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Abstract

Technology is changing the way we live, work, play and learn. Successful partnerships between
education and industry can provide the technology and innovations necessary to provide aflexible
learning framework to meet the needs of today’s lifelong learners. Fostering collaborative and innovative
partnerships will help enable business, industry and higher educetion to transform in this high speed
information age. Nationwide studies will provide the identification of key characteristics of the changing
workplace and evidence of the potential for successful new partnerships. Thelack of highly skilled

workers, the growing needs for access to education by lifelong learners and the difficulty in forming

fruitful partnershipswill be addressed in this paper.



|ntroduction

Knowing how our professon is evolving can help us postion oursaves for the future. Some of
the trends we describe are dready emerging; others can be foretold from current and emerging events.
All are supported by data and demographics gleaned from many sources both academic and indugtrid.
Two mgor forces— globa competition and rapid technologica advances — have profoundly changed,
and will continue to change the nature and content of work in the workplace of the future.

The world of work has entered anew economic erathat has no precedence in the past. This
new economic ageisthe result of many shifts that have happened in the globa socioeconomic, indudtrid
and politicad environment. These shifts have created new paradigms based upon technology, people,
and indudtrid organizations, which differ sgnificantly from those that we have relied upon for decades.
These shifts are hgppening continuoudy and at an ever-increasing pace. In today’ s business
environment, the only congtant is change. This new economic age is chdlenging in many ways, but it dso
provides us with new opportunities asindividuds, organizations, nations, and the world. But for business
to prosper in the ever-changing world, they must completely rethink how and why they do what they
do, and prepare their members wdl to work in this new environment. In other words, the new economy
will require new paradigms in how we educate, train, and develop the workforce (Hartanto, 1993).
Sustainable comptitive advantage is no longer based on technology or machinery. Corporate leaders
are saying that people are our most important advantage. While downszing, restructuring and
reorganizing, many organizations are cregting high- performance work systems and transforming
themsdves into learning organizations. They are gving more respongbility to workers, who have been
asked to do more with less (Bassey, 1997). The American economist Lester Thurow of the

Massachusetts Indtitute of Technology has reminded us that “in agloba economy of the twenty-first



century the education and skills of aworkforce will end up being the dominant competitive wegpon”
(Thurow, 1993). Similar admonitions have come from Carnevale (1991), Reich (1992), Judy &

D’ Amico (1999) and others. In this brave new world, Shield (1995) reminds us, education and training
systems must not be based upon knowledge acquisition at the expense of knowledge application; upon
past practice, or upon theoretical models with little or no consideration of application, data based needs
andyds, or planning for quantitative or quditative evauation.

The History of Work Based Education

One of thefirst modesto be put in place, first in manufacturing but later extended to dl
industries, was Frederick Taylor’s Principles of Scientific Management (Whedler, 1990). With
authority, it was argued, a manager could get anything done. Systems were created, developed, and
implemented by management. Workers were only there to run the system under the supervision of
management and productivity problem was the result of falure to follow procedure. It was argued,
therefore, that workersreally did not need to know very much. When this centrdized planning method
proved unsuccessful, asit amost dways did, jobs were “dumbed down” leading to even less worker
involvement and, inevitably, to acycle of industrid decline obviousin the late 1970's and the 1980's.
These centrdized planning axioms developed under Taylorism suggested that management gods were
specifications for performance. Actualy, when used to reduce or replace worker input, they were
primarily tools for shifting blame away from management when the centrdly planned sysems didn’t
work, which they seldom did (Bradley, 1993). Today, dthough “ scientific management” has been
largely discredited, in asurvey of employer sponsored training in the U.S., Lakewood Research (1995)
it was found that 54% of dl budgeted training dollars were aimed at programs for managers and

professionals rather than workers. In addition, 64% of training managers reported that they expected



their budgets to remain the same or be cut for the next fiscd year, despite an increasein training
requests from their organizations and increased corporate profits. A more recent report by Lakewood
Research on the Dun and Bradstreet organizations (2001) shows that despite the fact that the
nonexempt employees greatly outnumber managers and exempt professondsin the American
workforce; only 36% of training spending is directed a them. An argument could be made, perhaps,
that workers do benefit indirectly from the training their bosses get. It would appear that a considerable
amount of research-based andysisis needed in education and training policy in both the public and
private sectors.

The purpose of this paper isto suggest a starting point for the development of awork-based
learning system, which will serve amoativated, highly skilled and well educated workforce. This system
must be devel oped using the tools at our disposa while working under red world restraints. Innovetive
partnerships, as discussed in this paper, may help achieve thisgod.

Albert Eingein reminded us “the mere formulation of a problem isfar more essentid than its
solution.... To raise new questions, new possibilities, to regard old problems from a new angle requires
creative imagination and makes red advancesin science” (Fidds, 1993). We suggest that the first step
is an undergtanding of the problem using the elements of good research as suggested by Anderson
(1990), Bassey (1990) and Hammerdey (1992): determine the question, collect data, and then conduct
asysematic, critical inquiry in order to explain, generdize and predict. A good place to begin our
investigation into what work-based learning should beisto try to understand what the work place of the
future will be like and who will work there. What do emerging trends and current and projected data tell
us about the work organizations and demands of the future? What about the people who will work

there? What will their needs be?



The Work Place of the Future

Andyssof areview of the literature reveded 6 mgor areas of sructura organizationa change
that will have sgnificant impact on development oriented practicesin and intended for the workplace. In
astudy commissioned by the American Society for Training and Development, (McLagan, 1989) found
that the pressures for workplace productivity will intensify, and that the pace of change will continue to
accelerate with organizations and industries looking beyond obvious efficiency gainsto more systematic
ways of being low-cost producers of high-quality products and services. Research by Grant Thorton
LLP, amgor internationa accounting firm, found that 78% of mid-szed companies surveyed are
reducing cycle times and that ultimately, gpeed and agility will become the critica requirements for
aurvivd for mid-sized manufacturers (Cantwell, 1996). Work will continue to change rapidly because of
advances in technology, and according to Peter Drucker (1994) time, has become the most vauable
business resource. In astudy of best practices by industry leadersin the U.S. and Canada, researchers
identified the practices of quantifying and measuring reductions in cycle time, employees recognition of
their respongbility to continuoudy improve their work processes, and employees understanding the
compeling need for change as a mgor difference between high performing and low performing
companies (Y earout, 1996). Further evidence of thistrend isfound in the report by
Lakewood Research (1995) that 84% of businesses reported measuring the reactions to training
provided by the employer, 60% reported eva uating behavior when they returned to the job, and 43%

reported measuring the business results of training provided, dl adramatic changein the



past few years. The useful life of information was estimated at 10 yearsin 1980 by the software
industry, at two yearsin 1995, and estimated at 15 months in 2002 (Olson, 2002). Recent anecdota
information from a variety of sources in manufacturing and service indugtries both in the U.S. and
Europe confirm this trend. The “do more with less’ refrain will be a dominant theme in work
organizetionsin dl indudtries in the future.

The second clear structura change occurring across industrid sectorsis that more people
continue to do applied knowledge work. According to the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) in 1950, 60% of dl jobsin the U.S. were classified as nonskilled, in 2000, only 15% were.
“Virtualy every group of adults examined increased their participation in adult education between 1991
and 1999, often in ways that reduced disparities in participation that had existed in 1991. Although the
widespread increase in participation in adult education has been accompanied by an eimination of some
inequities, in many cases the highly educated and high status groups that have been the traditiond
beneficiaries of adult education remain the main beneficiaries today” (NCES, 2002). Workerswill
continue to have greater access through technology to the information needed to do their jobs, and are
therefore less dependent on hierarchy and structures. As cycle times decrease and change accel erates,
the ability to apply skills quickly and effectively is becoming more important than smply having kills
Technology is continuing to take over a category of jobs, which do not require critica thinking.
Automation engineers use the rule of the three Ds to determine which jobs will be automated: Dirty,
Dangerous and Dumb. In the emerging work environment, knowledge skills such as judgment, flexihility,
and persond commitment are now the most vauable sills to the organization (Y earout, 1996).

A third very clear trend isthat work organizationsin dl industries and sectors will continue to

shift their focus to the customer and quality. It will be pervasive because it is akey competitive



characterigtic. In tomorrow’ swork organization, customer and quaity focus will continue to permeate
the organization, with every employee clear about the value he or she adds for interna aswell as
externa customers. One of the greatest differences between high producing and low producing
companies identified in recent research was that employeesin high producing companies understand the
link between their tasks and the organizations strategic plans and gods, and that change in the high
producersis driven by customer needs and expectations (Y earout, 1996). The pervasiveness of this
trend can be seen by the variety of work organizations who have endorsed the quaity movement.
Within the past decade, the U.S. Department of Defense, Organizational Dynamics, Inc., Generd
Motors, Ford Motor Co., Damler —Chryder, Kroger Food Stores, American Telephone and
Telegaph, Generd Electric, Proctor and Gamble, health care organizations, schools, hotel chains, and
many other organizations have proclaimed their conversion to quality. Lakewood Research (1995)
reported that 70% of those surveyed from the Dun and Bradstreet list of organizationsinthe U.S.
employing 100 people or more are providing employer supplied training in at least one of the current
qudity initiatives. They aso noted that 82% report providing training intended to develop a customer
focus, and 74% of manufacturers report adopting tota quaity management, with 50% reporting
trangtioning to a teams-based structure. In 1995 the Baldridge Qudity Award, the U.S. equivaent of
the Japanese Deming Qudity Award, was piloted with hedlth care and educational organizations. An
emphasis on customers and qudity is obvioudy not an issue in only afew industries and sectors, but has
become away of conducting work in most industries within the realm of new technological advances.
The current Lakewood Research report (2001) states that 37% of al employer-sponsored training in

the United States is devoted to teaching computer sKills.



In the work organization of the future, aforth mgor and clearly developing trend is that in many
organizations, the arenafor planning and action will be globa. McLagan (1989) predicted that markets,
resource pools, competition, partnerships, or dl of them will cross nationd lines. For some, competitors
are suppliers or even customers. Relationships are complex and boundaries have blurred between
organizations and their environments. A study by Frain and Ajami (1994) indicated that in the
automobile industry, Japanese and American management attitudes became remarkably smilar with
each nationa group acquiring some of the other’ s philosophy. A study by Y auas (1995) of Asan
managers and American managers in the eectronicsindustry showed a great ded of “convergence’ in
management attitudes and practices in the entire Pacific Rim. The Internationd Standards Organization
has aso greatly homogenized practices of management and production through its 1SO 9000 standards
and sub-standards. In addition, the pressures created by internationa trade unions and agreements such
as the European Union (EU), the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and The Generd
Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT) will intengfy internationdism in al indudtrid sectorsand in
both the industrialized and the non+indudtridized world.

In the work organization of the future, business strategies will become more dependent on the
qudity and versatility of the human resource. As McLagan (1989) noted, whether they rely on improved
productivity, qudity, or innovation, the strategies of the future will not be ddivered if the organization’s
human resources are not capable and committed. Organizations that apply only money and technology
to problems, without bringing the people dong, will not survive; especidly in industriesin which
knowledge, skills, and willingness to change are critica to competitive advantage. Confirmation that the
message is clear to comptitive industries is demonstrated by expenditures. Totd dollars budgeted for

formd training in 1998 by U. S. organizations with more than 100 employees was $52.2 billion; an



increase of 3% from 1994 and today the 2001 report indicates $56.8 hillion dollars budgetged for
formd training. (Lakewood Research, 1995, 2001). Shawn Miller of Eastman Kodak could have been
talking to every work organization in the future when he gave the advice “...train everyone’ (Miller,
1995). Training has become so important that the Baldrige Award criteria, 1SO 9000, QS 9000, ISO
14000 standards and MRP |1 (the Eastman Kodak tota qudity standards) al have a category or
requirements for aformd training plan and a disciplined approach to training.

Findly, dl of our data and sources agree that work structure and design will change
dramatically. In most mgor indudtriesin al sectors, hierarchies have dready begun to melt into or have
been replaced by aflatter and more flexible organizationd design. The boundaries between individud
jobs are blurring, with more team accountability, flexible and multi-skilled job designs. Mgor
downszing and other initiatives which emphasize doing more with less have aso had agreat impact on
worker flexibility. Aslarge companies such as Sears and IBM which tend to represent their industria
sectors continue to move to a more decentraized work environment, this trend, aready strong, can only
accelerate.

The Impacts Of Change

The next task isto ask what these projections and our interpretation means for the development
of work-based learning. What will the workforce needsin the work organization of the future be? How
will the changes in the work place affect the workforce? What knowledge and skills will workers need?
How will these impact work-based learning?

Each of the ax identified areas of mgor organizationd sructura change dramaticaly increases

demands upon the people who work within the organization. As these changes occur, demands made
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upon any work-based learning system will dso change. It would be of vaue to examine each of the
changes to see what they mean in terms of the skills and knowledge that will be required.

Pressures for workforce productivity will intensfy and the pace of change will continue to
accderate. Organizations are ill downsizing and still expecting workers to do more with less. Overdl,
31% of U.S. industries employing over 100 people reported downsizing in 1998, but in industries
employing 100,000 or more, the percentage was 56%. Another 25%, but as high as 46% in some
sectors, reported increasing the use of *outsourcing”, up from 14% last year, and 21% overal and as
high as 30% in some sectors reported increasing the use of “contingent” workers. “ Reengineering” was
aso popular, with 35% overal, but as high as 59% in some sectors being involved. Of the $56.8 billion
2001 totd dollars budgeted for formal training, the amount of $19.3 billion will go to outside providers
of training products and services (Lakewood Research, 1995, 2001). In dimmed down organizations,
with fewer workers to do the work, and the nature of the work changing rapidly, those fewer workers
are going to need to learn to do additiona tasks frequently, and to work more effectively. Obvioudy,
any future-oriented work-based learning system will have to be grounded in solid fundamentals, close to
or linked to its gpplication, and emphasize, “learning to learn”.

More people today are doing applied knowledge work, which requires judgment, flexibility, and
persona commitment rather than submission to procedures (Carnevale, 1991; Marshdl & Tucker,
1993; Kappner, 1993, Judy & D’ Amico, 1999). Creating competent knowledgeable workers who can
apply what they know with the ability to keep pace with rapidly changing technology will be akey
chdlenge. The emphasis will not be what the worker knows, but what he or she can do with it
(Drucker, 1994). The Hudson Institute reports that net job growth between 1994- 2005 will be greatest

in three categories. professonds, service workers, and technicians. “The high-paying ‘ professond
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speciaty’ occupations are expected to grow by 25 percent between 1994 and 2005, faster than any
other mgjor occupationa category. On the other hand, the low-paying * service occupations are aso
dated to grow by 23 percent in these years’ (Judy & D’ Amico, 1999, p. 77).

Organizations will continue to shift their focus to qudity and customers. Of the nine current
indugtrid trends identified by Lakewood Research (1995), six were qudlity or customer driven. Overdl,
58% of the organizations, but as high as 80% in some sectors, report adopting “total quality
management”. Overal, 50% of the organizations, but as high as 69% in some sectors, report
development of an “organizationa vison.” Overdl, 78% of organizations report “teaming” with 61% of
the total workforce involved. The largest change from 1994-1995 was an increase from 34% to 44% of
organi zations whom report that they now “partner” with suppliers and customers. The changeto a
customer-oriented, group- centered and broad- based respongbility and gpplication in atotal qudity
environment has tremendous implications for traditional work-based learning which has stressed isolated
and intengve skill acquigition and single practitioner gpplication in narrowly defined parameters of
reponsibility.

The arena for planning and action will be global. Any successful work-based learning system
must be prepared to serve clients who work in agloba setting. Hexibility and adaptability are no longer
merely desirable, but are required. Indicative of thisis that 53% of U.S. companies with over 100
employees provided training in “ divergity” this year, 51% provided training in “ srategic planning”, and
16% provided training in aforeign language (Lakewood Research, 1995). Also, 72% of mid-sized U.S.
manufacturers recently surveyed by Grant Thornton, amgor accounting and consulting firm, reported
that they planned to increase their emphasis on developing foreign markets as a result of various regiond

and world trade agreements (Cantwell, 1996). Diversity is now a dominant festure of al work and



teaching the skills required to function effectively in diverse work settings must become a mgor thrust of
work-based learning.

Business drategies will become more dependent on the qudity and versatility of the human
resources. An anecdote might be an gppropriate example here. A technician was summoned to a
company to repair amgor piece of manufacturing equipment. The plant manager looked on anxioudy,
as the production line was stopped. The technician removed the metal ingpection cover, then, shaking
her head, replaced it. She then walked to the rear left Sde of the machine and tapped it with a hammer.
The machine lit up, reset itsdlf and began operating again. Before leaving, the technician presented an
itemized hill which read: “ Tapping the machine with hammer, $1.00, knowing where to tap, $999.99"
(Burban, 1995). A look at the rdevant literature indicates that many organizations are getting the
message. Lakewood Research (1995) reported that 72% of U.S. organizations employing 100 or more
people provided training in “leadership”’, 60% provided training in “decison making” and “listening
kills’, 58% in “qudity improvement” and “deegation skills’, and 57% in “problem solving” and
“managing change’. Between 19% and 35%, depending on sector and Size, provided some form of
“remedia training”. The 2001 report by Lakewood Research reports that the most frequently offered
training sessions focus on computer gpplications for end-users, technicd skillsknowledge and customer
sarvice, while training for computer systems/programming, executive development and sdesisfar less
frequently provided. “The training most frequently provided on aweekly or monthly basis congsts of
new employee orientation, product knowledge, customer education and new equipment operation”
(Lakewood Research, 2001, p. 48).

Work structure and design are changing dramatically. As organizationa hierarchies become

flatter, more flexible work organization designs result. Increasesin respongbility and accountability for
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many workers aso have increased. As organizations become leaner, clear lines between jobs begin to
blur and the fewer workers must acquire more skills to accomplish more tasks. Teams carry out
complex operations and everyone must work more effectively. An effective work-based learning system
in this environment must have maximum flexibility in content and ddivery.

The Workforce Of The Future

Now that we have some understanding of what the work place and work organization will be
like, and some understanding of the demands that will be made on the people who work in these
organizations, our attention must now be turned to the people who will work in these organizations. Any
effective work-based learning system must meet the needs of the learnersit serves. What are their needs
likely to be? What unique problems must the system address? What resources will be needed? What
chdlenges must be met to prepare the workforce of the future for the work place of the future?

When we examine the data, the firgt thing that they tell usis that the workforce is changing as
fast as the work organization, but not in the same way, and not for the same reasons. One Smilarity,
however, is that the changes are structurd. That means that the changes have begun and will continue
and intensify through al industrid sectors. An advantage isthat Snce some of the changes have dready
taken place we can examine some impacts of those changes.

Thefirg of three structural changes in the workforce that the research identified isthat it is
rgpidly becoming more diverse. Inthe U.S. it will be more femae and non-white than mae and white in
the future (Johnson et al., 1987; Carnevale, 1991; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1994, Judy &

D’ Amico 1999). In Western Europe, judging from recent events this also appears to be the case.
Literacy gaps will widen, with increasing proportions of the adult population classfied as “functiondly

illiterate’ as the demands of technology accderate skill requirements. Inability to function adequately in
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the language of the work place is another emerging problem (Chissman, 1990; Nationd Center for
Educational Statistics, 2002). When it is consdered that about two-thirds of the people who will bein
the workforce a the year 2005 are dready in it (Brustein, 1994), and that the birth-rates of dl the
western industridized democracies have remained rlaively low for some time, the chalenges that relate
to an older workforce are added. The South to North and East to West migration in dl parts of the
world accelerate the multiculturalism of the workforce and adds even more diversity. It isclear to
educate and train the future workforce; management practices, communication processes, and
development issues must be addressed forcefully.

The second mgor workforce change reflects a value shift: people will expect meaningful work
and involvement. They will seetheir skills as resources to be used. They will have access, through
technology rather than hierarchy, to more of the information they need to do their jobs. They will expect
to participate in decisons, aswell as, in the wedth they help create. Studies by Hatcher and Hill (1993)
inthe U.S. involving regiona industries noted that for severd years, workers had been exhibiting
increased work ethic scores on measurement instruments as compared with workersin the region in
comparable industries of a generation ago. Productivity indicators, however, did not dwaysrise. Closer
investigation reveded that the workers, while bdieving that they should dways do their best were
sometimes reluctant to do o if they believed that their input was not vaued by the organization and that
they would not benefit from their increased effort. These findings are consstent with the literature of the
past 40 years, which consgtently identified worker involvement as one of the more important
motivators. As Breisch (1996) notes “In the 21% century, people will gravitate toward organizations that
add a unique vauable dimension to their lives ... The choiceis clear: Y ou can ether compete by offering

high salaries and wages or work to create an environment that makes people beat down your door to



15

get in. The only way to survive in the 21% century isto build adynamic, creative environment that
motivates people.” It should dso be noted that employee empowerment is a prominent festure in all
totd quality initiatives. Any work-based learning system designed for tomorrow's workforce must
emphasize the concept of the worker as a vaue adding human resource.

Findly, ashift is occurring in the nature of the contract between organizations and their
employees. Merit isreplacing loydty as the basis of the bond between the worker and the work
organization. Evans (1976) observed that as the skills of aworker became noticeably improved, their
loydty tended to shift toward the skill area, and away from the employing organization. The effects of
continuing massive indudtrid plant relocation, outsourcing even in knowledge industries and professons,
the dominance of the knowledge professons in compensation, and extensive corporate downsizing in dl
industrial sectors have now imbedded this as amgor structurd change in the workforce.

Technology is changing the way we live, work, play and learn. Successful partnerships between
education and industry can provide the technology and innovations necessary to provide aflexible
learning framework to meet the needs of today’ s lifelong learners. Fostering collaborative and innovetive
partnerships will help enable higher education to transform in this high soeed information age.

Types of Partnerships

The Nationd Alliance of Business has been insrumental in examining and promoting
partnerships. In their report “Partnership Planning Structure for Business/Educati on/Government
Partnerships’ they outline the following categories for partnerships and indicate that most partnerships
fall under one of these areas.

1 Partnersin Public Policy
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These partnerships are collaborative efforts at the nationd, state, or loca level, anong
businesses, schools and public officids that shape the public and politica debate, bring
about substantive changesin state or federd legidation or local school governance and
affect the overal direction of the educationd system.

Partnersin Systemic Educationd Improvement

Systemic educationa improvement partnerships are those initiatives in which busnesses,
education officids and other community leadersidentify the need for reform or
improvement in the educationa system, and then work over the long term to make those
mgor changes happen in the system. These partnerships generdly affect alarge number
of youth, combine and channel resources in a different way, and bring about lasting
indtitutiondl change.

Partners in Management

Management ass stance partnerships provide school officids with management support
and business expertise in abroad range of areas. Some management partnerships
address adminigtration and organization reform in matters such as increased principa or
teacher autonomy, labor management relations, flexible personnd and incentive systems,
purchasing efficiencies and plant and equipment issues. Others address such areas as
management information systems, strategic planning and god setting, legd insurance,
finance, accounting and tax assstance, organization devel opment, performance
gtandards and productivity, public reations and school building management.

Partnersin Teacher Training and Development
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Businesses involved in teacher and counsdlor training and professond development
provide opportunities for school personne to update, upgrade, or maintain their skills
for example, to learn the latest developments in science or mathematics, or learn more
about the labor market, industries and business in the community, workplace needs and
career opportunities.

5. Partnersin the Classroom
Classroom partners are business volunteers who improve the learning environment by
bringing their business or occupationa expertise directly in the classroom for students
and teachers, or bringing the classroom to the business. The activities are planned and
coordinated with the school staff, generdly are tied to the school year or semester and
can focus on the needs of the school or of the individua students.

6. Partners in Specid Services
Specid service partnerships provide short-term, project or student-specific activities or
resources to help with a specific problem or need, such as awards, recognition
programs, scholarships and other incentives, professond memberships, fundraising,
donating or sharing equipment or educational materid, sponsoring career fairs or book
fairs, hosting receptions, sponsoring student teams, etc. These partnerships can include
both financid and staff support, but are generdly shorter term, are confined to one
school, one teacher, or one class, and they involve less business time and money
(1992).

The Nationd Alliance of Businessin an earlier report “The Fourth R: Workforce Readiness’

gives detailed information regarding the types of activitiesinvolved in al types of partnerships aswell as
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the amount and type of resources that are necessary, the commitment and leadership of top
management, focus of the activity and scope of involvement and investment. The mgor focus of these
partnerships are identified under the following categories; public policy, systemic education reform,
leadership, professional development, classroom enrichment, specid projects (1987).

Learning Partnerships

Technology learning partnerships can provide aflexible learning framework to meet the needs of
today’ s lifdong learners. Fogtering collaborative and innovative partnerships will help enable higher
education to transform in this high gpeed information age and provide new e-learning opportunities for
adult learner to help address the needs for today's high skilled workforce.

Electronic networks and the Internet increase an individud’ s opportunity of gaining an education
inavariety of new modes. Students are no longer differentiated by manner of attendance and learning is
distributed across networks, geographic areas and age spans. “Learners expect seamless, lifelong,
affordable, asynchronous, interactive diverse, customized, specialized, learner-centered higher
education” (Hill Duin, Bagr & Starke-Meyering, 2001, p. 59). The challenge to educators remainsto
ass g sudents to achieve learning from today’ s diverse information rich environment.

E-learning incorporates courses that are web-based and those delivered through
videoconferencing and combinations of the two. Innovative e-learning is an exciting and
chdlenging endeavor for business educators and trainers. It is criticd that e-learning courses adhere to
the same standards and quality as those courses taught in the traditiond classroom yet they provide
additiond flexihbility to place bound learners.

In areport from Berg, Manager of Education Programs at WM X Technologiesit is reported

that businesses want to form partnerships, such as; return on investment/results orientation, school



accountability, positive image/public relations, good communication, school reform, companies learn

what they don’t even know they are going to learn such as, what it isto be ateacher today, and

busnesses want partners who want to learn, grow and change (1995). The report goes on to explain

how a partnership should be started. Universities need to think about the important benefitsto their

students when entering into partnerships and | believe avery important aspect of thisreport isthe

section on what it is that students need from partnerships:

1.

To be able to connect what they are asked to learn in school with “red life’
goplications. Business can provide a“sneak preview” of the world of work
and give students a reason to study and do well.

To take responghility for their own learning.

To undergtand that they must be life-long learners. Finishing high school or
collegeis no longer enough.

To be proficient in technology, especialy computers. Waste Management
garbage trucks now have on-board computers. Students can no longer say to
themsdlves, “Wdll, | can dways be a garbage truck driver if | drop out of
school.”

To be exposed to a variety of career options and understand the educationd
and experientid paths to various careers.

To figure out what they have a natura aptitude for, enjoy doing and could
develop into a cares.

To be exposed to red life success sories and role models.

To set higher persona godls (Berg, 1995).
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I nternship Opportunities through Partnerships

The U.S. Labor Department predicts that 18 million graduates will be competing for the 14
million college-level jobsin the year 2005. Former Secretary of Labor Robert Reich pointed out that
80% of these jobswill require some vocationa training, according to the Watson study (as cited by
Gault, Redengton & Schlager, 2000). Experience isamgor issue when it comesto the job search.
Practicd experience isakey attribute that entry-level professonds can offer as structured work
experience related to career interests. The Nationa Society for Experientia Education reports that one
out of three four-year college students worked as an intern prior to graduating. The research states that
work experience programs are more likely to receive increased research attention and faculty support
when amore clear link is established between on-the-job experience and career development (Gaullt, et
al., 2000).

Higher education research has focused on improving teaching methods and modadities and
pedagogica processes, which operate in the classroom setting. Thereisalack of research into the
efficacy of internships, which diminishes the percelved legitimacy of fidd experience programs, and asa
result they remain margina to academic programs (Migliore, 1990; Gaullt, et d., 2000).

There are three terms that are commonly used to describe higher education programs that
pertain to learning through employment in industry. There are cooperative extenson programs, which
refer to State-sponsored agricultural work experiences. Cooperative and internship are the two
university names most often used to describe field experience opportunities for students. Cooperative
students tend to work full-time while internship students tend to be part-time (Gault et a., 2000). In
their sudy of internships, DiLorenzo-Aiss and Mathisen (1996) describe atypicd internship program as

being characterized by four criteria: (1) a gpecified number of work hours, (2) the work may be paid or
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unpad, (3) credit is awarded, and (4) oversight is provided by afaculty supervisor or coordinator or
other university representative and a corporate on-sight supervisor.

Interns are expected to be novices, not experts. They are very different than consultants. When
aconsultant is hired they are expected to be expertsin their respective fidds. Also, the internship
experience is desgned so that the intern can gain experience. It isintended that through the internships
experience the sudent gains experience in an area where they have received academic training. The
intern may be astudent or faculty intern and are expected to gain specific skills pertaining to tasksin
which they already possess genera knowledge (Pesk & O'Hara, 1999).

Thereislittle information in the literature regarding predictors of internship success and
outcomes of successful internships. According to Beard & Morton there are Six predictors of internship
success. “These include: (@) academic preparedness, (b) proactivity/aggressiveness, (C) positive
atitude, (d) quality of workste supervison, (€) organizational practices and policies, (f) compensation”
(1999, p. 42).

Summary And Condusions

In this paper we have presented the necessity for the development of a work-based learning
sysem which will prepare a motivated, highly skilled, well educated and self- directed, workforce for the
work organization of the future. In order to present the e ements and chalenges the system must face,
we have outlined Sx mgor sructura changesin the work organizations of the future which our research
revealed. We have aso andyzed what these changes will mean in terms of demands upon the people
who will be working in them. We next turned our attention to the four structura changesthat are
occurring in the workforce itsdf, then attempted to interpret the meaning of these. We provided a

discusson on partnerships between business and industry and higher education that may help to fill the



needs of today’slifdlong learners. It is beyond the scope of this paper to factor andyze the work-place
organization and the people who will work in and operate it; such atask must be left to future research.
Two mgor conclusions, however, can be drawn:

1. Theescdating pressures of productivity, change and technology, combined with increesng
diverdty from many directionsin the workforce make it imperative that in order to maintain our
gtandard of living, atrue work-based learning “ system” must be developed which is built upon
cooperation between al stakeholders and must include education, government, labor and
industry. All levels of public and private education must be articulated, and education and
training (Specific task-oriented training as compared to generd multi- purpose educeation) must
be moved closer to or linked with its gpplications as aresult of accelerating change.

2. Thetotd qudity demands of the workplace combined with the changing vaues of the workforce
make it imperative that the quaity mode be nurtured dong with industry and education
partnerships. Innovative partnerships will help to meet the chalenges of awork-based learning
system needed for the future.

Elements of this sysem mugt include:

* Clearly understood and agreed upon godls

» Focus on customers, both internal and external

» Commitment to excdlence in which dl functions focus on continud improvement
» Commitment to teamwork

» Decison making based upon measurement and data

» Commitment to lifdong learning

» Partnering to meet the needs of awork-based learning system
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