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The objective of this study was to explore the effects of a structured internship program,
implemented in the Fall of 1997 by the Construction Management Program at Colorado State
University, on student perception and performance in subsequent coursework. Because it was
recently initiated, not all construction management students participated in the first structured
internship session. As aresult, many departmental courses during the 1998-1999 academic year
had a combination of students; those who experienced the structured internship program and those
who had not. The department was in a unique position to compare student perception and
performance of these groups. Measures of performance and perception included: 1) Comparison
of changes in GPA, 2) Comparison of student course performance, 3) Differences in attitudinal
surveys designed to measure the students' perception of the impact of the structured internship
program. The results of the research were inconclusive. GPA’s of the internship group increased
dlightly (1.09%). The data supporting this increase did not prove statistically significant. The
non-internship data was statistically significant where the non-internship group posted a 4.49%
decrease in GPA. Asawhole, the internship group outperformed the non-internship group in
subsequent academic performance but the difference between groups was not statistically
significant. Students’ perceptions overall were very positive with regards to the internship
experience. Many students found the work fulfilling and beneficial with regards to career growth
and grasping of the concepts presented in future coursework.
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I ntroduction

Structured internships have grown to become an integral part of the academic landscape. Many
argue the practical experience gained from a structured internship is an important step to lay the
groundwork in preparing students for careersin their chosen field. It is expected that this
experience reaps such benefits as: (1) exposure to techniques and problems not encountered in a
classroom environment, (2) enhanced understanding of the business world, (3) improved ability
to evaluate and assimilate classroom experiences, and (4) increased motivation to master subject
material on returning to school (according to The AAA Committee on Internship Programs as
cited by Knechel and Snowball, 1987). Other benefits include: (1) opportunities for permanent
placement with the sponsoring company, (2) clarifying career choices, and (3) increasing
student’ s self-esteem (Flesher, Leach, and Westphal, 1996).

Besides the potential rewards for the student, the sponsoring company may also realize benefits

from participating in a structured internship program. They include filling staffing needs (Rohlk,
1998), recruiting (Buchanan, 1997), contributing to the profession (Crumbly and Summers,
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1998), and giving back to the community (Buchanan, 1997). The school implementing such
programs benefits as well. It strengthens communication with the industry and supplements
academic programs with the practical experience gained by the students.

As aresult of these expected outcomes, many academic institutions are convinced the internship
experience adds to the student’ s overall education and award credit to those who take part in the
internship program. However, the assumption that structured internships nurture academic
learning is arguable. Little empirical evidence is available to sustain this hypothesis (Knechel

and Snowhball, 1987). This study’s purpose was to further explore the assumption that structured
internships do have educational merit by testing the hypothesis that students improve
academically following a structured internship experience.

In the fall of 1997, the Construction Management Program at Colorado State University followed
the trend and initiated a mandatory structured internship program, officially known as the Phelps
Internship Placement Program, in which the participating students earn credit. Because it was
recently initiated, not all construction management students participated in the first structured
internship session, which occurred in the summer of 1998. As aresult, many departmental
courses during the 1998-1999 academic years had a combination of students; those who
experienced the structured internship program and those who had not. The department wasin a
unigue position to compare student performance of these two groups and perceptions of interns.
Measures of performance and perception included: (1) comparison of fluctuations in GPA, (2)
comparison of student performance in subsequent coursework, and (3) attitudinal surveys across
various demographics designed to measure internship students perceptions and elicit open-
ended comments.

Four previous studies explored the effects of structured internship programs on subsequent
coursework. The studies conducted by Koehler (1974), Knechel and Snowball (1987), Kwong
and Lui (1991), and English and Koeppen (1993) examined accounting students post-internship

scholastic performance. This study builds upon their research but investigates construction
management students’ performance in subsequent coursework.

M ethodology
Research Questions
To address the above areas of concern, the study posed the following research question:
Does participation in the Phelps I nter nship Placement Program improve academic
per formance within the Colorado State University Construction M anagement
curriculum compar ed to those who have not participated in the structured internship
program?

This question was addressed with the following sub-questions.
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1. What are the GPA changes of those students who had experienced the structured
internship program compared to those who had not?

2. How do those students who experienced the structured internship program performin the
same construction management coursework subsequent to the internship compared to
those who had not participated in the internship?

3. What are the changes in students' perceptions of the internship regarding career,
coursework, internship, and quality of work life?

ubjects

The sample of internship and non-internship students originated from Colorado State University
construction management majors. The sample consisted of two groups: Internship (treatment)
and Non-internship (control). The pre-selected internship sample consisted of those students
who €elected to participate in the first structured internship session that occurred in the summer of
1998. The Phelps Internship Placement Program coordinator provided alist of those students
participating in thisfirst session. The non-internship group was formed from all other
construction management majors in the program who did not elect to participate in the first
structured internship session. CM administrators provided class roles to help the researchers
identify those students who were construction management majors and were enrolled in at least
one upper-division construction management course for the 1998 fall semester. All students who
fit the criteria were included into the pre-selected non-intern group. No non-construction
management, pre-construction management, construction management minor, second bachelor,
or graduate students were included in either group.

Procedure

The methodology of this study built upon the research conducted by Koehler (1974), Knechel
and Snowball (1987), Kwong and Lui (1991), and English and Koeppen (1993), but measured
construction management students' performance in subsequent coursework and changesin intern
perceptions of the internship experience. The methodology of this study relied on three
instruments for gathering data. They included pre- and post-internship GPA data, performance
measurement in subsequent coursework, and pre- and post-internship questionnaires.

After approval of the appropriate Human Subjects Review Process, the research sub-questions
were answered in the following manner:

1. What arethe GPA changes of those students who had experienced the structured
internship program compar ed to those who had not?

A list of participants was created for the intern and non-intern group. Space was provided to
record the term GPA and credit hours of each student for the two pre-internship semesters (1997
Fall, 1998 Spring) and post-internship semester (1998 Fall). Only the 1997 Fall and 1998 Spring
semester term GPAs were examined for this study since these represented participants
performance as construction management majors. Prior to these terms, participants may have
been in other majors or their academic performance may have been unfocused and possibly
influenced by adjusting to college life. The term GPASs represent performance in all classes,
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including non-construction management courses, for which the student was registered and had
completed during that particular semester. The post-internship GPA excluded the grades earned
for the internship itself.

Once this data set was assembled for both groups, the two-term pre-internship GPAs for all
participants were averaged using the respective credit hours as a basis for weight. The mean
two-term pre-internship GPA was compared to the one-term post-internship GPA to observe a
possible percent change for each participant. The average was calculated for an overal pre-
internship GPA, post-internship GPA, and percent change for both groups.

To test for differences at the .05 level of significance between the intern group and non-intern
group, data were entered into the SAS statistical package to perform various analyses. Analysis
of variance (ANOVA) was performed between groups on their:

e Term GPAs before treatment,
e Term GPAs after treatment,
»  Percent change of GPA.

The ANOVA test was also performed within each group’s:
*  Percent change of GPA.

The ANOVA test was used because this methodology compares the variance between groups
and within groups. Thetest reveals if there are two means that differ significantly from each
other. The ANOVA ismore versatile than other inferential statistics because it can test the
differences between two or more means (Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh, 1996).

2. How do those students who experienced the structured internship program perform
in the same construction management cour sewor k subsequent to the internship
compar ed to those who had not participated in the inter nship?

For each of the required upper-division construction management classes offered in the 1998 fall
semester, lists were generated consisting of the intern and non-intern group enrolled in each
class.

Along with the class lists, instructors were provided course performance data sheets on which
participants names were not identified. The instructor recorded course performance data
randomly; thus the researchers had no opportunity to link names to this data.

Upon collection of all course performance data, the information was converted into percentages
reflecting total points earned versus total points possible for each student to alow for
comparisons between groups on their overall performance regarding all 11 courses.

To test for differences at the .05 level of significance between the intern group and non-intern
group, an ANOVA from the SAS statistical package was performed between groups on their:
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* Overdl performancein the 11 courses.
e Performance within each of the 11 courses.

As with the previous research question, the ANOVA test was used because the methodology
compares the variance between groups.

3. What arethe changesin students perceptions of the internship experience
regarding career, coursework, internship, and quality of work life?

Pre-internship and post-internship questionnaires were developed and administered to the
internship group prior to and after their structured internship experiences. Questionnaires were
designed utilizing suggestions from Salant and Dillman (1994). The survey consisted of 15
guestions inquiring about students perceptions of their career, the construction industry, and
their coursework. The questions were part of four composite groups. Questions 1 and 2
revolved around career. Questions 3, 4, and 6 focused on coursework. Questions 5 and 15
addressed internship. Questions 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 inquired about quality of work
life. Additionaly, space was provided to allow students to openly express their thoughts
regarding the structured internship program and construction industry. The pre-internship
guestionnaire asked the participants to respond to statements regarding their perceptions that
existed prior to their structured internship experience. The post-internship questionnaire asked
the participants to respond to the same statements found on the pre-internship survey but
inquired about their perceptions that existed after their structured internship experience.

Questions revolving around coursework were significant to this study since they inquired about
the internship student’s perception of the relationship between the internship experience and
academic performance. The other composite questions and the open-ended comment section
were primarily intended to provide additional insight about the internship program in general.

The dependent variables were developed from literature reviews. Participants were asked to
respond to questions using a Likert scale with seven response options. Values1to 7 were
assigned to the responses from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The lower the response to the
item, the stronger the students agreed with the statement. An example of the questionnaire is
presented in Appendix A.

Results
Participation Rate

Seventy-eight (78) students participated in the internship program during the summer of 1998
and were ultimately placed with atotal of 59 companies. Seventy-five (75) students were pre-
selected to be included into the internship group. Three students were excluded because they
were not construction management majors at the time of the study or were enrolled in the 24-
week internship session, thus not allowing them to return to campus for the 1998 fall semester.
After examining the class roles of upper-division construction management courses for the 1998
fall semester, 113 construction management students fit the criteria for the control group and
were pre-selected to be included into the non-internship group.
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Of the 75 internship students, 60 chose to sign the consent form and were included in the sample
making a participation rate of 80 percent. Of the 113 non-internship students, 89 elected to sign
the consent form making a participation rate of 79 percent.

Student demographics are presented in Table 1. Only four members of the internship group were
female (6.7%) while nine members of the non-internship group were female (10%). During the
1998 fall semester, the internship group consisted of two sophomores (3.3%), 21 juniors (35%),
and 37 seniors (61.7%). The non-internship group consisted of three sophomores (3.4%), 29
juniors (32.6%), and 57 seniors (64%). Although unintended by the researchers, the distribution
of student’s class standing was similar between groups. During the two semesters prior to the
internship, the mean credit hours earned by the interns were 28.03. The non-interns earned 25.79
credit hours. The semester following the internship, the mean credit hours for which the interns
registered was 14.75 while the non-interns registered for 14.37 credit hours.

Tablel
Student Demographics
I nternship Non-internship
Category N = 60 n=289
N Per centage n Per centage

Female 4 6.7 9 10.1

Male 56 93.3 80 89.9

Sophomores 2 3.3 3 34

Juniors 21 35.0 29 32.6

Seniors 37 61.7 57 64.0

GPA Performance
Pre-internship GPA Performance

Pre-internship and post-internship GPAs were amassed for both groups. Overall GPA
performance is presented in Table 2. The GPA earned by the non-internship group (2.9827) was
higher than the GPA earned by the internship group (2.9047) prior to treatment. However, the
ANOVA performed on the difference between the two groups was not statistically significant.
This demonstrated the equivalence of groups making them initially comparable and strengthened
the internal validity of the study.

277



Table 2

Overall GPA Performance

I nternship Non-internship Significance
*
Category Mean SD. Mean SD. L ?S'

Pre-internship

Term GPA 2.9047 5166 2.9827 5555 .3889
Pod-internship

Term GPA 2.9050 5931 2.8285 .6512 4674

Perce”teggange In 1.09% 1821 (4.59%) 1738 0571

Significance Level 6345 0157+ **

Change In GPA**

* Significance levels between groups.
** Significance levels within groups.

*** Sjgnificant at the .05 level.

Post-internship GPA Performance

Table 2 aso illustrates that post-internship academic performance by the two groups was
distinct. Theinternship group earned aterm GPA of 2.9050, an increase of 1.09% from their
pre-internship GPA. The non-internship group earned aterm GPA of 2.8285, a decrease of
4.59% from their pre-internship GPA. In spite of this, the ANOVA performed on the difference
between groups with respect to their post-internship term GPAs and percent change in GPA was
not statistically significant. Nor did the internship group achieve an increase in GPA that was
statistically significant. However, the decrease in GPA by the non-internship group was
statistically significant. A graph depicting the pre- and post-internship performance is presented

in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Pre- and Post-internship Performance
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Subsequent Course Performance
Course Profile

To segregate the effect of the internship on academic performance, the 11 upper-division
construction management courses offered following the internship were examined to compare
performance between groups. The total number of studentsin all 11 classes for each group (137
and 214) exceeds the sample number for each group (60 and 89). Thiswas due to enrollment in
multiple classes by students from each group during the 1998 fall semester. Course performance
ispresented in Table 3.

Course Performance

As awhole, the internship group outperformed the non-internship group in subsequent academic
performance but the difference between groups was not statistically significant. Performance in
specific subject areas varied. The internship group earned higher gradesin MC 261, MC 361,
MC 362, MC 363, MC 364, and MC 366. The non-internship group performed better in MC
232, MC 317, MC 365, MC 461, and MC 464. However, these grade differences between
groups in each class were not statistically significant.

Table3
Course Performance Data
I nternship Non-internship Significance
CourseNo. Course Name M ean S.D. M ean S.D. Level (p)
MC 232 Arch. & Const. Planning 87.27 9.37 88.57 7.43 6451
MC 261 Const. Surveying 86.05 7.08 83.54 7.20 4012
MC 317 Safety Management 92.20 5.30 93.03 3.54 7270
MC361  Mechanical Building Systems 84.80 6.40 81.25 13.03 .1000
MC 362 Congt. Contracts 78.48 7.19 74.17 11.37 1363
MC 363 Quantity Surveying 87.28 4.76 85.68 7.02 5631
MC 364 Advanced Const. Systems 85.82 4.89 82.42 6.98 2113
MC 365 Const. Estimating 87.78 6.32 88.00 4.50 9272
MC 366 Congt. Eqpt. & Methods 88.11 3.34 85.72 7.03 4704
MC461  Const. Sched. & Cost Control 87.25 2.58 92.18 3.92 1392
MC 464  Const. Project Administration 87.47 5.34 88.11 7.01 8272
Overall 86.77 6.78 85.68 9.37 5354
Intern Perceptions
Response Rates

A pre-internship and post-internship questionnaire was developed to measure the internship
group’s perceptions regarding career, coursework, internship experience, and quality of work
life. The pre-internship questionnaire was given immediately before the internship. The post-
internship questionnaire was administered near the end of the 1998 fall semester. Of the 75
participants, 65 returned a pre-internship questionnaire making a response rate of just under 87
percent. Forty-four (44) returned a post-internship questionnaire making a response rate of just
under 59 percent.
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I nternship Demographics

Internship participant demographics are presented in Table 4. Of the internship participants
surveyed, five females responded to the pre-internship questionnaire (7.7%), while four females
responded to the post-internship questionnaire (9.1%). At the time of the internship, two
sophomores (3.2%), 28 juniors (44.4%), and 33 seniors (52.4%) responded to the pre-internship
guestionnaire (63 had reported their class level). One sophomore (2.3%), 13 juniors (29.5%),
and 30 seniors (68.2 %) responded to the post-internship questionnaire.

More than 83 percent of the interns indicated that they had construction experience prior to the
internship. Nearly 75 percent of the interns had at least one year of construction experience.
Eighty-seven (87) percent reported they worked as a laborer at some point. More than 59
percent had field supervision experience and amost 30 percent indicated they performed
administrative duties during their construction experience. Finaly, approximately 24 percent
reported they were involved with managerial responsibilities.

Table 4
Internship Participant Demographics
Pre-internship Questionnaire Pogt-internship Questionnaire
Category n =65 n=44
N Percentage N Percentage
Gender
Female 5 7.7 4 9.1
Male 60 92.3 40 90.9
Class Level
Sophomore 2 3.2 1 23
Junior 28 44.4 13 295
Senior 33 52.4 30 68.2
Experience
Yes 54 831 NA
No 11 16.9 NA
Time
3 Monthsor Less 3 55 NA
3 to 6 Months 6 10.9 NA
6 to 9 Months 5 9.1 NA
1 Year or Greater 41 74.5 NA
Responsihility (check al that apply
guestion)
Laborer 47 87.0 NA
Field Supervision 32 59.3 NA
Administrative 16 29.6 NA
Management 13 24.1 NA

Initially, the most striking results of the questionnaire originated not from the measurement
scale, but from the demographics section. Of the 65 interns surveyed, more than 83 percent had
previous construction experience. Nearly 75 percent of these interns had at least one year of
experience in the construction industry. Almost 60 percent indicated they had experience in field
supervision, administrative duties, management responsibilities or some combination of the
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three. The researchers could only speculate on the magnitude of experience the non-interns
possessed. Upon reflection, this should not have been an overwhelming surprise. More than 50
percent of the intern participants were seniors. However, this pre-existing construction
experience base possibly negated the effects of the questionnaires with regard to certain
guestions. The subsequent lack of significant results on the questionnaires may have
substantiated this hypothesis.

I mplications

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether participation in the Phelps Internship
Placement Program helped improve academic performance compared to those who had not
participated in the formal internship program. The results suggested that participation will likely
lead to an increase in scholastic performance, but thisis a fragile assumption. The demographics
show atendency for construction management students to possess relevant work experience
before the internship. The nature of the experience is unknown, but it has the potential for
wiping out the positive effects of an internship with respect to subsequent academic
performance.

The implications of this study have a significant impact on the role internship plays within an
academic program. At the development stage, educators must clearly identify the purpose of the
internship and the level of resources they wish to commit. If the purpose isto augment the
curriculum, enhance academic learning, and increase the stature of the academic program with
the commitment of minimal resources, implementing an internship program may not deliver the
desired results and will not be the best use of those resources. If the primary goal isto ensure all
construction management students gain interview experience, work with a quality company, are
exposed to the industry, and are assigned challenging tasks, internships have been demonstrated
to be worthwhile for the students.

If the latter is the predominant objective, this study has presented some implications, both
general and specific, for administering such internship programs. It’s clear that construction
management students probably have some level of experience under their belt before the
internship. In an attempt to differentiate the internship experience, educators must establish
procedures to increase the likelihood that students will receive stimulating assignments. These
procedures may include aggressively recruiting companies that will adhere to the ideals of
providing students with a variety of opportunities. Vigorously maintain record keeping policies
via student assignments or periodic telephone calls so as to monitor their experiences and
determine if sponsor companies are providing the appropriate level of opportunities for the
students. This also implies that construction management departments must commit the
necessary resources to suitably perform such monitoring. Failing to do so would possibly result
in an internship program becoming irrelevant.

Since the internship program at CSU was recently initiated, it will require time to mature and

gradually provide students with a valuable experience they will cherish. Perhaps academic
performance will proportionally improve aswell. This study only scratched the surface of this
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topic and the results lead to additional research. These additional areas of research are presented
in the next section.

Conclusions

Based on the outcome of this research, it isinitially difficult to conclude whether participation in
Colorado State University’s construction management internship program enhances academic
performance. The results from the two primary indicators of performance, overall GPA and
subsequent course performance, contradicted each other. The decline in GPA experienced by the
non-interns was statistically significant. The variation in subsequent course performance
between groups, athough hard to ignore, was not statistically significant. The fact that the
internship group’s marginal increase in agreement with the statement saying the internship
helped their performance in subsequent coursework upon returning to the classroom was not
statistically significant does not lend credence to the hypothesis that the internship enhances
academic performance. Perhaps the primary reason for the inconsistent results lies within the
previous work experience an overwhelming number of interns, and possibly the non-interns, had
prior to the internship. The internship could have been nothing more than a continuation of
previous work. Asaresult, both groups may have had a good understanding of the intricacies of
the industry thus minimizing or even negating the effects of the internship on academic
performance. Two students comments in the open-ended section were particularly enlightening.

* “Theonly thing | don’t like about the internship program is | worked for my company
before | was a student at CSU and going to continue working for them after graduation.
So the only thing | got from the internship program was a tuition hill that 1 had to pay and
homework after working for 10 hours. | also didn’t like the fact that my boss has to be
burdened with extra paperwork for me.”

* “| do agree with the internship program but not fully. The company I’m doing my
internship with | already worked for the past two summers. Now to graduate, | have to
pay out-of-state tuition plus the company has to pay to have me back.”

Another reason for the inconsistent results may have to do with duration. Conceivably, 12 weeks
may not have been enough time to fully grasp the prerequisite skills needed to succeed in the
industry resulting in the interns not taking full advantage of the classroom experience.

Regardless of the performance in subsequent coursework and questionnaire results, the fact that
the interns maintained their GPA while the non-interns did not suggests the internship probably
had a positive affect on academic performance. The reasons for this relationship are hard to
pinpoint. Possibly due to the urging of internship coordinators and the record keeping
responsibilities required by the program, host companies may have felt compelled to provide
students with a variety of challenging tasks; tasks which may not have been ordinarily assigned
if the position was a standard “summer job.” One student noted the following in the comments
section:
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» “Sincel have had previous field experience in the past, | had a good idea of what goes
on at the job site. However, | have received much more responsibilities with the
internship which requires different skillsthan | have used in the past.”

As aresult, intern students may have gained a more sophisticated outlook of the industry thus
enhancing their motivation to perform well academically or at least negate the effects of
“senioritis’ (Dorrance, 1979).

With respect to subsequent coursework, the interns earned an overall average of 86.77%. Inthe
six classes in which the interns outperformed the non-interns, the average difference in grades
was 2.96 points. In the five classes in which their non-intern counterparts surpassed them, the
average difference in grades was 1.58 points. The point here is how much better do the interns
have to perform? Their average score is comparatively high which illustrates that they have a
firm comprehension of the subject material. Thisis also true of the non-interns. Construction
management students often have a solid fundamental knowledge of the techniques employed by
their craft when they reach the second half of their academic careers. 1n a study by Jackson
(1998), a survey was administered to 340 construction management seniors from six different
universities regarding ethics. Of the 285 responses, more than 65 percent indicated they had 1.5
years of experience and almost 40 percent reported they had an immediate family member
involved in the construction business. One member of the internship group of this study noted
the following in the open-ended section of the questionnaire:

* “| havelived in the house of a senior superintendent (Dad) all my life so there are no real
‘shockers'. I'mjust learning more and more about why [emphasis added] things are
done the way they are.”

It would be expected that construction management students as a whole will perform moderately
well in courses related to their chosen field of study, even without the benefit of participating in
an internship.

The answer may lie with courses taken outside the construction management curriculum.
Classes such as soils in construction, elementary structural design, or labor relations, may be the
real test of whether the internship has a positive affect on academic performance. These subjects
are on the fringe of the core construction knowledge base and would be a key indicator in
determining if a student was motivated to learn as aresult of the internship. This study did not
incorporate performance data from these types of classes, but, judging from the performance in
overall GPA of both groups, this may be the area in which the interns differentiated themselves
from the non-interns.

Clearly, the benefits of an internship program are numerous. Students have the opportunity to
observe first-hand the skills and knowledge needed to succeed and enhance their understanding
of theindustry. To reinforce this statement, students have noted the following in the open-ended
section of the questionnaires:

e ‘| don't know where my interests lie. However, the internship helped narrow the field.”
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“The learning experience of the internship program is very beneficial. Thereisthe
potential of gaining an entire years worth of coursework in a single semester of
internship.”

“The internship that | did was extremely beneficial to me. | learned alot and | feel that
if I didn’t do aninternship, | wouldn’'t have the job that | have today.”

“ My perceptions of commercial construction have changed the most. Before my
internship with a commercial GC, | did not like it. After, | was confident that | wanted
to pursuethis as a career.”

“It is very important that you have good communication skills. Telephone conversations
are adaily activity.”

Conversely, the internship proved to be an eye-opener for some students:

“Surprised at the level of politics involved in the construction industry.”

“I did not expect the role that the social/political relationships play in the industry. If it
were just building buildings, the job would be perfect. Instead, you have to shuffle
paperwork, and deal with owners and architects.”

The results of the study suggest that participation in a formal internship program will probably
have a positive affect on academic performance. However, the effects of construction
management internships may not have the same magnitude of influence as compared to other
pre-professiona internship programs. Thisis due in part to the characteristics of the construction
management field. Many students already have extensive construction experience before they
even begin their internship thus possibly dulling the enlightenment the internship is intended to
provide.

Recommendations for Future Research

The findings of this study lead to the following recommendations for future research:

1.

The current study included students from only one institution. 1t would be beneficial to
replicate this study at another institution offering a comparable construction management
internship program to observe and establish any subsequent trends regarding academic
learning.

As previoudly noted, this study did not capture the grades from courses outside the core
construction management courses. Examining thisindicator of performance may provide
additional insight whether participation in aformal internship programs will enhance
academic learning.

The current study only examined performance in subsequent courses that occurred during
the 1998 fall semester. Expanding the methodology to include courses following the
1998 fall semester will help establish long-term trends and improve the reliability of the
study.

The current study suggested participation in the internship program enhanced academic
performance. A possible benefit of this outcome isthe cure for “senioritis’. 1t would be
an interesting study to examine student performance over a 10-year period to determine if
“senioritis’ does exist.
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5. To assessthe impact previous work experience has on the internship and subsequent
academic performance, a study that would incorporate a more detailed examination of
work histories of each group would be useful in further understanding the academic
benefits of the internship program.

References

Ary, D., Jacobs, L. C., & Razavieh, A. (1996). Introduction to research in education (5" ed.).

Fort Worth: Harcourt Brace College Publishers.
Buchanan, J. (1997). Intern affairs. Office Systems, 14(2), 54-57.

Crumbly, D.L., & Summers, G.E. (1998). How businesses profit from internships. Internal
Auditor, 55(5), 54-58.

Dorrance, C.A. (1979). Senioritis. Different manifestation of senior anxiety. Journal of the
National Association of College Admissions Counselors, 23(4), 28-30.

English, D.M., & Koeppen, D.R. (1993). The relationship of accounting internships and
subsequent academic performance. Issuesin Accounting Education, 8(2), 292-299.

Flesher, J., Leach, S., & Westphal, L. (1996). Creating effective internships. Performance
Improvement, 35(10), 22-25.

Jackson, B.J. (1998). The perceptions of college construction students regarding the ethics of
the construction industry. Unpublished master’ s thesis, Colorado State University, Fort Collins.

Knechel, W.R., & Snowball, D. (1987). Accounting internships and subsequent academic
performance: An empirical study. The Accounting Review, 62(4), 799-807.

Koehler, R.W. (1974). The effect of internship programs on subsequent college performance.
The Accounting Review, 49(2), 382-384.

Kwong, K.S., & Lui, G. (1991). Effects of accountancy internship on subsequent academic
performance. Chinese University of Hong Kong Education Journal, 19(1), 111-116.

Rohlk, L. (1998). Internships get high marks. Incentive, 172(12), 79-80.

Salant, P., & Dillman, D. A. (1994). How to conduct your own survey (1% ed.). New Y ork: John

Wiley & Sons, Inc.

285



Appendix A

I nternship Questionnaire

STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OF THE CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY

Please respond to the following statements regarding your perceptions of the construction industry that exist prior to
your internship experience. All return formswill be kept confidential and your anonymity will be maintained.
All resultswill bereleased in the aggregate. Individual responses will not be identified. Clearly circle the
response that best represents the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements by
using the scale below:

SA = Strongly Agree, A =Agree, MA = Mildly Agree, U = Unsure, MD = Mildly Disagree, D = Disagree, SD =
Strongly Disagree.

Prior to the start of your internship experience:

1 Y ou knew your specific career path

within the construction industry

(e.g. estimating, field engineering,
planning & scheduling, etc.). SA A
2. Y ou had a clear understanding

of which area of construction

in which you wish to be involved

(e.g. residential, commercial,

heavy highway, utility, etc.). SA
3. Y ou believed your coursework

would prepare you for the
internship program. SA A
4. Y ou believed your coursework would

be beneficial in preparing you for a

career in the construction industry. SA
5. Y ou felt confident that the internship
program would be beneficial in preparing

you for acareer in the construction

industry. SA
6. Y ou believed the internship program

would help your performancein

remaining coursework at CSU. SA
7. Y ou felt the construction industry

generally provided safe working

conditions. SA
8. Y ou believed the construction industry

provided fair wages for management

personnel. SA
9. Y ou believed the construction industry

provided fair wages for field

MA

MA

MA

MA

MA

MA

MA

MA

MD

MD

MD

MD

MD

MD

MD

MD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD

SD
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supervisory personnel. SA A MA U MD D SD

10. Y ou felt the members of the
construction industry are ethical. SA A MA U MD D SD

11. Y ou trusted that your immediate
supervisors of the sponsoring
company would treat you fairly.  SA A MA U MD D SD

12. Y ou believed that the field employees
(“craftworkers’) of the sponsoring
company would treat you fairly.  SA A MA U MD D SD

13. Y ou felt confident that the
responsibilities assigned to you
would be meaningful. SA A MA U MD D SD

14. Y ou believed your efforts would
make a worthy contribution to

the sponsoring company. SA A MA U MD D SD
15. Y ou would have not participate

in the internship program if it were

not required. SA A MA U MD D SD

STUDENT INFORMATION
Gender: Male Female
Your class level following the internship program: Sophomore Junior Senior

Do you have previous experience in the construction industry (do not include time spent with present internship

company)?
__No(Stop)
____Yes. If yesplease answer the following:
Time spent working in the construction industry: Primary nature of responsibilities
3 monthsor less. (Check all that apply):
____3to 6 months. ____ Laborer
_____6to9 months. ____Held Supervision
____Approx. 1 year or greater. _____Administrative
_____Management

Y our comments below relative to your perceptions of the construction industry are appreciated.
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