. ' ' {
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. educatlng its youth.

into their own training programs It was estimated that the total
expenditure for training development ranged from twenty to twenty-
fiye billion dollars annually. He provided support for a comment
that we were approaching the time when industry would be spend1ng
as much money to educate their employees as the country spends in

* He made many strong ‘recommendations, includ-
ing how to get involved and ways in which we could work together

to artlcu}ate the training programs. One of. them was to expand

our cooperative education programs to incdlude more students in .
more businesses.

Skill development is not the only aspect to consider on the benefit
side in cost-factor analysis. Wenig and Wolansky (1972), in their
report, found that industry was mostly concerned about the increas-
ing number of people-related, problems. Also, to:get a true picture
of cost-benefits of cooperative education these costs and benefits
must be compared with those in other educational programs. This
section will look in depth at studies making such comparisons.
There are many factors to consider before a "'yes'" or "mo" answer

can be decided. \ _
e - . /
AN

.
~

COST .
There Is little doubt that there are’ ¢costs attributed to vocational
educatron programs. The following studies will provide evidence of
this cost in terms of dollars and cents as well as other factors.
Molnar (1973Y and others:found a dollar and cent relatlonshlp in

a study whlcglgompared vocational education with a cooperative
component (capstone) with vocational programs without a coopera-
tive component. The study data were from twelvd different school
districts from three states; Minnesota, North Carollna and Ohio,
for the years 1969-1970 and 1970-1971. Their findings were:

based on the cost data collected, we used two
cost measures for analysis purposes——annual cost
per student and actual cost per student hQur.
The annual cost per student measure showégﬁy\
~differential of about $190, favoring cooperd-
tive' education programs.’ This differential
is a marginal statistically significant differ-
ence. ) '

. . ¥ ~ 1'
On the basis of cost per student hour there -
was a diffferential. of about $8, favoring
noncooperatlve education programs. This differ- -
ence }s not statlstrcally significant; thus,

L}
.
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our overall conclusion, based on this initial
study, is that there is no obvious, difference

. of the cost of providing either cooperative wo-
_cationalkédudation programs of ‘those without
a cooperative component. (pp. 5-6)

y

) Mogfe'2§976) reported a-study doné in four school districts in
southern California. The-study iné¢luded 10,000 students in a : .
consortium working and learning two to four hours each day in .
) places of ,business. They figured the cost averaged around $50
o - per student and they perceived that long-range costs were ex-

pected to become less.- Superintendent Ross, responsible for ithe
y program, believed that, with capital planningf staffing for such .
- work study programs need not cast more than a typlcal academi
e program. )
- E - »
An extensive study was reported by Lewis et al. (1976)&’ The pur- .
pose of this study was to examine the cost-effectjveness of sthool-
gupervised work programs. Data for this study were collected
. through ‘thirty-three high schools and fifteen school districts
. in the eastern half of the Unitéd States--2,854 students who en-
rolled in these programs duriing April and May of 1975, plus 2,245
students in the classes of 1972, 1973, ang 1974.

* They also conducted a represént;tive study of employers. They

-

. looked at three groups of students: = =
) 1. Thgse involved in school snperv1sed work experlence programs
7 {Cooperative educatlon)

2. Those involved in jobs which were not supervised by the school.

3., Those who had neither'supervised inschool nor work eﬁperience,

but were involved in inschool education. , :
- . N

They found than,suﬁervised work experience ‘programs were more expensive.
The added cost for a student was about §125. Why the extra costs? '

€

. The answer appears to-lie’ in the extra cost for '
. : school supervision and job placement--primarily
the cost of the ceoordinator's salary and travel-- f
). . and the fact thats the other major inschool cest--
., ' teacher salaries-+is the same whether the student .
° . x ¥ oOn the job or in the shop. (p._4) . ‘
S - . . _ /“,
N L4
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‘ , Data from both the 5chool and the student indicated that the average
‘ cooperative education student spent almost as much time receiving
classroom instruction as the noncopperative education student. The

- . information this study was able to gather did not indicate that any .
savings accrued to the school from job placements of -their current
students. Thus, their justification for the statement of the extra NN

cost--$125 per student--was that the cooperative education program
seemed’ to be an add-on. Nothing was eliminated when the cooperative -

- education program was initiated. Thus, it seems to be added to a 22\
- i ‘program instead of.being substituted for other educational activities. . ,
_— . . ' . ., \
- . In a program developed to eliminate dropouts, Welsimon (1972) found < ,

that this program cost an average of $181 per studént over and above
normal or regular training costs for regular students. Stromsdorfer .
and Fackler (1973), in an 9verview on the costs of cooperative vo- (

cational education reporting usable data gathered from employers, \
stated that the employer's cash and implicit“cost outlays appeared .
to approach about $300 per student. In addition, the communities :
spent from one-third to one-half more in classroom instruction on

the cooperative student than on the nencooperative student. This . - s
: - made cooperative education appear expensive indeed, Howeyer, the L&
B * duthors contended that this was not quite the propgr way to look

L at the cost picture. They suggested that one must look at the life

Egycle of investment costs rather than short-term costs. They felt, .
after weighing all the extra costs against the benefits, that there )

’, seemed to be little difference in the two programs. . i '

4

N : Evans (1971) looked’ at costs from stil%la different perspective.’ ' ‘.
He stated: , . '
; " studies of the economics of vocational education : ' .

-

! show a higher rate of return on investment in coopera-
tive education thap other types of vocational educa-

;:;\ A tion. Capital costs for the school are lower; and
s since the student 4is receiving wages® for the on-the- | .
job portion of the program, the costs of the individual |
are lower. (p. 194) . . S ‘
'~ He further stated: . ' ' 'h

’

L. : .
work ‘education programs need loweT™ Lo

~

~ .

- ~ ‘

; . Cooperative

. capital investment in space and -equipment, than . )
~; 7 does instruction in the school laboratory. CWE ,

~indeed, requires little more equipment or space |

in- the school than is called for in’a first rate .o /;7 - (

classroom instruction in any subject. "Highly : ‘

\

|

l
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Specialized-equipment which may quickly become R
obsolete cannot be afforded in a typical schoo) -
vocational program ‘but will be provided on,the .
. job because of production demands., (p. 197) Lo
ﬂ ’ . - R . . e -
Lewis et al. (1976) suggested that one of the potential costs to
the individual student ,who participates in the work experience is
less t1me for other activities, particularly other school activities.
However, they- found that this did not appear to be a special prob-

*"lem with the supervised work experience students in the study. - - : \\‘J
They did participate less than other students in some activities C
like interscholastic sperts.” With the cooperative education stu=
dent, however, this appeared to be more than compensated for by the
membership in vocational clubs such as Vocational Industrial Clubs
of Amerf%a .and Future Busaness Ledders of America. We must ,agree
that there are costs identified with cooperative education and that
the costs must be con51dered from,many different perspectives.

BENEFITS . o

- . [
4

As in the costs, wheh looking 4t the benefits, we must look ‘further
‘.than ‘a moﬁetary point-of-view. Many nonmonetary benefits from

cooperatlve educatlon are listed by M;ddleton (1975). "In evaluat- o

ing work experience programs in the Vancouver British Columbia .

Secondayy-8chool Systems, he found not only did the program create

job skills within the students, but it helped studénts become self-
\d1rected confident,Land mgture adults. '

s -
4 ]

[

¢ - [

f‘\\

’
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S A study reported by-both the Natlonal Association of Seécondary Schoor
Pr1nc1pa1s (1973) and Frankel (1973) found man beneflts This study
evaluated fifty work education programsgdrawn rom over 500 repre-
sentat1ve programs throughout the Unltéd States
Frankel (1973) reported s1gn1f1cant findifrgs on this type of pro-
gram. Atcording to the findings, specific occupatlonal training
programs (cooperatlve vocational education programs for the most ) .
part) appeared to be generafing the most enthusiasm among students,
employers, and school officiald becatise they wexe meeting the ex-
pressed needs and objectives of all three groups. Student$ felt
that cooperative educatlon programs were providing them w1th valuable .
job training. Employers falt they were gettlng their money's worth
out of their. .students' and were contributing &g their occupatlons '
School administrators teachers were satisfied with learning and '

. job placement after the training period. Specffically, it was found.

_that coopgrative education programs were morefllkely than any other
type of program to: . . . y
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Provide "students w1th job-related instruction in school.

Have a follow-up program for its graduates..

Have an advisory cbmmittee. ]

Provide job placement service. . 9

Have a higher rate of job: related placements

Provide stydents w1th jobs that offered formal, on-the-jdb

training.

Help students in dec1d1ng oh am occupation.

Provide students with a job that would fit their career plan

Provide students Wﬁﬁﬂ jobs with a high level df res onsibility.

Provide students with jobs that would afford a high ‘degree of

satisfaction. i
The Nanlonal Association of Secondary School Pr1nc1pals (NASSP) (1/73)
found that pay factors played an important role in determining how
the employers in the study sample viewed their educational program. -~
When students were paid less ug:n the regular employees, employers
were significantly more likely ‘to rate the pfograms' qverall quality
as excellent. From the student's p01nt of view, in contrast, pay
played a minor or somewhat: amb1ghous role: students who were paid
for their work were slightly, but not significantly, more sitisfied
with their jobs than students who .were not paid. But, of those.who
were paid, attitudes toward school yere more likely to ‘improve after
joining’'the program. “One’ value judgment as to the worth of benefit
of a program, of course, is.the total overall <ost. Froﬁ‘an employers
point-of-view, the less it costs with the same outcome, thé better
it muast be. _From a student point-of-view,' though money 1s 1mportant
- at their stage of life it ranks with less importance than other
criteria such as satisfaction with the job, self-concept, .and an
instant gratification and reward system that the work-a-day world
provides. T

On -comparing secorndaxry w1th postsecondazry programs, the Natlonal
Association of Secondary Sthool Principals (NASSP) (1973) stated

Post-secondary-programs are more effective than
those at the secondary level in nearly.all as-
pects; specifically, they rated higher on

(1) job-related instruction, (2) job-related
placements; (3) student follow-up for helping
students decide on an occupation,,and (4) pro-"
viding them with_ jobs that fit into their career
plans, with hlgher responsibility ratings, and
jobs in which they are highly satisfied.

Two exception$ to this sweéping superiority of
post-secondary programs over secondary ones were

s
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"3}& found. However, (1) employers rated secondary
~ school -students higher than those from post- '\\\ :
/ secondary tducational institutions, and (2) sur-

prisingly, secondary school students earned
sllghtlyimore than do the post-secondary school
student workers. (p. 4)

The secondary and postsecondary groups differed little in terms .of -K/

. satisfaction with their job. The most important influences on a
“student's job satisfaction was.how well he or she was rated by the

employer and the fact that the job afforded him or her responsi-

bility. One of (NASSP) pollcy recommendations was to encourage

unions to par;1c1pate actively in the work education programs.

Lewis et al. (1976), in reporting benefits or effectiveness of

the tﬁ?ee approaches, stated:

The results of the analysis of the data collected
in the present study suggest that students in school-
supervised jobs, either cooperative or work study,
(but especially cooperative) have benef1ted~more . .
in terms of career develgpmqnt and plannlng, satis- ¢
faction in school, and’ drop -out prevention, than ‘
_ other students. They do not appear tO=bear any
appreciable individual costs as ?/iesultiof their
participation in such programs. ' In addition, al-
N - though cooperative education students do nodt obtain
higher-paying post-graduation jobs than other students,
- they acquire jobs more quigkly after being graduated
from high school, and’appear to have/more "marﬁétable" -
skills, {pp. 25-26) _ D .

' P ‘ e
In general, the results™sf the study support the contention that
graduates' job qualifications are enhanced by cooperatlve work
experience. .

) 4
On an individual basis, students did not incur, any appredaable . .
costs while gaining thls advantage. Lewis' study showed that .- }
people in cooperative: education transfer their skills better than :
the other comparative groups studied. That’ls¥4mo§g on\the-job
transfer of in<schoo! learning occurs in the case of cooperative
education students. - ‘e

- ) > ! IS
‘Cooperatlve education- students were more 11ke1y to obtain, jobs
which were the same or highly related to the occupational areas
studied. Lewis et al. (1976} found, in looking at job training

»e

- * -
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. . .




L

X \ -
1 LY -

o

readiness, that only about half of ‘the students in vocational educa—

. * tion entered the fields for which they were trained. ‘This was en-
hanced somewhat by those going into cooperative wvocational education.
Lewis felt that thg results suggested that student$ whe entered
vocational programs had not completely committed themselves to
career choice, but instead were rengaged in occupational exploration.
He pointed to a high propomgion of male students in distributive
education, who did not plan to seek related Jobs,ras a prime example
of this. . .

~

. L2

. . . . Cr .
ewls et al. stated that if tﬂig observation were valid,

then vocatjional and cooperative eduéatigg'should
_be evaluated as much for their contributions to
the current—development of the student as invest-
. ments which will yield future. pay- -offs 'in the
| labor market. (p. 9) .
i .
Viewed in the developmental perspective,-work experience programs
are/clear{y affected. The study found, .

. ) -
Participation in cooperative.praérams‘does seem
to enhance the student's '"employability'" and to
ease the transition from school to work; Wrk
study’ programs do seem to deter potential drop-
outs. (p. 10) .

/

-~

Lewis et al. (1976), -in a check on the amount of unemployment
former-students had experlenced since graduation, discovered it

/ significant that a high proportlon of both male and female coop-

' erative education students had never been unemployed.
Totally, the former cooperative educatlon students recelved less
unemployment during the time studied. It was interesting to note
that ‘the wage difference was not: found, despite the fact that mos
of thé evidence indicated that work"experience .students, especiall
the cooperative education students, had more marketable skills.
This was concluded from the sample Pf out-of-school follow-ups o
former students, the males being in the trade and -ifdustrial area
and the females in office occupatlons

o
’

. o L
The Lewis et al. (1976) study suggeizé& that,, - 4

1

It is possible that cooperative education
students sacrifice current wlges in order
to gain the ability ta earn higher future-
wages . . .Becauser the cooperatlve educatlon

o
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students work longer, and, with some minor
exceptions, because wage rates were comparable
across the three categories, ®ne would expect
the total earnings are greater among coopera- .
tive education students. This proved to be.
the case for both males and females. (p. 86)

In the summary of the effect$ of cooperatlve education in gost high
school employment, Lewis et al. (1976) stated the folloZ}ng hypothesis:

(1) cooperative education enhances marketable .
job skills; (2) cooperative education students
can acquire better jobs, (3) cooperative educa-
tion students can find JObS 'within a shorter
period of time than noncooperative education . '
students, and (4) finally, the cooperative ? ) -
education students do not even seem to suffer
any! employment related costs while, gaining )
addltlonal experience. (p. 86) : .
¥He also foun# that cooperative educatlon students were more likely
td obtain Jdbs which were the same or hlghly.related to ‘the occupational
areas they 3tud1ed © . - ‘
LS
The Lewfﬁgsjudy looked at the employer perspectlve on cooperatlve s
Jprograms th ough a small pilot study of sixty- eight firms, "conducted
by d1rect mdll The results of %his pilét study suggested that the
oopératlve edacatlon program offered many advantages to the employers,

¢

ffw% q ﬁheSexadWantageg tended to Sutweigh the disadvantages some employers
1

kt- aaoc %ed with ring students. Employers found that cooperative
»ﬁg :%?gents were less likely to léave their jobs or b absent - *
) ;éé ey felt that By pafticipating in cooperagive education _
progra y were E&go r%gycg mployer recru1tment and screening

costs. g X,

s JI ’

About half the studénts in th coOper 1Ve educatlon programs stayed,
with the employer aft radyation, byt Teceived less pay than regular
employees. Possible’ explanations gi¥en were a lower starting pdvint im .
the work force and the.fact th cooperatlve educatlon students were
‘trading higher wages for .on- the4jab tra1n1ng~ <Ife was found that coop-
erative education students were ore“llkely to/receive such training.
than the comparison group. Thé authors’ fedtt thit this’ 'might have g
future financial advantage. The study pIso found that firms.that had
more expe;mence with cooperatlvefeﬁucatldn employees tended to pay them
higher wages. a ) ' I* « * .

\ -1(3-. a\
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The résults of the employer surVey evaluating cooperative employees

with regular employees, as stated by Lewis et al. -(1976), were:

(Thé major finding presented in thisgchapter is ! .
that cooperative students are good buys' to

[

p employers, i.e,, the aqor impetus for hiring
, . cooperative education students is probably
Y economic rather than altruistic. Cooperative

' and reguldr employees were both reported to X

possess specific performance and cost advantages . T

with no clear-cut ‘indication of superiority of . s

— either. While regular employees demonstrated
superior technical and communication skilis,

: the cooperative employees were seen to ¥ more

dependable and cooperative. (p. 153)’ .

. hhd .

As a whole, employers tend to rank the cost®
saving advantages of hiring cooperative educa-
tion students more highly than possible public
relations benefits. In particular, preparation .
of employers in cooperative educdation programs
was viewed as a valuable tool for recruiting
. new employees and for evaluating potential o
regular employees. The public relations bene- . -
N fit of participating in such a program, werg, .

y however, . fanked more highly by—bfﬁﬁch plants

. of corporations than by independent plants.

C(p. 154) ' ‘ A
°J

-~

-
-

- In a more sophisticated analysis of cooperative empldyers, Lewis
' et al. thought there were several advantages in hiring cooperative
students related tq cost-savings that accrued to the firm in train- o
A d S ing the cooperativeestudents as régular employees. They found that -
cooperative education prograﬂé appeared .td’ more than justify themselves
to the employer on the cost grounds. 1/Leﬁis et al. suggested that for
the student, from a monetary point ~of, view,- the investment in thé work. .
experience~aspects of a cooperative~education program did not justify >
N its expense within the first two years after graduation. However, - '
. gther measures indigated that the .program achieved other educgtional

o - - 1] 3 - - -
. developments and adtitudinal objectives Which might make the long-
- N ruh investment worthwhile. =~ » S ;
. o N '
. . . w \
On post:pigh school plans, the cooperative education students were. \ ~
» more liKely to hold jobs than the comparison—group, and the fd{ger
- wcooperative education students weye more likely to receive on-the-
job training from their employers than the cogpa;ison group.
- v . . /, : ; ~
_%_4 I 2 / . - »
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. "’In looking at occupational knowlgdge, Lewis stated,

Holding a job while in high school, either
2 school-supervised or part-time, was asso- .
ciated'with higher scores on a test of occy-
patlonal knowledge The cooperat1ve education P
. scores were S1gn1f1cant1y -higher than the work
14 ol study' or part-time studénts, both of whom had
' o scores h1ghi§.than students @ithout jobs. (p.,5)
4 ’
These results were found even when the influence of differences in
. personal characterlstlcs,‘such as sex, race, and I1.Q., were held
.constant. .School-supervised jobs were more, likely to be related to
courses than part-time_jobs.

!t tlewis stated: / - . .

Despite the inherent lack of precision in the
~ measures used, the overall conclusion about work
- experience programs must be positive It is )
. highly 11ke1y that if more precise measures .
were possible,.the benefits which were fdund )
. to.derive from school-supervised work experience | .
¢ would be eVen greater. (p. 101) .

Slick-Welch (1974) found much to support Lewis' statements. They
surveyed 2,265 graduates_from the class off 1972, in three types of
vocational programs, to determine their degree of satisfaction with
their high school program;, their jobs, and to obtain a description of
their progress in the world of work. This survey was taken in the .
spring of 1974, approximat;Zy}%wonyeérs afterwthis class had graduated
from the vocational programé in their wespective schools. <Fhey looked
. at seven different labor market areas across the state of Pennsyl}vania:
N The three tyges ‘of programs were: (1) total inschool vocational train-
. ing, no cooperative work experience (INSKL)}, (2} inschool vocational
« training followed by a cooperative work experience the same year
¢capstone), and (3) total cooperative work experience with school-
: - programmed related theory, and ﬁollnschool vocational ‘training
(dékversified occmpations - DOJ. . . .
.- With the permlsS1on of the graduates, their employers were also . -
Yo surveyed. The employer questionnaire dealt with their reasons for
h1r1ng these peoﬁﬂe and their saE}sfactlon with the three types of

T \\program graduates. . ] . .
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Sliékf-Welch’ found that: > , N
Graduates of the vocational programs in the
Pennsylvania secondary s¥hools (1972) appeared
. to have little or o difficulty entering the.
- world-of-work. This.seems particularly true
of those .graduates with skills acquired in .a
¥ " cooperative vocational education program. For.
" many of the cooperative programs graduates .
(70 percent) the first full-time job w,
~# achuired after leaving high school and Wwas

in many cases,.an outgrowth of theifzz;zzﬁiggs\\\

. Graduates of the Capstone'program indicated a
. " greater ability to find work quickly and in the
areag related to the field of interest than the
graduates of other programs survayed It has
: ) ' long been, known that experience is a great

.. . teacher——perhaps it71s the preferted teacher. N~ .

Skills acquired in vocatidhal education programs
- do not go unrewarded. This is particularly true
‘ v . of the graduates of cooperative programs. The
T e ’_ graduates of the Capstdiie program reported weekly
earhings of $139, with the diversified occupations
. program graduates earning $136, and the total in-
. school ﬁrogram graduates, $117. The highér salaries «
o L and the great ab111ty to find work related to the
s area , 6f interest seeéms to be reflected in the
L 'graduate s degree of satisfaction, both with the
joh and their vocational programs. (p. 49)
. , Diversified occupatlons and capstone students had nearly twice the
I} probablllty of being employed before graduating from high school
o _than did ¢ the total inschool group,. but of thosebstudents in the cap-
" stone program who did riot have jobs after graduation, 50 percent,
werq able to obtain a first job within a two-week period- follow1ng
graduation. , ) .
L)
They also found that the capstone and diversified occupations students
had fewer job changes ‘in the two-year period since graduation. They
found the unemp loymént picture .very promising for total vocational edu-
cation prbgrams. The pgople who had no cooperative experience had a
four percent unemployment rate; the capstone people had- a two perce
‘unenployment rate. The diversified occupations people had a nihe per-
cent unemployment rate. The authors speculated that those in the -
s I3 \ .
. . € .
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diversified occupations tratning program’' might not find local employ-
ment in their area of ihterest. An example of ‘this. sort of situation *
: might be a’student who was trained to be a very compe;ent watch re-
pairman by the only watchmaker in town. . ) <&

, ' Employers'of the capstone and diversified occupations graduates pated
o their emplqyees very highly and felt they demonstrated a-hjgh degree
- of skill whey hired. They agreed that-the cooperative education stu-

dents could work with less supervision, were more cdoperative, and
progressed faster on the job than did the graduates of the total in-

school program with no\coqperatlve‘aspecgs . . ° o

-

, Slick-Welch (1974) further staxed: v
Fhe emplgyer opinion of the vocational program
graduates in his employ is perhaps best *summed
. ‘ by the responses to Questlon 4. All° (100 percent) °
. " of the DO program graduates were rated above oo
average in their overall job competence, effective-
ness and efficiency. Eighty-five percent of the »
capstone graduates and 79 percent of the total .
- inschool vocationalsprogram graduates were rated
. f ’ above average in those areas’ of their employ. fﬁ_,%

4

hl

«The findings of this study 1nd1cate that the graduates .
of cooperative Yocatlonal programs have a better »
preparation for the world of work than thos®e having:

- > only the inschool vocational tralnlng.,,Ihls is veri-
fied by the opinion of the graduates, the opinion of

the employers, and the salary,pald to respectlve pro-
gram -graduates. (p. 40) .

- [N

: Slick (1975), in an ‘éffort to determine why the-Slick-Welch study .
reported such positive results, collected additipnal ddta. He found,
in looking at the grade point averages of the students enrolled in
these curriculums that when overall grade p01nt averages of the r
graduates of the three curriculum modes were compared, there was no”
31gn1f1cant difference found between.the groups at a .05 level. This
dlspelled the theory that only the best students were selected for the

. . cooperative education programs. . 4{?L f’ .
' - Another finding was the-wxelation between the grade poinht aVeuag-~4‘“
- . students, received in school and the salary'that they pade; tyltigy eaTs
K after graduation. - Slick found that there was no s;gn&flcav-"' (%
lationybetween grade point averagé in school and Sa gps~ 7,
after graduation. . . to® \'“¥” {gﬂ_” .

. ¥
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- When looking into the reasons why there was no significant difference :
between grade point average and salaries, Slick discovered that the
students Who had the high grade point averages tenhded to entex:bccupa—
tions which provided on-the-job training at apprentice levels. Those
with lower grade point averages went into assembly -line jobs in which
starting salaries were much higher than apprenticeship positions. Thus,
it would seem that in long-term gains, the cooperative education stu-
dent or the student who had a high grade point average would eventwally
earn more money over time than the person who took the higher paid ‘
job for immediate financial reward, but perhaps lesser long-term -
gains. . )
In looking at the differénces between salaries of graduates of the
- three curriculum modes, Slick found that there was no§§ignificant
difference between the salaries‘of the INSKL, capstone, or-diversified
occupations graduates whose employment was related to their fields of
study. However, when those groups of graduates working in areas not
reldted to their field of study were tested} there was a significant
difference between the salaries of the inschdol and the capstone .
graduates, with the capstone graduatés earning significantly more.
. He further explained 'this by reviewing comments made by the employers
which suggested that in general..the capstone graduates~had”a superior
indoctrination to the world of work.. -

In further looking at the comments made by employers, it was ind2cated

- that although grades were of interest, other factors, sucht”as attitudes,
personality, and ability to create a favorable impression in a job -
interview were of greater importance when selecting pgople for employ-

. ment. . - ’

d v

Still, further supporting the results of the lewis et al. (1976) -
and the Slick-Welch '(1974) studies, Molner et al. (1973) found |

_ differences bethveen cooperative education.and noncooperative education
graduates as follows: ‘

:

0

A3

1. Gradyates of cooperative education programs enQerGthg labor market
with’a lower entry wage rate that increased more rapidly, but

. graduates of noncooperative education programs still earn a

higher rate after a follow-up period of thirteen to eighteen

months. It must be remembered tHat this is probably. due more ,to

the occupational areas' wealth and the labor market® conditions,

than the. educational experience.

P

By

2. Graduates of.noncooperative programs remain with their longest
full-time employers slightly more than one month longer than  _ |
the graduages’of cooperative programs--based on a thirteen to Qﬁ\

-~ . i . B2
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éighteen-month folloﬁ-up period. This difference is significant
in a statistical sense, but not in a practical sense.

3. Graduates of cooperative programs tegd to find full-time employ- .
ment slightly faster than noncooperative counterparts, but the
difference is only 1.5 weeks and not a very practical dlffer—

.+ ence. In an employer survey during this same study, their

overall conclusions, based on the employer's survey, are that

employers tend to favor graduates of cooperative programs.

Another, finding by Molnar et al. (1973) was that there appeared to

.be little difficulty in. finding enployment for on-the-job training

in. cooperative programs. A substantlal percentage of cooperative
education gradugtes, forty-six, were able to continue full-time
‘employment with their, cooperative employer. One aof %he findings was
that substantially more graduates of the-cooperative programs Were:
female, while more graduates of the noncooperatlve programs were
ma1~___Thls was due to the occupations included in the samples for
cooperative and noncooperative education programs. . : ‘iig

T

A, study by, Mahoney (1972) looked at, other beneflts His study sough%

to 1dent1£y and categorize responses. in more than 16,000 high school
juniors to determine the impact of student employment on the student,

the school, and the community. The students who were employed were
found' to be a potential force on the local labor market in terms of

jobs held, hours worked, money earned and potential for money saved . . ,
and spent in the local economy. It was ‘found that: ’ '

. -

i. The employed student usually initiated the action necessary 32/
seeking, applying for, accepting. and retaining employment. -

2.- Employed students were meeting mgny goals of career exploratio;
by directly experiencing the "world-of-work.' .. *

3. The working student was involved in many human’ relat10nsh1ps which
added to hls persona] growth and development. e

4. The average working 'student experienced the responsibility ef ‘ .

money*handling, budget making,  savings, and spending. -
4 .
One of the recommendations of this study was that the students receive
academic credit fqQr any school-sponsored work experience program in
which they were involved.’ and that the work experience -be officially
noted on their transcript,

. ~
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Stromsdorfer and Fackley (1973) conducted a case study examining the
economic institutional impact of cooperative education on the employ-
ment, earnings, and educational performance of the 1966-1970 ‘graduat-
ing class at Patterson High School, Dayton, Ohio. They compared the
cooperative group with the noncooperative group, The groups comsy
pared included general .students, academic students, vocational stu-
dents, and cooperative students. In comparing noncooperative with
cooperative students in a chapter dealing with job satisfaction and
satisfaction with school, it was. found that cooperative students

were generally much happier with theéir high school education than
were the noncooperative students--cooperative students were gener-
ally more ‘céntent with their jobs. and thus might be more productive,
at least in the first several years following high school, than thgir

o

noncooperative counterparts. In discussing wages, they stated: b

with respect to wage rate and earnings of the
first and last job held since leaving high school,
we find that the advantages which the cooperative
students had on the first.job tended to diminish
on the last job. In particular, while cooperative

students had a positive benefit on the first job, .
these benefits disappear vis-a-vis ‘the vogational
0 curriculum. (p. 247) BN

\

. LABOR UNION

The National Association of Secondary School Principals (1973), in-
their summary, suggested that unions become more involved with the
cooperative eddcation program. They felt that if unions became more
involved, more advantages and benefits could go to the student as
well as the program. Their study found that very few pragrams had
unions actively participating. But, in these programs, nearly all
of those union representatives were as positive toward the program
as were the participating employers. ,They found that programs ‘with
active union participation benefited in several ways:
1. 1In permanent job placement after graduation.
~

2. In students being granted automatic acceptance in'the union
" apprenticeship programs, with time and work education programs

sometimes being credited toward the apprenticeship.

. 8 .

3. By’students being allowed, many times, to becbme'full-flédged;“

voting members of the local union while still in sochool.-.

» ‘ ; . e
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. and the governmgnt.
f r

,Se551ons (1973) in éddressiné‘the 1%sﬁe, "Facts versus Myth, 'Ogganized

kabor's Role in Job Training," stated.that a number of union-sponsored
training prggrams required a great Ydeal of on:-the- JOb tralnlng He
identified school cafeteria employees' union in Phlladel hia as
developing an on-the- job-training plan to help entry-level workers,
as well as experlenced workers, to upgrade their skills: and move into
better jobs.® He pointed to the Seafarer's International Udion, with
its own Harry Lundeberg School at Piney Point, Maryland, where the
union provided intensive training in the skills of seamanship, as an
example of union's involvement with training.
- - . .
At the National Conferehce on Cooperative Education (1973), Turner,
Gefieral Secretary-Treasurer of -the International Union of Operating
Engineers, AFL-CIO, reviewed four major aspects of cobperative voca-
tional education which were of cencern to unidns. They were:

-
)

One, the moment you start ‘placing an educational £~ o
program and it involves putting a student on a job,

you are dealing with Something about which the-unions

are very much concerned. Unions need to be brought

in from. the beginning of this educational planning.

(p.” 66) . s

The second issue is a point which may prgve to be

a bit abrasive, but abrasive or not, it.must be said.
The consequence of putting students in jobs must mean
that they are paid for their worg (p. 65)

Wage rates are sometimes a sensitive subject between a union, employers,

I say again, that organized labor believes in coop-

Clearly this method of educatlon will only work 1n a
full employment economy . LP 66)

erative educatipn and the general level of employment. ' ‘,;EB I

The fourth,and last concern is that of career educdtion. )
It is hoped that career educdtion did not turn into
another job training program.. Education must be con-
‘cerned with the whole person. It fust .prepare persons
- ®w  to be, inteljpigent consumers, a responsible part of a
famlly unif, and an 1nformed1and effective member of a
a communlty, a nation, and the world. There is more to
education than simply acquiring sufficient skills to
hold a job. (p. 66) -
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Though rot reported iﬁ_ e literature to date, there is one program ~/
which showed a great deal of dollars .and cents values of cooperative |
vocational education. The.program is at the Jefferson-Dubois Area

. Vocational Technical School at Reynoldsville; Pennsylvania. In 1973,

v the small (450 student body), full-time (vocational and academic)

school had to turn away.more students than they eculd accapt because

of space requirements. Through the" use of cooperative edycatiom, both
© capston% and diversified odcupations, the director was able to nearly

. double the vocational offerings is his service area. He did this by .

mandating that all students.who had reached maximum benefit from in-

school training be capstone Students.* Their school was built‘on in-.
dividualized ihstruction moduLgs? thus the capstoning could come any
time during the school year. As sgon as one student was put into

cooperative education from the inschool vécational‘gram, a new .

student from one of the sponsoring schools was added to the school's

.enrollment. The capstone student received his related théory training -
on a once-a-week or once-every-other-week Basis i the vogcational:shop

) area in which he or she was released. This, being a three-year pro- *

gram, freed nearly one-third of the -ins&hool work spaces and allowed
for, expansion in the numbers of students that tould be handled through
the area vocational technical school. .

‘' ~ ; . s B -

In each of the several sponsoring schools, a diversified hccupations

program was begun. This was for students who wanted trainjng in

areas not offered at the vocational technical school, as well as greas

in which there were no openings. One unique aspett was that all the

area vocational technical school teachers and many of the vocational
technical school academic teachers, as well as several home school in-
structors and guidance”counselors, were provided extensive inservice
training on cooperative education processes. . Many of- them reached
' through this process received their cooperative educatien~tertification.
Through this process they developed not only a uniform philosophy, but ,

. . - also uniform program materials. Each igstructor, vocational and academic,
could’assist the, cooperatige people in doing the various plaq?gent and
supervisory activities. Though no new facilities were built and only
about six to eight additional staff were hired;- they were able to nearly
double their student population. is savings could be translated within’
a very few years into'millions of dollars. At the same time, "there was
improved pldcement of people in the areas for which they trained.

) . ’ \ © -
At the’postéecondary level as well, there were .studies reported in the
literature which suggested benefits. - Hayes and Travis (1976) had been -
engaged for two years to study the employer cost-benefit experience iy
postsecondaf’y cooperative education programs. They studied seventy-five
prospective empléyers from a wide variety of industries located in
twenty-nine states in’ all geographic regions of the nation and employed

' a combined total of 25,000 cooperative education students.

\
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Arpajor concern of Hayes and Travis was the costs and yields to
employers in their recruitment of students. _They incllded coopera-
.tive education- employees both before and after graduatlon from
college, as well as recent college graduates who had. not been coop-
erative student employees. This article was concerned with employer
experience in terms of costs and yields during the year ending
June ‘30, 1974 v

¥ B

Their f;ndlngs showed that; of the sixty employers who evaluated %he
.experience gf recruiting new cooperative educdtion -students, 77 -
percent rated, the experlence as excellent, good, ' or very good.. They
found the eff1c1enty ratio--that is, job offers made as a ‘percentage
of the number of candidates 1nterv1ewed-—was almost_nine times higher
for cooperative education candidates than for recent college graduates.
The acceptance.ratio--job offers accepted as a percentage of offers
made--was almost twice as high for cooperatlve education candidates

as recentcollege graduates.¢ The recruiting yield or number of per-

, sons hired as a percentage of the . number of candidates' interviewed
was nearly thirteen times higher for cooperative education candidates
than for’ the recent college ‘gradua’tes. Costs of recruiting cooperatlve

.educatlon'candldates were from 30 to 95 percent less ‘than the cost of
recruiting recent college graduates. Of the coopgrative education
student employees who had graduated from collegsﬁiilmost two-thirds

received offers of regular career,employment from their-cooperative
employers. About four-fifths>accepted the offer.. ' ‘

In conclusion, they stated: ' "

: it is clear that cooperative education presents
employers with excellent opportunities to decrease
recruitment costs and imerease recruitment yield.
Cooperative education cléarly is an efficient and
.cost effective approach to the recruitment of pro-
fessional and pre:professienal employees. (p. 31)

»

SUMMARY

-

As you see costs and benefits are not always counted in monctary
terms. It is obvious that there are many benefits to Students other
than monetary benefits--such as a wise career choice, job satisfac-
tion, school satisfaction, as well as a positive adjustment to the
world of work. —Employers benefit heavily in the area of recruiting
future employees as well as becoming an 1ntegra1 part of the school
sxstem and rcce1v1ng some direct returns for their tax dollar.

o N Loe ~
. “
i
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! tive education outweighed its costs.

0

There seems to be some conflicting results in the studies reportedl
Yet, in each case, the researcher felt that the benefit of coopera-
The studies reported in this .
section, for the most pdrt,‘covered a two-year time span. However,
all indications are that if longer periods were ‘studied, further
significant results would be in favor of the cooperative education
student as well as their employers. Yet, there is little longi-
udinal data available to document this statement.

-

. CONCERNS AND PROBLEMS - -
OF COOPERATIVE EDUCATION .

.
N . \ﬁ
v
. i " - .

,Much of the research contained in the literature was conducted and
reported by people other than cooperative vocational education cdor-
dinators or administrators. Yet, the majority of this research.
suggests positive results. This should indicate\pnbiaséd reporting .
and objectivity. - . ’ L ,

To provide a balarce in this paper; it is only fitting that the

negatiye‘qf problem areas are reported as well as the positive re-

sults.’ Everi though these -problem areas seem to be in a definite-
minority, nevertheless, if cooperative education is to imprové and ~
become a more viabMe approach in vecational education, tth we must

L

look at and give ample concern to that
improvement. ’
& . < -

§ .
which needs consideration or

"Evans (1971) brought attention to one pfoblem. He stated:

.
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Cooperative work education has often been opposed .
by teachers who are accustamed to teaching in school s
laboratory programs and who are afraid that develop- .. ..

ment of the CWE will rob them'of their students. Some ',".
schools have overcome this by restricting CWE to -occu- A
‘pations that are not’'taught in the school laboratories. ’
(p: 199) s :

As future school populations shrink, as most indicators suggest, this
* will be a problem with the academic faculty as well. Evans (1971)

offered another area for, concern. N \ )?'

‘e
.
v

ams have
- _suffered from an attempt to turn out a year's
supply of new full-time employees during a single

' ¢
I

-
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month. .CWE has suffered .for trying to find

suitable training stations for all GWE students - Ll

in a single month. (September) (p. 199) 5 =
We will have to consider alternatlve approaches as cooperative voca-
tional education eXpands. One alternative approach that might be
used is one simildr to that used by the Jefferson County-DuBois Area
Vocational Technical Schqol, as mentioned earlier. In this approach,
students are‘placed in cooperative education throughout the entire
school year, not just for a specific time or perlod of the sghool
year. .

.
- . v
.

The National Association of Secondary School Principals (1973), iﬁ\J
examlnlng fifty work experience programs thrfughout the United States,
reported negative comments of cooperative programs. They found that
cooperative programs were most likely to discrimimate agalnst students
on the basis of student attitude, less effective in reducing student
absenteeism, more ?Jkely to interfere with a student's other activi-
ties, both .in school and out, more likely to segregate job placement
by sex, and more likely to restrict thelr offerings 'to students with
rather conforming, mlddle class behaviors. They made the following
policy statement-to discourage .discrimination on the basis of student

~

attitude: . ‘ ‘

' . } ¥
This study also was cencerned with determining- the o
extent to 'which work'educatlon programs were foster= '
ing discriminatory practices. While no programs would
admit to overQ discriminatiqn, subtler forms were rather .

"7 Common. Thus, while the majority of the programs were -

\\L;;;eﬁzated only 30 percent of the cmployers interviewed LA
, en assighed students of more than one race,.and
only 39 percent &f them had been assigned students of

both sexeeﬂ_ﬁg;/s) . - .

Frankel (1973), reporting on the same study, concluded that coopera-
tive education programs, compared with other. types of work educatior”
programs, were more likely to discriminate against students on the
basis of student's attitudes. They were less. effectlve in reducing

. $tudent absenteeism and because they place- students in a ‘more

reasonable job, they were more likely to interfere with the student”s
other activities’, such as school work, dating, sports, and so. forth.
‘Cooperative programs, were more likely than other types to restrict
their programs to students with rather conforming middle class be-
haviors. At the secondary level, thev were also more likely to
segregate their job placement by sex, with only men or only women
ass1gned to a specific employer.:

.
i .

»
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A study by Ullery (1971) reported on criteria for selection and who ‘
was in cooperative educatien programs. . . <
A major conclusion in the study is that the char- . .
‘acteristits of the student excluded overtly or
» Lovertly from school systéms' cooperative work
education programs strongly suggested that many
students were denied admission to the CWE on the
basis of such factors as 1) socioeconomic class, . ) 4
\ 2) race, 3) age,.4) sex, §) dropout proneness,. - . ’ e
\ ///,_t . 6) low school ‘achievement, 7) absenteeism, and )
8) .stmilarly or related factors. {abstract) , ,
Ullery also noted that the students excluded from the CWE programs
' were those who _most needed the program

-

.

These studies--the National Association of Secondary School Principals-
, (1973), Frankel (1973), and UlT®ry (1971)--strongly suggested an area o
bf enormous concern. These "findings are ‘completely inconsistent with ‘
the intent of the 1976 Vocational Educational Amendments . Honeﬂullv.
these problems; are 4n.a relatively few cases; still, concerned i?ta- .

tipnal educators must give this coﬁ?‘decatlon 7z RPN
s ‘ .
.."";./
Many educators have suggested students go .into cooperat1ve educatlon . .//

for 'monétary reasons or just to ‘get out of school. Lewis et al, 1976) -
found 'some evidence of this'in identifying a large number of students,
particularly males, in distributive education who did not enter the
occupation following graduatxon They commented X

r .

.
. If. distributive education has a hlgh enrollment,

P COupled with low numbers who. plan to continuye in e
similar work after completing their educatlon, v ;
and if a student's motive for entering a‘coopera- ..
tive éducation program is not to learn a particular
skiil, but to obtain part-time employment, distribu-

_ tive education would be the best chplce. (p. 1¥4)

This problem of questlonable motivation for entering- cooperatlve

education is also mentiened in the literdture at the postsecondary k4
levkl. Helmstedter et al. (1976) reported on a survey conducted.

in 1975 to appralse Bakersfield College's.work experience pwﬁgrﬁh

They ‘found: . Y s Cos

Most faculty and a significant mihority of

instructors/coor@hators and students saw the ). .

" program as primarily attracting students seeking . <
easy units and veterans' benefits. Considering

-
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.training.

o~
-

that 84.5 percent,af the work experlence students L ’

are veterans; it is 1mp0331b1e to unequivocally deny
this interpretation. However, thoge who are: familiar
with the program belleve ‘it is achieving its purpose. -
of improving job skllls and relatlonshlps (Abstract) ' )

- \

It is interesting that a s1gn1f1cant mtnortty of instructors and

. students. suggesteq that thijs was the purpose,. rather than stating -

'po$1t1veﬁy that . tHe maJorlty dxd not see it “this way.
Perhaps some. of the ‘proble ‘with the qpoperatlve education approach
can be explained in the findings- -0f the National Assoc1at10n of
Secondary School Pr1nc1pal:'(1973) They found. that; -
. L4 . .

. approx1mate1y 70 percent ‘of “the programs studied
R had full-time coordlnators or admlnlstrators,

whose capab111t1es varied greatly Most were

knowledgable in-the vocatlonallfleld for which

-

X ,' they were respon31ble, but dtffered-w1dely in

such regards as their ability QO safeguard students

from expL01tat10n byfemployers or from working in?

unsafe or unpleasant working 31tuat19ns, their man-

’ agement skills, and their knowledge of vocatlonal

counseling techniques. (p 8):
They also developed a pollcy statement which was to suggest the estab-
lishment of an internship program for work experiemnce coordinators.
If the cooperatlve vocational education coordinator prov1ded the
maJor emphasis ‘and direction of cooperative vocational education pro-
grams, -as previously recorded in this paper by Evams (1971), then
perhaps more erphasis should be placed on the teacher education pro-
grams that prepare coordinators of these programs at both the secondary

\ | .

’

*

Haltmeyer (1975) reported on the Soviet attempt to connect school
with life as a fesult of Krushchev's call for-increased practical
This attempt lasted until 1964 ‘when it was stopped. The
failureNof this approach was.due to the protess they used. " The |
students had to spend two 'days a week in the field working and three
and one-half days in school. The gn-the-job training.was in factories,
collective farms, and other places of practical assignments connected
with their academic’ interests. Reasons for failure were:
1. O.Fleld experlence turned out to be too céstjy and time consum1ng

in terms of transportation and coordination.

e \

)
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2. Field center personnel were indifferent to the groups of students ¢
and gave them unimportant jobs to pefform. to.

¢ field expefience days. .

J

4, 'Field.experience personnel taught their own ideés, which often-
differed from those of the educators.

3.- Students often did nothing during th

5. The students became over-loaded since the practical training,
added to the full schedule of academic work meant that academic
‘work studies suffered.
- -
6. Student day schooi rate dropped, basically because of the greater

responsibility placed upon the students.'-
. - :

. .

This list strongly suggests that programs can fail if proper safe-
guards are not built into the system. ’

. — £ . ¢
The auEhors went on to say that:
~ there is no present evidence to show that massive ’ .
, bractical field assignments would not work in this .. (
- country./(p. 604) AT - NRERNE
|
%his statement_should beé' of concern to vocational educators and admin-
istrators. There is a national trend for field-based or exgeriential
education-that is neither directed nor supervised. This approach has
been labeled '"work release,'" 'early_release,'" "honor systems,'" ''field-
based," and "field experience," to name a few. This appzoach allows
the student who has a study hall at the beginning br end df school,
to report to work, rather than to school. It also allows a student
who has acquired enough '"Carnegie Units'' or course work to graduate,
to take an abbrevjated schedule. If the student can get an ""ok" from
his parents and assurance from an employer thé?‘the student will not

"be out ift the streets, the school will release the student t gé to -

There is a great deal of pregsure--students, parents, and»ad-
With the emphasis

work.
ministrators--to initiate this typelof approach.

_educators currently place-on’ competency-based education, an under-
standable rationale is provided for this approach.

Withqut program®

supervision or guidance, little education will take place. The risk

for exploitation, as well as safety hazard problems, will be multiplied.
Y

- .
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~ BRIDGING THE GAP o . ,
o . - Aﬁ N

Research throughout this text has suggested that the codperative

education approach be utilized to eliminate the gap between school

- and the work envirorment. To do this suceessfully, it must be de-

' tetmined“wbat employers are seeking when hiring new employees. Lee

(1976) suggested: . -

N . ¢ 4 - \

quwords that employers often use in desFribing
workers include "initiative,” "attitude," "loyaLgy,“
"enthusiasm," '"'dependahility,'" "ability to listen
and to carry out instruction," 'cheerfulness," fJ
"reliability," and a "willingnesS to learn.” Youths

. . who do not have the positive traits associated with -~ -

.o these terms w#¥l _often have difficulty in succeﬁsful

‘ work entry. (p. 1

o

4 g Bmpf%yers seldom txpregs dissatisfaction with occupa- ¢

e S.!,'ional skills beginning workers bring to their jobs,
but they are forever reminding vocational teachers .
they must turn out beginning woikers who hawe ''good" . -

» attitudes and the motivation tQ work. . . .The voca-

- tional educator may be very confident in teaching the

’ skills of an octupation or the ‘how to's' in his .

votational, figld but haye great difficulty in develop-

# ing™the kﬂﬁi@Fof ifgitudes and values employers expeet f'

‘< when young workers-begin their First jobs. (p. 130) ’

“

One viable inschool delivery system is the use of vocational student
organizations. Most of the text on cooperative vocational education
that has emerged within the past -two years has had a very heavy -
emphasis on involving youth clubs ‘in the total curriculum. Through
youth clubs, many of the traits needed by working people can be oo

learned. Johnson (1971) stated that: .
[y A

’
.

o Youth brganization programs give-young people the
one invaluable, absolutely essential ingredient L\_
to personal success: goals. _And, through youth ’

. groups, students have needed experiences in coopera-
tion, leadership, patriotidm, pride, and service. ,
The vocational youth queme:%\i§ strong because it N
is workable and it is needed. It has meant a great

s,

4 ' ‘ -
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deal over the years to liferaMy millions of -
young people. Tt is, truly, ong¢ of the stfengths )
»  of vocational education in America. (p 40)- '
What will mdfavéte employers to participate in tra;nlng programs° o=

Draw bo?gh (1977) provided some insight to this qdestlon,

The overall purpose of industrial trainingh\is

to serve the firm or business in upgradlng its “

human resources. (p. 27) |

Industrial training-is characterized as the kind

of ‘continuing education provided to adult em-

ployees who have some level of general education

and an experiential base. . . .Corporations train

employesas for corpoxgtion proflts, employees, en-
“iroll in training.to improve théir own positions

in life. < #7) _ -

’

Most corpoféf&ons prefér to do their own human '
Tesgurce development because it gives them an. .o
opfortunity to include” the philosophy, values,,z ’
and behaviors demanded of corporate leadership. .

- (p. 28) . ' ~ \

2 g
- -

" Drawbough said human resource development was complex, costly, and could

Jiot be done in an irresponsible.way. Business and industry must usé a -

most efficient use of the training resources. He went on to say that:

A ’ ‘

the time is right.for vocational educdtion t® assume .

the leadership required to establish such comblnea ?
delivery systems. (p. 27) i . : B

K

Drawbough said-one of these delivery systems was cooperative educatidn:

.
-

Cdopera ve education has created @ strong ¢
relationship between industry and the publlc R -
ducation. .. - . there-¥re two reasons, for . ’ ’
employers being involved im cooperative : -
: education: One, is that the cooperative.
education students are eager to learn and
they, have work that needs«to be done. The
. secand is, that gooperative edycation has, for \
a long time, been recogn®zed by employers as
a useful device fof recruiting prominent per-
sonnel.- Educationally, a cooperative program is
| . . ty
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i a relevapt approach to téaching and learning:-,
. - .which also widens the bridge between school and . Lo
- work. (p. 28) g i <
. j ’

Lee (1976) stressed providing work experiences fd.SQUdents while ‘they
- were in school, and he addressed the issue of*cooperative education.
. - - T

o . _The work experience youths receive thTrough

- N <

specific job skills, enhances interpersonal

x

n,".
. relationship development; speeds up maturatfon, e L
¢ .and provides the opportunity to refine life and£e~ C oA

cooperative vocational education develops - . ,
N . wd

ay

-
o . career goals.” Since pay is often involved, -. . Ly
youth begin to develop an understanding of “.{ ) R ) 7
consumér economics and the reality of the ‘ ?-. N . 7
v - responsibility assoc1§ted_w1;h breaking away . DR RS
from the parental family. They also develop P o
o . the competencies needed for work entry in their N A
. occupational choice. (p. 198) & - ‘ Lo ,ﬁa:ﬁg
. . . ’ : ’ .-iT/ g N, :;
The literature has containeds reports dealing with the guidance role .. R

in job placement (Venn, 1973: Campbell N\ 1973%-Wasil. 1974, ,Gugdaﬁce"

. people have been stretched to do more and more throughout the school.
) Walkek (1975) stated: ) ) . E
» Ld R . \ :

"~

2 It appeaf§ that most secondary schools do not have

.. =clearly defined job pplacement services to provide

’ ) ’ d11 students in,ways and méans of effectively ob-
tainigg employment. However, it Seems evident

. ’ that -schools are now beginning to recognize that - .
T .. job placement is a critical element in the career
. \&9¥elopment of youth, and that most schoals are - s
) engaging in some'sort of placement activities. L
(p. 36X ' "L ~

In determining the responsibility for job placement, Walker took a’

-
v .

-’

t
. random sampling of &35 guidance counselors thfoughout the.state of
- Pennsylvania. The majority of the guidance ¢ounselors sugdested that. .
% _ 1f: there was no one specifically designated ai’a job\Plgcement person
S ‘ withifi the schogls, the job should go-to the tooperative vocatiaonal

2

‘ education codrdinator. The majority of:counselors felt thex}ﬁxinot

j7> o - Less<than one in five suggedted that it- wds’ their responsibility to
. “ 9 handle job placement as g part of gheir opgoirng activities. -
On job placement'responsib lities, Miller and Budke (1972) suggested:
. ' '
~ A » ‘ » ’ ’ <"

% - > ‘
ERIC o . .
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. have the time or the background training to function is this capacity.
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B A single job clearinghouse should be established ;
) to serve the entire school. T . .
- é
\ Job placement programs should be designed to serve o
all vocational students as they seek full-time T e
. o employment \ . . kg‘
. ° Job p’acement functlons must be coordinated with the
. instructional program staff: X \\\\\ '
’ v ‘ /af’ T
o Job placement director must develop close worklng .
relationship with the employer. - -~ . )

- oL
Job placement function requires a person with umique
qualifications. . -

. o
. Jbb placement program information and procedures must
. be closely coordinated with the cooperative vocational
' education program. Both programs involve contact and -
close worklng relationships with employers and, spccasion-

- ’ ally, a 31ng1e job opening can be utilized by two or more
cooperative work stations. Many times ‘cooperative work
stations can lead to full-time employment. These two
programs are complementary and aZXe not competitive; -
coordination between them is essential. (pp. 281-283)

White and Marley .(1974) supported Miller and Budke. They sﬁggested' / -
that an added strength to the cooperative placement of students was -
the interlocking of all work study programs under one unit, v '

‘ "When should students be released from formal inschool vocational
. training and be placed in a cooperative education program? The
* . literature suggests that when the studemt is ready and can best
' benefit from such an approach, he or she should be placed in coopera-
*  tive education. Does this mean\that only the best students in the |
~ ..vocational program should be placed? Slick-Welch (1974) cautioned
that this should not be a selective progess of choosing only the best
, for the cooperative program. They suggested the expansion of coopera- -
‘ tive prog to better serve all students. They felt that this ’
. . would not be -edsy and undoubtedly would ‘require a greater effort in
: placement and might, -indeeg, require some techniques not presently 2 "
utilized in the average ¢o p%ratlve education program. If the in- L
creased efforts resulted’ 1nt¥gtter training and better satisfied - = ’
' graduates and citizens, the ﬁwards would exceed the efforts.

v i 5. .
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Another of the few studies that suggested the best' time to recruit
co-op vocational students was the Kapes and Pawlowski (1974) study.-
They reported,. as part of a lpngitudinal Vocational Development.
Study,.some insights into this question. They administered the Ohie
Trade and Industrial Education Achievement Test (OTAT) to various
grade levels of students in three-year vocational education programs.
They stated that a major implication.of the study was the finding
that:

N

)
. ¥, !
Since junior students out-performé&d senior students

in comparison to national norms in all three samples,

the nat e of the senior year vocational shop experience

shoild be closely examined. Perhaps senior students

woula benefit more from a cooperative vocational pro-

gram than the traditiofal third year now being offered.

(p. viii) A - < |
T . . "

Kapes. and McQuay (1976) again, as a pért of the longitudinal study,

found similar results in.comparing junior students in vocational

program. In comparing studentg:at the end of the junior year, those

who had two years of-vocationaljpeparation showed little improvement
over those who had only one year of inschool vocational preparation.

’

-

These studies suggested broad generalizations, but%ﬁany factors should

. be considered on an individual student basis- when the transition is made

from a vocational inschool program to cooperativej vecational education
program. More research negds to be undertaken tgﬁ%nswé}‘themmany ques-
tions regarding, ''When_should a student enroll in co-op?" and "In what
type of program?' There are no ‘easy answers to these questions, for
more than likely, no two labor markets or school districts would P§e

the same approach.

SUMMARY
. ] -
The last policy statement'by the Nafipﬂal Associg&ion.of Secohdary
School Principals.(1973) was to increase funding of” cooperative
education programs and in_this regard they stated: \‘ .o

L4

¥ this study presents strong evidence that cooperative

education programs are highly successful; that they
appear to-'be meeting their intended objectives.and - -
generating support from students, instructors, admin-
istrators, and employers. These programs dppear able.

}
!
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to serve far larger numbers of students than are -

- - presently enrolled, and expansion of these programs -

would not be hindered by the lack of employer in-
terest or by-inability to accept additional student
placements. (p. 9)

o v v

Most research suggests many benef ttributed to the cooperative
education approach. The results of most of the research presently
.in the literature strohgly sﬁggést_;hat cooperative education is a
viable approach for preparing people for the world of work. Most
‘of the research concluded that cooperative education should be,

expanded in scope and extended to more students. The National -
Association of, Secondary School Principals has recommended in-
creased funding because of the benefits accrued to this approach.
Federal funds have increased at the postsecondary level, and tiie
Education Amendments_of 1976 have a potential for increased funds
for cooperative education. .The future looks very promising. But,
the 1976 Amendments eliminated categorized funding for cooperative
education, If cooperative education is to continue to grow and to

take its placé as a major bridge between the school and work envi--’

ronments, then it must constantly pfbve its Jalue;to society. *
y .

*
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