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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Barlow and Venn (3, 4, 37) stated that in the United 

States vocational education became a part of the high 

school curriculum after 1820 and a part of the post 

secondary curriculum about 1900. Barlow (3) reported in 

Implications from the History of Vocational Education that 

vocational education as we know it today is strictly a 

twentieth century phenomenon. 

Prior to the inclusion of vocational education as a 

part of formal education, Barlow and Venn (4, 37) related 

that there were three ways in which a person prepared for 

employment. These included organized apprenticeships, 

observations of parents in the home, or casual observa

tion of other adults. Experience at the tasks to be 

learned was the primary means of learning a trade and 

becoming a craftsman. 

In The Information Almanac of 1973 (19), it was 

noted that in 1970 the numbers of persons enrolled in 

federally aided vocational education classes were as 

follows: 5,114,451 persons in secondary classes; 

1,013,426 persons in post secondary classes; and 
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2,666,083 persons in adult classes. This was a total of 

8, 793,960 persons enrolled in federally aided vocational 

classes. Personnel in the Bureau of the Census (36) 

stated that the number of persons ~n the federally aided 

vocational programs in the United States in 1976 was 

15,133,000. This was a total net gain of 6,339,040 per

sons in a six year period for all federally aided voca

tional education classes. In American Education, Tashjian 

stated, "In October 1976 more than three million men and 

women eighteen years of age and older were enrolled in 

post secondary vocational schools" (29:4). It has been 

estimated by the Department of Labor (40) that one in 

four college graduates entering the labor market between 

1978 and 1985 will have to be employed in jobs tradition

ally filled by people without college degrees. In the 

American Vocational Journal, Barlow (4) stated that the 

importance of vocational education will increase in scope 

and importance with the addition of more occupations and 

a variety of clusters of occupations. 

The Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act (31) was 

passed in 1917. Barlow (4) stated that one of the pro

visions of the Act that directly affected high schools 

was the provision of payments of salaries for teachers 

of home economics. McConnell (22) verified that in 1963 

Public Law 88-210 (33) maintained the basic monetary 
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provisions in the Smith-Hughes Act which remain the same 

today. 

According to HcConnell (22), Public Law 88-210, 

known as the Vocational Education Act of 1963, has given 

direction to home economics education programs in public 

schools. This act retained provision to support useful 

home economics programs but placed additional emphasis on 

gainful aspects of home economics programs. 

The vocational Education Act of 1963 reads in part: 

Any amounts allotted (or apportioned) under 
such titles, Act, or Acts for home economics 
may be used for vocational education to fit 
individuals for gainful employment in any 
occupation involving knowledge and skills in 
home economics subjects. (34:411) 

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 (33) mandated 

the development of programs for providing youth with 

training for part-time employment, for upgrading skills 

or learning new skills, and for training those persons 

with special educational handicaps. The training or 

retraining has to be realistic in light of actual or 

anticipated opportunities for gainful employment and be 

suited to the needs, interests, and abilities of students 

so that benefits can be derived from the training. 

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 was enacted 

on December 18, 1963. To adhere to the mandates specified 

in the vocational legislation, Texas Education Agency 

personnel (39) supported the first occupational program 



4 

in Texas during the 1964-65 school year. The occupational 

program was an Home Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) 

program. Haile (13) and Williams (41) stated that the 

HECE program was implemented by Norma Parton, homemaking 

teacher at Plainview High School, located in Plainview, 

Texas. Ten students were enrolled in the program (39). 

Since the inception of the first HECE program, 

many additional HECE programs have been established 

throughout the state. According to Texas Education 

Agency personnel (28), the projected number of HECE pro

grams in Texas for the 1980-81 school year is 638. 

Texas Education Agency personnel in the Vocational 

Homemaking Education Program Standards for Public Schools 

have stated that one of the purposes of the homemaking 

education program in Texas is " ... to prepare students 

to become employable in occupations requiring knowledge 

and skills in one or more of the home economics subject 

areas" (38:1). Three home economics occupational programs 

other than HECE are offered in Texas public schools. The 

three other programs for occupational training identified 

by the Texas Education Agency (38) are as follows: Home 

Economics Pre-Employment Laboratory Education (HE-PELE) , 

Home Economics Coordinated Vocational Academic Education 

(HE-CVAE), and Home Economics Vocational Education for 

the Handicapped (HE-VEH). These programs are defined as 
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"gainful" because the programs focus on enabling the 

students to secure gainful employment by the development 

of marketable skills. Employment skills may be acquired 

in the classroom, as part of an on-the-job training 

program, or in laboratories simulating working conditions. 

The programs are designed for specific age groups and for 

specific levels of intellect and skills. 

Each of the home economics occupational programs 

is described in the Vocational Homemaking Education Pro

gram Standards for Public Schools (38). Home Economics 

Pre-Employment Laboratory Education (HE-PELE) is designed 

for the student that desires training in a specific area 

without actually being employed. The students secure . 

their training in such HE-PELE programs as child care, 

clothing, fashion design, food service, home furnishings, 

hospitality services, housekeeping management, interior 

design, and power machines. The students are trained 

through in-school or near-the-school laboratory ex

periences and through classroom instruction. The students 

may be tenth through twelfth graders. 

Home Economics Coordinated Vocational Academic 

Education (HE-CVAE) is for the underachiever and the 

potential school dropout. The students receive in-school 

laboratory instruction as well as classroom instruction 

at the junior high school level in the areas of foods, 
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clothing, home furnishings, and housekeeping management. 

In high school, the students receive training in com

mercial clothing, commercial foods, and co~ercial home 

furnishings. Students must be at least fourteen years of 

age during the school year and one or more years behind 

in grade placement at the time they enter the program (38). 

Students eligible for entry into the Home Economics 

Vocational Education for the Handicapped (HE-VEH) program 

must have already been approved as a special education 

student. The students are mentally, emotionally, or 

physically handicapped, or they may have a combination of 

two or more handicapping traits. Students are admitted 

into the HE-VEH Program upon the recommendation of their 

local Admission, Review, and Dismissal (ARD) Committee. 

The students receive instruction in home economics re

lated jobs requiring entry level knowledge and skills. 

Students may be between fourteen and twenty-one years of 

age and should be able to profit from the program (18). 

In The Vocational Homemaking Education Program 

Standards for Public Schools (38), it has been stated 

that the Home Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) 

program is for boys and girls who are at least sixteen 

years of age and junior or senior high school students 

who are capable of securing employment within two weeks 

of being admitted to the HECE program. The students 
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receive on-the-job training as well as classroom instruc-

tion in such areas as child development, clothing and 

textiles, consumer education, family living, food and 

nutrition, home management, and housing. Students who 

can profit from the program and demonstrate a vocational 

need for training are eligible to enter the program. 

Acceptance of the student into the HECE program is based 

on such characteristics as training objective, aptitude, 

interest, need, physical and mental competence, and other 

qualifications necessary to successful employment. In 

the Handbook for Home Economics Cooperative Education 

for Teacher-Coordinators in Texas (15) it has been noted 

that students enrolled in HECE are enrolled for regular 

classes a portion of the day and are released from 

classes to work for a portion of the day. 

The purposes of the HECE program have been stated 

in the Home Economics Cooperative Education Curriculum 

Guide (16), published by the Amarillo Public Schools. 

The program allows students to receive work experiences 

in jobs that interest them and that are commensurate with 

their ability levels, as well as to earn money to help 

relieve the strain of family finances. 

Statement of the Problem 

The focus of the study has been to assess self

perceived employment growth experienced by students in 



HECE. The researcher has measured data collected from 

former students in HECE programs who have been selected 

from several secondary schools in Area I of Texas. 
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The main problem of the study was to determine the 

extent to which former Home Economics Cooperative Educa

tion (HECE) students in Area I of Texas perceived that 

they had grown in job related competency areas as a re

sult of their involvement in the HECE program. The 

second problem of the study was to analyze the self

perceived employment growth scores of students when they 

were grouped according to specific demographic and back

ground variables. 

Purposes of the Study 

The study was based on the following purposes: 

1. To identify competency areas in which students 

may have experienced self-perceived growth while enrolled 

ln Home Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) programs 

in high school 

2. To develop an instrument to measure areas of 

self-perceived employment growth experienced by former 

HECE students 

3. To develop an instrument to obtain demographic 

and background data from former HECE students 

4. To identify a sample of former HECE students 

in Area I of Texas 



5. To gather data from the sample of former HECE 

students 
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6. To analyze the data to determine areas of self

perceived employment growth and differences in self

perceived employment growth experienced by students 

when they are grouped according to demographic and back

ground variables. 

Hypotheses 

The following null hypotheses were tested in the 

study: 

1. There are no significant differences among the 

mean self-perceived employment growth scores of former 

HECE students when they are classified according to the 

following high school HECE job areas: 

A. Clothing, housekeeping, and home furnishings 

services 

B. Food services 

C. Child care services 

D. Others 

2. There is no significant difference between the 

mean self-perceived employment growth scores of former 

HECE students who are 17-19 years of age and those who 

are 20-26 years of age. 
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3. There is no significant difference between the 

mean self-perceived employment growth scores of former 

HECE students who are presently employed and those who are 

presently unemployed. 

4. There are no significant differences among the 

mean self-perceived employment scores of former HECE 

students when they are classified according to the follow

ing high school sizes: 

A. ~ 

B. AAA 

C. AA 

C. A 

Scope and Limitations 
of the Study 

Factors limiting the study were as follows: 

1. The study was conducted to involve participants 

in Area I, a 38 county area on the South Plains and in ~he 

Panhandle of Texas. 

2. All the conclusions were limited to the data 

collected from the sample which included former HECE 

students who had attended high school in Area I. 

3. The desire to participate in the study was the 

motivating factor for the respondents in the sample. 

4. The study was limited to the former HECE stu-

dents identified by the teacher-coordinators in present 

HECE programs. 
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5. Not all of the questionnaires were deliverable 

by the United States postal system due to incorrect ad

dresses. 

Definitions of Terms 

The following terms are defined in relation to their 

use in the study: 

1. Area I--A portion of Texas designated by the 

Texas Education Agency. The counties in Area I include 

Armstrong, Bailey, Brisco, Carson, Castro, Childress, 

Cochran, Collingsworth, Cottle, Crosby, Dallam, Deaf 

Smith, Dickens, Donley, Floyd, Gray, Hale, Hall, Hans

ford, Hartley, Hemphill, Hockley, Hutchinson, King, Lamb, 

Lipscomb, Lubbock, Moore, Motley, Ocheltree, Oldham, 

Parmer, Potter, Randall, Roberts, Sherman, Swisher, and 

Wheeler. 

2. Employer--A person employing a Home Economics 

Cooperative Education (HECE) student and assisting with 

the training of the student in an employment situation. 

3. Employment growth--The a~ount of growth or 

improvement in job related competency areas perceived by 

former HECE students. Growth for each competency area 

was expressed by the students on a scale from "0" to 

"4." 
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4. Home Economics Cooperative Education (HECE)--

Secondary vocational education which orovides related in-
~ 

struction and on-the-job training to students preparing 

to enter employment in occupations requiring knowledge 

and skills in one or more home economics subject matter 

areas (38). 

5. Job--A specific type of employment. 

6. Job Area--A term to identify several specific 

jobs occurring i~ an occupational cluster. 

7. Teacher-coordinator--The person who directs 

the classroom instruction and coordinates the activities 

of the HECE student in school and at work. 

8. Training station--The business establishment 

where a student participates in a cooperative work program. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of literature was divided into three 

parts. The first part dealt with a history of vocational 

education programs with emphasis on vocational home 

economics programs and the Home Economics Cooperative 

Education (HECE) program. The relationships between the 

origin of the HECE program in Texas and the various 

Vocational Educational Acts were reviewed. The third 

part of the literature review was concerned with measur-

ing attitudes and compiling questionnaires. 

The Development of Vocational 
Home Economics Education 

According to McConnell (22), girls in the Boston 

public schools in the late 1700's were taught needlework, 

and Quaker children in the early 1800's in Philadelphia 

were taught some basic sewing skills. At that time, 

other schools set aside some time for "domestic employ-

ment" and "housewifery." 

McConnell (22) has described how the Morrill Land 

Grant Act (30), passed by the Thirty-Seventh Congress ln 

1862, was the first act that had a bearing on the 

13 



development of vocational education. This act provided 

the following: 

An Act Donating Lands to the several States 
and Territories which may provide Colleges 
for the Benefit of Agriculture and the 
Mechanic Arts (30:503). 

14 

The Morrill Land Act of 1862 (30) provided that 

public lands were to be given to the states. The sale of 

the public lands to private buyers was to establish a 

perpetual fund of capital. The capital could not be spent 

except to purchase land for experimental farms and sites 

for the colleges where both agriculture and mechancial 

courses would be taught. The interest from the invested 

capital would be used for the endowment, support, and 

maintenance of at least one college in the several states 

and territories. 

McConnell (22) has stated that in 1866 the Secretary 

of Agriculture issued a report urging schools to embrace 

subjects pertaining to home activities. McConnell (22) 

has also mentioned an early occupational training school 

in the form of the Boston Cooking school that first 

limited its students to those who would use their train-

ing in jobs. However, the school soon opened its doors 
' 

to everyone who wanted cooking lessons. 

According to McConnell (22) and The World Book 

Encylcopedia (42), the Smith-Lever Act was passed in 1914. 
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The Act created the Extension Service in home economics 

and agriculture as a sphere of adult education in farming 

and homemaking. Today, the extension service serves young 

people as well as adults. 

The Smith-Hughes Act (22, 31) was the first act 

passed by the U. S. Congress that directly affected 

secondary schools. The act was enacted in 1917. It pro

vided funds for agriculture, home economics, and trades 

and industrial educational programs. 

The Smith-Hughes Act read in part: 

An Act To provide for the promotion of 
Vocational education; to provide for 
cooperation with the States in the pro
motion of such education ... ; to provide 
for cooperation with the States in the 
preparation of teachers of vocational 
subjects; and to appropriate money and 
regulate its expenditure (31:929). 

The Smith-Hughes Act (31), referred to as Public 

Law 64-347, listed in detail the various phases of the 

legislation. Some of the phases are included in the 

following statements: annual appropriations, the amount 

of money to be paid for qualified teachers, and how the 

money was to be allotted to the states. In addition, 

the act also provided for the creation of a Federal Board 

for Vocational Education and its duties and responsibili-

ties, the training of teachers, the establishment of 

evening and part-time schools, the use of buildings, and 

how the Federal Board of _Vocational Education should 



report to Congress concerning the administration of the 

act. 
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McConnell (22) described how three other acts in

fluenced the development of home economics. The Emergency 

Act in 1933 was passed to ease unemployment during the 

depression and included some provisions for adult educa

tion in home economics. The George-Ellzey Act, passed in 

1934, provided funds for home economics for three years. 

In 1937, the George-Deen Act authorized Congress to pro

vide funds for educating adults in home economics. 

The Vocational Education Act of 1946 (32) was passed 

to further the development of vocational education in the 

several states and territories. The Act stated that the 

appropriations made under the authority of the Act shall 

be in addition to, and shall be subject to the same con

ditions and limitations as the appropriations for the 

Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act. The limitations 

and conditions for home economics should be similar to 

those for agriculture. 

The next act passed that had a profound effect on 

home economics was the Vocational Education Act of 1963 

(22, 33). This piece of legislation provided funds for 

schools that prepared students for home economics-related 

occupations that did not require a college degree. This 

training was to prepare students to work in child care 



service, nursing homes, hospitals, food service, and 

garment manufacturing. 
f 

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 known as 

Public Law 88-210 (33) was "to strengthen and improve 

the quality of vocational education and to expand the 

vocational education opportunities in the nation " 

Lee (20) stated that before the enactment of the Voca-

17 

tional Education Act of 1963, there were only six basic 

vocational programs with approximately 67 different 

courses altogether. The Office of Education has identi-

fied 15 occupational clusters around which vocational 

education programs center. The pre-vocational programs 

begin in kindergarten and the first grade and continue 

through adult programs for retired persons. 

The Vocational Education Amendments of 1968 known 

as Public Law 90-576 (34) provided funds for economically 

disadvantaged students. Two of the requirements that a 

program for the economically disadvantaged had to meet in 

order to receive funding were to offer career opportuni-

ties at all levels of home economics and consumer educa-

tion and to stress such subjects as personal relations 

and grooming that would increase the employability of 

students. 

According to Cross (6), the Vocational Education 

Amendments of 1976 (35) offered unparalleled opportunities 
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for home economists to expand into areas that have not 

been served in the past. In addition to homemaking and 

career exploration and home economics-related occupational 

programs, the act supported programs for the socially and 

economically disadvantaged, the handicapped, teenage 

parents, correctional institute inmates, and programs 

for both sexes. The scope of the ages of people to be 

served ranged from the very young to the elderly. 

Cross (6) mentioned a number of ways that programs 

have been successful in meeting the needs of people out

side the classroom. These include working with Educable 

Mentally Retarded (EMR) students, assuming responsibility 

for male students, elimina~ing sex bias, in-service train

ing for teachers, and working with correctional institu

tional clients. Adult education and Future Homemakers of 

America are two more areas in which there are opportuni

ties for meeting the needs of people. 

In the Vocational Education Amendments of 1976 (35) 

the following provisions were made: 

(1) construction of area vocational education 

facilities 

(2) placement services for students 

( 3) help for women who wish to enter employment 

traditionally for men, are heads of households, 

lack adequate job skills, and may be home-

makers who need full-time jobs 



(4) day care services for children of students 

(5) work study programs for youths between 15 and 

21 years of age 

(6) cooperative vocational education programs 

(7) energy education 

(8) grants to the states to improve their 

vocational programs 

19 

(9) research to improve vocational programs in such 

areas as elimination of stereotypes based on 

sex, race, and national origin 

(10) identification of new career fields 

(11) innovative programs for the socially and 

economically disadvantaged 

(12) development of curriculum materials 

(13) guidance and counseling programs for children, 

youth, and adults 

(14) training and retraining of teachers. 

In the Vocational Education Amendments of 1976 (35), 

referred to as Public Law 94-482, the term home econom~cs 

was not used, instead the broader phrase consumer and 

homemaking education was used. The Vocational Education 

Amendments of 1976 had these particular items listed 

under the consumer and homemaking education provisions 

that are related to gainful employment: 



... (A) encourage participation of both males 
and females to prepare for combining the 
roles of homemakers and wage earners . . . the 
changing career patterns for women and men 
and ... equal opportunity in education and 
employment. (35:2188-2221) 

McConnell (22) concluded that more emphasis needs 
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to be placed on vocational training in the schools. She 

predicted that there would be a decrease in maniuplative 

skills in laboratory classes in foods and clothing, a 

higher proportion of males enrolled, and a greater emphasis 

on individualized instruction. 

The Development of Home Economics 
Cooperative Education in Texas 

Home Economics Cooperative 
Education Programs and 
Enrollments 

The Vocational Education Act of 1963 (33) provided 

funds to schools that wished to establish programs for 

preparing students to enter home economics-related oc-

cupations that do not require college degrees. According 

to Texas Education Agency personnel (39), the first Home 

Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) program was initi-

ated in the 1964-1965 school year. That first year, 

there was one program in the state of Texas with an en-

rollment of ten students. Haile (13) and Williams (41) 

stated that the first HECE program in Texas was located 

at Plainview High School, Plainview, Texas. The program 

was considered a success as the next year the program was 

expanded. 
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In the Guide for Public Schools in Planning Programs 

of Occupational Education for In-School Students (12), a 

unit has been described as a full teaching load. If a 

teacher has Home Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) 

as the entire teaching responsibility, then that teacher 

is a full-time HECE teacher-coordinator. A combination 

unit is one that is divided between an HECE program and 

some other phase of homemaking education. The majority 

of the teachers in combination HECE units have some form 

of useful homemaking classes as their portion of the 

combination unit in conjunction with the HECE program. 

According to Texas Education Agency personnel (39), 

during the 1965-1966 school year, the Home Economics 

Cooperative Education (HECE) program was expanded to 15 

schools with an enrollment of 155 students. By the 1977-

1978 school year, the number of HECE programs in the state 

of Texas had risen to 225 full units and 275 combination 

units. Thus, during the 1977-1978 school year 500 

teachers in Texas devoted all or a portion of the school 

day to teaching in an HECE program. The Texas Education 

Agency (28) has projected 638 HECE units in Texas for 

the 1980-1981 school year. This is an increase of 138 

units over the number of units for the 1977-1978 school 

year. 



Each year HECE programs throughout the state have 

continued to increase in enrollment. The ~ncrease in 
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numbers of students on a state-wide basis is an indicator 

of the success of the HECE program in Texas. 

Employment in Home Economics 
Cooperative Education 

Williams (41) discussed the employment opportunities 

for HECE students enrolled in the HECE programs ~n Texas 

during the early years of its inception as part of the 

public school curriculum. Employment opportunities were 

very limited in scope. The students were not to be in-

volved in any money transactions whatsoever. They could 

work in such places as child care centers, food service 

institutions, dry cleaner establishments, private homes, 

bridal shops, and interior decorator stores. Places or 

businesses to use as training stations were very dif-

ficult to find. 

Pointer (25) described her experiences as an enrollee 

of an HECE program during the school year 1969-1970. She 

mentioned that her teacher-coordinator had to search 

diligently for employment for the students enrolled in 

HECE. It was extremely difficult to find a qualified 

training station in which to place a student as there 

were so few occupations from which to choose .. 
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In the August 1969 edition of the Handbook for 

Home Economics Cooperative Education Teacher-Coordinators 

(14), 13 possible occupations are listed. In July of 

1978, Glosson (11) stated that the Texas Education Agency 

personnel had changed the occupational listings to coin

cide with the Dictionary of Occupational Titles. By 

August of 1979, the number of job titles had increased to 

a total of 105 within six general job categories. Home 

Economics Instructional Materials (17) listed the s~x 

categories as follows: care and guidance of children; 

clothing management, production, and services; food 

management production, and services; home furnishings, 

equipment, and supplies; institutional and home manage

ment and supportive services; and other. 

Williams (41) discussed the amount of wages paid to 

HECE students who were enrolled in the HECE programs in 

Texas during the first years. Many times the students 

were paid wages that were even lower than sub-mi~iourn 

wages. The students regularly received lower wages than 

beginning adults in the same occupations. Employers who 

were supposed to pay minimum wages to regular full-time 

employees could secure a permit from the Labor Department 

that would allow the employers to pay sub-minimum wages 

to the student enrolled in HECE. 



24 

The 1977 edition of the Handbook for Home Economics 

Education Teacher-Coordinator in Texas stated the follow

ing information concerning the regulations regarding wages 

for HECE students: 

Beginning Wage-- . . . On recommendation of the 
Advisory Co~ttee, beginning wage to be 
paid should be at least 50 percent of 
regular pay for jobs not affected by the 
wage-hour law (15:49). 

Curriculum Materials for Home 
Economics Cooperative Educa
tion 

In the "Proposal for Development Project Submitted 

to the Co~ssioner of Education for Support Through 

Authorization of the Occupational Research Coordinating 

Unit" (26), plans for the investigation of the establish-

ment of the Instructional Materials Center for Home 

Economics were described. In 1967, the Dean of the School 

of Home Economics, Dr. Willa Vaughn Tinsley, initiated a 

project to investigate the justification for the establish-

ment of a Home Economics Instructional Materials Center 

to prepare materials for use in the HECE programs in the 

state of Texas. 

The Cooperating Agency was Texas Technological 

College and the Investigator was Dr. L. Buntin, Chairman, 

Department of Home Economics Education, School of Home 

Economics, Texas Technological College. The Authorizing 

Ageny was Dr. William M. Pearce, Executive Vice President, 
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Texas Technological College. The duration of the project 

was from September 1, 1967, to June 20, 1968, and the 

funds requested were $64,400.00 (26). 

Theplanning grant staff established the following 

procedural steps for developing materials for the HECE 

program. 

(1) definition for the job by title 

(2) development of a job analysis by means of 

interviews with employees and employers of 

selected businesses 

(3) preparation of a course outline based on the 

tasks listed in the job analysis 

(4) identification of competencies in terms of the 

abilities and understandings students need to 

develop to perform the job tasks successfully 

(5) construction of instructional sheets which 

guide the individual student in attaining the 

competencies needed for successful employment 

in the occupation as defined by job title 

(6) evaluation of the effectiveness of the in

structional materials and revision of them as 

indicated by on-going evaluations. (26) 

The planning grant staff used the first four pro

cedural steps to develop tentative materials for three 

programs: child care aide, clothing specialist, and 



food service employee. The instructional materials in

cluded assignments, information sheets, evaluation 

techniques, and references (26). 
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In the "Report of Planning Grant for the Establish

ment of a Center for the Development of Home Economics 

Instructional Materials" (27), the activities of the 

planning grant staff were itemized. Some of the activities 

included the following: 

(1) to clarify the purposes of the project 

(2) to secure additional staff 

(3) to develop a plan for securing appropriate 

materials 

(4) to prepare for the three above mentioned oc-

cupational programs 

(5) to decide upon a filing system 

(6) to visit three curriculum centers 

(7) to develop a chart of the Texas Occupational 

Programs in Home Economics 

(8) to secure information concerning the enrollment 

of current areas of occupations of students in 

Texas 

(9) to give priority to those instructional mater

ials that should be developed first 

(10) to develop procedures for the preparation of 

the instructional materials 



(11) to compile and distribute a report of the 

activities of the project. 
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Glosson (11) stated that in 1969, the first mater

ials were published by the Instructional Materials Center 

for Home Economics. Among the publications that first 

year was The Handbook for Home Economics Cooperative Educa

tion Teacher-Coordinators (14). Since that time the 

Handbook for Home Economics Cooperative Education Teacher

Coordinators has been revised five times with the latest 

revision in 1977 (15). 

In the Home Economics Instructional Materials (17) 

the following publications for use in the HECE program 

are listed: Orientation, Child Care Aide, Clothing As-

sistant, Dietetic Aide, Food Service Employee, Home 

Furnishings Aide, Housekeeping Hanagement Assistant, 

Guide for HECE Occupational Areas, HECE Training Plan 

Card Kit, and the Handbook. There are other publications 

available that were designed for one of the other areas 

in homemaking education such as useful homemaking and 

other gainful homemaking programs in Texas. 

Attitude Measurement and Constructing 
Questionnaires 

Mehrens and Lehmann (23) reported that attitudes 

are concerned with likes and dislikes. Ahmann and Glock 

(2) identified an attitude as referring to the way 
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individuals act and think toward and about people, objects, 

and situations they encounter, as a result of their pre

vious experiences. Oppenheim (24) stated that attitudes 

are components of behavior and as such are abstractions 

that can have different degrees of intensity depending on 

the personal beliefs of the person involved. Mehrens 

and Lehamnn (23) reported that attitudes are learned and 

as such are subject to change. Attitudes are responses 

to social objects. 

Attitude Measurement 

Oppenheim (24) related several methods of measur~ng 

attitudes which included a social-distance scale, Thur

stone scale, Likert scale, factorial scale, and scalogram

analysis. AhmannandGlock (2) stated that the most 

generally used scales for measuring attitudes are the 

Thurstone and Likert types. The Thurstone scales are 

designed so that an attitude is measured on a continuum 

from favorable to unfavorable. The Likert method measures 

favorable or unfavorable in varying degrees. The respon

dent reacts to each statement on a five point scale. The 

score is computed by weighing the responses from five to 

one for favorable statements beginning with a strong 

agreement and assigning reverse order scores for un

favorable statements. 
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Ahmann and Glock (2) stated that measuring the 

validity of an attitude scale is difficult as there are 

very few criteria available with which to compare the 

scores. Mehrens and Lehmann (23) reiterated this by 

stating that attitude scales generally have a reliability 

rate of around 75. Oppenheim (24) shared these opinions 

by reporting that attitudinal measures are of an abstract 

and indirect nature and share this problem of validity 

with other forms of mental measurement because of the 

absence of suitable criteria. Ahmann and Glock (2) 

reported that attitude evaluation is most valid when the 

respondent has no reason for falsification. 

Constructing Questionnaires 

Cross (7) stated that questionnaires are designed 

to obtain certain kinds of information and are a valuable 

means of evaluation. Obtaining personal information from 

people is frequently done by questionnaires. Oppenhein 

reported that a questionnaire "is essentially a scientific 

instrument for measurement and for collection of particular 

kinds of data (24: 2) . " A questionnaire should be designed 

with specific aims in mind and to collect particular 

data which are the main variables to be measured. 

According to Oppenheim (24) mail questionnaires 

are cheaper to administer than personal interviews. 

The chief disadvantage of mail questionnaires is that 
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they may produce poor response rates. Figures of 40 

percent to 60 percent response rates are typical with an 

80 percent response rate seldom exceeded. Suitably 

worded reminders increase the response rate as do induce

ments such as gifts, money, and free samples. 

Ford (9) reported that a variety of techniques have 

been utilized to increase response rates in mail surveys. 

One device specifically investigated by Ford was the ad

vance letter, card, or telephone call to the recipient 

of a mail survey questionnaire. He related that there ~s 

evidence to support the effectiveness of any kind of ad

vance notice to increase the number of questionnaires 

returned. 

Matteson (21) stated that the semipersonal letter 

increased response rate. A semipersonal lettermayhave 

all or some of the following characteristics: a brief 

discussion of the questionnaire, the uses to which the 

data will be put, and a promise to send the results of 

the survey to the respondents requesting it. The letters 

are printed by the offset method with the salutation being 

individually typed and the letters being individually 

signed by the investigator. 

According to Matteson (21) the use of colored 

paper made no significant difference in the response rate 

of respondents receiving a semipersonal letter with their 
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questionnaires printed on colored paper. Colored question

na~res will improve the response rate if a form letter is 

mailed with the questionnaire rather than a semipersonal 

letter. 

Dillman and Frey (8) identified other means of per

sonalization such as individually typed letters, hand

written letters or postscripts, individually signed 

letters in contrasting ink such as blue, follow-up post 

cards with applied signatures, and follow-up personalized 

cover letters which may be incorporated into mail surveys. 

Personalized treatment does make a significant difference 

in the return rate of responses. In this same study it 

was also reported that last-ditch efforts at personal~za

tion will not allow a survey to recover from low response 

rates. 

Fuller (10) discussed the guarantee of anonymity 

on response rate. The study indicated that unless the 

subjects are confident that their answers are anonymous, 

then there is no real difference in the response rate 

between an anonymous and an identified group. In some 

instances theanonymity factor may actually decrease the 

return rate and may increase the social desirability bias 

of the responses. 

In a study directed by Berdie (5), there was no 

statistically significant relationship between question-



32 

naire length and response rate. He stated that common 

sense suggests that the shorter the questionnaire, the 

greater the response rate and that this has been the 

commonly accepted view. However, in the return rates of 

one page, two page, and four page questionnaires, there 

were more one page questionnaires returned even though 

the relationship was not statistically significant. 

Summary 

A review of literature indicated that vocational 

education began with programs that focused on the neces

sity to teach people job skills which would enable them 

to enter the working world. Cooperative programs have 

developed as a result of mandated legislation and a need 

to teach students marketable skills in high school in 

order that the students can be employable as full-time 

workers upon completion of the cooperative program. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR THE STUDY 

The present study was conducted to determine the 

extent to which former Home Economics Cooperative Educa

tion (HECE) students perceived that they had grown in 

job-related competency areas as a result of their involve

ment in the HECE program. The sample was composed of 

former HECE students in Area I of Texas. Each respondent 

was mailed a two-part instrument. Data were collected 

from the instrument and analyzed according to specific 

demographic and background variables. Procedures for the 

study are discussed in the following sections. 

Development of Home Economics Cooperative 
Education Follow-up Survey 

Instrument 

The Home Economics Cooperative Education Follow-up 

Survey Instrument contained two sections. The first 

section, General Background Information, was developed in 

order to obtain demographic and background information 

from former HECE students. The second section of the 

Home Economics Cooperative Education Follow-up Survey 

Instrument was entitled Employment Growth. This section 

33 
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of the instrument was designed to assess the former HECE 

students' self-perceived employment growth. 

General Background Information 
Section of the Home Economics 
Eaucation Follow-up Survez 
Instrument 

Section one entitled General Backgro~nd Information 

consisted of eight close-ended questions that could be 

answered by checking appropriate responses. The blanks 

to be checked identified demographic variables such as 

sex of the respondent, size of the high school attended, 

and present employment status. If the former HECE stu

dents were employed at the time they completed the ~n

strument, background information was collected by asking 

the respondents to check appropriate blanks indicating 

whether their present employment in a job area consisted 

of more, the same, or similar responsibilities as their 

HECE employment in a job area. 

Three open-ended questions were asked to which the 

respondents could reply with one or two word answers. 

These questions concerned the present age of the respon

dent, employment in the HECE job area, and the present 

employment in a job area. 

Employment Growth Section of 
the Home Economics Coo erative 
E ucation Fo ow-up Survey 
Instrument 

The review of literature facilitated the identifica-

tion of competency areas related to employment growth. 



35 

Curriculum guides written for Home Economics Cooperative 

Education programs, findings from other research studies, 

and textbooks were examined by the researcher to deter

mine competency areas to which employment growth could be 

demonstrated. 

The list of job-related competency areas was sub

mitted to three members of the home economics education 

graduate faculty in the Department of Home Economics 

Education at Texas Tech University for suggested re

visions. Based on their suggestions, the Employment 

Growth section of the survey instrument was developed. 

The revised Employment Growth section of the survey 

instrument f0llowed the Likert type scale format in which 

the respondents were asked to circle one of the following 

items to indicate the amount of growth they perceived they 

had experienced in each competency area: A Lot, Some, 

Little, Very Little, or None. The items were g~ven point 

values 0 to 4 with None being scored as 0 and A Lot being 

scored as 4. Included in the Employment Growth section 

of the survey instrument were two open-ended items to which 

the former HECE students were asked to respond. These 

two items were the following: "Please list three reasons 

you are glad you enrolled in the HECE program," and 

"Please suggest three ways you feel the HECE program could 

be improved, based on your experiences as an HECE student." 



Pilot Testing of Home Eco
nomics Cooperative Education 
Follow-up Survey 
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The preliminary version of the survey instrument was 

pilot tested to secure suggestions and ideas for the im

provement of the instrument. Twelve former HECE students 

from Dumas Senior High School, Dumas, Texas, took part in 

the pilot study. All of the respondents were female and 

had completed at least one year of the HECE program prior 

to graduation. The participants in the pilot study had 

been out of high school from one to five years. 

Cover Letter to Accompany Home 
Economics Cooperative Educa-
tion Follow-up Survey 
Instrument 

A cover letter was developed to be mailed with the 

Home Economics Cooperative Education Follow-up Survey 

Instrument. The letter explained that the researcher 

was interested in securing information concerning the 

self-perceived employment growth of selected students ~n 

Area I of West Texas. It was explained in the letter 

that the information obtained would remain anonymous and 

would be used only in tabulated totals. The final totals 

would be used only to analyze data regarding the HECE 

program. The letter emphasized that the instrument would 

take approximately ten minutes to complete. A self

addressed, stamped envelope was included with the survey 



instrument for the convenience of the former HECE stu

dents in returning the survey instrument to the re

searcher. A copy of the cover letter and the Home 

Economics Cooperative Education Follow-up Survey In

strument are included in Appendix A. 

Validation of the Home Eco-
nomics Cooperative Education 
Follow-up Survey Instrument 

A panel of eight members was selected to evaluate 

both parts of the instrument. Copies of both parts of 

the instrument were submitted to three members of the 

graduate faculty of the Department of Home Economics 

Education at Texas Tech University to establish content 

validity. Other panel members who were asked to par-
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ticipate in the evaluation of the survey instrument were 

as follows: one English teacher, one secondary home

making teacher, and one former HECE student from Dumas, 

Texas; one HECE teacher-coordinator from Amarillo, Texas; 

and one HECE teacher-coordinator from Lubbock, Texas. 

The panel members were asked to make specific suggestions 

regarding the clarity of the directions, the reading 

level of the instrument, and the appropriateness of the 

wording of the competency areas and the items to be 

checked. The use of the panel established the validity 

of the survey instrument. 
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Selection of the Sample 

The names of Home Economics Cooperative Education 

(HECE) teacher-coordinators were secured from the Area I 

Consultant for Homemaking Education in Texas. There

searcher requested from the Area I consultant the names of 

teachers who had HECE programs between the years 1972 and 

1977. The Area I consultant supplied the names of 25 

HECE teacher-coordinators who met this specification. 

A cover letter was developed to be mailed to HECE 

teacher-coordinators in Area I of Texas. The cover 

letter was designed to request the teachers' assistance 

by sending to the researcher the names and addresses of 

at least ten former HECE students who had been enrolled 

~n the HECE program at their respective high schools. 

The teachers were asked to respond to the request 

for names and current addresses by February 2, 1979. The 

researcher indicated in the,letter a willingness to share 

the results of the study with the teachers. Twenty-five 

teachers were mailed letters asking for their assistance 

in responding to a request for names and current addresses 

of former HECE students. The initial request was for 

ten names and current addresses. Provision was made for 

the teachers to send additional names and current ad

dresses of former students, if the information was avail

able. A form for listing the names and current addresses 
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and a self-addressed, stamped envelope were enclosed with 

the cover letter. These materials were mailed on 

December 20, 1978. A copy of the letter to the teachers 

and the request list for former student names are included 

in Appendix B. 

There were seven HECE teacher-coordinators who 

responded to the request for names and current addresses. 

The researcher contacted the teachers by telephone who 

had not responded to the request for names and current 

addresses of former students. Four additional teacher

coordinators sent names and addresses after the telephone 

follow-up. The total number of teacher-coordinators who 

responded were 11. These 11 teachers submitted the names 

and current addresses of 151 former HECE students. Of 

the 25 teachers who were mailed the materials, 11 returned 

the lists to the researcher. This was a return rate of 

44 percent of the HECE teacher-coordinators in Area I of 

Texas. 

Collection of Data 

The 151 former HECE students identified by the 11 

teacher-coordinators, were each mailed a cover letter, 

the Home Economics Cooperative Education Follow-up Survey 

Instrument and a self-addressed, stamped envelope for 

returning the survey instrument to the researcher. These 
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materials were mailed on February 23, 1979. Twelve 

questionnaires were returned by the United States postal 

system to the researcher due to incorrect addresses. Six 

additional incorrect or incomplete instruments were re

turned to the researcher. After this initial request, 69 

instruments were returned which could be used in the 

study. 

A follow-up letter asking for the respondent's 

assistance in completing and returning the questionnaire 

was mailed on April 25, 1979 to each former HECE student 

who did not respond to the initial request. Included 

with the follow-up letter were the two-part survey in

strument and a stamped, self-addressed envelope. A copy 

of the letter appears in Appendix C. Fourteen correctly 

completed instruments and two incorrectly completed in

struments were returned after the follow-up contact. 

Eighty-three correctly completed instruments were re

turned to the researcher from the total mail-out of 151 

instruments. This represented a return rate of 54.97 

percent. 

Treatment of the Data 

Data obtained from the two-part instrument com

pleted by the 83 respondents were transferred to tally 

sheets. The data from the tally sheets were transferred 
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to computer cards. The Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS) was the computer program utilized. The 

following statistical tools were used: 

1. Analysis of variance - to determine if s~g

nificant differences existed among the perceived employ

ment growth scores of former HECE students when they were 

categorized by four job classifications in the HECE pro

gram and to establish if significant differences existed 

among the self-perceived employment growth scores of 

former HECE students when they were classified according 

to the size of their high schools. 

2. Duncan's multiple range test- to further 

determine the relationship of the individual reference 
• 

groups to each other according to the means desired for 

each item. 

3. t-test - to determine if a significant dif

ference existed between the mean perceived employment 

growth scores of former HECE students who were 17-19 

years of age and those who were 20-26 years of age and to 

determine if a significant difference existed between the 

perceived employment growth scores of former HECE stu

dents who were employed at the time of the study and 

those who were unemployed at the time of the study. 

A list of statements was compiled that represented 

the views of the former HECE students concerning reasons 



for being glad to have been enrolled in HECE and their 

suggestions as to how HECE could be improved. These 

comments are summarized in Appendix D. 

42 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

OF DATA 

This chapter is composed of five sections. In the 

first section, descriptive data are provided. Tables have 

been constructed to provide information relating to the 

variables used in evaluating employment growth. Back

ground and demographic variables which were utilized in 

the evaluation of self-perceived employment growth in

cluded the sex of the respondents, age of the respondents, 

high school size, Home Economics Cooperative Education 

(HECE) high school job area, current employment status, 

changes in employment status, and changes in job re

sponsibilities. 

The second section of this chapter identifies the 

reasons students enrolled in the HECE programs. The 

reasons were compiled into a table. 

Suggestions for improving the HECE programs are 

provided in the third section. The suggestions made by 

the former HECE students are reported in a table. 

The fourth section of this chapter provides data 

analyses resulting from the statistical testing of the 
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hypotheses of t~e study. The t-test and analysis of 

variance were used to detect if any significant dif

ferences existed among employment growth scores when the 

participants were classified according to the following 

variables: HECE job area, age, employment status, and 

size of school. 

The fifth section of this chapter is a summary of 

the findings of the study. The summary follows the dis

cussion of the tests of the hypotheses. 

The data obtained for the study were collected from 

former HECE students in Area I of Texas who responded to 

a mailed questionnaire. The questionnaire was completed 

by 83 or 54.97 percent of the 151 former HECE students 

who were identified by HECE teacher-coordinators. 

Description of Variables 

As summarized in Table 1, the study was composed of 

a majority of female respondents. Of the total 83 

participants, 77 or 92.77 percent were female students, 

and 6 or 7.23 percent were male students. This is a low 

ratio of males to females who comprised the sample for 

the research study. 

Former Home Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) 

students who comprised the sample ranged from age 17 to 

age 26. The 83 participants in the study were arranged 



TABLE 1 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA FOR FORMER HECE STUDENTS 
PARTICIPATING IN THE STUDY 

Variables 

Sex 

Male 
Female 

Age 

17-19 Years 
20-26 Years 

Size of School 

Class A 
Class AA 
Class AAA 
Class AAAA 

Employment Status 

Currently Employed 
Currently Unemployed 

N 

6 
77 
83 

30 
53 
~ 

21 
19 
20 
23 
"[3 

66 
17 
83 

45 

Percent 

7.23 
92.77 

100.00 

36.14 
63.86 

100.00 

25.30 
22.89 
24.10 
27.71 

100.00 

79.52 
20.48 

100.00 
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in two groups consisting of respondents 17-19 years of 

age and 20-26 years of age. In the age group of 17-19, 

there were 30 participants or 36.14 percent of the sample. 

In the age group of 20-26, there were 53 participants 

or 63.86 percent of the sample. 

The distribution of students among the four 

categories of school size were approximately equal as 

indicated in Table 1. Of the former HECE students par

ticipating in the study, 21 respondents or 25.30 percent 

had attended Class A schools, 19 respondents or 22.89 

percent had attended Class AA schools, 20 respondents or 

24.10 percent had attended Class AAA schools, and 23 

respondents or 27.71 percent had attended Class AAA 

schools. 

The HECE programs in Texas are designed to foster 

future employment. A summary of the employment status 

of the former HECE students is presented in Table 1. For 

the study, 66 or 79.52 percent of the respondents ~n

dicated that they were currently employed. Only 17 or 

20.48 percent of the respondents indicated they were 

presently unemployed. 

In 1975, the Texas Advisory Council for Vocational

Technical Education in Texas (1) conducted a statewide 

survey of Texas employers which indicated that occupa

tional and marketable skills are obtained by participants 
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in high school cooperative education programs. In the 

present research project it was found that 66 of the 83 

former HECE students were currently employed, indicating 

that the former HECE students had a marketable skill 

which enabled them to become and remain employed. 

The researcher investigated the number of respon

dents who were currently employed in job areas that were 

directly related to their high school HECE job area. In 

Table 2 a summary is presented of the employment of the 

former HECE students. The job areas of their HECE employ-

ment during high school and their present employment are 

indicated. 

TABLE 2 

COMPARISON OF HECE EMPLOY~lliNT AND PRESENT 
E~~LOYMENT ACCORDING TO HECE JOB AREAS 

HECE Job Area 

Clothing Services, House
keeping Services, and 

Home Furnishings 
Food Services 

Child Care 

Other 
No Response 

Total 
,r~ 

HECE Program 
Employment 

N Percent 

19 20.65 

34 36.95 

15 16.30 

24 26.10 

0 00.00 
-,,~ 

" 92 100.00 

Present 
Employment 
N Percent 

3 3.61 
6 7.23 

5 6.03 
35 42.17 

34 40.96 -
83 100.00 

·~N is larger than 83 due to respondents checking 
more than one category. 
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There were 19 or 20.65 percent of the respondents 

who were involved in the following HECE job areas during 

high school: clothing services, housekeeping services, 

and home furnishings. This is compared to 3 or 3.61 

percent who were presently employed in these three areas. 

The largest group of respondents, 34 or 36.95 percent, 

gained employment experience in food service while en

rolled in the HECE program whereas only six or 7.23 per

cent of the participants, at the time of the study, were 

employed in food service. Fifteen or 16.30 percent of 

the respondents indicated child care as their HECE job 

area compared to the 5 respondents or 6.03 percent who 

were currently employed in the job area of child care. 

Twenty-four or 26.10 percent of the participants indicated 

"other" as their HECE program employment area whereas 35 

or 42.17 percent indicated "other" as their present 

employment. "Other" included the job areas of Art and 

Craft Aide, Bridal Consultant, Clothing Assistant, 

Companion to Elderly, Consumer Aide, Dietetic Aide, 

Fabric Coordinator, Fashion Coordinator, Floral Designer, 

Food Caterer Aide, Physical Fitness Assistant, Tester of 

Foods, and Tester of Textiles that are listed in the 

Handbook for Home Economics Cooperative Education Teacher

Coordinator in Texas (15). While all the participants in 

the study were employed during their enrollment in the 
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HECE program, 34 or 40.96 percent of the respondents made 

no response regarding present employment at the time of 

the study. 

The former HECE students were asked to indicate if 

they were employed in the same HECE job area, if they 

were employed in a different job area, or if they were 

unemployed at the time of the study. The results are 

presented in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 

SUMMARY OF STUDENTS WHO HAVE CONTINUED IN 
THE HECE JOB AREA OR CHM~GED JOB AREA 

Current Employment Status 

Same Job Area as HECE Job Area 

Different Job Area than HECE 
Job Area 

Currently Unemployed 

Total 

N 

18 

48 

17 

83 

Percent 

21.69 

57.83 

20.48 

100.00 

Eighteen respondents or 21.69 percent of the sample 

indicated they had remained in the same HECE job area. 

The majority, 48 or 57.83 percent of the currently em

ployed respondents, indicated they were employed in a 

different job area from their high school HECE employment. 

There were 17 respondents or 20.48 percent who were un

employed at the time of the study as indicated in Table 3. 
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Former students were asked to evaluate the respon

sibilities associated with their present employment com

pared to the responsibilities associated with their former 

HECE employment. Those students currently employed in 

the same HECE job area as they held in high school were 

asked whether their present responsibilities were 

relatively the same or if they had additional respon

sibilities. The former HECE students who were employed 

in a different job area were asked to report whether their 

present employment had similar, additional, or very dif

ferent responsibilities from the HECE employment. In 

Table 4 a comparison of employment responsibilities for 

students still employed in the high school HECE job area 

is presented. 

Of the former HECE students who were still employed 

in the same HECE job area, 1 respondent or 1.14 percent 

indicated that the job responsibilities were the same 

as the HECE employment in high school. Twenty respon

dents or 22.73 percent stated they were involved with 

the same job area as the HECE job area, but that they 

had assumed additional responsibilities. Of the students 

who were employed in a different job area from their HECE 

job area, six or 6.82 percent reported having similar 

responsibilities to those assumed on the HECE job. Ad

ditional responsibilities to those designated with the 
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TABLE 4 

SUMMARY OF PRESENT EMPLOYMENT RESPONSIBILITIES 
COMPARED TO HECE EMPLOYMENT 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

Employment Responsibilities 

Same Job Area as HECE Employment 

Same responsibilities 
Additional responsibilities 

Different Job Area Than HECE 
Employment 

Similar responsibilities to 
HECE employment 

Additional responsibilities 
to HECE employment 

Very different responsibilities 
from HECE employment 

Unemployed 

Total 

N 

1 
20 

6 

14 

30 

17 

88 

Percent 

1.14 
22.73 

6.82 

15.91 

34.09 

19.31 

100.00 

-/( 
The total number does not represent the total 

number of respondents due to respondents answering more 
than one choice. Percentages are calculated on the 
basis of 88 responses. 
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HECE job were assumed by 14 or 15.91 percent of the respon-

dents. Thirty or 34.09 percent of the respondents have 

assumed very different responsibilities from those as

sumed in their HECE job area. There were 17 or 19.31 

percent of the former HECE students who were unemployed. 

Reasons for Having Enrolled in the 
Home EconomicsCooperative 

Education Program 

Former Home Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) 

students were asked to identify three reasons why they 

were glad to have been enrolled in the HECE program in 

high school. The researcher separated the responses into 

nine general categories. Each of the categories is listed 
. 

in Table 5 with the number of responses per category. Ex-

amples of the letters and comments written by the former 

HECE students regarding reasons for enrolling in HECE 

programs are included in Appendix D. 

Respondents made many positive comments concern~ng 

the HECE programs in which they were enrolled in high 

school. There were 68 responses from the 83 former HECE 

students stating they believed they had learned more about 

the importance of careers and about the working world than 

they had known before enrolling in the HECE program. 

There were 49 replies made concerning the belief that the 

former students had increased their job related respon-

sibilities. Thirty-four replies were made that had to do 



TABLE 5 

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR HAVING 
ENROLLED IN HECE 

Reasons for Enrolling 
in HECE Program 

Learned more about the importance 
of careers and the working world 

Increased job related respon
sibilities 

Had positive experiences with 
people 

Gained in self-improvement 

Had a different classroom 
atmosphere 

Learned more about money management 

Had a good teacher 

Got out of school early to work 

Had meaningful HERO/FHA chapter projects 
and experiences 

Total 

.J~ 

53 

Number of 
Responses 

68 

49 

34 

21 

19 

17 

10 

8 

2 

228 
'i~ 

"Respondents submitted more than one reason. 
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with having had positive experiences with people. Gaining 

in self-improvement was mentioned in 21 responses. Nine

teen replies related to the fact that HECE classrooms 

had a different atmosphere. Seventeen of the participants' 

replies indicated they had learned more about money manage

ment. Having had a good teacher was identified by ten 

respondents as a reason for being glad they had been in 

the HECE program. Only eight persons mentioned getting 

out of school early in the day to work. Two responses 

indicated having meaningful HERO/FHA chapter projects 

and group activities as reasons for having enrolled in 

the HECE program. 

Former Home Economics Cooperative 
Education Students Suggestions 
For HECE Program Improvement 

The former Home Economics Cooperative Education 

(HECE) students were asked to identify three ways in 

which they believed the HECE program could be improved. 

The majority of the respondents had definite suggestions 

of how the HECE program could be improved. The researcher 

separated the suggestions into eight general categories. 

They are reported in Table 6 with the number of sug

gestions per category. Examples of statements and com

ments written by the former HECE students regarding 

suggestions for improving the HECE programs are included 

in Appendix D. 



TABLE 6 

SUMMARY OF HECE PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT 
SUGGESTIONS 

55 

Suggestions for Improvement Number of Responses 

Better classroom instruction and 
study programs 38 

Better HERO/FHA chapter and group 
activities 20 

Wider range of job opportunities 18 

More conferences with students, 
employers, and teacher-coordinators 

concerning job related problems 16 

More advertising of HECE programs 9 

More classroom time spent on money 
management 

More classroom time spent on the 
following concepts: efficiency, 

initiative, management procedures, 
and getting along with others 

Contests for HECE similar to the other 
cooperative programs 

Total 

9 

8 

5 

123 

·'~ " Respondents submitted more than one suggestion. 
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The majority of the suggestions made by the former 

HECE students for the improvement of the HECE program had 

to do with improving classroom instruction and the study 

programs. Thirty-eight suggestions were made in this 

category that identified topics to strengthen the HECE 

programs. Some of these topics included dealing with 

attitudes, individual standards, and incorporation of 

more field trips into the curriculum. Twenty suggestions 

were made that stated FHA/HERO chapter projects and 

activities needed to be improved. Eighteen suggestions 

were made concerning the need for a wider range of job 

opportunities while enrolled in an HECE program. Sug

gestions were made 16 times asking for more conferences 

with teachers, employers, and students concerning job 

problems. The idea that HECE programs need more advertis

ing was made in nine suggestions. Nine suggestions were 

also made to spend more classroom time on money manage

ment. Eight suggestions were made to spend more time on 

specific concepts such as efficiency, initiative, manage

ment procedures, and getting along with others. Five sug

gestions were made requesting contests similar to the 

other cooperative programs in Texas. 

Tests of Hypotheses 

The second part of the survey instrument consisted 

of seventeen items presented in a Likert type scale 
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format which allowed respondents to indicate self-per

ceived employment growth. Scores of "0" to "4" for each 

item were summated in order to provide a total scale score 

for each respondent. The scores for the respondents were 

utilized in the following tests of the four hypotheses of 

the study. 

The data were analyzed by the t-test or the analysis 

of variance test. F and t-values were considered 

statistically significant at the .OS level and beyond. 

Each of the hypotheses is discussed below. 

Hypothesis 1 

There are no significant differences among 
the mean self-perceived employment growth 
scores of former HECE students when they 
are classified according to the following 
high school HECE job areas: 

A. Clothing, housekeeping, and home 
furnishings services 

B. Food Services 
C. Child care servlces 
D. Other 

A one-way analysis of varlance test was used to 

determine whether self-perceived employment growth scores 

differed with students according to the students' high 

school HECE job areas. Jobs were included in the fol

lowing general areas: clothing, housekeeping, home 

furnishings; food services; child care services; and 

other job areas. The clothing, housekeeping, and home 

furnishings areas were combined due to the low number of 
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respondents who had been employed in each area. The mean 

score for each of the general areas is presented in Table 

7 . 

TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF SELF-PERCEIVED EMPLOYMENT 
GROWTH SCORES OF FORMER HECE STUDENTS 

BASED ON JOB AREAS UTILIZING 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TEST 

Job Areas 
Mean 

Scores F Ratio 
Level of 

Significance 

Clothing, 
Houskeeping, 

Home Furn-
ishings 15 57.40 

Food Services 28 61.71 4.05 .05 

Child Care 
Services 15 53.86 

Other 24 60.58 

Total 
,r .. 

s2" 

..J .. 

·~N does not equal sample size due to missing data. 

The mean self-perceived employment growth score of 

61.71 for the former HECE students in the job area of 

food services was the highest with the mean score of 53.86 

in child care services being the lowest. The students 

who had been employed in the job area "Others" had the 

second highest mean self-perceived employment growth 
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score of 60.58. Students who had been employed in the job 

areas of clothing, housekeeping, and home furnishings 

had next to the lowest mean score 57.40. The range 

between the lowest score and the highest score was 4.31 

points. 

Table 8 presents the analysis of self-perceived 

employment growth scores as perceived by former HECE 

students. The table represents the mean scores as based 

on HECE job areas. 

TABLE 8 

DIFFERENCES AMONG SELF-PERCEIVED E~PLOYMENT 
GROWTH SCORES OF FORMER HECE STUDENTS 

BASED ON JOB AREAS 

Source of 
Variation 

Between 
Groups 

Within 
Groups 

Total 

Sums of 
Squares 

698.08 

4480.88 

5178.96 

df 

3 

78 
,r. 
" 81 

Mean 
Squares 

232.69 

57.44 

F 

4.05 

Level of 
Significance 

.05 

7( d N does not equal 83 due to missing ata. 

The calculated F ratio of 4.05 was statistically 

significant at the .05 level. Thus, the analysis of data 

indicated that the self-perceived employment growth mean 
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scores for former HECE students, based on employment in 

high school HECE job areas differed significantly from 

each other. 

The results for the Duncan's multiple range 

test for self-perceived employment growth are summarized 

in Table 9. 

TABLE 9 

RESULTS OF THE MULTIPLE RANGE FOR 
DIFFERENCES AMONG THE MEANS FOR 

SELF-PERCEIVED EMPLOYMENT 
GROWTH SCORES 

Child 
Job Areas Care 

Sample Size N=l5 

Mean 53.86 

Clothing, 
Housekeeping, 

Home Fur:nishings 

N=l5 

57.40 

Other 

N=24 

60.58 

Food 
Service 

N=28 

61.71 

Note: A statistically significant difference exists 
among means which are not underlined by the same line. 
Means underlined by the same line do not differ sig
nificantly from each other. 

The analysis indicated that the mean score for the 

job areas of Food Services and "Other" did not differ 

significantly. The job areas of Child Care, Clothing, 

Housekeeping, Home Furnishings and Food Service did 

differ statistically. 
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Hypothesis 1, concerning the self-perceived employ

ment growth scores of former HECE students when classified 

according to HECE job areas, was rejected at the .05 

level of significance. The F-ratio was significant at the 

.05 level which indicated significant differences existed 

among the self-perceived employment growth scores of those 

former HECE students who had been employed in different 

job areas as a part of their HECE program. 

Hypothesis 2 

There is no significant difference between 
the mean self-perceived employment growth 
scores of former HECE students who are 
17-19 years of age and those who are 20-26 
years of age. 

The t-test was used to determine if there was a 

significant difference between the mean scores of the two 

age groups. The results are presented in Table 10. 

Ages 

17-19 

20-26 

TABLE 10 

COMPARISON OF MEAN SELF-PERCEIVED EMPLOYMENT 
GROWTH SCORES FOR FORMER HECE STUDENTS 

OF DIFFERENT AGES UTILIZING t-TEST 

Mean Level of 
N Scores t-value Significance 

-'~ ~~ 

Years 30 59.17 .06 NS 

Years 53 59.06 

·k 
Not significant at the .05 level. 
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The 30 respondents who were 17-19 years old had a 

mean score of 59.17 and the 53 respondents who were 20-26 

years old had a mean score of 59.06. The t-test value 

obtained was not significant at the .05 level or beyond. 

Therefore, the age groups did not differ significantly 

in their self-perceived employment growth scale scores. 

The null hypothesis was accepted. 

Hypothesis 3 

There is no significant difference between the 
mean self-perceived employment growth scores 
of former HECE students who are presently em
ployed and those who are presently unemployed. 

The t-test was used to examine the differences in 

the self-perceived emp1oyment growth scores as related to 

employment status. The mean scores and results of the 

t-test are presented in Table 11. 

TABLE 11 

COMPARISON OF MEAN SELF-PERCEIVED EMPLOYMENT 
GROWTH SCORES AS RELATED TO EMPLOYMENT 

STATUS UTILIZING t-TEST 

Employment Mean 
Status N Scores t-value 

Employed 66 59.20 .23 

Unemployed 17 58.71 

_,_ 
" Not significant at the .05 level. 

Level of 
Significance 

i'( 

NS 
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There were 66 employed respondents with a mean self

perceived employment score of 59.20. There were 17 un

employed respondents with a mean self-perceived employ

ment growth score of 58.71. The t-value was .23. There 

was no significant difference between the mean self

perceived employment growth scores of those respondents 

who were employed and those unemployed at the .05 level 

or beyond. The mean scores were quite similar. The null 

hypothesis was therefore accepted. 

Hypothesis 4 

There are no significant differences among 
the mean self-perceived employment scores 
of former HECE students when they are 
classified according to the following high 
school sizes: 

A. ~ 
B. AAA 
c. AA 
D. A 

respondents self-perceived employment 

growth scores were compared according to the size of 

schools in which the respondents were enrolled to deter

mine any differences. A one-way analysis of variance 

was used to determine if there were significant dif-

The HECE 

ferences in the self-perceived employment growth scores 

of former HECE students according to four school sizes. 

The results are presented in Table 12. 



Size of 

TABLE 12 

COMPARISON OF MEAN SELF-PERCEIVED EMPLOYMENT 
GROWTH SCORES OF FORMER HECE STUDENTS AS 

RELATED TO SCHOOL SIZE UTILIZING 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TEST 

Mean Level of 
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School N Scores F Ratio Significance 

Class A 21 62.24 
,I. 

" Class AA 19 57.89 1.97 NS 

Class AAA 20 59.60 

Class AAAA 23 56.78 

Not significant at the .05 level. 

There were 21 respondents from Class A schools with 

a mean self-perceived employment growth score of 62.24. 

The 19 respondents from Class AA schools had a mean self

perceived employment growth score of 57.89. Class AAA 

schools had 20 respondents with a mean self-perceived 

employment growth score of 59.60. Class AAAA schools 

had 23 respondents with a mean self-perceived employment 

score of 56.78. 

The former HECE students from the largest school 

size, which was Class AAAA, had the lowest mean self

perceived employment growth scores, and the former HECE 

students from the smallest school size, which was Class A, 



had the highest mean self-perceived employment growth 

scores as indicated in Table 12. 

Table 13 presents the analysis of self-perceived 

employment growth scores as perceived by former HECE 

students based on school size classification. 

TABLE 13 

DIFFERENCES AMONG SELF-PERCEIVED EMPLOYMENT 
GROWTH SCORES OF FOID1ER HECE STUDENTS 

BASED ON FOUR SCHOOL SIZES 

65 

Source of 
Variation 

Sums of 
Squares df 

Mean 
Squares f 

Level of 
Significance 

Between 
Groups 362.9 3 3 120.97 1.97 

Within 
Groups 4842.31 79 61.29 

"/d~ 
Total 5205.24 82 

..J~ ,.. 
Not significant at the .05 level . 

........ _. .... 
""noes not equal 83 due to missing data. 

,r~ 

" NS 

The calculated ratio of 1.97 was not statistically 

significant at the .05 level. Thus the analysis of data 

indicated that no differences existed among the self

perceived employment growth scores of former HECE stu

dents based on school size classification. 
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School size would not be predictive of mean employ

ment growth scores. Hypothesis 4 was accepted because 

there were no significant differences among the self

perceived employment growth scores of former HECE students 

from the schools within various size enrollments. 

Summary 

Only one of the hypotheses of the study was not 

statistically accepted by the collected data. The only 

variable in this study which seemed to influence self

perceived employment growth scores was the high school 

HECE job area. The age of the respondent, size of school 

attended, or current employment status did not signifi

cantly influence self-perceived employment growth scores. 



CHAPTER V 

SUM}~RY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purposes of this chapter are to summarize the 

study and to draw conclusions which appear to be justified 

as a result of the data collected. Recommendations for 

further research are based upon the findings of the study. 

Summary of the Study 

The present study was conducted to determine if dif

ferences existed in self-perceived employment growth . 
scores of former Home Economics Cooperative Education 

(HECE) students when they are classified according to 

the demographic and background variables of age, high 

school HECE job area, current employment status, and high 

school s~ze attended. Reviewing literature, consulting 

curriculum guides written for Home Economics Cooperative 

Education programs, and studying the findings of other 

studies and textbooks aided the researcher in determin-

ing the competency areas in which self-perceived employ

ment growth might be perceived as part of the HECE pro-

gram. 
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The instrument that was developed was a two-part 

questionnaire entitled Home Economics Cooperative Educa

tion Follow-up Survey Instrument. The first part was 

subtitled General Information and was designed to col

lect demographic and background data from former HECE 

students in Area I of Texas. The second part of the in

strument was subtitled Employment Growth and was designed 

to collect data concerning the self-perceived employment 

growth scores of the former HECE students. At the end of 

the second part, two open-ended questions allowed the 

former HECE students participating in the study to list 

reasons for being glad for having enrolled in HECE pro

grams in high school and to make suggestions for the im

provement of the HECE program. In addition to the two

part survey form sent to former HECE students, a cover 

letter was developed to explain the purpose of the study. 

Other materials developed to aid in the data collection 

included a form on which HECE teacher-coordinators in 

Area I could send the names and current addresses of 

former HECE students to the researcher to use in the 

study. 

Eleven HECE teacher-coordinators from Area I of 

Texas submitted the names of 151 former HECE students. 

Each former HECE student was mailed a packet of materials 

consisting of a cover letter explaining the purpose of 
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the study, the two-part questionnaire, and a self-ad

dressed envelope. Eighty-three respondents comprised the 

ultimate sample from which all of the data were collected. 

The data were collected and analyzed by the !-test 

and the one-way analysis of variance test. An attempt 

was made to establish how much former HECE students ex

perienced employment growth as a result of being enrolled 

in HECE programs in high school. The growth scores were 

analyzed when the students were classified according to 

demographic and background variables which consisted of 

high school HECE job area, the age of the respondent, 

current employment status, and size of the high school 

attended. 

Findings of the Study 

The findings of the study, derived from the analyses 

and interpretations of data, were as follows: 

1. Hypothesis 1 stated that there would be no 

significant differences among the mean self-perceived em

ployment growth scores of former HECE students when they 

are classified according to high school HECE job areas. 

Former HECE students were classified according to their 

high school HECE job area and their self-perceived employ

ment growth scores were then compared and analyzed. It 

was found that the mean score for food service employees 



was the highest. The students involved in child care 

services had the lowest mean score. 
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When the mean growth scores of various job areas 

were compared by the one-way analysis of variance, there 

were significant differences in the mean scores at the 

.05 level. The null hypothesis was rejected. 

2. Hypothesis 2 stated that there would be no sig

nificant difference between the mean self-perceived em

ployment growth scores of former HECE students who are 

17-19 years of age and those who are 20-26 years of age. 

The sample was divided into a group of respondents 17-19 

years of age and a group of respondents 20-26 years of 

age. The.mean self-perceived employment growth scores of 

each group were almost identical at 59.17 and 59.06, 

respectively. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

3. Hypothesis 3 stated that there would be no 

significant difference between the mean self-perceived 

employment growth scores of former HECE students who are 

presently employed and those who are presently unemployed. 

The mean self-perceived employment growth scores of the 

employed respondents and the unemployed respondents in 

the study were tabulated and analyzed by the t-test to 

compare the differences in the scores of the two groups. 

A slight difference was found in the scores of the two 

groups. The results of statistical tests revealed no 
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significant differences in the mean scores of the employed 

and unemployed former HECE students. The null hypothesis 

was accepted. 

4. Hypothesis 4 stated that there would be no sig

nificant differences among the mean self-perceived employ

ment growth scores of former HECE students when they are 

classified according to their high school size. The mean 

self-perceived employment growth scores were tabulated ~n 

relation to the four sizes of high schools represented in 

the sample. The mean scores were analyzed according to 

the one-way analysis of variance to detect any significant 

differences in the scores of respondents classified ac

cording to the high school size attended. Respondents 

from the largest schools had the lowest self-perceived 

employment growth scores, and the respondents from the 

smallest schools had the highest scores. The mean scores 

were all close and no statistical significance existed 

at the .05 level. The null hypothesis was accepted. 

5. Information was collected from participants 

in the study when they responded to the open-ended 

questions which asked for reasons for having enrolled in 

HECE programs and suggestions for improving the HECE 

programs. The reasons for enrolling in HECE programs 

identified by the former HECE students were: 



Learned more about the importance.of careers and 
the working world 

Increased job related responsibilities 

Had positive experiences with people 

Gained in self-improvement 

Had a different classroom atmosphere 

Learned more about money management 

Had a good teacher 

Got out of school early to work 

Had meaningful HERO/FHA chapter projects and 
experiences 
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Over 50 percent of the participants identified that 

learning more about the importance of careers and the 

working world and increasing job related responsibilities 

were two of the most important reasons for enrolling in 

HECE programs. 

The suggestions made by former HECE students for 

improving HECE programs were: 

Better classroom instruction and study programs 

Better HERO/FHA chapter and group activities 

Wider range of job opportunities 

More conferences with students, employers and 
teacher-coordinators concerning job related 

problems 

More advertising of HECE programs 

More classroom time spent on money management 

More classroom time spent on the following concepts: 



efficiency, initiative, management procedures, 
and getting along with others 
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Contests for HECE similar to the other cooperative 
programs. 

The majority of the suggestions had to do with improving 

classroom instruction and the study progr·ams. 

Conclusions 

The findings of the study stated that former Home 

Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) students who were 

employed as food service employees had the highest mean 

scores on the self-perceived employment growth scale. 

Former HECE students employed in child care services had 

the lowest mean self-perceived employment growth scores. 

Food service employees may have more opportunities for 

growth as their jobs offer more variety of tasks, more 

interaction with adult fellow employees, and more inter-

action with an adult clientele. Child care services offer 

fewer variations in the employment tasks. Teachers having 

students employed in training stations that are in the 

child care areas may need to examine the employment growth 

scale in order to aid the students in achieving the most 

employment growth in high school HECE programs. It may 

be concluded that the similarity of the scores was 

partially due to the respondents' similar classroom ex

periences during enrollment in the HECE program in high 

school. 



There was an age span of nine years between the 

oldest respondent and the youngest respondent in the 
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study. It would be a logical assumption that there would 

be more growth by the older students than the younger. 

However, the older, more mature former HECE students and 

the younger, less mature former students perceived their 

employment growth about the same. In the study, the 

former students of all ages appear to have achieved ap

proximately equal in terms of employment growth, as a 

result of being in an HECE program in high school. It 

appears that their HECE experiences fostered their develop

ment as employees and as individuals. This statement is 

supported by the comments and suggestions made by the 

former HECE students on the survey instrument. 

The study investigated the self-perceived employ

ment growth scores of currently employed and unemployed 

former HECE students. In-the findings it was indicated 

that the scores of the two groups were almost identical. 

It can be concluded that current employment status made 

no difference in the way in which the former HECE stu

dents viewed their amount of employment growth achieved 

during HECE high school enrollment. It can be concluded 

that the former HECE students viewed their HECE experience 

equally favorable even though the former students may 

not presently be using the entry level skills developed 



in high school HECE programs. There were no data col

lected in the study to ascertain why the former HECE 

students were unemployed at the time that the students 

responded to the survey instrument. 
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The former HECE students from the smallest schools 

had the highest self-perceived employment growth scores, 

and the former HECE students from the largest schools 

had the lowest self-perceived employment growth scores. 

There is the possibility that the former HECE students 

from the largest schools may have had opportunities for 

employment growth previous to their entering the HECE 

program. The former HECE students from the smaller 

schools could have had fewer previous opportunities for 

employment growth. Therefore their scores would reflect 

greater growth. Even so, the mean scores of the two 

groups were so closely related that there was no statis

tical difference between the two groups. A larger 

sample may or may not indicate similar findings. 

Respondents made many positive comments concerning 

the HECE programs which were summarized into nine general 

categories and reported with the number of responses in 

each category. The former HECE students expressed the 

opinion that they had learned how to work in the real 

world, how to get along with people, and to assume a 

greater number of responsibilities both on and off the 



job. Therefore, the experiences the students gained 

while enrolled in an HECE program support the data that 

79.52 percent of the former HECE students were employed 

at the time of the study. 

The HECE program is designed so that the students 

receive HECE and other high school course instruction 
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and have release time to report to their assigned train

ing station. Of the 83 respondents in the study, only 8 

persons or 9.63 percent of the former HECE students in

dicated that getting out of school early in the day was a 

valid reason for enrolling in an HECE program. The data 

supports the assumption that former HECE students accepted 

more job related responsibilities. 

Former HECE students suggested a variety of ways to 

improve the HECE program which were summarized into eight 

categories and reported with the number of responses in 

each category. The suggestions made by the participants 

for better classroom instruction and study programs and 

wider range of job opportunities are two improvements 

recognized by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) personnel. 

The possible occupations has increased from 13 to 105 

within the past decade. The limited training stations 

which existed at the time some of the participants of 

the study were enrolled in HECE programs would be a 

contribut_ing factor for the participants to suggest im-
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provement in the study program and opportunity to select 

from a wider range of jobs. 

Twenty responses were related to the need for more 

meaningful FHA/HERO chapter activities. This is also 

refl~cted in the fact that only two persons listed FHA/ 

HERO experiences as a reason for being glad to have en

rolled in HECE. HECE teachers have the responsibility 

of making FHA/HERO chapter experiences more relevant 

to HECE students. It was suggested nine times that there 

should be contests similar to those held in other co-

operative programs. This type of activity could be 

utilized as a meaningful leadership experience for HECE 

students. 

Recommendations for 
Further Research 

The study of the self-perceived employment growth 

of former HECE students in Area I of Texas has revealed 

the need for further research. Some recommendations 

for further research follow. 

1. Conduct a study similar to the present study 

on a state-wide level and compare the findings of the 

two studies. 

2. Conduct a study to ascertain if the employ-

ment status of former HECE students is related to a 

change in residence, availability of employment, or some 

other variable. 



3. Conduct a study to determine how long former 

HECE students remain in the HECE employment after high 

school graduation. 

4. Conduct a study to ascertain if HECE training 

provided job skills that are helpful in obtaining new 

employment if a change in employment took place after 

graduation from high school. 
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5. Conduct studies to determine specific areas and 

degrees of strengths and weaknesses in the HECE programs. 

6. Conduct studies to determine ways of improving 

classroom instruction in HECE programs at the high school 

level. 

7. Conduct studies to find ways to improve the 

participation of HECE students in HERO/FHA chapter activi

ties and to find ways to have contests similar to the 

other cooperative programs. 

8. Conduct studies to ascertain ways to provide 

more instruction through the Texas Education Agency and 

in teacher-education programs to prepare educators better 

for working in the HECE program. 
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APPENDIX A 

223 Pear 
Dumas, Tx. 79029 
February 23, 1979 

Dear Former HECE Student, 

The enclosed survey is a method of collecting informa
tion about the Home Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) 
programs in West Texas. I am interested in finding out 
the influence of the HECE program regarding employment 
growth of the student. I am asking the assistance from 
selected people by having them fill out the questionnaire. 
Your name was one selected. You are being asked to 
answer general background questions and some specific 
growth questions about how you grew or improved in some 
areas of job and school performance. 

The information will remain anonymous and will be 
used only in tabulated totals. The final totals will be 
analyzed to make conunents regarding the Home Economics 
Cooperative Education (HECE) program. 

It will take approximately 10 minutes to complete 
the questionnaire and put it into the enclosed self
addressed, stamped envelope. Will you please do this? 

Thank you very much for your help and cooperation. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mrs. Peggy Raub, HECE Co
ordinator 
Dumas Senior High School 
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Please return this questionnaire by March 15, 1979 to the 
following: Mrs. Peegy Raub 

223 Pear 
Dumas, Tx. 79029 

General Background Information 
Please check or complete the items that apply to you. 
1 . Sex· . Male Female 
2. Present age: ___ 

3. Size high school from which you were graduated: 
AAAA AA 

AAA A 

4. Specific job or occupation area while enrolled in 
HECE in high school: 

___ Clothing services 
___ Housekeeping services 
___ Home furnishings 

Food services 

Child care 
Other (please name) 

5. Presently employed: _____ yes ___ no. (If you check 
no to this question, please continue with the items 

on the next page. If you check ~' please answer 

the questions on this sheet.) 
6. Are you still in the same job you had in HECE: 

_yes no. 

7. If~' to question 6, do you have: 
___ the same responsibilities as when you were en

rolled in HECE 
___ additional responsibilities than when you were 

enrolled in HECE. 
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If you are not in the same job you had while enrolled 
in HECE, do you have 

Similar responsibilities on your present job as 
you had with your HECE job 

___ Additional responsibilities on your present job 

that you did not have with your HECE job 
___ Very different responsibilities on your present 

job than you had with the HECE job. 

If you are not employed in the same job as you had 

HECE, is this different position in: 

Clothing services Food services 

Housekeeping services Child care 

in 

Home furnishings Other (please name) 
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Employment Growth 

The following statements are some general areas ~n which 
a student may have experienced growth or improvement while 
enrolled as a Home Economics Cooperative Education (HECE) 
student. Please indicate the amount of growth you believe 
you experienced as a HECE student in each of the areas 
below by circling (0) the appropriate number in the right 
hand column for each item. 

Very 
Areas A Lot Some Little Little None 

1. Arriving on time 4 
2. Calling in absen-

teeism 4 
3. Dressing appropri-

ately for the job 4 

4. Caring for personal 
appearance at work 
and school 4 

5. Accepting criticism 
and corrections 4 

6. Acting upon criti
cisms and sugges-
tions 4 

7. Showing positive 
attitudes toward 
school 4 

8. Showing positive 
attitudes toward 
work 4 

9. Getting along with 
employers and super-
visors 4 

10. Relating to cus
tomers, clients, 
or patrons 

11. Gaining job 
knowledge 

4 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 

2 1 0 
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Very 
A Lot Some Little Little None 

12. Gaining job skills 4 3 2 l 0 
13. Acquiring increased 

responsibilities 4 3 2 l 0 
14. Understanding in-

structions 4 3 2 l 0 
15. Following in-

structions 4 3 2 1 0 
16. Obtaining permission 

before changing a 
procedure or . 

~n-

struction 4 3 2 l 0 

17. Keeping busy and 
doing tasks without 
being told to do so 4 3 2 l 0 

Please list three reasons you are glad you enrolled in 
the HECE program. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Please suggest three ways you feel the HECE program could 
be improved, based on your experience as an HECE student. 

1. 

2. 

3. 
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As part of my Masters degree program in Home Economics 
Education at Texas Tech University, I am investigating 
the areas of growth experienced by former Home Economics 
Cooperative Education (HECE) students from Area I in 
Texas. This survey will be completely anonymous and will 
be limited to the students' perceptions of growth attained 
in their high school HECE program. This information will 
also be used as a basis for, drawing implications for 
improvement of the HECE programs in Texas. 

The graduates required for this study will need to 
have finished high school between 1972 and 1977. Each 
student will be asked to complete a two-page survey. 
Some of the areas of possible growth that will be assessed 
include: dependability, personal appearance, acceptance 
of criticism, attitude improvement, and job knowledge and 
skills. 

I am asking each of the HECE teachers in Area I to 
send me the names and addresses of HECE graduates. Your 
name was selected, and I hope you will assist me. Please 
send the names of at least ten former students that you 
had in HECE who graduated between 1972 and 1977. If you 
can send up to twenty names it will be appreciated. Fill 
in the names and current addresses on the enclosed form. 
A self-addressed, stamped envelope is provided for your 
convenience. Please return these names to me no later 
than February 2, 1979. 

I will be happy to share the results of this study 
when it is completed. Thank you very much for your co
operation. I look forward to receiving the names and 
addresses. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mrs. Peggy Raub, HECE Co
ordinator 
Dumas Senior High School 
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Names for HECE Follow-Up Survey 

Please return to Mrs. Peggy Raub 

223 Pear 

Dumas, Tx. 79029 
Assisting Teacher's name and address: 

Please return by: February 2, 1979 

1. Name ------------------------
Address 

2. Name 

Address 

3. Name 

-------------------

-------------------

-------------------------
Address -------------------

4. Name -----------------------
Address -------------------

5. Name ________________ _ 

Address -----------------
6. Name ____________________ __ 

Address ___________________ _ 

7. Name _________________ _ 

Address ------------------

8. Name --------------------
Address ----------------

9. Name --------------------
Address -----------------

10. Name --------------------
Address ----------------

11. Name --------------------
Address -----------------

12. Name --------------------
Address -----------------

13. Name --------------------
Address -----------------

14. Name __________________ _ 

Address ----------------
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15. Name ----------------------Address __________________ _ 

16. Name ----------------------
Address -------------------

17. Name -----------------------
Address -------------------

18. Name ----------------------
Address -------------------

19. Name ----------------------
Address -------------------

20. Name ----------------------
Address -------------------
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Recently, you received a very important questionnaire 
to be filled out regarding information about Home Economics 
Cooperative Education (HECE). I am sending you another 
questionnaire as I desperately need your information. 

Will you please help me by filling out the question
naire and returning it to me in the enclosed envelope. 
I do need your cooperation and look forward to receiving 
the questionnaire within the next few days. As I men
tioned before, all information will remain anonymous. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this 
matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

Mrs. Peggy Raub, HECE Co
ordinator 
Dumas Senior High School 
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APPENDIX D 

Comments Concerning the HECE Programs: 

1. 

2. 

3 . 

4. 

5 . 

6. 

7 . 

8. 

9 . 

10. 

11. 

12. 

I learned the importance of a career and how to 
accept responsibility. 

I loved HECE and I wish it could have lasted forever. 

HECE helped me understand my job more. 

HECE was different from a regular class. 

HECE should have contests, otherwise, it is the 
greatest. 

HECE let me find out what the real world is like. 

HECE got me started in a career in which I am most 
happy. 

HECE gave me a chance to make enough money in order 
to help me to graduate. 

You get to know people and how they really are. 
Interesting!!! 

I really enjoyed being enrolled in my HECE class. 
Not only did we learn about our own particular jobs, 
but others as well. A lot of emphasis was placed on 
human relations, which I appreciated because I used 
to be awkward around people. 

Theyeari was in HECE was the first year the program 
had started in my high school. It went very well 
that year because the teacher-coordinator made it 
work. That determination influenced us as students 
to make the program a success. It has continued to 
grow ever since. 

I highly recommend the HECE program. It is very 
good for so many reasons. Employers know that these 
students are out to work and to learn to do a good 
job. This program really helped me to overcome my 
shyness. I had to because I meet and talk to at 
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least sixty different people everyday. I've been 
at my present job for 5% years from a part time HECE 
student to a full time department manager. I be
lieve this is the best program as far as school
work programs are concerned. 

13. I think a lot more could be done with the HECE 
programs. If schools placed more emphasis on the 
program, it would be really big. I always encourage 
younger friends to enroll in the class. Thank you 
for wanting my opinion. 

14. I can't think of any improvements right now. 
Ironically enough, and I'm not just saying this to 
make anyone feel good, all I remember about the 
program is the good. It's a worthwhile class; I'm 
glad I had the opportunity to share in it and to have 
a teacher as dedicated and hardworking as I did. 
Keep it going, and if there's anything else I can 
do to help you, , feel free to write me anytime. 

15. HECE helped me to understand the business field, how 
to get along with co-workers, and how to understand 
my employer. 

16. I learned a lot about how attitudes affect your 
job and how it also affects how you get along with 
your fellow workers. 

17. HECE gave me increased incentive to finish school. 

18. I learned the correct way to apply for and to get a 
different job. 

19. HECE gave me job experience for better jobs after 
graduation. 

Suggestions for Improvement of the HECE Programs: 

1. HECE should deal more with getting along with others 
and with supervisors. 

2. HECE should have better study programs with more 
job related materials. 

3. The students efforts should be recognized. 



4. The students should have classroom instruction in 
filling out income tax, what kind of insurance is 
important, learn about the stock market, and learn 
how to budget. 

5. All materials should be up-dated. 
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6. The students should be able to discuss their problems 
at work, in the classroom, and in conferences with 
their teacher. 

7. There should be more conferences with students, 
employers, and teacher-coordinators. 

8. Teachers should visit your job often to see you work. 

9. There shouldbeawider range of job opportunities. 

10. There should be contests similar to the other co
operative programs. 

11. HECE should be advertised more, even nationwide. 

12. The students should receive more credit for the 
hours spent in working. 

13. The students should go on more field trips such as 
food service stores. 

14. The teachers should teach the students how to be 
irreplaceable. 

15. The number of students in one class should be limited. 

16. Branch out in other directions such as working with 
the handicapped. 

17. The students should learn more about other job areas 
than just their own area. 

18. Encourage the students to develop positive attitudes. 

19. HECE should stress that if someone is doing a job, 
to make the most effort possible to do the best job. 

20. HECE should be offered to more students in high 
school. 
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