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LEADERSHIP STYLES OF COOPERATFVE EDUCATION DIRECTORS,

\
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS, AND

e

. " ELEMENTS OF PROGRAM SUCCESS

INTRODUCTION -
. ,

I b4

Students pursu1ng an educat1on ‘at -American co11egés and un1ver-’

1

sities are prepar1ng, in part to enter society as product1ve members of
the 1abor force Confining the process of education to the c1assr00m

1imits the opportunities for educational éxper1ences available to stu-
-

dents. " Limited resources of institutions of higher education, according -

to Radvany (1979), restrict the atcessibility'of students to equipment,
techniques, and‘processes.

“Cooperative Education 1is an educational strategy that involves
students in Rroductive work as an e}ement of the curriculum." (Wilson,
‘}978) Through guﬁded p]aceoent of students into work situations that
are properly supervised, stﬁdents have_an exoanded set of opportunities
for . educational experiences which otherwise may notihaze been possible
in the cTassroom.f The cooperative r°Tationship‘ that is established
between the 1nst1tut1on and the agency prov1d1nq the students emp loyment
'extends the capacity of the educat1ona1 1nst1tut1on to educate ?;nowﬁes

& Associates, 1971). . o .

Know]es et a] (1971) detailed the history of American cooperative

education beg1nn1ng with Hennan Schne1der who provided the 1eadersh1p
e

and vision to initiate the f1rst Amerwcan cooperat1ve education program

. in engineering in 1906. The innovative concept of cooperat1ve education

grew slowly to 10 programs in eng1neer1ng by 1919, In 1921 Ant1och

College offered the first cooperatwvg‘educat1on program in liberal arts.

w



] . -y, -
By 1953 only 43 cooperative education programs were in operation. Ig
196d 7I'instifbtions, inc]udiné IO”th—year colleges, had established
cooperatlve educat1on programs -

3 By 1969, " 127 cooperat1ve education progn@ms had been estab11shed

- (Brown and N1lson,_ 1975). While the 1nnovqt1ve 1e§dersh1p of -Oean

- . Schneider and others had firmly established the concept of cooperative

&

. ¢ - . .. . . .
{ : educat1on in  Ameriean _higher education, cooperative education was

cha]]enged by many changes in-education and Amer1can soc1ety during the

o S I

‘o - years when it was in t@e process of deve]opwng wars, rece§s1ons, and a

'.

wor 1d-wide depress1on afjected ‘the growth of cooperative, education until
,"1957 when a number of conﬁérences subsequént1y resulted in the formation
. .of the Nationa1'Commissibﬁ for Cooperative Education in 1962 (Know]és et

2

al. 1971). . o ..

. .
- - Y M -

. 2 N
As a result of increased federal funding, according to Black and

- Wilson (1976), gqopé}étive eduEation experienced a rapid growth in pro-
) - gram numbers in:the iQTO's. The adoption of the conéept of cooperative
. education as a ngﬂje'method §f education by American higher education
is eyidenced byfa*gfoégh of 811% from 127 programs in 1969 to 1,030

. progré%s in 1976‘(§tu;}; 1978).
‘ Grawth “of cqopéﬁgtive éducation program numbers has meant that per-
N 'sonnel have been’émp?éyed to plan, implement, and;bpératg‘their respec-
tive céoperative Hedgcation proérams Each new cboperative education
program has* a director whose job is to prov1de the leadership for a new
educational program thaggﬁ%y ultimately affect the entire institution™s

curriculum, PR . , .
) :

Federal funding, accordind to Wilson, Brown, Bork and Black (1975),

was: the primary motivator  which encouraged new cooperative education

»
- Py




i x N ) .
. . oo Co 3
deveiopment \InStituﬁ1an Which demonstrated a budgetary commitment

"were fnore 1ikeiy to receive grants Wiison et ai (1975) reported that

the reduction in expanSion of new. programs ‘was a resuit of a lack of'

-

finanCiai resources which aiso infiuenced . an .ncreased incidence of

program~fai1uro At the - same time there was an estimated increase of
25% in student participation in existino cooperative educaticn programs,

.

as reported by these same authors. . ‘

The programs that are experiencina increased .student participation

?

today are’the resuit of some. unkrown combination of institutional and

C» - -

human factors that have produced sound cooperative éducation programs.
The identification of Suczess factors involving the styles of leadership
utilized by directors, the factors influenaing these styles, and the
v * )

structural characteristics of each of the institution's organizations is.

. the primary topic of this study.

Statement of the Problem

ot - . ~

Tnere is a lack of information on styles of leadership provided by

.Cooperative education -directors and institutional organizational

v

chgracteristics which have ‘contributed to the successful growth of

cooperative, education i&\Americah higher education organizations. The
‘)

¢ LN

plapning, impiementation;* and operation of a cooperative gducation
program requires inntvative mandgement and administrative support
(Henry, 1978;‘Wajv1978). 7 ' v
Currentiy,‘over'QOO cooperative education programs are being man-
aged by directors with diversified backgrounds “in @ wide variety of

organizationai 'settings With differing program outcomes. ' In a national

study, Stull (1978) reported that directors' educational fields of'study

[y

vary'wideiyl
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A wide variety of higher education institubéons“havé,aabpted the

—

concept of cooperative education. Some of the d1fferences 1nc1ude stze;

mission; public or private; s1ngl§ and multyple campuses ; Jocation; - ' v
community; and nature of students, staff, and facultys Wilson et a]:, s
(l§75) reported institutional characteristics by maﬁy pf\thé absvehﬁd%éd*.
differéﬁces which deTinéate the variety of ofééhizations wi%h céop-
erative education programs. Additionally, each 1nst1tut on has a unsque
organ1zat1ona1 system aFfected by the 1nsL1tut1ona1 characterwst1cs
Cooperat1ve edupatwon program evaluation data have been colaégsgd;
but the data aFe pr?mari]y'brieﬁted toward qualitative outsomes of.coép-
efative educatiom programs (Hayes & Travis, 1976; Hill, 1974; Lauver &
McNabb, 1975; Peroff & Sussna, 1978; .Rowe, 1970; McKenna § Squiresu’ '
1977; Wilson, 1973).  Quantitative program data have been col]ected, g T
) , .

primarily for'descriptive reporting purposes. No' studies were found

which examined the relationship(s) between ®rogram characteristics and :
3 .

"~ program effectjyeness. , s “
- . .
: ’ Statement of Purpose .
(- The purpose of this s}udy was to determine the relative contri- -
) bution of the leadership styles of'cooperative education directors and N
organization structural characteristics of the program;and institut{on = :
N to, cooperative education program outcomes. -
The spec1f1c purposes of this study 1nc1uded )
‘ . 1. ' To 1dent1fy the - 1eadersh1p styles, as measured by the _
s <0 . Lleadership Opinion Questionnaire (LOQ), of ,di:ectors of
.'5 algoogeqative edqcat%on programs at col[eé;s ;%d universities in
i ‘the Unitad States. <
‘. N
\ i A .
4
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2. To measure selected institutional and cooperative education-

- ) program organizational characteristics which may affect
. C oo : . :
cooperative.education program outcomes. .
]
3. To measure -selected quantified cooperative education program

outcomes .

4. To determine if s relationships exist §2£ween airegtor's'
~ ~-Jeadership- style and characteristics .of th§ progngm' and ‘\
institution's organizational structure.
8. To describe, the d;fferences in cooperative education directors’
leadership styles between two-year and four-year institytions.
. 6. To desé:%be any differences which may exist among the six
geograph?E‘regions in the United States (Appendix A) gnd type-
of Tinstitution in terms of director's’ leadership sty?e’ and .
. ‘ ) T

organizational structural characteristics on program outcomes.
'-

7. To identify the strength of ‘relationship among dimensions of

director's " 1eadershié ‘§?y1e and %rganizationa] st}uctural

characteristics,” to selected .£ooperative education program

\!Mmmh

] -

outcomes ., 4

== ~

- T7A$™a result of the purposes of th¥s study, a set of null hypotheses

" were formulated and tested: )
i. There a?e no relationships among cooperative education program
— oJ}comes as influenced by the leadership style of the director
or thehétructufai thara&g?risfics of -the organizatijon. *

-

\ . - L3 .2 .
) 2. Thére 1is no difference among the six\EEbgraphic‘regions in the

-

. S .
United States (Appendix A) in terms of the leadership style of

the director and the structural characteristics vof the’

organization.




Bﬁ*sThere §$ no ~difference between two-year and four-year

o ' ;inst?tut{ons in terms of the leadership style of the director
-« Y4 T, : - L

and the structural characteristids of the organization.
v +° ¢ .- -

LN - . 1 ~
f

Importance of the Study

. 2

.. )
t -
-
-~ e

= ,‘Relat{onships which may exist between the “perceived leadership

= - é?x]és’ of cooperatjve education directors "and characteris%ics “of the
organization Qithin which thé direcfors manage their respective programs
were identified in ithis 'studly.  The féasibi]ity of Fhis study wa{ .
approached from two perspecgives;'- management thepry énd cooperative - T

education practice as identified in the literature. ’ ) )

. . . . - i .
A review of maﬁd@ement theory relative, to organizatiohs and ’ ~;>

leadership styles.suggests that relaiionships exist énd have an effect:
on productivity in business and educétionai settings (Ballard, 1979;
Fahy, 1972; House & Baeté, 197§; Hyatf, 1972; Jago & AVraem, 1975; ‘”*a~:;-
Loudermilk, 1979; Mannﬁng, 19?2;.McCa]T & LomBardo,_lb78; and Oliver, ‘
1979). ) Cn S L
‘ - A:rcritica] réview of drganiz;tiona1 structure* and perfOrﬁance
’;‘(Daltpn, TOHbr; Spendolini, 'Fielding, & Porter; 1980) suggested- the

relationships between organizational variables and performance is per-

haps fhe most critical variable in both the public and private sector

~— These rev1ewers suggested however, that th1s aspect has been largely >

ignored.  Further, the aforement1oned review evaluated the va]ue of T

) research studies in terms ?s?ig"hard"r performance criteria which is s
l\ i - p———
J ~_primarily quantitative in ‘nature and concluded that the use of_ “hard“— e
criteria m@hsures tended to improve iffftjfg’£§13t%ﬂn§ﬁTE;T
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Empirical studies on 1eadersh1p have produced - eonf11ct1ng f1nd1ngs

"- -
N

(House & Baetz, 1979). Som¢ stud1es reveal, that spec1f1c leadership

sty]es 1nteract w1th the organ1zat1ona1 env1ronment to affect relevant

outcomes. . Other studies " show that oorganfzatwona] structure and

- Los A
subordinates. perfarmance affect , leader behavior. The conflicting
findings suggest that leadershiE has an effect under some conditions and
. ) 7 ; . tn N - N

not under Gthers and .Suggests -that thére is an interaction between

leaders and organizations that produces variations in outcomes in

v

varying $ituations. . - - .

’
<

The pmdy of @now?edge in management theory according to James and

Jones -(1976) supports the feasibility of investigating ‘the relationships

“that are pértinent ‘to Tidentifying factors in leadership styles and

<

organizational characteristics which affect cooperative’ _education °

program effectiveness y

A comprehens1ve review of ‘cooperative education 11terature ﬁnc]ud-

1ng a comouter search of ERIC, Esycho]oa1caT Abstracts, D1ssertation
i
Abstracts Internat1ona1, and Manaoement Concepts Inc., y1e1ded no stud-

ies of leadership, organ1zat1on, and cboperat1ve educat1on In a tele-#
ph0ne interview Dr. James W. Wilson (1979),¢ director of research at

Northeastern University, confirmed the lack of research jn leadership

AY
-~

vand organization theory as it™Felates to cooperative eQucation.

Specu]attng on the future of cooperative edncation, Sharb and Lewis
v

(1972) détermined that research is needed, not only on the effects co-o0p

has on earnings, college grades, career choice, etc., but also on what

components and configurations. of cooperative education programs are
- s ¢ M

apparently responsible for thosé effects. This study is designed to ig-

yestigate the leadership sty]es\and orqaniiational cdnfigdrations which

’ '

~
~

\ [N . g
.
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@nay be respons%b]e for _éf]ected program outcomes, Leadership and

organization structure affect program outcomes and have implications for.¥

E !

development of training programé.

Training is one of the more important functions of manpower manage-

-

ment. Title VIII of the Higher Education Act Qf 1968 (as amended)
pfovides funding for 1eadgrship training programs in fthe field of coop-

-

erative education for more than 2,000 persons per year. There is little

, evidence that such tgaining\:giz;ams result in effective program out-

comes other than ﬁrogram gr.ow iller, 1978). Improving program out-

comes must begin wi;h the empirical f%ndings of focused research. 1In a
research study_of_the roles of cooperative education 9inectors, Stull -
! (1978) recommended that, "Further resqa;ch shou]& be conducted to deter-
mine if style or pattg:p of co-ob proéram operation has any overall
effect o; program vi@bi]it} and effectiveness" (Pg. 68). . .

Sy exploring the effects of }eaaer§hip and organizatibn structure
on cooperative education program outcomes ;ooperative education insti-
tutions and program directors may be Bktiefkébge to pfan for the content
of leadership training sessions. E . N

The identification ‘g'rmmerqus areas for further Fesearch related
to management theory and effectiw% coéperative education program opefa-
tion should provide the cooperative éducation academic tommynity with
valuable material for future expansion of.know1edgg in the field. More-

P A
over, the reltative effectiveness of the research desigﬂ should provide

< ‘v © 4
. researchers and individua institutions with techniques that can be

' [ 5 , '
applied to evaluation of cooperative 'education programs and directors.

' ~

- =

=

o
g"
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Also, the successfu] leadership styles that 4re identified in this study

should serve as a sguide for future recruitment and selection of

directors. . . ‘ ’ v

o * . ..

This study was warranted because ‘of jhe’ apparent lack of research,
. ) . \

the potential value of the %indings, and the feasibi1ity of such a sfudy
supported by management theory.. It is-reasonable to conclude that spec-
ifit research about “the relationships between cOWperative educati®on.
di;ectors‘ leadership styles, their orgaQizationa1 characteristics,' and
program outcomes 1in %he form of quantwtat1ve data prov1de empirical

°v1dence that will be useful to the coooerat1ve education commun1ty and * - .

d}rect1on for-further research.

Scope of the Study ) A

L)

Y

The target population was all cooperat1ve education directors at
two-year and ‘four-year colleges and universities in the United States.
The sampling frame was the most current mailing list generated by the
research department of Northeastern University. The current ma111ng
list as of June,. 1980, consisted of 397 two-year, and 5Q5 four-year
instifutions of higher education that have operating cooperatixe educa-

. pton 9rograms. -

-The sample consisted of 15 direcpors for each cell stratified by .
six regions (ref. Appendix A ) and two types of institutions.’ The six <
regions in the United States provide a clear delineation of sections of -
‘the United States that, are geograph1ca11y related, as ma1nta1ned by the
U S. Off1ce of Educat1on in the Bureau of Higher Education and defined

by the American Counc11 on Education (De1ghton 1971; Harris, 1979). The

dxfference between two- year and four -year 1nst1tutlons in m1s?§on
o4 * » ) %

L]
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philosophy, and operation of proq“rams,(KnowJes et al., 1971)' warrdnt

- examination as two additional levels of stratification. | S
R . ) |
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METHODS AND PROCEDURES »

This section provides a description of the lan to accomp]wsh the

purposes of th1s study, as identified. in the 7ntroductory section, The

>

» _research’ procedures Gsed in this study 1nc1uded the fo]]owing: desioh

" of ghelstUdy, quest1onna1re design, sample select1on procedures, pilot

——study, data co]lect1on, and data analyses and stat1st1ca1 procedures.

. Design of the Study
. i ‘ |

To accomplish this study, data ngeded to be measured for

<

leadership sfy]es, se fected elements of

‘tooperative education directors'

- » 7 . » . » » ’ ‘
organization structural character1st1cs, and quantified elements of,-,

=

proéram effectiveness. A samp]e of cooperative educatwon d1rectors’of ’
+ institutions of higher education in the United States was surveyed. A

mail questionnaire served as the data-collecting instrument. The design

H L)

o;ijm study inc]udeQ»an analysis of responses from surveyed cooperative
education directors in an attempt to~ explain the relationships which

have existed bétween particular aspects of cooperat1ve education

director! s Teadership style, orgén1zat1on structural characteristics,

"-
and quantified e]ements of program outcomes In particular, the
' following hypotheses were tested: ’% ’
Hypotheses

- Hypothesis number one: .
. v .
There are no relatjonships among cooperative’ education program
outcomes as ' influenced by the leadership style of the- director -or the

structura] characteristics of the organization.

A4

N ey
4

»
i




o

._m" - ) C e 12
Hypothesis number two:

There is ne difference among the six g ographic regions in the

-~

United” States (Appendix -A) in térms of the ‘1eadership style o% the

-

d%rector and the stryctural charactewistics of the organization.
? .

H}pothesis number <three:

There is no difference between two-year and fouruyear‘institutioné

in - termst of .the 1eadersh1p sty]e of the d1rector and the structura]

o

haracterqst1cs of the organ1zat1on

" .Questionnaire Design

)
|
1
¥

c

]

l

|

| o

; A quegtionnaire was developed to accomplish the data gathering
’ -

Furposes off this study. The questionnaire was reviewed in June, 1980 by

Fn expert panel of judges composed of members of the research committee

T '

of the qu rgtive Education Association (Apggndix B ). The use of the

expert pangl was for review and establishment of face validity. All of

J
rthe responres by the expert panel confirmed the integrity of thé ques-

lt1onna1re=construction and design.’ Severg] excellent  suggestions for

) 7 . N . » . 4 .
' | improved wording of itemq were incorporated in the questionnaire prior

'l
|

to the pilot study. | '} ' ¥

i

<

The %uestionnaire\(A pendix C ) was{ divided into four parts."Part

one was ﬁonstructed to ascertain background data for the cooperative
| . .
educationfdirector. In part one, directqrs were' asked to state the num-

ber of ykars they hqﬁ&é#rved in their present position; their gender;

“ - J
age, grouped in five year increments; educational attainment: and vears
4 ) .y /

=

of cooperati¥e education|eXperience.

-4

’

/

, C
I Part two of. the }quest1onaa1re, 1wh {gh contaiijj 32 items, was
|

j intended "to gather datafrogard1ng 1nst1tut1on and program organization
b
P ; 1 '

| / o }

‘ . 1

g S S . _ / —
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structural characteristics. Quest1ons varied in format from checking, the

' appropriate response, which provided* measures .of true dichotomies,
through direét response- to a Likert-tqpe scale of 1 to 5'which provided
continuous scores. The Likert-type scale <contained five' response
categorigs;‘»%l) Least Resembles to (5) Most Resembles. The 12 state-
ments .requiring the Likertrt}pe sqa]g response were constructed to

- demoﬁstrate that the organizational . Characteristit befqg - fleasured

-

required varied résponse patterns. -This design.. of statement

[

. Qonstruction was intended to allow the résearcher to detect any
% ldnconsistdncies in  responses because of  the pattern of item

» - .P
construction. T

The questions in part two on organ?ﬁationa] structure we}e baseq.
upon a rev1ew of Tliterature in ceoperative education (Knowles & Agsoc-
iates, 1971; Amundson & Young, 1976; Perloff & Sussna, 1978) and or-
ganjzaton theory (Dalton, Todor, "Spendolini, Fielding, & Porter, 1980;
B1shop & Geo{ué 1971; Hickson, Hinnings, Pugh & Turner, 1963 Holdaway, ~
Newberry, Hickson, & Heron, 1975; MacKerzie, 1978). From these sources

questions were .formulated to measure the degree of organjzational

.

[

estructure in five dimensions.
-, Part‘thrge‘of the questionnaire, ;hich contained, 10 duestio;s, was
: designe& t& obtain qggntitative data fo; outcomes of program operation
*and organizhtiéh?strﬁctura1 charagteristics.'lThe questions which $§ked
<for - numericgi responses were based upofi t tndividual program* and
."\>institutiona{.,daté. The respbnses povided continuous scores és'
méasurés of progranf'outcomg%? ! The variables select%gi and question
formulation were based upon a review of coopenat1ve education literature

- (Knowles & Assoc1ate§ 19715 Lauver & McNabb, 1975; Swapson, 1975;

B - a . .
»
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\f:Lucas,' 1975% and management literature ,(Dalton, Todor, Spendolini,

Fielding, & Pbrter, 1980). From these sources questions were formulated
to obtein selected quantitative measures of institutional aed program
outcomes.' Coésu]tation on item constructien was sought from Or. Moshe
Hartman, prefessor of sqcio1ogy and instrugtor of survey mefhods at U;ah
State University.

». C . - C o
Part four of the questionnaire is the Leadership Opinion Question=

" naire (LOQ). Because fhe LOQ dimensions are slightly larger than 8%@'

i

X 11y forméf, the developed questionnaire was.printed on comparable size
paper and color te wunify the overall appearance of the complete
questionnaire. 7

The 10Q, Fleishman (1965), was selected for its self-report format,
ability to discriminase between two 1eade%sh%p dimensions {consideration
and ;initiating ‘structure), egd extensive appiications} Reliability,
validity, and normative data were ava{lap1e for the instrdgen;
(Appendix D ). Intelligence and verbal ability were not variables
'whiEh appear to affect the scores obtained by the LOQ as reported by
Fleishman (1969). .

- Correlations with personality measures 1nd1cate that the LOQ mea-

sures somnth1ng not measured by those personality measures. Norms are

‘provided for educational supervisors. Thé median corre]atiqn between

the two leadership dimensions is very near zero, independently confirmed

‘by Kavanagh and Weissenbarg (1972). e

Variables to be Measured

» = .

-

a

. Appendix E, questionnaire schedule, identifies the quest%onnaire

. -

items which related to” the independent and dependent variables. The

1

L]
- 3
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. design of thé Complete questionnaire was intended to measure seven

independent variables.and,.five dependent variables:

- —
Independent Variables

R »®
. Leadership Style Variables.

«

’

v ~ ’ . .
1. Consideration, - {c), is the extent the leader has job rela-
! _tionships with subordinates of mutual trust, respect, and
consideration for their feelings with two-way communication

and a climate of .good rapport. y
. 2. Structure - (s), is the extent the lea@ér defines andar-
. ’ ranges his or her own role and those of subordinates toward

goal attainment and the’ degree of actively directing ‘group
activities through planning, . communicating informafion,
scheduling, criticizing, and- trying out new ideas.

- Organization Structural Characteristics R .- \
3. Centralization or Decentralization -’(c;d), is defined as
the Tocus of authority, for decision-making in the cooperat-
I ive education program, being centralized or decentralized

___within Tevels of hierarchy ip the organization. -

4. Configuration - (con), is the."shape of the role structure

. including subordinate ratios (span of control), height of
) . department and administrative hierarchy, and proportion of -
. \ ‘ ) , coordinators and support personnel. - ) o
‘ { ) . .
5." Placement within. organization - (p-0) describes the

functional authority Tocation of ‘the cooperative education
program within the total organizational structure. Co-op
can be assigned to the academic part of the organization or
to a noninstructional part, such as placement or counseling.

< , 6. Standardization - (sfd) is the degree to wh ich procedures,
’ " (e.g. selection, placement, evaluation, control) are stand-
ardized, ’ :

N 7. Formalization - (frm) is the degree to which rules, proce-
dures, instructions, and communications. are written, and the
- : degree to which roles are defined, . - ‘

\
r d -

s

Dependent VariabTes

. ; . .
N ’ Ouanti??;; Cooperative Education -Effectiveness Variables
7 * .
| 2 y
ﬁa
: 20 i




1) The°peréent of total students who are co-op students (v).

. 2% The percent of faculty who are co-6p\coordinatats (w).

3.7 The’ percent of total academic depaqtments ‘who have co-op
.- stydents (x). . . R

] 4. The- cost per cooperative education student p1acement as

G cation prooram budget (y).

", co-op graduates (z).

»

Sample Selection Procedures

%

<

The-gﬁ;get popd]ati@n was all cooperative e&ucation directors at

o two-xeér,apd four-year colleges and universities in the United States.

. . A compgterlse1ected raﬁdom sample was chosen from thetsampling frame of

902'csopér§tige education directors from the most current mailing list,

‘Jpne 53‘1980, provided by Northeastern University Cooperative Education

- “Research Center. Thé raridom sample consisted o% a primary sample of 15

d1recto?s for each cell s;"at1.1ed by six regions (Appendix A‘) and %wo

. types pfAinstitutions (two-year and four-year). A total of 180 subjects
-comgrised'the sample population, which represented a 20% saqp?e.

A secondary_ sample of 10 directors for each cell, stratified in the

same méhner as the primary sample, was simg]taneouslx randomly drawn

with fhé pr1mary sample This secondary sample proviced a rep]acehent

[y

source for directors drawn -in the primary sample which were eliminated
v e ¥

. .
- after a. gareful examination of the primary sample to. assure

.elimindted and replaced from random selection from the secondary sample
) for the folldwing reasons;
- Yoy , .
1. Five institutions did not have a- cooperative education
director. ' \

+ ¢ determined by the total placements and the cooperat1ve edu-

‘ 3. The pef?ﬁht of total co-op employers making job offers to

e representativeness of the sample. A tota) -of six sample subjects were’

\
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2. . 0ne was a member of the expert pane? who assisted in the
development of the guestionnaire.

Fo1low up procedures were pursued in an attempt to obta1n a minimum

of ten resoonSes for each cell, For cells where ten responses could not

be'ach1eve6 the secondary random sample was used to obta1n ~an adequate

3

" number of responses. However, due to the relgtively few number of two -
" year col?eges in the Northeast region (Region 1), =the region's entire

“two-year cof?ege population was surveyed, resulting “in eight returned

~ -

The equalization of samples ip each cell, rather'than maintaining a
proportion—of—pppu]ation sample was' intended to improve static\ical
. ! . .
analysis, as confirmed in consultation on March™13, 1980 with Dr. Jam

Shaver, Associate ' Dean for Research “at Utah State .University. The ~

variaples measured should not be materially affected by the number- of

v

two-year and four-year institutions in each region.

5 . . L 3 .
~ Pilot Study ) ’

‘ »

A field test of the questionnaire was conducted during July and

‘August of 1980. The pilet study sample of 24 cooperative education

.

directors (Appendix F) wf?}drawn from the sampling frame planned for the

" study. Four directors were drawn from each region; two, two-year insti-

tutions and two, four-year” institutions. The computer was used to

P /

randomly se?ect’the pilot study sample.
A cover letter, questionnaire, evaluation form and Request for
Findings form were sent ‘to each selected director on June 16, 1980 he

cover ?etter (Appendix G) exp1a1ned the purpose of the o110t study and

-

. askéd d1rectors to complete and return both the quest1onna1re and eval-

=

vation form in the” enclosed, stamoed, preaddressed envelope. The

- - Y ‘ .




findings of this study by-the responding directors.

N ‘ ‘, /’
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evaluation form (Appendif H) was designed to determine amb1gu1t1es and

weaknesses of .the quest1onna1re as viewed by resoondents The ma1]1ng
and follow-up procedures Used for the p1Tot study were changed from
those p?anned for the: primary study. An extremely low return rate and :

two letters indicating personnel changes caused the researcher to make

L]

- telephone galls in lieu of follow-up letters, to identify the extent of

co-op director changes and absences dur1ng the summer term, ; !
4

. The telephone fol]ow -up revealed that eight of the potential 24

respondents were not on campus dur,ing the summer term and were unavail-_

-

.able to respond to the pilot survey. In addition, there were three co-

op director personnel changes. It was apparent that the'timing of the.
pi]ot'study‘during July and Augist resulted in a. significgnt reduction - 32&
of potential returns. This problem of.di%ector absences did nog‘exist -
for thé primary!/study which was conducted during the fa{? term of 1980.
The results of fhe\sreturned pilot duestion;Lires and evaluation
forms confirmed -the feas{bj1ity of the proposed study. A return of 69%,
or 11 out of a potential 16, were received. The questionnaires were®
completed by &he_respendents. The evaluation forms were positive, with
some helpful suggestions for Furﬁher improvement of'the questionnaire.
It is {nterestdng to note’that 100%. of the'piiot study returns included

= '
completed Request for Findings forms which indicated an interest in the

i

As a result of the experience with the pilot study, a return post-
card was included with the not1f1catwon letter to obtain- corrected

addresses and names of new cooperative, educat1on d1rertors This change

was 1ntended to 1mDrove the quality of the sampling frame.

.
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Data Collection

Two weeks prior to thg mailing of'the questionnaire a”letter was
mailed {Appendix J) notifying each director of his/her selection in.the
sample. The letter explained the’ nature of the study and encouraged
his/her participation in the studﬂ preparin; hi&/her for the.5ubsequent
mailing of the survey.

fhe questionnaire used in this study was mailed on bctober 20,
19é0. Ihe mailing includéd a cover letter (Appendix K), a questionnaira
{Appendix Ci, a request for f?na{ngs éﬁrm, and’ a stamped, - preaddressed
return envelope. ' ¢

Each Léadership Opinion Questionnaire, purchased from Science
Research Asgoc:ates Inc.,7as an identification number. That number wis
‘;ecorded for each six-part identification number in a log maintained. by
the resedrcher.” The returned quesgyghnaires were ca;;%ully checked for
agreement with the recorded dont\f\cat on numbers.

‘ A follow-up of aX] nonrespondents wag made two weeks fol]owtng the
questionnaire ﬂa3]1ng. Th1s follow-up consisted of a postcard with a
message encouraging response paFticipation (Appendié/().

A second follow-up of nonrespéndents was conducted 10 days fol-
lowing the poStcards. This follow-up consisted of a second cover letter
(Appendix M), questionnaire, request. for findings form, ?nd a stamped,
preaddressed return envelgpe. ' . o

Two weeks following the second fol]éw-up mailing, telephone calls
to each of the nonregpondents were init%aied to encourage and confirm

participation. Address corrections and requests for another questzon-

naire were sent to directors who requested the mater‘al during the phone

»
B

.conversation, ‘
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A detailed explanation of the various componénts planned for t

data coltection procedure follows.
.t / - / 3
- . !
Mailing Labels ° / ‘ .
C 2 . .
Computer.-generated adhesive-backed 'mailing labels were generated
Five duplicate sets of labels were

for each Subject in the sample:
produced. ‘Each 1label conpainéd ‘the SUbject'E identification number,
name, title, and .address. . A <separate set' of mailing labels were

4

)) prepared for - the Request for Findihgs from the forms returned- by

]
respondents.
In cases where address changes were necessary after the computer-

generatedilabels,'new adhesise-backed labels were typed and uti]ized for

subsequent mailings.,’ Address corrections were obtained by notations on

returned questionnaires and by ‘the telephone follow-up.
H

A
Notification and“Cover Letters
The. letters for this study were typed using word processing
. N .' . . .
equipment on Department of Business Education and Office Administration,

#Utah State University, letterhead stationery. The study cover. letters

Were s{gned by the researcher and the research consultant. The names,

5

A
titles, and addresses of the cooperative education directors comprising
the sample were typed on each letter.
The cover letter explained the purpose of the study and the

importance of each director's participatjon in the study and an offer of

" a copy of the final repart. As? each director's completed questionnaire

a

was.reéeived,'a,1etter of acknowledgement and appre¢iation was ‘sent.

~

i




Questionnaires o ‘ ) : -

i Questionnaires were type-set and orgapized in such a fashion as to
be’glzjf::;§%éﬂdeq sheet presenting four sides containing parts one to-
three.- The'quéstionqaire was then reproduced by a commercial printingd

- .

- firm on paper of a size and color compatible with the Leadership Opinion

. ] .
Questionnaire. The LOQ was then attached to the printed questionnaire
; > R .

by staples to present.a uniformly desighed questiomnhaire in a "booklet"

format. ) .

7 -

Request for Findings Form -

; - As a service to those #ho participated 3n th.s study, copies of the ‘

findings and conclusions of thlS Study were ‘made ava11ab1e A copy of:

the Request for “Findings™ form was enclosed with the méi]ings .to the

pilot ‘stud], primary and, follow-up surveys. A total of 108.

~
~

o= : . T . -

participants, or "382%, desired to recéive & copy of the findings by%
‘ s

returning the Request for Findings form to the researcher. ‘YWhen 3

summary of the <tlgdings .was prepared, copies were sent to those who

returned the réquest form. The Request for Findings form was the same-

for all mailings. -

Accounting Procedures . ¢

A record of" each individual chosen fof the-study was maintained.-
The maintenance log utilized the mailing labels in nume;)cal-order by

identification number. The maintenance log was organized in such a-

4

manner as to allow region subtqtals as well as complete sampling totals, .
- for each category. Spéce was allocated under each label for addréss
N ’ .

corrections. When completed questionnaires were received, the identifi-

.

catipn numbers on the questionnaire and return envelope were compared

-
. -
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for consistency and recorded in the log. Each of the responding sub-

-

jects mailing labels were then removed from the appropriéte mailing

label list(s) to prev;:?\%py fol1dw-up mailings to be inadvértently sent
to - respondents. A systematic dand carefuyl follow-up «rocedure was

pursued to insure maximum return of the questionnaires, maintenanck of

the integrity of.the data, and confidentiality of -the respondents.

k4
]

Data -Analyses and’Statistical Procedures

The returned questionné1res=Were mainta{ned in nuperical order to
facilifate data entry'to a computér disk and order the records by region
and respondent. 'Y éodxng sheet was prepared for the questionnaire
responses to parts one th?o;gh three’.of tne questionnaire and leadership
styles summary data. Thektéédé?shio,0pfnion Questionnaire was hand-
processed by the research consu]tan; according to the scoring
jnétructions of the LOQ Manual. A total of five L0Q's ‘had one to four
’mi;sing responses out of‘ a tota{ of forty. An average score was
assigped to the missing ‘respon;esr as follows: 15' If the missing
respohse was a consideration ‘vqriable question; the average of the
consideratjon variable scores was used to replace. the’ dissing item
sCoren.  2) If the missing responsé Was an initiating étruciure variable
question, the average of the fn{fiating structure variable scores was
uskd tovréplace the missing item. score. Summary totals were recorded
after part three of the questﬁonnaire in séaces designed for the
1eadership-sty1e data. The printed questionnaire then contained all. of
 the daia(necessary for data entry-to a compute; disk.  After data entry,

_a .careful inspection of the data record was examined to verify the

- -
accuracy of the data.entry procedure.

8

. -

N
f

N
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The resulting data deck was, then processed through various §PSS

programs for statistical analysis éerformed on either the Burroughs
B6800 computer at Utah State University or the DEC 2020 computer at tJt ah

Technical Col]ege.gt Salt Lake. In Eddition, a Texas Instruments elec-

L4
.

tronic programﬁab]e calculator MBA and nonprogrammable Business Analyst
IT was used when analyzing the data produced by the computer.

.The descriptive, inferential, and correlational stati;tical analy-
ses used are indicated below. Consultation was sought and used in

making stat#stical analyses decisions, and in-interpreting and reébrtmng

™~

Statistical Técgg?zues

" The following statistical techniques were used to analyze the

data. These technigues are presented in order of the listing of the

¢
purposes and hypotheses of the study:
-~ - N M
Purpose Statistical Technique(s) -
1.Assess leadership Descriptive statisf{cs, using»range, mean,
styles. .and standard deviation displayed by frequ-
. ency distribution charts. ’
2.0rganization " Descriptive statistics, using range, mean,
structures and standard deviation displayed by frequ-

ency distribution charts. Factor analysis

to identify item response pattern with

Cronbach's A)pha reliability test to estab-
. ) lish item re]ia?ility.

3.Quantified program Descriptive statistics, using range, mean,
outcomes.. and standard deviation. Factor analysis to
identify = item response pattern  with
4 ‘ Cronbach's Alpha réliability test to estab-
: . lish item reliability.
»
4.Leadership styles - ‘Canonjcal correlation” analysis to test the
and organization strength of relationship between Teadership °
strycture relation- style- and organizational structure ' '

ships. variables.




S.Leadersh\P styles
differences by
type of institution.

6.Leadership styles and
organizational struc-
.ture differences by
region and type of
institution.

7»Strength of relation-
ship among leadership
styles and organization
structure on program
outcomes.

Hypothesis..

»

1.Relationship between

24
T-test, to test for variance to test for
differences between two-year and four-year
directors in terms of the two leadership
style variables. .

‘Two-way analysis of variance to test

theedifferences among the six regions and
between type of institution in terms of
director's leadership style and organ-
ization structural variables.

Canonical correlation analysis to test

the strength of relationship between
director's leadership style and organ-
izational structure on. measured cooperative
education program outcomes . :

Canonical analysis to test the strength of

% leadership styles and relationship and differing contributions of
organization.struc- leadership and organizational scales on
ture. _program outcomes.

/\

-~
Analysis of variance to test the differ-
ences among the six regions in terms of the

director's leadership style and organiza-
tion structural characteristics.

- 2.Difference among
regions. ’

Analysis of variance to test the dif-
year and four- ferences between two-year and foureyear

year institutions . director's leadership style and organ-
N . ization structural characteristics

. iffeé%ﬁce between

@ A f;ctor analysis proéedure was used to determine the multiple
items on the quéstionnaire which re]éted to .each -of the five
organization structura?ﬁpariab1es. (See Aébendix € ). This statis-
tical technique had 2 two-fold purpose: (15’ to confirm that the

questionnaire items developed to measure specific organizatiopal
1

-

variables (scales) have a sufficient amount of common variance to load

on the related organizational factors (Harman, 1967), and (2) to yield a
£

- . . . 4
set of factor scores which haye maximnum predictability in terms of the

canonical correlation on the organizational variab]eé’(%éiés, 1976).




A test of .nternal consistency usimg Cronbach's Alpha coeff1c1ent

as discussed by Cronbach (1970), compared the within-scale item correl-
ation&s to the between-scale item correlations. This .test of reliability
prbvided evidence of the multidimensionality of the variables (scales)
comprising organiza'tion structure and quantified >progrdm outcomes.

After the response patterns were eonfirmed and tested for reliabil-
ity, the use ef eanom:cal correlation to identify ady relationships
which may exist between leadership stytes, organization Structure, and
Co-op program outcomes is appropriate for analyzing the set of multiple
independen‘t variables relat%onship to each other and to the set of
mul€iple dependent variables (Dunham & Kravetz, 1975; Weiss, 1976).

The parametric infers(wtial 'techm'que o.f analysis of "variance ‘was
used to determine whether the mean scores from dxrector responses by

two-year and four-year mstltutxons d\ffered 51gmf1cant1y from each

.

other, and whether there existed ahy statistical interaction between
two-year and four-year, institutione, and the siifeg.ons in the Umt’ed
States (Borg & Gall, 1979). A criterion of .05 probability of F-ratios
was used for stati,stiéally significant differences. When significant
differences were found, the‘Tuk‘ey mulltip‘le range test was applied to

- identify where “differences exist between type of colleges and/or

region(s). ‘ “ . -
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FINDINGS . ) ‘

=, <
-

The overall goal of this study.was to analyze the relationship
between cooperative education director's leadership styie, f§elected

o .
organizational characteristics, and selected results of program

. ) }
operations. Z

Fhe purpose of this section ‘15 to present the findings of the

st%tisfital analyse of the data collected in this study. : The section

-
i

1s organized as follows:
a- Number of Questionnaires Returned

D- Béckgrouhd Characteristics of Respondents’

Cc-- Questionnaire Reliability

d- Purpose 1 ' ‘ L
e- Purpose 2
f; Pgrpose 3

9" Purposé 4 :
h- Purpose S“ { \

. i- Purpose 6 _ / ’ { i
- Purpose 7
k- :;ypotheSlS 1 ) N
) 1- ﬁypothesis 2 . . . & .
. m- Hypothesis 3 - / .
L n- Exﬁ]oratory Analysis ‘ ’ ’ ‘ /

Number of Questionnajires Returned ;

One hundred and eighty questionnaires were mayled to directors of .
L4 . -

. ¥
cooperative education progriams -<in anstftutions .6f higher education in
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T~ thé United Stat®. The random” s ampTe \of* 180 from a° sampling frame of

902 represented a 20% sample. Included in' the questtonnalres returned

: . were-five who reported that they nad discontinued their cooperative

-

v education prograns one of which was d\scontlnued because the college

‘had ceased operat ons. Those five colleges were Subsequently drgg‘ed
-~ N ® » . .
from the sample. . R T

The five deletions 1in the‘ onidinel sample of 180 \EoopErative
eddcation proggams resulted in a final ‘semple of- 175 cooperative-
! ’ educatign programs surveyed. A total of 146 - qﬁgstionnaires were~

returnéd. * - In¢ luded Within the returns were seven ﬁno returned blank
questionnaires and who refused to participate 1in the_stddy. Thds; there ‘
. were 139 usable questlonnaires$ representing a return.of 79.4%. ®
Table 1 displeys the original sample and ,.O'ns for two-year and

L * -
four-year colleges <in the six geograpnic regions surveyed. )
. I IR

" .
L bt hed
s

. Background Characteristics of Respondents

= =

' Part I (ltems 1-6, 9, 10) of the quest onnaire was desﬁgned oo -
v - obtain bac&groupd 1nformat.on about the responding directors. Item nine
—~ asked for “the director's  formal title and responses were used to
L} .

determine the status of the respondent. Table 2 displays the classes of
. 3 .

.

formal titles reported by respondents. Item ten asked for the
director's immediate superior’s formal- title and résponses were used to.

‘ ; confirm the reported organizatlonal placemeﬁt of the cooperatlve
' education program Table 3 dlsplays the "classes” -of formal trtles of

Sai ) %

directors 1mmed1ate Superlors as reported by respondlng directors.

. M *n
v . . . , k.

] 4
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Table-,l
Questionnairé Returns
‘ : = b T ‘
- : . - Number of 1 Number of Percentage
o 7 Region X Directors Surveyeda ‘Returns .,  of R&turns
k) T Four-year .
’ ,Cblleges and, <
T Universities : g -
: . [ é
1. (new England) 14 13 92.8
2. (Miadle States) 15 ' 13 86.7.
3. ) (Southern) _ 14 - 10 71:4
‘e ' 4. (North Central) 15 . 10 66.7
5. (Northwest) . 15 . 10 . -~ 66.7
_6. (Western) - 15 ‘ L 13 86.7
. ®  Subtotals . .88 ‘ 69 78.4
Two -year '
= Colleges . . s o
© 1. (New England) 15 3 3., . 533
I 2. (Middle States) 15 - 12 . 80.0
% (Southern) , 15 o 15 4 " 100.0
, © 4. (North Central) 14 12 T 85.7
. . 5. (Northwest) 15 . JU3 . 86.7
2 4 6. (Western) 13- 10 769
P ! . A . a o
- Subtotals : 87 . - 70 , 80.5
: . CTy
Totals 175 - 139 . 79.4 4

a. Less than 15 are colleges dropped from sampTe due to d]scontxnuance
of the coperat1ve educatxon program L )

ER R .
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Table 2 . . :
_Classes of Formal, Title of Respondents
- b ‘
. Relative
Formal Title Frequency Frequency *
: (Percent)
» v
™ 1. Director of Cooperative Education 72 51.8
: . 2. Director of Experiential Ed./Field Exp./ \
Internship/Community Placement 8 5.8 .
3. Coordinator of Cooperative~Educat:6n 24‘ 17.3 .
. ‘ -
~ { 4. Dirgctor of Coop. Ed. + other activities 8 5.8
5. ®1rector/Cha1rman/head of: . -
career planning/services/applied stud.es/ .
.~ occupational programs/community services 12 - 8.6 .
6. Dean/Chairman/Head . -
(No program following formal title) 5 3.5
7. Titles not identifying cooperative. ] : .
Education 10 7.2
_Total . "« 139 100.0
) Table 3 _ ‘
Classes of erord Formal Title of Respondent's «
< , + lmmedrate Super1or -
& -
Class of __— - . “ Relative
Formal Title . : Frequency . Frequency
: ’ Percent
— | (Percent)
1. President . 4, 2.9 ’
) 2.« Vice President/Provost * 39 ~ 28.1
3. Dean/Associate Dean/Assistant Dean 64 '46.0
4, Director . t 22 15.8
5. Chairman/Head <! ’ 8 5.8 .
Total - 139 1£0.0
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Yeary in Current Position

“cdrrent position.

¢
.

“ have nheld 'their current. position for five or more years.

” .

¥

L

- -

b,

4

- L standard deviation of 3.7 years (s=3.72). Overall, there appeared to be

v

' a broad. di‘%tr\'butmn of years-in-position with 65 respondents indicating

-

.. four or more years i'n'gomt"lon as co-op director.
A" ‘4 LI *~

e . Table 4

Table 4 indicates how™ long responding directors had held their
Tne€ résults Show 53% of the cooperative education
directors have held théir current positions. from 0-3 years, while 38.7%

Th% mean

¢ years-in-position of ’resg ndents was five years (X=4.80) m';gi—, a

) ’ % zears‘§in Current Position as Co-op Director *

i B Relagive Cummulative
- Absolute .- Frequency Frequency
Ye{a’r%ﬁ. ' Frgq\ué‘?‘lcy (Percent) (Percent)

S R 8.6 / © 8.6

IR e .24 -8 17.3 . 25.9

2L T T .. 15.1 ) 41.0

3 Y, 12.2 . 53.2

4. - 12 - 8.6 61.8

> 4’5 12 8.6 * . 70.4

£ —_—5 T, 8. . 5.8. 76.2

N ks 4 2.9 79.1

. »8 . .5 3.6 82.7

7 9. -5 7 3.6 86.3

- + 107 7 5.0 . ., 91.3°

, ‘ .11 6 4.3 95.6

: 12 . 1 .7 96.3

. , 14 S ‘ 2 1.4 97.7.

§ 315 s 2 0 1.4 99.2

17 1 - 7. 100.0

-
<
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Directors' Gender

31

The majority 174.8%) of two-year and four-year directors were male;

25.2% were female. . Table .S displays. the distribution of the gender of

. b3
cooperative educatipp director.respondents.
- "

\

-

-3

Table 5
Genger of Co-op Directors

: Absolute -.Relative
Gender Frequency + ~Frequency
Female 35 25.2
Male 104 . "74.8
Total 139 100.0 .

-

Directors' Age

Table & reveals that 137 of tne 139 responding directors were 25

years of age or older.

respondents was in the 30-34 year. age group.

-
z

-

The frequency group #ith the largest number of

The mean and median age

, : , >
.group was in the 35-39 year age ‘grosp, with a standard deviation of .
10.05 years. \\
‘ Table 6
Age of Co-op-Directors ’
. Relative’ Cummulative
- Age of Absolute *  Frequency Frequency
Director Frequency (Percent) (Percent) .
24 or under . 1 .7 .7
25-29 10 7.2 7.9
30-34 32 . 23:0 30.9
35-39 23 . 16.5 - 47 .4
40-44 28 20.1 67.5
45-49 10 7.2 74.7
- 50-54 13 9.4 .- 84.1
55-59 13 , 9.4 - 93.5
60 or over ' 8 5.6 99.2
Missing _1 .7 “—’//109.0 B
Total 139 100.0

3
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Hignest Educational Degrée -Attained by Directors ’

Table. 7. displays the- hignest educational degree attained by

requgging cooperative education directors. -Tne majority (59.7%) held
master™s degrees. Fully 80% of the respondents neld a master's deg:;;

or higher. The tso respondents reporting "otner" included notations

-
-~

an educational specialist's degree.

-

- g

; Jable 7
Highest Educatioral Degree of Co-op Dxre&ta'_

F

Relative Cummulative
tducational Absolute Frequency Frequency
Degree _ . Frequency ~ {Percent) (Percent)

‘\ . o »
Less than Bachelor's Degree 2 1.4 .7
Bacnelor's Degree 26 18.7 19.4
Master's Degree 83 59.7 - 79.1
Doctorate Degree 26 18.7 97.7
Other _2 - 1.4 -~ 100.0
Total . 139 . 100.0 ) )

Dxrectgrs' Years of Experience in Cooperative Education
Table 8 idemtifies the years of experience in ééoper;Zjvg education
, .
by the responding directors. Tne mean number- o?>yeérs of experience in
co-0p was & (X=6.30), with a standard deviation of 4.5 ;ears (s=4.46).
There was a wide distribution &f ‘number of years experience 1in

cooperative education. Wnile approximately half of the respondents had

five or less years experience, the other half had six or more -years of

- experience in cooperative education, with one respondent having 25 years

z A 3

of experience in co-o0p. .
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- . ' ‘ Table 8 .
T ~ _._Years of Experience in_Cooperative Education ... . ...
i ~ ‘

N Relativer Cummulative
« Years of Abso lute Freguency Frequency.
Experience Frequency (Percent) (Percent).

0 7 5.0 ~ 5.0
11 10 7.2 12.2 ¢

2 21 15.1 27.3

3 10 - 7.2 34.5

. 4 12 8.6 43.1

5 14 10.1 53.2

6 16 11.5 64.7

7 8 5.6 ¢ 70.3

8 6 4.3 74.6

9 9 6.5 8l.1

10 7 5.0 - 86.1

11 . ) 5 3.6 89.7

14 N 1 .7 90,4

15 - 7 _ 5.0 95.4

16 - 3 2.2 97.7

17 2 1.4 99.2

. 25 o L 100.0

Total~ 139 100.0 g
Type of Institution - " ;

Table -9 identifies the distribution ‘of public or private, two-year
and four-yéa? institutigns of higher educatzon’jn the United States from
which the co-op directors responded. Two-year publit -colleges were
predominant, representing 48.9% of those sampled; whereas, 1.4% of tnhe
two-year colleges were private,lnstitut1ons. Relatively more private
four-year colleges (18.7%) were represented 'tnan private two-year

colleges.

T

4

A
~J
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Table 9
Type of Institution of Co-op Directors

— -
y Relative - Cummulative
’ ' » Absolute Frequency Frequeacy
Type of College Frequency (Percent) (Percent)
Two-year . . : he
Public Cailege 68 48.9 48.9
Two-year .
Private College 2 1.4 50.3
Four-year '
Public College a3 : 30.9 81.2
Four-year .
Private College 26 _18.7 100.0
. A Y
- Total ' 139 ' 100.0 .
"t ’ Questionnaire Reliability ”

All of the returned questionnaires were examined for response

inconsistancy. As described in section [Il, the twelve Likert-type
’ ,
statements 1in section [[ of the questionnaire were designed for variec

response patterns. A1l  of the respondents ‘appeared to respond

“\appropr}asely to each of tﬁexkaert—type statements. "

A factor analysis proceduré was applied to the responses to the

Likert-type questions, items 11-22, and tq items 25 and 29-31, which
also had five _response categories. The purpose of this statistical
technique was to search for underlying commonalities in the responses.

Tne VYarimax rotdtion procedure was selected to maximize tne

s
,

varzance‘of the squared load}ngs‘?or eacnh column. Principal factoring

without 1teration (PAl) was selected to extract any sets of highly

correlated vérlables that may be present and not to 1impose any prior




; I 3.
assumptions about the general structure of the variables. Missing data_3

* - #as not replaced by the variable mean for computation of factor .

»

scores. 'The eigenvalue pattern was examined to determine points of

_ inflection, which could Qe mterpreted to determx:e the number of .
' - factors o be generated i future \terat:ons of the factor ana]ys1s
procedure. Points of inflection existed in two places: §1x factors
(eigenvalue .97180) and four factors {efgenvalue 1.33112).' Factor
“analysis procedures were applied, using all raw data, and forcing a sn.(
factor solution and a four factor solution. ~
To aid in the ipterpretation ofgthe data, the factor loading
" ﬂ " patterns were ortnogonally. rotated [varimax procédure). [tems which
cross loaded on two or more factors were difficult to interpret.’
Therefore, if an item h§a factor 1oa’d*.rjg of >|.3] on two or more '
factors, tne item was de]eﬁt»:ed. However, if the item loaded consideratMy -
- ‘n%gher on one factor and nad a minimal 'Ioa‘d‘;ng of >|.5] on the 'fa’ctor,z
the item was retained ‘to assure that no' item would be removed that might
contribute to an understanding of the dimensionality sought through tne )
B factorl analysis procedUre.‘The process was repeated for a total of five
~ aterations of‘ a six’factor solution and a four factor solution..
On the fifth” 1teration, it became’ ~apparent that the six factor
. so]utmn provided a solution which did not have items which cross 1oaded
on two or more factors. A seventh factor analysis was performed without
forcing the'num;)er of factors based on the eigenvalue pattern. The‘
re5u1tir{g solution confirmed the stability of a six factors solution,
T\ using ten 1tems. The resulting six factors had one, three item factpr;

’
[4

two, two item factors; and three one item factors. -

, i
- . : © 40 :
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A test of reliability was performed-on the factors with two or more

items, using Chnénbach‘s’A}pnazzzo determine the internal consistency of -

‘

the items comprising the solutions for three- of the multiple 1tem

. factors as discussed by Cronbach (19707. An'AlpﬁE'coéff1cﬁéﬁt'of .5 or

higher, as suggested by Nunnaljy (1978), was used for the criteria of*
determining tne reliability of the mult;BTé‘item factors.

The reSUItingr-test of reli1abiTity yielded Alpha coefficients as
shown in Table 10. ' ‘

Tanle 10 *
Factor Alpha Coéfficients.

L4 r

Factor ' Alpha Coefficients
. 1 ¢ .29747%
' 2 .84650 -
3

l‘ 085148

<

*Coefficient below criterion of ‘.5

Two of the three derived factor scales reached acceétablé levels of
internal consistency. Tabte “11 shows the factor scale number, the
generic title assigned each factor scale by the researcher, and the
questionnaire items comprising ‘ach of the two-factor scales, and the’
factgr loading for each item. "Alsp included in Table 11 are the single

item factors generated by the factor analysis procedures

[tem 27, aoministrative hierarchy, was compared to item tén, the

e

formal title of the director's 1mmed:ate superior, for response
consistency. All of the responses were the same for item ten and the

second level in the admnistrative nierarchy.
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Table 11
Factor Scales, Questvonnaire ltems, Factor Loadings, -
and Factor and item Means
] * ‘
— - 7 -
. Questionnaire Factor and
[tem No. Factor Loading [tem Mean
. Factor Scale 2. L. ) B
. UeCision-making authority : . 2.31 —
29. ’ .93 . 2.34
30. - ) .92 ' . 2.48
31. .75 2.12 .
Factor Scale 3. —
Form -task instructions s
are communicated 2.85
. .19, . ] .90 2.82 ’
20. o .89 2.88
Factor Scale 4. . ’ .
dAritlen Tearning objectives - :
21. 1.00 3[73
Factor Scale 5. . .
Loordinator's activities scheddled
- by administration .
17. .98 : 1.53
= Factor Scile 6. vt .
Coordinator™s scnedule own activies ’
15. .98 . { 2.81
The formal title of the director's immediate | superior was then
1nterprétaﬁ by the researcher as belonging to the academic -

]

(nstructional) part of the institution's organization or as a part of

-\

the non-acagemic part of the orgdnization. The titles were then given
, to Mr. Michael deAyora, Cooperative Education 5irector of Merced College
(a non-participant in this study) to be similarly rated. A comparison
of the two ratings, as suggested by Borg and Gall (1979) resulted in an
interrater coefficient of 94.34%. fhg proportion of academic -vs- non-

. academic titles were 76.26% kAcadem\c) and 23.74i (non-academic) which

o

Cofpared closely to directors' responses to :tem eight, the location of
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the cooperative education program within the academic (instructional)

" ~part of the institution's organization. The reported proportion of

program location was 31.9% academic and 18.1% non-academic.

The leadership styles of consideration and initiating strﬁfzure

were determined to be statistically independent by correlations between

~

the two constructs by Fleishman (1969). A Pearéon-product moment
correlation was applied to the leadership style scores of the responding
cooperative education directors. An r=-.06 resulted and was found not

to be significant at the .05 level. ~ ~

4

Unreliable dependent variables were encquntered on two of the five
dependent varfables: . ‘ .
. ) (1) There were 53% of the responding ‘directors who reported that no

full-time faculty were. involved as part-time co-op -

i

_coordinators. As < a program outcome , measure of faculty

l.

involvement, the large proportion of programs whtch reporfed

non-involvement was considered by the researcher as an

~unreliable measure of program effectiveness for further
ana1y51§. / Particularly, becauéé there exist other ways n’
whicn full-twme faculty may be involved in the cooperative
education program,‘such as; advising, credit certification, and
advisory committee membership.
(2) Tnére were 46% of the responding directors #ho did not respond
to the two items comprisimg the variab]e; Percent of co-0p
\ ‘emp10yers making. job offers to co-op graduates. The 95%
confidence’ interval was from 26.86% to 113.48%. There were

L d

nine directors who responded such that tne percentage of ~

employers making job offers exceeded 100%, with one as high as

1y " ~

s
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1800%. Those cases exceeding 100% were considered invalid.

The significant amount of missing data in combination with the -

extreme -confidence interval of thase who did respond was

- considered by the researcher as being unreliable for further

S——

. fea, analysis as a measure of program effectiveness.

" . . pu}ESZE“lz 'n{éidentify the Leadership Sfy]es, as measured by the
‘ Leédership Opinion .Questionnaire (LoQ), of Directors of Cooperative

/ Education Programs at Colleges and Universities in the,Uﬁ}ted States.
/ ~ The responses to the Leadership Opln;oanuestionnaire (Fleiﬁhman,
- 1969) provided scores for two leadership style dimensions of (1)
consideration and (2) initiating structure. Table 12 displays the raw

scores for both leadership dimensions. The mean consideration

W

percent1}e' score was 72 (X=72.02), with a standard deviation of 7

(s=6.80)". The mean initiating structure percentile score was 54
\

- ’
~

(X=54.07), with a standard deviation of 9 {s$=9.31). >

) The distribution of. the consideration raw, scores had a slignt
positive skewness of .17. The kurtosis was -.28. The mode = 55, me&n‘
(x=57.50), and median (m=57.54) were .taghtly grouped.

The distribution of the Initiating Structure raw scores had a

slight positive skewness of-.1l1. The kurtosis was 1.27. The mode = 41,

~ -

mean (x=43.04), and median (m=42.65) were tigntly grouped.
- o~ .

v

Purpose 2: To Measure Selected Institutional and Cooperaixve Education
et et

Program Organizational Characteristics which may affect Cooperative

Education Program Outcomes. )

The total number of employeés superws sed oy the responding
directors (questvagna:re item 7) varied from none (0Q) to 79.. Table 13

displays the number of employees supervised, the frequency of

s ——p
SJ3
P (J L)

» - ’ ©
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’ Table 12
" Leadership Opiniom Questionnaire Scores For
o . Cooperative Education Directors
Raw Seore
Raw Score . Initiating L,
——€onsTderation p Frequency Structure Frequency
46 3 19 1
47 1 25 .1
48 .2 26 1.
. 49~ 4 28 o1
50 - g 4 .29 1=
, st ., " 7 .31 1
52 3 32 1
53 10 33 L4
54 ‘ 6 3 2 .
55 13 . 35 - 4
.56 9 36 3
57 7 37 6
58 - 13 38 8
59 9 49 8
60 7 40 S5
61 9 41« 13
62 5 42 8
63 6. 43 10 .
64 8 44 g
- 65 5 45 7
s . 66 1 46 - 5
- ) 67 1 47 2
) 69 .. 2 48 5
*70 , 3 49 7
71 .. » 1 . 50 - 8
v 51 T 3
. 52+ _ 5
53 ;}x'if\ 2
55 L
' 56 [ 2
Vo ‘ % i
d © 63 1
\ 68 1
Total ] 139 139
\J L]
» o4
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occurrence,® and -the relative and tummulative, frequency & occurence.

The mean nuber of employees 5uperv1sed was 12 (X=12.18), with a “

standard deviation of 16 (s=15.64f. The distribution was ggsitjvely

skeweﬂ. )

~

Quest.onna.re 1tems 7a tnrough 7f requested respondlng directors to

report e,of “personnel supervised, as reported in item 7. Tab]e
. 14 displays the gques®ionnaire item- numper, the question and =the

resultant range, mean, and standard deviation.
. Q . | - . <
.Fhe placement of tne cooperaefge education program within the

¢ 4§gﬂst1tu fon's organization was requestdd ‘in dichotomous for%;

© o

resoonses to this itan (3) on the questionnaire was confirmed by

exam1nat.on of the title oF*the ﬁlrector s<immedi ate superior requested

. Ty - %,

initem” 9_ A]so tne written responses to the‘organxzat}ona] hier N

amined and confirmed tne respons° to'organlzatlon

-~

> “n item 27 were

4

b

¢

There were 113 d:rectb?s, {81.9%) who responded that ﬂ;? .

i

Cooperat.ve egucation Qrognan“wagﬁ lotated 30"tne .nstrur .owa.
J - : i -

(academ\c) organization. A tota] of'25 diréctors (13.1%) responded tnat

'0-' . N N ~

R R N L2 Ly, A
cooperative educationg was loca:ed in other fﬁhn‘ the 1nsfruct1ona1 LY

-

)
. There was one mlssxng response A RS

in the L\Kevt -type sectidn of the questionnaire (item

° . .

included questléﬁs on centrallzation;L standardization, and
fofmaT12at1on ' The institutional and program .stractural - charac- _
. - A

0 ter"tlc& as, measured by the’ quest.onna.re which had vaqy.ng response

v
~

-
[ ]

-

o patterns were' recoded to" develop 'cofslstency in the L:ker. scale

wq}ues. Taa#e 15 gisplays each quest.ongﬁ.re itam, tne wean responses

. % ~ “,_/
.to gacn 1fem and the corresponding standard déviation,

n

L3N . . " .
. -
- ~ . a B

. - 55 L -
c“_ . . v - u “‘ ‘ * & ‘




- s R ' Table 13 ¢
@ . ° Number ,ofssEmployees Supervised .
v v . - ‘ - \/ &
. B = . ! /
o —— —7 »
. . Relative Cummulative -
Number of . Frequency « Frequency
Employees .~ Frequency (eg.rcent) [Peicent)
0 .13 \ 9.4 ot e P
’ 1 22 15.8 . @ 25.2
2 11 7.9 © 331
3 13 9.4 42.5
“ 4. - o 10 7.2, v 49.74.
g 9 6.5 56.2
=6 , 4 2.9 . .59.1
7 1 E .7 59.8
. 8 . 3 .- 2.2 62.0
" 9- ¢ 6 4.3 '66.3 .
10 . 7 5.0 s 7.3
. 11 3 2.2 73.5
12 Tl 7 74.2
13 . 1 7 74:9 -
14 4 2.9 77.8
16 1 7 * 78.5 ;
) 18 .3 2.2 .- 80.7
19 1 .7 , 8l.4
20 2 - 1.5 82.9
21 .1 7 - 83.6
. 22 1 ) 7 84.3
23 2. 1.5 - 85.8
25 o1 © 7 86.5 :
Lo g‘e S 1.5; -88.0 é
28 1, . 38.7
D 1 7 89.4
T 31 1 7 90.1 ~
35 "1 .7 90.8 s
36 1 .7 g.s '
37 1 . 7 ]
1 ~ 40 1 X - .7 92.*,
‘ s 42 i 93.6
43 .7 94,3
44 .7 95.0
&ty 45 ’ 7 95.7
e 49 . 1 . .7 96.4
. 54 .1 7 97 51
55 N .7 97.8
N ‘58 2 1.5 99.3
79 1 .7 1000 '
A Totals 139 100.0 ) ’ -




. . Table 14 ) ' ‘ .
' Type of Employees Supervised by the Responding Directors '

'y »

[tem . Standard .
Number Question ° Range Mean QDeviation Median Mode

7a How ‘many full time 0-16 0.98 1.69 1.47 1.00
cooperative education -
coordinators reported ) .
directly to You? ) -

b~ How many part-time - 0-42 5.87 8.53 7.13 1.00
= ~ cooperative education - :
= coordinators (tnat ‘are
instructional faculty :
employed at tne college .
X fulT-time) reported //)'
directly to you?

- 7¢c”  How many full-time 0-4 0.33 0.49 .1.29 1.0
administrative assistants, .

R did you 'directly
) superyise?

° 7d How many fuli-zime 0-5 0.94 0.79 .15 1.00- - '
’ . cooperative education : -
clerical/secretarial » . 1
personnel reported
directly to you?:

Te dow many full-time . 0-55 2.20 6.84 3.00 1.00
other-employees
reported directly to you?

o Tf Hol many part-<ime 0-45 1.58 4.98, 1.63 1.00
) ’ other employees
reported directly to you?

-3

(WA

]
-t




- Lo " Table, 15+ ¢
e . " Directors' Responses.to Likert-Type Questionnaire [tems,
T ) The.r Means and ‘étandard Deviations i f
~‘ - , ’ . -~ ' . .

- s s . . t

-

i=Least’Resemb1es, 5=Most Resembles ‘

Questiqnhé}re oo o . Standard -
-2 B Item Number Quéstion o “Mean Deviation

% 11 To obtafz.xnformatxon about . 3.79 1.48
f ’, cooperat1ve‘educatlon students L
. must go to ‘a s1ngle cooperative .
. educatxon office. '
. 12 Instructional (Academic) departments 4.0l 1.62 N
award cooperative education credit.

. ~= 13 All cooperative eaucation coor- L2.76 1.84
» dinator offices are lgcated in
various academic department offices.

|

3

: 14 Student work p}acements are made 2.78" 1.61
. -~ by the cooperative education :
director only.

~ IR I Coordinator's activities are solely 3.19 1.45
4 r scheduled by each 1nd1vxdua1 coor- :
’ " .« dinator,

16 Coordinator's activites are scheduled 3.32 1.64 -~
“by collaborative effort between .
each- xndividual coord.nator and the
co-op director.

17 Coordinator's activities are scneduled 1.53. . 1.04 r,
by the institution's administration. .

18 Program evalgation methods and , 3.33 1.63
i frequency are not standard$zed R
. : . institutionally, but depend upon ’
’ : the experience and motivation of
, €0-0p personne]

a . = R
v 19 - “Task imstructions to co-op personnel 3.18 1.33
i . take the form of oral communipations.
'20 Task instructions 25 Co-op personnel 2.88 1.28
. -~ usually take-the férm of written N '

documents, -




zr
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Table 15 Continued .

21 Learning objectives are written on 03.73 1.53
standardized forms and copies are
held by the director, coordinator,

. student, and employer. '

22 : Cooperative education Yorms, and/or 4.45 .92
brochures, and/or manuals are normally ’
distributed to co-op and institutional
personnel, co-op students, and employers. ~

Formallzat1on. questions (item 23 and 24) were in dichotomous
foqm. Possible résponses-ﬂere "yes" and "no". Responses’of “unknown"
and "not applicable™ were tréated as missing data.

¢ i

Questionnaire item 23 asked, ."Does your . institution have- an
organizational chart?" Directors' responses were 113-yes (81.3%), 9-no
{6.9%), with 17-unknown (12.2%). /

Questionnaire item 24“ésked, "Do most of the institutional
personnel receive a copy of the written organizatiqnal chart: includ1ﬁg
revisions?” Directbrs' responses were 77-yes (55.4%), 46-no (33.1%),
15-not apélicabie (10.%}): and one miésxng ri;ponsea .

Formalization duestionnairé (item 25) "asked directors; “To what

extent are- there written job descriptions for co-op personnel?"  The

five response categories and percent responding were as follows:

11- none (18%) - - - ) .
-._e- . * j -
" 2 - Director only-(19%) . ~
3 - Director and full-time coordinators (Si)
4 - Director and all full-time personnel (17%)
5 - All full-time and parf-txmé~co-op persbnnel (40%)

‘The -last formalization questionnaire item {26) asked directodd:
“Are there™3 written procedures, ruies, and policies' manual for the

3
operation of the co-op program?" Possible responses were coded 2-yes,

]




.. . , 46
"l-partially, 0-no. There were 88 (63.3%) of the directors who responded

"yes," 33 ~(23.7%i responded ."partially", and 17 (12;2%) responded
"no.” There was one missing response. | T
Questionnaire item 27 asked directa;s to identify, by tl}]e,‘eachﬂ
level (super%orgsuborQ1nate relationship) of administration that‘existed
between the respoﬁding director and the president of the institution.
‘There were' five who responded that they. reported directly to the
president (one level). The upper I{mit of éhe 1évels of hierarcy, was
SiX, reported:by three directors. fhe mode was three levels in the
hierarchy with 54 directors responding. The mean was 3.2 (2=3.é4) with
.a standard deviatioms of one 4$=lq00): - T : ‘ =
Item 28 of the questionngzre asked directors to identify, by title,
each level (superior-subordidate ‘relationship) of administration that.
existed between a cooperative education program director and a co-op
coordinator. There were 43%"who reported that the coordinator reported
directlx to the director (one level), 41% reported two levels, 14%
reported three levels, 1%.reported fou} levels, and 2% reportqg five
1evelsf‘
The extent of decision-makindr‘aJthority was lqequested by three

B

items (29, 30, 31) of the questionnaire. These questions were developsd
. . VAR

as part of the centralization structural variable. 'Table 16 displays

each questEonnaire item, +the mean responses to eaeh item, ahd the

corresponding standard deviation.:® ' : ‘
. o

!
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Table 16
Directors' Responses to Decision- -Making Questions,
Their Means and Standard Deviations
* Response Scale:
1 - No decision input
2 - Minor decision input
) 3 - tqual participation on decisions
4 - Major decisio#®input ®
-5 - Only I make tne decisichs
Questionnaire ’ . Standard
[tem Number Question - . Mean Deviation
- 29 To what extent do you, as the 3.66 1.08
cooperative education director, .
make decisions to hijre personnel :
L ’ o for, your department? . ot . x

30 To what extent do you, aﬁlthe - 3.52 1.14
cooperative education \director, make .
personnel assignments related to,the

- . operation of cooperative educat1on7

31 £ To what extent do you, as the coop- 3.88 1.09
erative education director, make
personnel assignments related to the
operation of cooperative education?

‘; .
-~ ‘ Purpose 3: To measure selected quantified coopérative education program
, “outcomes.,
. Part 111 of the gquestionnaire requested information relative to the

, operation of the cooperative education program duFing the 1979-1980

school* year. Questionnaire items 32-41 requested respondents to, report

{

~

the éctual number of persons, work stations or dollars.
‘The total student eProT1ment (head coyntﬁ‘ in the cooperative

education program dufing the fall term of 1979 (item 32) was reported By

138 of the respondents. Thg co-op program enrollments ranged from ome —

to 4,500. The mean program enrollment was 234 (X=233.81), with a

*
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standard deviation of 535 (s=535.26). The ¢mstribution was p051t\ve1y

skewed, with a median of 72.5 and a mode of 25.

A

The total number of academic (nstructional) departments, who had

students enrolled 1in cooperative education (item ,33), was reported by .

132 of the respondents. The range+was one to 108. The mean number of

departments was 15 (X=14.50), with a standard deviation of 15

(s=14.90). The distribution was positively skewed, with a median of

*10.25 and a mode of five departments.

’

Questionnaire [tem 34 was in contrast to the number of students

enrolled in cooperative education. Students working on cooperative work

assignments can be different from the number of students enrolled 1in

cooper ative education. Some Co-0p students may be working, while others

may be on campus during a term.” Not all cooperative education programs

enroll students because credit 1s not awarded. Thd total number of

students wvorking on cooperative education work assignments was reported

by 137 responding directors.” The rangé of working co-op students was

seven to 4,251. The mean number of working co-op students was 344 °

(22343.51), witn a -standard deviation of 578 (s=577.90).° The
distribution was positively skewed, with a median of 125.0 and mode of

110.

Questionnaire item 35 requested the total budget amounts from -all

“sources whlch‘uas spent for the operatlon,ef the co-op program during
the 1979-1980 fiscal year. There were 31 (22%) of the dlrectgrs who did
not respond. The co-op budéet expended ranged from 32,000 to
$1,000,000. The mean expenditure was $79,000 (x=$79,078), with a
standard. dgviation of . 5107,000. (s=8107,245). The distribution was

bosmtmve]y skewed, with a median of $56,500 and a mode of $50,000.

le

-~



lhe total number of job offers made to ‘%ooperat%ﬁe e;:::§;§2
graduates (item 36) was reported by 78 (56.1%) of the re§ponding,
directors. Nine of the responses excgeded the number of co-op employers
providing work sta&ions during the previous school year. The number of
co-op employggp making job offers cannot exceed the 'number of co-op
emp!oye;s.who provide work stations to coLop students. Therefore, those

L 4

nine responses were considered invalid. Thus, 69 (49.6%) of the
responses were considered valid. The range of response; varied %rqm one
to 653. For those who responded, the mean was 72 (x=72.22), with a
standard deviation of 116 (s=115.94), ’T;e d;strrbut1on was positively
skewed, with a median of 30 and a mode of f;;e.

Questidﬁnamre 1tem 37’wa; intended to }dent%fy the ﬁoté} numbé; of
job openings provided by 'co-op ehployers for cooperative education
students.. fhere were 2 (15.8%) of tne directors who did not respond.
The range of job ppenings was from seven to 2,400. The mean number of
job openings was 255 (X=254.61), with a Standard deviation of ,386
(s=385.83). The d1stribut{on was positively skewed, with a median of
95.25.and a mode of 20. -

The total rumber of _ écadeyzc (vnstructional ! departments in the
entire 1nstitution (item 58) was reported " by f98 (92.1%) of the
directors.' The number of academic departments ranged from two to °185.
The mean number of departments was 29 (Z=28:76), with a standard
deviation of 26 (s=25.67). The d1str:bution was positively skewed, with
a median of 21.0 and a mode of seven. :

The total numbler of full-time 1instructional faculty at the entire

institution (item 39) was reported by 130 (93.5%) of the directors. The

number of full-time faculty ranged from 15 to 2,200. The mean number of

3
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fult-time faculty was 238 (X=238.30), with a standard deviation of 320

- ($=319.86). The aistrabution was positi;e\y skewed with a median of
127.5 and a mode of 250.

Questionnaire item »30, requested - the total -number’_of part-time
fnstructional faculty * (not considered fu]]-tim§‘ emp]éyees by the
institution). There werg 114 (82%) of the directors who responded. The
'.number of part-time faculty ranged from one to 1,200. The mean was 164
' (§=165.87), with® a standard deviation of 208 (s=207.66). The
distribution was positively skewed, with a median of 80.5 and a mode of
30. e

The!total student enrollment (head couni) at the..entire institution
during .the fall term of 1979 (item 41).was reported by i35 (97.1%)'0f>‘
the directors. The instituiiona] enrollment ranged from 364 to
31,000. The mean enrollment was" 7,066 (X=7,066.38), with a stgﬁda}d

deviation of 6,974 (s%6,974.20). The distribution was positively
skewed, with a median of 4,800 and' ai‘mode of 1,500- studentsy

Table 17 prov1desja summary of -the }vqrages and standard deviation
for, the comguted‘coopeéative education outcome varjables. The dependent

]

. : . o \ '
variables were computed, using the questionnaire items described above.

The percent of cooperative education students enrolled was computed
by dividing ifem 32 (total' student enrollment in fﬁe cooperative
educatibn program) by vitem 41‘ (total studenF enrollment at the
institution) multiplied by 100. The resulting percentage of cooperative
education students enrolled varied from less than one‘percent to as'high
’ as‘87%. Thg meén was 4% (x=4.37), with a staégard déviation of 10%°

(s=10.18), Tne distribution was positively skewed with a median of

2.13% and a mode of .33%. There were 135 (97%) valid cases.

, .‘ o
, eq4
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Table 17 -
Summary of Averages and Standard Deviation-for each
Cooperative Education Program Qutcome Measured
Description . . Standard N
of Measure -Mean Deviation Median Mode
Total student enroliment 3n 233.81 535.26 72.50 25 ;}
the co-op program, Fall, 1979 °
Total academic déPartments who  14.50 14.90 10.25 5
had students enrolled 1in .
cooperative education. -
Total students working on 343.51 477.90 125.00 110
cooperative education work
assignments, '
Total budget, from all $79,078 $107,2%5  $56,500 $50,000 ‘
sources, spent for the P
operation of the co-op
program during the » -~
1979-1980 fiscal year.
\
Total job offers made to 72.22 115.94 30.00 + ' 5
cooperative education & -
graduates. .
. .
Total job Bpenings provided 254.51 385.83 95.25 20
‘by co-0p employers for
cooperative ‘education students .
Total academic departments 28.76 25.67 21.00 e 7
in the entire institution. ' ,
_ Total full-time instructional 163.87 2@7.66 80.50 30
faculty at the entire
fnstitution. . "
Total student enrollment . 7,066.38  .6,974.20 4,300 1,500
at the entire institution
fall, 1979, ’
(U;;‘a ~
. i
E5
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The percent of full- t}me faculty who are part-time cooperat\ve

education coordinators was, computed by dividing item 7b (part-t1me c0-0p

coordinators who were full-time instructional faculty) by item 39‘(tota1
. ’ number of full-time instructional faculty at the 1nst1tut10n)‘mu1tiplied
by 100. The resulting percentage of part-time co-o0p coordinaters wno
are instructional faculty ranged from zero percent to 58%. The mean’ was
9% (x=9.41), with a standard deviation of 13% (s=13.33$.‘ The
distribution was/?9&1tively skewed with ahmedian of 4.00% and a mode of
.56%. Tnere were»65 (47%) valid cases. This variable/was conslgered

unreliable for further analysis. ., ' TN

The percent of academic departments with cooperative education

students was computed bj dividing 1tem 33 (tdtal number of academic

»

departmenii with co-op,students) by 1tem 38 (total.number of academic
departments at ‘the entire znst1tut1on)‘ ’The percent of academic
departments with co-0p students ranged from 2% to 100%. The mean was
56% (x=55.96), with a standard deviation of 30% (s5=30.10). The
‘d1str1but%on was positively skewed, with a medlan of .55.04% and a mode
of 100%. There were 126 (91%) valid cases.

The cost per cooperative education student placement was computed

by dividing item 35 (total cooperat1ve eduation budget) divided by item
34 ‘ (total number of cooperativé education - students on work
assignments). The cost per co-op .placement ranged from 325.00 to
$3,000.00. Tne mean was 3511 {X=$510.63), with a standard deviation of
£574 (s=3573154). The d1str14/t1on was pos1t1ve]y skewed, with a median
of $282.00 and a mode of $333.33. There were 105 (76%), valid cases.

_The percent of CO-0p emp]oyers making job offers to cooperative

education graduates was computed by d1v.d1ng 1tem 36 (total number of

~
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job offers made by co-op employers to eo-op graduates) by item.37 (tota}

number of work stations provided by co-op enp]oyersj multiplied by
. 100. The percént of job offers made by co-op employers to co-op
graduat€s ranged from one to 100%. The mean was 46% (%=46.31), with a

standard deviation of 35% (s=35.31k. The dis§§1pufion was positively

s kewed With-a median of 32.30%, and a mode of 100%. There were 78 (56%) o
who responded and 69 (50%) of ghe cases were valid. This variable was
considered unreliable for ?urther analysik.

Table 13 provides a summary of the averages and standard deviation

for the Fomputed cooperative education outZome variables.

g ‘ " Table 18
Summary_of Averages and Standard Deviation for the Computed
Cooperative Education Pro§>an Outcome Variables :

-

Description of Standard
Variable . Mean Deviation Median Mode

1. The percent of ;ooperaiive 4.37% 10.18% 2.13% .33%
education students enrolled. .

2. The percent of full-time 9.41% 13.33% 4.00% .56%
faculty who are part-time
cooperative education
coordinators.*

3. The percent of academic . . 55.56% - 30.10% 55.04% 100%
departments with ‘ : '
cooperative’ education

students. ‘
4. The cost per cooperative  $510.63 $573.54  $282.00 $333.33
educatian student placement. i
5. The percent of co-op - 46.31% 35.31% 32.30% 100%
employers making job b -

offers to.cooperative
education graduates.*

- A )
*Cons idered unreliable for further analysis,
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Purpose 4: To determine f relationships exist between director's

<
-

- leadershjp style and characteristics of the program and inStifution's . .
organizational séructure. ‘

Table 19, identifies the independent variables of leadership style,

and organizational structural variables, treated as the dependent
varianles and tested by the canonical correlation procedure. )

The canonical correlation analysis procedure employing the

variables described in Table 19 resulied 1in no significant relationships

-at the .05 level. The corre}ééion matrix for the variables in Table 19

are displayed n Appendix 0.

Purpose 5:  To describe. the differenqgs in  cooperative educa{ion
"axrector's leadership style petween two-year and four -year institut{ons.
| —_—

A T-test for differences among the leadership style score means of
the two-year colXege‘co-op directors and the.four-year college diréctors
was used to c6mpare resbonses of each group i;z tneir perceptions.of
their leadership styles of consideration and initiating structure. The
T-test"T?gs applied to each leadership %ty}e dimension for the two
respondent groups. The level of significance was set at the .05
level. As can be seen from Table 20, no significant differences extisted
‘between two-year college co-op directors and four-year co-op directors

on tne two leadersnip style dimensions of consideration and initiating

structure,
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s M ¢ “ Tabl S .
N A Independent and Depende ?amables Tested by t ‘
oL . Canom,cal Correlation Analysis for Purpose 4 L,
s s . INDEPENDENT VARIABLES*  Cer C '
. Symbol’ ) .*Description < . Variable Measure .,
) ’ — T bl - - E
-« RawC ‘Raw score on leadership style’ Considerat.ion
- - d1mension of consxderat‘;on S ) - o
' Raw 5. Raw score on leadership style . Structure’ .
S ™ . . /dxmenszon of imitiating structure . ) *:", S
.t . . .DEPENDENT VARIABLES . L
. Symbol | . . Des¢ription . . . . Variable Measure
~ v * - I
’ . CENT 2 Decision making authority - \Central.%fati*o,g‘*
- ’ - - . - > . . b '? *
ST01 -~ Task instructions oral.or written Standardization
B . a0
’ . p 4
. SD1 Coordmator schedocles own actht.es . Standardization -
% a < 2 -
sb3 . Coordmator gt]vxtxes .scheduled by : Sta’oardiza;ionf '
. jnstitutxon adm.ms’crauon . ’
- . l s
FML Learning obJectwes written’ on " Fprmalization
: standardized forms and copies ~ .
T N p -, . d1str‘1buted . T
R - ORGPTHAC ' Co -0p program located wn;h.n ' P_]acement within ,
L - ) © academic or nonyacademic organization .
. D orgamzah n . v o
4 - N i
1 - f" -
SPANCONT Number of employees who directly Tonfiguration
» report’ to the co-op director .
.~ ’ (Span of« cont_y(ﬂ), . - kX N
i ‘;) ~ o 0’ . ) = a “\\\-A‘J (=% R . -
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A Tabi'e 20, © ., ot
T- test Results for Diffefence’ Between Two- -year and Four-year
P CollegeJCo op Oirectors on their Leadersn\p Style Score Means .
) . CI Y U
Leadersnip® ’ Type of . HNo.'of - ° Standard 2-Tail
*Style Variable Ynst.tutzon Cases. Mean Deviation T-value ﬁ.f.Pﬁobabetty
- v ’4\ - ‘ -~ . l \ ‘
CONSIDERAT [ Olaa .. , . )
' ‘ . 2-Year 70 57.04 5.14
A +College . _
{ " : ‘ . -1.10 137 ., 0.32
. 4-Year 69 57.97 5.78 . L

INITIATING' College”
STRUCTURE -~ - «
$ “2-Year 70 43.29 8.25

NN . College’ . ) ) *
. ' Co 39 - 137 ,0.69
. 4-Year 69 42.80 6.21 '
‘ College 4
Purpo 6: TJo deScribe any d}ffereoces which may exist among the six

geographic‘ regions in the United States (Appendix A) and type  of
nsts tutlon in terms of director's 1eadersh:p sty]e and organizational
. structural cnaracter.stms on program outcomes.

,/r—\‘\ﬁé two-way analys1s of variance (ANOVA) . among the 1eadersh1p style

~

variable means and the organtzatzon structural‘varﬂable me ans of ca-0p

"dlroctor\s at two-year and four-year colleges in the s1x reglo?\s was

applxnd to determine if differences ‘Td ' 1eadersh P sty]e and v .

organizational structure on progran outcomes exlsted fhe analysis of A

.

- varsance was applied ta eagh of the two 1eadersh¥p style Ngri}bies of
cons®deration eand' 1n1t1at%ng structure, and- go the organizational
\structura ﬂrtables of centtaﬁ‘izatzon standardizatijon, formaHzation}

-

placement mthm the organization, and configuration, to each of the

. three ‘program outcomes of percent of total students: who are .co-op‘
- b ‘ *

students, percent of total academic departments who have €c0-0p stgoents, )

-n d °
. ‘ ’'e
) .
.

~ 8
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and cost per cooperative education.student placement, Where swgntftcant
' ’ T N
. - 7 .
differences at the .05 level appeared, the means in each cell were

v

. ) . .
examined for differences,

. Table 21 and Figure 1 display 4he Independent Varrables that were
used with two-year and four-year, colleges,'and regions in the United

States on each of the.three dependent variables of cooperative education
L)
. program outcomes. Variable CENTZ and STDLl (Decision-making authority

agg form of task comﬁunicatzon) we?e'determieed,by the factor analysis
and rel%ability procedune described on pp 62-65. ‘Variaple S01, SD3, and
FM1  (Coordinators schedule teeir own act}vittes, administration
MY scnedules co-op coord.natot's act.v1tzes and1leaenzhg objectives are
written on standardlzed forms) are stngle item factors Aerived by the
factor analysis procedure descrzbed on pp 62-65. These variables have
not. been determtned to be reliable measures. rHerver; aue to the
response\ pattern on the s.ngle item factors «résulting in 'relatively

-

dtst.nct commonalLtles the resedrcner Included the 1tems in the analysis

. &

of variance procedure. ..0Organizational’ Plaqement of the’ cooperative

ey

education program within the institutional organitational structure was
-determined to be reliable as a reéult of the interrater relfability
‘ procedure described on pp 62-65, and included in 'the ané*ysis of
var%ance procedure. The number of emp)oxees dzrectly reportwng t
cooperative eeucatton director (Span “of Control) was used in the
analysis of varshnce procedure. There is ho relrability data available

' * on the span of controéiiﬁs reported by the respondxng dmrectons but. was
- * » »

t ’ . : -
differences existed on the >eﬁorteq span of control for ‘cooperative

education directors.

; includgd id the  analysis of variance procedure to determine f

N

'L\l

.

s




s

.

}

Tregtment ]

»
3

b

Table 21
ariaples‘App

led to Means of Program Outcomes

_ Treatment Variables

* Two-year College an

d Fodr~year College

Z

Region in the Umite
1=New England
2=Middle States
3=Southern
4=North Central
5=North West

a

d States:

.S

6=Western
Tndependent Variables
o . Reliability
L Organizational Determined
Sympo 1 Description Variable Yes No
]
. CENT2 Decision Making Centralization "¢ X |
Autnority . -vs- ; ‘ ,
o Decentralization )
STD1 / Form of Task Standardization | X I
Communicat ion -t P,
S0l Coordinator Standgardization P X
N , Schedules their ; ;
- own activities ;
S03 Administration Standardizat fon X
. _ schedules coord: - i
indtor's activities : f
FML Learning objec- Formalization X
’ . tives written on ! ‘
Standardized Forms s
ORGPTHAC ‘Organizational Organizatiomal X
) Placement 9% the Placement ' :
Cooperative Education TN !
e Program within the ; .
' Institutions Organ- S '
- ‘ 1zataonal Structure . o '
SPANCONT Span of Control of Configuration D) X
¢ “the Responding Coop- S
v erative tEMucation ’ :
Director | | v
’ = )
¢/ R
»
. . ®

b

- d

o
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The result of the two- way analysis of variance was a set of six

w

two-way interactions that were signiflcdnt at the

,

-

.05 level.

Table 22

displays’ the variables which interacted on the dependent variables that

were statistically significant.

r

The table reference for each interaction

in Table 92 refers to the following tables ana figures which di'splay the

means for each of the
\

interaction terms.

Tab}e 22

R Stat\stwca}}y ngn\f.canx Interactions of the Means of
Ingependent Variables and College Type or Region in the United States

»

.College Type College Type ,Region Region . -
by by i by Cby-
tandardization tandard\zatton Standardization Standandwzat on
Dependent Variable: Yarvable Jvariante: Variable:
Yariaole Form of Task Admm.strat.vp ;form of Task Co-0p° .
. Cotmusiication  Scheduling of iCommumic¢ztion |Coofdinators
. 1Co-op Coordin- " |Schedule their
.ators Activites| . own Activities
T A‘ - .Ii
-Ve-Percent 4 K . . i .
'of "Total See Taole See Table iSee Table Q
Stugents 23 for 24 for o125 for
who are  Cell Means Cell Means Cell Means.
Coopera- and and, . tand. '
tiye Figure 1 _Figure 2 ° » F\gure 3
gduCatyon for for for . .
é&&qﬂii:> Interactions = Interactions "Ingeractions -
‘ Y , . i c!
X-Percent Ske Taple See Table ' See Table
of Total 26 for T 27 for ! 28 for
Academic Cell Means Cell Means ’ Cell Means
Depart- and ‘ t and ! and
ments wno Figure 4 '.'rigurﬂ 4 Figure 6
nave for ffor ‘ : | fore
Co%p Imteractions . ilnteractions Interactions
“Students ¥ =
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The statistically significant interaction between two-year and

four-year colleges and among responses to the form ‘of- task communication

,

on.percent of total students who are cooperative educations students was

difficult to analyze. Examination of Table 23 and Fxgare 1 reveals an
interaction occurred between two-year and four-year college directors

.

who responded :to low standardization for the measure: tasks are

communicated orally. Thus, four-year directors have higher percentages
. . . N °

i L. , . 3
of co-op students tnan two-year directors .ano responded that tasks are
-~ . -

communicated oraily, ’

’
.

s

Table 23 o <
Cell Means for Statistically Significant lniteractiona Between
TWo-year ana Four-yéar College Jirectors' Responses to Standardization
Variable, Form of Task Communication on Dependent Variable V, Percent
of Total Stugents wna are Cooperative E£ducation Students
T

& . -
Cell means = Percent of Total Students who arz Cooperative Education

Students. [
_ Task instruct?on§;0ral ) T;sk ?ﬁgzruct1ons Aritten
. (Low Standardizat¥on) -------.- (High Standardization)
., g &
Directors! : ;
Nymerical 1 $ 2 3 4 . 5
Response )
Tao-year | ) ) .
College . 3.04% 2.49% 4.48% 9.58% . 2.63%
(x=4.48%% e
ra F‘ N T ry v
Four-year .
College - 8.06% 0.82% 2.82% 7.32% o 3.01%
(X=4'40%) - ‘
< . . L
a—gzgn:fxcancé of F=0.003 ' ) o
* 'ﬁ
AY ‘ )
' 74,
[ ’ ) ' '. -




Percent
of Total
Students

-
Yho are

L%

Cooperative
Educatjon

Students ..

Eigure 1.

10%

| 1 } i I
1 2 3 4 5
Low High
Standardization Standardization
(Oral) {Written)

> Form of Task Communication

2

~

Two-way interactions between two-year and fodr-year college:
directors' respenses to standardization variable, form of ¢
task communication on dependent variable V, percent of
total students who are cooperative education students,
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Jhe statistically significant interaction between two-year and

four-year colleges and among responses to tne question of administration
scheduling coordinator's actw?itxes, on percent of total students who
are cooperative education students was difficult to interpret.

Examination of the mean responses dzsplayed in Taole 2B, and Figure 2

suggested that tnere may have peen a significant difference for response
. 3, intermediate standardization. Four-year college directors appear to

have higrmer percentages of co-op students than two-yeaf college

-

directors who responded in the same manner. )

Table 24
Cell Means for Statistically Significant Interactiona Between
Two-year ana Four-Year College Directors’ Responses to
Standardizatiofy Variaple, Administration Schedules Co-op
Coordinator's Activities on'Dependent Variable V, Percent
of Total Students .ho are Cooperative Education Students

s

Cell Means = Percent of Tpyal Students Who Are Cooperative
€ducation Students. 7

——

Administration Does Not Schedule Adminxstration‘Schedu}es
Coordinator's Activities Coordinator's Activities

. (Low Standardization) =---=-ew-z-- {High Standardization)

Directors'
Numerical ) 1 .2 3 4 . 5
Response
.« Two-year . .\
" College . 5.28% 2.57% 2.82% 3.42% . 1.39%
(X=4.46%) . : - .
) f
: Four- year , ' .
College 4.43% 2.49% . 8.90% . 2.60% 1.47%
(X=4.29%) - .

-

»* . ¢

:a-S:gn:f1cance of F=0.013 ’

r

~d

i
~J
e




10% |— . - -
Percent 9% —
of Total 8% —
Students 7% —
Who are 6% —

Cooperative 5% —

Education 4% —.
Students %;'-
J
2% — R
1% |— )
l | | | |
. 1 2 3 4. 5
- . Low . High
o Standardization ) Standardizaticn
~ (Least Resembles) (Most Resembles)

Adpinistration Schedules Colop Coordinator's Activities

. E )
td
-« . ! e
Figure 2. Two-way interactians between two-year and four-year college.
directors' responses to standardization variable,

s

ggmin1stration schedules co-op coordinator's activities on
dependent variable V, percent of total students who are
cooperative .education students, ., "

R

-
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The statistically significant "nteraction among regions and

responses\fb the form of task communication on percent of total students

e

who were cooperative education students was difficult to ana ere ,

" does not appear to be’ any interpretable pattern e isting anbng the

means, as snown in'Table 25 and Figure 3.

<+
. , Table 25
Cell Means for Statistically Significant Interactiona Among Directors’
Responses 1in the Six Regigns in tne Unitea States to Standardization
Yariable, Form of Tasg Communication on Dependent Variable Vv,
Percent of Total Students wno are ({ooperative Edupa;won Students
H
: I3 = \\ -
Cell Means = Percent of Total Stugents wno are Cooperative
Education Students, ) . -

Task Instructions Oral Task Instructions Written
{Low Stangardization) ------ (Hign Standardization) .

[ !

Directors' K EAREER .
Numericat - ¢, 1 2 -3 4 5
Response

~

Region i .-
New Englana 1.92% 1.13% 9.35% ¢ o-75% None
{354.23%) ‘ Responded

Reé:qn 2
Middle States: 13.69% 1.34% 2.84% ' 26.40%" . 2.12%
(i=;0.87%) :

Region 3 :
Southern 2.47% 3.33% 2.39% 1.98% 4.77%
(X=2.77%; o :

Region 4 :
Nortn Central 2.98% 4.17% 3.73% - 7.91% 1.59%
(X=3.58%) . : ‘ ( .

Region 5 SR \
North Western 2.46% 0.86% 3.82% 3.12% 0.19%
(X=2.51%) .

Region 6 : ) : '
destern, 3.59% 1.03% 2.59% L 2.78% 7.82%
(X=2.83%) . )

a-Significance of F=0.,016

*

.\J
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. , \ 13.69 - Region 2 - 26.40 \ ‘ _
) i 2 .‘Z , -
108 |—
‘Percent Tt 9%
’ of Total 8% |—
,  Students 7%
Who are 6% —
&

»
Cooperative 5%

" Education 4% —

Region 4

Students 3% lRégion 3.
Region 1

2% — '
I W,

»
Low . \ igh
Standardization Standardjzation
(Oral) - (WFitten) - -
Form of Task Communication
\\,.[ " .
A ' .
* ‘ - - .‘ . -
, . Figure 3. Two-way interactions among directors' responses in the six

redions *in the United States to standardization variable,
. form of task communication on dependent variable V,"percent
of total students-who are cooperative education students
- ) (/ \:}“'L/d [2) \. S )
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The “statistically 'significant nteraction between two-year and
’ s

four-year collegés and among responses to the form of task communication

~

on percent of total academic departments who have co-op .students-again

~ 7’

was difficult to analyze. Examination of the mean responses in Table 26

t

and Figure 4 suggested that there may have been a significant difference
for directors who responded to nigh-standardization (Response 5). Two-

"yegr college directors appear to have higher percentages of academic

a
.
[}

departments who have co-op Students than four-year co)lege directors who

-

responded in the same manner. ~

»

. ‘ Table 26 “s
Cell Means for Statistically Significant Interactigna Betwéqgnaﬁ///’
Two-year and Four-Year College Directors' Responses to Standardizt=oh
Variable, Form of Task Communication on Depehdent Variable X, Percent
of Total Academic Departments who have Co-op- Students

4

Cell Means = Percent of Total Academic Departments who have
Co-op Students B : :
| 4

Task InstruCtions Oral . Task Instructions Written
(Low Standardization) ------- (Hignh Standardization)
Directorst ‘ . ’ -
Numerical 7 1 2 3 4 5 .
Résponse N
Two-year , ~ 4 . -
.. College R0.77% - 56.11% 48.25%  65.10% /64.47%
“ " (%=54.42%) : ' )
Four-ygar ' -
College 59.00% 32.33% 56.70% 48.94% 33.41% '
{x=52.19%) IR . . ,
— - . = i
. a-Significance of F=0.000 ’ - - i
5 [ ‘
‘ .:. { ! \




Percent

of Total

Acadenmic

Departments

Who Have
Cé-op

Students

- -;’ ~ .

-~

g\\/ Figure 4,

J

. 55%

67

50% —

25% [~ -
20% o e

. a5 l | L

: - 1 2- 3 4 5
* Low High
. Standardization Standardization
. - n o (Oral) i ' : (Written)
’ . l/ . . ~
ot Form of Ta$k Communication:
[y ” 3 . Y

Two-way jnféractions between ‘two-year and four-year college -
director's resgonses to standardization varigble, form of
task/cammunication on dependent variable X, percent of
tqﬁéflacadgmic departpents who have co-0p students

f -

d L
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The statistically sigmificant _interaction between two-year and

four-year colleges and among responsés to -the quesdios of administration

scheduTing coordinator's activities, on percent of total ac ademigz™’> -
- ’ * .
departments who have co-op students was extremely difficult to

analyze. There does not appear to be any interpretable pattern existing

among the means as shown in Table 27 and Figure 5.

: Table 27
Cell Means for Statistically Significant: Interactiona Between
Two-year and Four-Year College Directors' Responses to
Standardization VYariable X, Percent of Total Academic
~ Departments who have Co-op Students

Cell Means=Percent of Total Academic. Departments who have
Co-op Students.

Administration Does Not Schedule Administration Schedules

Coordinator's Activities Coordinator's Activities
(Low Standardization) ----e--a-a-o, (High Standardization)
Directors' : € . _
Numerical 1 2 -3 . 4 5
Response . : -
, : TN
! Two-year , T
College . 57.41% + 40.89% " - 48.55% 59.91% | 54.97%
(x=54.77%) ~ _ . -
Four-year . * i ' . -
Colleg? o 92.11% - 46.31% ° 38.83% 53.53% - 63.26%
(23‘—51- 8%) N ! - ) . ,h
» - - . ]
{ ©  a-Signsficance of F=0.000 ) ‘ g .
, S . . T Cw
\,o s ) "/‘

|
b

rEd

-

AT

MUK

»
r




T stude.gts was difficult trr"lanalyze

“ . A . . "é \-‘\ i -
: 4
e ) -
. : " 80%
-g . @
5 » T
. ’;-\, " 70%
. Percent . 65%
¢ D
' . of Total 60%
‘-~ Academic  -55%
B Dep’artments 50%°
. . i )
Who Have 45%
Co-gp" . 40%
"Stutents .  35%
! - " /
’ : -, -.30%
' ~
: v syt
L el e : .
- " » . .
" 208
¥ $ p
\ . : -,
~ PR L low o> wign
. ) . ‘ Standardizat fon St andardization
S, i (Least Resemblés) " < (Most Resembles)
. o " ) - J . ® ‘
' \' : .. .- Administration’ Schedules Co-op Coordinator's. Activities
PYS F)gur:{S Two-way inter}étions‘between two: yea'r"' and. foug~year cdl]ege"
. . T dzrector*s responses to standardzzatzon variable, .form qf °
. . ) i “task commumcatlon on dépendent variableé~ X) percent of
- . totalacademic departments who have co- op students. .
Sy ] ' . L - * 1 - 4
L2 The statistically -significant  interactionX’'among regions’ and

.. [..responses "to the question of" cdordxnat;ory;w%&.)m\génen‘ own
: activif es,a. on percent of.f“cotal acédemiy]eparqﬂents who %n ad co- op ‘

-
,

. «
s HEY K Pl oL [

v
<
There ®oes nat appea‘r ,‘tﬂ,.be any
. mterpretab]e pattern exzst“’ihg among the means as shown o Table 28’ and
LN s

F1gure6 - ' N o

) [
‘ -

-

“'

Y
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Table 28

Cell'Meand for Statistically Significant Interactiona Amoné Directors'
Responses”in ‘the Six Regions of the United States .to Standardization

VaFiable, Coordinator Schedutes own Activitfes on Dependent Variable X,
Percent of Total Academic. Departments who have Co-op Students
. Cell Means=Percent of Total Academxc Departments Who nave
Co-op Students / -
’ .+ Coerdinators Schedule .Coordinators Do Nota
Own Activities Schedule Own, Activities
(Low Standardization) SRREEEEUEE (High‘Standardﬂzatzon)

Directors' . . N ~ I
Numeri@al 19.29% . 50.38% g 2.98% 62.40% 52.51%
Responsg .

Qeg:on i . L

New England- 43.68% 32.38% 61.460% 43.38% 70.20%-.
(x=49.16%) e . .

Region 2 - 8 .. ' .

Middle States 34,943 39.62% 65.65%° 4445%‘ -4 3].59%,
“(X=34.15%) SR L SoTs

i ‘JL.‘:‘ ‘.a_’ o s -2;,1 o f.

Region 3 - thJ‘? . Sl e , )
“Southern 43.38% % 33.4SF . 3414 50.00%, © ' . 60.43%
(x=46.277%) I - -

Region 4 . . . _ ,
Nortn Central 56,90% 71.97%, 69.28% 30.68% 56.60%
(x=51.61%)" . :

Region § T : o AR
North Western 56.90% _ | 71.97% . 69.28% 30:68% 56 /60%
(%X=60.70%)" . - ) L e

- -

Region 6 T . o .
Hestern 58.59%- 45.97% . 34.57% 75.45% < 68?57%}
- {X=53.70) . . -

a-Szgnzfscanc%‘of F=0.000 - T L
. .x * & = ‘ had
‘\ 13 . i

\

-
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4y e - 80% f‘ )
"\ 3 ! s ’ - >
e T - 75% |
. " /. 70% .
% )
~ Percent 65%
/ N )
5 . /< of Total 60% HRegion™ 5
Academic 5% |-Region.6
* Departments: 50%— =
Who Have — 45% |+
e Co- op 40% - oL
. h ot Ve
. . Student®/? 35% - _
Ky =
, «  30% .
. . T 4
< ‘ T T T s T T
4 : =
20%
<:>;egion 1 . : < \
) Y 1 | ) 3
Zhadl - - ! . U - jﬁ »y 2 . 3’ 4: * S )
P ' p ' Low glgh
. Standard{zation "Standardization,
. : * (Most Resembles) (Least Resembles)
. ' . " F
, ) a Coordinators sSchedule Their Own Activities .
" ¢ L]
Q( ! ¢ /,L
i ) ' ] ' - .
. Figire 6. Two-way interactions between two- -year and four-year co]lege ,
. directors' responses to standardization variable, form of "i? ?
e task communication on - dependent var.able X, percent of

total‘%ggdemzc departments who nave co-0p students

‘e
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‘Purpose 7:‘ ;o 1denty y the strengtn of relat.onshlp among dimensions of

.
v

director's 1eader ip stjle and‘ organxzat1ona1 struqturaP character-
¢ ' .

.
- .

.st1es to selec

fd eooperat.ve pQ}Jca on program outcomes. ;
- / A1

. A canonicall corre®ation procedure was applied to the set.of ‘factors

.

3,

62-65."

g

e*tﬁq factor scales which nad Alpna reliability coefficients

above .5 were tested in conjunction with, the three single “item

' ‘ : ]
factors. In addition, the directoms’ span of centrol, #lacement of the

4

| cooperative education program within the institutional: structure, and

o

v

~

L s ‘ ’ ,
leaOErsnrp style dimension sigres -was :ncluced in, the ‘analysis. The
- > o N
Jngependent and dependent sariaples testec are snown in Table 29 on tne

oligwing page: Lo ' -

The, canonical correlation analysis procedure employing the
k]

s

<
variables-described jn Tablé 29 resulted in no signifi

i ~
nt relationships
4 - M

&
at,the .05 leve#. (Refer to Appendix ? for correlation mytrix. )
} ° . . . —_— ' ’

HyDOthesis. Number 1. There are no re?atxonshxps among cooperative
A g

M »
v

educat.on program outcomes as~1nfluenced by the loadersh p style of tne

P

d.roctor or the structaral charactar.stxcs of the organlzatxon. .

¢ ’ ’

. a orger “to test the null nypothesxs °numm°r‘ 1, a canonica}
correlaty on analysis was'appl.ad as descrxbec n purpose 7, above. Tne

results of tne canomical analysis resulted 1in no significant set of

. &

correlations at t

corre)at:on matrix A ,

b :
Examination qF the

5 level of significante.

dix.P) confirmed low relationsnips through
L) H ') M

exam; ﬁatlbn of eacn 1nter .tem correlation. The null nypothesis number
- 'S

!

1 was not rejected.

-

ca

W (O

O ——.
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. ‘ : ., + Table 29 ‘ ’ '
. Indepenoent.@nd Dependent Variables Tested by Canonical
) Correlation Ana1y51$ for Purpose 7 ,

S ", ' L ' : >
™/ ' . INDEPENDENT VARIABLES : |

il

Symbo ) \ Description Variable Measure .
CENT 2 Decision making authority Centralization 7
STD1 Task instructions oral or written Standardization ,
. " sDl- Coordtnator scnedules own activities Standardization
SD3gr Coordinator ' activities scneduled Standardization e
. by institution's administration 4
’ FM1 . Learming objectives written on . ' Formalization .
.. ’ standardized forms and copies .
° distributed.
ORGPTHAC, , Co-op program'located-wzthln academic  Placement within =
. or nonh-academic organization ) * [nstitution
. . ) .
\ SPANCONT Nunfoer of employees aho d1rectly Configuratson
. - report to the co-op dj rector -
w _,(Span of Control) . P
T Raw C. . Raw score on leadership style _‘ . Consideraégbn ,’ .
L : d1men510n consideration/ .
Raw S - . Raw -score on leadership style ° . Structure .
dimension~of 1n1t1at.ng structure - .
% . - "
"9 ) " DEPENDENT VARIABLES _ ' ’
Symbol \’\f,' Descriptton )
e_: PR O ’\ . 51
v . Perce&E of totalhstudents WNno are Co-0p students: , 0
X . Percent of  total acédemxc departments who have co -0p . '
: : .8 ".students. _ _ . .
_ ’ ' " Cost per cooperative'educatzon student plademen&x\; D .
g ‘. ol : - \‘ » i . . s
(NS T ,, -
14 » ] . X i N < 4 ’ ‘K . .. .
}\) ol¢ -‘_' ‘ n . i
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Table 30 . * -
kéadersnip Style and Qrganizational Structure Variables .
Used 3n the One-way Analysis of Variance Procedure with ' ]
“e (l the Six- Reglons in the United States T
t
V’ R - d N
- * " Symop) Descrjption Variable Measure
¢+ - v C o
, Raw C Raw score on ¥eadersh1p :tjle Consideration - S
’ dimension of consideration. ’ o .
Raw S Raw score Gn leadership style Structyre ' -
, dimension of inH{iating structure i .
. Symbo 1 . Description Variable Measure
@ CENT 2 Decision making authority Centralization
. * )
u‘ STOL Task 1instrygctions oral or wr\tten . Standardization .
) - EC
\§Q} , Coord1nator scneduies owh act\vxt\es --Standardization
) "SDF . * Coordinator.dctivities scheduled by - Standardization |, _
institution's adm\n\strat on ot ' ! L
FM] Léarnxng obgect\ves urxtten on Formalieatlon
./ standardizéd forms and copies . .
‘ ‘distributed’s T - S i
. ® ? . .
N 9RGP£§AC " Lo-op program located.sjthin Placement within w
‘ . ’ academic’ or non- adadem\c orgamization I
.. . organization - Lo o )
SPANTONT . Number of employees who directly - Configuration
R ", ' report to the co-op dirfector. ’
. P . (Span* of control) o 2 s
a .‘ 1 P
w . ? o » ~ .,
- - [ o) —_ - »
- bl SN

;.

There 1s no difference among: the six geo§?@ﬁﬁ1c

regions in the United»S;ates (Appendix A) in terms of the leadership
style of the director and the structural' characteristics of the
‘organxzat1on )

Hypothesis Number 2.

+

In ord%r to test the null hypothesxs number 2 one-way analyses of

'

varignce were computed on the means " for eacn of the six regions in the’

~

United States for directors'.responses on eacn of +the Leadership Style

variables . (Fable 30). The resu]ts of

these n1ne analyses of variance are presented in Tables- 31 througn 39.

add organxzationa] structura]

>y
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Table 31

One-way Analysis of Variance for Means of Six Regions in the

United States and Leadership Style Variable«Consideration )

'

. Sum of -~ Mean -
Source d.f. Squares Squares F-Ratio F-Probability
Between Groups 5 39.89 7.98  0.26 0.93
(Regions) i B ) -
Within Groups 133 4034.85 30.71  °
Total 138 . 4124.74 S ¥ .

* H] , .
' Table 32 - -

One-Way Analysis of Variance for Means of Six Regions in the
United States and Leadersnhip Style Variable-Initiating Structure

- . i

¢ §um of Mean ) ’

Source d.f. Squares Squares . F-Ratio  4F-Probability
Between Groups 5 '271.60 54.32 1.02 0.41
(Regions) ' . 8
dithin Group's {33 7062.14 53.10 ) -~
Tetal 133 7333.74 " :

X . - ‘ .
m . . 13 -

. - Table 33

One -way Ana]}s?s of Variance for Means of Six Seg}ons in the
United States and Centralization Variable-Decision Making Authority

' LA

'

L3 L ‘ Z
. ) ! Sum of Mean ‘ "
Source . d.f. ,-Squares Squares F-Ratio’ .F-fgobabi1ity
Between Groups'm 5 3.1, 7 063 0.67 ;;{~>C).65'
(Regions) ‘i ] y i
Witnin Groups 124 116.24 0.94 — .
.Total’ * 119.38 _ c

129
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v . . Table 34
- - One-way Analysis of Variance for Means of Six Regions in the
United States and Standardization Variable-Form of Task Communication.
: ~ : L
} Sum of Mean .
Source d.f. Suares Squares F-Ratio F-Probability
Between Groups 5 10.19 2.04 1.53 0.19
(Regrons) ) T
JMithin Groups 128 171,11 . 1.34
Total 133 181.31 .
. . - ‘) /
rd x '/
M. Table 35

Onme-way Analysis of Variance for Means of Six Regions in the /
N United‘States and Standardization Variable-Coordinator

;ﬁchedules,own Activities - ’
- o ——— _’_. R |
N ,-' T ~ 7 T
s 0. Sewares e ratio €43%6§/ M
ource V., goquares . Squares - F-Ratio F- ab TN Y
\’ ~ - ) .
Between Groups o 5 ' 19.ds 31@&%5,',;1197’f’//, 0.09
(Regions) B A . ¥
.’y Witmin Groups 131 - -265.10 2.02 R
, Total 136 «  285.07
~ . %
Table 36

One-way Analysis of Wﬁrxance'for Means*of Six Regions in tne
-United States and Standardizatyon Variable-Coordinator Activities
- Scneduled, by Institution's Administratiop

. Sum of Mean

50ur{e./‘ . . d.f. Squares Squatres 'FaRé%io _F-Probability
“ Between Groups "5 5.47 1.0 101, . . 0.l
(Regions)’, s D . " .
Within Groups 132 142,92 .+ ' L
L s . ? \ T g ¥
© Total f 137 148.39 - .o ‘

’ ¢
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2 g “ Taple 37, )
K One-way Anglysis of Variance for Means of Six Regions in tne
United States and Formalization, Variable-Learning Objectives
Written on Standardized Forms ana Distributed
Sum of Mean !
s Source d.f. Squares Squares F-Ratio f-Probability
Between  Groups 5 31.38 6.28 2.86 0.02* °
{Regions) * -
Witnin, Groups 133 292.23 2.20 oo
& .
A ' v ,
Total . 138 323.61 ,
*Sigmificant at the .05 level. .
S e ) . .
.o s . . Taple 38  ° .- .
P " One-way Analysis of Variance for Means of .Six Regions im the .
United States and Organizational Placement of the
Looperative Education Program
. e 7 ‘ - Sum of Mean B .
- Source ) d.f. Squares Squares F-Ratio F-Probability
: ‘ ‘ . . - |
Between Groups 5 .42 0.03 0.55 0.74
i (Regions) . . e
| Attnin Groups 132 20.05 0.15 .
Total =~ . = 137 = 20.47 ,
i " =
7
I
\ / ! . § - - + -
5 ’ ‘
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' Table 39 ) ;o
One-way Analysis of Variance, for Means of Six Regions-in the.
United States and Configuration Variable-Number of .Employees who * °

" Directly Rgport to the Co-op Directdér (Span of Control)

* Sum of " Mean .
Source d.f.  Squares Squares F-Ratie F-Probability
. B : - > - ¥ '
. Between Groups .5 4740.44 948.09 4.40 0.00* )
"~ (Regions) . , ’ ’
Within Groups 120 25851.72 215.43
Lo, Totd 125 \30592.15 e 2

&

‘ v T N
- ¢
.
. )
B

—
*Significant at tne .05 level.

IS

Differences existed on two of the organizational struttural
variables at tne..05 level of ‘significance among- regions in the Uniteg

- States. To identify where gifferences between means existed, a Tukey=

5
L4

test- was applied at the .05 level. = . ( '
The &ata in Table 37 snows 'a statistically significant ¢ifference

among responding directors on. the formalization variable of learning
t . o . + - =
/ . - . -
objectives written on standardized forms and distributed. Tne higher A

« - ' .
the response mean, on a scale of.1 fo 5, tne nidher ,the indication that

_ . : ' B
learning Poiect:ves are aratten on standardized.forms and distributec.
T

ne Tukey test Yaentified .the difference between region 5 (Northwest)

4
witn a mean reséonse of 4.61, and regions 1'(New tngland) and 4\(Nortn
Central), with means of 3.14 and 3.32, respectively. ) |

Tne data 1n Table 39 snows a statistically significant differance
among ‘responding diréctors on tne configuration variable of .number af

emgloyees who directTy report to the co-op director (épan of_controfl;

The, higner the 'response mean, the larger the span of control for tne®
director to supervise. Tne Tukey test identified the gifference to
’ * } - - -

* L

©
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exist ‘between region 5, (Northwest) with a mean response of 22.95

‘employees, and reg.ons 1 (New England), (M;d&te Stﬁtes), 3 (Southern),
« and- 4 (North Centra!),: witn means of 7.74, 9.38, 7.13 and 7.71,
respectively, | =~ . " h
As a ceSult of tnese statistzcally 51gn.f1cant d}fferences the )
.”7' .. null hypothesxs number 2 'was FEJECtEG N Dzrectors from region 5 L

‘'

. ‘(Nortnwest) had mean responses nigher dn one formallzat}On varlab]e and

number of emp]oyees supervised by the cooperantve>educatlon d]rector
. T _The formalization variable was a sxng]e item \factor generated by e
. . .

the factor analysis procedure described earlier \in this section. '

‘r

. g% )
. * Because of tme sxng]e .tem in the factor therg was no statistical

- reliapility test conducted The confzgurat.on var.ab1e span of controY

was *the number of °mployees rectly reporting to tne respondtng

" cooperative ‘education director. There was no_statist}cal relzabilttyéa
. " test tonductéd. Tnerefore " while -tne null nypothesis number 2 uw:;‘
- rejected 1nterpretat.on 1S "tenuous because of the 1ack of re]xab1l ty
- . of the measures, ava;lab]e S . : »

- . LAY
«
' -
=

iHypotheéts.Nd%ber 3. ihere H no. différence between two-year angd fcur—

( H

. &ear znst%tutions .n terms of tne leadershxp style of tne d]rector—ano—

~

the structural characterxst.ts of fne orgnnzzatxon

-.Q 1

In order to tekt the null hypothes.s number 3 dne-way analyses of

N

variance were computed oOn the means for two-year, and four-year college
' £ h
. directors’ reSponses on each of the leadershqv sty;es and organ.zat?bna]

’ . a

» Structural -variables shown 1in Table - 40. The rbsu)ts of these n.ne
, - .

Ana]yses of j;rhance are presented in Tables 41 . thr0qu:49 N f .; -

-
-

t -
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. :a “‘ .
A Table 40 T T
Leadership Style Organizationdl=$tricture Variables Used
in the One-Way Analysis of vVagiance Procedure with ~
£0° Twd-year and Four-year Colleges
: \ .
Symho Description \\‘ Variable Measure
Raw C | Raw score on leadership style Conssideration
dimension® of cens1deratlon
Raﬁas - Raw score on leadership sty]e Structure
dwmension of initiating structure
2 * , N .
: e\ . :
Symbo | , ngscrip;ion ‘ , Yariable Measure
CENT 2 . Oec151on mak ing authorlty , Centralization
STOl . Task 1nstruct10ns oral or wr.tten Standardization
N1} o Coord;nator $chedu1es own activities Standardization
* » q( .
S03 ‘ /Coord1nator actiyities sghedyled by Standardization
' .y institution's adm1nwstration '
-FM1 Learning ebgect1ves written on Formalization
_ standardized forms and copies
. .« " distributed
7 ”
ORGP THAC, Co-op program located within Placement within
. - - acatemic or non-academic organization
o organization *” .
T ~
~ SPANCONT "Number of employees who direttly Configuration

. * report to the co-~0p darector
(Span of .xoptrol)

.

]
N
il

\
+
]

.
[ VA
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o °  Table 41 ‘ h

- 7 One-wamAnalysis *0f Vériance for Medns-of Two-year and

Four-year Colleges and Leadership\Style .Variable-Consideration

.
IS ¢

- .
A

25 - _ - o~ 1 »
P .Sum of  Mean o . ‘
Source ) d.f. Squares - Squares F-Ratio F-Probability
Between Groups 1 . ~—29.93 . 39.03 1.00 0.32.
(2 or 4 year Colleges) T T,
" Within Groups » 137 . 4094.81 29.89 . ) N
. A . N, . ,
Total - , 138 4124.74 . : “
. B N . - * “
s . . . ; -
: X ~. Tablé 42 ‘
One-way_Analysis’ of Variance’ for Means of Two-year and Four-year
~~ Collédges and Leadershap Style Variable-Initiating Structure
Ve
: ' , Sum of -+ Mean ) _
. Source - d.f. Squares Squares F-Ratio F-Probability T
Between Groups - 1. - &29 8.29 0.16 - 0.69 /
(2 or 4 year (oTteges) - ‘ ) ' L
= Within Groupg\ 137 7325.45 153.47 <t
Total 138 733,74 . T
- N - B3R ] i
T Table 43 ) "
) . One-way Analysis of Variance for Mgans of Two-year .and Four-year
£ Colleges and CentrallzatipnEYagjab]é-Decision Making Authority )
L. N . , * . (
.. ] Sum of Mean \ .
‘ _Source . .d.f. Square's Squares F-Ratio" ~- FsProbability -\
Between Groups 1 1.31 1.31 1.42
(2 or 4 year’' Colleges) ,
dithin Groups 128 118.07 0.92
Total® ¢ 129 119.38  _  voieee T
-~ T T h ant ) \ )
) a5 , '

Y
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v . a

- @& ¥ o o . 8’2
- . v Table 44 .
. One-way Analysis of Variance for Means of Two-year add Four-year

a °
_ - f Sum of _Mean. ‘ ) .
Source "’ d.f. Squares Squares  F-Ratio F-Probability
. Between Groups 1, 1.81 1.81 . + 1.33 0.5 -
. (2:0or 4 year Colleges) T . > Y .
o Withan Groups 132 179.50 1.36 : o
Total . 133 181.31 - 4 : :
. g . ) & -
. M ! ' i.«‘v'—
. oz T - :
¢ W - 5 ¥
,e - ‘\ , . . .
~ * : Table- 45 o, N
%= One-wdy Analysis of Variance for Means of Two-year and
j . Four-year Colleges and- Standardization Variablé<Coordinator ° e .
. . Schedules, own Activities L
] ——— l v .
N Sum of Mean i
Source d.fvs Squares Squares F-Ratio. # F-Probability |
Between Groups - 'l 10.05 0.05 0.02 0.88
(2 or 4 year.Colleges) - . : }
dithin Groups 135 . 285.02 2,011
- > . \ ’ ‘/' »
Total . K36 285.07
" a’ L
) " - Table 46 .
One-way Analysis df Variance for Means of Two-year and Four-year
Colleges and Standardization Variable-Coordinators Activities ’
- . Scheduled py'lnstitution's Administration
- . Sum of Mean ) . .
+*  Source . . fa. Squares  Squdres  F-Ratio F-Probability
Between Groups 1 0.72" 0.72  0.66 £0.42 °
. (2 or 4'year Colleges) . L L
4 Within Groups 136 147.67 1.09 . P
’ . ,,‘ :‘q - / "
Tdtal 137 - 148.39 L
] . ) i .
A & ’

Colleges and Standardization Variable-Form of Task Communication

«

St :

€

o
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—_— Table 47 .
~- One-way Analysis of Variance fgr ‘Means of Two-year and Four-year
Colleges and Formalization Variable-Learning Objectives Written on
~ o . Standardized forms ard Distributed N
. . - ’ Sum of ,  Mean- . o
Source d.f. Squares Squares . F-Ratio FqPrdbagil1ty )
Between Groups - 1 26.14 26.14 - 12.04 . +0,00%
(2 or 4 year Colleges) ( -
Within Groups 137 297 .47 . 2.17
s Total 138 ©323.61 -
*Significant at the .05 Tevel, ot
Two-Year College Mean = 4.16 )
: Four-Year College Mean = 3.29 ‘ \;//
. . Table 48 : \
N . . One-way Analysis of Variance for Means of Two-~year, and
Four-year Colleges and Qrganizational Placefient of the
Cooperative Education Program
= : Sum of . Mean o
Source ~d.f. Squares Squares F-Ratio F-Probability
% " Between Groups 1 0.01 . 0.01 0.05 <« 0.83
(2 or 4 year Colleges) L e e .
Within Groups 136 20.46 0.15 - «
Total 137 20.47 ,
’ A
¢ \ \
.\ = . . “
; Voo '
Q.
s . Y
t ~ : .
v M \ »
. 9 B
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Table 49 - : .
One-way Analysis of Variance for Means of Two-year and Four-year
«. Colleges and Configuration Variable-Number of, Employeés who Directly
Report to the Co-op Director (Span of Control) < '

. ! )

Sum of Mean o
Source d.f. Squares Squargs F-Ratio F-Probability Co
Between Groups 1 1646.45  1646.45 __a7.05 , '/  0.01*

(2 or 4 year Colleges)
Within Groups - ‘124 . 28945.71 233.43

_Total 125 . 30592.16 ' L

v ‘ N . ] ~ «
*Significant at the .05 level. . :
‘Two-Year College Mean = 15.62
>

Four-Year Coljebe Mean = 8.38

Diffgrences existed on the same two organizational structural .

¥
Py

~

» - - - - - . I3 - \"//
variables found to be significantly different in testing hypothesis 2./’
. . . 7

4 —

L S

The data in Table 47 shows a statistically sigmficant difference
between responding q1rector§ on the formalization variable of learning -~
objectives written on standardized—forms—and—distributed.—Two-yea

college direttors'? mean responsé (X=4.16) .was higher than four-year

w
college directors' mean response (Zf3'29)“

g

The, higher. the response

»

mean, on a scale of 1 to 5, the highier the indication that learning -

.objectives are written on standardized forms and distributed.

The data in Table 49 shows a statistically sigmfigant difference

i . . LA y
between respgnding ‘directors on the configuration variable of number of
“ - " \AJ )

v employees who directly report to the éofbp director (§pan of'contro]$. o

" Two-year college d1re€t6rs‘ reported a mean of 15.62 employees

- f ’
supervised. The four-year college directors reported a mean of 8.33

-

employees*superviseq., \ ' .

7 ” .

- " " - - -
o ¥ N e .
(- . N n%f L . :
) - P
. % - s * s
’
' .8 ' \ . .

o

"
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1The formalization variable was a single item factor generated by
s hl

< the factor analysis procedure described' earlier in this section.

Becauwse of the single item in the factor there was no statistigal
reliability test -conducted. The configuration var1able,' span of
control, was tne number of employees directly 1reperti_ng to .the
resnondxngﬁt operative education director. There/was\no.statistical
reliability,{lst conducted. Therefore, while thg®null nypothesis number

3 was rejeeted, interpretation 1s tenuous because of the* lack of

»
-

. relzabdl;iy medsures available. f

Exploratory Analysis

As a-result of the initial analysis of tne data, an'exploratory

‘ »
analysis was pursued. The purpose of this study was to identify any

relationships which existed among the variables measured. The ganon1cal

S correlation procedure did not identify amy statistically sigmificant
linear reJatipnshtﬁs among the variables. However,‘examination of the
cdrrelation natrix (Appendix P) revealed.nine inter-1tenhtbrre1atxons

~ "abdve #15. There ex1sted statisticafiy significant interactions
involving the variabies identified in the correlation matrlf.
Patn;Goantheory of leadership (House 1971)‘suggests ‘that the more
structured the env?ronment via standard1zat1on and formal1zat 3!, the

- é'-mmre gf?ect1ve will be a leader who 1s low on 1n1t1at1ng structure and

v t nlgh on consxderat1on styles of leadership.- Because ‘significant
d?f{eréngesfwwere found 1nvolv1ng standardization, ’,formaTization and

- édnfiguration; and the implied relat1onsh1ps suggested by path-goal

theory, " further analysis of tne data was undertaken The variables

\
considered~for ﬁUrther dnalysis are described in Table’ 59‘[§810w'
. O .

*

]




Table 50

Varlables Used for Exp]oratory Analysis

4 )
s
- Organizational) - - 4 ‘
t 3 . Independent Variables - o
. S¥mbo1l Description N N Variable Measure 3
STO1 Task Instructions oral ar written Standardization
soi . Coordinator schedules own activities " Standardization - LI
= S03 Coordinators “activities $cheduled * Standardization
by institution’s administrationf : -
FM1 Learning objectives written on “Formalization
standardized forms ang dxstrtbuted :
. SPANCONT Number of -employees who directly Configuration
réport ,to the co-op director o . . -
g (span of control).’ N =
.Léadership Styles . *
— - Independent Var1ab1es . .
Symoo} Description j " Variable Measure .
. * . _ e /
Raw"C Raw score on leadershtp style: . Consideration :
: dimension of cons1derﬂt1on . \\ -
'/* . Raw S - Raw Score on leadershmp style Y ‘AIn1t1at1ng ’
s dimensions of xnxtwatxng structure Struqture*
SURE ’ " Program Outcome .
' Vs Y "— ... Dependeht \ariables %
« Symbol Description ~ : . ' ;
A _ : ' &
VY Percent of total students who are époperatlve )
edqut}on students ®
. ‘. “ p—
: X Percent of total academ1c .departments who have co-op ]
' students.
. Y- Cost pe%-coo&iratiVe edqcatfen student placement. ;
’ * Y L ¢ 4 -~
e - — (! < a
Y * I'e "
4 veos .
) . ]
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An examination of the 'possible %%lat1onship -between each of the
2 13 o .

dependent ~{program. outcome)} variables and the independent variables

e

described in Table 50 was sougg%, Thg"éféf1§tical technique of -multiple ‘

" ' 4 “
regression, as suggestgd\px_Bor%?and Gall (1979) was used to explore the
strength o%,?%ﬂatﬁdﬁéhib and linkages between each dependént variable

-~ -

and each of the: xndébenoenf variables, Specif1ta11y§ A step-wise
”~ -

inclusion \of. the .indepgndent variables was wused fo identify the

fhierarchical construction of the independent variab]és and the amount of

variance of the dependent variabl

e

- : -
the independent variables. Only those Tndependent v3&wables that were

L.

statistically significant at the .05 level were Considered to be related

R -~

to the dependent yariable being Tested. T ‘
\
R T _ Findings b

¢ Two "of the iﬁdependent;ﬁvar1able§ were found to ‘be statistically

significaai‘predictof§\of two dependent varlaples{ Table 51 describes

1

the dependent variable and the related independent variable, the

multiple R, Mu}fip]e R square, and-the F-ratio for the two pair of

> 13 - .~

4 < N
- , C‘
The statistically significant predictors shown in Table 51 suggest

related variables,

<

the exXTstence of two relationships: (1) The ‘leadership style of
N
consideration, of the cooperative feducation director, is positively

related to the percent of total students who are cooperative edication

students. (2) The degree to which cooperative education coordinators™

schedule their own acti&ibyes 13"”53§ifﬁvely related to the cost per -

. - “

cooperative education Stﬁdént placement. . - 5

7 ad

e that could be explained by each of-

a
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Table 51

. "-Cooperative Education Program Qutcome Variables F0und to be
Related to Leadership Styles and Organ1zatzon Structure Variables

P ©

& 1

Independent Varlab!e

Dependent Varlab]e
Percent of total students who are
cooneratzve“educat.on students.

. Multiple R )
Multiple R §guare ¢ " F-Ratio -
Leadership Style,
ﬁ\ Consideration L P ,2? .05 5.75
~- o - Dependent Variable

Independent Variable .~

Cost per cooperative education student
placement. ° . %

. “Multiple R -
. Multiple R * Square F-Ratio
Organization Structure_ s .
Variable, Standard1zat1on .
Cdordrnator schedules. .
’ .30 T~ .09 9.71

\ . the1r own actiwities

Although ,statistica]lx‘-szgnificant\re}atnonsnzps #ere identified,

they should be viewed with caution.

that -proportion

2
Multiple R ‘squares of .05 and .09

explained variance

represents of “the
‘outcomes. - Thus' 95% "and 91%. of .the program outcome variances are

l N . . ‘/ # *

uneXp?ained by the. independent variables shown in Table 51. ’

\;‘ . * .. ) ‘ F « T
< » ol ’ B N
N ’ n’ LT A o ! = ~
r - * A4

of program~

~
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . . ;

£

~

[l

This section provides the conclusions.based upon the findings of.

the study. The section then concludes with recomnendations for using-

the findings and further research implications of the study.

S
- - —

. . == ‘ N
Conclusions .

[ 4 NI T

this ) section will present ,}conc]uéiohs " based ‘»upon the-
characteristics of the’ sample and the findings of ~the purposes;
hypotheses, and exploratory ana]ysis of this study. ‘
- Characteristics of the sample . o 4

1., There exists a wide variety of formal tit]es'of the respondinc

directors. This suggests that there are a number of d1r€Ct0r$

who have responsibilities that * go beyond the %poperative

education function. Further, that“cooperative ‘education, as a
comprehensive tit]e, ‘may not be .as “.comprehens ive as xthe

g N literature would suggest .
2. The experienc,, ‘age, and eduoationai attainﬁent .of  the

_vesponding directors suggested that the respondents, as a whp]e, .
werelweii educated experienced directors The responses to the
survey inay be consideréd to be frmn a speCialized popu]ation’}
within higher education ' ’

‘

3. There was a minority proportion (25%) of fema]e direotors in .the

%ample: This suggests that the training and recruitment’ of
—-— women into a i‘istrative pos1tions in cooperative education may
not have been a high prigrity. - o
¢ ) . B /}‘ K%
N ’ et
‘ 103" | e
e~ ” AR . »
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f- Aurposes of the Study - , ' . L .
: P o : o . . e
‘ " - 1. To identify.leadership styles of~directors. - -
‘ T e . )
- Comparing the "tonsideration raw.score mean of 58 (x=57.50) to . N
- * . .

‘the. norms for educational supervisors (Fleishman,— 1969),

. coopérative “education d%réctors are in the upper end of the
. . . \
"Low"  verbal . description . norms range for educational .
—_ : . ‘ »
N ‘ . . ) . p . - : . ’
) supervisors,bas shown in Table 52. .The initia¥ing structure raw .
R - ’ _— . ‘ » & —_
v score mean~ of 43 (X=43.04) is in the middle range of the
N "Average" verbal description norms, range, as shown in fTab]é
- 52. (ééf. Appendix B, Table 2 for complete norms range.) ]
o . ) - ) -
- , . , Table 52 - ‘ ‘
- Comparison of Responding Cooperative Education Difector&"
Leadership Style to Norms for Educational Supervisors . N
P S - . .)
65} T , \ \ ) ) _ Norms* for
Responding Directors' Mean ’; Educational Supervisors -
' Initiating Verbal ' ' Initiating
Consideration Structure Description Consideration . Structure
s : . ‘ - .
e C, Very High 73-76 .55-61 '
. ‘ 4 High 66-72 + .49-54
43 Average 60-65 39-46
- 58 \ Low - 54-58 31-38
: . Very Low , Low-52 Low-29
. ¢ ) ‘A% i
A S !
.t : NI 7
\\ » v

N ‘ ’
- The relatively low mean leadership style score of consideratiopn
and lﬁVerage initiabing structure sgore suggests that there
. exists causal factors ghor such sﬁgrg§ not measured in this

study. As a group, 'iperative education diﬁgctors have a '

'8 ~
perceived leadership style of consideration lower than norms for -

educational supervisors. It may be that the norms. were based on

v
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other thakuh1@her education personnel, such as e]ementary and

secondary educat1ona1 supervisors.

s

To measure organ1zat10na1 cha?acter1st1cs o /,

. -

- The directors’ feborted span of contro] varied widely. There

' e A ~ =

were 29% of they directors who: repor%ed ‘having ten or. more
emp]oyees who directly reported to the resppnding director. The
larger the span of coht?o], the more complex and Nime cdnsumind
the managememt of the re]at;onsh1ps restulting from increasing
the number of subordlnates (Urwick, 1956). LFunct1ona1;
specia]ization of the subordinates also influence tde qaﬁazity
of the director to effectively supervise subordinates. There
was a proporlion of direciors who reported a large span o%

control and functional specialization in all of the categories

~—

measured. T ‘ . ; N

. . ¢ -
.- The placement of the cooperative education program within the’

he
institution’s organization 4 primarily (82%) within the

academic part of the institution. The degree of integration

w1th1n the academic organizational structure was not d1rect1y "

measured However, the reSponse to Likert-type ‘question item 13
. ’
suggests that there is a wide variation in the location of

cooperative' education offices, The item asked if co-op

.

. coord1nator off1ces were lockted in var1ous academ1c department

- " L e n

offlces The mean was 2.76, on a sca]e of-1 to 5, with a wide
Standard dev1at1on of 1.84,

To measure selected program outcomes.

-

- -One of the benefits of a successful cooperative education

‘ it e -
expérjence is that employers are able to recruit qualified

-

103 o

’
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’ personpe] The result bemg that co-op employers wﬂ] make job

. , offers to co op graduates. However, only 56% of the directors - -

responded to this 1tem Further, nine of those who responded
J - U were consrdered mva]fd responses As a resu]t the researcher

e~ L

consldered the Ttem unrehab]e for analytical purposes Th1s

y ' finding is s1gmf1cantzand suggests a lack of-xecord_keeping.or
> 7 /
e ’ adaquate foi{ow up procedures on-co-op graduates. :/

~ . L - ~e

- The percent of full-time faculty as part-time co-op coordinators

¢ ; -
LS [

? . was not considered a valid measure as a program outcome. As

reported earh‘er there were 53% of the programs who reported

-~

] that no fu]] t1me faculty participated as part-time co-op

‘ coord'mators. There are other ways in which faculty may be
involved in.th{’ cpoperative education program that were not
measured in this. study Specu]atmg on’ the fmdmg may suggest
that’ the cost effectweness issue ‘of such involvement (Stu]a, -

3

ORI S 1980) Brevents facu]ty~ frcin\f partgtime - coordinatio\rj/‘of

- - cooperative education students. :
N . <
f - 4. To determme relattionships between 1eadersh1p style var1ab1es

=~ - AR

“

and organ1zat10na1ﬂ/ar1ab1es

- There were no linear re]at1onships found at the .05 level ameng ~—

. leadership style variab]es and, organ1zat1ona1 .structural
variables. :Theretore, there appears to be no proportlona1
. re}ationship'amor;g the perceived leadership styles of directors”

of cooperative educatioh and the envirgnment inf]ueneed by the
= ' . i.ns,titut?‘on's organizat%ona] “struc,ture, as fheasured in this
‘ ‘ «’study. It is 'ehtir-ejy ooss{bie t.hat curvﬂine‘ar rel'ationships
exist; or other variables influence those re]ationsh(ps. !
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/ 5. To describe d1fference'§' between two-year and four-year' c‘oﬂege
f . ’ T
directors' leadership styles, R ) >
’ ’ ~ - - [ ! ’
- .There were no statistically significant differences between two-
- ;- ! + ’
- year and feyr-year college co-op directors' - responses on the

, . - - . -+
" ..lkeadership Opinion Questionnaire. " Thus, the " perceived
. leadership style ~of conside‘raﬁone and. initiat‘in‘g structure by

cooperative edutation d1rectors are ~not d1fferent due 5019y to

. “the two- -year ‘or fourcyear college, env1ronment R o

v, “

6. To describe d1fferences in the varxables between coHege type o
- K

>

- * - ~-and among the six regions. . - . . T

- There were six two-way _interactions efound to be stat1st1caHy . -
. —
s*ignificant * Analysis of the mtera.ct1ons _on program. outcomes

-~ - .resulting from type of co]lege or geograph1ca-1 reg1on ‘with the
orgamzatlonal structure var1ab1es of standard1zat1on revealed' o

no~ mterpretable,pattern There were ca‘ses where low med1um
. L) : ’ ' y
- and high measures- “of standard1zat1on by one coHege xype‘or . )

IS
@

“region- all yielded high or low program outcomes The researcher . *

Faad R

can og?y conclude that” the 1nteract1ons were (1) artifacts pf
the data; or (é) thert exists a moderating element, not measured

/ © # in this study; which influences the interactions. - ..
v q »

~ AN
- N
" . » t - * . - . M ’

[ -
-

. 7. *To' identify ~s,trength of relationships arhoncj the variables,

~There were nQ statistically significant Jinear relationships

“among  the lea’dership styles, organizatien structyre, and
. . '
t cooperatwe educat1on program outcome V'eriab1e's, as measured in

“this study. As a resuit, it is concluded that the perceived.
leadership styles of cooperative\education directors, r!oroghe !
t

_ I © 17 .
~ ) ‘v . A ‘ | . . ,‘-s' . . o




Derceived organizational ‘structura1 envwronment haS‘~‘
.s1gn1f1cant effect on the percent of tota] students who are
cooperative- educatﬂon students, the 'pertent* of academig.:
departments who have; co-op. studehts, ‘and the ,cost ‘ Der -
cooperattve education student p]aceﬁént Thus, the streﬂgth of~

any such re]at1onsh1ps whwch may exist cou]d not be measured

/

:Hypothesis * = - . A
] . .0 T E LN
1. No relationship exists among the variables. . f
) [ £ . . ' N . ..t. .
-‘As a result, of the absence of statistically significant linear

A

~ ~

relationships améng the indegendent and depehdent variables, the
null ﬁ?ﬁbthesis, number one, ‘was not rejected. It would appegr

ﬁk .o that other variables, not measured in this study, may exist that -

\\ N

have stronger re]at1onsh1ps than those measured ~ ’

No dxfférence ex1sts among -the 51x regions . on the var1ab1es
\

- Aa s1gn1f1einﬁ__i_ndlng__JsmAthatamonlymutwo —of _the seven _
organizational ventghleslfeasured were. found ‘to be statistically
different. Furthé}; the, perceivéd léadership styles  of
‘directors was found tb gave no statjstica11y_ significant
d1fferences ?mong the six ;:§§$eohicaT re?ions in the United

States,

-

Th1s lack of d1fferences among régrons\i:ggests that .the regions

may be too large %nd thus, there ex sts no distinguishable

pattern that s d1fferent from one rédion of the country to
another in terms 6f.}eadership'styles and the organizational .
structural variables of - centralizetion sténdardization and‘/
placement within the organization. Stat1st1caJ]y s1gn§J1cant

”‘differences did occur among geOgraph1ca1 reg1ons on. one




N

.
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-The formalization “variable,. learning ‘gbjectives JMritten. on’

- ‘'standardized forms and -distributed, resulted in region 5

. (Northwest) having higher. mean responses -than did region 1 (New

. England) and region 4 (North Central), It may be concluded that

-
.

cooperative e%zggtion directors. at colleges in the Aorthwest

*. place greater emphasis on_ written - learning objectives fgr

cooperative educqtion students. ?ﬁé written objectives are ghen

il distributed to the student, coorpina§o§, and employer,

- The configuration variable, span of control, was found to be

: stat1st1ca11y d1fferent among mean responses tfrom region -5
. L
" (Northwest) - and reg1ons 1 (New England), 2 (Mfddle'Stqtes),‘3 "

/

. (Southern), ,and 4 (Nonég Central). _Dirgctor§,from the northwest

region have significantly larger numbérs; of employeeé who

diregtly report to them, than.do directors in the-_central and \‘ g

eastern portion of the United States. ' . )

-A lanage between, 1argeK~span of contro] and wr1tten learning

bbJect1ves in reg10n 5 may be speculated = The more emp1oyees
- /

thexd1rector must supervise, the more formal the record’ keepwng :

systém at 1east «n terms of document1ng cooperat1ve educat1on

Student 1e§rn1ng ObJectqves - omes ] h —~~

3. 'No- d1fference exxsts ,Qetween ‘type of college on the' var1ab1é’§ ST

- <The -same two organ1zat1on structural_ var1ab1es, found to be’
s1gn1f1cant1y d1ffer=nt among reg10ns 1n hypothesrs 2-were found Y, ’ -

to- be ‘different between |, tjﬁ-year and four-year coflege

directors. The formalizétion variable, 1earn1ng objectives N -

written on standard1zed forms and d1str1bu€gd ~resulted in twd-

year college“birectors mean responses to be higher than four-

. “.'» ' ' . : - ‘ "
/ . 1p9 | s

N~
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' year college directors' mean- responses.? Therefore, two-year.

ollege 'directOIS’ p]ace’ greater emphasis A - written learning

/ objectives ‘fors cooperative ’education_ student%‘han do four-year’
¢ollege directors. ' . '“{ - . .

¢

- The eonfigur'at'ion ;/ariablé,,,gﬁan»°of-control, was found tc; be
‘s,tat.i‘sticgﬁy different be"gweenl' mean - re:sponses of two-;year . ;‘”
. ¢ _‘coMege' directors and four-year (;ollege‘ dir_ect/oré.,‘.,{-,.'!'wo—year
/ N college directors -have signific'ant)j./ larger “number of’emplo\'/fees
.‘ / e who.hd.i;“ect\'ly report to them, ;chan d‘o‘ directors at four-year
- .co]]egeé.. This finding may be interpreted as dire;:tors'fro'm

3 * . . \ }
two-year calleges have* more subordinates” due to: (1) ‘the

" director has multiple responsibilities and thus, supervises more

: I

% T than_co-op personnel, and/or (2) there are a larger number .of 1

X 'é . per:sonnel emp]qu& in.fwo-year college co-op programs than four- |
N oo L . . ] .
i year college co-op programs. - 1

2 -

3

. Hxploratory Analysis '

, 1., There exists a statistically significant relationship between

3

~the bercent of total stu;ﬂénts who are cooperative education
R - " students and the __director’'s se\l‘f-perceived leadership gty%e\

variable of -consideration.” The higher the leadership style of

- 1% consideration  perceived by the ° directer, fhe- ‘higher the

P proportiont 6f students ,e;ro.ﬂed in the . cooperative education .. __
program. Statistical‘sign%ficance and ,practi:éa1 sig;ﬁficance in .
thiséi:ase,‘ may not coincide. Congeptually, 'if kn‘o“wledgé, of a
director's concern for his/her su’bordiﬁptes is known, this

finding suggests that 95% of the variance -in cb-op -program

Al

<

enrollment is:due to other factors, and in oérticular, faE:tors )

. - other thaf_.those‘ measured in this ?fud\y_. =

CERIC T Lio .

& - . - ~,
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o 2. The stat1§t1ca11y s1gn1f1cant re1at10nsh1ps between the cost per

cooperatwve educat1on student placement and the degree to which

co-op coordinators schedule .their own activities is unusual. _

yTh1s f1nd1ng‘suggests that co-op coord1nators who are given the

A 7 .au tonomy to schedule ‘their own attivities (less structure) will

R .
increase the cost of placing cogperative educatién.students on

work assignments. The correlation was found to be 30%, but thek

- »
explained Variance *was only 9%. This finding' should be

interpreted carefully, as it ‘wodld suggest . that co-op
coordinators activities should be more structured if lower.

placement costs are desired.x . .

R
w( “Recommendations .
.

The fo]]ow1ng recommendations are based upon the findinds,

11m1tat1ons, and conclusions, ot/;h1s study ]
1. Because of the low proportion of fema1e to male directors of
Acooperative education, it is recommended that a nfghen priority
be given to- the recruitment and training of women for

‘o administrative positions in cooperative educatidnl

2. Future research in cooperative education can{be dmproved through
Current mailing lists. It is recommended that an effort be made
to establish a system to provide a regular updating of personnel

o

and addref?es‘in cooperative education. . ) y
37 The 1eadership~sty1e of'consideration‘hqd a mean score which was
e :>;~low compered to norns for educational supervisors. The measure
was - a se]f—perceotion. by responding directors. It s

recomended that directors ‘of cooperative education programs

. . .
<
. ” . B . «1 -.l
. 1 ‘s . ¢

.

4

i
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" perceived ]eadersh1p styles.

‘their concern for their subordinates.

the respond1ng director. It

. review -the .

. organ1zaﬁ1on chart

. There

. C ey , .
< 98
employ the Leadership’ 0p1n1on Questionnaire to d1scover .their

perce1veé 1eadersh1p styles Cooperat1ve educat1on- training. .

'centers tan use the LOQ to assist d1rectors to measure their

) Those directors who score low on

congideration shou1d

seek ways to
& '

improve how they perceive,
Cooperative education
training'centerﬁ should consider develob?hg programs that would

assist director's.in relating with their subordinates. .

. A number of4d1rector s reported span of contro} was in excess of

ten, and one rega{ted that’ 79 subordinates reported directly .to

is recommended that adm1p1strators

,qonfiguration of units wunder their direction. -

Further, that rthe span of control of cooperative education
-A>"’A - , ) -

directors be adjusted, as weeded, to provide optimal supervision

.. i

to, subordipates to achieve program goals. » .

»

Responses to fhe questions related to the existence, revision,.

1’

and distri%qtion of an institutional orgahization chart were

mixed. Thene were 19% who reported that -they d1d not rece1ve an

~

and 45% who reported that revisions .were not

made *or dLstﬁLbuted Institution administrators shou]d make an

effort to -see tpat all EO11ege adminiétrators receive an
‘organigatién{‘chart, and that the charts be appropriately
revised.ﬁ In some cases, cooperative education directors shoy]g
make theﬁ effort to» obtain thein, institution's curreAt
organ1zat19naJ chart

were 37% of the' directors who reported that the

S

cooperative educat1on program did not have-a wr1tten procedure,

o -ﬂ!

-
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Lo, ru1es, and~p04}cy manual for operatwon of the co- op program. It

.

1s recomnended that those programs who lack such a manual set as

N ‘ “hwgher pr1or1ty the development, ‘of a manualrfor the operation of

N7 ) . ‘ I

! ‘the1r cooperat1ve educat1on program, Procedures, rules, and

. ] pol1c1es should be the result ‘of setting gdals and p]ann1ng an

-

effect1ve cooperatlve “educataon » program. Further, such

v i procedUres rules, and policies can be the basis for program

-

evaluat1on and a means ‘to change and deve1op the cooperative

-

. 1educaf1on curr1cu1um.

Travis, 1976; Perloff & Sussna, 198,

P4

7. The literature (Hayes

4

(e Knowles et al. 1971; Bodey, 1975; Hutt, 1977) suggest that‘tne
’di! / ‘extent to which coope etive educaﬁion.employers make'job offers -
. \) o 'to co-op graduates is/ a measure of program effectiveness Only . /// E
7 L 156% ‘were able to respsnd to this measure, and n1ne were found to

o be unrealistic respgnses. It is recommended that cooperative

- : educdtion directors fmake an effdrt to collect such data both for

3 - . N
- reporting purposes &nd for program evaluation.‘

) 8. The* significant elationship between cooperative education

coordinators .who chedule their own activities and 1ncreaséd

co§?2 per cooperat ve‘educat»on student placement should concern
h) \ 4
* co-op’ d1rectors Llnd1v1dua1 coordinator's act1v1t1es sh@u}d be

-
-

N " reviewed to deterfnine the effect1veness of those act1v1t1es for'a

\

coordinators who! have the autonomy to schedule their own
- . . !' \

. - activities. i : . ’ .

’ o
- .

' Recommendations for Further Research

—ba

The ffnoings 11m1tat1ons and conclusions of this study are the

bas1s for the follow1ng recomnendat1ons for further research

-
t "' .0
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2.

3.

- cooperative educatgon programs .

k N [ T 1)

Through random sampling procedures, an extremely 10w‘propoction |

of private .two-year colleges .were® identtfied‘ which ‘have .

.

cooperative education programs. It is recomnended that research
be conducted fb determine if such a 1 proport1on does in fact

exist, and if so why private two- -year colleges have not adopted

-
= i

This study has identified the leadership styles of cooperative

edu®ation directors to be low in comparison to norms + for

% - v .
educational supervisors. The use of the Leadership Opinion

»

Questionnaire (LOQ) provided a self-perception of the two ,

leadership style constructs of consideration and :initiating
structure A more therough understanding of the 1eadersh1p
sty]es of co-op directaors could be obta1ned through fo]]oa -up
studies which would - replicate iis study and use other
instruments, such as - the Leader “Behavior  Description

Questionnaire (LBDQ). . The _LBDQ can measure the director's

‘1eadership style as perceived by subordinates or the director's

-

immediate superior.

There was a Tlack of strong re]at1onsh1ps between organizational

»

structura] var1ab1es and cooperative educat1on program outcomes

as measured in this study. This f1nd1ng suggests two
L 2 /\

recommendations.

o

a. Measures of brganizationa] structural variables need to be

S avefined to. develop more consistent ,and congruent measures
4

, . 3y -
of organizations in higher education..
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b. Cooperative education program outcome varigbles, that can

. be quantified, be identified in addition to those measured
in this study.
Thus, w%thfreﬁined and/or additional measures, further: research
- can be conaucted to idegtify any rélationships which may exiss.

- 4. There was a wide variation in the reported number ’of sub-

' )
ordinates who directly reported to the co-op director (span of
control). In addition, nearly 30% reported a span of control of

ten or'more subqrdinates. Two-year_college co-op directors had

. ,a sfgnifié&hfﬂy laréer span of control than did four-year,

-

+ college co-op directors. Also, the northwest region (5) co-op

directors repor;ed a signiffééntlyxlarger span of contro) than

~

o .. did regions other than the western region (6). It s
recommended that research be condgctedNEo assess, in detail, the

configuration of cooperatfvé education programs, and to atiempt

to determine the relationships between director's span of

control andnktask responsibi]itiesgg(not measured - in this

study).  Further, to determine if director's span of control
. “differs with regard to subording@es perceptﬁon of the dire;tor'&

Teadership styles.
5. The percent of part-time coordinatoré who ‘were full-time faculty
© was reporfed as néne by 53% of the responding directors. In the
- - conc]usions*secgién,ospeCUTééion was haée\suggesting that such
involvement may not exist due to a lack of cost effectiveness.
Resegréﬁ“should be conducted tg\éetermine the cduse(s) for non-

[ involvement 'in coordination activities. Certain benefits are

-~

accrued through 'éuch involvement; and further research should

}
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« . attempt to assess the value loss where instructional faculty do

.
1 of
.

- ¢
H Yom

~

S Kg;%cpordinate cooperative education students. (.

L] ’ v

6.. The:twdlwax interactions between type of college or region and™

LN - 1 -

orgaqua%%on structural variables of standardization suggest'
: - -

14

further inves%igation. It 9s recommended that further research

$

- "> e conducted to determine if other variables (not identified in

[}
s
.

this study) influence such interactions.

.

* 7. The finding that the northwest (region 5) and two-year cd]]eges
, 5 ’ . , .
- ‘appear to place a greater emphasis on cooperative education P

learning objéctives being wriitten on standaldized forms and

f

gistributed to the director, coordinator, student, and emp]oyen
is significant. This finding .suggests that the cooperative
education pFincip]e\ of establishing. meaningful Tlearning

objectives varies regjona]?y‘and'between type of institutions.

Further A research is heeded . to measure the extent "to which

. learning objectiyes are establfshed and the various methods for
. ' ' I
establishifg such objectives. ‘

. 8. The director*s leadership style of consideration was found to be

+ . related to the percent of total students.who are cooperative

LI ¥

However, 95% of the variance .in percent of

L4
®ducation students.
cozop enrollment, was Hét explained by the director's leadership

style of consideration. It is recommended that further research

L]

be conducted to: deterfine other variables which contribute to
) increased participation of students in cooperative education

J . programs . ) ) -

y . -t

e

-
<
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student placement was unexp1a1ned by meaSures in th1s study.
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_+  New England Region

.Connecticut

Maine i
Massachusetts

New Hampshire

Bhode Istand
Vermont .

\

Delaware ' -

P District of Columbia

Maryland

New Jersey
New York
Pennsylvania

Southern Région

Alabama
Florida -
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana

. Mississippi
North Carolina
,  South Caroljna
* Tennessee
Texas
Virginia

Middle States Region

Appendi& A .0

™ RegionalaBreakdown

North Central Region

Arizona - .
Arkansas .
- Colorado
IMlinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Nebraska
+  New Mexico
. ~ North Dakota
Ohio,
Oklahoma. .
South Dakota
West Virginia
. . Wisconsin ~
. Wyoming \ \

C;/’Northwest Region

Agaska
Idaho
Mont ana
Nevada
) ®regon .
’ C Utah
. Washington

L]

: _ " Western Region

California -
Hawaii
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Appendix B
Expert Panel

Ms. Barbara Heller
Graduate School and University Center
City University of New York =~ ~°
33 West 42nd Street . ‘ ’
New York, New York 10036
Or. James Varty
- McComb Community College
14500, Twelve Mile Road.
Warren County
McComb, Michigan 48093
Dr. Dorothy McNut
College of the MainJand
8001 Palmer Highway v
Texas City, Texas 77590

. “Dr. James Wilson
- Northeastern University

360 Huntington Avenue
~-Boston, Massachusetts 02115
Dr. Kim Boal~  ~
Utah State University
Department of Business Administration

ssistant Professor
Logan, Utah 84322

Or. Harry Heineman
La Guardia Community College
31-10 Thomson Avenue

- L8ng Island City, New York 11101

Or.. Louis W. Tremt -
Assistant Professor
University of Cincinnati -
Division of Professional Ri292§ce

Cincinnati, Ohio. 45221 _

Mr. Sam Lamb .
Virginia Beach Campus

Tidewater C.C.

Virginia Beach, Virginia 234%6

Mr. Mark Anderson, Asst. Dean
Director of Cooperative Education
Gustavus Adolphus College

St. Peter, Minnesota 56082 -

J
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. Appendix C
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- COOPERATIVE
DIRECTOR

~

tor’s leadership style, .

" Part! 'Background Data

This survey is intended to identify the csoperative education director’s backgrourd, 'Lnstitut:ion-
, al and program organizationaj charactaristics, Cooperative education program outcomes, and direc.

EDUCATION o
SURVEY -

v

. Lzmmhwrnmhmmmmwmmwn‘ﬁ : {years)
‘2 1plasse check ones : G mue
i ! 2 temme
. R . Ve
M £ mummudkchnh:eday’lma.dw» - 24 or uncser te
= - -
’ ) \: Eﬁ'a R
- - b - X} ’
~~ ‘o..
s 4 F - S s )
. = ) Cou
* R =59
. - -~ - . C 0 orover -
& mummww-ﬂmmh * Z Laes ran Bacreicry ‘-
- [l
| 3 ._Smm., .
-~ . = Mastary
. Z Oocorae
) Ie _ = Cowe__
L hmmmbmhn’&%Mmuﬂww R
. your? * . —

\
Partll Institution and Program Organizational Characteristics
[ 3 M‘ﬂi%hﬂd&hmxmwm&ad\&m»

—Fu-,armmwm = ¢ . -
e mm?auwwmy =
Yor 7. platay indi the b o(bomnadm:uhmwmmtmwvwmnﬂhc‘!ﬁ&lmwym.
ﬂmmmmm.émumw aluumd:qulbumn'm ] of par 'ma:mmﬁrwyw:’n
N tndu.wumwvhnwmym COODETELIYY equcation duties.
A m'gl;homdmdmm(murwﬂmyumw&lmm 7.
' schesl yesr? PR

o

[

Pil

Elk\l‘c | ¢® e .

PAruntext provided by eric




- ¥
‘\_/
' . ~ 117
K w
- ~ d
) % -
S N &'MMM«M%WML’M«MMMM - - Te.
i , K ! RN . 3 .
~. - - - Y. -
. T Ed ‘-’ v
. s . -
b1 4 m'uymmm%mwumzmq’mmm o
7 > v
N : -
- ~ ’! -
& m&.w;mwma cCaation sdminiecratvely lecxiad with . C - .
. fardemict / C ves =
© % hatis the Srmal title of yoor trosediate srperor? N %
+ ; ' - ] o R
10 What s your formal title? ‘ - <
« - . - -

) fsmlx-ndﬁhnmwv&ﬁmw iora) putieen
Lavcrnbies, '3 S Mﬂmmmwynmbﬂw
- 4

w ont clonely, The reponse soale vartes (rom |« Leest

. . . o
; - T Socercres 3 3 ¢ 2
w - =
1 Techaninformansn sheat operRLy ducation. stardend moet o ts T o ’
4 srgls cooparairve educasion oy, , 1 2 3 & 3
. ‘ ~ %
12. MMWMWM ~
ersdit ., . t 2- -3 ] L
1 mwdmma&-mmaw .
Gepartoent 1 a 3 - 4 s
w2 -
14 wvﬁﬂmmwhm%m . :
~ weamly. . ! 2 3 4 L
. R - .
18 W.%mﬁwwewm -
~ zater, . 1 2 "3 4 $
18 Cosciiantar's accivities are sehadaled by collthorive aort Secweed T
ﬁwmﬂywm .. 1 2 3 ) 3
1. C-hénmm.mwmb,m'.mm ., . .
tem. R C - 1 2 ] ] H
1> 8 mmmummmwm !
M.hwmmmﬂmmdm - .
pervennal. . . 1 =2 3 . LN H)

19, MMuquﬂyw:&ho{aﬁ
saoatwstacnsions, -

s . 1 2 . 3 4 / /3

s X Task iomery s ecp pu i usally sy WS¢ lorm of wrsson . -
decaments. . 1. 2 3 4 H
. Lmdq*ndvpmmnm!u&nd(amudmum : .
babyﬁcﬂm.m.m;adaém. Lt 2 3 4 3

fi




O

- - .

. 4 « .
. =2 Mﬁmhnammmmm? . SYES o NO Z UNQNOWN
. . ’u D'Mdmnmmumlnmn:wgydmmm *
prazanonyl durt, induding revioas? . — YES o NO = NOT -
- oS © serLCIELE
3 Tovhummtbmvnm}obducimfermpwmnun' b
Iplense crele oney R 1. Mcne
. ‘ 2 Ciecer ondy N
: ) ¥ Oirectar ang Ad-ime coorcinatcrs,
~ <>
R L‘ deul-mcb-oom
N * 4 s.: uu&mmm«mmm
p- 8 Anlhu'lvpmmmhgwd;dicnsmul_(a:h ,
oparation of te cop grograc? ‘ CYEes . g T PARTIALLY
2. M%mmﬁﬁudmhllwmﬂw&mnﬁ“ A dnﬁmmuaémtmummuhmnw
o Eractor, and the presdent of tha insatetion 'w 5
P “ =YOU
LAPLE 1. §
L Ceeyp Dirvctor - . 2 2L -
z Mdiﬂmﬁu‘ 3 =
T VP Inacructioqg——" oy ; -
. 4~ 2aid LS A v
P _
. r. §
" N
. 9.
i ‘ o 2 - —
-8 Mﬁm’rmﬁd-e{mlm fupenorsubording.e rﬂnmmhlplofadminhmmm:mpbvmn‘x coopecauve educygion
‘mmmnmmmmm . ) .
-, . i : ~—$0-0P COORCINATIR~
= ’_ -
% L G5 coedinator = . 2 :
AT Aasistant director o~ & n
. 4,:—01"««0(@49 - &
s. -
A . L) S

: . To-hummdomummundwmdirm.mknh&mmgmu
. dbumpnmlthummm? -

4 - A > .
.w . .

] llgllll'l
|
|

only | maxs 2e ¢ecnong

4 - *
L To what exemt do vou, 34 the @eoerative educatien direetor, make personne: 43814D-

= M3 decon et
mnhudwmcmmo(mnunduaun? (. - Mvor Ceamen ret
) = #Cual CaNeT2000 on cecsions
= Magr ceceon ot
‘e - « only | maxe e cecscns
14 v
o £
o J ¢ "
> % . ¢ .
- . -
. - 1y} .
"ERIC - 132 '
e B * ® . ‘ § . .

.
- - \ . 2
: .




. . . 119
' N
LR
SN
éﬁ; .
— “/*
» ’ ’
+ [ —d .
Partll Cooperative Educaton Program Data
?mmmmhmm:anhdnuwmunduauummdmmﬂn 1979-40 school yeer. You nay have 1o refer to
wﬁhm«mwmmhmwm.\mmmllham -
x 'humthu«dmdatamt[mnnbadmum!hn:nog.unncdusuoumlmdudiu 2
A mr-uze sicdeats) duncg the fall s of 157977 L, B _ - — .
. . Fhas wery the wre! rumberof et “maer {t deoartments weo had siudents sarviled 1a g o
EONpeTIRYE education during 1973307 fo
b \
&_ﬁ;xmmwnmbvdmw;mmdw &y work dew cnn‘;i'g : 34
38 Wcmhwwumwkfumcudmmmamduau 1979-40 fiseal . s
ywr? tinciude eif funding 0 ) LT - -
. B8 sy e
W Whu was the ixal aymber of indizrdunl job offery mede (o covoaratsve «ucation puu.:l-'%g a)aop N
| epioyens icniy dunng 1779207 .:&« . -
. Wha-m!.bomlnmbvo(pbwc;:nntm:mmn Mdbywwpkmfcrm:wnnw . 3.
: 3 W were the o/ AImber of condemic (insrcrronsd) departmencs 11 your enare 1nsttaciee during k-8
1973407 ‘
3. Whnm!bﬂad-mborq’.'w-ammmmmifmlhumrﬁuninmwmdunum&ﬂbn: 32
of 379"
»
I 4, Fhat wes the roal namber of part-tiowe instrwentonal facuite 1not consdered fall-tizne emotayees of the ° 4Q.
¢ moummmm‘mbmqmmnmdlmm - -
¢ m—
. 4L What wes Be wvel sudens exrlimvent 1head counts 1 your entire iEmnuiwn rindading sartdtinge . - 41,
i zr2d .

wdent) dering thy Gl terrs of

~

Part Iv Le'qgership Opinion Questionnaire

*
.

Attached iy & dardired quasd: ‘-ﬂmnﬁmmmﬁy.lxumtm!wmmmlnm,m
L4 whlnes You desire to da se. This pmioooﬂboqundcmhshodduhmhunth 13 minutas, Plense do not sesarsin or dezsch the
forme comprrning the questonnaire as it wiil be scorvd by the researcher. All informetion” will be «am serctly eoafldendal,
- - THANK YOU FOR YOUR VALUABLE INPUT 7O THIS RESEARCH PRCJECT!
. YOUR SUPPORT IS APPRECIATED!
-~ N '
o ;
- ' : FOR RESEARCHERS USE ONLY: a
. 14 - : -
. RAWSCSRE | pescanTie
N c | . ] ]
o ; . S | ’
-/ - -] * N
3 ’ R .'/\./"
130 '
Q .

E

SR~ v vox: Provided by ERIC

al’




. ) ' T 120
Appendix D
L.0.Q. Va11d1ty, Reliability, and Nonnat1ve Data

- Reliability. Internal consistency reliabilities were obtained by the

. A )
split-hal]f method (qorre]ations for odd- and even-numbered items within

each scale, corrected for full length of each scale). Test-retest

‘reliabilities were obtained with a three-month interval between test -

»

periods for the sample of 31 first- 11ne superv1sors and a one- month
interval for the sample of 24 A1r Force NCOs Split-half reliabilities

and test-retest reliabilities (denoted by *) are shown in Table 1. P

-
-

Table 53 -
Reliability Estimates of the LOQ

N Sample . o C S
122 First-line Supervisors . , :70-. .79
20  ROTC Cadets .80 .82
3% Maanacturing Employees« - . .89 .88 . )
120 , E%ecutives ‘l / 162 .80
_31 . F1rst line Superv1sors .80 ‘ L74%*
80 Foremen in a Pharmaceut1cal Company :70‘ .69
24 Air force NCOs % g7
90 .- Supervisor Applic%ntf in Swedish - ° ¢
Company : .74 .82

 Validity. Cordstruct validity is 'maximized, The two dimensions measured

- f
by the L0Q vere developed by factor analys1s procedures Yfemiéhalysis

was carried out to provide homoaoneous measures of cons1derabnon “and

- B

structure. Empirica] validities--correlations between the LOQ scales "and

.

b

. e N E 3
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o
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o a variety of different criteria, which have been obtained previously in
diverse organizations with different types of supervisors dnd managers,

Yo have demonstrated significant correlations.

Normathe Data are based on more than ‘three thodsand suberviséry and.

\ -managerial personnel in diverse organizations and organizational

Tevels.Norms for Edigational Supervisors are shown in Table 2.

Ll

]

T .~ Table 54

3 Norms for Educational Supervisors
v . )
o - Educational Supervisors
Verbal , N = 100 )
Desfription . Percentile” C : - S
L Ty / : N )
, s
~dery - 99 - 76 61 - -
High %8 74 -- :
P 97 73 55
. : ] High % 72 54
90 no 52 - ,
85 70 51
80 68 50
\ 75 66 49
- Average 69 65 . 46
60 63 44
50 62 42
- 40 61 41
i 31\: 60 39 .
Low - 25 58 38
. -~ 20 57 — 37
15 56 36
- 10 55 34
5 54 31
‘ * Very 3 52 29
Low A -- . _ --
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: RN Appendix E | .
. ) Questionnaire Schedule _. )
", BACKGROUND DATA o . .
ITEM 1O, INFORMATION
‘ 1 " Years in present position
2 " Gender . ot
3 - o - Age
4 B . Eduga"c.ional Attainment
Er. Years ex\r;eriencé in co-op
6 . - Typ'e"of institultion. ’ k
9 Diréctor'S‘ formal title - .
Lo . . '. ~ .
s \ _ LEADERSHIP STYLE (LEADERSHIP OPI)NION QUESTIONNAIRE)
ITEM NO. ON LOQ _STYLE CONSTRUCT - "
1, 3, 4, 6,9, 13 - Initiating Structure
169 18, 20, 21, 25
) 27, 29, 30, 31, 32
' 35, 36, 38, 40 -
. 2.: 5,7, 8, }0,011 ‘ Consideration 7 ' L . ]
2,013,115, 17,19 = ]
22, 25, 28, 29! | )
. ‘ —
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y * ORGANIZATION STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS A
' - ‘ X . L 3
ITEM - K= |
* » L (4
NO., . i ¢
“11, 12, 13, 14, .29, 30, 31 Cenfra]iz'atibn—Decentra1izatioﬁ
7 (a-f), 27, 28 Configurat ion
K 8,9, 27, (f6r conformation of p],gcement witfﬂ"n orgvanizétivon) )
(15, 16,17, 18,19, 20 Sgandardization -,
21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26 Forpalizatien "
“ " ¢ %
’ . - = ‘ “ T V..(
1] . ‘.;‘ )
. " L L4 - ‘\‘\ :: *
B . QUANTIFIED COOPERATIVE EDUCATION EFFECTIVENESS VARIABLES, ¢ .
- ITEM NO. . VARIABLE ‘ - ,
: a +32 + 41x100 ' Percentage of co-op students of
¥ Lod - . +
° he . . ' total students.
. H‘ v h ‘ : . , ’ ' . . 3 B -
4w« 7b & 39x100 ° *  Percent of full-time faculty who
f( - ’ _ are co-op coordinators )=
L 3% + 38x100 "Percent of academic departments
- ' ) who have co-op students
35 = 34 Cost per co-op student p]acement.
<36 ¢ 37x100 Percent of to-op emp loyers making
' job offers to co-op graduates.
o N .
N "< * g t s

(=]
-
-
~
‘-
’
L.
;
it
’.-‘
=
{
PO S ———
— -
)
L4 -~



- S ' g 124
. ] . Appendix F- .
; - P1lot Sample

P B R VR,

A\
e

.

SN ’ . - ¥ v
120006 . o 420604 -~ -~ C o
‘Rohert Dicarlo _ Gary L. Boatright iy
- Diréctor of-Cooperative Educat1on Director, Occupational Programs *
) Greenfield Community College . Seminole Junior College .
2) Greenfield, Massachusetts 01301 Seminole, Oklahoma" 74868. -
- Mr, Dicarlo,‘ . . Mr. Boatright '
- . 120013 .- o . 140009
Lorraine Fine David W. Eaton, Dir. Coop & Plcmt -
Coordinator- Community Based Learning Central New England College . :
Ndrth Shore “‘Community College 768 Main Street
“* Beverly, Massachusetts 01915 -~ WOrcester Massachysetts - 01608
"y ‘ Ms. Fine ) T . Eaton
. b 220103 140041 ! : , - .
‘OF. Alfred E. Berkowitz, Prgm. Dir.  Edward L. Page
. ‘Kingsborough Community College. Director.of Cooperat1ve Educat1on
. Oriental Blvd. Manhatten Beach University of Maine at-Machias -
Brooklyn; New York 11235 . Machias, Massachusetts 04654
Dr. Berkowitz Mr. Page - v
220153 ' 240137
ol . Bart Burne, Dir, Cooperat1ve Ed. Louis T. Chirpes ) )
) “'Lackawanna Jun1or €ollege ~-  Director of Codperative Educat1on
635 Linden. Street " Robert Morris Collegef
Scraton, Pennsylvania 18503 « Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219
o - M. Burne " Mr, Chirpes -
, 320225 . 240149 ‘ 3
Dempsey D. Burgess ) ~ B. R. Irvin, Dir. Cooperative Ed. *
Director of Occupational Ed. . Susquehanna University
College of the Albermarle University ‘Avenue ,
Elizabeth City, North Carol1na 27909 Selinsgrove, Pennsylvania 17870
Mr Burgess I Mr. Irvin T oo o
320423 ) A 340247~ - | . "
Maxeen Guthrie, Dir. Coop Ed. & Pimt. J. Wesley Rennedy;~Dir, Coop. Ed.” :
North Harris County College , ~ Baptist.College at Charlston .-
2700 West West Thorne Road . P.0._BOX 10087 '
Houston, Texas 77073 . Charleston, South Carolina 29411
. . Guthrie . Mr. Kennedy - T s, "
) 420473 , 340392 . °
ghPh1l D. Randolph, Assoc Dean Occ ed Marjorie McKay
Glendale Community College -» Director, Career Plcmt & Coop Ed
o * 600Q West Olive Avenue - University New Orleans
e G]enda]e\lAr1zona 85301 © New Orleafis, Louisiana 70122 -
© ', = Mr. Randolph Ms. McKaye  *

[ . ’ ry

- B U DI B , R

.‘, f “ i T 13 . \
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440642 620872 : B
. Susanne M. Skubal . . Al Erickson, Dir. ‘Cooperative Ed.
o -e.. .. Coord. Careership Program . .. - .  Lapey College .
" , - U of Wisconsin Center-Manitowoc 900 Fallon Street
' Manitowocy; Wisconsin 54220 Oakland Californiar 94607
Ms. Skubad_. N o ) Er1ckson
440732 540777
Lucy Sibley ] Lane L. Xompton, Dir. Co-op Ed.
Asst. Director, Life Planning Ctr Brigham Young Un1vers1ty
v . ™ Saint Mary College 371.Est B ,
. Leavenworth, Kansas 66048 Provo, Utah 84602
Ms. S1b1ey : R Mr. Compton
520780 i 540794 : - ‘
Sarah Jones, Coord. Cooperative Ed. Melanie Boogman, Dir. Co-op Ed. - ”
Mt. Hood Community College - - Edmonds Community College
) ;26000 South East Stark . 20000 68th Avenue West
Gresham, Oregon 97030 . Lynnwood, Washington 98036
. -dJones E Ms. Boosman S )
520801« . ) 640865 -
Dr. H. Daniel -Madsen Dr. Gerrit Groen, Program D1rector
Director of Cooperative Education Un1vers1ty~of San Francisco ’
.. Lower Columbia College q§’21 Fulton Avenue , . .
- Longview, Washington 98632 San Francisco, California 94117 -
- Dr. Madsen ' - * Dr. Groen o
620836 640886 -
Fred Lewis . - . C. Bruce John¥ton, Cooperative Ed.
Cooperative Education Program’ . Coor. . v
San-Diego City College Humbaidt State University | . r
: San Diego, California 92101 Career Development ‘Center ) )
T Mr. Lewis Arcata, California 95521 v

Mr. Johnston

[t
~
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Director of Cooperat1ve Educatﬁon . '
Blanktown College: . : ’
Anyplace State 00000

YORHELP: 15 NEEBED' J,i;- "

’ -~

Dear Mrzgﬂoe

o ©

Your'popperative 'ducat1on sxper1enca can contribute to some very
important researchY’ Ag the'director of your institution's .cooperative
education program, gyour responsgs to, and evalidation of, the -enclosed
questionnaire willjprovide valuable input £or -improving the proposed
study. This pha' of the‘résearch is _a pilot study ,to' determine the

j questionnaire. * A expert panel has ass1sted in the
procgss«gg -the’ survey instrument, .

"“’»;5{ u,

{ng factors that;;gg;r1bute to successful cooperatjye educat1on

know]edg to the- couﬁeratlve ediréation conmunity., This gtudy w111

0 1dent1fywsomeﬁof the yelated factdrs which contribute to
program outcomes. Egllowingithis pilot study, personnel from Utah State
Uniyersity will be conducting a nat1on-wrde study of cooperative
edugation program d}r%ctors~1n institutions of higher education. The

- purpase-of this study Tsato gdther data on thé director's leadership

. .style, the program ‘and institution's organ1zat1ona1 structure, and co-0D

) educatlon. A -

“program outcoges. The data“wilT be apalyzed to identify any.

relationships” that may exist. The questionnaire has been designed based,
upon Leadersh1p and 0rgan1zatlon Theory and adapted to cooperat1ve .

»

’Prlor to the primary suévey, we need your help in comp]etlng and K -

evaluating. the iéta -gatnering instruments After compTet1ng the
quéstionnaire, please comp1ete the short- eva]uat1on form accompanying
the quéstlonna1re.

t Tt 4 1
2 - N
~ .
- s . . . i
- . ¢
o ®. [}
] . - L] * ‘
* & — L @ % ° A}
p— .
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T . = N oo™
’ - s
47 ° < /;
- - -
¢ . v #
. o 1 ,O\ .
- ::;74 % 4 -
- . -
+
. . -
~
J ) 7 ¥ ' *

. : N .
rs M . & ’ M ‘ R / . .
L3 ‘“ e B ’ 126 B -
ORI ‘ Appendlx G
e s Example of- P11ot Study Cover Letter
T & "o - » =
- ) . ¥ )
o E—Q:"“ ' , 3*. . ) )
C .o o oem. July 15, 1980 '
= . t ; X —— —
» John Dog: - 7 :
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When you have completed the quéstionnaire and the evaluation form,
please return them by July 25, 1980, in the enclosed, addressed
. envelope. Please call me-at 801-750-2276, if this mailing date cannot .
* ®" ¢ be met. If.you would like a copy of the results of the final survey, . -
. please complete the Request for Findings form enclosed, and return it ) o
: with the questionnaire and: evaludtion form. Your assistance in com-

pleting the questionnairé‘and the evdluation.form will be greatly

apprec vated.. I will be Togkipg forward to your response.

A s

P, ’ ' .o RSTY

et ‘ ) ‘ © . Sincerely

v i William A. Stull
N " Project Director -

K Micﬁaél ﬁ. Homer
Researtch Consultant -

- '.. . ‘. .
R ¢ Enclosures (4) ,
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~ Appendix H
P110t Study Evaluation Form for the
Cooperative Education Directors Survey

. : '

“»

—

a
Please answer the following questions after completing the items

contained in the questionnaire. Please make any comments on the reverse
side of this form.

“‘tl

7.

[y

()YES ()N
() YES“( ) NO
If “NO", please indicate what sections or items were amhégilﬁllahd in

what way were they unclear. Any suggestions to improve ing will
be appreciated!

. Were the d1rect1ons for the var1ous ‘sections c1ear7

Were the questions and statements clear?

4

Was there any terminology in the questionnaire which needs to be
defined in order to clarify the questions or statements? .
v - () YES () NO

Please circle.;he unclear terms on the questionnaire.
Were the quest1ons and statements appropriate for cooperat1ye
educat1on directors at institutions of higher educdtion in the United
States? that is, do you believe they w111 have the ability, capacity,
and resources to adequate1y
respond? ( ) YES ( ) NO

If "NO", please 1dent1fy the items on the reverse side of this form
" and the reason you believe the item will not result in an appropriate

response.

were there any. items you think may not be valid; that is, do any of
the questions or statements appear to deal with irrelevant dntent
other than background data for the respondent, institution and co-op
program organ1zat1on, and quantified program outcomes?.

() YES () NO

LY
-

Please note those items which you would suggest be om1tted and
identify your reason the item is invalid.on the reverse side of this
form.

Do you feel the questionnaire is too long, 1nc1ud1ng the Leadership

Opinion- Questionnaire? ) YES l ) NO
S

If "YES", please note below any suggestions for changes or
\adm1n1strat1on of the questionnaire.

-

Was the orinting size of -the questionnaire large enough for ease of
~ reading? . () YES () NO

Name

Title
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, ) Appendix I .
Example of Request for Findings Form

REQUEST FOR FINDINGS

4

Please send me the results of the study pn the relatiGiship of -
cooperative education directors leadership style, organization
structure, on ca-0p program outcomes.

SEND TO:

-

NAME ‘ -

rd

TITLE . -

DEPARTMENT —

- INSTITUTION T : R

ADORESS

CITY 3 STATE Z1?

—'Q N o ‘

~
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e Appendix J

Example of Notification of Selection Letter s
October 1,.1980 ' - - )
) . ‘ ) -
John Doe -~ ot ‘ .
Director of Cooperative Education : o~
Blanktown College - : W e “ 3
Anyplace,. State 00000 - *= ™~ o

Dear Mr. Doe -

You have been selected to participate in a very important research
project concerning leadership, organizations and outcomes in cooperative
education. In approximately two weeks you will receive by mail, a
questionnaire intended to accomplish the purpose of this study. As the
director’ (person responsible) of your institution's cooperative
education program, your. responses to the survey will be valuable in
‘contributing to new knowledge for the cooperative education community.
LT N
This study is intended to -identify some of .the related factors which
contribute to qooperative education program outcomes. Personnel from
Utah State University under the auspices of the United States Department

of Education will gather data on the director's leadership style, the
program and institution's organizational structure, and Ce-op program
outcomés. The data you provide will be combined with other director's
responses. Your identity will remajn confidential,

Personnel *changas inevitably occur. We have attempted to obtain the
most current available list of cooperative education directors. If this
letter is™im anyway improperly addressed, please accept our apologies.
Please make note of any changes that should be made on the enclosed
“addressed postcard *and mail the card .as soon as possible so there will
be no delays in your receiving the survey materials., T,

. \
We will be looking forward to your responses to this survey.

Sincerely L

Dr. William A. Stull - B
Project Director and ~ - S :
Chairman of the CEA Research Committee

Michael ‘M. Homer
Research Consulggnt - : .

MH: tm C ‘ .
Enclosures v :

b

L

~/
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. Appendix K . .
Example of Initial Mailing Cover Letter ’
= .~ October“20, 1980 ’
) John Doe . . . .
- Director of Cooperative Educatjom: ... AP - g :
- * . Blanktown Coll&fe . - - !
Anyplace, State 00000

Dear Mr. Doe ¢
You and your institution's cooperative education program can contribute
. some very important information to a better understanding of cooperative
education program success. Asedirector of your institution's
cooperative education program, your responses to the enclosed survey are
« . needed for this.study to be valid and representative of co-op programs
nation-wide. . .

3

~

The ‘questionnaire has been deve loped based upon Leadershim and
Organization Theory and adapted to cooperative education. Members of
the Cooperative Education Association research committee have assisted
in the development of the survey instrument and a pilot study has

. confirmed its viability. The pugpose of this study is to gather data on
- the director's leadership styleé!%he program and institution's
organizational structure,-and co-op program outcomes. The data will be
analyzed to assess any relationships.which may exist. ) '

This national study is being conducted by personnel from Utah State
University and is supported by the United State Department of

Education. We recognize how busy you are with the beginning of the
school year.and appreciate your time and contribution. .

= When you have completed the‘surv", please return them by November 3
. 1980, jin the enclosed, addressed envelope. Please call at 801-750-2346,
if this mailing date cannot be met. If you would like a copy of the |
results of the survey, please complete the Request for Firdings form
-enclosed, and return it with the completed questionnaire. We will be
looking forward to your response,
"Sincerely

-

‘Dr. William A. Stull
Project Director

ichael M. Homer . :
Resedrch Consultant ) P

:; ‘  MH:tm ‘ ' NG

Enclosures (3)

wh

- re
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. Append.ix t
. -Postcard Follew-up Message

On October 20, 1980, a mail questionpaire concerning »

s Leadership, Organization, and Gooperative Education

. - - Program Qutcomes was sent to you. As of this mailing, °~
we have not received your response to this important

survey. If you have already completed the L

Questionnaire, Thank you. If ‘you have not completed ~

“the survey, please take time now to repond, your

participation is vitally needed. ‘ C

~
IS r

>

Sincerely
[ [ 4

v N : b
Dr. William A. Stull !
L §

Al

b
\

[

i L4

(=1
J SNy
(Y
(o]
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, Appendix M b
Example of Follow-up pailing Cover Letter ~
" Novémber 25, 1980 - ’
- t -
- " - S . P)
' John Doe

Director of Cooperative Education
.Blanktown College T
Anyplace State 00000 .o

Dear Mr. Doe
OUR MAILBOX IS EMPTY!

Your respohgé— 0 the cooperétive education survey which was sent on
October 20th has not been received. Your participation in the study is
vitally important!

. If you have mailed the completed guestionnaire, THANK YOU. If, however,
ST you have been extremely busy and have deferred completing the

- questionnaire or if you have not received the original questionnaire, we -
are enclosing  another survey and pre-posted return envelepe.

o . The reliability and validity of this/study depends upon your responses
to this survey. Please take the tjifie now to complete and return the
enclosed survey. The research te@m and the cooperative education

“community with the support of the\U.S. Department of Education is

\s\ relying upon your participation jn helping to identify the Leadership

Styles and Organizational characteristics which contribute to effective
> . Cooperative Education” Program’Qutcomes. '

- Along with the survey forms we are enclosing a Request For Findings Form
which you may wish to complete and return with the completed survey, As _
soon as the study is complete we will be happy to send you.the findings
of this important research effort. The time schedule of this research
project is such that your immediate response is needed. Our mailbox is
eagerly await'ing your response to the survey,

4

Qespettful]y?

: Dr. William A. Stull.
Project Director . .

Michael M. Homer
. Research Consultant

P.S. If you have any questions, élease call us at (801) 750-2346.
o WHitm - ¢ '
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-~

Example of Thank You Letter

o~

John Doe A

_Director of Cooperative Educat1on

Blanktown College .
Anyplace, State 00000

Dear Mr. Dee

Y

A1l too frequently researchers do not take the time to recognize
the contributions of" the participants in research studies.
participation on the recent cooperative education research study

on Leadership, Organization and Program Qutcomes has been of. great

value. .-

‘

I want to personally thank you and express nly most sincere:

appreciation for your time and effort in completing and returning

the questidnnaire.

If I can ever be of service, please feel free to contagt me.

”

Most sincerely,

Dr. William A, Stull
Project Director

Michael M. Homer
Research Consultant

MH:tm
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pendix 0

‘ “Table 55
Variable List and Correlation Matrix for Leadership Style
. Variables and Organizational Structural Variables

St

O ) INDEPENDENT VARIASBLES .
'.f”@>o° Description Variable Measure

s
hd i

S N ) . .
Raw score on leadership style Consideration
dimension of consideration

Raw score on leadership style, ' Structure
dimension of initiating structure N

- i

DEPENDENT VARIABLES :
Description . Variable Measure

[4

‘Decision making authority . Centralization,
Task instructions oral or written Standardization
Coordinator schedules own activities, tandardization

Coordinator activities,scheduled by Skandardization
institution's administration

Learning objectivés written on Formalization
standardized forms and cgpies

distributed "/
ORGPTHAC Co-op program located within Placement within
academic or non-academic “organization
organization

-

SPANCONT Number of émp]oyees who directly Configuration
report to'the co-op director - ,
(Span of control) - -

RAW S CENT2 3 STO1” SOt SD3 FM1  ORGPTHAC SPANCONT

N

1.00




‘%[

P8

" Appendix P ’ 136.

CRGPTHAC 0.10
SPANCONT . -0.24

RAW C -0,12
RAW S -0.07
LV -0.14
X -0,15

Y -0.05

v
. Table 56 - ‘
-~ Variable List and Correlation-MatFix- for-teadership Style,
Organizational Structure and Program Outcome Varxables
- "INDEPENDENT VARTABLES )
Symbo1 Description : Variable Measure
~CENT 2 Decision making authority . Centralization oo
S ctioas—araler—weitten— — Standardizatiom -——
SD01 . Coordinator schedules own activities Standardization .
SD3 Coordinator activities scheduled ....otandardization -
« by institution's administration i
FM1 ..Learning objectives writtgn on | Formalization
I standardized forms and copies .
= distributed.
ORGPTHAC Lo>op program located within academic  Placement within
Or non-academic organization. Institution
SPANCONT Number of employees who directly "~ Configuration
report .to the co-op d\rector - ]
(Span-of "Control) . - T
Raw C Raw score on leadership style Consideration
" dimension consideration
Raw S Raw score on leadership style s Structure
dimension- of initiating structure
- DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Symbol ., Description - '
V. Percent of totafstudents who' are'co-op studeats
gy X "Percent of total academic departments who have co- op
. ) students. -
Y Cost per cooperative education -student placement.
CENTZ STOT+ 501 503 . FMi GRGPTRAC SPANCOV RIWC RS V. X ¥
CENT2 .1.00 4 .
STO1 -0.02 1.00 : ' . !
S01 -0.14 0,07 1.0 - '
s03 0.01 0.05 0.05 1.00 : .
FM1 -0.05 0,07 0.14 0,10 10

-0.04 0.16 0.01 0.07 1.00

0.1%_-0.06 0.23 0,15 -006 1,00 .

-0,03" 0.01 0.01 0,01 -0.06 -0.07 1.00 X
0.11 005 0,17 0.05 002 008 -0.09 1.00
-0.01 0.08 -0.07 Q.00 0.04 .0.01 0.21 -0.04 1,00 .
0.15 -0.15 " 0,12 0.19 -002 0.01 0.02, 0,06 0,26 1,00

0.02 0.30 0,03 0.06.-0.01 -0.05 -0.14 0,04 -0,10 -0,13 1,00 -

v
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